CTATBU

KAHTHMAHCKAA PAOIMOHAABHOCTD B OTUKE:
OCHOBAHMN!, ITPUMEHEHN, BbI3OBbI

VK 1(091):17

KTO MYOPCTBYET?
OB OIIHOVI HEPACITO3HAHHOW ITPOBJIEME
IJ151 MOPAJIBHOW IICUXOJIOT UM
Y D TUUYECKOIO METOJA KAHTA

M. IlImuxep'

AbBmop xkpumuuecku uccaedyem YybeoumesbHOCHb
KkanmoBckoil  KoHyenyuu myopcmbobanus — popmol
camoodMana, uepaoujel peuaujyio potb 045 Kaumob-
CKOUL MOpAAbHOTL NCUXO0402UU U e20 BudeHus pyHKyuil
Kkpumuyeckou npakmuueckoi guaocopuu. OcHobHas
npobaema, komopyro abmop yemampubaem 6 KoHyenyuu
Kanma, cocmoum 6 mom, umo 6 nociedHei He cyujecmby-
em He3aBucuMblx om meopuu kpumepueb, no3oaa10usuUx
onpedesunms, ABAAEMCA AU YNPAKHEHUE PAYUOHANLHBLX
cnocobHocmei myopcmbBobanuem. Kanm cuumaem, umo
Mmyopcmbobanue wiupoxo pacnpocmpanero, u 00Bursem
8 smom nonyaapHuix pusocogho u dpyeux meopemukob
6 obaacmu smuxu. ITpu s3mom e2o onnonenmovl moaau 0bl,
8 cBoro ouepeds, 008uHUMDb e20 caM020 B MOM e CAMOM.
Hexomopbvle meopemuxii, a umeHHO KOHCeKBeHYUAAUCTITbL
OdeticmBusi, no-6udumomy, Haxoosmes 0axe Ha bosee Boi-
200HbIX nosuyusx, vem cam Kawm, nosbosawouux um
006unsamy eeo 8 myopcmbobarnuu. B smoiu c6a3u abmop
onucwiBaem cmaxoapmovl, Komopvle He 1peonoaazarm
KOHKpemHotl HOpMamuBHoLl meopuu u cmanobamcs ove-
BuoHbIMU NpU paccmMompeHuu caydaeb sA6Ho20 340yno-
mpedAeHUs payUOHALLHOCbI0. DU CHAHOApbL MUHU-
MAALHO NPUEMAEMO20 PACCYIKOEHUS MO2YH HOMOUb HAM
Ouaerocmupobams myopcmbBobarue. ABmop paspabarmol-
Gaem smu cmandapmel, paccmampuban cayuau Heaoek-
BamHo20 UCNOAb30BAHUSA PAYUOHALLHBIX CHOCODHOCTEN
C YBepeHHOCMIBIO, U0 OHU ABAAIOMCA NPOOAEMHBIMU

! BpUCTONIBCKIV YHUBEPCITET.

BermxoOpuranms, BS8 1QU, bpucross, Ksuuc-poyr,
bukon-Xayc.
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KANTIAN RATIONALITY IN ETHICS:
FOUNDATIONS, APPLICATIONS, CHALLENGES

WHO IS RATIONALISING?
ON AN OVERLOOKED PROBLEM
FOR KANT’S MORAL PSYCHOLOGY
AND METHOD OF ETHICS

M. Sticker!

I critically examine the plausibility of Kant’s con-
ception of rationalising, a form of self-deception that
plays a crucial role for Kant’s moral psychology and his
conception of the functions of critical practical philos-
ophy. The main problem I see with Kant’s conception
is that there are no theory-independent criteria to de-
termine whether an exercise of rational capacities con-
stitutes rationalising. Kant believes that rationalising
is wide-spread and he charges the popular philosophers
and other ethical theorists with rationalising. Yet, his
opponents could, in turn, charge him with rationalis-
ing and some theorists, namely Act-Consequentialists,
seem to be in an even stronger position to charge Kant
with rationalising than vice versa. In response, I pro-
pose standards that do not assume a specific normative
theory and that become apparent when we look at clear-
cut abuses of rationality. These standards of minimally
decent reasoning can help us diagnose rationalising.
I develop these standards by looking at inadequate uses
of rational capacities that should strike us as problem-
atic regardless of the specific ethical theory we adopt.
I emphasise that even an abuse of rational capacities
can yield true results and that we can never tell from a
single judgement that someone rationalises. Rather, we
must look for patterns.
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M. Ultuxep

Bre 3aBucumocmi 0m KOHKpemHot dmuteckol meopuu,
KOmopyio Mul npunumaem. Abmop noouepkubaem, umo
Oaxke 310ynompedienue payuoHAAbHbIMU CHOCOOHOCTA-
MU MOXem npubecmu K UCHUHHBIM Pe3YALIAmam U
Umo Mbl HUK020a He CMOXeM OnpedeAuns 1o 00HOMY-
e0UHCmMBeHHOMY CYKOEHUI0, UIMO KIMO-mMo MYyopcmbyemn.
Cropee, Mbl 00AXKHbL UCKAM 3AKOHOMEPHOCHIU.

KatoueBuie caoBa: smuxa, Kanm, npaxmuveckutl pa-
3ym, myopcmboBarie, camMoOOMAaH, MOPANLHAS NCUXOA0US

B mocitenHee BpeMmsl HOSIBWIICS Psifi, IIpeKpac-
HBIX paboT, MOCBSIIEHHBIX KaHTOBCKOM MIlee ca-
MooOMaHa 1 jIeXXalllell B ee OCHOBe MOpPasIbHO-TICH-
XOJIOTVI9eCKOVI 11 MeTahV3MIeCKOV KOHCTPYKITNZ.
MHorve n3 3TMx paboT He TOJIBKO JIeMOHCTPUPY-
10T 00pas3IOBYIO SPYAMIINIO, HO M TIOMOTAlOT HaM
TIOHATh (PEHOMEH, BBIXOISAIINI 3a IIpeesTbl KaH-
TOBCKOV 9K3ere3bl. JIopa Ilammim, Hanpumep, Kpu-
TUKYeT KAaHTOBCKYIO KOHIIEIIIVIO BHYTpPeHHeN
mxm (AA 06, S. 430; KanT, 19948, c. 473) xak Heco-
BEPIIEHHYIO MOAeIb 171 IIOHVMAaHMS caMooOMa-
Ha (Papish, 2018, p. 67—87 (1. 3)), a JIrocm Drtaric
(Allais, 2016; 2021) obcykmaeT COMHMUTeIIbHbBIE 3a-
MeuaHMs camoro KaHTa o pace B KOHTeKCTe caMo-
obMaHa " HappaTVBOB, KOTOpble WIEHbI OHMX
TPYIII TPaHCIIMPYIOT O WwieHax apyrux. OmHaKo
KaHTOBCKasl uIesi camMooOMaHa WM MYZIpPCTBO-
BaHWSL TI0-IIPEeXXHEMY COIIpsDKeHa C PSfIOM CyIile-
CTBEHHBIX ITp00JIeM, KOTOpbIe ellle He ITOJTy4VIN
NpU3HaHM B 1CCIIeI0BaTeIIbCKON JInTepaType. B
JaHHOV PaboTe s pacCMaTPUBaIO OHY W3 TaKMX
rpobriem. Tem cambIM 5 ITpopabaThIBaO CBOVI COO-
CTBEHHBIVI OTBeT Ha IIpo0sieMy, 0OO3HaYeHHYIO
B Moent kHure (Sticker, 2021a). I paccmaTpuBaro
OZIVIH M3 IIeHTPaJIbHbIX BbI30BOB JIJIsI KAHTOBCKOM
KOHIIEMITVV MYAPCTBOBAHMS, a TaKXe ero MeTo-
J0JIOTMW MpaKTU4ecKor priocodunt B 11eJIoM —
BOIIPOC O TOM, CYIIECTBYIOT JIVI He3aBVCVIMBIE OT
TEOPWUN CTaHAAPTHI, TIO3BOJISAIONIVIE HaM BBISBUTD
ciryday MyzpcrBoBaHMs. Eciim mx He cylecTsy-
eT, To KaHT He MOXeT OOBMHSATH OPYTMX CIEIV-
aJIVICTOB TI0 3TUKE B MYJIPCTBOBAHMM, a HOIBITKN
IIPEe/ICTAaBUTh HEKaHTMAHCKVE IIPVHLNIIEL U CY-

2Cwm., Hanp.: (Grenberg, 2013; Papish, 2018; Allais, 2016;
2021; Wehofsits, 2020; Di Giulio, 2020).

Recently, a number of excellent works on
Kant’s conception of self-deception and its un-
derlying moral-psychological and metaphysi-
cal framework have appeared.? Many of these
works do not only exhibit exemplary schol-
arship, they also help us understand the phe-
nomenon beyond Kant exegesis. Laura Papish
(2018, pp. 67-87), for instance, criticises Kant’s
conception of the internal lie (MS, AA 06,
p- 430; Kant, 1996a, p. 553) as a deficient mod-
el for understanding self-deception, and Lucy
Allais (2016; 2021) discusses Kant’s own prob-
lematic remarks about race in the context of
self-deception and of narratives that in-groups
tell themselves about out-groups. However,
Kant’s conception of self-deception or ration-
alising still involves a number of significant
problems that have not yet been acknowledged
in the literature. In the present paper I dis-
cuss one such problem. In doing so, I develop
my own response to this problem presented in
Sticker (2021a). I regard the problem of wheth-
er there are theory-independent standards that
allow us to identify rationalising as one of the
central challenges to Kant’s conception of ra-
tionalising, as well as his methodology of prac-
tical philosophy in general. If there are no such
standards, then Kant cannot dismiss other ethi-
cists as rationalisers, and attempts to explain
away un-Kantian principles and judgements as
mere products of rationalising would be a du-
bious and potentially ad hoc manoeuvre.

1. Rationalising®

The German “Verniinfteln” can simply mean
“reasoning”, and a Verniinftler can simply be a

2E.g. Grenberg (2013), Papish (2018), Allais (2016; 2021),
Wehofsits (2020), Di Giulio (2020).

® This section summarises some of the main points of
Sticker (2021a). An additional important point I make in
Sticker (2021a) is that pure practical reason plays a para-
doxical role for rationalising: It is the source of morality,
but it also creates an interest in being morally justified,
which is an important driving force for agents’ ratio-
nalising.



JKOEHMs B KadeCTBe IIPOCTBIX ITPOAYKTOB MYIIP-
CTBOBaHWA 6y,[IYT COMHWNMTEJIBHBIM U IIOTE€HIIVaJIb-
HO CUTYyaTVIBHBIM MaHEBPOM.

1. MynpcrBoBaHMe®

Hewmerikoe ciioBo Verniinfteln MoxeT o3Ha4aTb
IIPOCTO «paccykaeHne», a Verniinftler MoxeT OBITH
IIPOCTO «pacCy KIaroIM yesoeKoM». Takoe Herl-
TpaJIbHOe 3HaueHVe TePMIHaA, II0-BUIVIMOMY, CBS-
3aHO C TeM, YTO B HEMEIIKOM SI3bIKe OTCYTCTBYyeT
IIPsIMOVI 3KBUMBaJIeHT aHIJIMIICKOIO TepMMHa red-
soner, IPVIMEHsIeMOro [IJIsi O0O3HaYeHNs JesloBe-
Ka, HaxXO[sIIerocsi B IIpollecce VCIIOIb30BaHMS
cobcTBeHHOro pasyma‘. OmHAKO BO MHOIMX IIeH-
TpasibHbIX parmeHTax Kanra Verniinfteln, viamn
«MyIpPCTBOBaHMe», yKa3bIBaeT Ha HEIIOJTHOIIEHHOe
VICTIONIb30BaHMe pacCyAKa WM VCIONIb30BaHUe,
«yIyIiee MVIMO IIeJIN... OTYacTM TI0 HeCIIoCOOHO-
CTU, OTYACTU M3-3a HEIIPaBVUJIBHO IIPUHSTON TOY-
Ku 3penms» (AA 07, S. 200, ; Kanrt, 1994a, c. 225).

To, uTo MynpcTBOBaHVe MOXET ObITH HecoBep-
IIIeHHBIM VJIVI COMHUTEJIBHBIM CIIOCOOO0M VICTIONb-
30BaHMS PallMOHAJIBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEVI, CTaHO-
BUTCSL Hamboslee OYEBMIIHBIM B KOHIIE II€PBOIO
pasnerna «OcHOBOMNOJIOXKeH S K MeTadpM3VIKe Hpa-
BOB», Tie KaHT BBOOWT IIOHATVIE MY PCTBOBAHVIS B
CBOIO KPUTMYECKYIO IPaKTU4ecKyto dprsiocodmio:

3aMeyaTenbHaAs Belllb — HEBUMHHOCTb, TOJIb-
KO BOT TO HEXOPOIIIO, YTO HEBVHHOCTH HEIIPOCTO
COXpaHWTb, a COBPATUTH Jierko. ITosTomy cama
MYJIpOCTh, KOTOpas BOOOIIe-TO ropasio Oosee
COCTOWUT B JEeSIHWUW ¥ HeOesHUM, YeM B 3HaHUU,
BCe-TaKV TOXXe HY>K/IaeTCsl B HayKe, XOTs V1 He IS
TOTO, YTOOBI Y Hee yUMThCH, a I TOTO, YTOOBI
o0ecrieunTh JIOCTYITHOCTb ¥ IIPOYHOCTH CBOVIM

* B maHHOM pasziersie 0000IIAIOTCS HEKOTOPHIE 13 OCHOB-
HBIX TTOJIOKeHMIT Moevt kHurn (Sticker, 2021a). Baxnoe
IIOIIOJIHUTEIIFHOE 3aMedaHVe, KOTOpoe 4 [IeJIaf0 B KHITE,
COCTOWT B TOM, YTO YVCTBIV IIPAKTUIECKUI Pa3yM UI'pa-
€T TapafOKCaJIbHYIO POJIb IUISI MyIpCTBOBaHMs. bymyun
VICTOYHMKOM HPABCTBEHHOCTV, OH TaKXe CO3[aeT MHTe-
pec K ToMy, 9TO0BI OBITH MOPaJIBHO OITPaBIIaHHBIM, YTO, B
CBOIO OYepeIb, SIBJIIETCS IS CyObEeKTOB BasKHBIM ITOOY K-
TAIOITVIM MOTVBOM IS My PCTBOBAHVISL.

* Koneuno, ecte Denker — MBICIUTENb, HO 9TOT TEPMUH
He SIBJISIeTCSI POLCTBEHHBIM CJIOBY «pasyM». 51 Graromapen
Tomacy IllTypmy 3a oOcy>XIeHMe JaHHBIX T€PMUHOJIOTH-
YEeCKMX BOIIPOCOB.
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reasoner. This value neutral use of the term is
presumably due to German lacking a straight-
forward equivalent of the English term “rea-
soner”: a person in the process of using their
reason.* However, in many central Kant pas-
sages, Verniinfteln, or “rationalising” — as I will
translate it following the Timmermann and Gre-
gor Groundwork translation in Kant (2011) —
indicates a defective use of reason or one that
“misses its final goal, partly from inability, part-
ly from an inappropriate viewpoint” (Anth,
AA 07, p. 200, Kant, 2007, p. 307).

That rationalising can be a deficient or prob-
lematic use of rational capacities becomes most
apparent at the end of Groundwork I, when Kant
introduces the notion of rationalising into his
critical practical philosophy:

Innocence is a glorious thing, but then
again it is very sad that it is so hard to preserve
and so easily seduced. Because of this even
wisdom — which otherwise probably consists
more in behaviour than in knowledge —
yet needs science too, not in order to learn
from it, but to obtain access and durability
for its prescription. The human being feels
within himself a powerful counterweight to
all the commands of duty — which reason
represents to him as so worthy of the highest
respect — in his needs and inclinations, the
entire satisfaction of which he sums up under
the name of happiness. Now reason issues
its prescriptions unrelentingly, yet without
promising anything to the inclinations, and
hence, as it were, with reproach and disrespect
for those claims, which are so vehement
and yet seem so reasonable (and will not be
eliminated by any command). But from this
there arises a natural dialectic, i. e. a propensity
to rationalize against those strict laws of duty,
and to cast doubt on their validity, or at least

4 Of course, there is “Denker”, thinker, but this term
is not a cognate of “reason”. I am grateful to Thomas
Sturm for discussion of these terminological matters.



M. Ultuxep

IpenmvicaHvsiM. YesIoBeK oITyIaeT B cebe camoM
MOTYIIIeCTBEHHBIVI IIPOTMBOBEC BCEM BeJIEHVISIM
ZloJira, KOTOpble pa3yM IIpefiCTaBiIsieT eMy J0-
CTOVIHBIMU TaKOTO TJITyOOKOTO YBaXKeHsI, B CBOMX
MOTPeOHOCTAX ¥ CKIIOHHOCTSX, ITOJTHOE YIOBJIeT-
BOpeHMe KOTOPBIX OH COe[IMHseT IIOJI VMeHeM
OmaxeHcTBa. Pasym Mexiy TeM HeocIaOHO Tpe-
OyeT WCITOJTHeHMs CBOVIX IIPeAIIICaHMIL, He o0e-
Iasi, OJIHAKO, PV 3TOM Yero-HuOyAb CKIIOHHO-
CTsM, CJIeJIOBaTeIbHO, KaK OBl HeyBaKMUTeJIHbHO
npeHeOperasi CTOJIb HEOTCTYIIHBIMM ¥ IIPUTOM
C BUJy CTOJIb CHPaBeJIVBBIMM ITPUTSA3aHVUSAMU
(KOTOPBIX He MOXeT YIpas3IHUTh HUKaKoe ITpe]l-
mvcanme). OTcrofia BO3HMKAET ecrmecmbentasn oua-
AeKmuKad, TO eCThb TsTa MyIpPCTBOBAaTh HallepeKop
CTPOrMM 3aKOHaM JI0JIra U IIOofiBepraTb COMHe-
HUIO VX CWIy, IO KpaViHell Mepe MX YMCTOTy U
CTPOrocThb, a TakXe, I7le 3TO TOJIbKO BO3MOXKHO,
merath Mx Oojlee COOTBETCTBYIOIIVMMV HAIIVIM
TIOXKEeJIAaHMSM VI CKJIOHHOCTSIM, T. €. TIOPTUTD WX
B VIX OCHOBAHWV VI JIVIIIATh VX BCEVI ITOJTHOTBI VX
IIOCTOMHCTBA, 9ero, B KOHIIe KOHIIOB, HE MOXeT
OI0OPUTE faXke OOBIYHBIVI ITPAKTUYECKUI PasyM
(AA 04, S. 404, —405,; KanT, 1997, c. 93).

19
JaHHBII parMeHT IIOMOXeT HaM IIOHATb
PpOJIb MYApPCTBOBaHMS B PacCyXIeHMUAX OTHe/Ib-
HBIX CyOBEKTOB, a TaKxKe 3HaueHVe 3TOVI KOHIIeIl-
umy i mpakTudeckon dustocodpmn Kanra. Sl
paccMOTPIO J1Ba JIAaHHBIX acIeKTa I10 OYepeIy.

1.1. CortacHo «OcHOBONOJIOXKEHMIO...» (AA 04,
S. 405; KanTt, 1997, c. 93), cyOBeKTBI TIOUIHEHBI Be-
JIEHVISIM 9VICTOTO ITPaKTUYEeCKOro pa3yMa, HO TaK-
JKe TIO[IBEpP’KEHBI CBOMM CKJIOHHOCTSM. Harpsixe-
HVe MeXJy YMCTBIM IIPAKTMYeCKVM pa3yMOM U
ckJioHHOCTIMM KaHT Ha3bIBaeT «eCcTeCTBeHHOV V-
aJIeKTMKOV». VIHOrma CyOBeKTBI MOTYT IIOIJIaTh-
CsI CBOMIM CKJIOHHOCTSIM VI COBEPIITUTD YTO-TO, YTO
OHVI JIN0O BO BpeMs [IEVICTBIS, JIOO B pe3yJIbTare
MOCIIEYIOIIVIX PAa3MBIIIIEHVIVT ITPU3HAIOT Hellpa-
BIIBHBIM®. OITHAKO Y HMX €CTh CYyPOBBIVI 11 HEIOI-

>B «Peymrvm B Tipesiesiax TOJILKO pasyMa» KaHT HasbiBaeT
31y dopmy crraboctu Bosm xpynxocmoio (AA 06, S.29,, .
Kanr, 199%4e, c. 29—-30). {1 He Mory 371eck oOCyXIaTh OT-
HOIIIeHVe MeX[Iy MyOpCTBOBaHMEM U CTeIleHSMU 3j1a B
«Pemmrym....». Ilo marHOMy Bompocy cm.: (Sticker, 2021a,
p. 43—50 (pasnesn 5.2)). [Ij1s 3HAKOMCTBA C AMCKYCCHEN O
cTpacTax M ux poim B Myapcrsosanum cM.: (Wehofsits,
2016; 2020).

10

their purity and strictness, and, where possible,
to make them better suited to our wishes and
inclinations, i.e. fundamentally to corrupt
them and deprive them of their entire dignity,
something that in the end even common
practical reason cannot endorse (GMS, AA 04,
pp. 404, -405 ; Kant, 2011, pp. 37-39).

19

This passage will help us understand the
role of rationalising for individual agent’s rea-
soning as well as the function of this concept
for Kant’s practical philosophy. I will address
these two aspects in turn.

1.1. According to GMS p. 405, agents are
subject to the commands of pure practical rea-
son but also affected by inclinations, a tension
Kant refers to as a “natural dialectic”. Occa-
sionally agents will be overwhelmed by their
inclinations and do something that they, ei-
ther at the time of acting or upon reflection, ac-
knowledge as wrong.” However, agents have
a stern and incorruptible judge within them-
selves, conscience.® The “pain one feels from
the pangs of conscience has a moral source”
(MS, AA 06, p. 394, ; Kant, 1996a, p. 524), and
it negatively impacts an agent’s self-worth.
An agent “dreads nothing more than to find,
on self-examination, that he is worthless and
contemptible in his own eyes” (KpV, AA 05,
p. 161, ,,; Kant, 1996b, p. 269). One way to deal
with pangs of conscience and the ensuing loss
of self-worth is to make a firm resolve to do

better in the future. However, agents who can-

*In Religion, Kant refers to this form of weakness of will
as frailty (Rel, AA 06, p. 29,, ., Kant, 1996d, p. 77). I can-
not here discuss the relation between rationalising and
the stages of evil in Religion. See instead Sticker (2021a,
pp- 43-50). For discussions of passions and their role for
rationalising see Wehofsits (2016; 2020).

¢ The relation between conscience, which Kant claims
cannot err (MS, AA 06, p. 401, ; Kant, 1996a, p. 529,
MpVT, AA 08, p. 268, ,; Kant, 1696b p. 34), and ratio-
nalising is a complex one. See Sticker (2016)



KYITHBIVI CyIbsi — coBecTh’. «Cmpadanie, KOTOpoe
4eJIoBeK WCIIBITBIBAET OT YTPBI3€HWII COBECTIA...
MOpaJIbHO IO CBOeMy ITpoucxoxzeHuo» (AA 06,
S. 394, ,; Kanr, 19948, c. 435), v1 OHO HeTaTVBHO BIIVI-
seT Ha caMOOILleHKy cyObekTa. CyObeKT «Hudero
Tak He OOmUTCsI, KaK OKa3aTbCs B CBOVMIX COOCTBEH-
HBIX IJIa3aX HWYTOKHBIM ¥ HEHOCTOVHBIM IIpU
BHYyTpeHHeM WCIIbITaHUM caMmoro cebs» (AA 05,
S. 161, ,,; Kanr, 19946, c. 562). Ogun u3 criocoboB
CIIPABUTBCS C YT PBI3€HVISIMIY COBECT U TTOCIIeTYFO-
ITIeV1 ITOTepeVt CaMOYBaXKeHNsI — IIPUHSTD TBEPHOe
pellieHVe [IeTICTBOBaTh JIydllle B Oymay1eM. OgHako
CyOBeKTHI, KOTOPBIM He IO CMJIaM 3acTaBUTh ceOs
cIieyiaTh 3TO, MOTYT BMECTO 3TOrO IIpelCTaBUThb
ceDe orpaBIaHs, IKOOBI CMSTUAIOIINE VX BUHY.
OrnpaBapIBaThCs — 3HAUUT CTABUTD II0TT COMHE-
HUe cmpoeocms obsgzaHHOCTH. CTpOrocTb OTChLIa-
eT K 0e30roBOpOYHOCTN 0JITa, OHOV M3 €ro oc-
HOBHBIX 4epT (cM. Takxe: AA 04, S. 424; Kanr, 1997,
c. 153—155). Onrpapnanmst mpu3BaHbl [I0Ka3aTh, I10-
yeMy oIpesieJIeHHble JIeVICTBIS, OTKJIOHSIOIIVeCs
OT MOPaJIbHBIX IIPeAIVCaHNTI, Ha CaMOM [Iele JI0-
IIyCTMMBI MJIV TI0 KpaviHey! Mepe He SBJISIOTCS ce-
PBe3HBIM HapyIIleHMeM, eCcIVt HOCST Pa3oBbIN Xa-
paKTep WIV eIVt OOCTOSTEIBCTBA SIBJISIOTCS VAC-
KJTIOUNUTeIbHBIMI.  OIpaBObIBAIOMINIICS CyOBeKT
BCe JKe OCO3HAaeT CBOM 00sI3aHHOCTM. B KOHIIe KOH-
110B TIOITBITKA OITpaBaaHMs ceDst WiIv IpyTux Hom-
pasymMeBaeT Hpu3HaHMe KaK MUHVMYM TOrO, YTO
OIIpaBIbIBaeMoe IIOBeleHVe He COBCEM COOTBET-
cTByeT cTaHAapTaM. OIHaKO KaK TOJIBKO CYOBEKTHI
[TOCYMTAIOT, UTO HAIIUIV MOMJIVHHOE OITpaBIaHVe
HeCOOJTIONIEHVIIO TTPaBVUI HPaBCTBEHHOCTL, OHV MO-
T'yT Ha4yaTh alleJUIMpPoBaTh K 3TVIM OIlpaBIaHNIM B
paccy>KIIeHMsIX O TOM, UYTO OHM MOPaJIbHO 00si3a-
HBI JIeJIaTh B IIEPBYIO odepenpb. B Takmx mevicTBu-

ax KaHT ycMaTpriBaeT cOMHeHVIS B 4uCriomnie TOoJITa.

YuctoTa SBJISeTCS BTOPOVI KJIIOYEBOV XapaKTe-
puctrkon gosra. OHa OxBaThIBaeT JBa pasHBIX Jle-
MeHTa. Bo-riepBbIx, 4mcTOTa IIOApasymMeBaeT, UTo
TOJIKO (pOpMaJIbHble KPUTEPUN B TOM BUJE, KaK

%O CII0XHBIX OTHOIIIEHMSIX MEX]TY COBECTBIO, KOTOpasi, CO-
mracHo KanTty, He Moxet 3a0myxnartecs (AA 06, S. 401,
Kamnr, 19948, c. 442; AA 08, S. 268, _.; Kanr, 1994r, c. 154;,
U MyapcTBoBaHueM cM.: (Sticker, 2016).
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not bring themselves to do this might instead
present excuses to themselves that supposedly
mitigate their guilt.

Making excuses means casting doubt on the
strictness of duty. Strictness refers to the excep-
tionlessness of duty, one of its core features (see
also GMS, AA 04, p. 424; Kant, 2011, p. 77). Ex-
cuses seek to explain why certain courses of
action that deviate from what is morally com-
manded are in fact permissible, or at least not a
serious violation if they are just a “one-off” or
if circumstances are exceptional. An agent who
makes excuses is still aware of her duty. After
all, presenting an excuse to oneself or others
implies an admission of at least sub-standard
behaviour. However, once agents think they
have uncovered a genuine excuse for not obey-
ing moral rules, they might start to appeal to
these excuses in reasoning about what they are
morally required to do in the first place. Doing
so is what Kant refers to as casting doubt on the
purity of duty.

Purity is a second core features of duty. It
captures two different elements: Firstly, pu-
rity requires that only formal criteria, as they
are systematised by Kant’s Categorical Im-
perative formulae, can determine what duty
is. An agent who has cast doubt on purity, by
contrast, has introduced material considera-
tions into her moral reasoning. These are the
considerations she deems to be valid excuses,
which are supposedly so morally significant
that they even have an impact on determining
moral obligations in the first place. Second-
ly, purity requires that agents are motivated
by respect for the moral law, not by impure
and material considerations. If agents make
material considerations part of their reason-
ing about their duties, then they will likely be
motivated by these material considerations,
not by respect.
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OHV CICTEMATV3POBaHbI B POpMYyJle KaTeropide-
cKoro mMmriepaTtvBa KaHTa, MOTyT OIpeiesIsiTs, 4To
sByisteTcst JoyiroM. CTapsIiiye 1o COMHeHVe YVCTO-
Ty JI0JITa CyOBEKTHI, HAIIPOTVB, BBOMIST MaTepyalb-
Hble COOOpakeHMs B CBOM PacCy KIeHMs O Hpas-
CTBEHHOCTW. DTO Te cooOpakeHMs, KOTOpble OHM
CUUTAIOT BECKVMM OIIPABIAHVSAMM — IIPEIIoNo-
JKUTEJTLHO, HAaCTOJIBKO MOPaJIbHO 3HAYMMBIMM, UTO
OHW B TIePBYIO OUepellb BIIVISIOT fake Ha OIperiesie-
HVe MOpaJIbHBIX 00s13aTelIbcTB. Bo-BTOPBIX, UmcTOo-
Ta TpeOyeT, 4TOObI CyOBeKThl PyKOBOICTBOBAJIVICH
yBaKeHVeM K MOpaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY, a He HeUMCThI-
MM MaTepuaIbHBIMI cooOpaxeHmssMn. Ecit cyOb-
eKTBI C7IeJIaloT MaTepuasIbHbIe I1eJIV YacThIO CBOVIX
paccy>KIeHUM O CBOMX 00s13aHHOCTSIX, TO OHM, CKO-
pee Bcero, Oy/IyT PyKOBOCTBOBAThCS STVIMI MaTe-
PpUaJIbHBIMM LIEJISIMY, a He YBayKeHVIeM.

J1J151 TOro 9TOOBI 3TO MPOAEMOHCTPUPOBATH, MBI
MOYkeM 00paTuThcs K IpuMepaM caMoro Kaxra. Pe-
JIATVIO3HBIVI IHCTUTYT VICTIOBEIVI MOXKET BIIOXHOB-
74Th MynpcTBoBaHue (AA 06, S. 7726—782; Kanr,
19%4e, c. 81—82). CyOpeKT, MCIBITBIBAOIIIL TyB-
CTBO BMHBI M3-3a TOTO, YTO OH cJiejlajl YTO-TO He-
MpaBWIBHOE, MOXET JyMaTh, YTO VICIIOBEIb Iepe]]
yeJIoBeKOM, 00JIaJIafoIIM PeIUTIO3HBIM aBTOpY-
TETOM, SBJIE€TCS BECKVM OIlpaBIaHWEM ero Io-
CTyIIKa (OTCYyTCTBMeE CTpOrocTn). bosiee Toro, cyon-
€KT MOXeT IIIarHyTh ellle JIajIbllle I YBepoBaTh B
TO, UTO, ITIOCKOJIBKY MCIIOBEIb MOXeT CTepeTh IsiT-
HO I'pexa, 3TOT MOITHBIV MHCTUTYT TaKXXe JI0JDKeH
OKas3bIBaTh BJIVISIHVE Ha TO, YTO IIPeICaHO Mopa-
npto. Takum 00pa3oM, HpaBCTBEHHOCTh MOXKET Ka-
3aThCsl eMy (PYHKIIVet O0KeCTBeHHOVI BOJIM, OIIO-
Cpe/loBaHHOV YyKasaHUAMM ITpeficTaBUTesIell pe-
JIUTVIO3HOVI BJIaCTY, IMEIOIIIVIX BO3MOYKHOCTB OTITY-
ckatb rpexu. Torga cyOobeKkTeI Oy 1y T J1eVIcTBOBaTh B
yrommy 60XkecTBeHHOMY CYIIeCTBY WJIV BO M30exa-
HMe TOpUIIaHMs CO CTOPOHBI PeJIMTVIO3HBIX Bila-
cTevt (OTCYTCTBUE UMCTOTHI). DTO MOXKET OBITB ITPO-
071eMOT1 C TOUKM 3peHnsl KaK MOTUBalIuM (CyObek-
TBI IEVICTBYIOT He 13 YBaKeHVSI K MOPaJIbHOMY 3a-
KOHY), TaK VI BHEIITHVX JEeVICTBIU (CyObeKThI MOTYT
COBepIIaTh IIOCTYIIKY, HapyIIaolyie JOJII, HO IIpy
3TOM CUMTaTh ceOsl OIrpaBIaHHbIMI) .

" TTpumepom mocrteniHero sipiisteTcs: MHKBYUTOp (Ketzer-
richter), yBepeHHBIVI B TOM, UTO eMy pa3pelleHo, a dakx-
TUYECKM OT HEero [axe TpebyeTcsl «IMIINTh 4deJIoBeKa
JKVM3HI 13-3a €70 PeJIUITIO3HOTO BepOVCIIOoBeaHs» (AA
06, S. 186, . ; Kanr, 1994e, c. 203).
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To illustrate this, we can draw on one of
Kant’s own examples. The religious institution
of confession can inspire rationalising (Rel, AA
06, p. 77,.-78,; Kant, 1996d, p. 117). Agents who
are guilt ridden because they have done some-
thing wrong might think that confessing to a
person in a position of religious authority con-
stitutes a valid excuse for what they have done
(no strictness). Moreover, agents might take
this one step further and come to believe that,
since confessions can wipe away the stain of
sin, this powerful institution must also have an
impact on what is morally commanded. Moral-
ity might thus appear to them as a function of
divine command, mediated by the say-sos of
figures of religious authority who can make sin
go away. Agents then will act in order to please
the divine being or to avoid censure from re-
ligious authorities (no purity). This can be a
problem both in terms of motivation (agents
do not act from respect for the moral law) and
in terms of external actions (agents might do
things that violate duty and yet deem them-
selves justified).”

When agents rationalise, they change their
conception of what can be morally justified,
of what is morally required and even of what
the most abstract and fundamental properties
of morality (strictness and purity) are. Kant’s
statement in GMS pp. 404-405 is, however,
somewhat misleading when he indicates that
rationalising is also a form of casting doubt
on the “validity” of moral laws. Rationalis-
ing is not a form of radical scepticism, since it
only pertains to agents caught in the natural
dialectic, i.e. agents under the command of
duty. An agent who does not even acknowl-

7 An example for the latter is the inquisitor (Ketzerrichter)
who thinks that he is permitted and in fact even required
“to take a human being’s life because of his religious
faith” (Rel, AA 06, p. 186, . ; Kant, 1996d, p. 203).
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Korpa cyOpeKTsI MypCTBYIOT, OHV MEHSIOT CBOV
TIIpeICTaB/IeHNS O TOM, YTO MOXKET OBITh OIpaBIaH-
HBIM U TpebyeTcsi C TOUKV 3peHvIsl MOpaJI, Vi JlaXe O
TOM, KaKOBbI Havibos1ee abcTpakTHEIE U PyHIaMeH-
TaJIbHBIE CBOVICTBA HPABCTBEHHOCTW (CTPOrOCTh U
uncrota). OmHako 3assieHve KanTa (AA 04, S. 404 —
405; Kanrt, 1997, c. 93), xorza oH yKasbIBaeT, YTO My-
IPpCTBOBaHME TaKXXe ITPeCTaBIIsieT cobovt popmMy
COMHEHVIS B «/IeVICTBUTEITBHOCT» MOPAJIBHBIX 3aKO-
HOB, HECKOJIBKO BBOIWUT B 3a0i1y KneHve. MynpcTso-
BaHIIe He SIBJIsIeTCs (POPMOV PaIIKaJTbHOTO CKEIITH-
IIVI3Ma, TIOCKOJIBKY OHO OTHOCHTCS TOJIBKO K CyObek-
TaM, 3aXBauyeHHBIM eCTeCTBEHHOVI [aJIeKTVIKOVI, TO
ecTb K cyOBeKTaM, HomurHeHHbIM 1oiry. CyOBeKT,
KOTOPBIVI BOOOIIe He IIpM3HaeT [IeVICTBUTEIIHOCTD
ZIOJITa, He BUIOWUT HYXXIIbI OOMaHbIBaTh ceOsl B JIOITY-
CTVIMOCTY CBOVIX [IEVICTBUTL.

HenoOpocoBecTHBINI CyOBEKT, pacCy KIAroIIi
0 MOpasIM TaK, Kak OyATO HpaBCTBEeHHBIE ITPVH-
LIUIIBI IOIYCKAIOT WCK/IIOYeHWs, a MaTepualib-
Hble KPUTEPUN BJIVISIIOT Ha TO, UTO SIBJISIETCS €r0O
ZI0JIroM, Oy/ieT HellpaBMJIBHO CYIMUTE O CBOEM CO0-
cTBeHHOM fosire. OH Takke Oy[eT HeITpaBVIIBHO
CYOUTH O TUIIOTETUYECKMX CJIydasX M obs3aH-
HOCTSIX JAPYTMX, TIOCKOJIBKY OTBepraeT OCHOBHBIE
CBOVICTBA [I0JITA, PaCIIPOCTPAHSIOIINeCS Ha Bce
MopaJIbHble CyXXJeHNs. B koHeuHOM cyeTe Myp-
CTBYIOIIIVEe CYyOBeKThI OepyT 3a OCHOBY HEBEPHYIO
KOHIIEIIIIVIO TOrO, YTO OHM U ApPYTVe JOJDKHBI fIe-
JlaTh, — KOHIIETIIINIO, KOTOpasl Oblila METKO OIV-
caHa DHApPIO PUTOM KaK «MI1€0JIOTHSL... TIO3BOJISI-
IOIT[as JTIO/ISIM PacCMaTpBaTh CBOVI MaKCMMBI KaK
OOBeKTMBHO IIpueMsleMble IIpuumHBD (Reath,
2006, p. 20)°’. MyapcTBoBaHMe IIPUBOAUT He K pa-
IVKaJIbBHOMY MOpaJIbHOMY CKEIITHUIIVI3MY, a K KOH-
LIETIIIVIVI [TOJITa, TIOJTHOVI VICKJTFOUeHTI, OTOBOPOK 11
HEOIHO3HAYHBIX 3JIeMeHTOB, — KOHIICIIIIV, 3Ha-
YMTEJIFHO OT/INMYAIOIIEVICS OT IepBOHAYaIbHOIO
MOHMMAaHMS [10JIra, KOTOPBIM CyOBeKThl 00si3aHBI
cBoeMy 00lIeueIoBeYecKOMY pasyMy.

SCm:(AA04,5.424, - AA055.152, ., AA06,S.321,,
Kanr, 1997, ¢. 155; 19546 c.551; Kanr, 1994B c.355; Shell, 2005’
p- 177; Grenberg, 2010, p. 158). Coscem HemasHO [Ix. Kayuia-
HaH (Callanan, 2019) 1 O. Yap (Ware, 2021) niomuepkyim,
uro KaHT He 3aHMMaeTcs OITpoBep keHVIEM MOPaJIbHBIX CKeTl-
TUKOB.

?Cwm. taxke: (Piper, 2013, p. 364; Allais, 2021). ITpemtarar-
sl TaKKe TepMIUH «3a0yxaenne» (Wehofsits, 2020, p. 22).
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edge the validity of duty would see no need
to deceive herself about the permissibility of
her actions.?

A corrupted agent who reasons about moral-
ity, as if moral principles admitted of excep-
tions and as if material criteria had an impact
on what her duty is, will judge incorrectly
about her own duty. She will also judge incor-
rectly about hypothetical cases and others” du-
ties, since she has abandoned core features of
duty that pertain to all moral judgements. Ul-
timately, rationalisers adopt an incorrect con-
ception of what they and others ought to do,
an incorrect conception that has been aptly de-
scribed by Andrews Reath (2006, p. 20) as an
“ideology [...] which enables individuals to
view their maxims as objectively acceptable
reasons”.’ Rationalising does not lead to radi-
cal moral scepticism but to a conception of duty
full of exceptions, qualifications and impure el-
ements that differs significantly from the initial
grasp of duty that agents owe to their common
human reason.

1.2. The passage introducing the natural di-
alectic and the propensity to rationalise occurs
in the penultimate paragraph of Groundwork 1.
It prepares this work’s transition from common
rational cognition of duty to philosophical cog-
nition, as announced in the heading of Ground-
work I (GMS, AA 04, p. 393, ; Kant, 2011, p. 13).
The propensity to rationalise explains why
“common human reason is impelled to leave its
sphere [...] on practical grounds, and to take
a step into the field of a practical philosophy, in
order to receive there intelligence and distinct

8See GMS, AA 04, p. 424, . (Kant, 2001, p. 77), KpV,
AA05,p.152, ., (Kant, 1996a,p 261), MS, AA 06, p. 321,

4 (Kant, 1996a, p. 464), Shell (2009, p. 177) and Grenberg
(2010 p- 158). Most recently, Callanan (2019) and Ware
(2021) have emphasised that Kant is not concerned with
refuting moral sceptics.

?See also Allais (2021). Wehofsits (2020, p. 22) proposes
the term “delusion”.
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1.2. ®parMeHT, BBOAAIINI IIOHATVIE €CTeCTBEeH-
HOW [IMaJIeKTUKM U CKJIOHHOCTM K MYApPCTBOBa-
HUIO, BCTpeYaeTcs B IIpeIiocsielHeM ab3alle Tiep-
BOro paszera «OCHOBOIIOJIOKeHMS K MeTadm3rke
HpaBoB». OH olecrieurBaeT B 3TOM TpaKTare Ile-
pexor, oT 0OBIZIEHHOT'O PalIOHaIBHOTO TIO3HAHWS
morra K ¢pnmiocodckoMy, Kak 00 3TOM 3asiBJIEHO B
Ha3BaHUM IlepBoro paszena (AA 04, S. 393, ,; Kawr,
1997, c. 59). CKJIOHHOCTB K My PCTBOBaHMIO T100Y-
KOaeT «00biuHbLil Hes0Berueckutl pasyM... BBIITYL 113
CBOEro KpyTa U CIeJIaTh IIar B 00J1acTh npaxkmute-
cKotl hun0coghuu, UTOOBI TIOITYYNTD 3[1€Ch CIIPaBKy
¥ sCHBle HacTaBJIeHWMsI OTHOCUTEJIBHO MCTOYHVI-
Ka CBOero IpMHIIMIIA M VMCTMHHOIO Ha3HAYeHWs
IIOCIIETHETO 110 CPAaBHEHMIO C TeMU MaKCHMaM,
KOTOpBIE OIMpPAIOTCSd Ha MOTPeOHOCTM M CKIIOH-
HocT» (AA 04, p. 405,,_,; Kant, 1997, c. 95-97).
VHbIMU cl10BaMM, paccMaTpyBasd MyIpCTBOBaHUE,
KanT 00BsAcHSeT, moueMy CyOBeKTBl He JTOJKHBI
BCEro JIVIITh TOIIBKO IIPUIAEP)KMBATHCS CBOETI IIpe-
KpacHOVI HEBVHHOCTY, KOTOpasi JaeT VIM 11eJIbHOE,
HO HeIlpoJlyMaHHOe IIOHVMaHMe J10J/ITa, — IIOHW-
MaHVe, KOTOpOe TI03BOJISIeT VIM «C TOYHO TaKVM JKe
ycIiexoM IIUTaTh HalleX1y Ha yaady, Kak 1 ¢pwio-
cod» (AA 04, S. 404,, ,; Kant, 1997, c. 93). CyOn-
€KTOB «COBPaTUTH Jierko» (AA 04, S. 405,; Kamnr,
1997, c. 95), moToMy uTO M He[IoCTaeT TOHKOI'O I10-
HVIMaHVS MOPaJIbHBIX IIPVHITUIIOB BO «BCeOOIIIeN
dopme» (AA 04, S. 403, ; Kanr, 1997, c. 91; cm. Tak-
xe: AA 05,S.155,; Kawnr, 19946, c. 555) — noHMMa-
HIsI, KOTOpOe TIOMOIJIO OBbI VIM OITpeJIesIsiTh CBOM
4qy>Kyie OTTOBOPKM ¥ TICEBIOOIIpaBIaHMs KakK Ha-
nyMaHHBIe. KaHT cunTaer, uto dusocodckast Te-
Opuisi, CUCTeMaTU3VPYIOIIasl palyioHaJIbHbIE IIPO-
3peHMs 100POCOBECTHBIX CYOBEKTOB 11 OCHOBBIBA-
IoITasi JaHHYIO CUCTeMY Ha aBTOHOMMWI, MOXeT
pabortars B KauecTBe «aHTHmoTa» (Wood, 2002,
p- 28) mpoTuB MyapcTBOBaHMS.

Omrako KaHT He cumTaeT, YT0o KpUTHUdecKme hrmocods
IIOJDKHBI IIPSIMO IIPEJICTABIIATE CBOV a0CTpaKTHEIE TEOPUL
Hedmtocodpam. Ckopee, HpaBCTBEHHOE COBEPIIEHCTBO-
BaHe, KOTOPOMY MOXKET CII0COOCTBOBaTh prtocodckoe
TeopeTU3NpOBaHIe, OCYIeCTBIIIeTCs II0CPeNCTBOM OoJlee
IIPVIKJIQJIHOV JOKTPUHBI TI00poaeTernyt, 1 pwiocodckoe
cofeprKaHye HOJDKHO ITOIYJIIPU3IPOBaThCS OOIIeCTBEH-
HBIMM IIeflaToraMy ¥ TIOHyJISpHBIMU  rtocodam,
IIOHMMAIOIIVIMI, YTO MOPaJIb OepeT CBOe Hadaylo B aBTO-
HoMum. CMm.: (AA 05, S. 163 Kanrt, 19940, c. 564 —565;
Sticker, 2015a; 2017).
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instruction regarding the source of this prin-
ciple and its correct determination in contrast
with maxims based on need and inclination”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 405, ,; Kant, 2011, p. 39). In
other words, Kant’s discussion of rationalising
proposes an explanation why it is that agents
should not simply stick with their glorious in-
nocence that affords them a solid but unreflect-
ed grasp of duty, a grasp which gives them
“just as good a chance of hitting the mark as
a philosopher can ever expect” (GMS, AA 04,
p. 404,, ; Kant, 2011, p. 37). Agents are “easi-
ly seduced” (GMS, AA 04, p. 405,; Kant, 2011,
p- 379), since they lack a sophisticated under-
standing of moral principles “in a universal
form” (GMS, AA 04, p. 403, ; Kant, 2011, p. 35,
see also KpV, AA 05, p. 155 ; Kant, 1996b,
p- 264), an understanding that would help
them to identify their own and others excuses
and pseudo-justifications as spurious. Kant be-
lieves that a philosophical theory that systema-
tises the rational insights of uncorrupted agents
and that grounds this system in autonomy can
function as an “antidote” (Wood, 2002, p. 28) to
rationalising."

Apart from providing an answer to the
question why rational agents need pure prac-
tical philosophy, Kant’s theory of rationalising
is supposed to address two further challenges
that I will focus on in this paper.

1) In Groundwork 1 and many other places,
Kant explains that the aim of his philosophy is
to systematise and vindicate the moral insights
of ordinary agents, i. e. agents who can only avail
themselves of their common human reason and

1 However, Kant does not think that critical philoso-
phers should directly present their abstract theories
to non-philosophers. Rather, the moral improvement
that philosophical theorising can foster operates via a
more applied doctrine of virtue, and philosophical con-
tent is to be popularised by public educators and pop-
ular philosophers who understand that morality has its
source in autonomy. See KpV, AA 05, p. 163.. .. (Kant,
19964, pp. 270-271) and Sticker (2015a; 2017).
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ITommMo oTBeTa Ha BOIIPOC, 3a4eM palliOHaIIb-
HBIM areHTaM Hy)XKHa 4YucTas IIpakKTudeckas dpu-
jocodmsi, KaHTOBCKas Teopwsl MyHpCTBOBaHMS
IIpV3BaHa PeIInTh ellle [IBe IIpobdsieMbl, Ha KOTO-
PBIX g COCPeOTOUYCh B JaHHOV CTaThe.

1. B nepsom pasgesie «OCHOBONOJIOKEHM. . .»
¥ MHOTMX Apyrux padorax KaHT oObscHseT, 4yTo
11eJ1b ero prsIocodrm COCTOUT B CHCTeMaTH3alUN
71 000CHOBAHMY HPaBCTBEHHBIX ITPO3PEHMI 00b/4-
HbLX CY0Bekmob — CcyOBEKTOB, KOTOpBIE He TIONy-
YTV HUKAKOTO CIieliaIbHOro oOpa3oBaHMs B 00-
JIaCTV MOpaJsIbHOV dvytocopm Wi APyTmX aKa-
ZIeMWYeCcKMX OVICLIUIUIVH ¥ KOTOpble MOT'YT I10J1a-
TraThCsl TOJIBKO Ha CBOW OOBIYHBIV YeJIOBEUYECKUT
pasym. Takomt cyOBeKT yke «IIOCTOSIHHO MMeeT B
By U YHOTpeOsIseT KaK KpUTepuil B CBOVIX OIIeH-
Kax» (AA 04, S. 403,, ., Kant, 1997, c. 91) mpun-
LIUII «HUKOITIA [He] MoCcTymaTh MHade, KakK TOJIBKO
10 Maxotl Makcume, OMHOCUNEAbHO KOTOPOLL 5 Mo
0b1 makoke xeaams, umobvl 0Ha cmaia 6ceodbuyum 3a-
konom» (AA 04, S. 402, Kanr, 1997, c. 85)". bria-
rofaps TOMy 4TO OOBIUHBIE CyOBEKTHI yKe MMEIOT
IIpeJicTaBjieHie O HPaBCTBeHHOCTN, KaHT MoxeT
yTBepXXIaTh, UTO «CaMbIil OOBIIEHHBIN PaCcCyHOK
JIETKO ¥ He pas3ayMblBas IIOHVIMaeT» TpeOoBaHMsA
HpascTBeHHOCTH (AA 05, S. 36,, ,; KanT, 19946,
c. 417) vt uTO MOpaJsIbHbIe pacCy>XIeHs HepmII0Co-
doB He MOryT ObITE Oe3 3HaHMS O JOJIre VIV «CO-
BEPIIIEHHO HeIIpaBVJIBHBIMI» B OTHOIIIEHU J0JI-
ra (AA 05,S. 8 Anm.; Kanurt, 19946, c. 380, mpumeu.).

Onnako Ha caMoM ieJle OObIYHBIe CYObeKTHI 3a-
YacTyIO CyJISIT ¥ Pa3MBIIUISIOT O HPaBCTBEHHOCTN
HeKaHTVMaHCKMMM criocobamy. OHM anesuIpyoT
K ITOCJIEICTBVISIM OEVICTBUVI, Y TBEPXXIAIOT, UTO JeVi-
CTBUe, B pe3yJIbTaTe KOTOPOI'O JIFOAV CTaIi CYacT-
JIVIBBIMI, OIIPaBIaHHO M UTO OBIBAIOT XKE€PTBBI, KO-
TOPBIX MOPAJIb He MOXKeT TpeboBaTh OT HUX, M T. 1.
Cam KanT mipr3HaeT, uTo CyObeKThI MOI'YT CUeCTh
3JIEMEHTHI IIpe/IrioyIaraeMort MM CUCTeMaTn3alium
OOBIYHOTrO MOPAJIBHOTO ITO3HAHMS «CTPAaHHBIMIL»
Y OTHECTMCh K HUM C «IIofo3peHMeM» (AA 04,
S. 394,, .; Kant, 1997, c. 63). Konuenmms mymp-
CTBOBaHMS IIpU3BaHa OTBETUTh Ha BOIIPOC O TOM,

" Cm. taxoke: (AA 05, S. 69,,—70,; Kanr, 19946, c. 456 —
457). 51 pasBuBaio IOHATHE OOIIMX JOTEOPETMYECcKIX,
YHUBepCcaIM3MUpyIommx Tectos B: (Sticker, 20150).
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who have not enjoyed any specialised educa-
tion in moral philosophy or other academic dis-
ciplines. These agents already “always actually
have before their eyes and use as the standard
of judging” (GMS, AA 04, p. 403, . ; Kant, 2011,
p- 35) the principle “never to proceed except
in such a way that I could also will that my max-
im should become a universal law” (GMS, AA 04,
p. 402, ; Kant, 2011, p. 33)." Owing to the grasp
of morality that ordinary agents already enjoy,
Kant can claim that the requirements of moral-
ity can be “seen quite easily and without hes-
itation by the most common understanding”
(KpV, AA 05, p. 36,, ,,; Kant, 1996b, p. 169), and
that the moral reasoning of non-philosophers
could not be “ignorant” or “in thoroughgoing
error” about duty (KpV, AA 05, p. 8n; Kant,
1996b, p. 143n).

However, ordinary agents, as a matter of
fact, often do judge and reason about moral-
ity in un-Kantian ways. They appeal to con-
sequences of actions, they maintain that an
action is justified just because it made people
happy, that there are certain sacrifices mo-
rality cannot demand of them etc. Kant him-
self concedes that agents might find elements
of his supposed systematisation of ordinary
moral cognition “strange” and be “suspicious”
of them (GMS, AA 04, p. 394,, .; Kant, 2011,
p. 17). Rationalising is supposed to answer the
question how it is possible for agents who al-
ready have a grasp of morality to still judge
incorrectly about morality. According to Kant,
these mistakes are the result of rationalising,
which corrupts agents” original understanding
of morality.

Kant’s response to the challenge that there
are many agents that do not seem to be Kan-
tians (not even implicitly) is not uncontrover-
sial. Karl Ameriks (2000, p. 150), for instance,

See also KpV, AA 05, pp. 69,.-70, (Kant, 1996a, p. 196).
I develop the notion of pre-theoretical, common univer-
salisation tests in Sticker (2015b).
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KaK CyOBeKTBI, yKe VIMEIOIIVe IIpeICTaBIeHIe O
MOpaJIVi, MOT'yT BCe e HeBePHO CyauTb o Helt. Co-
rracHo KaHTy, Takoro poma ommoKy BOSHMKAOT
B pe3yJIbTaTe MyIPCTBOBaHWS, VICKaXKaIOIIero Vic-
XOJHOE TIOHVIMaHVIe HPaBCTBEHHOCTA

Orxwmk KanTta Ha mpobremy, cocTosIlyio B
TOM, YTO CYII[ECTBYeT MHOXECTBO CyOBeKTOB, KO-
TOpbIe He KaXXyTcsd KaHTMaHIaMI (Iaxke HesiBHO),
nocrarouHo ciopHbInt. Harmpumep, Kaprit Amepukce
KPUTWUYECKM OTHOCUTCS K ToMy, uTo KaHT, B oco-
OeHHOCTM B CBOVIX IOCIIEIHVIX paboTax IO 3TUKE,
ObUI, OYeBMTHO, BBIHY)KIIEH 3aHMMATbhCS «BCEBO3-
MOXKHBIMV KBa3VPeJIUTVIO3HBIMI PacCy KIeHVs-
MM O pafIKaJIbHOM 371 ¥ MeTOIax caMooOMaHa,
YTOOBI IIOITBITATECS OOBSCHNTD, KaK CTOJTBKVIM JIO-
ISIM yIaeTcs CKpbIBaTh OT caMMX ce0si OCHOBHBIE
TpeboBaHMs HpPaBCTBEHHOCTH, KoTopble [KaHT]
CUMTaeT CTOJIb JKe SCHBIMU CaMM 10 cebe, KaK 1
OCHOBHBI€E YTBepP>KIEHVISI Halllero TEOPETIYeCKOro
3gpaBoro cMbicia» (Ameriks, 2000, p. 150).

Sl mymaro, 9TO HEKOTOpBle M3 PacCyXIeHWUN
KanTa 0 KOHKpeTHBIX IpMMepax MYIpPCTBOBa-
HVS TIOKA3bIBAIOT, UTO OH XOPOIIO pas3Oumpaiics B
HeJIOCTaTKaX 4eJI0BeYeCKOVI IICVIXOJIOT ML U ODIIle-
CTBa VI YTO 3TV HEIOCTATKM JIEVICTBUTEIIBHO MOT'YT
criocoOcTBOBaTh camoobMany. Ho mpyrow Boripoc
COCTOUT B TOM, BHYIIIAeT JIN JIOBEpYe CTPYKTYPa,
npenyaraemast KaHToM 117151 00BSICHEHVISI TOT'O, TIO-
yeMy HEKOTOpble 3a0JTy’KIeHWsI O HpaBCTBEHHO-
CTV IIVIPOKO PacIIpOCTPaHEHBI, I MOXET JIV OHa
HEVICTBUTEIIBHO ITPOSCHUTD 3TV 3a0ITyKIeHUs U
JI0Ka3aTh, YTO 3T IIMPOKO paclpOCTpaHEHHbIe
3a0JTy>KIeHMs He JTOJDKHBI BKJIIOUaThCS B CHICTEMa-
TU3ALNIO ¥ 000CHOBaHVIE OOBIIEHHOIO IIPeICTaB-
JIEHVSI O HPAaBCTBEHHOCTA

2. B3mrambl, pacxonsinyecst C 3TUYeCKOV Teo-
puert KaHTa, BbICKa3bIBAIOT He TOJIBKO OOBIUHBIE
cyopexTsl. Ha camoMm mere, kak BUAHO 13 MHO-
I'VIX HojleMudecknx 3aMmedanmyi KaHTa, oH Takxke
PacxodTCs BO MHEHUVI CO CBOMMM AKA0eMU4eck-
mu koaseeamu. PUocod «MOXeT 3amyTaTh» CBOU
VI OPYTUX CYOBEKTOB CYXXIEHWUS «MaCCOV IIOCTO-
POHHUX, He OTHOCSIIIVIXCS K JIeJTy COOOpaskeHU 1 1
Or1arozapsi 5TOMy OTKJIOHUTBCS OT IIPSIMOTO ITY TV
(AA 04, S. 404,, ,; KanT, 1997, c. 93). «...Torbko B
COMBAOIINIX C TOJIKY CIEKYJISLMSIX IIKOJ, KOTO-
PpBle IOCTaTOYHO Iep3KW, YTOOBI He BHUMATD 3TO-

My HeGecHoMmy rorocy» gonra (AA 05 S. 35,
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criticises that Kant, especially in his last works
on ethics, apparently has to engage “in all sorts
of quasi-religious considerations about rad-
ical evil and techniques of self-delusion to try
to explain how so many people manage to hide
from themselves the basic claims of morality
that [Kant] believes are as clear in themselves
as are the basic claims of our theoretical com-
mon sense.”

I think that some of Kant’s discussions of
specific examples of rationalising reveal that
he had a sharp eye for defects in human psy-
chology and society, and that these defects
can indeed aid self-deception. Yet, it is a dif-
ferent question whether the framework Kant
proposes, in order to explain why certain mis-
conceptions about morality are widespread, is
plausible and can indeed explain away these
misconceptions and establish that these wide-
spread misconceptions should not be part of a
systematisation and vindication of the ordinary
conception of morality.

2) It is not merely ordinary agents who ex-
hibit views diverging from Kant’s ethical the-
ory. In fact, as becomes apparent in many of
Kant’s polemical remarks, Kant is also at odds
with his academic colleagues. A philosopher,
“can easily confuse” reasoning, their own and
others’, “with a host of alien and irrelevant
considerations and deflect it from the straight
course” (GMS, AA 04, p. 404, ., Kant, 2011,
p- 37). Only the “head-confusing speculations
of the schools [...] are brazen enough to shut
their ears to that heavenly voice” of duty (KpV,
AA 05, p. 35,, s Kant, 1996b, p. 168) and “only
philosophers” can make “doubtful” the ques-
tion “[w]hat, then, really is pure morality, by
which as a touchstone one must test the moral
content of every action?” (KpV, AA 05, p. 155 ,
Kant, 1996b, p. 264). Kant suspects that many
contemporary as well as historical ethicists are
guilty of advocating eudaimonist ethical theo-



KanTt, 19946, c. 415), 1 «Torbko prmocodrr» MOy T
3a71aTh «COMHWTEIBHBIVI» BOIIPOC O TOM, «B UeEM,
COOCTBEHHO, 3aK/IIOYAeTCsl 4Yucmas HPaBCTBEH-
HOCTb, Ha KOTOPOVI, KaK Ha ITPOOHOM KaMHe, Ha/10
VICIIBITBIBATh MOPAJIbHYIO IIEHHOCTb KaXkIIOro IT0-
crynka» (AA 05, S. 155, ; Kant, 19946, c. 555).
KanT nmomospesaeT, 4To MHOIVE CIEIVAJIVICTHI TI0
3TUKe — KaK ero COBpeMeHHVKV, TaK VI MBICIIVITe-
JIVL IPOIIJIOTO — BUMHOBHBI B 3alllMITe 3BIIEMOHM-
CTCKVIX STMYECKVIX TEOPWVI, B KOTOPBIX HPaBCTBEH-
HOCTh OCHOBaHa Ha JIMYHOM CYACThe M JIMYHBIX
MHTepecax, a He Ha aBTOHOMMI'?.

Kax ke BO3MOXXHO, UTO XOTSI HPaBCTBEHHOCTH
3aIycaHa «B pasyMe Bcex JIfofieVl M BoImui[a] B mx
cymectBo» (AA 05,S. 105, ; Kant, 199406, c. 499),
HO Te, KTO ITOCBSATVJI BeJIVYAIIIVe YCUIIUS VI T130-
OpeTaTeTbHOCTD PAaCKPBITUIO CTPYKTY PBL M MICTOU-
HVKa HPaBCTBEHHOCTH, B KOpPHE OIIMOaINCh, 3a
nckoueHeM camoro Kanta? V1 cHoBa OTBeT:
MygpcTBoBaHme. Pustocodsl 001agal0T CrIocoo-
HOCTBIO OecIiprcTpacTHO M OeCKOPBICTHO WCCiIe-
JI0BaTh IIPVHIIVIIBI VI OCHOBAHWSI HPAaBCTBEHHO-
ctu. Tem He MeHee KaHT momo3peBaeT, 9YTO OHU
VICTIONTB30BaJIV CBOVI CIIOCOOHOCTM B YOIy MYp-
CTBOBAHMIO C TeM, YTOOBI IIPUAyMaTh M3OIIpeH-
HBle VICTOPWUV, OIIpaB/IbIBAOIINE IIpeTeH3UN Ha
ceOsu1Io0Me, KaK CBOM COOCTBEHHBIC, TaK ¥ CBO-
el ayauTopuy, B yIiepO CTPOrocTM ¥ UMUCTOTe
monra®. DTo o0bsCHSeT, ToueMy y IyOIMKI eCTh
«BKyc» (AA 04, S. 388 _; KanT, 1997, c. 45) K Takoro
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12 CM. mosicHSTIOIIY 10 CHOCKY B (AA 04, S. 411; Kanr, 1997,
c. 113) n (Sticker, 2020). CireztyeT OTMETUTB, YTO, 10 MHe-
mmo KanTa, Jake Takme 5BIEMOHVCTB, KaK IOIIYJIIp-
Hb pwiocod Kpucrnan 'apse 1 renonmct SnmKyp, Bce
ellle MOI'yT HaMTH B cBoeM «cepoye» (AA 08, S. 285, ,; Kawur,
19941, c. 170) MoTMBaLMIO CJI€IOBATh 3aIlOBEISIM HpaB-
CTBEHHOTO 3aKOHa TOJIBKO B CWIy camoro pgosra. Kaxt
roJIaraeT, YTO CaMV 3BIEMOHVICTHI JIy4Ille, YeM OTCTal-
BaeMble VMV TeOpeTIdecKrie o3I, VIV, TI0 KpaliHe1
Mepe, OHV BCe ellle CIIOCOOHBI OBITh JIyUIIle 1 Ie/ICTBOBATh
TosbKo pamm poira. Cm.: (AA 05, S. 115,,—116,,; Kanr,
19946, c. 512—-513; AA 08, S. 284,—285,; KanT, 1994z,
c. 169—170; Sticker, 2021a, p. 38 —43).

B Tlanrrep ykasblBaeT, 94TO (PWIOCOMBI XOPOIIO ITOIrO-
TOBJIEHBI K MYIPCTBOBAHIIO B CWTy «VHTEJUIEKTYaIbHO
rmOKOCTM, KOTOPYIO MBI IIproOpeTaeM B XOfe Hallle-
ro oOyueHMs pacCyXIeHMSM ¥ aHaJIM3y... IpUIaHNs
CJIOBaM MMEHHO TOT'O CMBIC/Ia, KaKOIO MBI XOTUM, IIepe-
CMOTpa TeX OllpefIesIeHNi1, KOTOpble OOJIbIlle He CIIyXKaT
HaIIM 11eJIsIM, a Takke (POpMyJIMpoBaHus U repedop-
MyJIMpOBaHMS HPaBCTBEHHBIX IIPUHIIVIIOB COOTBETCTBY-
oM obpasom» (Piper, 2013, p. 337).
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ries, i.e. theories that ground morality in per-
sonal happiness and self-interest instead of in
autonomy."

How can it be possible, though, that moral-
ity is inscribed “in the reason of all human be-
ings and incorporated into their essence” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 105,, ,,; Kant, 1996b, p. 224), and yet
those who have devoted the greatest effort
and ingenuity to uncovering morality’s struc-
ture and source got it completely wrong, ex-
cept for Kant himself? Once more, the answer
is: rationalising. Philosophers have the capac-
ity to enquire impartially and disinterestedly
into the principles and foundations of morality.
Yet, Kant suspects that they have used their ca-
pacity in the service of rationalising to develop
sophisticated stories that vindicate the claims
of self-love, their own as well as their audi-
ence’s, at the expense of the strictness and pu-
rity of duty.®” This explains why the public has a
“taste” (GMS, AA 04, p. 388,; Kant, 2011, p. 5)
for such philosophies: They make their lives
easier as they supposedly lower the demands
of morality.

I hope it has become clear that the charge
that Kant’s colleagues as well as many ordinary
agents are rationalisers does important work

2See the illuminating footnote in GMS, AA 04, p. 411
(Kant, 2011, p. 51n) and Sticker (2020). It should be noted
that Kant assumes that even eudaimonists such as the
popular philosopher Christian Garve and the hedonist
Epicurus can still find in their “heart” (TP, AA 08,
p. 285,,; Kant, 1996¢, p. 287) the motivation to follow the
commands of the moral law for the sake of duty alone.
Kant assumes that eudaimonists are better than the
theories they advocate or, at least, that they still have the
capacity to be better and act for the sake of duty alone
(see KpV, AA 05, pp. 115,.-116,,; Kant, 1996b, pp. 232-
233; TP, AA 08, pp. 284,-285_; Kant, 1996¢, pp. 286-287;
Sticker, 2021a, pp. 38-43).

BSee also Piper (2013, p. 368) who points out that philos-
ophers are well equipped to rationalise, owing to “the
intellectual agility we learn as part of our training in
reasoning and analysis [...], making words mean what
we want them to mean, revising those definitions when
they no longer serve our purposes, and formulating and
reformulating moral principles accordingly”.
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pora drtocodrsiM: OHV 00JIer9aroT XXM3Hb, TIOTO-
MY 4TO, IPENTIONIOKNUTEIIHHO, 3aHVDKAIOT TpeboBa-
HVISI HPaBCTBEHHOCTI.

Haptetoch, cTajio O4eBMTHBIM, YTO OOBMHEHIIE
kouter KaHTa, a Tak’ke MHOT X OOBIYHBIX CyOBbek-
TOB B MYyIPCTBOBAaHWM MI'PaeT BaXKHYIO POJIb B CU-
cremarm3anmy KanTtom oOrrero parimoHabHOTO
no3HaHMA Aoira. [lajsee s paccMOTpIo, MMeeT JIn
KaHT ocHOBaHMS BBIIBUTATB 3TO OOBVHEHIE TIPO-
TUB CBOVIX KOJUIET V1 OOBIYHBIX CyObeKTOB (pasmier
2) ¥ KaKOBBI YCJIOBYSL 115 YOI MTeJIbHOTO BhIIBI-
JKeHMs TaKoro ooBmHeHMs (pasiert 3).

2. Use myapcTBOoBaHME?

Hexoropsle sTrrueckme Teopun 6osiee TpeOoBa-
TeJIBHBI, YeM KaHTOBCKasl, B TOM CMBICIIe, UTO OHU
(Taxe) B MeHBIIIEN CTEIIeHM OTBeYaloT cOOCTBEH-
HBIM VIHTepecaM Cy ObeKTOB, eCIIV ITOCIIeTHIE TIPY-
HVMAIOT VIX VI HAUYMHAIOT XUTh B COOTBETCTBUM C
HyMI. [IpriMepoM MOXeT HOCITyXKIUTh KOHCEKBEH-
LVaJICTCKasl Teopsl, Tpedylolasi OT CyOBEKTOB,
4uTOOBI OHM OEeCITPVCTPACTHO MaKCHUMM3VPOBAIIN
COBOKYITHBIV 00'beM O71arococTossHS (M1 KaKyto-
ambo Apyryro KoHuenumio Osara). Kpome Toro,
MOI'YT CyIIeCTBOBAaTh 3TMYeCKVe IIPUHIIVIIBIL, Ha-
JIararorye ocoOble TpeOOBaHMS B KAKOVI-TO OITHOV
KOHKPETHOV 00J1acT, HeCMOTpS [laXke Ha TO, YTO
OHM He JIeXXaT B OCHOBe OOIIell CTPYKTYPbl KOH-
ceKkBeHITMaIM3Ma. Hampumep, cormacHO mpwH-
unny cracedns [Iutepa CuHrepa, M3/I0XKeHHO-
My B €ro 3HaMeHUTO paboTe «[ ooz, n3odnrive n
HPaBCTBEHHOCTB», IIOKA CYIIECTBYIOT OYeHb Oell-
HBIe JIIO[IY, Ube MOJIOKeHVIe MOKHO YIIYYIINUTh C
IIOMOIIIBIO ITOKepTBOBaHM, (OTHOCUTEIBHO) CO-
CTOSITeITbHBIE JIIOMIV JIOJDKHBI OTKA3aThCs OT 00T~
eVl 9acTy, eCI He BCeX, JIUIIHVIX PacXOIoB W
BMeCTO HVIX KepTBOBATh JI€HBI'M 3P (PEKTVBHO Be-
AYIIelt CBOIO JIeATeIbHOCTh 0JIarOTBOPWUTEIIBHON
opranmsanmm (Singer, 1972)*. {1 nosararo, 4To Ta-

4910, 11O KpartHeV Mepe, pe3yJIbTaT boslee KaTerOPMIHOTO
U3 IBYX TIpercTaBieHHbIX CHTepoM NpuHIMIIOB. [Tpu-
YMHa, 110 KOTOPOW 3TOT IIPVHIIMII He SBJISETCS YacTbio
00TIIeTT KOHIIETIITNY KOHCEKBEHITMaIV3Ma, 3aK/II0UaeTcs B
TOM, YTO OH ITPVIMEHVM TOJIBKO K CUTYaIIVsM SKCTPEHHOVI
IIOMOIIY, HO He TpeDbyeT OT cyObeKTa IIpUHeCeHNS JKEePTB
VIS YIIydIeHVsl 071aroCOCTOSIHS IPYTHX, YKe Orraroro-
JIYYHBIX, CyOBEKTOB VIV HEpPalMOHAJIBHBIX JKMBOTHBIX,
Take ecyIvi OBI 3TV YKePTBBI MOIJIV OKa3aTh 3HAUUTETbHOe
HIOJIOKUTEIILHOE BIIMSIHYE Ha VX KU3HB.
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for Kant’s systematisation of the common ra-
tional cognition of duty. In what follows, I will
discuss whether Kant is in a position to level
this charge against his colleagues and ordinary
agents (sec. 2), and what the conditions are for
levelling such a charge in a convincing manner
(sec. 3).

2. Whose Rationalising?

Some ethical theories are more demand-
ing than Kant’s own in the sense that they are
(even) less in an agent’s self-interest to adopt
and live by. An example would be a con-
sequentialist theory, which demands that
agents impartially maximise the aggregate to-
tal of well-being (or some other conception
of the good). There can also be ethical princi-
ples that are extremely demanding in one spe-
cific area, even though they do not constitute
a global consequentialist framework. For in-
stance, the rescue principle, which Peter Singer
(1972) presents in his famous “Famine, Afflu-
ence and Morality”, requires that, as long as
there are very badly-off people whose situa-
tion can be improved via donations, the (rel-
atively) affluent have to forego most if not all
unnecessary spending and instead to donate
the money to an effective charity organisa-
tion." I take it that these consequentialist con-
ceptions are more demanding than what Kant’s
duty of beneficence requires of us. According to
Kant, it is not a duty to maximise an impartial
good,” and beneficence leaves “latitude” (MS,

“This is at least the upshot of the stronger of the two
principles Singer presents. The reason this is not a glob-
al consequentialist framework is that the principle only
pertains to emergency aid, but does not require that
agents make sacrifices to improve the well-being of oth-
er already well-off agents or non-rational animals, even
if they could make a significant positive impact on their
lives.

" Formosa and Sticker (2019, p. 633), for instance, em-
phasise that “talk of maximising makes no sense” for
Kantian beneficence.



KOO0 pofa KOHCEKBEHIIVMAJIVICTCKVEe KOHIIeIIIIVVI
IIPeIBbSBIIAIOT OoJlee BBICOKME TpeboBaHMS, dyeM
Te, YTO HaJlaraeT Ha Hac KaHTOBCKWII JOJIT Os1aro-
nesams. CorstacHo KaHTy, MakcMm3aims BceoO-
ero Osrara’® He sIBjIgeTCd IOJITOM, a JOJIT Oy1aro-
TlesIHUS OCTaBJIseT «HeKOTOPbI IpocTop» (AA 06,
S. 390; Kant, 19948, c. 431) B ero npuMeHeHMUN'® 1
IOJIKeH COMOCTaBIISAThCS C 00A3aHHOCTIMM 10 OT-
HOIIIEHNIO K caMoMy cebe'’ 11, BO3SMOYXKHO, C KOCBEH-
HBIM 00S13aHHOCTSIMM T10 COXpaHEHMIO COOCTBEH-
Horo cyactbs (AA 04, S. 399, ; Kanr, 1997, c. 77;
cM. Takke: Timmermann, 2005, p. 23).

ToT dakT, uTO B CpaBHEHMN C KAHTOBCKOV 3TV-
KOVI HEKOTOpBIe IIPyTMe STUYeCKVe TeOpWUN VI
IPVHLNIIBI TPeOYIOT OT cyOBbeKTa OoJIbIIer XepT-
BEHHOCTV, BaKeH, IIOTOMY YTO OH OOHapyXyBaeT
IIBYCMBICJIEHHOCTb B TOM, Yero IOJ/DKHa JIOCTUYb
KAHTOBCKasl TeOpusl My pCTBOBaHMS. Bo-TiepBhIX,
y Kanrta mypgpcrBoBaHMe CIIyXUT [1JIs OOBsICHe-
HVISL BOSMOYKHOCTVI TOTO, YTO PaIiOHAJIBHBIE areH-
TBI MOTYT IIPUHSITBH HeKAHMUAHCKUE TEOPUV VTN
IIPVHLNIIBL, 1100 e TOoro, rmoyeMy OoHM PopMy-
JIMPYIOT B3IJISI/IBI HA HPABCTBEHHOCTH, He BIIVICHI-
BaIOIIIMeCcs: B paMKV KaHTOBCKOVI Teopmu. Bo-BTo-
PBIX, CIIOcO0 (PYHKIIMOHMPOBAHMS MYLIPCTBOBA-
HUS COCTOUT B TOM, U4TOOBI IKOOBI 3aIlMIIaTh
MTOIIEP)KMBATh IIPUTA3AHMS CeOsUTIoONMS, TIpOTH-
BOpeJaliye JONITYy, IIyTeM IIpefCTaB/IeHs OIIpaB-
OaHM VWIN IICeBIOO0OOCHOBAHMIL cmpemMAeHUs K
cebs00uto 6 yuepd mopasu. OnHAKO pe3yIIbTaThl
BTOPOrO MOTYT OBITh COBEpIIEHHO OTIMYHBIMU
OT pe3yJsIbTaToB Iepsoro. Hampumep, kTo-TO, CTO-
STV Ha TIPUHITAIIaX OecIIprcTpacTHOrO 1 Mak-
CYIMV3MPYIOIIEro KOHCeKBEeHIIaI3Ma IeVICTBIS,

15 dopmosa u lTukep, HaIpUMep, IOAYEPKMUBAIOT, UTO
IIPVMEHNTEIbHO K KaHTOBCKOVI KOHIlemnmuyu Oraromes-
HWS «PasroBOP 0 MaKCMMWM3AIIVVI He MMeeT cMbIcia» (For-
mosa, Sticker, 2019, p. 633).

16 J1711 3HAKOMCTBA C IIPEKpacHO WM3JIOXKEHHBIM pPacIIIy-
PEHHBIM TOJIKOBaHMEM HECOBEpPIIeHHBIX O0S3aHHOCTEN
cm.: (Hill, 1992). Cwm. TaxoKe 110 HOBOY MHTepIIpeTaluy,
IleJIaolert yIop Ha TpeOoBaTeIbHOCTh KAaHTOBCKMX He-
coBepireHHBIX oOs3aHHOCTeV: (Timmermann, 2018).
[TpoMexxyTOUHas! TIO3UIIMS M3JIOKeHa BaH AKepeHOM U
IIItnkepom (Ackeren, Sticker, 2018) 11 ®opmo3zont m Tni-
kepoM (Formosa, Sticker, 2019).

7 XepMaH yTBep>K/IaeT, UTO HeCOBEpPIIEHHbIE 0OsI3aHHO-
CTV II0 OTHOIIEHMIO K ceDe «IIpUBHOCAT B cpepy Hpas-
CTBEHHOCTM IIVIPOKWII CIIEKTP OOBIYHBIX YeIOBEYECKIX
3aboT» (Herman, 2011, p. 100).
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AA 06, p. 390; Kant, 1996a, p. 521) in its appli-
cation,'® and has to be weighed against duties
to self'” and potentially against indirect duties
to preserve one’s own happiness (GMS, AA 04,
p. 399, ., Kant, 2011, p. 27; see Timmermann,
2005, p. 23).

That certain other ethical theories or princi-
ples demand more sacrifice than Kant’s ethics
is important because it reveals an ambiguity
in what Kant’s theory of rationalising is sup-
posed to achieve. Firstly, rationalising, for
Kant, serves to explain how it is possible that
rational agents would accept un-Kantian the-
ories or principles or why they would articu-
late views about morality that do not fit with
Kant’s framework. Secondly, the way ration-
alising functions is supposedly to defend and
bolster the claims of self-love against duty by
presenting excuses or pseudo-justifications for
the pursuit of self-love at the expense of morality.
However, the second can yield results quite
different from the first. For instance, some-
one convinced of impartial and maximising
act-consequentialism might seek to escape
moral demands to donate (almost) all of her
spare income to effective charities by convinc-
ing herself that her duties to help others are
imperfect and allow for latitude, which per-
mits her to do less than the maximum. In this
case, an agent has lowered the demands of
duty, not by deviating from the Kantian frame-
work or becoming less Kantian, but rather by
becoming more so.

Rationalising puts more demanding theories
or principles in a better defensible position than
less demanding theories/principles, because

16See Hill (1992) for a prominent latitudinarian read-
ing of imperfect duties. However, see Timmermann
(2018) for a reading that stresses the demandingness of
Kantian imperfect duties and van Ackeren and Sticker
(2018) and Formosa and Sticker (2019) for intermediate
positions.

”Herman (2011, p. 100) argues that imperfect duties to
self “bring a wide range of ordinary human concerns in-
side morality”.
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MOYKET TIOIIBITAThCS M30eXaTh HPaBCTBEHHBIX Tpe-
OoBaHMIT XepTBOBAHMS (IIOYTN) BCETO CBOETO CBO-
OomHOro mmoxoma Ha 3 deKTMBHBIE OIaroTBOPU-
TeJIbHbIe OpraHm3anmny, yoexmas cedsd B TOM, UTO
Haiy oOs3aHHOCTY IIOMOTaTh IPYTMM HecoBep-
IIEHHBI V1 JOIYyCKaIoT CBO60£[y TIEeVICTBU, IIO3BO-
JISIONIYIO VIM JIeJIaTh MeHbIle MaKCUMaIbHO BO3-
MOXXHOTO. B JarHOM ciTy4ae cyOBeKT CHVDKaeT Tpe-
OoBaHM oJIra He TeM, YTO OTKJIOHSETCS OT KaH-
TVMAHCKVIX ITIPVHIIVIIIOB VJIVI CTAHOBUTCS KaHTVAH-
11eM B MEHBIIIEVI CTEITeH], a CKOpee, Hao0OopoT, TeM,
YTO CTAHOBUTCS KaHTVAHIIEM B OOJIBIIIeV CTEeIIeHVA.
MynpcTBoBaHMe cTaBUT Ootee TpeboBaTesIb-
Hble TeOPUV VUIVI IPUHIIUIIEL B Oojlee BBITOIHYIO
IUTSL 3aIIJATHI TTO3UIIMIO TI0 CPaBHEHWUIO C MeHee
TpeboBaTeJIbHBIMI TeOpVsIMU / IIPMHITMIIAMY,
IIOTOMY YTO OHO JaeT OOBbsSCHEeHVe TOMY, II0YeMy
CyOBeKTHI IIPMHMMAIOT MeHee TpeOoBaTeJIbHbIE
TeOpUM / TPVHIIAIIEL IO IPUYMHAM WHBIM, He-
KeJIVI IOCTOBEPHOCTD 3TNX Teopuil. Takmm oOpa-
30M, 5TO B KOHEYHOM WTOI'e CTaBUT 101 COMHEH e
JTOCTOBEPHOCTD 3TMX MeHee TpeOoOBaTeIbHBIX Te-
opuit vy npuHIuIos'®. KoHIlenms MygpcTBo-
BaHM, HAIIPOTWB, IIpV3BaHa OOBICHUTD, TIOYEMY
CyOBeKTHI IPUHMMAIOT 00.1ee TpeboBaTesIbHbIe Te-
opvivt vutvt TpyHIMIIEL. OHAKO KaKas-TO Teopws
He CTaHOBWUTCS JIydIlle IIPOCTO IIOTOMY, YTO OHa
Oostee TpeOoBaresibHa 1 OoJtee BpemHa JIsL COO-
CTBEHHBIX MHTEPeCOB CyObeKTa. B KOHIIe KOHIIOB,
ecs OBl MaKcMasIbHas TpeboBaTeIbHOCTE Obljla
HIO/JIVIHHBIM KPUTEPVEM TOTO, UTO TpedyeT HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTH, TOIZIa TO, UTO CJIe[lyeT JIeJiaTh, 3aBU-
cesIo OBI OT TOTO, KaKye >KePTBbI IPUUMHAIT Hau-
Gosbimm Bpen. Ho 3710, KOHEUHO ke, He TO, B 4eM
yBepeH KanrT. [lo ero MHeHMIO, TO, UTO MBI JOJDK-
HBl [ejlaTh, yCTaHaBIMBaeTcs (OPMaIbHBIMU
NPVHIVIIAMY U SBJISIETCS OVHAKOBBIM IS BCeX
PalVIOHAJIBHBIX CYOBEKTOB. TaKovI ITOIX0/, HeuyB-
CTBUTeJIEH KO BpeJly, HAHOCUMOMY CyOBeKTaM.
MaJioBeposITHO, UTO BCe OTKJIOHEHMS OT KaH-
TMAHCKOV KOHIIENIIMI HPaBCTBEHHOCTM IIPO-
IVIKTOBAaHBI ceOsiroOveM. Bemp HeKOTOpble KOH-

* Barn Axepen u Lltukep (Ackeren, Sticker, 2015, p. 85—
87 (pasmen 3)) mpenrioyiaraioT, YTO KaHTOBCKasl TEOPUS
MYIPCTBOBAHMS JIEKUT B OCHOBE KPWUTMKM HBIHEITHUX
BO3PAXEHNIT IIPOTUB YpPe3MEepHOM TpeOOBaTEIbHOCTIL:
3TV BO3pa’KeHWMsS SBJIAIOTCS (pOpMaMyl MY pPCTBOBAHMAS,
ITOCKOJIBKY OOOCHOBBIBAIOT VICIIOIb30BAHVE MeHee CTPO-
IVIX KOHIIEIIIIN JT0JITa.
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it provides an explanation why agents accept
less demanding theories/principles for reasons
other than their plausibility. It thus ultimately
casts doubt on the plausibility of these less de-
manding theories or principles.”® By contrast,
rationalising struggles to explain why agents
would accept more demanding theories or prin-
ciples. However, a theory is not better because
it is more demanding and more detrimental to
an agent’s self-interest. After all, if maximal de-
mandingness were a genuine criterion of what
morality requires then what one ought to do
would depend on what sacrifices would hurt
the most. But this is certainly not what Kant
believes. What we ought to do, in Kant’s view,
is established by formal principles and is the
same for all rational agents. It is not sensitive to
what would hurt agents.

It is unlikely that all deviations from the
Kantian conception of morality are self-love
driven. After all, some conceptions are more
detrimental to our self-love than Kant’s ethics
is. Yet, rationalising explains why we would
lower moral standards and why agents would
accept certain forms of eudaimonism that base
ethical theories on individual well-being or
flourishing, which Kant thinks of as self-love.
However, rationalising struggles to explain
why agents would accept theories that are as
demanding or even more demanding than
Kant’s own.

This does not mean that Kant has nothing
to say about agents who accept more demand-
ing ethical theories than his own. He, after all,
acknowledges that there can be a “fantasti-
cally virtuous” person “who allows nothing to
be morally indifferent (adiaphora) and strews all

® See also van Ackeren and Sticker (2015, pp. 85-87
(sec. 3)) who propose that Kant’s theory of rationalising
constitutes a criticism of current overdemandingness
objections: These objections are forms of rationalising
as they try to motivate less demanding conceptions of
duty.



Lenyy Ooslee BpeqHBI IS HaIllero ceOsuro0ns,
yeM KaHTOBCKas 5TMKa. TeM He MeHee KOHIIIIIIVS
MyIPCTBOBaHS OOBICHSET, IIOUYeMY MBI 3aHUXKA-
eM HpaBCTBEHHBIE CTAaHIAPTHI U IOUeMy CyOBek-
THI IPMHMMAIOT OIIperiesileHHble (POPMBI 3BIEMO-
HV3Ma, OCHOBBIBAIOIIIME 3TUYECKVe Teopuy Ha
VHIVBYAYAJIBHOM OJIarONOIyYMI VIV IIPOLIBe-
TaHWM, KOTOpble B OHMMaHVM KaHTa SBISIOTCA
cebsutroOvieM. OTHAKO TeOPVSt MY PCTBOBAHNS He
110 KOHIIa ITPOSICHSIET, ITOUeMy CyOBeKThI IIPVH-
MaloT Teopw, He MeHee WIN faxe Oortee TpeboBa-
TeJIbHBIE, YeM coOcTBeHHas Teopus KaHTa.

OTto He o3HauaeT, uTo KaHTy Heuero ckasarb
0 cyObeKTax, OTHAIOMIVX IIpefrioyTeHye Ooilee
TpeOoBaTeIbHBIM II0 CPAaBHEHUIO C ero COOCTBEH-
HOM STU9eckKMM TeopusM. OH Benp IIpU3HaeT,
YTO MOXeT OBbITh «(PaHTaCTIUIeCK-00pOIeTesb-
HBIV» YeJIOBEK, KOTOPBIV «He JOMYCKaeT B OTHO-
HIeHMV MOPaJIBHOCTVI HUKAKMX 0e3pasiutnblx Be-
wenl (adiaphora) v Ha KaXIOM IIIary paccTaBiIsgeT
00A3aHHOCTM, KaK KalIKaHbD», TaK YTO «TOCIIOIICTBO
[moGponeTerm] mipeBpaTuTcs B TMpaHuio» (AA 06,
S. 409,, ., Kant, 19948, c. 452). bonee Toro, cyon-
€KT MOXeT yBJIeUbCs ITpeJICTaB/IeHeM O cebe KakK O
HPaBCTBEHHO CBSITOM, KOTOPBIVI BEIXOINT 3a paMKM
TOTO, YTO APYyT¥e CUUTAIOT UyBCTBOM moira. Ot-
KJIOHEHVIEe OT TaKOI'O CAMOBOCIIPUISITMSI MOXeT He-
raTyBHO IIOBJIMATH Ha €ro cOOCTBEHHOe cuacTbe.
B xoneunoMm cuete KaHT ObI morraras, uto dan-
TacTUYecKas I0OporeTeslb VI HPaBCTBEHHAs CBS-
TOCTB, €CJIVI OHV He ITPOIMKTOBAaHBI MOPAIbHBIMU
HOpMaMW, JOJDKHBI CTPOUTDH CBOIO IIPVIBJIEKATeIb-

19 TJanminn pasBuBaeT 3TO IIOHATHE, KOIZIA YTBEpIKIaeT,
UTO «IIPeJaHHOCTh CeOsUIIOOMIO YKOPEHIeTCs B TOVI Mepe,
B KaKoV1 caMOOOMaH I103BOJISIET JII00BY K cebe 3acTo/I0nTh
HOBYIO TEPPUTOPUIO, KOTOPOVT y Hee paHbllle He ObUIO U
KOTOpas IIPEeBOCXOONUT HaIlly IlepBOHAYaIbHYIO pVBep-
JKEHHOCTb o0ecrreueHmio Oosiee OaHAJIBHBIX U HEIIOCPe]-
CTBEHHBIX 00BekTOB >XemaHwms» (Papish, 2018, p. 110).
[TpumMep, KOTOpPBII OHa HPWMBOAWUT, Takos: «[lomoOHO
TOMY, KaK pacoBble MIIe0JIOrNI IIpeTepIieBaloT MeTaMop-
do3b1L, B X0Ie KOTOPBIX yOeXxmeHns, M3HaYaJIbHO ITOOLII-
PpsBIIIVIEe MaTepUaIbHBIE YIOBOJIBCTBISL, MOTYT IIPEB30OTI
CBOV TIepBOHAYAJIbHBIE 11€JIV, TaK VI MBI MOJKEM pa3BMBaTh
IIPVBEP)XEHHOCTD VJIesM, CBSI3b KOTOPBIX C HaIIMMM 0O-
Jlee IIPOCTBIMI MaTepPUaIbHBIMI VHTEpecaMIL Bce Oolee
ocirabesaet» (Ibid., p. 109). MynpcrBoBaHme MOXeT M3Ha-
YaJIbHO CITY>KMTh HAIIVIM HEeIIOCPENCTBEHHBIM CKJIOHHO-
CTSIM, HO HAIIIMI OTTOBOPKM M IICEBHOOIIPABIAHMI MOTYT
Ha4yaTh CaMOCTOATEIIBHYIO KI3Hb.
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his steps with duties, as with mantraps”. This
“would turn the government of virtue into
tyranny” (MS, AA 06, p. 409, ., Kant, 1996a,
p. 536). Moreover, an agent might become in-
vested in a self-conception as a moral saint who
goes beyond what others would see as the call
of duty. A deviation from this self-conception
might negatively impact her own happiness.”
Ultimately, Kant would maintain that fantas-
tic virtue and moral sainthood, if not morally
commanded, must derive their appeal to agents
from the agents” conception of happiness. How-
ever, whilst Kant acknowledges the phenomena
of agents accepting and being attached to more
demanding conceptions of morality, it is not
clear that rationalising offers a straightforward
and plausible explanation for this. The exam-
ples of rationalising which Kant himself pro-
vides are of agents making morality seemingly
less demanding on them, not more. How easy
or difficult it is for rationalising to explain why
agents would accept more demanding princi-
ples or theories depends on how broadly or nar-
rowly we read Kant’s conception of happiness.®

19 Papish (2018, p. 110) develops this notion when she
argues that “devotion to self-love becomes entrenched
insofar as self-deception enables self-love to stake out
new territory that it did not previously have and that
outstrips our initial commitment to securing more ba-
nal and immediate objects of desire”. Her example
is that “[m]uch like how racial ideologies undergo a
metamorphosis in which beliefs that initially promot-
ed material pleasure can outstrip their initial purposes,
so too can we develop passions whose connection to
our more basic material interests becomes increasingly
attenuated” (ibid., p. 109). Rationalising might initially
be in the service of immediate inclinations, but our ex-
cuses and pseudo-justifications might develop a life of
their own.

2] am grateful to an anonymous referee for raising this
point. I should also point out that I assume that we can
speak of a “more” and “less” with regard to demand-
ingness. I do not mean to suggest that demands can be
easily quantified and that it is always clear which the-
ory or principle is the more demanding. Yet, I do think
that there are theories, such as impartial act-consequen-
tialism, that are very demanding, and others that are
less so.



M. Ultuxep

HOCTB [1JI1 CyObeKTOB Ha OCHOBe IIpeJICTaBIeHNUT
CcyOBeKTOB 0 cuacTbe. OfHaKoO, HeCMOTPsI Ha TO UTO
KanT mpusHaer dpeHOMeH IpMHATHUS CyOBeKTa-
MU Oosiee TpeOoBaTeIbHBIX KOHIIEMIIVVI MOpaIb-
HOCTVI V1 IIPUBEP’KEHHOCTY K HUM, OCTAeTCs Hesic-
HBIM, TIpefijIaraeT JIY KOHIIeMITVs MyIpCTBOBaHMS
IIpsIMOe 1 JIOCTOBEpHOe 00BsicHeHVIe 3TOMY. B mpu-
BoAMMBIX camuM KanToM nprMepax MypcTBoBa-
HMS CyOBEKTBI, KaXXeTCsl, CHVDKAIOT, a He TIOBbIIIa-
10T TpeboBaHMs MopasTbHOCTY. HackoJibKo Jrerko
VIV CJIOKHO B paMKaX KOHIIEIIIMV MYIpPCTBOBa-
HMSA OOBSICHUTD, IOUeMY CYOBEKTBI IIPUHVIMAIOT
Oostee TpeboBaTesIbHBIE IIPVIHITAIIBI VIJIVL TEOPU,
3aBUCUT OT TOTO, HACKOJIBKO IIIVPOKO VIV Y3KO MBI
TIOHVIMaeM KaHTOBCKYIO KOHIIETIITIIO CYaCThs.

KaHT, KOHe4HO, IIpefIiosiaraeT, 4To ero coo-
CTBEHHasl TeOpysi BepHa ¥ UTO MMEHHO OHa CU-
CTeMaTu3VpyeT IIOHMMaHMe CyObeKTaMl OCHOB-
HBIX YepT MOPaIbHOCTM — IIOHVIMaHUe, KOTOPbIM
CyOBEKTBI 00s13aHBI CBOEMY OOBIYHOMY UeJIoBeue-
ckoMy pasymy. Takum oOpa3oM, OH CUMTaEeT, YTO
CYIIIeCTBOBaHVE OTKJIOHSIOMIVIXCS MHTYUIU W
TEOPUT JOJDKHO OBITH OOBSICHEHO C TOUKM 3peHs
MygpcTBoBaHms. OpHAKO, eciy IMOIBeprarb Co-
MHEHMIO KOPPEKTHOCTD Y Ke CAMOVI STUIeCKOVI Te-
opvit KaHTa — dero akazemmyecKye KoJUiery, Ko-
TOPBIX KpUTUKYeT KaHT, KOHCeKBEHITMAIIVCTBHI, 9B~
JIEMOHVCTHI 1 T. /1., OIIPeIeJIeHHO He [1eJIal0T, — TO
CTOUT 3a3aThCS BOIIPOCOM, MOXKHO JIV TaKXKe 3TU-
4JecKyro Teopuio KaHTa mcTosIKoBaTh Kak popMy
MYJIPCTBOBAHUSL.

Ms1 yxe yBumeny, KaK 3TO MOXHO CIeIaTh:
CyOBeKTEl MOryT yOequTb caMu cebs B TOM, 4TO
olperieJIeHHBbIe 00g3aHHOCTY, Tpelyromye 60iIb-
VX YCVJINTL, HallpuMep 0Og3aHHOCTH IIOMOraTh
OemHeVIIIIVIM CIIOSIM HaceJIeHVs B MUpPe, HecoBep-
IIeHHBI ¥ JOITYCKaoT CBO60,E[y nevicTBum. boriee

20 5] GraromapeH aHOHMMHOMY PeLleH3eHTY 3a TO, YTO OH
TIOTHSIUT TOT BOIIPOC. S1 TakKe IIperiosarak, 9TO MbI MO-
JKeM TOBOPUTD B TEPMVIHaX «OOJIBIIEro» 1 «MEHBIIIErO» B
OTHOIIIeHUN TpeboBaTeIbHOCTH. I He MMeIo B BUIY, UTO
TpeOOBaHMS MOXKHO JIETKO OIIpeeINTh KOJIMUECTBEHHO
VI 9TO BCerza $ICHO, KaKasg Teopws VIV IpVHIUII Oojlee
TpeboBaTeIbHBL. TeM He MeHee s [yMalo, UTO €CTh OYeHb
TpeboBaresbHble TeOpuM (KaK OeCcIIpuCTpacTHBIV KOH-
CeKBeHIVIaJIV3M MEVICTBUA), a eCTb M Apyrue — MeHee
TpeboBaTesIbHBIE.
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Kant, of course, assumes that his own theo-
ry is the correct one and that this theory is the
one that systematises agents” insights into the
core features of morality, insights they owe to
their common human reason. Thus, he thinks
that the existence of deviating intuitions and
theories must be explained in terms of ra-
tionalising. However, if one does not already
grant the correctness of Kant’s ethical theo-
ry — something that the academic colleagues
whom Kant criticises, consequentialists, eu-
daimonists etc., certainly do not do — then
one might wonder whether Kant’s ethical the-
ory could also be explained away as a form of
rationalising.

We have already seen how this could be
done: Agents might convince themselves that
certain duties that are extremely demanding,
such as the duty to help the globally worst off,
are imperfect and allow for latitude. More-
over, agents might convince themselves that
duties to non-human animals are merely in-
direct and that we only need to refrain from
being personally cruel to animals, rather than
becoming vegan, advocating for more strin-
gent laws protecting non-human animals etc.
Finally, agents might also convince them-
selves that they have special duties to them-
selves, such as to perfect themselves or to
preserve their own happiness, that can trump
(imperfect) duties to others.” It seems that
Kant’s ethics could be the product of ration-
alising against extremely demanding forms
of consequentialism. Consequentialists could

2 Duties to self are a contentious ethical category
(see Williams, 1985, p. 50; Timmermann, 2006), and
there is controversy about whether duties to self
make morality less or rather more demanding (see
Vogt, 2008; Sticker and van Ackeren, 2018). I take it
that, when employed as a strategy of rationalising,
stipulating supposed duties to self can make morality
seemingly less demanding.



TOTrO, OHV MOT'yT YOenuTh caMu ceOsi B TOM, UTO
003aHHOCTY B OTHOLIICH WV XUBOTHBIX SIBJISIOTCS
JIVIITb KOCBEHHBIMI 1 UTO HaM HY>KHO BCETO JIVIIIb
BO3ZIEP)KMBATHCSI CAMUM OT IIPOSIBJIEHMST JKECTO-
KOCTM TI0 OTHOIIEHUIO K XMBOTHBIM, a He CTaHO-
BIUTBHCS BeTaHaM, BBICTYIIATh 3a OoJIee cTpormve 3a-
KOHBI, 3allMIIIAOIIe XXBOTHBIX, 1 T. 1. HakoHerr,
CyOBeKTBI MOTYT Takxke yOenuTs camut cebs B TOM,
YTO Y HUX €CTh 0COOble 00g3aHHOCT IO OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K caMMM ceDe, TaKye KaK CaMOCOBEpIIIeH-
CTBOBaHVIE MJIV OXpaHa COOCTBEHHOIO CYACThs,
TaKvie 00s13aHHOCTY MOTYT IIPEB30MTH TI0 BasKHO-
CTV (HecOBepIlleHHbIe) O0sI3aHHOCTY 10 OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K Apyrum?'. KajkeTcs, 4To KaHTOBCKas 3TVKa
MOXET OBITH IPOIyKTOM MYIPCTBOBAHNS IIPOTUB
ype3BbIUaliHO TpeOoBaTeIbHBIX (POPM KOHCEKBEeH-
nyamsMa. TakmM o0Opa3soM, KOHCEKBEHIIVIaIVI-
CTBI MOIVIM OBl afpecoBaTh OOBMHEHWS B MyIp-
cTBOBaHMM camMoMy KaHTY 11 3asIBITB, UTO 3TO CKO-
pee KaHTMAaHCKas 3TMKa JeJTaeT Haly 00s3aHHO-
CTVI TIOJIO3PUTEITPHO MATKMMMU. [lerio obcTout He-
CKOJIBKO MeHee IIPSIMOJIMHEVHO /IS 9BIeMOHVI-
CTOB, KOTOPBIE SIBHO OOHAPYXMJIVI MOPAJIb B IIPU-
CTPacTHOV KOHLIEIIIVV VIHIAVBMIIyaJIbHOIO OJla-
ronosryunsi2. OgHako oHV MorIv Obl HacTaMBaTh
Ha TOM, YTO OIOVH TOJIBKO (paKT MeHbIIel Tpedo-
BaTEJTPHOCTVI VIX TEOPWM 110 CPAaBHEHWIO C KAHTOB-
CKOWI ellle He II0Ka3bIBaeT, YTO VX KOHIIeIIIIS SIB-
JISIeTCS IIPOITYKTOM MYAPCTBOBaHMS. B KOHIle KOH-
1I0B, VIX TEOPVsl MOXeET ObITh BEPHA, WIN, CKOpee,
BEpHa OHa WIN HET — 3TO CYIIeCTBEeHHBIN BOIIPOC
HOPMAaTMBHOV 3TVKW, KOTOPBIVI HEBO3MOXKHO pas-
PeITb IIPOCTO TeM (PaKTOM, UTO C TOUKM 3PEHVIS
IPYTOVl TEOPUW VX TEOPVsl MOXKET OBITh OIVICaHa
KaK My/IPCTBOBaHIE.

2 O0s13aHHOCTY 10 OTHOIIIEHNIO K caMoMy cebe — crop-
Hasi aTrdeckasi Kareropwst (cm.: Williams, 1985, p. 50; Tim-
mermann, 2006), 11 CyIIecTBYIOT pasHOIJIACKS IO TTIOBOY
TOTO, IeJIAI0T JIv 00SI3aHHOCTY 10 OTHOIIIEHMIO K cebe Mo-
pasib MeHee WM, CKopee, Oostee TpeboOBaTEIIBHOM (CM.:
Vogt, 2008; Sticker, Ackeren, 2018). I rosiarato, 4To IIpn
VICIIOJIb30BAHWMV MYOPCTBOBAHMS B KadecTBe CTpaTervuin
yCTaHOBJIEHVE IIpeIoaraeMbiX OOs3aHHOCTEl 10 OT-
HOIIIEHMIO K cebe MOXeT ciejlaTh MOpajlb MeHee Tpebo-
BaTeJILHOL

2 JToJDKeH CKasaTh, YTO 9TO Ta MHTEPIIPETALVS JBIEeMO-
HU3Ma, KoTopyto naet et Kanrt. CaMu 9BIeMOHMCTBI MO-
IyT CHOpaBejINBO BO3paXXaTb HPOTMUB TOrO, UTOOBI WX
HasbBasM ripucTpactHbiMm. Cwm.: (Sticker, 2020).
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thus return the charge of rationalising and
claim that it is rather Kantian ethics that
makes our duties suspiciously lenient. Mat-
ters are somewhat less straightforward for eu-
daimonists who explicitly found morality in
a partialist conception of individual well-be-
ing.”? However, they could insist that the
mere fact that their theory is less demanding
than Kant’s does not yet show that their theo-
ry must be the product of rationalising. After
all, their theory might be correct — or rath-
er, whether or not it is correct is a substantive
question of normative ethics and cannot sim-
ply be settled by the fact that, from the point
of view of another theory, their theory can be
described as rationalising.

Of course, the charge of rationalising is
not Kant’s only argument against eudaimon-
ist theories or impartial consequentialism.
Kant discusses other problems for these the-
ories, such as that consequences can never be
predicted with certainty and that theories,
according to which duty is a function of con-
sequences, thus cannot offer reliable action
guidance (GMS, AA 04, p. 418, ,; Kant, 2011,
p. 65; MS, AA 06, pp. 215,,-216; Kant, 19964,
pp. 370-371). My point is that as long as the
debate about which ethical theory is the cor-
rect one (or at least the best one current-
ly available) is not settled, criticising other
theories for being rationalisations or for en-
couraging rationalising seems question-beg-
ging. Thus, Kant’s theory of rationalising
cannot deliver convincing answers to the
challenges it is supposed to address, name-
ly, why so many ordinary agents as well as
philosophers articulate and accept un-Kan-
tian views.

2] should say that this is Kant’s interpretation of
eudaimonism. Eudaimonists might rightly object to
being labelled partialists. See Sticker (2020).



M. Ultuxep

Koneuno, oOBriHeHMe B MyIpCTBOBAaHUM — He
eMHCTBeHHbIV apryMeHT KanTa mpoTus 3BaeMo-
HVCTCKMX TeOpWUI VI OecHpucTpacTHOTO KOH-
cekBeHIIMaM3Ma. OH paccMaTpuBaeT M Opyrue
poOJIeMBl, IIPVCYIIVE VX TeOpUsiM, KaK, Hallpy-
Mep, TO, YTO TIOCJIEJICTBIUS HUKOT/Ia HeJIb3s IIperl-
CKas3aThb C YBePeHHOCTBIO 1 UTO TeOPWUN, COITIaCHO
KOTOPBIM JIOJIT SIBJISIETCS q)yHKumeI?x TIOCJIEIICTBUM,
He MOT'yT IpPeJIOKNUTb Hafle)kHOe PyKOBOICTBO K
pevicteuio (AA 04, S. 418, _.; Kant, 1997, c. 133—
137, AA 06, S. 215,,—216,; 19948, c. 236—237). 51
AyMalo, 4TO JI0 TeX IIOp, II0Ka CIOp O TOM, KaKasd
3TMYecKasl Teopus IIpaBiyIbHA (VJIM, IO KparHen
Mepe, JIydlllasi U3 JIOCTYIIHBIX B HacToslllee Bpe-
Ms), He pellleH, KpUTYKa JIPyTrix TeOpuil 3a TO, 4TO
OHM SIBJISIIOTCSI MY PCTBYIOIIVIMYL VIJIV TIOOIIPSIIOT
MyApCTBOBaHMe, BbI3bIBaeT MHOXKECTBO OTBETHBIX
BOITPOCOB. TakmM 0Opa3oM, KaHTOBCKAsl TeOpws
My[OpPCTBOBaHMSI He MOXeT AaTh yOeauTeIbHbIX
OTBETOB Ha CTOIIIVIe TIepel] Hevl BOIIPOCHL, a IMeH-
HO Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, TIOYeMY TaK MHOT'O OOBIYHBIX
CcyOBeKTOB, a Takxke (procodos POpMyIMPYIOT
HEKaHTMAHCKME B3[JISIbI M COIVIAIIIAOTCS C HUMIAL

3. CTaHHapTBI, He 3aBUCAIIINE OT TeOpUn

YcranoBute pas 1 HaBcerga, KTo npas — Ka#r,
KOHCEeKBEHIIVaJIVICThI, IIPUBEPKeHIIbl IPyTruX Te-
opui, BOOOIIle HMKTO MJIV BCe B KAKOVI-TO CTelle-
HU — JEeVICTBUTEILHO CJIOKHAS 3ajadva, M s, KO-
HEYHO, He MOI'y PellIUThb ee B paMKax 3TOVI CTaTbIL.
BmecTo 3TOTO0 S ITpeny10K1IT OBI C/IeT1aTh I1ar Ha3az,
Y 3a7aThCsl BOIIPOCOM, €CThb JIV KaKOVI-TO JApyrou
CII0cO0 OIpenennTh, He MyOPCTBYeT JIM KTO-TO.
Kanr, g nosnararo, 3aTpy/iHseT HOHMMaHVie BOIIpo-
ca CBOVMIMM IIOPOVI BeCbMa TeH[IeHIIVIO3HBIMY OIM-
CaHMSIMU JAHHOIO siBjleHMs. B ero xaprtmHe BCE,
YTO OTKJIOHSIETCS OT SIKOOBI 3[IpaBbIX IIpericTaBIle-
HVI, Ha KOTOPBIX OCHOBBIBAETCS €ro COOCTBEeHHAs
Teopusi, — 3TO HPOAYKT MyApPCTBOBaHMs, HO HU-
4TO M3 ero COOCTBEHHOV TeOpUM He SBJISeTCS Ta-
KoBbIM. TemM He MeHee TaKOVI IIPUCTPACTHBIV ITO/-
X0, — He JIYUILNT CIIOCO0 YITIOBUTH CAaMO SIBJIEHIIE,
K KOTopoMy OH oOpairiaercs. [IprsHanme gaHHO-
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3. Theory-Independent Standards

Settling once and for all who is right —
Kant, consequentialists, other theories, no one
or everyone to some extent — would truly be
a tall order and is certainly not something I
can do here. Instead, I propose that we take a
step back and ask ourselves if there is anoth-
er way to determine whether someone ration-
alises. Kant, I believe, obscures matters with
his, at times, quite tendentious descriptions
of the phenomenon. On the picture he paints
everything that deviates from the supposed-
ly commonsense insights that he bases his
own theory on is a product of rationalising,
and nothing in his own theory is such a prod-
uct. However, the actual phenomenon he has
in mind is not best captured in such a partisan
way. Acknowledging this will help us address
the problem presented in the previous section.

It is, as I see it, a real and significant phe-
nomenon that rationality is a double-edged
sword. Our rational capacities allow us to think
impartially or disinterestedly about ethical
questions, e.g. to reflect about whether we can
will a course of action as a universal law. How-
ever, they also enable us to search for excuses,
construct supposed justification for a course
of action we have already decided to embark
on, to draw subtle but ad hoc distinctions that
make our actions seem better than they are, to
convince ourselves that we had no other option
etc. I think it is one of the strengths of Kant’s
ethics and moral psychology that he was alert
to these phenomena, and at least some of the
phenomena he describes constitute abuses of
rational capacities that everyone, regardless of
the specific ethical theory they accept, should
acknowledge as abuses.



ro daKTa IIOMOXXET HaM PeInTh ITpo0IieMy, Ipesl-
CTaBJICHHYIO B IIPeIBIAYIIEeM pasiere.

To, 4TO panMoHaIbHOCTL — MajIKa O JBYX KOH-
Ijax, 5TO, KakK MHe KaykeTcs, peaylbHOe ¥ 3Hauu-
TesIbHOe sBJIeHMe. Harm paiironabHbIe criocoo-
HOCTVI TIO3BOJISIIOT HaM OecIIpucTpacTHO win Oe3
JIMYHOV 3aVHTEPeCOBAaHHOCTYI PasMBIIIIATE 00
STUYECKMX BOITpOcax — HaIIpMMep, paccy>Xaarh O
TOM, MOXKEM JIVI MBI JKeJIaTh, YTOOBI TOT VIV MHO
oOpa3 mevicTBuiI CcTajl BceoOmMM 3akoHoM. Of-
HaKO OHV TaK)Xe IIO3BOJISIIOT HaM MCKaTb OIpaB-
IaHMs, paspadaTbiBaTh OOOCHOBaHVE IS ILIa-
Ha JIeVICTBUI, K KOTOPOMY MBI y>Ke perivIn Ipu-
CTYIUTh, IPOBOAUTHL TOHKME, HO ITOIBePCTaHHbIe
107, KOHKPEeTHYIO CUTyalluIo pasindms, Onaro-
Iapsi KOTOPBIM HAaIIM JIeVICTBUS KayXKyTCsl JIyYllle,
yeM OHM ecThb Ha caMoM jlefle, yOexyarhb cebst B
TOM, YTO APYTMX BapVaHTOB y Hac He ObUIO, 1 T. 1.
1 mymaro, 4To OHO M3 IIPEVMYIIeCTB KaHTOBCKOW
STUKM Y MOPaJILHOW IICUXOJIOI MM COCTOUT B TOM,
uro KaHT BHMMaTeIbHO OTHOCWIICS K TaKVUM SIBJIe-
HUSIM, U TI0 KpalHer Mepe HeKOTOPhIe 13 OIlViCaH-
HBIX VM CUTYallVM JeVICTBUTEJILHO IIpeICcTaBIIsd-
I0T cODOVI CciTydau 3/10yHoTpeOdsieHs palioHaIb-
HBIMM CIIOCOOHOCTSIMM, KOTOpbIe KaK/IbIVI, He3a-
BUCVIMO OT KOHKPETHOV STUYECKOV TeOpuu, Ipu-
HVIMaeMOVI B Ka4eCTBe OCHOBBI [1JIsI PACCyXXIEHVIVI,
IIOJDKEH IIPU3HATh 37I0yIOTpeOIeHmeM.

JI mymaro, 3pech KpoeTcsl KJIIoU K PelleHuIo
11po0JieMBl, TIpeficTaBjleHHOV B pasfesie 2. Cyile-
CTBYIOT OIIpeJle/IeHHbIe CIIOCOOBI VICTIOIIb30BAHIS
COOCTBEHHBIX PaIlMOHAIIBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN, KO-
TOpble OJDKHBI Ka3aTbCd HaM IIpo0IeMaTUyUHbI-
MU VIV HEeCOBePIIEHHBIMM BHE 3aBUCHMOCTV OT
KOHKPETHOM ISTUYECKOV TeOpur, KOTOPOVI MBI
OPUBEpPXKEeHBI, IIOTOMY YTO HAIIM PpacCy XKIeHs
HapyIIaloT He3abucumbvie om meopuy cCTaHOap-
TBI JJOJDKHOT'O VCIIOJIB30BaHMs pasyMa. DTU CTaH-
JapThl HEe3aBUCUMBI OT T€OPUI B TOM CMBICJIE, UTO
OHM He IIperiojaraloT UCIIO/Ib30BaHe KOHKpeT-
HOVI 3MmMuteckoil TeOpUN. DTO, KOHEYHO, He O3Hava-
€T, YTO OHM He TpeOyroT npexnmonoxennn®. OH1

%51 GiaropgapeHn 3axapy YarpoHy 3a TO, UTO OH IIpU3Bal
MEHSI Pa3bsICHUTD, B KAKOM CMBICIIE 3TV CTAHIAPTHI He3a-
BVICHIMBI OT TEOPWIL.
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I think herein lies the clue to addressing the
problem presented in section 2. There are cer-
tain ways of using one’s rational capacities that
should strike us as problematic or deficient, re-
gardless of the specific ethical theory we accept,
because our reasoning violates theory-independ-
ent standards of the good use of reason. These
standards are theory-independent in the sense
that they do not assume a specific ethical theo-
ry. This, of course, does not mean that they do
not require assumptions.” They make assump-
tions about practical rationality and minimally
decent reasoning. My hope is that a theory of
minimally decent reasoning can help us detect
uncontroversial forms of rationalising and can
help us understand what it means to rational-
ise, even without first working out which ethi-
cal theory is right. In what follows, I will avail
myself of a somewhat indirect approach and,
rather than introducing a full theory of mini-
mally decent reasoning or positive standards
directly, I will hint at such standards by way of
discussing five abuses of rational capacities that
ought to be avoided.

1) Bullshitting: It is relatively easy to diag-
nose a misuse of rational capacities when some-
one doesn’t even seem to be serious about
truth. This is of limited use when we investi-
gate our own reasoning. After all, if I rational-
ise, I aim to present an excuse or justification
as valid or convincing to myself. Thus, I must
care about truth to some extent for this activi-
ty to make sense. However, disregard for truth
is something that we can encounter in interac-
tion with others and in public discourse, espe-
cially in politics. An infamous example is US
Senator Jon Kyl, who in a 2011 Senate speech

2] am grateful to Zacharie Chiron for urging me to
clarify in what sense these standards are theory-inde-
pendent.
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IeJIAf0T IIPEIIONIOKEeHNS O IIPaKTIIEeCKOV pary-
OHAJIBHOCTVI VI MVHVMAJIBHO IIPVEMJIEMOM pac-
CyXIeHm. S Ha/leloCh, YTO TeOpVsl MUHVIMAJIBHO
[IPVEMJIEMOTO PacCy>XIeHMsl IIOMOXeT HaM BBIS-
BUTh HENPOTUBOpeunBble (POPMBI MYIpPCTBOBA-
HWS Y HOHSTBH, YTO 3HAYUT MYIPCTBOBATh, HaXe
0e3 1IpeBapUTEITFHOTO BBISICHEHMS, KaKasl IMeH-
HO 3THYecKas Teopusl BepHa. B paipHerIeMm s
BOCTIOJIB3YIOCh B KaKOVI-TO Mepe KOCBeHHBIM ITOI-
XOZIOM VI BMECTO TOT'O, UTOOBI HAIIPSIMYIO BBOAVITH
IIOJIHYIO TEOPUIO MHVMaJIBHO IIPVeMJIeMOro pac-
CY)KAEHMSI VIV TIO3UTUBHBIX CTaHIApPTOB, HaMeK-
Hy Ha TaKye CTaHJapThl, PaCCMOTPEB IIATh 3JI0y-
IIOTpeOIeHMTT paliOHaIBHBIMY CIIOCOOHOCTSIMY,
KOTOPBIX CJIeflyeT 130eraTs.

1. HadyBameavcmbo. OTHOCUTEIIBHO IIPOCTO
pacrosHaTh HeIpaBMJIBHOE VICIIOIIb30BaHMe pa-
[IMOHAJIBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN, KOrja KTO-TO JIa’ke
He IIBITAeTCsI BCEpPbe3 OTHOCUTBCS K MCTUHe. Ta-
KOVI ITOZIXOJI VIMeeT OrpaHMYeHHOe ITpVIMeHeHIE,
KOI7Ia MBI IIOZIBEpraeM aHa/IM3y HalllVl COOCTBEH-
HBle pacCyXIeHns. B KoHIle KOHIIOB, MyIpPCTBYS,
s CTPEMJTIOCH ITPEICTABUTh OTTOBOPKY VIV OIIPaB-
IJaHVMe KakK [IeVICTBUTEeIbHbIe WIN yOemuTeIbHbIe
1715 MeH$ caMoro. TakviM 00pa3om, uToOsI 3Ta 1es-
TeJIBHOCTB VIMeJIa CMBICJI, 51 B HEKOTOPOVI CTeIIeH N
IoDKeH 3a00TuThes 00 mcTrHe. OIHAKO ¢ IIpeHe-
OpesxeHVeM VICTVHOVI MBI MOXXeM CTOJIKHYTBCS BO
B3aVIMOZIEVICTBUY C IPYT VMM U B ITyOJIM9HOM Ivic-
Kypce, OCOOeHHO B HoymTHKe. IleuanpHO m3BecT-
HBIM IIPMIMEPOM SIBJISIeTCS peub ceHaTopa [ KoHa
Karia B Cenare CIIIA B 2011 1., KOorma oH 3asBIAJI,
YTO 3aHMMAIOMIASCS PelpPOAYKTUBHBIM 310PO-
BbeM opraHmsarnys «KoHTponpyeMoe pognTesTb-
crBo» TpatuT 90% cBoero OropkeTa Ha aOOPTBHI.
Korpa sto yTBep)XaeHMe MOOBEpPIiIi COMHEHMIO,
OH OTBETWI, YTO CKa3aHHOE VM «He IIpeTeH/I0Ba-
JI0 Ha cTaTyc (PaKTOIIOTMUECKOTO YTBEPKICHVIS.

3eck eCTh KaK MMHVMYM JIBe OT/IeJIbHBIE IIPO-
Ortembl. Bo-trepBrIX, B TOM, Kak Kavut ripencrasnit
CBOe 3asiBJIeHIe, He ObIJI0 HMKAKMX yKa3aHWUI Ha
TO, YTO OHO OBUIO 3a/TyMaHO KaK HEYTO VIHOE, YeM
daxTosIormyeckoe yTeepkueHne. B aToMm cmbicite
3asiBjieHVIe OBUIIO OOMAHHBIM ¥, ITPEIIIONIOKITE b~
HO, TAaKOBBIM 3a/1y MBIBAJIOCh. BO-BTOPBIX, €CIIV MBI
npuMeM apryMeHThl Kariijla 3a 4mcTyio MOHeTY,
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claimed that the reproductive healthcare pro-
vider Planned Parenthood spends 90% of its
budget on abortions. When this statement was
challenged, he replied that what he said was
“not intended to be a factual statement”.

There are at least two separate issues here.
Firstly, the way Kyl presented the statement
lacked any indication that it was intended as
anything other than a factual statement. In
this sense, the statement was deceptive and
presumably intended to be so. Secondly, if
we take Kyl’'s defence at face value, a deeper
problem emerges: lack of interest in, and re-
gard for, truth. Such disregard has been la-
belled “bullshitting” by Harry Frankfurt (2005).
Bullshitting becomes apparent when people
make claims that show that it does not matter
to them whether their claims are true or false.
More recent examples for this behaviour from
US, UK and other politics are easy to come by.

Kant’s examples for rationalising are more
sophisticated than someone talking and rea-
soning as if truth did not matter. Moreover,
outright bullshitting is relatively rare, since
bullshitters are usually found out. A convinc-
ing lie is usually a better means to convince
others and oneself than making outlandish
claims with great confidence, though the latter
might be effective in certain professional set-
tings and in politics if standards of public de-
bate have been eroded. Moreover, it seems that
certain kinds of people, such as white, afflu-
ent and older men, are more likely to get away
with this kind of behaviour.

One caveat that will become important be-
low is that a bullshitter might indeed utter true
statements, but whether or not the statements
are true does not matter to him. However, this
also means that just because someone bullshits,
does not mean that he is wrong. Yet, bullshit-
ting is a violation of basic standards of the
good use of one’s reason, which requires a re-
gard for truth.



BO3HMKHeT Oojiee miIyOokasi mpobsema: OTCyT-
CTBUIe MIHTepeca U yBakeHVs K MCTHe. Takoe 1Ipe-
HeOpexxeHMe ObpUIO HasBaHO [appu PpaHKPYP-
toM (Frankfurt, 2005) «gamysarenscTBom». Hamy-
BATEJIbCTBO CTAHOBUTCS OYEBMITHBIM, KOT/A JIFOIIV
IeJIal0T YTBepPXKIeHMs, ITOKa3bIBAIOIIIVe, UTO IIJIs
VX aBTOPOB He VIMeeT 3HadeHWs, VICTMHHBI MX
yTBEP)KAEHVS VIV JIOKHBL Bosiee cBexue mprime-
Pl Takoro rosefieHVs roymTykos 13 CLIIA, Benu-
KOOPWMTaHMUM VI APYTVIX CTPaH HaTH JIETKO.

KanT npmsommr Oosiee CIIOXKHBIE IpUIMEpPHI
MYyJIPCTBOBAHS, HEXXEJIV Te CUTYalIVV, KOI/Ia KTO-
TO TOBOPUT W pacCy’kaeT Tak, Kak OyITo McTuHa
He VIMeeT 3Ha4yeHMs. bosiee TOro, oTKpoBeHHOE Ha-
IlyBaTeJIbCTBO BCTPeUYaeTCsl OTHOCUTEIBHO PeIKo,
TaK KaK €ro aBTOpoB OOBIYHO pa3oOiauaror. YOe-
IOUTeIbHas JIOXKb OOBIYHO sIBIIsieTCs1 Oostee s dek-
TUBHBIM CPe[ICTBOM YOeXaeHUs Ipyrux u ceds,
yeM HeJIeIlble 3asBJIEHVs], IIYCThb VI CIeIaHHBIe C
Oorbimont yBepeHHOCTHIO. [locitenaee mmpm 3TOM
MOXXeT OBbITh 3P (PEKTMBHBIM CPECTBOM B OIIperie-
JIEHHBIX TIPOeCCOHAIIBHBIX YCIIOBUSX VI B TIOJIV-
TUKe — B CUTYaLVsX, KOI7Ia IIOJJOpBaHbI CTaHap-
THI ITyO/TMaHBIX AebaToB. bosee Toro, moxoxe, uTo
HEKOTOPBIM TUIIaM JIIOASIM, TAaKMM Kak Oejrble 00e-
CIIe4eHHBbIe TIOXIIIbIe MYXXUVHBI, TaKoe IIOBerle-
Hyle C HanOOJIBbIIIel BEPOSTHOCTBIO CXOINT C PYK.

B nmanpnenimnen OVICKYCCUW BaXXHO YYUTBIBAaTh
OIIHO 3aMeuaHVie — HeCYIINil YyIIlb YeJIOBeK Jev-
CTBUTEIIBHO MOXET ITPOM3HOCUTH IIpaB/VBbIe
yTBepXKIIeHWs, HO I Hero He VIMeeT 3HaueHs,
VICTVIHHBI 3TV yTBepXKIeHs 1y HeT. OHaKO 3TO
TaK>Ke O3Ha4aeT CJIeAyIoIee: TO, YTO KTO-TO 3aHU-
MaeTcsl HaJlyBaTeIbCTBOM, He JJOKa3bIBaeT, YTO OH
He IIpaB. TeM He MeHee Ha/lyBaTeJIbCTBO — 3TO Ha-
PylLIeHVe OCHOBHBIX CTaH[IAPTOB HaJljIeXalllero
VICTIOJIIb30BaHMS CBOETO pa3yMa, TpeOyIoIINX yBa-
JKeHMS K VICTVHE.

2. Paccyxoenus, 0Buxxumvie onpedeseHHOU 1o-
Becmxon. Kax y>ke yIIOMIMHAIIOCh, OOVIH W3 CIIOCO-
00B HapyIlleHUs palVIOHAJIBHBIX CTaHOAPTOB —
3TO VICIIOJIb30BaHVe HaIlleyl PalyIOHaIBHOCTI 1S
00OCHOBaHMS BBIOOPA, COIVIACHO KOTOPOMY MBI
yXXe TIPUHSUIM pellleHle eVICTBOBaTh W yiKe
OCYIIeCTBIIIN JevicTBUsA. Harmm  paccyxmenms
3/1ech HeOeCIIpUCTPacTHBI OTHOCUTEIIBHO pe3yilb-

27

M. Sticker

2) Agenda-driven reasoning: 1 have already
suggested that one way to violate rational
standards is if we employ our rationality to
find reasons for options we have already de-
cided we will take or we have already tak-
en. Our deliberation here is not unbiased
as to the results. This is the classic ration-
al-tail-wagging-the-emotional-dog sense of
rationalising where an agent seeks to find post
hoc rational justifications for decisions driven
by emotions (see e.g. Haidt, 2001; Ellis and
Schwitzgebel, 2020, p. 23). One specific ver-
sion of this agenda-driven reasoning is the
well-documented confirmation or “myside”
bias: the intellectually dishonest behaviour
of only looking for reasons and evidence sup-
porting one’s own position and not looking
for or ignoring objections against, and prob-
lems for, one’s position.

However, we should bear in mind that just
because reasoning is driven by an agenda, this
does not mean it cannot be right. Presumably,
some societal, scientific and philosophical pro-
gress was achieved where thinkers stuck to
their guns in the face of seemingly overwhelm-
ing evidence against their view and ended up
vindicated. That biased reasoning and rational-
ising in general can be correct is strangely ab-
sent from Kant’s discussion of concrete cases of
rationalising in the ethical sphere. This is pre-
sumably the case because Kant thinks that con-
science cannot be too harsh. After all, agents
could always be more committed to duty and
work on their character more.* Thus, it is al-
ways better to acknowledge one’s imperfection
and to reinforce one’s commitment to duty.

It should be noted, though, that a number
of Kant’s contemporaries whose work Kant
was familiar with did maintain that incorrect

#See Sticker (2021b) for critical discussion of this view.
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TaTOB. DTO KJIACCMYECKMII IPVMepP MYHIpPCTBOBa-
HWSI, KOITIa «PalVIOHAJIBHBIVI XBOCT BIJISET 3MO-
LIVIOHAJIBHOVI CODAKOVI», TO €CTh KOITIa CyObeKT ITbI-
TaeTCs nocmgpaxmym HaUTU parjioHaIbHBIe 000-
CHOBaHM peIIeHn I, IBVDKMMBIX SMOIIMAMM (CM.,
Harp.: Haidt, 2001; Ellis, Schwitzgebel, 2020, p. 23).
OnHOV "3 KOHKPETHBIX BEPCUIT TaKVX pacCyKiie-
HWUV B yTOAY OIpeIeIeHHOV IIOBECTKe SIBJISeTCS
XOPOIIO 3a/JOKYMEHTMPOBAaHHOE TIOITBEPXKIEeHVIe
VIV TIPEIB3ATOCTb B CBOIO IIOJIBb3Yy: MHTEJIIEKTY-
aJIbHO HeueCcTHOe IIOBefieHMe, 3aKyIioJarolrieecs B
TIOVICKe TOJIBKO TeX IIPWYMH U JI0Ka3aTesIbCTB, KO-
TOpPBIe TIO/JIEP)KMBAIOT COOCTBEHHYIO IIO3VIIVIO, a
TaK>Xe B OTCYTCTBVV IIOVICKA VIV UITHOPVPOBAHW
BO3pa’keHU 7 IIpo0IieM, CBUIETETbCTBYIOMINX He
B II0JIb3Yy CBOEVI MO3UIINA.

MpI IOJKHBEL MIMETB B BUJLY, OHAKO, UTO pac-
CYXKIIeHVsl He MOT'y'T ObITh HellpaBUJIbHBIM JINIITb
IIOTOMY, YTO OHW JIBVDKMMBI OIIpesieJIeHHOV IIO-
BECTKOM. BIIOJIHE BO3MOXKHO, UTO HEKOTOPBIV 00-
IIIeCTBEHHBIV, HAay4YHBI U (PWIOCOPCKUI IIpO-
rpecc ObUT IOCTUTHYT TaM, I7ie MBICIITEIIV IIPO-
JOJDKaJIM CTOSITh Ha CBOEM Ilepeq JIMIIOM, Kasa-
JI0Ch OBI, HEOITPOBEPXKMMBIX [I0Ka3aTeJIbCTB IIPO-
TUB MX TOYKM 3peHMs ¥ B KOHEYHOM UTOTe JI0Ka-
3BIBaJIVI CBOIO ITPaBOTY. Vmest o ToM, uTo TIpenB3s-
TOe paccy>kK7ieHVie VI MyJIpCTBOBaHVe B 00IIeM Mo-
I'yT OBITH IIPaBWIIBHBIMY, CTPAHHBIM 00pa3oM He
IIpeficTaBjleHa B KaHTOBCKOM OOCY>KIEeHWMM KOH-
KPeTHBIX CITy4aeB MYApPCTBOBAaHMS B 3TUYECKON
cdepe. BepodTHO, Tak MOIYyYMIIOCH IOTOMY, UTO
KaHT cunTaet, uTo coBeCTh He MOXKEeT OBITh CIIVIII-
KOM CTpPOrovi. B KOHIle KOHIIOB, CyObeKTHI BCeraa
MOryT OBITH ellle Oojiee IIpelaHbI JIONTY U ellle
Oorbltie pabotaTh Haztr cBOMM xapakTepom?:. Takim
obpa3oM, Bcerga JIydille HPU3HATH COOCTBEHHOE
HeCOBEPIIIEHCTBO U IIPOIOJDKUTE YKPEIUIATh CBOIO
MPUBEPKEHHOCTH JOJTY.

Crrlenyer OTMeTUTB, OJHAaKO, UTO psll, COBpe-
MeHHMKoB KaHTa, ¢ paboTamy KOTOPbIX OH OBII
3HAKOM, YTBEpXXIasIy, YTO HeIpaBWIbHOE pac-
Cy>k7IeHVie CITOCOOHO IIPVBECTVI K BEPHBIM Pe3yJIb-
TaTaM, a CTPOrOCTh COBECTU MOXeT OBITh Upes-
MepHot. Artekcauap o6 baymrapren, Hammpu-
Mep, II0JIaraeT, YTO «CaMOe OIIMOOYHOe PacCyk-
JIeHVie MOXXET IIPUBOAUTH K BEPHBIM BBIBOZAM»

2 CM. KpWUTWYecKoe OOCYyXXIeHVe 3TOVI TOUKW 3pPEHVI:
(Sticker, 20216).
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reasoning can have true results and that con-
science can be overly strict. Alexander Gott-
lieb Baumgarten (2000, pp. 100-101, § 177),*
for instance, explicitly asserts that “[t]he most
mistaken reasoning can have true conclu-
sions”, and Christian August Crusius (1772,
pp- 184-186, § 46) warns that conscience can be
“scrupuldse” or overly strict. It is entirely con-
ceivable that, every once in a while, an abuse
of rational capacities stumbles upon something
true and that reasoning driven by self-love can
uncover actual excuses and valid justifications.
It is, after all, possible that agents overestimate
the scope or authority of morality. Cynthia
Stark (1997), for instance, presents the exam-
ples of an overly deferential housewife in the
1950s and a person of colour who, owing to
prevailing social norms, regard themselves as
inferior to others. These people might believe
that they morally owe certain things to others
that, in fact, they do not. If they start to con-
struct arguments with the intention of vindi-
cating or elevating their self-love then they
might indeed end up with a more rather than
less accurate notion of what they actually owe.
Agenda-driven reasoning is therefore not a
conclusive indication of rationalising in a prob-
lematic sense, but it should certainly make us
suspicious if agents embark on ethical reflec-
tion with the aim of vindicating a conclusion
they already endorse.

3) Jumping between principles: A more elabo-
rate and harder to pin down form of rational-
ising is when I base my reasoning on several
moral principles where each might be plausi-
ble and impartially justifiably on its own, but
I switch between a number of these principles
as it best suits me. For instance, I might be a

#Thanks to Toshiro Osawa for drawing my attention to
this passage.



(Baumgarten, 2000, S. 100—101, § 177)*, a Xpuctu-
aH Asryct Kpysum (Crusius, 1772, S. 184 —186, § 46)
HIpenyIpeXaaeT, YTO COBECTh MOXET ObITh «CKpY-
ITyJIe3HOVI», WJIV Ype3MepHO CTporom. BriosiHe Bos-
MOXKHO, UTO BpeMs OT BpeMeH! 3JI0yIIoTpebsieH e
PallVOHAJIBHBIMIM  CIIOCOOHOCTSIMM  HaTaJIKVMBaeT
Ha YTO-TO WCTVMHHOE VI YTO PacCyXXIeHWs, ABV-
XKVIMBIe ceOsiIro0reM, MOr'y T HalTV BecKyie OIlpaB-
IaHMs Y MMeIoIe Cyly obocHOBaHM:. B koHIle
KOHIIOB, BO3MOXHO, CyOBEKTBHI II€peOIleHMBaIOT
oxBaT mim aBropuTeT Mopaim. Hanpumep, Cun-
st CTapK IPUBOOWUT IIPYMEPBI Ype3MepHO I10Y-
TUTEIBHON ToMOX03s11KM 1950-x IT. M 11BeTHOro
4eJIoBeKa, KOTOPBIV 113-3a IIpeo0IIaiafoIX CoIy-
aJIbHBIX HOpM cumTaeT cebs Hvpke Apyrux (Stark,
1997). DTm oy MOTyT HoOJIaraTh, YTO OHM MO-
paJyIbHO YeM-TO O0si3aHBI JIPYTMM, HO Ha CaMOM
Iieste 5TO He TakK. Ecjivt OHM HauHYT TPy MBIBaTh
apryMeHTHI C HaMepeHVIeM OIIpaBIaTh VIV BO3BbI-
CUTB CBOIO JII000Bb K cebe, TO OHM JIeVICTBUTEIIbHO
MOT'YT IIPUMTY K O0Jlee-MeHee TOUHOMY ITpefiCTaB-
JIEHVIO O TOM, YTO OHM Ha CaMOM [iejle IOJDKHBIL.
Taxum obpasom, paccyxaeHve, ABVDKIMOE OIlpe-
IIeJIEHHOV TIOBECTKOVI, He SIBJISIeTCS PellaroIyM
IIPM3HAKOM ITpOOJIEMHOrO MYJIPCTBOBaHMS, HO B
TO JKe BpeMsI OHO, 0e3yCIJIOBHO, JIOJIKHO BBI3bIBATh
y Hac HaCTOPOXXeHHOCTh — B CJTydae, ecyu Cyob-
€KTBhI IIPEIIIPVHVMAIOT 3TUYECKVe pasMBbIIIIe-
HWUSL C 11eJIbI0 OOOCHOBaHMS yMO3aKJIIOUeHMsl, KO-
TOpO€e OHM y>Ke U TaK IOIIeP)KMBAOT.

3. XKoneaupobanue npunyunamu. boree msomr-
peHHas M TpydHas I ompererieHUs dopMa
MYIpCTBOBaHMSI — Korfa si 0asupyio cBoM pac-
CYXXIIeHMs Ha HEeCKOJIBKVIX MOPAJIbHBIX IIPVHIIV-
I1ax, KaXXIBIV 13 KOTOPBIX MOXKET BHYIIATh [I0Be-
pvie 1 ObITH OecrIprCTPacTHO OOOCHOBAaHHBIM CaM
110 ceOe, HO MepecKaKMBaro C OJIHOrO IIPMHINMIIA Ha
IPYTOV B 3aBVUCVIMOCTY OT TOTO, KaKOVI MHe OOJIbIIIe
Bcero nonxoauT. Hampumep, st Mory ObITh J1bep-
TapyaHIIeM®, CTOs1 Y M30MpaTeIbHOM YPHBI 1 TOJI0-
Cysl HPOTWB yBeJIMYeHNs Hajlora, KOTOpoe MOXXeT

% Brraropapio Tommpo OcaBy 3a IIpuBiieueHIMEe MOETO
BHVIMaHV K JaHHOMY (DparMeHTy.

% JlymaTh 0 TnOepTapvaHCTBe KaK O BHYIIIAIOIIEM JIOBe-
puie IIpUHINIIe caMOM II0 cebe — IPMU3HATBCS, ITO YXKe
repebop. 3mech g MMeIO B By HEKOTOpble (PryIocodcKm
HanboJlee yBakaeMble BepCHI 3TOVI KOHIIeMIINY, Hallpy-
Mmep P. Hosuxka (Nozick, 1974), a He mony isgpHble BapyaH-
ThI, YaCTO ABJISIONTECs IIPOCTO Byaslblo, TPUKpPhIBAOIIEeN
Ge3ymep KHYIO KaJHOCTb.

M. Sticker

libertarian® at the ballot box and vote against
a tax increase that would negatively affect me
(but be beneficial for those worse off than me),
a Kantian about my duties to non-human ani-
mals and the global poor and think that these
duties are not very stringent or some kind of
consequentialist when it comes to sweatshop
labour. (It is advantageous for consumers, and
sweatshop workers are being made materi-
ally better off than they otherwise would be,
so this arrangement seems unobjectionable.)
Again, I might be a Kantian when it comes to
my own moral status and maybe the moral
status of those close to me (I strenuously ob-
ject to any form of disrespect against me and
loved ones). If things are going well for me, I
might also be a communitarian who resists so-
cietal change at home, but when on holidays
in exotic locations I insist on being treated in a
cosmopolitan manner and that I am accorded
the rights and respect that are due to a citizen
of the world.

This position is, of course, a caricature, but
there is a serious core to it. The plethora of ethi-
cal and political principles that have been advo-
cated and that agents are familiar with, either
in the form of proper principles or in the form
of intuitions underlying these principles, in-
vite agents to mix or jump between principles.
Maybe we are sometimes even required to do
so, since it could be the case that no single prin-
ciple gives plausible results for all of the many
different areas of ethical concern we encounter.
Maybe we should be utilitarians (of a satisficing
kind) to non-human animals and the worst-off
humans and Kantians to everyone else (primar-
ily refraining from violations of rights), com-

#Thinking of libertarianism as a principle that is plausi-
ble on its own is admittedly stretching the imagination.
I am here thinking of some of the philosophically more
respectable versions of this idea (e.g. Nozick, 1974), not
the popular versions that are often simply a thin veil for
unlimited greed.
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HEeTaTMBHO CKa3aTbCsl Ha MOeV KM3HU (HO ITPVHO-
CUTB TIOJIB3Y TeM, KTO XVBET XY)Ke, 4eM $1); KaHTU-
aHIIEM B TOM, UTO KacaeTcsl MOMX O0sI3aHHOCTEV TI0
OTHOITIEHVIO K JXVIBOTHBIM VI O€THEVIIIVIM CJIOSIM
HaceJIeHVsI MMpa, CUNTasl, YTO 3TV OOS3aHHOCTM
He OYeHb CTPOIMe; B KaKOVI-TO Mepe KOHCEKBEH-
LIVQJIVICTOM, KOI7Ia pedb MAeT O IIOTOTOHHOM TPY-
fie (3TO IIPMHOCKUT TIOJIB3Y MOTpedUTeIIsIM, a MaTe-
pUaIbHOE TIOJIOXKEHVe pabOTHMKOB ITOTOTOHHBIX
HIPEIIPUSTIAV CTAHOBUTCS JIyYIlle B CPAaBHEHWM C
TeM, KaKViM ObI OHO MOIJIO OBITh B IIPOTVBHOM CJIy-
4ae, II03TOMY TaKOVI TIOPSI/IOK Ka’keTCsl He BhI3bIBa-
IOIIVIM BO3PaKeHMM); ¥ CHOBa KaHTMaHIIEM, KOr7ia
ey MIeT 0 MoeM COOCTBEHHOM MOPaJIBHOM CTATY-
ce V1, MOXXeT OBITh, MOPAJIBHOM CTaTyce MOVX O3~
KVIX (S KaTeropmdaecKy BO3paykato IIPOTMB JIF000V
dopMbI HeyBakeHMsSI KO MHe U MOVM OJIV3KVIM).
A ecyit feTla y MeHS MIIYT XOPOIIIO, ST MOTY TaKyKe
OBITH KOMMYHWUTApPVICTOM, COIIPOTUBIISISICH COLIVI-
aJIBHBIM VI3MEHEHVSIM y ceOsl [IoMa, HO Ha OTHbIXe
B 9K30TMYECKNX CTpaHaX HacTamBas Ha TOM, YTO-
ObI KO MHe OTHOCVUIVICH C KOCMOITOJTUTIYECKVIX IT0-
3ULIVVL V1 IIPEIOCTABIIsUIN IIpaBa M YBaXkeHe, I10-
JIararoIyecs rpakIaHHY MUpa.

DTa O3UIIVs, KOHEUHO, KaprKaTypHa, HO B Hell
€CTb 3[IpaBoe 3epHO. V[300mine 3TIyuecknx u Io-
JTATWYECKMX IPUHIIAIIOB, KOTOPBIe IIporaraHy-
PYIOTCSL M ¢ KOTOPBIMM CyOBeKTBI 3HAKOMBI JIM00
B popMe cOOCTBEHHO MIPUHIINIIOB, JIN00 B popme
VIHTYWTVBHBIX ITP€eJICTaBIIEHNT, JIEXAIIVIX B OCHO-
Be 3TVX IIPUHIIUIIOB, IIO0yX/JaeT CyObeKTOB cMe-
IITMBATh VIX VIV KOHIJIPOBATh MMU. BO3MOXHO,
VMHOTAa HaM JaXke IIPUXOAWNTCS 3TO [eslaTh, IIO-
CKOJIBKY OBIBaeT TaK, UTO HV OIVH IIPVHIINII He
HIPUHOCUT afIeKBaTHBIX Pe3yJIbTaTOB JIsS MHOXe-
CTBa Pa3JINYHBIX aCIIEKTOB STMUUECKIX IIPo0dsIeM, ¢
KOTOPBIMI MBI CTaJIKMBaeMcs. MoxeT ObITb, HaM
crerryer ObITH yTuIMTapucTamMu (YHOBJIETBOPU-
TEJIPHOTO THUIIa*) IT10 OTHONIEHWIO K >KMBOTHBIM
VI JIIOIISIM, HaXOMSIIVIMCS B HaMXYZIIeM ITOJIOXKe-
HWUM, ¥ KaHTMAHIIAMM IO OTHOIIEHWIO KO BCeM
OCTaJIBHBIM (IIPeX/Ie BCEro BO3IEPXKMBAsCh OT Ha-
PYILIEHUTI IIpaB), KOMMYHUTapVCTaMI B OTHOIIIE-
HVV HEKOTOPBIX OOIIECTB (MMEFOIIIVIX XOPOIIIO pas-

7 CorracHO 3TOVI KOHIENIINI YTVUIMTapu3Ma, IIOCTYIIOK
ABJISIeTCsl IIPaBWJIbHBIM TOIIa M TOJIBKO TOT[a, KOrja OH
HIPUHOCKT docmamounoe Giaronornyune. — IIpumey. peo.
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munitarians about some societies (the ones that
enjoy well-developed democratic institutions
and have achieved a high level of transparen-
cy and good governance) and liberals about all
other societies, Marxists about housing, health-
care and energy, but not about the entertain-
ment and hospitality sector, and libertarians
about freedom of speech etc.”

Yet, jumping between principles also entails
the danger that morality becomes overly suit-
ed to my non-moral pursuits, if I find the right
mix of principles. Moreover, this strategy is po-
tentially insidious because agents do seem to
have moral principles on their side. It is thus
easy for them to deem themselves morally jus-
tified. Yet, they might also be able seemingly to
discharge many of the requirements of morali-
ty without doing anything or without sacrific-
ing anything for it. Kant himself warns of such
an attitude when he criticises the popular phi-
losophers who combine various elements from
virtue ethics, theology, moral-sense theory, per-
fectionism etc. into a “disgusting mish-mash
of gleaned observations and half-rationalising
principles” (GMS, AA 04, p. 409, ,,; Kant, 2011,
p- 47), which makes an agent “waver” (ibid.,
p. 411 ; Kant, 2011, p. 51) between these ele-
ments and confuses her judgement.?

7 Of course, the idea that no one principle exhausts the
ethical realm might ultimately show that principles are
not what we should be concerned with in the first place.
Rather, our moral judgements should be responsive to
morally relevant features of each individual situation.
See Dancy (2004) for such an approach.

%It should be noted that in the Metaphysics of Morals
Kant himself presents two different doctrines, one of
right and one of virtue. Some have read this as right
and virtue constituting or containing different and in-
dependent standards (Wood, 2014, pp. 90-118 (ch. 4)), in
which case even Kant’s own practical philosophy would
require different standards for different contexts or
questions. However, both standards would presumably
still be grounded in the same metaphysics. I am grateful
to an anonymous referee for raising the possibility that
Kant himself might suggest that we jump between prin-
ciples, albeit in an orderly, non-ad hoc manner.



BUTBIE JIEMOKpaTU4ecKye MHCTUTYTBI U JIOCTUT-
IIVX BBICOKOTO YPOBHS IPO3PAYHOCTV M JIOJDK-
HOTO yIIpaB/leHNs) U mbepasiaMyt B OTHOIIEHW
BCeX IPYIMX OOIIeCTB, MApPKCHUCTAMM B BOIIPOCAX
XKVUIBS, 3[IPaBOOXPaHEHNS V1 SHeproodecieueH s,
HO He B OTHOIIEHWI MHAYCTPUM pa3BIeueHUN 1
TOCTVHMYHOrO Owm3Heca, M juOepTapuaHIaMi B
BOITPOCaX CBOOOBI CJTOBA ¥ T. 11.%°

Tem He MeHee XOHITIMpOBaHMe MPVHIIMIIAMY
TakKXXe BjIeueT 3a co0OV OIacHOCTEL TOr'O, YTO MO-
paJIb CTaHET CIIVIIIKOM IIPVCTIOCOOIEHHOV K MOVIM
HEMOPAJIBHBIM YCTPeMJIEHVSIM, eCiIV S Havy
IIpaBVIIBHOE COYeTaHVe IIPUHIINIIOB. bosee Toro,
JlaHHAsI CTpaTerus IOTEeHIIMAIIBHO KOBAapHA, IIO-
TOMY YTO CyOBeKTaM KakeTcsi, Oy/ITO MOpaJIbHbIe
IPUHINITBL Ha MX cTopoHe. Takmm obpasoM, 1M
JIeTKO HavTu cebe MopasibHOe orpasraHue. ITpu
3TOM OHM TaK’kKe MOTYT BBIIIOJIHSITB, Ka3aJIoCh Obl,
MHOIVie TpeOOBaHWMS MOpaIv, HUYETrO He Jierias
¥ HrdeM 1t oToro He xeptBys. Cam KanT mpe-
IIOCTeperaeT OT WCIOJIB30BAHMS TAaKOIrO IIOMIXO-
7la, Korjga KpUTHKYyeT IOMyJISpHBIX Priiocodos,
OOBENVHAIONINX pa3/IMIHble 3JIEMEHTBI 3TUKU
Io0poreTesv, TeoJIOrMM, TeOPUM HPAaBCTBEHHO-
TO 9yBCTBa, IlepdeKIIMOoHM3Ma 1 T. 1. B «<OTBpaTH-
TeJIPHYIO CMeCh HaxBaTaHHBIX OTOBCIOY HaOJIfo-
IOeHUV ¥ OecCVITBHBIX ITPUHIIVIIOB MYAPCTBOBA-
Hus» (AA 04, S. 409,,_,,, Kant, 1997, c. 109; nepe-
BOZ] YTOUHeH. — Ped.), uTo feraeT cyObeKTa «Ko-
ned[mromumcs]» (AA 04, S. 411 ; Kanr, 1997, c. 113)
Cpenvi TVX 2JIEMEHTOB ¥ ITyTaeT ero CyKaeHve”.

% KoHe4HO, mpest O TOM, YTO HU OJIVH TIPVHIINII He Vcuep-
HbIBaeT 3TUYecKyto cdepy, B KOHEYHOM UTOre MOXKeT CBU-
JIeTeJIbCTBOBAaTh, YTO IPVHIIMIIEI — 3TO He TO, O YeM HaM
crterryeT OecIIOKOUTBCS B IepBYIo odepenpb. Ckopee, Harmm
MOpaJTbHBIe Cy>KIeHVs JI0JDKHBI pearvipoBaTh Ha MOPaJIbHO
3HAYMMBbIe OCOOEHHOCTU KaXXIIOV KOHKPETHOVI CUTYaLIVIL.
J1 3HaKOMCTBA ¢ TakyM moaxomoM cM.: (Dancy, 2004).

¥ HeobxommMo OTMeTUTh, uTo B «MeTtadusnke HpPaBOB»
cam KaHT nipericrapiisieT gse pasHble JOKTPUHBI — OJIHY O
IIpaBe 1 BTOpYIO O mobpoperen. HekoTopele nHTepIIpe-
TUPYIOT 3TO TaK, YTO IIPaBo 1 JOOPOHETeNIb IIPECTaBIISIOT
coOovT Wy cofiepyKaT B cebe pas3HbIe M He3aBVCHMbIe CTaH-
nmaptel (Wood, 2014, p. 90—118 (11. 4)), 1 B TakoM ciTydae
Jlaxe cama IpakTmueckas dpwtocodpmst Kanra tpedbosa-
J1a OBl IIpYIMEHeHVISI Pa3HbIX CTAaHIAPTOB A1 Pa3HBIX KOH-
TeKCTOB Wi Borpocos. OnHako oba cTaHAapTa, BUIMMO,
TO-TIpeXKHeMY OyI1yT OCHOBBIBATELCSI Ha OJJHOVI 11 TOVI JKe Me-
TadmsmKe. 51 OmarofgapeH aHOHMMHOMY PelleH3eHTy 3a TO,
YTO OH yKa3aJl Ha BO3MOXXHOCTb TOr0, UTo caM KaHT Mor Obr
peyIOKNUTh HaM ITepeKTIouaThCsl MKy PasHBIMIU ITPVH-
LIMIIaMV, XOT4 V1 B yIIOPSIIIOUeHHOV MaHepe, a He ad hoc.
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One particularly common form of mixing
principles is when I have one set of principles
for my own concerns, well-being and moral sta-
tus and another for everyone else’s. I might be
an absolutist about my own rights and a sceptic
or relativist about the rights of others. Having
such a double standard is what we commonly
label hypocrisy: professing certain high stand-
ards, but only holding others to these standards
and not according others the permissions and
licences I accord to myself.

Once more, diagnosing rationalising here
can only be done if we see a pattern, since any
individual switch between principles might be
innocent and might even be required by the
very nature of the diverse subject matters we
appraise.

4) Ad hocery: A manoeuvre related to
switching between principles is what we in
philosophy sometimes call “making a distinc-
tion without a difference”: Distinguishing be-
tween concepts even though there is no real
difference that corresponds to the conceptu-
al distinction, and where the conceptual oper-
ation only serves to suggest falsely that cases
are morally or otherwise different and should
be evaluated according to different princi-
ples or criteria when, in fact, they are simi-
lar in all relevant aspects. If a rationaliser can
seemingly establish that her action is different
from another action that strikes her or her in-
terlocutors as morally questionable, then mak-
ing a distinction without a difference can be a
powerful strategy to present an action as bet-
ter than it is. Of course, not all distinctions are
without a difference. Ethics is complicated and
sometimes one of my actions might indeed
be morally different from another action that
merely appears to be similar.
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Onxa ocobeHHO pacmpocTpaHeHHas dopMma
CMeIlleHNsI IPUHIIUIIOB — 3TO KOIJla Y MeHs eCThb
OfIVIH HaOOp MPVHIINUIIOB, IPUMeHseMBIX 114 00e-
CIIeYeHMsl CBOMX COOCTBEHHBIX MHTepecoB, 0y1aro-
TIOJTyYMsl VI MOPaJIbHOI'O CTaTyca, a JPyTov — 11
BCeX OCTaJIbHBIX. I MOry OBITH aOCOJIIOTMCTOM B
OTHOLLIEHMV CBOVIX IIPaB M CKeIITUKOM WJIV peJIs-
TUBVICTOM B OTHOIIIeHUM ITpaB gpyrux. Vicrosero-
BaTh OIpe/e/leHHbIe BBICOKME ITPUHIIMIIBL, HO CO-
OmromeHmst X TpeOoBaTh TOJIBKO OT 0pyeux M He
JaBaTh APYIVM pasperieHurt U JIULEH3UI, KOTO-
pele g garo cebe, — Takue IBOVIHbIe CTaHIApPThI
MBI OOBIYHO Has3bIBaeM AULeMepUeM.

OnsTh Xe, BBISABUTH MY PCTBOBAHVIE 371€Ch MOX-
HO TOJIBKO B TOM CJIy4ae, eCJIv Mbl BUJIVIM 3aKOHO-
MEpPHOCTB, IOCKOJIBKY JII000e WHIVBWIIyaIbHOe
HepeKIIoueHye MeXX/Iy IIPUHIIUIIaMIU MOXeT OBITh
HEeBVHHBIM 1 [aXke TpebOoBaThCs CaMOVi IIPUPOION
PpasyIMYHbBIX ABJIEHWUI, KOTOPble MbI OLIeHVBaeM.

4. Cumyamubrocms. MaHeBp, cBA3aHHBIV C IIe-
PpeKJIroueHreM MeXXy IPVHIIMIIaMI, Mbl B pWIIO-
codpum MHOITIa HasblBaeM pas/IMdeHVeM B OTCyT-
CTBME pasHUIIBl, PV KOTOPOM pasIndeHue Io-
HATUVI IIPOBOOWTCS, TaXKe eCJI MeXy HUMW HeT
PpeaTbHOVI KOHIIENTYa/IbHOVI Pa3sHUIIbI, VI KOHIIEII-
TyaJIbHasl OIepalyisl CJIY>XUT TOJIBKO JIJIS JIOKHO-
ro IIPeAIoIOKeHNs], YTO CIydar MOpPaJIbHO WJIN
VIHBIM 00pa3oM pas/IMYHbI 1 JOJDKHBI OIIeHVBATh-
CsI B COOTBETCTBUM C PasHBIMU ITPUHIVIIAMY VJIN
KpUTePVsIMY, TOIIa KaK Ha CaMOM J1eJIe OHV CXOXKI
I10 BCeM COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIM ITapaMeTpaM. Eciii my-
APCTBYIOIINI CYObeKT MOXKeT Ha IepPBBIV B3IJIA]
yOeanTeIbHO JTI0Ka3aTh, UTO €ro AeVICTBYe OT/I4a-
eTcsl OT JIPYTOro JIeVICTBIS, KOTOpoe eMy WIv cobe-
CeTHMKaM Ka)KeTCsl COMHUTEIbHBIM C HPaBCTBeH-
HOVI TOYKW 3peHVs], TO pasjIndeHue B OTCyTCTBUe
PasHUIIBI MOXET OBITH MOIIIHOW cTparerven jIs
IIpefCcTaBIeHVs JeVICTBUA B JIydllleM CBeTe, 4eM
OHO ecTb Ha caMoM Jieste. Konedno, He Bce pasim-
JeHMs He VIMEeIOT OTVIMYUIL. DTUKa CJIOKHA, Y THO-
IrIa OIHO M3 MOVX OEVICTBUN MOXXET OEeVICTBUTEIIb-
HO B MOpaJIbHOM OTHOIIEHUV OT/INYaThCs OT ApPY-
TOro JIEVICTBYSL, IIPOCTO KaXKyIIIETroCst IIOXOXKVIM.

ITpranHa, MO KOTOpPOW ITpOBeleHVe Tex VI
VIHBIX Pas3/IMuvil MOXeT HapyllaTb CTaHAapThI
paccy>XaeHn, 3aKJI09aeTcsl B TOM, YTO OHO MOXKeT
ObITH cumyamubrsim. CUTyaTUBHOMY pa3jIueHIIO

The reason why making certain distinctions
can violate standards of reasoning is that do-
ing so can be ad hoc. An ad hoc distinction lacks
an independent rationale, i.e. the agent who
draws this distinction could not tell a plausi-
ble story about this distinction beyond how
the distinction would vindicate a specific ac-
tion and yield a, supposedly, plausible result in
this one case or a limited number of cases. We
should be very sceptical about convenient dis-
tinctions that lack an independent rationale.

An inverse violation of good reasoning, fre-
quently found in public discourse, is that of
drawing false equivalences: An agent suggests
that two courses of action are morally simi-
lar when in fact there are relevant differences.
Good reasoning, by contrast, makes distinc-
tions that can be substantiated independently
of the very cases that one wants to distinguish,
and it makes these distinctions whenever nec-
essary.

5) Conceptual shenanigans: This final, admit-
tedly vague, category is somewhat of a catch-
all for all sorts of merely verbal work-arounds.
As a strategy of deception and also self-de-
ception this is in fact shockingly common and
sometimes presented in such a blatant way as
to be an insult to others’ rational capacities.
For instance, when in 2019/20 UK academics
went on strike to fight against, amongst other
things, casualisation (more and more academ-
ic jobs becoming short term contracts without
the prospect of permanent employment) some
universities reacted by starting to advertise jobs
as “open-ended for one year”. I am sure that a
senior admin person could explain how such a
job was in fact, technically, a permanent job, al-
beit limited to 1 year, and how, technically, giv-
en the very specific terminology used to classify
academic jobs, this is not obviously non-sensi-
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He XBaTaeT He3aBUCHMOIO OOOCHOBaHWS, TO €CTh
CyOBeKT, IIPOBOAAIINIL 3TO pasjindre, He MOXeT
pacckasaTh HYKaKyo BHYIIAIOIIYIO JIOBepyie VICTO-
VIO 00 3TOM pas3Iuny, KpoMe TOrO JIVIITh, KaK 3TO
pasuire OmpaBIbIBaeT KOHKPeTHOe [IeVICTBIE U
JlaeT IIPeIIoIoKNTeIbHO 0OOCHOBaHHBIN Pe3yilb-
TaT B JaHHOM KOHKPETHOM CJIy4ae VIV B OpaHU-
YeHHOM KOJIMJecTBe cjIy4aeB. Mbl JOJDKHBI BechMa
CKEITTIYeCKM OTHOCUTBCS K YIOOHBIM pas3/IueH -
sIM, He MIMEIOITIM He3aBVICMOr0 00OCHOBaHIS.
ObpaTHOe Hapy1IeHe IIPaBIJIBHOTO PacCy Kie-
HVI$1, 9aCTO BCTpevaloIeecs B ITy OJIIVTHOM IVCKY P-
ce, — IIpOBEJIEHNE A0XHbIX aHa02ull. B ero citydae
CyOBeKT IIpezrionaraeT, 4To aBa odpasa IevICTBUN
CXOXM C TOUKV 3peHVs MOpaJIi, Torja Kak Ha ca-
MOM JieJIe MeXXAy HVMW CYIIeCTBYIOT COOTBETCTBY-
forve pasians. [IpaBripHOe paccykaeHne, Ha-
IIPOTWB, IIPOBOAWUT pa3/IMyms, KOTOPBIE MOTYT
OBbITH 00OCHOBAHBI BHE 3aBVICHMOCTV OT TEX CaMBbIX
CJTy4aeB, KOTOpbIe XOTSAT pa3/Indarh, U IIPOBOIUT
3TU pa3JIvums BCIKUI Pas, KOrma 3TO He0OXOIVIMO.
5. Konyenmyavtovle maxuxayuy. DTa IOCIIeM-
Hsis, 110 OOIleMy IIpM3HAHMIO pacIljIblBUaTast, Ka-
Teropus SIBJISIETCS CBOETO Pofa YHUBEpPCaIbHBIM
CPerCTBOM IJIsI BCEX BUIOB YVICTO CJIOBECHBIX 00-
XOTHBIX MaHeBpoB. bymyumn crparerver obMmaHa,
a Taxke caMooOMaHa, KOHIIeIITya/IbHble MaX/Ha-
LIV Ha CaMOM JIeJle IIOKMPYIOIIe paclpoCcTpaHe-
HBI VI VHOT/A ITPeJICTaBIeHbl B TaKou OeccThIz-
HOVI (POpMe, UTO 3TO OCKOPOJISeT pariOHaIbHbIE
cocobHocTn gpyrux. Hanpumep, xorma B 2019—
2020 rr. OpuTaHCKOe aKaJeMideckoe COOOIIeCcTBO
0OBsABIIIO 3a0acTOBKy, YTOOBI OOpOTBCH, Ccpemu
IIPOYero, ¢ BpeMeHHBIM TPYHAOYCTPOVICTBOM (BCe
Oosplrie 1 OosIbIlle pabouMX MeCT B aKazeMimrde-
CKOVI cpepe IepeBoAATCs Ha KPaTKOCPOUYHbIe KOH-
TPpaKThl 0e3 IepCreKTUBBI IIOCTOSHHOTO TPYHOY-
CTPOVICTBA), HEKOTOPBIE YHUBEPCUTETHL OTpearu-
poBaJIM Ha Hee, HaYaB pPeKJIaMMPOBaTh BaKaHCUV
KaK HeorpaHYeHHBbIe 10 BpeMeHV KOHTPaKThI Ha
OIIVH TOo/I. S YBepeH, 4TO KaKOI7I-HVI6y,I[b CTapIInm
aZIMMHUCTPpaTOP MOT ObI 0OBSICHUTD, KaK TeXHIUe-
CKM TaKasl 3aHSTOCTh CUMTAJIACh Obl IIOCTOSIHHOVL,
XOTs M1 OFpaHWYeHHOV II0 BpeMeHW OTHVM T'OfIoM,
1 KaK TeXHUYeCK!, yIUThIBasi O4eHb criermdrude-
CKYIO TepPMMHOJIOTMIO, VCIIOJIb3yeMYIO IIJIsl Kilac-
cuduKaumM aKageMUIecKmnX IOJDKHOCTEV, 3TO
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cal. Yet, what had clearly happened here was
that university administrators made a merely
verbal concession: From now on we will, as you
demand, advertise more open ended or perma-
nent jobs... but these permanent jobs will only
be for one year.

It is hard to even think of this as a proper
form of deception, given how obvious it is that
this is a merely verbal operation that leaves
substantive issues unaddressed. After all, aca-
demics did not go on strike because they mere-
ly didn’t like the way job ads were phrased.
Yet, conceptual shenanigans can also occur in
self-deception. Take a friend of mine who used
to be a convinced vegetarian and who even
thought that eating meat should be illegal.
Yet, he would eat a lot of fish and when chal-
lenged about this he would declare that fish
is just “wiggling plants of the sea”. This may
have been tongue in cheek, but there is a real
underlying phenomenon here. Human beings
have a tendency to obey the letter not the spirit
of laws or prescriptions if this is more conven-
ient for them and even if they have imposed
these prescriptions on themselves.?” Conceptual
shenanigans, such as relabelling things, word-
ing things in a confusing way, making merely
verbal adjustments, can be potent ways to (ac-
tually or even only seemingly) obey the letter
whilst disregarding the spirit.

Conclusion

There are three concrete results from my dis-
cussion of abuses of reason:

Firstly, detecting rationalising cannot sim-
ply mean that we reveal that certain arguments
or forms of reasoning make more space for
non-moral pursuits. After all, how much space

¥ Kant is vividly aware of this. See, for instance, KpV, AA
05, p. 72n (Kant, 1996a, p. 198).
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He BBIIVIAIeJI0 Obl OeccMmplcimiierl. Tem He MeHee
3/1eCh MBI SIBHO MOXeM HaOJIFofaTh YCTYIIKY, Clie-
JIAHHYIO aIIMVHVCTpAIVerl YHUBEPCUTEeTa JIVIIIb
Ha CJIoBax: OTHBIHe MBI OyzeM, Kak Bbl TpebyeTe,
PpeKJIaMupoBaTh OOJIbIIIe pabourX MeCT Ha OCHOBE
HeOor paHVYEHHBIX 110 BpeMeHU VIV TIOCTOSTHHBIX
KOHTPaKTOB... HO 3TU IOCTOSIHHBIe paboune Me-
cTa OylyT pacCUMTaHBI TOJIBKO Ha OIVIH TO]I.
YuuTeiBas TO, HACKOJIBKO OYEBMIHO, UTO 3TO
IIPOCTO CJIOBECHAs OIlepallysi, OCTaBJISIoNmIas 3a
IpefieslaMy BHVIMAHVSI COLepyKaTeJIbHble BOIIPO-
CBI, O HeVl TPYIHO JJake IyMaTh KaK O IIOJTHOIIeH-
Hom dopme obmaHa. Ilperomasaresn, B KOHIIe
KOHIIOB, IIOIIIJTV Ha 3a0aCTOBKY He IIOTOMY, UTO VIM
IIPOCTO He MOHpaBWIaCh POPMYIIMPOBKa OObIB-
JIeHVs O BaKaHCMsIX. [Ipy 3ToOM KoHIIenTyasTbHbIe
MaXxVHAIIUV MOTYT TaKyXe IIPOSBIIATHCS VI IIPU Ca-
MooOmaHe. BospMeM, HaIrpriMep, MOeTro Apyra, Ko-
TOPBIVI paHbIIle ObLT yOeKIeHHBIM BereTapraHIeM
U aXke CUMTAaJI, UYTO yIoTpebrieHne Msca I0JIKHO
ObITH He3aKOHHBIM. [ Ipy1 5TOM OH €J1 MHOTO PhIOBI,
a KOrZla eMy 3allaBaJIvi COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE BOIIPO-
CBl, OH 3asBJISUL, YTO PbI0a — 3TO IPOCTO «3BU-
BaloI[iecss MOPCKMe pacTeHus». Bo3MOXHO, 3TO
OBUIO CKa3aHO B IIIYTKY, HO 3a 3TUM KpPOeTcs pe-
aJIBHBIV (peHOMeH. JIIoIy CKJIIOHHBI TIOTUMHSITHCS
OyKBe, a He yXy 3aKOHa VIV ITpeIIIVICAaH, €CIIN
3TO MM yIoOHee, — Hake B CJTydasiX, KOrja OHU
camm cebe 3Tv mpevicaHms Hasszamn'. Konrrer-
TyaJIbHble MaXVHAIVM, TaK/e KakK IleperiMeHOBa-
HVe SIBJIEHWUV, 3allyTaHHble (POPMYIIVIPOBKM, W3-
MeHeHVIs VICKJTIOUMTEIIHO Ha YPOBHE CJIOB, MOT'Y'T
OBITH J1eVICTBEHHBIMM CIoco0aMM (paKTIeCcKMM
VIV [JaXKe TOJIBKO KaXKYIIMMVICS) T€MOHCTPaLi
MO YVIHEHsI OyKBe 3aKOHa TPV OITHOBPEMEeHHOM
VMTHOPMPOBAHMY CAMOTO JTyXa 3aKOHa.

3ak/IroueHme

M3 Momx paccyXmaeHul O 3JI0yHoTpeOIeHmsIxX
Pa3syMOM MOXKHO CJIeJIaTh TPY BBIBOJA.

Bo-miepBBIX, BBISIBIIEHVE MYyOpPCTBOBaHUSA He
MOXKeT O3Ha4aTh, YTO MBI IIPOCTO OOHAPYKMBaeM
KOHKpeTHBIe apryMeHTHI I (POPMBI paccykie-

¥ KanT mpexpacHo 310 noHmMaeT. Cwm., HampuMep: (AA
05, S. 72 Anm.; Kanr, 19940, c. 460).

non-moral pursuits deserve is a substantive
and controversial issue of normative ethics and
the answer varies with different ethical theo-
ries. Moreover, it is at least conceivable that
morality becomes overbearing and that a cor-
rect use of reason uncovers genuine excuses or
permissions to pursue one’s self-interest.

Secondly, the abuses of reason I have pre-
sented should be understood as hinting at
minimal standards of good reasoning. These
standards are not sufficient. Even if reasoning
obeys these standards by avoiding the mis-
takes I have outlined, it could still be rational-
ising.* It is in the very nature of rationalising
to be inventive and to satisfy the letter of rules
or standards but undermine their spirit. Ra-
tionalisers will always seek to vindicate their
actions by coming up with new strategies that
seem to obey minimal standards of good rea-
soning or that even technically do so. After all,
a rationalisation that technically comes up to
the bench-mark for a minimally decent use of
reasoning is of a much more potent kind than
rationalising that falls short of these standards.
We should therefore also be alerted to forms
of rationalising that do not commit any of the
abuses I have described and that resist easy
forms of classification.

Thirdly, identifying rationalising requires
sensitivity to context and recognition of pat-
terns. It is not something we can do if we only
look at a single judgement. Single judgements
can merely give us grounds for suspicion. Ra-
tionalising therefore is best understood as
a disposition or habit repeatedly to violate
standards of minimally decent reasoning.?! This

% Thanks to Vadim Chaly for urging me to clarify how
far my proposed standards can take us.

* This point was first suggested to me many years ago
by Sarah Broadie.
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HVIV, TaForryie OO0JIbIIle IIPOCTOpa IS pean3arivn
HeMOpaJIbHBIX yCTpeMyIeHUui. B KoHeuHOM cyeTe,
BOIIPOC O TOM, CKOJIBKO IIPOCTPaHCTBa 3acCiIyXKN-
BalOT HeMOpaJIbHBbIe YCTpeMJIeHWUs], SBIISIeTCs Cy-
ITIeCTBEHHBIM ¥ CIIOPHBIM B HOPMAaTVBHOVI STUKE,
¥ OTBET Ha HEro BapbUpPYeTCs B 3aBUCHUMOCTU OT
KOHKPEeTHOVI 3Tr4Jeckon Teopun. bosee Toro, Mox-
HO I10 KpariHell Mepe IIPeIIoNIOKINTh, YTO MOpaslb
criocoOHa 3aBOEBBIBATH BCe OoJIee TIPOYHBIE TO3V-
LIVV ¥ JOJDKHOE VICIIONIb30BaHVe pasyMa OTKpBI-
BaeT MOIJIMHHBIE OIIpaBIaHMs VWIN pas3pelleHs
TIJTS1 TTpeCciIeIOBaHsI COOCTBEHHBIX IHTEPECOB.

Bo-BTOpBIX, IIpercTaBjIleHHBIE MHOIO 3JI0yIIO-
TpebrieHNs pa3yMOM cCjleflyeT IIOHMMAaTh KaK Ha-
MeK Ha MUHUMA/AbHbIE CTAaHOAPTHI IIPaBUJIBHO-
TO paccyXieHus. DTUX CTaHAapTOB HeHOCTaTOu-
Ho. [lake ecry paccy KIeHne COOTBETCTBYeT 3TUM
CTaHAapTaM ¥ n30eraeT ONVCAHHBIX MHOIO OIIV-
OOK, OHO BCe paBHO MOXeT OBITh MY pPCTBOBaHW-
em”. Cama mpupora MyZIpPCTBOBAaHMS COCTOUT B
1M300peTaTesIbHOCTI ¥ B TOM, YTO IIpM COOJIIofe-
HVY OyKBBI 3aKOHA, IIPaBWJI WJIVI CTAaHIAPTOB Of-
HOBpPEMEHHO ITOIPbIBAeTCs MX IyX. MyapCTByIO-
I1Ve CyObeKThI Beeraa OyyT CTPeMUTBCS OIlpaB-
IIaTh CBOVI JIEVICTBUS, IIPVyMbIBasi HOBBIE CTpaTe-
'V, KOTOPbIe, KaK Ka)XkKeTCsl, IOMIMHSIOTCS MVH-
MaJIbHBIM CTaHJapTaM IIpaBUJIBHOTO pacCyKie-
HVsS VIV JaXke TeXHMYeCK! COOTBETCTBYIOT UM. B
KOHIIe KOHIIOB, My[IPCTBOBaHIe, TEXHIYECKM CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIee 3TaJIOHy MUHVMaIBHO IIpueMIle-
MO0 paccy>kKaeHs, Topasao oosee 3¢pdeKTnBHO,
yeM MYApPCTBOBaHVe, He COOTBETCTBYIOIIee 3TUM
craHmapraMm. [losToMy HaMm TakXe BHMMAaTeIbHO
cIleyeT OTHOCUTBCS K popMaM MYIpCTBOBAaHMS,
He cofiepyKalllyIM HY OJTHOTO M3 OIVCAHHBIX MHOV
3710y IOTpeOsIeHN 1 VI He TIOAJAIOIIVIMCS IIPOCTBIM
dopmam Ki1accrpUKaIIAL

B-TpeTbi1x, BbIsIBIIeHVE MY PCTBOBaHS TPeOy-
€T YYBCTBUTEJIBHOCTM K KOHTEKCTY V1 PacIIo3HaBa-
HVIS 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEVL. DTO He TO, YTO MBI MOXKEM
clieslaTh PV PacCMOTPEHMN OHOIO-e[IVTHCTBEeH-
HOTO CyXAeHVs. EAmMHMYHBIE CyXIOeHUS MOTYT
JIaTh HaM TOJIBKO OCHOBaHWMS [JIs1 ITofo3peHmiit. Ta-

3 Cnacm6o Bagmmy Yasiomy 3a TO, 4TO OH IIpU3BaJI MEHS
Pa3bACHUTH, KaK JaJieKO MOTYT 3aBeCcTy Hac IIpejIoKeH-
Hble MHOIO CTaH/IaPTHI.

M. Sticker

chimes well with Kant’s talk of a propensity
to rationalise (see GMS, AA 04, p. 405; Kant,
2011, p. 39).

The standards I proposed are incomplete
and, even taken together, they are still too thin
to definitely diagnose rationalising. I hope that,
at least, it has become clear why these stand-
ards are needed if we want to evaluate the
plausibility of Kant’s claims about who is ra-
tionalising. Moreover, I hope that at least it has
become clear what kind of standards we should
be looking for.

Moreover, it is still a very substantive and
open question whether the kinds of ration-
alising we can diagnose with the standards I
have proposed show that un-Kantian princi-
ples, beliefs, arguments etc. are the results of
rationalising. I suspect that sometimes Kan-
tian principles, beliefs and arguments will be
rationalising and sometimes un-Kantian ones
will be. I therefore would like to remind the
reader again that Kant does have other ar-
guments against competing moral theories.
Showing that competing theories are forms of
rationalising would rather be the icing on the
cake for Kant. In any case, I do hope that the
idea of theory-independent standards of min-
imally decent reasoning alongside the stand-
ards I have proposed represents progress in
answering the question: Who is rationalising
(and who isn’t)?

Acknowledgments: 1 am grateful to Vadim
Chaly, Zacharie Chiron, Thomas Sturm, Nina Dmi-
trieva and an anonymous “Kantian Journal” referee
for discussion of my material as well as to the Uni-
versity of Bristol and the Kantian Rationality Lab
of the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University for
providing me with the opportunity to present my
material.
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KM 00pa3oM, MyZIpCTBOBaHe JIyUllle TPaKTOBaTh
KaK CKJIOHHOCTBb WUIVI IIPUBBIUKY HEOTHOKpPATHO
HapylIaTh CTaHAAPTHI MMHVMAJIBHO IIpyieMIIeMO-
'O pacCy>KAeHVs 2. DTO XOPOIIIO COIIacyeTcs C KaH-
TOBCKVIMM PacCy>KIEHMAMMI O 112¢ K MyIPCTBOBa-
Huo (cMm.: AA 04, S. 405; KanT, 1997, c. 95).
ITpenyioxkeHHbIe MHOIO CTaHIIAPTHI He SIBJISIOT-
csl McYepIbIBaoMyL. [laxe B3sITble BMeCTe, OHU
HeJIOCTaTOYHBI [IJI OIHO3HAYHOIO JMarHOCTUPO-
BaHIMs MyIpcTBoBaHMs. Haserock, cTaso moHSATHO
IO KpariHell Mepe, TIoueMy 3TV CTaHapThl HeoOXo-
AVIMBI B CJTy4ae, eCJIii MBI XOTVM OLIeHUTh OOOCHO-
BaHHOCTB yTBepkeHn” KaHTa 0 TOM, 4TO KTO-TO
MYZIpPCTBYeT. boriee TOro, 51 Ha/IeI0Ck, UTO CTaJIO SICHO
I TO, KaKOT'0 pofia CTaHAApThI HaM CJIeyeT MCKaTb.
Kpome Toro, mo-mpexxHeMy ocTaeTcsi BaXKHBIM
VI OTKPBITBIM BOIIPOC O TOM, ITIOKa3bIBAIOT JIVI BUJIBI
MYIPCTBOBaHI, KOTOPBIE MBI MOYKEM AMarHOCTV-
PpOBaTh C IOMOIIIBIO IIPeIJIOKEHHBIX MHOIO CTaH-
IapTOB, YTO HEKAHTVAHCKIe IIPUHITNIIBI, YOeXIe-
HUsI, apTyMeHTBI U T.[I. SIBJISIOTCA pe3ysibTaTaMu
MyIpCTBOBaHM:. Sl Mogo3peBaro, YTo MHOTrIa KaH-
TMaHCKVe TIPUHIINIIBL, YOeXXIeH!s 1 apryMeHThbI
MOT'yT OBITB IIpVIMEpaMy MYApPCTBOBAaHMS, a IHO-
rJa — HeKaHTMaHCKMe. B 3Tov cBssu g xoTes1 Obl
ellle pa3 HallOMHUTE unTaresto, yTo y Kanra ectsb
U JpyTyie apryMeHThbI IIPOTUB KOHKYPUPYIOIIX
TeopuM MopaJin. JleMOHCTpallys TOro, YTo KOHKY-
puUpyIolIVie Teopun SIBJISAIOTCA popMaMu MyZp-
cTBOBaHMs, Oblla Obl 11719 KanTa, ckopee, BuIlieH-
KoM Ha TopTe. B jiroboM ciTyuae s1 Hajeroch, YTO
ues He3aBUCKMBIX OT TeOpUM CTaHIapTOB MMU-
HMMaJIBHO ITPMeMJIeMOTr0 pacCy KIeHWsl Hapsiy C
IpeJIoKeHHBIMI MHOIO CTaHJIapTaMy I103BOJIgeT
HaM cJIeJIaTh IIar BIIepe]], B IIpoliecce TOVCKa OTBe-
Ta Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, KTO MYyAPCTBYeT (a KTO HeT).

Bbaaeodapnocmu: 4 6aaeodapen Badumy Yaio-
my, 3axapu Yaupony, Tomacy HImypmy, Hune Jmu-
mpueboil u aronumromy peyensenmy «KarnmoBcko-
20 coopHuka» 3a 00cyKoeHue 100201mM0BAeHHO20 MHOIO
mamepuasa, a maxxe Bbpucmoavckomy ynubepcu-
memy u aabopamopuu «Kanmuauckas payuoHab-
Hocmv» baamuiickoeo gpedeparvroeo ynubepcumema
um. M. Kanma 3a Bosmoxrocms npedcmabuims morw
pabomy.

2 DTOT Tesmc ObIT BIIepBBIe MpejIokeH MHe MHOTO JIeT
Hasap, Capoit bpoyman.
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