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CAMOITPMHAIJIEJXKHOCTD
" KATETOPMYECKWV IMITEPATVB

K. E. Moposo8'

Cmampa  nocBaujena nonvimxam MHOUX Aubep-
mapuanckux uaocogpof obocHobams npuUHYUN CaMo-
NPUHAOLEIKHOCTIU C NOMOUbI0 Brmopoil ghopmyaupobku
Kameeopudecxkoeo umnepamuba. Crauara 6 cmamove pe-
KOHCIPYUpYemcs.  cam  NPpUHyun  CamonpuHaoiexHo-
CMmu, CoeAacHo KOMopomy Kaxowii Heiobex o0aadaem
ecmecmBennvim npabom cobcmBernocmu Ha cBoe meao
u auunocms. CywecmByem muoxecmbo Bepcutl 31mo2o
NPUHYUNA, KOmopble NpUsHAION pasHvie HADOPbL MAKUxX
umyujecmbennvix npab, Ho obwas uepma Beex opmy-
AUPOBOK — UX PAOUKAALHBIL AHMUNATNEPHAAUSM U, KAK
credcmbue, npusHanue O0NYCMUMOCU CAMOPASPYULU-
meabHoeo noBedenis. 3amem peKOHCIPYUPYIOMCs 1 AHA-
AU3UpYyomcs 06a KAHMUAHCKUx apeymenma 6 3auyumy ca-
monpunadsexuocmu. Coesacto nepbomy, 1100u 0daadatom
Brympenneil YeHHOCbI0, A NOMOMY HUKO20A He 00/AXKHbL
UCNOAB306AMBCS. NPOCHIO KAK UHCIIPYMEHNIbL 045 HYKUX
yesetl, umo 3anpewjaem Baadenue opyeumu A00emu. Co-
21acHo Bmopomy, 1100m Heodxo0umo Baadems cBoum me-
A0M U AUHHOCHIBIO 045 Peasu3auuL AUHHOU U MOPAALHOTL
aBmoHoOMUL, KOMopble HYKHbL 045 UCNOAHEHUS MOPaANL-
Hoeo 3axoHa. Tlocae smoeo onucwiBaiomes 08a cnocoba,
KOMOPbIMU CAMONPUHAOAEIKHOCHIL MOXKENT COUeMmamuCs ¢
PABAUYHBIMU TEOPUAMU 1M0KO0eCBA AUMHOCTIIUL: UHINep-
HAAUSM U IKCMepHaAu3M. Vinmepraiusm npednosaeaenm,
umo meo Aub0 moxoecmberto AuuHocmu, 1100 A6asem-
Csl ee uacmbi0. DKCMepHAIU3M 1pednoaadzaen, uimo meio
ABasemca uem-mo GHewHUM 10 OMHOUWEHUIO K AUUHO-
cmu, komopas npedcmabBasiem cobotl Hedhusuueckyro meH-
masvHyto cyocmanyuto. Imu 06a nooxoda cmaskubarom
Kaumuanckux aubepmapuanyed c ousemmoi. Ecau onu
NPUHUMAIONT UHIMEPHAAUSM, 1O CAMONPUHAOACHKHOCHTD
HecoBMecmuma ¢ KameeopuueckuM umnepamubom, no-
momy umo npeodnosazaent CamOUHCHPYMeHMaIUayuro.
Ho nockoavky Bce a100u obaadatom paBHoil yeHHOCmbIO,
UHCMPYMEHMAAU3AUUS CaMoeo cebsl max e Hedonycmu-
Ma, KaK uncmpymenmarusayus opyeux awooei. Ecau xe
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SELF-OWNERSHIP
AND THE CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE

K. E. Morozov!

This article examines the attempts of many liber-
tarian philosophers to justify the self-ownership prin-
ciple using the second formulation of the categorical
imperative. It begins by reconstructing the self-own-
ership principle, according to which each person has a
natural property right over her body and person. There
are many versions of this principle, each recognizing a
different set of such property rights; but what all for-
mulations have in common is their radical anti-pater-
nalism and, consequently, the permissibility of self-de-
structive behaviour. The paper then reconstructs and
analyses two Kantian arquments for self-ownership.
According to the first, persons have intrinsic value
and should therefore never be used as mere means for
someone else’s ends, which forbids ownership of oth-
er people. According to the second, persons must own
their own bodies and persons in order to realise the per-
sonal and moral autonomy needed to uphold the moral
law. Next, the article describes two ways in which
self-ownership can be reconciled with different theo-
ries of personal identity: internalist and externalist.
Internalism holds that the body is either identical with
the person or part of the person. Externalism holds
that the body is external to the person, which is a non-
physical mental substance. For Kantian libertarians,
these two approaches present a dilemma. If they accept
internalism, then self-ownership is incompatible with
the categorical imperative because it involves self-in-
strumentalization. Since all persons are of equal value,
instrumentalizing oneself is just as impermissible as
instrumentalizing other persons. However, if Kantian
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Kanmuanckue Aubepmapuanyybl NpUHUMAam 3KcmepHa-
AU3M, 110 CAMONPUHAOAEHKHOCHIL NPOCIO He cAe0yent U3
Kameaopuecko2o umnepamuba, nomomy uimo HapyuieHue
npab cobcmbenrocmu Ha BHewiHue pecypcyl He Abaaemcs
uHcmpymenmarusayuen ux cobcmbernuxa camo no ceoe.
Taxum obpasom, kamezopudeckuil umnepamul u camo-
NPUHAOLEIKHOCTTb HECOBMECTIUMBL.

KaroueBuvie caoBa: Kanm, kameeopuueckuii um-
nepamub, camonpunadsexHocmy, Aubepmapuarcmbo,
ecmecm@ennvle npaba, abmonomus, uesoBeueckoe 00cHo-
unHcmbo, namMepHAAUIM, UHCTPYMEHMAAUSAY UL

BBenenmne

Vimmanywn KanT 1o 1paBy cumTaeTcss OqHUM
U3 CaMbIX 3HAUMMBIX U BJIVIATEIBHBIX MOpalb-
HBIX M MOJIUTUYECKNX (PrIocodoB B MCTOPUMN.
HeynusuTepHO, 4TO MHOTVe COBpeMeHHble u-
j10copcKme TeyeHMsl MBITAIOTCS YKPEIUTh CBOO
pecrieKTa0eIbHOCTE OIIOPOV Ha VMHTeJIJIeKTyalIb-
Hoe Hacsteave Kanra. OmHMM 13 TakKX TeYeHUN
SIBJISIETCS JINOepTapMaHCTBO, OOIIMpHOe ceMevi-
CTBO TEOPUTI CITPaBeINBOCTY, KOTOpPbIe ITPU/IAi0T
3HAYMTETbHBIVI MOPaJIBHBIVI BeC ITpaBaM YacTHOW
cobcrBeHHOCTN. BosbIMHCTBO MMbepTapraHIieB
MOA/IePKUBAIOT NPUHYUNL CAMONPUHAOACKHOCTU,
COIVIaCHO KOTOPOMY Ka’KIIbIVI 4ejIoBeK oOJiajiaeT
€CTeCTBEHHBIM ITPaBOM COOCTBEHHOCTV Ha CBOIO
JIVTYHOCTB, TEJIO W TPYH?.

Pobept Ho3mk Obli1 TIepBBIM JIMOepTapiaHCKIIM
dmtocodom, KOTOpBI TOMBITajIcA 0OOCHOBAThH
3TOT IIPUHIIMII C TIOMOIIIBIO KaTeropu4ecKoro Mm-
neparvsa (Hosuk, 2020, c. 54). i1 sTtoro Hosmk
VICTIONB3yeT pOpMyJIMPOBKY uesiopedHoCTH: «Ilo-
CTymam TakK, YTOObI Thl HMKOITIAa He OTHOCWIICS K
4eJIoBeYeCTBY, KaK B TBOEM JIMIIE, TaK ¥ B JIMIIE BCS-
KOTO IPYTOro, TOJIBKO KaK K CpeJICTBY, HO BCerza B
TO XK€ BpeMs M Kak K Iiem» (AA 04, S. 429; KaHr,
199406, c. 205). Hosuk mHTepIIpeTpyeT 3TOT IPVH-
LIVII B IIePBYIO ouepeb KakK 3arpeT Ha MHCTPYMeH-
TaJIbHOEe OTHOIIIeHYe K JIMIHOCTY Apyroro. VI3 sTo-
To 3aITpeTa CJIefyIoT Bce CTaH/IapTHBIe HeraT/BHbIe
IIpaBa, BKJIIo4as IpaBa Ha CBOOOITY 1 TeJIeCHYIO He-

2 3amerHble mcknoueHms — Kesun Bawie 1 Yangpan
Kyxkarac (Vallier, 2012; Kukathas, 2019).
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libertarians accept externalism, then self-ownership
simply does not follow from the categorical imperative
because violating property rights to external resources
is not itself an instrumentalization of their owner.
Thus, the categorical imperative and self-ownership
are incompatible.

Keywords: categorical imperative, self-ownership,
libertarianism, natural rights, autonomy, human digni-
ty, paternalism, instrumentalization

Introduction

Immanuel Kant is widely considered one
of the most important and influential moral
and political philosophers in history. It is no
surprise that many modern philosophical
movements have sought to shore up their re-
spectability by drawing on Kant’s intellectual
legacy. One such movement is libertarianism,
a broad family of theories of justice that attach
significant moral weight to private property
rights. Most libertarians endorse the self-own-
ership principle, which holds that each person
has a natural right of ownership over her own
person, body, and labour.?

Robert Nozick was the first libertarian
philosopher to attempt to justify this princi-
ple using the categorical imperative (Nozick,
1974, pp. 30-31). To do this, Nozick uses the
humanity formulation: “Act so that you use
humanity, as much in your own person as
in the person of every other, always at the
same time as end and never merely as means”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 429; Kant, 2002, pp. 46-47).
Nozick interprets this principle primarily as
a prohibition on an instrumental attitude to-
wards the person of another. All standard
negative rights follow from this prohibition,

2 Notable exceptions include Kevin Vallier (2012) and
Chandran Kukathas (2019).



NprKOcHOBeHHOCTh. Ho Taxke, cortacno Hosmky,
3TOT HPVHINII 3allpellaeT IlepepacrperesieHye
OorarcTBa M JOXOMOB, Hake KOra 3TO HeoOXomm-
MO, 9TOOBI yJTy4IINTH IIOJIOKEeHVe HavMeHee oDe-
crieueHHBIX WwieHOB obmrectsa (Hosmx, 2020, c. 216).

ITonmerTka Hosmka obocHoBaTh camorrpmHa/-
JIEXKHOCTh C OIOPOVI Ha KaTeropuyecKuil MMIle-
paTVB MHOTOKpaTHO IlofBepraiachk Kputuke (Ex-
dell, 1977; Teuber, 1983; Korsgaard, 1993; Cohen,
1995; Brenkert, 1998, Attas, 2000; Bardon, 2000;
Williams, 2013; Yasemin, 2014; Varden, 2016, Mo-
posos, 2024a). Tem He MeHee MHOIVe JIpyrue Jiu-
OepTapraHCKVe aBTOPBI TaKXXe pa3BUBaJIM BIOX-
HoBjtleHHoe HosmkoMm KaHTmaHCcKoe 000oCcHOBaHUe
CaMOIIpPMHA/JIEXHOCT. B wmx umcire I'miorens
MTamuep, Pobept Temop, xemmc OtTecoH,
Opuk Mak, [Ixencon Kysunuxm, [xopmx CMmur,
Kpuc Cypnpenant, Vsu Kaprep, ®abuan Benar
u MHorme npyrue (Steiner, 1994; Taylor, 2004;
Otteson, 2009; Mack, 2016; Kuznicki, 2016; Smith,
2016; Surprenant, 2018; Carter, 2019; Wendt, 2022).
Llep 3TOM CTaTbt — PEKOHCTPYMPOBATH KaHTW-
aHCKOe ODOCHOBaHVE CaMOIIPVMHAIJIEKHOCTY, a
3aTeM IPeIJIOKNUTh apryMeHT IpoTuB Hero. Kak
MBI IUTaHVIpyeM IIOKa3aTh, KaHTMAHCKMe Jmbep-
TapMAHIIBI CTAJIKMBAIOTCS C AVMJIEMMON B TOM, KaK
OHV MOTYT TPaKTOBaTh CBSI3b MeXy JIMYHOCTBHIO
u TesioM. Eciivt OHM OTOXIECTBIISIIOT 1X, TO CaMO-
IIPUHAIJIeKHOCTh caMa 1o cebe HapylllaeT Kare-
TOpPUYEeCKUII MIIepaTuB B (POPMYJIPOBKe YeJIo-
BegHOCTH. HO ecsit OHM pas3immyaroT JIMYHOCTD U
TeJI0, TO CaMOIIPVHAJIEXKHOCTh IIPOCTO He CIIey-
€T 13 KaTeropn4ecKoro MMIiepaTuBa.

HPI/IHI.H/IH CaMOITpMHAAJIEKHOCTU

Haxe cpenu cammx mbepTapMaHIileB MHO-
I'vie OTHOCSITCSI CKeIITMYeCK! K mjIee KaHTMaHCKO-
ro oOocHOBaHMS caMOIprHaIeXXHOCT. Hampn-
Mep, bac BaH niep BocceH ykaseiBaeT Ha TOT (paxT,
uTto cam KaHT B «MeTadnsmke HpaBoB» OTBepraeT
VIJIEI0, UTO JIFOIIV MOTYT MIMeTb IIpaBO COOCTBEHHO-
cTu1 Ha cammx ce0s (Van der Vossen, 2022, p. 121—
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including rights to liberty and bodily integ-
rity. But this principle also, according to No-
zick, prohibits the redistribution of wealth
and income, even when these are necessary
for improving the situation of the least ad-
vantaged members of society (Nozick, 1974,
p. 169).

Nozick’s attempt to justify self-ownership
using the categorical imperative has been crit-
icized many times (Exdell, 1977; Teuber, 1983;
Korsgaard, 1993; Cohen, 1995; Brenkert, 1998;
Attas, 2000; Bardon, 2000; Williams, 2013;
Chaly, 2014; Varden, 2016; Morozov, 2024a).
However, many other libertarian authors
have also developed a Nozick-inspired Kant-
ian justification for self-ownership, includ-
ing Hillel Steiner (1994), Robert Taylor (2004),
James Otteson (2009), Eric Mack (2016), Jason
Kuznicki (2016), George Smith (2016), Chris
Surprenant (2018), Ian Carter (2019), Fabian
Wendt (2022), and many others. The purpose
of this article is to reconstruct the Kantian jus-
tification for self-ownership and then to of-
fer an argument against it. As will be shown,
Kantian libertarians face a dilemma in how
they conceptualize the connection between
person and body. If they identify the two, then
self-ownership violates the categorical imper-
ative on the humanity formulation. But if they
distinguish person and body, then self-owner-
ship simply does not follow from the categori-
cal imperative.

The Self-Ownership Principle

Even among libertarians, many are skep-
tical about the idea of a Kantian justification
for self-ownership. For example, Bas van der
Vossen points out that Kant himself, in The
Metaphysics of Morals, rejects the idea that peo-
ple can have property rights over themselves
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122; AA 06, S. 270; Kant, 1994a, c. 297)°. KaaT
o0cyXlaeT MHOXeCTBO TIOHSITUV, COIepKaHVe
KOTOPBIX IIepeceKaeTcsi C «IIPaBOM COOCTBEHHO-
CTW», HO OCHOBHOe KaHTOBCKOe TIOHATIe, KOTOpoe
Hac 3[1eChb MHTepecyeT, — 3TO «4WUCTO IIPaBOBOe
BJIajieHe». DTO BilajieHne, coryiacHo KaHTy, ecTb
JIBYyCTOPOHHEe OTHOIIIeHVe MeXIy CyOBeKTOM U
6rnewnum obvexkToM. Ilom BHENIHMM 0OBEKTOM JKe
KanT nogpasymeBaeT pocTo 00beKT, OTJIMYHBIN
OT CyO'beKTa, 17151 KOTOPOTO OH SIBJISI€TCS BHEIITHVIM
(AA 06, S. 252—253; KanT, 19944, c. 277). Takum 00-
pasoM, yXXe Ha ypOBHe VCXOIHBIX OITpelleIeHUN
KaHT ycraHaB/IMBaeT, uTO MpaBO COOCTBEHHOCTM
HeJIb3sl IMEeTh B OTHOIIIEHMY caMoro ceds, a IoTo-
My CaMOIIPUHAa/JIeXHOCTh HEBO3MOXKHa.

OpHaxko KaHTHaHCKMe JIOepTapuaHIIbl CIIpa-
BEIIJIVIBO MOTYT BO3pas’UTh IIPOTUB 3TOTO, YTO VX
He JIOJDKHO OecriokomTk, 4To caMm KaHT mmymai o
HEeBO3MOXHOCTM IIpaBa COOCTBEHHOCTM Ha cCa-
Moro ceOsi. KaHT mpusHaBaI B HEKOTOPOM CMBIC-
Jle BOSMOXKHOCTb BJIafleHUs JPYTUM JIVILIOM: JKe-
How, neTbMu 1 ciryramu (AA 06, S. 276 —277; KaHr,
1994a, c. 304). Ceronng maxe cpeay 1ocsieioBaTe-
sert KaHTa Masio KTo pasfesisieT Iofo0Hble IIpe]l-
crapiieHMs. Tak ¥ KaHTMaHCKMe JIMOepTapyaHIIbl
MOI'YT YTBEPXXIaTh, YTO OHU He CTPeMSTCA K JI0-
CKOHAJIBHOMY CJIE[IOBAaHMIO KaHTOBCKOM puIIo-
codum. Cxopee, oHm 3amMcTBYIOT Yy KanTa mmen
VI apryMeHTBI, KOTOpble KaKyTCs VIM IIOJIe3HBIMU
¥ TIpaBIOIOAOOHBIMY, OTOpachiBasi Te 3JIeMeH-
Thl KAaHTOBCKOIO y4eHNsl, KOTOpble IIpeJCTaBIIs-
IOTCA MM YCTapeBIIVMMM U HeyOenuTeIbHbIMM'.
ITockornbKy Hallla IIeJIb B 3TOVI CTaTbe — IIpoa-
HaJIM3MPOBaTh IIpaBIoIIoo0Ve KaHTMaHCKOIo ap-
TyMeHTa B M0JIb3y CaMOIIPUHA/IJIeKHOCTY KaK Ta-
KOBO€, a He COOTBETCTBYIe 3TOr0 apryMeHTa MBIC/IV
camoro Kanra, gasiee Mbl He OyzieM oTBeprarh ca-

* Marix OryKa TakKe IPOTHBOIIOCTABIISET JIOKKeaHCKOe
JmMbepTapraHCcTBO, KOTOPOMY CUMIIATU3UPYeT OH caM, U
KaHTMaHCKUV STaJIMTapHBEIV JOepamsM, KOTOPBIT OH
CBA3BbIBAET C TaKuMM aBTopamu, Kak JIxon Poss, Tomac
Haresns, bpartar bappu n Tomac Cxaaron (Otsuka, 2003,
2 4-5).

JInGepTapuaHIIpl Jaxke MOTYT yTBepXIaTh, UTO CaMo-
MIPUHA/IIEXHOCTh HeobxomMa, 9ToOb! creslaTh KaHTH-
aHCTBO Oostee yOenuTeTbHBIM. Bemp HekoTOpble Bepcuu
MPVHIIAIIA CAMOITPUHAIEXXHOCTV VCKITFOYAIOT BO3MOX-
HOCTB BJIQJIEHVS IPYTVIM JIVILIOM.
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(Van der Vossen, 2022, pp. 121-122).> Kant dis-
cusses many concepts whose content intersects
with “property rights”, but the primary Kant-
ian concept that interests us here is “merely
rightful possession”. Such possession, accord-
ing to Kant, is a two-way relationship between
a subject and an external object. By “external ob-
ject”, Kant simply means an object distinct from
the subject for whom it is external (MS RL, AA
06, pp. 252-253; Kant, 1991, p. 75). Thus, even
at the level of his initial definitions, Kant estab-
lishes that one cannot have ownership rights in
relation to oneself and, therefore, that self-own-
ership is impossible.

Kantian libertarians, however, might right-
ly object to this, saying that they should not
be concerned that Kant himself believed that
self-ownership was impossible. Kant acknowl-
edged, in a certain sense, the possibility of
owning another person: a wife, children, and
servants (MS RL, AA 06, pp. 276-277; Kant,
1991, pp. 95-96). Today, even among Kant’s fol-
lowers, few share such views. Similarly, Kant-
ian libertarians might claim that they do not
strive to strictly adhere to Kant’s philosophy.
Rather, they borrow from Kant those ideas
and arguments that seem useful and plausible
to them, discarding those elements of Kant's
teaching that seem outdated and unconvinc-
ing.* Since the goal of this article is to analyse
the plausibility of the Kantian argument for
self-ownership as such, rather than its consist-
ency with Kant’s own thought, we will not re-
ject self-ownership solely on the basis of Kant’s

3Michael Otsuka also contrasts Lockean libertarianism,
which he himself favours, with Kantian egalitarian lib-
eralism, which he associates with such writers as John
Rawls, Thomas Nagel, Brian Barry, and Thomas M.
Scanlon (Otsuka, 2003, pp. 4-5).

* Libertarians might even argue that self-ownership is
necessary to make Kantianism more persuasive. After
all, some versions of the self-ownership principle ex-
clude the possibility of owning another person.



MOITPVHAIJIEKHOCTh Ha OCHOBAHWY OTHOTO TOJTb-
KO ee oTBepxkeHMs cammuM KanTom. Mbl Takke He
OymeM BOCIIPOM3BOAUTH AETaJIbHO BCIO KaHTOB-
CKYIO JOKTPUHY IIpaBa, COCPeIOTOUMBIIINCH Ha Ca-
MOM KaHTMAHCKOM apr'yMeHTe B IT0JIb3y CaMOIIP-
HAaJIJTEXKHOCTY U €70 KPUTHKE.

Ho mpexxzie weMm nepenTy K KAHTMAHCKOMY ap-
TYMEHTY, HaM HY>)KHO IIPOSICHUTB, YTO JIMOepTapy-
aHIIBI MOpa3yMeBalOT IO, «CaMOIPVHAJIEKHO-
cTbio». OCOOEHHO BIIVATENIbHYIO0 (POPMYIIMPOBKY
caMOITpVHaJIeKHOCTY npemtoxwm IIurep Basr-
nenTtanid, I'voutens Ilravmep n Marikinr Onyka.
OHu onrpenertsitoT caMOITPVHAIIIEKHOCTb KaK MaK-
CVIMAJIBPHO IIVPOKMTI HAOOp IIpaB COOCTBEHHOCTH,
KOTOpBIe Ka)K/IbIV1 YeJIOBeK MOJKET VIMeTh Ha CaMo-
T0 ceDsi M1 CBOe TeJI0, COBMECTVMBIV C aHAJIOTTUYHBI-
MM HaOopaMu IIpaB JIJIsI BCeX OCTaIbHBIX JIIOZET.
DroT Habop BKIIIOYaeT cilefytomniye ipasa: (1) mpa-
Ba KOHTPOJIMPOBaTh CBOe TeJlo, (2) IIpaBa Ha KOM-
IIeHCAIIMIO 3a HecoIJlacOBaHHOEe VICIIONIb3OBaHMe
Tesa, (3) mpaBa IPUHYANUTEIBHOTO VICTIOITHEHNS B
OTHOIIIEHV! TIePBBIX [IByX IIpaB, (4) IIpaBa Ha Ile-
pemady 3Tux IIpaB KOMY-TO Apyromy u (5) mMmy-
HUTEeT K HeCoIJIacOBaHHOV yTpaTe KaKoro-jiioo m3
stux mpas (Vallentyne et al., 2005, p. 203—204).

Basurenraris, ITaviiep n Onyka Takoke HasbIBa-
IOT 3Ty BEPCUIO CaMOIIPVHA/IJIEKHOCTY «TIOJTHOV,
ITIOCKOJIBKY OHa BKJIIOUaeT HarOosiee OOIIVIPHBIN
IlepeveHb I1paB, KOTOpble KTO- 100 MOXeT MMeThb
Ha cBoe coOcTBeHHOe Tejio. IIpu mocienosarens-
HOM IIPVIMEHEHVV 3TOT IIPVHIIUII VIMeeT JI0BOJIb-
HO pajIVIKaJIbHBIE CJIEZICTBIIS. BO-TIepBBIX, ITOCKOIIb-
Ky 9TOT HaOOp IIpaB BKJIIOUaeT IIpaBo Ha Ilepefjaqy,
TO 3TO paspelraeT JIIOISM IIPoIaBaTh caMmx cedst
B «100poBOsIbHOE pabcTBo» (Ibid., p. 208; Steiner,
1994, p. 232—234; Block, 2003; Otsuka, 2003, p. 122—
123; Kershnar, 2003; Frederick, 2014; Ho3uxk, 2020,
c. 403). Bo-BTOpBIX, COITIACHO 3TOMY IIPMHIINILY, Y
JIIOfIeVl HeT HMKAKMX TO3UTVBHBIX 00s3aTeIbCTB
IIOMOTaTh IPyIMM, Jake Korja Apyrve OTYassHHO
HY)XIAIOTCS B IIOMOIIM ¥ 3Ta IIOMOIIb HIYEro He
crouT camoMy momoratormiemy (Mack, 2010, p. 62;
Narveson, 2013, p. 382; Hosuk, 2020, c. 288). B-Tpe-
TBVIX, 3TO 3aIIpeliaeT IPUHYINTeIbHOe HaJjIoroo-
Or1okeHVe JTIOOBIX IOXOMOB, 3apabOTaHHBIX UesIo-
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rejection. We also will not recapitulate Kant’s
entire doctrine of right in detail, focusing in-
stead on the Kantian argument for self-owner-
ship specifically, and its critique.

But before we move on to the Kantian ar-
gument, we need to clarify what libertarians
mean by “self-ownership”. A particularly in-
fluential formulation of self-ownership has
been offered by Peter Vallentyne, Hillel
Steiner, and Michael Otsuka. They define
self-ownership as the broadest possible set of
property rights that a person can have over
herself and her body that is compatible with
similar sets of rights for all other persons.
They include in this set the following rights:
(1) rights to control one’s body, (2) rights to
compensation for nonconsensual use of the
body, (3) enforcement rights over the first
two rights, (4) rights to transfer these rights
to someone else, and (5) immunity from non-
consensual loss of any of these rights (Vallen-
tyne et al., 2005, pp. 203-204).

Vallentyne, Steiner, and Otsuka also call
this version of self-ownership “full,” because it
includes the most extensive set of rights any-
one can have over her own body. When ap-
plied consistently, this principle has quite
radical consequences. First, because this set
of rights includes the right to transfer, it per-
mits people to sell themselves into “volun-
tary slavery” (ibid., p. 208; Nozick, 1974, p. 331;
Steiner, 1994, pp. 232-234; Block, 2003; Otsuka,
2003, pp. 122-123; Kershnar, 2003; Frederick,
2014). Second, according to this principle, peo-
ple have no positive obligations to help oth-
ers, even when others are in desperate need
of help, and when such help would be of no
cost to the helper (Nozick, 1974, p. 348; Narve-
son, 2013, p. 382; Mack, 2010, p. 62). Third, it
prohibits forced taxation of any income earned
by human labour (Nozick, 1974, p. 169; Feser,
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BedeckmM TpyoM (Hosux, 2020, c. 216; Feser, 2000).
B-ueTBepThIX, 3TO 3aIpeliaeT Jake He3HAYNTEIb-
Hble TTaTepHaJIVCTCKIEe BMeIIaTeJIbCTBa M Or paH-
YeHsI, Jayke Korga OHV HeoOXOIVIMBI, YTOOBI CIia-
CTU uestoBedecKyto Xm3Hb (Hosuk, 2020, c. 58). Kak
YyTBEPXKIIAOT CTOPOHHVIKV TIOJTHOVI CaMOIIpVHAa/I-
JIEXKHOCTY, MBI JIOJDKHBI IIPUHATH 3TU KOHTPUH-
TYWUTVBHBIE BBIBOIBIL, IIOTOMY UTO OHU CJIEYIOT 13
HpV3HAHMS KaXIOro 4esloBeKa I1eJIbI0 caMOVl TI0
cebe (Moposos, 2025, c. 79).

Onnako maxe cpeny jmbepTapuaHIieB He Bce
HNPUHSUIVL CTOJIb PalVKaIbHYIO TPaKTOBKY CaMo-
pyHa/IeXHOCT. HekoTopble aBTOpBI IIOCTapa-
JINCh OCJIa0UTh ee KOHTPUHTYUTVIBHBIE CIIe[ICTBIAS,
HpUHSB OoJlee yMepeHHoe IpoJYTeHVe 3TOTO IIPYH-
1yra. MHorve n3 HUX yTBep>Kav, YTO CaMOITpy-
HATeXKHOCTD SIBJISIETCS HeOMmyYyx0aeMotl, a TIOTOMY
He JIOIyCKaeT [JaXe IO0OPOBOIBHYIO IPOHAXy Ca-
Moro cedst B padbcrBo (Grunebaum, 2000; Ellerman,
2010; Olsthoorn, 2019; Potbapm, 2019). Ipyrue Bkitio-
YTV B CAMOITPVHAIJIEXKHOCTD ITPUTSI3aHVie IIPOTVB
JIVIIIEHVISE BO3MOXXKHOCTEV CaMOCTOSITEITEHO VICIIONb-
30BaTh cBoe Tesio (Mack, 1995; Feser, 2005; Russell,
2010). HexoTopble Taxke nepedopMyIIpoBaIn ca-
MOITPVHAJIEKHOCTD, YTOOBI c/iesiaTh ee uybcmbiu-
meavHoil K obasamesvcmbam (Bryan, 2019, Cudd,
2019; Spafford, 2022). Ertie HeCKOJIBKO aBTOPOB ITpV-
HSUIVL  CAMONPUHAOAEHKHOCTb  KOHMpOAs, KOTopast
HazleJIsfeT JIIoIeV IIPaBOM PacIopsKaThbCsl CBOVIM
TEJIOM, HO He JIOXOIOM OT VICIIOJIb30BaHSI COOCTBEH-
Horo Tpyna (Christman, 1994; Van Parijs, 1997; Tay-
lor, 2005; Widerquist, 2013). Hakower1, HemHorve 13
CTOPOHHMKOB CaMOIIPVHAJIEKHOCTI JaXke JOITy-
CTWIN MsITKMe POpMBI ITaTepHAIIV3Ma, KOTrZla OHU
OCYIIECTBIISIOTCS IIyTeM no0maikubanus deoBeKa
K Hy>KHOMY BBIOOpY, @ He uepe3 BMeIIIaTe IbCTBa VIV
orpa"nyenus (Sunstein, Thaler, 2003).

MokeT OCTaTbCsl HEeSICHBIM, YTO OT/IMYaeT Ta-
KyIO Ocjla0JIeHHYIO CaMOIIPVHA/IJIeKHOCTb OT 00-
eyt JmOepasIbHOV KOHIIENIIMM 0a30BbIX IIpaB.
[I>xoHaran KyoHr mosicHseT, 4To KOpHeBas mjes
CaMOIIPMHA/IJIEKHOCTI — 3TO ee PaViKaJIbHBIN
anTymarepHaamsM (Quong, 2011, p. 87). JIubGe-
pasibHasl KOHIIENIIMS 0a30BBIX IIpaB 3alllMIIlaeT
JIVIITh OrPaHMYEeHHBIVI HaOOp IIpaB Ha COOCTBEH-
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2000). Fourth, it prohibits even minor pater-
nalistic interventions and restrictions, even
when they are necessary to saving human life
(Nozick, 1974, p. 34). As proponents of full
self-ownership argue, we must accept these
counterintuitive conclusions because they fol-
low from recognizing each person as an end in
herself (Morozov, 2025, p. 79).

However, even among libertarians, not
all have embraced this radical understand-
ing of self-ownership. Some authors have
sought to weaken its counterintuitive impli-
cations by adopting a more moderate read-
ing of the principle. Many have argued that
self-ownership is inalienable, and therefore
does not allow even the voluntary sale of one-
self into slavery (Grunebaum, 2000; Ellerman,
2010; Rothbard, 2016; Olsthoorn, 2019). Oth-
ers have incorporated a claim against the de-
privation of the independent use of one’s body
into self-ownership (Mack, 1995; Feser, 2005;
Russell, 2010). Some have also reformulated
self-ownership to make it duty-sensitive (Bryan,
2019; Cudd, 2019; Spafford, 2022). A few oth-
ers have adopted a control self-ownership that
grants people control over their bodies but not
over the income from their own labour (Christ-
man, 1994; Van Parijs, 1997; Taylor, 2005; Wid-
erquist, 2013). Finally, some self-ownership
proponents even allow for soft forms of pater-
nalism, when these are implemented by nudg-
ing a person toward the desired choice rather
than through interventions or restrictions
(Sunstein and Thaler, 2003).

It may remain unclear what distinguish-
es such a weakened self-ownership from the
general liberal conception of basic rights. Jon-
athan Quong explains that the core idea of
self-ownership is its radical anti-paternalism
(Quong, 2011, p. 87). The liberal conception
of basic rights protects only a limited set of



HOe TeJIo, KOTOpble HeOOXOMVMBI IJIS pealv3a-
LM YaCTHBIX KOHIleNUuy Ojiara M myOiImyuHOM
KOHIIenmy crpasemymmsoct (Rawls, 1996, p. 308;
cp.: Brennan, 2020). ITpn3sHaHMe ocTajIbHBIX IIpaB
3aBUCUT OT KOJUIEKTVBHOI'O BOJICV3bIBIICHIS Ue-
pe3 IeMOoKpaTudecKyie IIpOLeayphbl ¥ MHCTUTYTHL.
CaMOHpVIHaZLHe)KHOCTB Xe Jayke B CBOeW cj1abovt
dopme olecrieurBaeT CWIBHYIO 3alllUTy B TOM
4ycIIe JIJT4 paB Ha CaMOpas3pyIINTeSIbHOe IToBe-
neHue. B vacTHOCTM, JaXke yMepeHHBIe BepCUM Ca-
MOITPVHAJIEXKHOCTY HAJIeJISIOT JIIOfeVl IIpaBoM
yHOTpeOIATh HAapKOTMKIL I OKa3bIBaTh CEKCyaslb-
HBle YCITyTY 3a IeHbI'M, TEM CaMBbIM 3allpelas ae-
ATEJIPHOCTh TOCYJapCTBa II0 OrPaHWYEHMIO IIO-
nooubIx gevicteuit (Wendt, 2022, p. 595).

TaxmmM oOpa3om, KaHTMAaHCKOe OOOCHOBaHIIe Ca-
MOITPVIHA/JIEXKHOCT JIOJDKHO YCTAaHOBUTH He IIPO-
CTO KaKOV-TO Habop IpaB Ha CBOOOLY V1 TeJIECHYIO
HEITPVKOCHOBEHHOCTh, HO TaKXe OYeHb CTPOroe
HIpUTSI3aHVe IIPOTUB ITaTepHaM3Ma. B aTom mpo-
SIBJISIeTCS] COOCTBEHHIUECKMTI aCTIEKT CaMOITPIHATI-
JIEKHOCTII: YeJIOBeYeCKOe TeJI0 PacCMaTprBaeTCs
KaK (pu3MUecKnil pecypc, ¢ KOTOPBIM €ro BiIafle-
JIer] MOXKeT oOparraTbesl JII00BIM CIIOCOO0M, TTOPTS
VIV PACXOJIys €ro, eCIIV TIOCYMTaeT Hy KHBIM. DTOT
aKIIeHT Ha aHTUIIATePHAJIVICTCKVIX acIleKTaX CaMo-
IIPVHA/JIEXXHOCTY TI03BOJISIET HaM OTCeSATh HavMe-
Hee IIpaBIOIIOIO0HBIE 1 SIBHO HECOBMECTVIMBIE C
KaHTMAHCTBOM TPaKTOBKV 3TOT'0 ITPUHITATIA.

KanTnanckoe o0ocHOBaHMe
CaMOI PMHAIJIE>KHOCTH

Muorune kputukm Hosmka nogmedann TOT
daKT, 4TO OH HUMKaK He JeTaIn3upyeT CBOV KaH-
TUAHCKUW apryMeHT B MOJIb3Yy CaMOIpMHaJJIexX-
HocTi. CKOpee, OH ITPOCTO YTBEPXKIaeT, uTo op-
MYJIMPOBKa 4eJIOBeUHOCTM OIIpaBiblBaeT CTpOrve
JIeOHTUYeCKle OrpaHYeHNs Ha TO, KaK JOIYCTU-
MO 0OOpaIaThCs ¢ APYyTMMU JIMIHOCTSIMIY, a 3aTeM
yTBepXKJaeT, UTO 3TV OrpaHMYeHMs IO0JDKHBI M0-
HVIMaThCS Kak JIbepTapraHckye. V13-3a aToro 4a-
CTO yTBepXKaaeTcs, uTo jinbeprapuaHcTso Hosmka
nmireHo ocHoBaHum (Nagel, 1975).
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rights over one’s own body — those necessary
for the realization of private conceptions of
the good and the public conception of justice
(Rawls, 1996, p. 308; cf. Brennan, 2020). Recog-
nition of other rights depends on the collec-
tive expression of the will through democratic
procedures and institutions. Self-ownership,
even in its weak form, provides strong protec-
tion, including for the rights to self-destruc-
tive behaviour. In particular, even moderate
versions of self-ownership grant people the
right to use drugs and sell sex, thereby pro-
hibiting state action to restrict such behaviour
(Wendt, 2022, p. 595).

A Kantian justification for self-ownership
must therefore establish not just some set of
rights to liberty and bodily integrity, but also
a very strong claim against paternalism. This
is where the proprietarian aspect of self-own-
ership comes into play: the human body is
treated as a physical resource that its owner
can treat in any way she chooses, damaging or
expending it as she sees fit. This emphasis on
the anti-paternalistic aspects of self-ownership
allows us to weed out those interpretations of
the principle that are less plausible and obvi-
ously incompatible with Kantianism.

Kantian Justification
of Self-Ownership

Many of Nozick’s critics have noted that he
does not elaborate on his Kantian argument for
self-ownership. Rather, he simply claims that
the humanity formulation justifies strict deon-
tic constraints on how it is permissible to treat
other persons, and then argues that these con-
straints should be understood as libertarian.
Because of this, it is often claimed that Nozick’s
libertarianism lacks foundations (Nagel, 1975).
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Boree GriarocksioHHO HacTpoeHHble K Hosmky
aBTOPBI, OITHAKO, ITOIBITAIVICH PEKOHCTPYVPOBATh
ero yinHMIO aprymeHTanuu (Taylor, 2004; Zwolins-
ki, 2008; Mack, 2016). Kax kaxeTcst, OCHOBHasI M1est
Ho3suka coctouT B TOM, 4TO KaXKIas yesioBedecKast
JIMYHOCTH OOJIalaeT PaIiMIOHAIBHOV areHTHOCTHIO
VI B CWJIY 3TOTO HaJleJleHa BHYTPeHHeV! (HeVHCTPY-
MEHTAaJIbHOVI) [IEHHOCTBIO®. DTOT apr'yMeHT MOXKHO
IIOHMMATh ABOSKO. C OHOVI CTOPOHBI, €70 MOYKHO
MpOYeCcTh KaK MHTYUIIVIOHVICTCKOe YTBepXKIIeHe,
9TO OOJIajaHMe BCSKVM UeJIOBEKOM BHYTpPEHHeN
IIEHHOCTBIO — 3TO CaMOOYeBVIHAsI MOpasIbHasl VIC-
TnHA®. C IpyTrovi CTOPOHBI, €r0 MOXXHO ITOHVIMATh
KaK TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHbIV apryMeHT B 1yxe Kpu-
ctua Kopcraapn, C sTom TOUKM 3peHus paliyio-
HaJIbHasi arTeHTHOCTD (MJIV HeA06e4HOCHTb) SIBIISIeTCs
HeoOXOIVIMBIM IIpeIBapVTeIbHBIM yCIIOBVEM TOTO,
YTOOBI MBI OBLIN CIIOCOOHBI IIEHUTE UTO-J11100. I To-
3TOMY, €CJIVI MBI IIeHVM ce0si VI COOCTBeHHBIe JKI3-
HeHHBIe 11eJIV, MBI TaKKe JOJDKHBI 0e3yCJIOBHO Iie-
HUTB YeJI0BeuHOCThb B cebe u apyrux (Korsgaard,
1996, p. 121—123; Korsgaard, 1998, p. 60—62).

Bre 3aBrcHMOCTI OT TOTO, KaKyIo M3 JIBYX Bep-
CUVI apr'yMeHTa MBI VCIIOJIb3yeM, OH yCTaHaBJIVBaeT,
YTO y HaC eCThb palliOHaIbHOEe 00s13aTeIbCTBO IIPY-
3HaBaTh BHYTPEHHIOIO 1IeHHOCTB JIFOLEV ¥ MX de-
JIOBEYHOCT. HOCKOJ‘IBKy KaXKIbIVI I3 HaC B paBHOM
Mepe 00J1a/TaeT UeJI0BEUHOCTBIO, KaXKIbIVI 3aCI Ty KN~
BaeT, YTOObI K HeMy OTHOCWJIVICH C ITOOOArOIIM
yBakeHVeM 1 He paccMaTpyBaIi VICKITIOUMTEIbHO
KaK CpeJICTBO VIV MHCTPYMEHT, KaK Toro Tpedyer
dopMysIMpoBKa 4eI0BeYHOCTI. DTOT (paKT Takxke
00BsicHsIeT TO, uTO [I3BU/, BpMHK HasbBaeT «Mo-
PpaJIbHOVI CIMMeTpielt (POPMYIIPOBKY YeJIOBEUHO-
CTV»: 3Ta (POPMYIIMPOBKa 3allpelraeT MHCTPYMeH-
TaJIVI3VIPOBaTh He TOJIBKO UY)KYIO UeJIOBEYHOCTH, HO
¥ cBoIO cobcTBeHHYT0 (Brink, 2019, p. 13y

®> O0JraaHMe BHyTpeHHeV IIEHHOCTBIO B JAHHOM CJIydae
Tak)ke MOXXHO ITOHMMAaTh KaK oOyiajjaHye ueioBeYeCcKM
TIOCTOMHCTBOM (cM.: ApTeMbeBa, 2024).

¢ Pobepr Aymm m Hurep llléHekkep NperyIoXmMIn VH-
TYMIIMOHMCTCKOe ITpouTerme 3Tk Kanra (Audi, 2004;
Schonecker, 2013; cp.: [Toseueposa, 2024). Moxen bosros-
CKM OcIlapuBaeT 3Ty TPakToBKy (Bojanowski, 2017).

7 Tlockombky Hosuk IpmsHaéT IpaBo Ha J0OpOBOJIBHOE
camoriopaboIIieHe, OH, KaK KaXeTcsl, OTPUIIaeT 3Ty CUM-
MEeTPMIO ¥ paccMaTpuBaeT TOJIBKO WHCTpYMeHTasIn3a-
LIMIO JIPYTOro Kak 3allpelleHHY0. S He BVDKY XOPOIIMX
apryMeHTOB B IIOJIb3y aCMMMETPUYHOIO PacCMOTPEeHVIS
BHYTp€eHHeV IIeHHOCTH 4eJIOBeYHOCTH, a IIOToMY Oyy vic-
XOIAWUTB 13 TOro, uro Ho3MK, oueBmIHO, o1mibaics B 5TOM.

More sympathetic authors have, however,
attempted to reconstruct his line of argument
(Taylor, 2004; Zwolinski, 2008; Mack, 2016).
Nozick’s central idea seems to be that every
human person has rational agency and is
therefore endowed with intrinsic (non-instru-
mental) value.® This argument can be under-
stood in two ways. On the one hand, it can be
read as an intuitionist claim that it is a self-ev-
ident moral truth that every human being
has intrinsic value.® On the other hand, it can
be read as a transcendental argument in the
spirit of Christine Korsgaard. On this view,
rational agency (or humanity) is a necessary
precondition for our being able to value an-
ything. Therefore, if we value ourselves and
our own ends in life, we must also uncondi-
tionally value the humanity in ourselves and
others (Korsgaard, 1996, pp. 121-123; 1998,
pp- 60-62).

Regardless of which of the two versions of
the argument we employ, it establishes that we
have a rational obligation to recognize the in-
trinsic value of persons and their humanity.
Since each of us equally possesses humanity,
each of us deserves to be treated with due re-
spect and not merely as a means or instrument,
as the humanity formulation requires. This
fact also explains what David Brink calls the
“moral symmetry of the Humanity formula”: it
prohibits instrumentalizing not only others” hu-
manity, but also our own (Brink, 2019, p. 13).”

>Holding of intrinsic value in this case can also be un-
derstood as holding of human dignity (cf. Artemyeva,
2024).

®Robert Audi (2004) and Dieter Schonecker (2013) have
proposed an intuitionist reading of Kant's ethics (cf.
Povecherova, 2024). Jochen Bojanowski (2017) challeng-
es this interpretation.

7 Since Nozick acknowledges the right to voluntary
self-enslavement, he seems to deny this symmetry and
regards only the instrumentalization of the other as for-
bidden. I see no good argument for an asymmetric ac-
count of the intrinsic value of humanity, and so I will
proceed on the assumption that Nozick is clearly wrong
about this.
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DTOT 3amIpeT MHCTPYMEHTaIM3aly O3BOJIs-
eT cdopMyJIVpOBaTh He2amubHulli KaHTUaAHCKUM
ZIOBOJL B 3alllUTy camonprHaaiexxHoctn. Coryac-
HO eMy, HI OIHO JIMIIO He JIOJDKHO VCIIOJIb30BaTh-
s KaK IIPOCTOE CPeCTBO IS HOCTVIKEHIS Ty KX
11es1e11. PabcTBO, TO ecTh COOCTBEHHOCTH Ha JIPyTO-
IO 4eJIoBeKa, SBJISeTCs MapagurMaIbHBIM IIpVIMe-
POM TaKOro MCIIOJIb30BaHMs YesloBeKa B KauecTse
IIPOCTOro pecypca win MHCTpyMeHTa. CooTBeT-
CTBEHHO, pa3 HUKTO He [I0JDKeH TofIBepraTbCs MH-
CTpyMeHTaJIM3upylolieMy oOpallleHnIo, HUKTO
He JIOJDKeH paccMaTpuBaThCd KaK COOCTBEHHOCTH
IOPYTOro JINIIA VJIV TPYIIIIBI JINLIL

Onrako caMm 110 cede 3TOT HeraTWBHBIN TOBOJ,
He MOXXeT 000CHOBaTh CaMOIIPVHAIIJIeKXHOCTE 0e3
TIOTIOJTHUTEJIBHOTO 1no3umubrozo nosopa. Benp ms
TOTO, UTO JIOMV He JOJDKHBI IPUHAaJIeXaThb Ipy-
T'VIM, eIlle He CJIeyeT, YTO OHU JOJKHBI ITpUHaJIjIe-
Xatb camuM cebe. [ToaTomy KaHTMaHCKOE 00OCHO-
BaHMe CcaMOIIPVHAJIKHOCTY HYXIaeTcs ellle B
OIHOM yTBepXkIeHnN. ITocKosIbKy palyoHasibHas
areHTHOCTDb 1IeHHa, JIFOAM JOJDKHBI MMeTh (pak-
TUYECKYI0 BO3MOXKHOCTD IIPOSBIISTH CBOIO areHT-
HOCTB. JItomm AermaroT 5To, KOIZIa CaMOCTOSATENIb-
HO BBIOMparOT cOOCTBeHHBIe 1eJIV U CpeicTBa X
mocTvokeHMs. V1 aj1d Toro, 4To0bl OCYIIeCTBIIATh
IIOZIOOHYI0 areHTHOCTB, JIIO[ISIM HeoOXOAMMO IIpa-
BO €[IVTHOJIMYHO PacIopsiKaThCs CBOMM TeJioM. To
€CThb [IJISI OCYIIIeCTBJIeHNs] PallViOHaIBHOV areHT-
HOCTV JIIOIISIM HY>KHa CaMOII pYHAIeXXHOCTH (Mo-
po3oB, 2024a, c. 91)°.

ITpocymmupyem atoT aprymMeHT. CHauasta Ho-
3UK yTBEpXK[IaeT, YTO paljyioHaJIbHas areHTHOCTb
o0raziaeT BHYTpeHHeN 1IeHHOCTBIO, ¥ ITOCKOJIBKY
KasK/IBITI YesIoBeK o0JIafiaeT 3TOV areHTHOCTBIO, TO

8 Tettop yTBepXXmaeT, YTO CaMOIIPMHAIJIeXHOCTh He-
o0xoryMa JIIofIAM JUI o0JlaflaHMs KaK JIVYHOW, Tak U
mopasibHou asToHOMMe (Taylor, 2004, p. 75). JTvunast as-
TOHOMWS TIPOSIBIISIETCS B CITOCOOHOCTY JIFO7IeV BEIOMpaTh
coOcTBeHHBIE IIeJIV VI CPeZICTBa VX JIOCTVDKeHMs. Mopaste-
Hasl aBTOHOMVIS IIPOSBIISeTCS. B CTIOCOOHOCTVI JIIOTIEN Ca-
MOCTOSITeTbHO YCTaHaB/IVBaTh Il ce0si HPaBCTBEHHEBIN
3aKOH C IIoMoInbio pasyma. Kak mperosnaraer Teriop,
YTOOBI VICIIOJIE30BaTh CBOVI Pa3yM, IOV HOJDKHEI BIIajIeTh
VM, a IIOTOMY CaMO3aKOHOJATeIbCTBO TpedyeT caMoIpu-
HaJIJIeXKHOCTIL.
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This prohibition of instrumentalization al-
lows us to formulate the negative Kantian ar-
gument for self-ownership. According to it, no
person should be used as a mere means to an-
other’s ends. Slavery — that is, the ownership
of another person—is a paradigmatic example
of such use of a person as a mere resource or
instrument. Accordingly, since no one should
be subject to instrumentalizing treatment, no
one should be treated as the property of an-
other person or group of persons.

This negative argument, however, can-
not by itself justify self-ownership without
an additional positive argument. For the fact
that people should not belong to others does
not mean that they should belong to them-
selves. Therefore, the Kantian justification
for self-ownership requires another asser-
tion. Since rational agency is valuable, people
must have the actual opportunity to exercise
their agency. People do this when they in-
dependently choose their own ends and the
means to achieve them. And in order to ex-
ercise such agency, people need the right to
dispose of their own bodies. That is, in or-
der to exercise rational agency, people need
self-ownership (Morozov, 2024a, p. 91).%

Let’s summarize this argument. Nozick first
argues that rational agency has intrinsic value,
and since each person has this agency, each
person is also a bearer of intrinsic value. Prop-
er respect for this value is incompatible with
an instrumental attitude toward its bearers.

8Taylor (2004, p. 75) argues that self-ownership is neces-
sary for people to have both personal and moral autono-
my. Personal autonomy is manifested in people’s ability
to choose their own ends and the means to achieve them.
Moral autonomy is manifested in people’s ability to es-
tablish moral law for themselves using reason. As Tay-
lor suggests, in order to use their reason, people must
own it, and so self-legislation requires self-ownership.
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KaKIIBIVI YeJIOBEK TAKJKe SIBJISIeTCSI HOCUTeIIEM BHY-
TpeHHen IleHHOCTH. Hamexarree yBaxeHme K
3TOV 1IEHHOCTVM HECOBMECTVMO C VHCTPYMEHTAaJIb-
HBIM OTHOIIIEHVEM K ee HocutesrsiM. [lostomy K
KaXIIOMY YeJIOBEKY HaIlJIeKUT OTHOCUTHCS B TOM
4yicITe KakK K LIeJIv caMol 110 cebe, Kak Toro TpeOyer
BTOpas POpMY/IMPOBKa KaTeropmdecKoro umIepa-
TiBa. [1j151 3Toro HeoOXOIMMO, YTOOBI KaXkK/bIVI de-
JI0BeK 00JIajiasl IIpaBoM COOCTBEHHOCTV Ha CaMOro
cebst 11 cBoe Testo. TakvM 06pa3oM, KaTeropyiecKmit
VIMIIEpaTVB OIIPaBIbIBAE€T CAMOIIPVHAJIEXKHOCTB.

CamonpnHaaIe>KHOCTh
VI TOXKAeCTBO JIMIHOCTU

Kakx MOXHO 3aMeTunTb, caMOIIpMHA/IJIeXHOCTh
4acTo IMOHVMAaeTCsl JIByCMBICJIEHHO: KaK Bjla/ieHe
COOCTBEHHBIM TeJIOM U KakK BJlajieHVe COOCTBeH-
HOVI JIMYHOCTBIO. DTO CTaBUT CTOPOHHWKOB CaMO-
IPUHA/JIKHOCTU Iepes], BOITPOCOM: KaK COOTHO-
CATCS MeX1y coOOVI Teslo M JIMYHOCTh? HekoTopbie
aBTOPBI JIEVICTBUTEJIBHO OTMeYasIyi, YTO KOHIIell-
LMl CaMOIIPUHAJIEXHOCTY 3aBUCUT OT TeOpun
TOXIIECTBa JIMYHOCTY, C KOTOPOVI OHA COYeTaeT-
cs (Feser, 2005; Russell, 2010; Carter, 2019; Cudd,
2019)°. 1y1st 11er1ent Hatevt apryMeHTaIy MbI MO-
JKeM pas3/ieJIUTh Bee TTOXOIbI K TOXKIECTBY JIMYHO-
CTV Ha [iBe TPYIIIBL: MHTePHAIVICTCKIIE VI SKCTep-
HasicTckue. Teopuy TiepBoVt TPyIIIIbI ITPU3HAIOT,
YTO TeJIO ABJIsieTCs YeM-TO BHYTPeHHUM I10 OTHO-
IIeHNIO K Halllell JIMYHOCTY, Torfa KakK Teopun
BTOPOVI TPYIIIBI PacCMaTPVBAIOT TeJI0 KaK BHEIII-

Hee 110 OTHOIICHUIO K JIMYHOCTN.

Hawnbortee sipkuM IIpMMepoM WHTepPHaJIVCT-
CKOVI TEOPUU SIBJISIETCS. aHVIMaJIM3M, COIJIaCHO KO-
TOPOMY JIMYHOCTb — 3TO >KMBOVI OpraHmsM, TO
eCThb JIMYHOCTB CcTporo moxodecmberna tey (Ol-
son, 1999). Camont obcyx/iaeMoVi Bepcueit 3Kc-
TEePHAINCTCKOTO TOIXOHa sBJIsieTcsd CyOcTaHIIN-
aJIBHBIVI JTyasIu3M, B OTAEIBHBIX CBOMX (PopMax
yTBepPXKHAOMINII, YTO JIMYHOCTb — 3TO 00OcCo-
OJjleHHas OT TeJyla MeHTaJIbHasl CcyOcTaHLMs", KO-
TOpasi MOXeT COXPAHSATBCS [Jake PV IIOJTHOM

yHUUTOXeHUM Tesla (Swinburne, 2013).

? O030p COBpeMEHHBIX TEOPUV TOXIIECTBA JIMIHOCTY CM.:
(/Tornaos m ap., 2018).

10 MyarmcTel MOTYT IIPeHIIOYUTaTh pPasIMdHble CJI0Ba
VISt 00O3HAYEHNMsT MEHTAIBHOV CyOCTaHINI: CO3HAHIE,
pasyM, [IyIia, IyX, cCaMOCTh, CYOBeKT U T.1I.
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Therefore, each person must be treated also
as an end in herself, as required by the second
formulation of the categorical imperative. This
requires that each person have ownership of
herself and her body. The categorical impera-
tive thus justifies self-ownership.

Self-Ownership
and Personal Identity

As can be seen, self-ownership is often un-
derstood ambiguously: as the ownership of
one’s own body and as the ownership of one’s
own person. This raises a question for propo-
nents of self-ownership: what is the relation-
ship between the person and her body? Some
authors have indeed noted that the concept of
self-ownership depends on the theory of per-
sonal identity with which it is combined (Feser,
2005; Russell, 2010; Carter, 2019; Cudd, 2019).°
For the purposes of our argument, we can di-
vide all approaches to personal identity into
two groups: internalist and externalist. Theo-
ries of the first group recognize that the body
is something internal to our person, while the-
ories of the second group regard the body as
external to the person.

The most striking example of an internal-
ist theory is animalism, according to which
the person is a living organism — that is, the
person is strictly identical to the body (Olson,
1997). The most widely discussed version of
the externalist approach is substance dualism,
some forms of which hold that the person is
a mental substance' that is separate from the

For a review of modern theories of personal identity,
see Loginov et al. (2018).

Dualists may prefer different terms for denoting men-
tal substance: consciousness, mind, soul, spirit, self,
subject, etc.



ITpu sTOM HeBepHO OBUTO OBI CKa3aTh, UTO MH-
TepHAJIV3M paBHO3HAUYeH MOHM3MY, a SKCTepHa-
aM3M — IyanmsMmy. [lyaimceT, B ToM gucie cyO-
CTaHITVaJIBHBIV, MOXeT OBITh WHTEPHAaJIVICTOM.
Hampvimep, KOMIIO3UTHBIE IyasIVCTBI CUUTAIOT,
YTO JIMYHOCTD BKJIIOYAeT B ce0sl KaK Teslo, TaK U
MeHTaJIbHYI0 cyOcTaHImo. XoTs obe cyOcras-
IIVIVI OHTOJIOTMYECKM Pa3INYIHbBI ¥ MOTYT CyIIle-
CTBOBATh OT/IEJIBHO, JIMYHOCTh 00pa3yeTcst TOIIBKO
IIpY X B3aMMOJIEeVCTBUN. MOHMCT TakKe MOXeT
ObITh 3KcTepHarvicToM. Hampmmep, wmeanncTb
CUMTAIOT, UTO BECh MVIP SIBJISIETCS UVICTO MEHTaIb-
HBIM 1M 1y XOBHBIM. C 3TOV TOUKM 3peHMs Tejlo
He SIBJISIeTCS. 9acThIO JIMYHOCTY, IIOTOMY YTO CaMO
CyIIecTBoBaHMe (PU3MUECKOro Teja — 3TO CBO-
ero pojla MJUIIO3Ms, TOrfa Kak B peayIbHOCTH CY-
II[eCTBYeT TOJIBKO YVCTO MEHTAJIBHBIVI OITBIT VIV
OecrerrecHas mymia. COOTBETCTBEHHO, pasiIdvie
MeX1y MHTepHaIMCTaMy U SKCTepHaJIVICTaMM Ka-
caeTcs TOJIIBKO BOIIPOCA O TOM, SIBJISI€TCS JIVI TeJI0
10 KpartHer Mepe YacThIO JIMYHOCTL.

HexoTopple cTOpOHHVKYM TIPVHIIUIIA CAMOIIPVI-
HaJIJIEXHOCTU SIBJIAIOTCA MHTepHamctamu (Car-
ter, 2019). C mx ToukM 3peHms], TeJIo JIMOO TOXIIe-
CTBEHHO JIMYHOCTY, JINOO SIBJISIETCS €e YaCThIO.
OHM OTHO3HAYHO OTBEpPrarT KAHTOBCKOE YTBepX-
IIeHVie, YTO BJIajieHVie COOCTBEHHOCTBIO ITPeJICTaB-
jsieT coDOVI CYITHOCTHO HepedIeKCMBHOe OTHO-
IleHye (MHBIMM CJIOBAMM, UTO HeJIb3s VIMETh 3TO
OTHOIIeHNe K camoMy cebe). Camo BbIpakeHue
«CaMOITPVHA/IJIEXHOCTB», VIV «COOCTBEHHOCTD Ha
cebs1», TIOHMMaeTCd MHTepHaJIMCTaM OyKBaJIbHO:
JTIOIIV BJIQJIEIOT CBOEVI JIMYHOCTHIO KaK COOCTBEHHO-
CTBIO, VI IIOCKOJIBKY TeJIO PaBHO JIMYHOCTVI VIV SIB-
JIsleTcsl ee KOMIIOHEHTOM, TO Bila/ieHVie JIMYHOCTBIO
HofIpasyMeBaeT BiIa/IeHlie TeJIOM.

HexoTopele CTOPOHHWKNM MPUHIIAIIA CaMO-
IIPVHAJIEKHOCTY TaKXe SIBJISIOTCS SKCTepHaIl-
cramu (Wheeler, 1980; Russell, 2010). C mx Toukm
3peHNs, TeJI0 — 3TO BHEIIHWV IO OTHOIIEHUIO K
JIMYHOCTY PVIBMIECKUTI O0BEKT, KOTOPBIM MOYKHO
BJIa/IeTh TaK ke, KaK ¥ JIIOObIM IPYTVM BHEIITHUM
00BEKTOM. DKCTEPHAJIVICTBI, TAKMM 00pa3oM, IIpu-
HUMAIOT yTBepXkieHre KaHTta o ToMm, 4TO Bilafe-
HVie COOCTBEHHOCTBIO SIBJISIeTCs HepedIleKCBHBIM
OTHOIIIeHVeM. BBITy 3TOro camMo CJI0BO «caMOIIpy-

91

K. E. Morozov

body, and which can persist even if the body is
completely destroyed (Swinburne, 2013).

It would be incorrect to say, however, that
internalism is equivalent to monism and ex-
ternalism is equivalent to dualism. A dualist,
including a substance dualist, can be an in-
ternalist. For example, composite dualists be-
lieve that a person includes both a body and
a mental substance. Although both substances
are ontologically distinct and can exist sepa-
rately, a person is formed only through their
interaction. A monist can also be an external-
ist. For example, idealists believe that the en-
tire world is purely mental or spiritual. On
this view, the body is not part of the person
because the very existence of a physical body
is a kind of illusion, while in reality only
purely mental experience or a disembodied
soul exists. Accordingly, the difference be-
tween internalists and externalists concerns
only the question of whether the body is at
least part of the person.

Some proponents of self-ownership are in-
ternalists (Carter, 2019). On their view, the
body is either identical to the person or is a
part of the person. They explicitly reject Kant’s
claim that ownership of property is an essen-
tially non-reflexive relation (in other words,
that one cannot have this relation to oneself).
The term “self-ownership” is taken literally by
internalists: people own their persons as prop-
erty, and since the body is equal to or a com-
ponent of the person, ownership of the person
implies ownership of the body.

Other proponents of self-ownership are ex-
ternalists (Wheeler, 1980; Russell, 2010). In
their view, the body is a physical object ex-
ternal to the person which can be owned like
any other external object. Externalists thus ac-
cept Kant’s claim that property ownership is a



K. E. Mopo3os

HaJ/IJIEKHOCTb» IIOHMMaeTCd SKCTepHaJIVICTaMU
MeTadpOpMUecKi: B CAaMOM CTPOrOM CMBICIe JINY-
HOCTb BjIajieeT He coOOo, a BHEIITHMM I10 OTHOIIIE-
HUIO K HEeW TeJIOM.

JInGepTrapraHIIbI-3KCTEPHAIUCTEL MOTYT CUM-
TaThb JOCTOMHCTBOM CBO€VI TeOpUM TO, UTO OHa,
KaK KaxkeTcs1, Oymvska K mgesaM camoro Kanra. Tak,
KanT paccmaTpuiBail desiopeuecKyro IIpUpOay I1y-
almcTdeckn. B Hemt mpucyTcTByeT M dpeHOMe-
HaJIBHBIV KOMIIOHEHT, CBSI3aHHBIV ¢ PU3IMUIECKIIM
TeJIOM, VI HOyMeHaJIbHbIVI KOMIIOHEHT, CBSI3aHHBIV
C pa3syMOM V1 HpaBCTBeHHBIM 3aKOHOM (IaKxuKyp-
OaroBs, 2023, c. 12—16). VIHTepHAINCTEI U3 YVCTIa
KOMITO3UTHBIX JTyaJIICTOB MOT'YT CKa3aTb B CBOIO
3aIUTY, YTO 3TOT ABOVICTBEHHBIVI B3IJIA[L Ha Yeslo-
BEUeCKYIO IIPUPOy COBMECTVM U C MX B3[JIsIaMU
TOXe. /IHTepHaIVCTBI XKe 13 Ylciia PeyKTUBHBIX
pUBMKaIMCTOB MOTYT IIPU3HATh, UTO WX ITO3UIIVS
OT/INYAEeTCsl OT KAHTOBCKOVI, HO ITPV 3TOM He CUU-
TaTb 3TO PacXOXIeHVe HeJOCTaTKOM CBOell Teo-
pvn. Hampumep, oHM MOryT CMMIATU3MPOBATh
Vee HaTypayiM3alluy KaHTOBCKOW 3TVKM, KOTO-
pasi IpefriosiaraeT OTKa3 OT MeTadpu3n4ecKmx
acIieKTOB KAHTOBCKOVI TeOpUM IIpY COXpaHEeHUM
ee aTdeckoro cofepkaums (Kuruep, 2022)".

KaunTmaunckas nmnjiemMma
IJ1s1 TnOepTapuaHIieB

Ha sToM 3Tare MblI MOXeM cOpMyJIMpOBaTh
IOVIJIEMMY, KOTOpasi HOpbIBaeT IONBITKY 000CHO-
BaTh CaMOITPVHA/JIEXXHOCTE OIOPOVI Ha KaTeropu-
veckuy mMIeparvs. Kak MbI yBugenu, noepra-
PVIaHIIBI MOTYT BBIOpATh OAVIH M3 ABYX B3IJISIOB
Ha COOTHOIIeHVE Tejla VM JIMYHOCTU: MHTepHa-
JINCTCKUM ¥ 3KcTepHaymcTckuit. Oba BapmaHTa
OJIOKMPYIOT BBIBelleHVe CaMOIpPVHa/IJIeKHOCT
V3 KaTeropmuyeckoro wmmreparusa. PaccMoTpyMm
VIX TIO TIOPSI/IKY.

HorycTiM, KaHTHMaHCKUT JIOepTapviaHel] Bbl-
OGupaet MHTepHa/IM3M. B TakoM cityyae camorpu-

'O KaHTMAHCKMX B3IJIAOAX Ha HpobiieMy TOXOecTBa
yaHocTy TakkKe cM.: (Korsgaard, 1989).
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non-reflexive relation. Accordingly, the word
“self-ownership” is understood by externalists
metaphorically: in the strictest sense, the per-
son does not own herself, but a body external
to her.

Libertarian externalists may consider it an
advantage of their theory that it seems close
to Kant’s own ideas. For example, Kant views
human nature dualistically. It contains both
a phenomenal component associated with
the physical body and a noumenal compo-
nent associated with reason and the moral law
(Gadzhikurbanov, 2023, pp. 12-16). Internal-
ists who are composite dualists may defend
themselves by saying that this dual view of hu-
man nature is compatible with theirs as well.
Internalists who are reductive physicalists
may acknowledge that their position differs
from Kant’s, but not regard this difference as a
shortcoming of their theory. For example, they
may be sympathetic to the idea of naturalizing
Kantian ethics, which would involve abandon-
ing the metaphysical aspects of Kant’s theo-
ry while retaining its ethical content (Kitcher,
2022)."

The Kantian Dilemma
for Libertarians

At this point, we can formulate a dilemma
that undermines attempts to ground self-own-
ership in the categorical imperative. As we
have seen, libertarians can choose between
two views of the relation between body and
person: internalist and externalist. Both op-
tions block the derivation of self-ownership
from the categorical imperative. Let’s consider
them in turn.

Suppose a Kantian libertarian chooses inter-
nalism. In this case, self-ownership is incom-

" For Kantian views on the problem of personal identi-
ty, see also Korsgaard (1989).



HAaJIJTEKHOCTh HECOBMECTVIMA C KaTeroprdecKnM
MIMIIepaTUBOM, IIOTOMY YTO IIpeJrioyiaraeT caMo-
MHCTpYMeHTa/IM3alnio. Bemp caMornpuHaIex-
HOCTB IIpeJirioJiaraeT OTHOIIeHMe K CBOeMY TeJTy
KaK K MHCTPYMEHTY, KOTOPBIVI MOXeT OBITh mc-
II0JTb30BaH JIFOOBIM CITOCOOOM, KayKyIIVIMCS TIOMI-
XOIISIIVM ero BiIazesibily. V1 ecut Tesio siBiIsieTcst
YaCTBIO JIMYHOCTY, TO TaKoe MHCTPyMeHTaJIbHOe
OTHOIIIEHVe K CBOEMY TeJly TaKKe ITperiosiaraeT
VMHCTPYMeHTaIbHOe OTHOIIIeHVIe K CBOET JINIHO-
cty. OMHAKO KaTeropmyecKnyl IMITepaTyB 3aripe-
IIfaeT MHCTPYMEHTAJIbHOE OTHOIIIEHe He TOJIBKO
K JIPyTOMY, HO 1 K caMoMy ceDe, IIOCKOJIBKY Kadk-
IbIVI O0JIa/TaeT paBHOVI BHY TPeHHeV IIEHHOCTHIO.
Ha 3T0 MOXHO BO3pasuTh, 4TO pOPMYIIMPOBKa
YeJIOBEYHOCTV BOBCE He 3allpelllaeT VHCTPYMeH-
TayIM3anyio ToIHOCTBO. K Apyromy MOXHO OT-
HOCUTBCS KaK K CPeZICTBY, eCiIM K HeMy PV 9TOM
TaK>Ke OTHOCATCS Kak K 1ermm. Ecyiit popmysmipos-
Ka 4JeJIOBeYHOCTY JIO/DKHA VICIIONb30BATbCS CVIM-
METPWYHO 10 OTHOIIIEHNIO K cebe U K IPyroMy, TO
OHA TaKXe JIOJDKHA II03BOJISITH CAMOVHCTPYMeH-
TaJIM3alVIo, KOIJla OHA COYeTaeTcs ¢ IPU3HAHU-
€M 4eJIOBeYHOCTM Kak e, Ho Torma Ham Hy>XHO
BBISICHUTB, YTO B JJAHHOM CJTy4ae O3HadaeT OTHO-
IIIeHre K caMoMy ce0e KaK K I1eJIV I COBMECTVIMO
JIVI TaKOe OTHOIIIEHVe C CAMOIIPYHAIIJIEXKHOCTBIO.
Hosuk mpenmosiaras, 4To 4eioBek oOpaliaeT-
Cs1 ¢ IPYTVIM KaK C IIPOCTO CPELCTBOM JIVIIIb B TOM
cjlydae, eciiy HapyllaeT Kakue-In0o IeoHTude-
CKMe OrpaHMYeHNs IIPOTUB HeTo 0e3 e20 coeAacus
(Hosmk, 2020, c. 54). Ecyim Ho3uk 1ipaB B 3TOM, TO
CaMOVHCTPYMeHTaIM3alysl HeBO3MOXKHA, IIOTOMY
YTO IIPOTUB CaMOro ce0si HeJIb3s COBEPIINTDH Ka-
Koe-Inbo mevicTBre 0e3 coero coriacusa. Camo
COBepIIIeHVe 3TOro JIeVICTBYS IO pa3yMeBaeT CO-
riacue?. OgHako TpakToBKa HosmkoMm mHCTpY-
MeHTa/IM3alun KaK JevicTBis 0e3 coriacusl SIBHO
HelpasiorofgobHa (cp.: Kan, 2024, c. 114).

2 MOXXHO BO3pasnTh, YTO COBEPIINTH [EVICTBYE IIPOTUB
cebst 6e3 cBoero comracysi MOXHO JIMOO IO IIPUHYXKIIe-
HMIO, OO0 B pe3ysIbTare yTpaThl CAMOKOHTPOJIS (HAIIpH-
Mep, B TSDKEIIOM 1icuxo3e). OIHAKO s [IpeJIrosiarao, uro B
TaKMX CUTYyarysix JIibo HeJIb3sl CKa3aTh, YTO YeJIOBEK SIB-
JIsteTcs CyObeKTOM COOCTBEHHOTO AEeVICTBVIS, JIN00 HeJIb3s
BMEHSITh €My OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 34 3TV JIeVICTBVIL
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patible with the categorical imperative because
it presupposes self-instrumentalization. For
self-ownership presupposes treating one’s
body as an instrument that can be used in any
way that the owner deems appropriate. And
if the body is part of the person, then such an
instrumental attitude toward one’s body also
presupposes an instrumental attitude toward
one’s person. However, the categorical impera-
tive prohibits an instrumental attitude not only
toward another, but also toward oneself, since
everyone has equal intrinsic value.

It may be objected that the formulation of
humanity does not prohibit instrumentaliza-
tion entirely. One can treat another as a means
if one also treats her as an end. If the formu-
lation of humanity is to be used symmetrical-
ly with respect to oneself and another, then it
must also allow self-instrumentalization when
it is combined with the recognition of oneself
as an end. But then we need to clarify what
treating oneself as an end means in this case
and whether such an attitude is compatible
with self-ownership.

Nozick assumed that one treats another as a
mere means only if one violates some deontic
constraint against her without her consent (No-
zick, 1974, pp. 30-31). If Nozick is right about
this, then self-instrumentalization is impos-
sible, because one cannot perform any action
against oneself without one’s consent. The very
performance of this action implies consent.'?
However, Nozick’s interpretation of instrumen-
talization as pertaining only to non-consensual
activity is clearly implausible (cf. Kahn, 2023,
p. 491).

2One might argue that committing an act against one-
self without one’s consent is possible, either under coer-
cion or as a result of a loss of self-control (for example,
in severe psychosis). However, I suggest that in such sit-
uations either one cannot say that the person is the au-
thor of her own actions, or one cannot hold the person
responsible for her actions.



K. E. Mopo3os

IIpencraBuMm aByx desioBek, Mapka n Marses.
Mapk — MeHemKep B KOMIIaHUM, Kyjga Marser
HaHMMaeTcsi Ha padoTy. Ko BceMm roTeHITMa/IbBHBIM
paboTHMKaM Mapk OTHOCUTCS UMCTO MHCTPyMeH-
TaJIbHO, paccMaTpuBasl MX IIPOCTO KaK CpecTBa
I MaKcuMmmsanuy mpuosuin. [lostomy, mbiTa-
[Ch COKOHOMUTB Ha OIUlaTe TPyAa MOJIOIBIX CO-
TPYIHMKOB, Mapk IIpefyiaraeT comckaTesisiM Oe3
OITbITa pabOTEI 3apadOTHYIO IUIATy 3HAYMTEIBHO
HVDKe PhIHOYHOVL. VI mockoneKy Marsert cimimkom
MOJIOZL, I He3HAKOM C aKTyaIbHBIMV peaIisiMy Ha
PBIHKe TPYZa, OH COIVIaIllaeTCs Ha 3Ty 3apaboTHYIO
1aty. Mapk, oueBniHO, OTHOCUTCS K MaTBero Kak
IIPOCTOMY MHCTPYMEHTY ¥ He IIPOSIBIISIeT I0JKHO-
ro ysaxeHus. ToT daxTt, yto MaTsert 1oOpoBOIIb-
HO COIVIACMJICSL Ha 3TY 3apalboTHYIO IIIaTy, HMKaK
He yMaJIsieT HecITpaBelJIBOCTI JIevicTBuiI Mapka
V1 VIX IHCTPYMEHTaJIM3UPYIOIIero Xxapakrepa.

Ha s10 MOXXHO OTBEeTUTB, UTO corjiacue MaTBes
He #ABJISIeTCs IeVICTBUTEeIbHBIM, IIOTOMY YTO OHO
He ObUTo mMHpOpMMpoBaHHBIM. Ho mpencraBum
TOrAga, 4To Marsen 3HaeT O PBIHOYHOV CTOMMO-
CTVL CBOETO TPy[a, OIHAKO IIPOIo/DKaeT paboTaTh
Ha Mapka pocTo oToMy, 4TO y Hero HusKas ca-
MOOIIEHKa M OH YYBCTByeT ceDsl HeIOCTOVIHBIM
Gosbirero. Xots comiacue MaTsesi B 3TOM ciIydae
ABJIAeTCsE MHAPOPMMPOBaHHBIM, [OeVicTBUs Map-
Ka IO-TIpe)KHeMY OCTarOTCsd HeyBaKUTeIbHBIMU U
VIHCTpyMeHTa/m3upytomymMn. ITpu atom He TOMIB-
Ko Mapk B 3TOVI CUTyalyi HeIOCTaTOYHO yBaXkaeT
Marses1, HO 1 caM MartBer ITposiBIIseT HeJI0CTaTOu-
HOe caMoyBakeHMe (Cp.: Mopo3os, 20240, c. 38—39).

Taxym obpasoM, MHCTpyMeHTaIM3alio Hejlb-
34 OIpene/INTh Yepe3 OTCYTCTBYE COIIacys, Jaxe
eCJIM 4YacTO OIHO COHNYTCTBYeT apyromy. bosee
IepCrieKTYBHas TpaKTOBKa (pOpMYyJIMPOBKI UeJIo-
BEUHOCTYM COCTOUT B TOM, UYTO CBOVIMW IEVICTBVISI-
MW MBI JIOJDKHBI COIIEVICTBOBATD 1I€JISIM, KaK CBOVIM,
Tak U uyxuM (AA 04, S. 430; KanT, 19946, c. 207;
Saunders et al., 2024). PasymHoO mpeziiosiaraTs, YTo
KaTeropmdyecKmny VIMIIepaTviB BeJIUT COMAEVICTBO-
BaTh He ITPOCTO JIIOOBIM YaCTHBIM I1eJISIM, & KOHeHU-
Hoim 1ieTiaM. KaHT oOcykiaeT gBe OCHOBHBIE Ta-
KOT'O pofia LeJIn: cuacTbe 1 coseprreHcTso (Wood,

Imagine two people, Mark and Matthew.
Mark is a manager at the company where
Matthew is applying for a job. Mark treats all
potential employees purely instrumentally,
viewing them simply as means for maximiz-
ing profits. Therefore, in an attempt to save on
the wages of young employees, Mark offers ap-
plicants with no work experience a salary sig-
nificantly below the market rate. And since
Matthew is too young and unfamiliar with the
current realities of the labour market, he agrees
to this salary. Mark obviously treats Matthew
as a mere instrument and does not show him
due respect. The fact that Matthew voluntarily
agrees to this salary in no way diminishes the
unfairness of Mark’s actions and their instru-
mentalizing nature.

To this, one might respond that Matthew’s
consent is not valid because it is uninformed.
But imagine that Matthew knows the market
value of his labour, but continues to work for
Mark simply because he has low self-esteem
and feels unworthy of more. Although Mat-
thew’s consent in this case is informed, Mark’s
actions are still disrespectful and instrumen-
talizing. Not only does Mark insufficiently re-
spect Matthew in this situation, but Matthew
himself also shows insufficient self-respect (cf.
Morozov, 2024b, pp. 38-39).

Thus, instrumentalization cannot be de-
fined by the absence of consent, even if one of-
ten accompanies the other. A more promising
interpretation of the formulation of humanity
is that we must promote ends, both our own
and others’, through our actions (GMS, AA 04,
p- 430; Kant, 2002, p. 48; Saunders et al., 2024).
It is reasonable to assume that the categorical
imperative commands the promotion of not
just any ends, but ultimate ends. Kant discuss-
es two main ultimate ends: happiness and per-
fection (Wood, 2006, p. 70). In this matter, he
recognizes a certain asymmetry between the
attitude towards oneself and the attitude to-
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2006, p. 70). B aToM BoIpoce OH IIPM3HAET OITperie-
JIEHHYIO aCIMMeTPUIO MeX/1y OTHOIIIeH/eM K cebe
u oTHoIeHyeM K apyromy. ITo Kanry, y kaxmgoro
ecTb 00s3aTeIbCTBO COHEVICTBOBATh CUACTHIO [IPY-
T'X, HO He cBoeMy coOcTBeHHOMY. OmHaAKO y Kax-
ITOr0 €CTh 00s13aTe/ILCTBO COIEVICTBOBATL COOCTBEH-
HOMY COBEPIIIEHCTBY, HO He COBEPIIIEHCTBY APYTHX.

Ha miepBbIvt B3I7I51/1, 371€Ch KAHTOBCKAS TTO3MIIVS
COBMeCTVIMA C CaMOIIpMHA/JIeXXHOCTHIO. [ToCKoITh-
Ky Y JIIO[IeVl HeT 00s13aHHOCTM COeVICTBOBaTh CO0-
CTBEHHOMY CUacThiO, OHU MMEIOT IIpaBO BPeOUTh
cammM cebe, TIOKa OHV CTPeMSITCS K HPaBCTBEHHO-
My COBEepIIIeHCTBY, KOTOpoe TpebyeT OT HUX yBa-
Xatb IipaBa npyrux. IIpm stom KanT oTBepraer
00513aHHOCTD COIEVICTBOBATh COBEPIIIEHCTBY IPY-
T'MX, IIOTOMY YTO /ISl HpaBCTBEHHOI'O COBEpIIIeH-
CTBa JIIOAVM JO/DKHBI MMETh KaK MOpPaJIbHYIO, TaK
¥ JINYHYI0 aBTOHOMMIO. CaMOIprHAaIIIeXHOCTB,
KaK 0OCY>KI1aJIOCh BBIIIIE, MOXXeT pacCMaTpUBaTh-
csl KaK HeoOxofymMoe ycijioBye o0OVX BUIIOB aB-
ToHOMMM. IIpm 3TOM caMOIpUHAIIeKHOCTE B
IIPVHIIVITIE MOXXeT OBITh UyBCTBUTEIIHHOM K 00s13a-
TeJIbCTBAM, a IIOTOMY He VCKITIoYaeT 00s13aHHOCTh
COMIEVICTBOBATh CYACTBIO JIPYTVIX.

OgHakO B HOEVICTBUTEIBHOCTM 3Ta COBMECTM-
MocTh oOOMaHuYMBa. Bo-riepBbIX, cam KaHT cunTaer,
4YTO 00A3aHHOCTBH COMEVICTBOBATh COOCTBEHHOMY
COBEpIIIEHCTBY KacaeTcs He TOJIBKO HpaBCTBEHHO-
TO COBEpIIIEHCTBa, HO ¥ peayM3aliuii CBOEro IIo-
TeHIIMasa (IpupogHoe cosepireHcTBo) (AA 06,
S. 444; Kanr, 19%4a, c. 489). DTo 3ampemniaer JIio-
IIsIM COBepIIIaTh C CaMMMV COOOVI IeVICTBIS, KOTO-
pble MPeISTCTBYIOT IIOOOHOV caMopeas3alinm,
YTO HECOBMECTVMO C CAaMOITPVHAIJIEXKHOCTBIO.

Bo-BTOpEIX, V Hac eCcTh XOpollvie OCHOBaHMS
OTBeprarb KaHTOBCKYIO IO3MIIVIO 10 TIOBOLY 00si-
3aHHOCTW COMEVICTBOBAaTh COOCTBEHHOMY CYa-
CTBIO Ha COOCTBEHHBIX KAaHTMAHCKIMX OCHOBAHMSIX.
KanT BOBce He Iperionarai, 4ToO JIIOAMU MMEIOT
IIpaBO TOApPBIBATh COOCTBEeHHOe cyacThe. Harmrpo-
TVB, OH IIPOCTO CUMUTAJI, UTO BCE JIIOAV Hem30ex-
HO CTpeMsITCsl K COOCTBEHHOMY CYacTBIO BO BCeX
CBOVIX IIEVICTBUSIX, a IIOTOMY 3TO He MOXeT OBITh
I HuX o0sg3aHHOCTEI0. Ho, kKak Kaxercsa, Kanrt
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wards others. According to Kant, everyone has
a duty to promote the happiness of others, but
not her own. Conversely, everyone has a duty
to promote her own perfection, but not the
perfection of others.

At first glance, Kant’s view here is compat-
ible with self-ownership. Since people have
no duty to promote their own happiness, they
are justified in harming themselves as long as
they strive for moral perfection, which requires
them to respect the rights of others. However,
Kant rejects the duty to promote the perfection
of others because moral perfection requires
people to have both moral and personal auton-
omy. Self-ownership, as discussed above, can
be viewed as a necessary condition for both
types of autonomy. At the same time, self-own-
ership can in principle be duty-sensitive, and
therefore does not exclude the duty to promote
the happiness of others.

However, in reality, this compatibility is de-
ceptive. First, Kant himself believes that the
duty to promote one’s own perfection concerns
not only moral perfection, but also the realiza-
tion of one’s potential (natural perfection) (MS
TL, AA 06, p. 444; Kant, 1991, p. 239). This pro-
hibits people from doing things to themselves
that hinder such self-realization, which is in-
compatible with self-ownership.

Second, we have good reason to reject
Kant’s position on the duty to promote one’s
own happiness on its own, Kantian grounds.
Kant did not suggest that people have a right
to undermine their own happiness. On the
contrary, he simply thought that all people
inevitably strive for their own happiness in
everything they do, and so it cannot be a duty
for them to do so. But Kant seems to have been
mistaken about the inevitability of such striv-
ing. Some people, like Matthew in the example
above, do not strive for happiness due to low
self-esteem. Other people suffer from depres-
sion, weakness of will, and addictions. Finally,
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3a0rTy>Kasicsl B He30eXXHOCTY ITO00HOro CTpeM-
nenus. Hexkoropele jony, mopoOHO Matsero 113
IIpyMepa BBIIIE, He CTPEeMSTCS K CYaCcThIO WM3-3a
HW3KOVI CaMOOIIeHK!. [IpyTvie JIFoau cTpagaoT OT
ferpeccuy, CJ1adOCTM BOJIML M OOJIe3HEHHBIX 3a-
BUICIMOCTEVI. B KOHIle KOHIIOB, HEKOTOpPBIE JIIO/IN
IIPOCTO 3a0JTy>KHAIOTCS MO HOBOY TOT'O, B YeM CO-
crouT cuacTbe”. Takue JIFOV MOTY T He coBepIIIaTh
IIeVICTBUV, KOTOPbIe CIIOCOOCTBYIOT VX CUACTBIO, HO
€CJIVI OHM 00SI3aHBI CTPEMUTBCS K CUACTBIO IPYTTIX
B CUJLY IIPUCYILIEVI VIM BHYTPEHHeV LeHHOCTU, TO
OHV TaKXe O0s3aHBI CTPEMUTHECS K CBOEMY COO-
crBeHHOMY cuacThio (Kahn, 2022)*.

Ecm  KaTeropmueckmy MMIlepaTvB Hajlara-
eT Ha JIomer 00s3aHHOCTH COHeVCTBOBaTh COD-
CTBEHHOMY CYacTbIO, TO OH HECOBMECTVIM C CaMo-
IIPVHAJIEXXHOCTHIO. Bertp Tor/1a KaTeropmaecKmmi
VIMIIepaTVB TpeOyeT He COBEpIIaTh AEVICTBUN, KO-
TOpbIe TIONOPBYT COOCTBEHHOE CUacThe, TeM Ca-
MBIM HaJlarasi Ha HalllV JIeVICTBUSI OITpe/ieJIeHHbIe
«IIaTepHAJIMCTCKMe» orpaHmdeHus. Ha stom oc-
HOBaHWV KaTerOPMYIeCKUTI VIMIIEPATIB MOXeT 3a-
IIPeTUTD, HAIIPVMep, YIIOTpedsieHre HApKOTKOB
VI IIPOCTUTYIIVIO, BO3MOXKHO, JTa)Ke Haslaras Ha To-
CyHapCTBO ODS3aHHOCTH ITPENSATCTBOBATH ITOH00-
HBIM HEVICTBUSIM. DTO SIBHO HECOBMECTVIMO C CaMO-
IIPVHAJIEXKHOCTBIO.

13 JTaxke eciIvt HMKAKOe TOYHOe 3HaHVe 0 COOCTBeHHOM Cya-
CTbe, ¢ Toukm 3peHns Kanra, HEBO3MOXKHO, — 3TO He MMe-
€T 3Ha4YeHVs, Y Y Hac HeT OCHOBAHWMV COIIAIIATECS C STUM
(cm.: Arneson, 1999). Opgnako Kaut B 1iericTBUTE IBHOCTI
OBbUI COIIaceH C TeM, UTO JIO[IM MOTYT JOITyCKaTh OLINO-
KV II0 IIOBOAY COfleprKaHMs CBOero c4yacThsl. CuacTbe, Co-
rimacHo KaHTy, cOCTOUT B IIOJIHOM YIIOBJIETBOPEHNI BCEX
CKJIOHHOCTeVI, OJIHAKO VHOITA JIFOIV MOTYT CJIefoBaThb
OTHEJILHOV CKJIOHHOCTW, IOApPBIBasl CBOV BO3MOXKHOCTM
VOOBJIETBOPEHMS VHBIX CKJIIOHHOCTEW V1, COOTBETCTBEH-
HO, ymrrasi cammx cebst caactes (em.: AA 04, S. 399; Kanr,
199406, 168; cp.: AA 27, S. 1324; Kanr, 20160, c. 56).

4 BpuHK TIpefyIaraeT Apyrov apryMeHT B II0JTb3Y IT000-
Hom obs3aHHOCTH. Kak OH yTBeplK[aeT, y JIfofeit ecTb
CWIbHAS CKJIOHHOCTH 3a00TUTHCS O CBOVIX JIETSX, OHAKO
y JIIOfEV eCTh TaKKe ¥ MOpaJIbHOe 00s13aTeJIbCTBO [IejIaTh
510. [axke ecsivt ObI 3Ta CKIIOHHOCTH Obl/Ia CTOJIb CVIJTBHOVA,
YTO BCe JIIOAV TPV JIFOOBIX 00CTOSITeIbCTBAaX Beeraa 3abo-
TIIVICH OBI O CBOMX JIE€TSIX, OHV BCE PaBHO TaKKe ObUIN OBl
00s13aHBI 1e1aTh 3TO. AHAJIIOTMYHO, JTaXe eCiIN y JIFOLen
€CTb CWIbHAS CKJIOHHOCTBb CTPEMUTBCS K COOCTBEHHOMY
CYaCTBIO, 9TO He 3HAYNT, YTO y HIX HET 00SI3aHHOCTI JIe-
yath 910 (Brink, 2019, p. 12).
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some people are simply mistaken about what
happiness consists in."> Such people may not
take actions that promote their own happiness;
but if they are obligated to strive for the happi-
ness of others by virtue of their intrinsic value,
then they are also obligated to strive for their
own happiness (Kahn, 2022).*

If the categorical imperative imposes a duty
on people to promote their own happiness,
then it is incompatible with self-ownership.
For then the categorical imperative requires
us not to act in ways that undermine our own
happiness, thereby imposing certain “pater-
nalistic” constraints on our actions. On this ba-
sis, the categorical imperative might prohibit,
for example, drug use and sex work, perhaps
even imposing a duty on the state to prevent
such actions. This is clearly incompatible with
self-ownership.

One might object to this that, according to
Kant, the value of happiness is not independ-
ent, but conditional and dependent on moral
virtue (V-NR/Feyerabend, AA 27, p. 1321; Kant,
2016, p. 84; Bader, 2015). Therefore, we cannot
have a separate duty to promote our own hap-

B Even if no precise knowledge of one’s own happiness
is possible, according to Kant, this does not matter, and
we have no reason to agree with this (cf. Arneson, 1999).
However, Kant actually agreed that people can make
mistakes about the content of their happiness. Happi-
ness, according to Kant, consists in the complete satis-
faction of all inclinations; but sometimes, in pursuing a
particular inclination, people thereby undermine their
own ability to satisfy other inclinations and, accord-
ingly, deprive themselves of happiness (¢f. GMS, AA
04, p. 399; Kant, 2002, p. 15; V-NR/Feyerabend, AA 27,
p- 1324; Kant, 2016, p. 87).

1 Brink offers another argument for such a duty. As he
argues, people have a strong inclination to care for their
children, but they also have a moral duty to do so. Even
if this inclination were so strong that all people always
cared for their children under all circumstances, they
would still have a duty to do so. Similarly, even if peo-
ple have a strong inclination to pursue their own hap-
piness, this does not mean that they do not also have a
duty to do so (Brink, 2019, p. 12).



ITpoTuB 3TOr0 MOXXHO BO3pasuTh, YTO, COIJIAC-
HO KaHTy, 1IeHHOCTb CYaCThbsl He SIBJISIETCS CaMO-
CTOSITEJIBHOV, OHa YCJIOBHA M 3aBUICUT OT HpaB-
crBeHHOM moOpomerern (AA 27, S. 1321; Kawr,
20164, c. 78; Bader, 2015). IToaToMy y Hac He MOXeT
OLITH OTHEILHOM ODS3aHHOCTU  COIEVCTBOBATH
COOCTBEHHOMY CYaCTBIO, MBI MOXXEM JIVIIb CTpe-
MUTBCS K HPaBCTBEHHOMY COBEPIIIEHCTBY, KOTO-
poe J1e1aeT Hac JJOCTOVMHBIMM cYacThsl. Ho 210 BO3-
pakeHVIE, KaXKeTCs, VICXOIMT 3 JIOKHOVI IIOCBUIKY,
YTO HEUYTO MOXeT ObITb Halller O0sA3aHHOCTHIO
JIIIB B TOM CJIyd4ae, ecJIv o0JtazaeT Oe3ycyIoBHO
IIeHHOCTBIO. [ louTaiboH, HarrprMep, HeceT ocoboe
00s13aTeIbCTBO JIOCTABUTH BCe IVICbMa B CPOK, HO
eHHOCTDb VICIIOJITHeH S 3TOM O0SI3aHHOCTV He IB-
nseTcsa OesycioBHOV. OHa 3aBUICUT, B 9YaCTHOCTY,
OT TOro, COOJIIOHAeT JIM II0YTa/IbOH CBOM OOIIue
MopaJIbHble 00s13aHHOCTY IIepel] IPYyTVMMU JIIOIb-
Mn. OH He MOXXET YTHATh UYXYIO MAIIVHY VN
yTpo3aMI 3aCTaBjIsATh APYTUX IIOMOraTh eMy pas-
HOCUTB ITVICbMa. TeM He MeHee ycjI0BHas [IEHHOCTD
VICIIOJTHEH M 3TOV 00g3aHHOCTM He O3HavaeT, YTo
[IoYTaJIbOH BOOOIIIe He HeceT HMKAKOro 0coboro
00s13aTesIbCTBa ITepe], ITOJTy YaTesIsIMI IIVICEM.

ToyHO Tak >Xe IeHHOCTL CYACTbs 3aBUCUT OT
TOT0, 3aCITy KVBaeM Jivi MbI ero. Ho 3ToT yc/10BHBIN
XapaKTep II€HHOCTV CYacTbs He O3HaydaeT, YToO y
Hac BOOOIIle HeT HMKaKMX 00s13aTeJIbCTB ITeper], ca-
MUMM cODOVI COfeViCTBOBaTh CBOeMy OJ1arorosy-
umio. B xpariHem citydae MbI MOXXeM Hepedopmy-
JIMPpOBaTh 00CyX/TaeMyto OOS3aHHOCTH KaK OJIT
COIEVICTBOBaTb COOCTBEHHOMY CUacTbio 6 moil
Mmepe, 8 komopou Mbl e20 00CMOUHbl. DTO BCe ele
HeCOBMEeCTVIMO C CaMOIIPVHA/JIEXKHOCTBIO, IOTOMY
YTO IIpeAriojiaraeT, YTo 0 KparmHey Mepe Hpas-
CTBEHHO JJOOpOrIeTeIbHbIE JIIOIV He MMEIOT IIpaBa
MIOIPBIBATh CBOE CYACTHE.

Tenieps mmorrycTviM, 9YTO KaHTVMAHCKMW JIOepTa-
puaHer], BbIOVpaeT SKcTepHaIm3M. [1oCKOIBKy OH
CUMTAET TeJIO BHEIITHVIM PECypPCcoM, €ero TPaKTOBKa
CaMOITPVHAJIJIEXHOCTY caMa I10 ce0e He ITpeIIoia-
raeT CaMOMHCTpyMeHTam3anyio. OIHaKO B TAKOM
cjly4ae CaMOIPMHAIJIeXHOCTh IIPOCTO He IIONy-
YUTCS BBIBECTM M3 KaTerOPMYeCKOro MMIIepaTy-
Ba. KanTmanckme mmbeprapmaHIbl yTBEpKOAIOT,
YTO CAaMOITPVHA/IJIEXKHOCTD CBsSI3aHa C 3aIlIpeTOM Ha
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piness; we can only strive for the moral perfec-
tion that makes us worthy of happiness. But
this objection seems to rest on the false premise
that something can only be our duty if it has
unconditional value. A postman, for example,
has a special obligation to deliver all letters
on time, but the value of fulfilling this duty is
not unconditional. It depends, in particular, on
whether the postman fulfils his general moral
duties to others. He cannot steal someone else’s
car or threaten others into helping him deliver
letters. However, the conditional value of ful-
filling this duty does not mean that the post-
man has no special duty to the recipients of the
letters at all.

Likewise, the value of happiness depends
on whether we deserve it. But this conditional
nature of the value of happiness does not mean
that we have no obligation to ourselves to pro-
mote our own well-being. At the very least, we
can reformulate the duty in question as a duty
to promote our own happiness fo the extent
that we deserve it. This is still incompatible with
self-ownership because it presupposes that at
least morally virtuous people have no right to
undermine their own happiness.

Now suppose that a Kantian libertari-
an chooses externalism. Since it regards the
body as an external resource, this account of
self-ownership does not imply self-instrumen-
talization. However, in this case, self-own-
ership simply cannot be derived from the
categorical imperative. Kantian libertarians ar-
gue that self-ownership is tied to the prohibi-
tion against instrumentalizing the persons of
others. But unless the body is at least part of
the person, any assault on the body is not an
assault on the person. It is simply an assault
on some external resource, and even if such
assaults are morally problematic, it cannot be
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VIHCTPYMEHTJIM3ALUIO JINYHOCTEN APyTIuX JIIO-
nevi. Ho ecyut Tesio He gBjIgeTcd 110 KparHer Mepe
YacThIO JIMYHOCTY, TO JIIOObIe IlocsiraTeIbcTBa Ha
TeJI0 He OyayT HocsAraresIbCTBaMy Ha JIMYHOCTB.
DTO IIPOCTO MOKYIIIeHVie Ha HeKOTOPBIV BHEIITHUI
pecypc, 1 IycTh fJaxke HOIOOHBIE OKYIIIEHMS MO-
PaJIbHO IIPOOJIEMaTIHB], HeJIb3s CKa3aTh, YTO VX
3arpeT npAMo cilefyeT M3 3arpeTa oOparaThes C
APYTVIMM JIFOABMY KaK MHCTPYMeHTaMU.
PaccMoTpyM  mpyiMep, KOTOPBIVI  HPUBOIWUT
Opuk Mak (Mack, 2006, p. 109). ITpencrasim Erte-
HY, OIIBITHYIO ¥ XOPOIIO IIOATOTOBJIEHHYO aJIbIIV-
HVICTKY, OTIIPaBMBIITYIOCS B TOPHBIV ITOX011. Borpe-
KV BCeM CMHONTIYEeCKVIM IIPOrHO3aM, C KOTOPBIMU
Enena mnpemycMOTpuUTeIbHO O3HaKOMWJIACh, BO
BpeMs ee ITOXOJ1a HauMHaeTcs CHeXXHas Oy psi, K KO-
Topovt Ertena He Opu1a ToToBa. OHa pUCKyeT yMe-
peTb Ha MOpo3e, ecIi He HayieT cebe yKpbITHe.
K cBoemy cuacteio, Enlena HaThIKaeTcs Ha 3amep-
TBIVI TOPHBIVI KOTTEIK, ITPUHAIJIEXAIINI KaKo-
My-TO MWUIMOHepy. Y EjleHbl HeT npyrmx cro-
cobOB CITacTy CBOIO XM3Hb, KpOMe KaK HapyIIuB
IIpaBa COOCTBEHHOCTVI 3TOTr0 MWUIMOHepa. V1 eciin
Ernena Tak criesiaet, TO OHa, OYEBUIIHO, He VICIIOJIb-
3yeT MWUIVOHepa IIPOCTO KaK CPefICTBO JOCTVIKe-
HUS CBOMX Iiejierl. B KoHIle KoH110B, EjieHa Takoke
ABJIIeTCs HOCUTEeJIbHUIIeV BHYTPeHHeV IIeHHO-
CTW, TaK YTO HACTOSIIEN MHCTPYMeHTasIi3aliiert B
3TOVI CUTYyary OblI ObI CTPOrNMA 3aIIpeT Ha BTOP-
JKeHVe B 3aIlepThI KOTTemX. Bemp Torma Mbl Obl
OTHOCWINCH K EjleHe He Kak I1es1 caMoM II0 ceOe,
a Kak IIPOCTOMY CPe[CTBY yTBepPXKIIeHMs IIeHHO-
CTV IIpaB cOOCTBEHHOCTM MVUIMOHepa. Ho mipaBa
COOCTBEHHOCTM LIeHHBI JINIIb MHCTPYyMEHTaIBHO,
TOrJa Kak Xu3Hb EjleHb! 11leHHa Ge3ycsIoBHO.
TaxuM oOpa3zoM, MOXHO HapPyIIUTh YBU-TO
IpaBa COOCTBEHHOCT! Ha BHEIITHVE Pecypchl, He
OTHOCACH K 3TOMY UeJIOBeKY KaK IIpOCTOMY Cpefl-
cTBy. VI eciii Tesio — 3TO IIPOCTO BHEIIHWI pe-
CYpC, TO TeJleCHBIE IIpaBa MOXKHO HapyIlaTe Oe3
TOr0, YTOOBI MHCTPYyMeHTaIN3POBaTh COOCTBEH-
HMKa 3Toro Tena (cp.: [Ipokodses, 2008). CooTseT-
CTBEHHO, TU ITpaBa He CJIIYIOT HAIIpsIMYIO U3 3a-
IpeTa MHCTpyMeHTa/InM3alumn. B jrydinem cirydae
3TOT 3aIIpeT OIpaB/bIBaeT TOJIBKO OYeHb cjlabble 11
UyBCTBUTEJIbHBIE K (PaKTaM ITpaBa COOCTBEHHOCTH
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said that their prohibition follows directly from
the prohibition on treating other people as in-
struments.

Consider an example given by Eric Mack
(2006, p. 109). Imagine Helen, an experienced
and well-prepared mountain climber, set-
ting out on a mountain hike. Contrary to all
the weather forecasts which Helen had pru-
dently consulted, a snowstorm begins dur-
ing her hike, for which she is unprepared. She
risks dying in the cold unless she finds shel-
ter. Fortunately, Helen stumbles upon a locked
mountain cottage belonging to a millionaire.
Helen has no other way of saving her life ex-
cept by trespassing on this millionaire’s prop-
erty rights. And if Helen does so, she is clearly
not using the millionaire simply as a means
to an end. After all, Helen also possesses in-
trinsic value: in this situation, a strict prohibi-
tion on her trespassing on the locked cottage
would amount to the instrumentalization of
Helen. It would be to treat Helen not as an end
in herself, but as a simple means of affirming
the value of the millionaire’s property rights.
However, property rights are valuable only in-
strumentally, whereas Helen’s life is valuable
unconditionally.

Thus, one can violate someone’s proper-
ty rights to external resources without treating
that person as a mere means. And if the body
is a mere external resource, then bodily rights
can be violated without instrumentalizing the
owner of that body (cf. Prokofyev, 2008). Ac-
cordingly, these rights cannot follow directly
from the prohibition on instrumentalization. At
best, this prohibition justifies only very weak
and fact-sensitive property rights to the body
(Lippert-Rasmussen, 2008, p. 90). But self-own-
ership is conceived by libertarians as a fact-in-



Ha Teito (Lippert-Rasmussen, 2008, p. 90). Ho ca-
MOIIPVHAIIJIEKHOCTD 3ayMaHa JIimbepTapuaHIia-
MU KakK HeuybcmbBumenvhvitl Kk ¢paxmam IPVIHIINIL
(Carter, 2019, p. 96). Benp TOIIBKO B TaKOM CiIy4ae
BJIafieHe CcOOCTBEHHBIM TeJIOM MOXeT obecrie-
YUTH Te CIIOPHBIe IIPAKTIYecKyie CJIeCTBIS, KOTO-
pBle OTCTaMBaIOT JIMOepTapaHIIbL.

KanTnanckas gutemMMma 11t JinbepTapraHIieB,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, COCTOUT B ciemyromieM. Ecim
OHU YTBEPXJAIOT, YTO TeJIO SBJISIeTCS YacThIO
JIMYHOCTY, TO OHV He MOTYT BBbIBECTM CaMOIIpU-
HaJIJIEKHOCTDh 13 KaTeroprvecKoro MMIlepaTuBsa,
IIOTOMY YTO 3TO IIpefrojiaraeT caMOVHCTPyMeH-
Tanmsanyio. Ecyivi oHM yTBepXXAaloT, UTo TeJlo He
ABJISIETCS YaCThIO JIMYHOCTY, TO OHU He MOT'YT Bbl-
BECTV CaMOIIPMHA/JIEKHOCTD 13 KaTeropmdecKo-
ro VIMIIepaTVBa, IIOTOMY UTO HapyIlleH!e IIpaB Ha
BHEIITHIE Pecypchl BO3MOXKHO 0e3 MHCTpyMeHTa-
JIV3alUY MX Bilafiestblia. B jrroboM 3 nByx cityda-
€B TIOIThITKA KaHTVMAHCKOrO OOOCHOBAHMS CaMo-
IIPUHAJIEKHOCTY TePIIUT Heyaady.

3aK/IIoueH1e

Mmorme nubepTapraHIIBI XOTeI OBl BUIETH
VMmmanywia KaHTa B 4mcize cBOMX COIO3HVKOB.
Ho, xak MBI IIOKasasy, 3TV HaJeXIbl HaIIpac-
Hbl. Bropas dopMmynmMpoBKa KaTeropmdeckoro
MMIIepaTBa, JaXxe ecIM paccMaTpuBaTh ee M30-
JIMPOBAHHO OT APYIMX (POPMYJIMPOBOK, He JaeT
Ha/Ie)KHOrO 0OOCHOBaHMS IS CaMOIIpPMHAJIJIeX-
HocTy. HampoTus, 3Ta popMyIivipoBKa oIpaBibl-
BaeT 00S3aHHOCTY Iepe] caMMM CO0OVI, KOTOpbIe
OTHO3HAYHO HECOBMECTVIMBI C Pa/IiKaIbHBIM aH-
TUIIATePHAIVI3MOM CaMOIIPMHA/JIEXHOCTIL .

B sTom KaHTMAHCKOV KPUTMKE CaMOIIpVHAa-
JIEKHOCTV JIETKO YTa[blBalOTCS UepThl M3BECT-
HOTO aHTMKOMMOOMMPUKAIIMOHHOIO apryMeHTa
IIpOTUB caMoIpuHa/IeXHOCTH (Anderson, 1993;
Munzer, 1994, Radin, 2001; Satz, 2010; Sandel,
2012). CorytacHO eMy, MBI JOJDKHBI OTBEPTHYTh Ca-
MOIIPVHAIJIEXKHOCTB, TIOTOMY, YTO OHA 3acTaBjIsdeT
Hac paccMaTpuBaTh COOCTBEHHOE TeJI0 KaK IIPOCTO

1 O «xaHTMAHCKOM ITaTepHaym3Me» Takke cM.: (Cholbi,
2002; Cholbi, 2013).
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sensitive principle (Carter, 2019, p. 96). For only
then can ownership of one’s own body entail
the controversial practical consequences that
libertarians defend.

The Kantian dilemma for libertarians is thus
as follows. If they claim that the body is part
of the person, they cannot derive self-owner-
ship from the categorical imperative because
this presupposes self-instrumentalization. If
they claim that the body is not part of the per-
son, they cannot derive self-ownership from the
categorical imperative because it is possible to
violate rights to external resources without in-
strumentalizing their owner. In either case, the
attempt at a Kantian justification of self-owner-
ship fails.

Conclusion

Many libertarians would like to count Imma-
nuel Kant among their allies. But, as we have
seen, this hope is in vain. The second formula-
tion of the categorical imperative, even when
considered in isolation from the other formula-
tions, does not provide a robust justification for
self-ownership. On the contrary, it justifies du-
ties to oneself that are clearly incompatible with
the radical anti-paternalism of self-ownership."

This Kantian critique of self-ownership
tracks features of the famous anti-commodifi-
cation argument against self-ownership (An-
derson, 1993; Munzer, 1994; Radin, 2001; Satz,
2010; Sandel, 2012). According to this argu-
ment, we should reject self-ownership be-
cause it forces us to view our bodies as mere
economic resources, obscuring our inherent,
unconditional value. The reasoning we have
presented allows us to better understand the
moral intuitions underlying this influential
objection. It also reinforces Kant’s rejection of

150On “Kantian paternalism” see also Cholbi (2002; 2013).
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5KOHOMMYECKUII pPecypc, 3arMeBas IPUCYIITYIO
HaM Oe3ycIOBHYIO IeHHOCTb. [lpercTasienHoe
HaMW pacCyXXIIeHMe II03BOJISIeT JIydllle IIOHSTHb
MOpaJIbHble MHTY IV, JIeXalllyie B OCHOBE 3TOrO
BJIVIATEIILHOrO Bo3paxeHms. OHO TakXXe yCWIIVIBa-
€T KaHTOBCKOe HEIIPMHSTIE CaMOIIPVHAIIIIEXKHO-
CTV, OCHOBaHHOe Ha HepedIIeKCHBHOM XapaKTe-
pe BJIajfieHNs COOCTBEHHOCTBIO. DTO pacCy KIeHve
IpefiIioyaraeT, YTo BjlajieHre COOCTBEHHOCTBIO —
3TO [IBYCTOPOHHee OTHOIIIEHVE MeXIy CyObek-
TOM-COOCTBEHHVKOM, KOTOPBIVI VIMeeT BHYTpEH-
HIOIO IIeHHOCTh, M OOBEKTOM-COOCTBEHHOCTHIO,
KOTOPBIV VIMeeT JIUIITb MHCTPYMeHTaIbHYIO 11eH-
HocTh'. [loromy B morrHOM cornacum ¢ KanTom
IofJO0HOe OTHOIIIeHVe HeJTb3sl VIMeTh K CaMOMY
cebe, HO ero TakXXe HeJIb3s MMeTh K IPYTUM JIIO-
I5IM, BOIIPEKV KaHTOBCKVMM B3IVIS[IaM Ha IIpaBa B
OTHOIIIEHWVI YKEHBI, JIeTell VI CJIYT. DTO He TOJIBKO
TI03BOJISIET JIyYllle COIJIacoBaTh KAHTOBCKYIO IIO3V-
LIVIO C pacIpOCTPaHEHHBIMY CerOfIHs MOPaJIbHbI-
MM VHTYVIVSMY, HO TaKXe IIOMOraeT m30exarb
MOepTapraHCKOrO BO3pakeHWsl, YTO OrpaHM4Ye-
Hue HepedIeKCUBHOCTI SIBJISIETCS IIPOVM3BOIIb-
HBIM V1 HEIIOCJIe[I0BATEeI IbHBIM.

Boree Toro, 310 paccykieHne B OIIpeie/IeHHOM
OTHOIIIEH N JTy YIIle CorviacyeTcs ¢ Teopueit Kanra,
ueM ee jmbepTapraHCKMe peKOHCTpyKimu. Kak
HojIMevaroT BaH ziep Boccen mn Kpricrmac, kaHTOB-
CKasl Teopysl COOCTBEHHOCTVI HeCOBMeCTVIMa C JIVI-
OepTapraHCTBOM, IIOTOMY YTO JIMOepTapraHIIbI
paccMaTpuBalOT IpaBa COOCTBEHHOCTM KakK ecTe-
CTBEHHBIe [IONOJIUTMYeCKMe IIpaBa. HampoTus,
xots KaHT TIPV3HAET HaIMY e y JTIOIIEVI €CTeCTBEH-
HBIX ITPaB, KOHKPETHO ITpaBa COOCTBEHHOCT B paM-
Kax ero TeOpm MOT'YT ObITh YCTAaHOBJIEHBI TOJIBKO
TIOJTTIYECKOVI BJIACTBIO B I'Pa’KIAHCKOM COCTOSI-
Hum (AA 06, S. 255—256; Kanr, 1994a, c. 280—281;

16 Opgrako Kopcraapn mpeprmoraraer, 4To HEKOTOpbIE
00OBEKTHI TaKXKe 00JTa/IaloT BHYTPEHHE, a He IIPOCTO VH-
CTPyMEHT&JIbHOM LIeHHOCThIO. Hampumep, 310 MOXeT
ObITH CaMa IIPUpPOMA WIM BeJIMKWe IIefleBPbl MUPOBO-
ro uckycctBa (Korsgaard, 2013). Haxe eciim Kopcraaps,
IIpaBa B 3TOM, 3TO He IIOphIBaeT IIpeICTaBIeHHbIN apry-
MEeHT, IIOTOMY YTO BHYTPEHHSISI [IeHHOCTb 9TNX 00BEKTOB
ITOKa3bIBaeT, YTO K HUM TaKXe HEYMEeCTHO OTHOIIIEHVe,
rogpasyMeBaeMoe JIMOepTapMaHCKUMM IIpaBaMu  coO-
CTBEHHOCTIL.

self-ownership, based on the non-reflexive na-
ture of property ownership. This reasoning
assumes that property ownership is a two-
way relationship between the owning sub-
ject, who has intrinsic value, and the owned
object, which has only instrumental value.'®
Therefore, in full agreement with Kant, such
a relationship cannot obtain with oneself; but,
contrary to Kant’s views on rights with respect
to one’s wife, children, and servants, it also
cannot be held with others. Not only does this
better align Kant’s position with current moral
intuitions, but it also helps avoid the libertari-
an objection that the non-reflexivity restriction
is arbitrary and inconsistent.

Moreover, this reasoning is in some re-
spects more consistent with Kant’s theory
than its libertarian counterparts. As van der
Vossen and Christmas note, Kant’s theory of
property is incompatible with libertarianism
because libertarians regard property rights
as natural, pre-political rights. In contrast, al-
though Kant acknowledges the existence of
natural rights among individuals, property
rights on his theory can only be established
by political authority in the civil state (MS RL,
AA 06, pp. 255-256; Kant, 1991, p. 77; Van der
Vossen, 2015, p. 64; Christmas, 2021, p. 336;
cf. Nagel, Murphy, 2004). This also explains
why bodily rights cannot be explained in
terms of property rights: people have rights
to bodily integrity, independent of any con-
ventions or state regulations, simply by virtue
of having intrinsic value, whereas property
rights must be established by a legitimate po-
litical authority."”

®*However, Korsgaard (2013) suggests that some objects
also have intrinsic, rather than merely instrumental, val-
ue. For example, nature itself or the great masterpieces
of world art. Even if Korsgaard is right about this, this
does not undermine the argument presented, because
the intrinsic value of these objects shows that they too
are inappropriately treated in the way that libertarian
property rights imply.

70On natural law in Kant, see also Krouglov (2025).
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Van der Vossen, 2015, p. 64; Christmas, 2021, p. 336;
cp.: Nagel, Murphy, 2004). Do Taxxe 00BsICHseT,
IoYeMy TeJleCHBIe IIpaBa He MOTYT ObITh OOBsICHe-
HbI Yepe3 IIpaBa COOCTBEHHOCTW: JIFOAM o0JIajia-
IOT IIpaBaMI Ha TeJIECHYIO HeIIPUKOCHOBEHHOCTH
BHEe 3aBVICIMOCTY OT JIIOOBIX KOHBEHIIUII ¥ TOCY-
IapCTBEHHBIX YCTAHOBJIEHNVI IIPOCTO B CVUTY TOTO,
uTO 00JIaZIaloT BHY TPEeHHe IIeHHOCTBIO, TOr/Ia Kak
IIpaBa COOCTBEHHOCTV TPeOyIOT JIETUTVMMHOM IIO-
JIUTVYECKOVI BJIACTY JIJISl CBOETO YCTAaHOBJIEHS .

OnHako KaHTVMAHCKUY JInOepTapyiaHer] Mor Obl
CHOBa yKasaTh Ha cOpMysIMpoBaHHBIE paHee He-
TaTVIBHBIVI VI IO3UTVIBHBIVI apr'yMEHTHI B TI0JIb3Y Ca-
MOITPVHAIEXXHOCTIL. Pa3Be MBI TIOKa3asIn, 4To 3TH
apryMeHTBI HeJleVICTBUTeIbHBI? IIpoTvB HeraTums-
HOTO apryMeHTa JOCTaTOYHO CHOBa yKa3aTh, UTO
caM 110 ceOe 3TOT IOBOL He CBUIIETEIIbCTBYET B ITOJIb-
3y CaMOITPVIHAJIEXXHOCTV, HO JIVIIIB IIPOTVB PabOB-
nangeHns. Mpl TakKe MOXXeM YCVJINTB €ro, CKasas,
YTO Pa3 MOPAJIbHO HeIPaBWIBHO paccMaTpyBaTh
IPYTVIX JIFOEl KaK COOCTBEHHOCTB, TO CTOJIb JKe He-
ITPaBWJIBHO OTHOCUTECH TaKM 00pa3oM K caMOMy
cebe. ITpoTVB HO3UTMBHOIO apryMeHTa MbI MOXXeM
yKasaTh, 4YTO JIMYHAsl ¥ MOpajlbHasi aBTOHOMWS,
HeoOXOIVIMBle TS pean3aliiil KaTeropidecKo-
ro VIMIlepaTVBa, Heobs3aTeIbHO TPeOyIoT IMEHHO
CaMOITPVHA/IEXXHOCTL. 1151 OCYIIIeCTBIIeHMS STVIX
IIBYX TUIIOB aBTOHOMMU JIOCTaTOYHO JIMOepaIbHOM
KOHIIeIIIVV 0a30BbIX IIpaB B Ayxe Poisa, koropast
He HajleIgeT JIfomer adCcoTIOTHOV CBOOOIOV 3aHM-
MaThCs CaMOpas3pPyIINTe IbHBIM ITOBeJIeHVIeM.

B 3aBepirieHVIe CTOMT OTMETUTD, YTO HaIIle pac-
Cy’KIIeHVie He OITpoBepraeT caMOITpMHaIJIeXKHOCTh
KaK TaKOBYIO, HO JIVIIITb TIOKA3bIBaeT, YTO OAVH M3
TIOITYJISIPHBIX CIIOCOOOB apryMeHTAIlUW B ee TI0JIb-
3y OmIMOOYeH. DTOT IIPVHIINII HeJIb3sl 0OOCHOBATB,
omMpasich Ha KaHTOBCKMe IIpenrnocbuiki. Ho ym-
OepTapmaHIIbI MOT'YT M30paTh cebe APyroro BIIu-
ATEJIPHOTO IIPeAINeCTBeHHMKA I CTPOUTH CBOIO
aprymeHTanuio ¢ omnopon Ha Hero. Tak, Oryka,
Kpucrmac 11 Ban gep BocceH mpoTMBONOCTaBIISAIOT
KaHTMaHCKUM U JIOKKeaHCKWII TIOIXO/b], OTAaBast
IIpeAIIoYTeHVIe BTOPOMY M3 HMX. B Harmm 1iesv He

70 ecrectBenHOM ItpaBe y KanTa Takke cMm.: (Kpyrmios,
2025).
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However, a Kantian libertarian might point
again to the negative and positive arguments
for self-ownership formulated earlier. Have
we shown that these arguments are invalid?
Against the negative argument, it is enough
to point out again that this argument does not,
in itself, defend self-ownership, but only pro-
hibits slave ownership. We might strengthen
this view further by asserting that since it is
morally wrong to regard other people as prop-
erty, it is equally wrong to regard oneself as
such. Against the positive argument, we might
point out that the personal and moral autono-
my required to realize the categorical impera-
tive do not necessarily require self-ownership.
A liberal conception of basic rights in the spirit
of Rawls, which does not grant people absolute
freedom to engage in self-destructive behav-
iour, is sufficient to realize these two types of
autonomy.

Finally, it is worth noting that our argu-
ment does not refute self-ownership as such,
but only shows that one of the popular ways
of arguing in its favour is mistaken. The
self-ownership principle cannot be justified
on the basis of Kantian premises. But libertari-
ans can choose another influential predecessor
and base their argument on that. Thus, Otsu-
ka, Christmas, and van der Vossen contrast
the Kantian and Lockean approaches, favour-
ing the latter. It was not the goal of this article
to refute all existing arguments for self-own-
ership, but I hope to have shown that the
Kant-inspired argument, specifically, misses
its mark.
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