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Kpncrmaa Kopcraapn — m3BecTHBIN viccileioBaTe b
MopasibHoV dwtocodun KanTta, cosmgaTens opuru-
HaJIBHBIX TEOPUTI B 00JIaCTV 3TUKM, prsocodpum mievi-
crBus, amaHoCTH. Ee nepy npunamtexar Kanrm «Cos-
naBad 11apcTso nerer» (Korsgaard, 1996a), «Mcrounm-
Ku1 HopMatuBHOCTI» (Korsgaard, 199606), «Koncturyn-
posanme areHTHOCTM» (Korsgaard, 2008), «Camokon-
ctutymuposanme» (Korsgaard, 2009) n peneHsnpyemas
3mleck pabota «bimskme cosmaHWMS: HaIM oOs3aTesIb-
CTBa TI0 OTHOIIEHUIO K IPYTVIM XMBOTHBIM», DTa KHU-
ra 94acTMYHO OCHOBaHa Ha TaHHEPOBCKMX JIEKIIVISAX O
JeJIoBeuecKMX IeHHOCTsIX, KoTopble Kopcraapn dmra-
n1a B 2004 r. B yausepcurere IOTsI (Korsgaard, 2004).

ComepkaHre KHUTY MOXeT OBITh BBIPa’KeHO B OfI-
HoVI ppase: «MblI IemM MUP C OIM3KMMY CO3TAaHS-
Mm» (Korsgaard, 2018, p. 3; majtee B KpyIJIBIX CKOOKax
YKasbIBaIOTCs CTPaHMIIBI 3TOro M3HaHs). ABTOp 000-
CHOBBIBaeT VI pa3ByMBaeT 3TOT Te3VC, ONMpPasiCh Ha 3TN-
ugeckue npen Kanra n Apucroress.

YcromunBoe aHIIMIICKOe BBIpakeHme fellow crea-
tures MOXkeT OBITB TlepeBefieHo Kak O.usxHue. Ho miepe-
BO, «OJIVI3KMe CO3HAHMSs» JIydllle CXBAaThIBAeT CMBICII,
BJIOKeHHBI B Hero Kopcraapy, Bep Kaxyoe 13 3THX
CJIOB VIMeeT 11151 Hee ocoboe 3HaueHMe. K ToMy e oHI
KOCBEHHO OTCBUIAIOT Hac K KaHTy — m1aBHOMY coro3-
HUKY " OpoTuBHUKY Kopcraapn. B xagectse snurpa-
da K 11ecTor rase ceoeit KHUTK (p. 97) OHa MCTIONb3Y-
eT nuTary n3 paborsl Kanra «[IpemnmonaraemMoe Hada-
JIO Y€eJI0BEYECKOVI ICTOPUIII».

Korpa on [geoBek] B IepBBIVI pa3 cKasal OBIE:
Mex, KOMOpbIM bl HOKpbima, npupoda 0asa mebe He 044
mebsl, HO 015 MeHA, — CHSUI C Hee IIKYPY U Hajiell ee Ha
cebs, — TOrZa OH IIOHSUI IIPUCYIlee eMy B CHJIy €ro
IIPVPOJIEI IIPEVMYIIIECTBO Hajl BCeMI XMBOTHBIMM, Ha
KOTOPBIX OH OTHBIHE CMOTpeJI He KaK Ha PaBHBIX eMy
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Christine Korsgaard is a well-known specialist
on Kant’s moral philosophy and author of original
theories in the field of ethics, philosophy of action
and self. Her books include Creating the Kingdom of
Ends (Korsgaard, 1996a), The Sources of Normativity
(Korsgaard, 1996b), The Constitution of Agency (Kors-
gaard, 2008), Self-Constitution: Agency, Identity, and
Integrity (Korsgaard, 2009) and Fellow Creatures: Our
Obligations to the Other Animals, the book being re-
viewed here. The book is partially based on the Tan-
ner Lectures on Human Values which Korsgaard
delivered at the University of Utah in 2004 (Kors-
gaard, 2004).

The substance of the book can be expressed in
one phrase: “We share the world with fellow crea-
tures” (Korsgaard, 2018, p. 3; elsewhere the pages
of this publication are cited in brackets). The author
advances and develops this thesis proceeding from
the ethical ideas of Kant and Aristotle.

The English set phrase fellow creatures may be
translated into Russian in a single word: blizhniye.
But “fellow creatures” better captures the meaning
with which Korsgaard invests it because to her each
of these words carries a special meaning. Besides,
they contain an oblique reference to Kant, who is
Korsgaard’s main ally and opponent. She uses a
quotation from Kant's Conjectures on the Beginning of
Human History as the epigraph to the sixth part of
her book (p. 97):

When [the human being] first said to the sheep,
“the pelt which you wear was given to you by nature not
for your own use, but for mine’ and took it from the
sheep to wear it himself, he became aware of a pre-
rogative which [...] he enjoyed over all the animals;
and he now no longer regarded them as fellow crea-

! Lomonosov Moscow State University.

27 bldg 4 Lomonosovsky Prospekt, Moscow, 119991, Russia.
Received 22.03.2020.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2020-2-6

© Besedin A.P., 2020.

KanmoBcxuti coopruxk. 2020. T. 39, Ne2. C. 99 —108.

Kantian Journal, 2020, vol. 39, no.2, pp. 99-108.



ATl Becenun

TBapevi, HO KaK Ha ITpejOCTaBJIeHHbIE ero BOjle Cperl-
CTBa I OPYOMs IS JOCTVDKEHVISL JIIOOBIX CBOVIX 1ieJIert
(AA 08, S.114; Kant, 1994, c. 165).

«PaBHbIe eMy TBapm» — 3T0 1 ecTb fellow creatures, B
opurunaie Mitgenossen an der Schopfung («codpaTesi 1o
TBOpeHmIo») (AA 08, S. 114; KanT 1994, c. 164). men-
HO ITPOTWB TaKOr0 OTHOIIeHMs K OJIM3KMM HaM Co3[1a-
HVSAM — OTHOIIEHNS TOJIBKO JINIIIh KaK K CPeICTBY —
BeIcTyIIaeT Kopcraapm, kak aTo sICHO 113 ee OTBeTa Ha
Borrpoc B.B. BacuiibeBa o «iaBHOM ommbke KanTa»:
«[Tomararo, 4TO OHOVI M3 Ba’KHBIX OIIVOOK, HOITyIIIeH-
HbIX KaHTOM, OBUIO TO, YTO OH HEIOCTATOYHO JTyMaJl
O HeYeJIOBEYHBIX XMBOTHHIX. ..Kak ero dummocodns
TIeVICTBUS, TaK ¥ ero (pvyIocodmsl CO3HAHMS MeIaroT
YSICHUTB MeCTO, 3aHMMaeMoe HeueJIOBeUHBIMI JKVBOT-
HbeIMI» (100 sTIOIOB 0 KanTe, 2005, c. 149)*. DTu cioBa
Obutn Harmcans! B 2004 1. VicripasiieHnIo TON Ommob-
ku1 Kanra 1 mocssiena padora 2018 T.

Kumnra Kopcraapn cocrout n3 Tpex vacreit. B nep-
BOVI "acTu «JI1omm v mpyrue XMBOTHBEIE» aBTOP 3aKJla-
ZIBIBAeT apMCTOTEIMAHCKUT (DYHAAMEHT JIJIsI CBOE Te-
opumn. Bo Bropont wactu «/Immanywt KaaT n XmuBoT-
HBle» OHa KPUTUKYeT KaHTOBCKWe IIpefICTaBJIeHUs O
MOpaJIbBHOM CTaTyce XMBOTHBIX U BBICTpaMBaeT CBOV
LIeHTpaJIbHbIVI KAHTUMaHCKUI apryMeHT. B TpeTbei ya-
ctu «IlocrencTBus» oOcyKXmaeTcs «KMBOTHAs aHTVIHO-
MWS» VI JIeJIaI0TCS ITPAaKTUYeCKie BBIBOIBL.

OcHoBHBIe MieVt KHUTY MOTYT OBITh PacKpBITHL de-
pe3 aHaiM3 HOHATNSA «OIM3KMe co3maHms». VIcTorko-
BaHVIIO IIOHSTH «CO3IaHN» IOCBAIIIEHa ITepBasi YacThb
paboter. Co3maHmss — 3TO XMBOTHBIE, BKJIIOYAs JIIO-
ment. JKuBOTHOe — «3TO OpraHM3M, KOTOPbI PyHKITH-
OHMpPYeT KakK JIesATesIb, IIPY 3TOM IIOf, AeATeJIbHOCTEIO
s IMEIO B BUJYy YUTO-TO HaIlofo0ve PyKOBOAVIMOV pe-
IIpe3eHTaIVISIMM JIOKOMOIT» (p. 22). PemrpeseHTarim
B JAaHHOM Cjly4ae — 3TO CO3HAaTeJIbHBIE COCTOSHIIS.
JKuBoTHBIE OT/IMYAIOTCS OT JIPYTVX OPraHU3MOB TeM,
YTO OHU «PEeIPe3eHTUPYIOT OKPY)KeHVEe TPV TIOMOIIN
YyBCTB U JEVICTBYIOT B CBeTe ITWX pellpe3eHTalli»
(p- 20). Bce >xxmBOTHBIe 00IaJAIOT CAMOCO3HAHWIEM, TIJIV
CaMOCTBIO, IPVYEM B OOoJIbIIIeVT VIV MeHbIIIeV CTeIIeH
(p- 32). YermoBeK HEVICTBUTEIIBHO ABJISIETCS PAIIVOHATIb-
HBIM (rational) XVBOTHBIM, HO, Kak cunTaeT Kopcraaps,
3TO He JiejlaeT ero Oojiee MOpasIbHO 3HAYMMBIM, YeM
IOpyTrve XXuBOTHEIE (p. 52). PannoHa IbHOCT B TepMU-
Hostorny Kopcraapn omimdgaeTcss OT paccyoouHocmu:
«PaccymouHoe XXMBOTHOe XapaKTepu3yeTcsl CIIOCOOHO-
CTBIO YUNTBCS Ha OIIBITE W pellaTh po0iIeMBl, Ovpa-
§Cb Ha MbIIUIeHMe. <...> PalnoHaIbHOCTE... 9TO HOP-

2 51 6rmaromapro Banyma BarepbeBnua BaciuibeBa 3a ykasaHwue
Ha 3Ty LIUTaTy.
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tures, but as means and instruments to be used at
will for the attainment of whatever ends he pleased
(MAM, AA 08, p. 114; cf. Kant, 1991, p. 225).2

Fellow creatures corresponds to Mitgenossen an
der Schépfung in the German original (ibid.). It is this
attitude to our fellow creatures as mere instruments
that Korsgaard opposes, as witnessed by her answer
to Vadim Vasilyev’s question about Kant’s “main
mistake”: “I think one important mistake Kant made
was not thinking enough about non-human animals
[...]. What I have in mind is that both his philosophy
of action and his philosophy of mind make it hard
to see where non-human animals fit in” (Vasilyev,
2005, p. 149).> This was written in 2004. The 2018
book is devoted to correcting that mistake.

Korsgaard’s book consists of three parts. In the
first part, “Human Beings and the Other Animals”,
she lays the Aristotelean foundation for her the-
ory. In the second part, “Immanuel Kant and the
Animals”, she criticises Kant’s ideas of the moral
status of animals to build her central Kantian argu-
ment. In the third part, “Consequences”, she dis-
cusses the “animal antinomy” and draws practical
conclusions.

The book’s main ideas can be revealed through
the analysis of the “fellow creatures” concept. The
first part is devoted to the interpretation of “crea-
tures.” Creatures are animals, including humans.
According to Korsgaard, “An ‘animal’ [...] is an or-
ganism that functions as an agent, where by agen-
cy I mean something like representation-governed
locomotion” (p. 22). In this case representations
are conscious states. An animal differs from oth-
er organisms in that she is “representing her envi-
ronment to herself, through her senses, and then
by acting in light of those representations” (p. 20).
All animals have self-consciousness or self, though
to varying degrees (p. 32). Man is indeed a rational
animal but, Korsgaard believes, this does not make
him more significant morally than the other animals
(p. 52). Rationality, according to Korsgaard, differs
from intelligence: “ An intelligent animal is character-

2 Korsgaard's translation of this passage differs somewhat
from Nisbeth’s English translation. She uses the word pelt in-
stead of fleece to translate the German Pelz. She explains the rea-
son in footnote 4 on p. 99 of her book.

I thank Vadim Vasilyev for drawing my attention to this
quotation.



MaTWMBHas CIIOCOOHOCTb, YKOPeHEHHasl B OllpeJiesieH-
Hom popMe camocosHaHMs» (p. 39). ViHade roBops, pa-
IVIOHAJIBHOCTb — 3TO CIIOCOOHOCTH AEVICTBOBAaTh B CO-
OTBETCTBUIL C 3aKOHAMU, JTaHHBIMM HaM CaMVUMM CO-
601t (p. 43). YIOBOJIBCTBIIE M CTpaiaHMe, II0 MHEHWIO
Kopcraapmn, — 3To dpopmbl camocosHaHmA (p. 31), mo3-
TOMY BCe 4yBCTBYIOLIMeE CYIIecTBa 00JIaaroT TOUKOM
3peHms], ¢ KOTOPOVI IM OTKPBIBAeTCSI MUP, I CAMOCTBIO
(p- 32). VM XMBOTHBIX, KOTOPBIM CBOVICTBEHHO TOJIBKO
VHCTMHKTVUBHOe caMoco3HaHMe, Kopcraapn HasbiBaeT
VHCTVHKTVBHBIM B IIPOTVBOIIOJIOXKHOCTD PallViOHaIb-
HoMYy yMy stofeii (p. 38).

IlousiTe «co3maHMsA» VIMeeT ¥ HAPYTyIO CTOPOHY:
OHO CIIeIJIeHO ¢ IoHsATHeM Orara. Kopcraapm mexomur
U3 TOTO, UTO BCAKas II€HHOCTB, MiIn Oraro, npubasa-
HA K TodKe 3peHMs. «HMYTO HEe MOXeT OBITH Ba’KHBIM
0e3 Toro, uTOOBI 3TO OBUIO BaXKHBIM JJIS KAKOIO-TO Cy-
IecTBa — desioBeKa WUIM KMBOTHOro» (p. 9). OgHaxo
Kopcraapz TyT >ke IIlepexoauT K ITOHATHIO aOCOTIOTHON
BaKHOCTV-IJISL M aOcorrtorHoro Omara-mist. «Her pe-
aJIHOVI Pa3HUIIBI MEXIy TeM, YTOObI OBITH abCOoIIOT-
HBIM, M TeM, 4TOOBI OBITH OTHOCUTEILHO KaXXIOrO...
Abcoatomnoe baazo 6.4a2a-045: aDCOIIFOTHO XOPOIIIO, XO-
POLIIO-TITIA BCeX Hac, YTOOBI KaXKoe UyBCTBYIOIIee Cy-
IIIECTBO TI0JIYYasIo TO, UTO XOPOIIO-71JIs HeTo, U 130era-
JI0 TOT'O, YTO TUIOXO-IJ1s Hero» (p. 10).

Kopcraapy, mmpoBonmuT pasjiesieHre B apuCTOTEIIV-
AHCKOM J1yXe MeXXAy (yHKIIMOHAIBHBIM 1 KOHEUHBIM
6r1arom. HeuTo xoportro B pyHKIIMOHaIBHOM CMBICTIE,
€CJIV IIPUTOHO [IJISI BBIIIOJIHEH WS KaKOV-TO (PyHKITNM
(1 HOXaA XOpoIro ObITh OcTpbIM 1 T.I1.) (p. 18), Tor-
I1a Kak «“XxoporM”’ B KOHEYHOM CMBICIIE MbI Ha3bIBa-
€M He4TO, eC/IM pacCMaTprBaeM 3TO KakK TO, YTO CTOUT
VIMETb, peasI30BbIBaTh VIV OCYIIIECTBIIATh Paiy Hero
camoro» (p. 17). CoenuHsis vmeto mpuBsizaHHOCTY Oi1a-
ra K TOYKe 3peHNs M HOHATVEe PYHKIIMOHAIBHOrO O1a-
ra, Kopcraapz mprxoauT K BBIBOZLY, UTO KOHeUHOe OJI1a-
ro cymecTByeT. PyHKIINS XKMBOrO OpraHM3Ma — IIOf-
IepXmBaTh coOcTBeHHOe PyHKIMOHMpoBaHMe (p. 20).
JKvuBoTHBIE — 3TO OpraHM3MBbI, OOJIaAOIIVe TOYKON
3peHMs], KOTOpasi II03BOJISIET VIM BOCIIPMHMMATH He-
uTo Kak Osaro wm 3i10. [Toatomy Xxoportee pyHKITN-
OHMPOBaHVE OPraHM3Ma KMBOTHOIO — 3TO KOHEYHOE
6m1aro it Hero (p. 22). MiaTepecto, uto Kopcraapn He
OIIVIpaeTcs B CBOEM OIIpelleJIeHNN XVBOTHOIO Ha Ouo-
JIOTVIO, OCTaBJISIsl MECTO /IS BOSMOXKHBIX VCKYCCTBEH-
HBIX KMBOTHBIX: «Eciit ObI MBI CO3[1QJIM MaIIHY, KO-
Topas ObUIa ObI cO3HaTEIIBHO 1 00J1a/1a1a ObI OIleHOY-
HBIM OIIBITOM, BEIIyIIVIM K TOMY, YTO OHA IIpeciiefoBa-
71a ObI cBOe PYHKITMOHAJIBHOE 0J1aro, TO, COrJIacCHO MO-
eMy OIIpefieIIeHII0, OHa ObUIa ObI XMBOTHBIM 1 y Hee
ObUT0 OBl KOHEYHOE Oy1aro» (p. 24).
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ized by his ability to learn from his experiences and
to solve problems by taking thought. [...] Rational-
ity [...] is a normative power grounded in a certain
form of self-consciousness” (p. 39). In other words,
rationality is the ability to act in compliance with
the laws we lay down for ourselves (p. 43). Pleasure
and suffering, in Korsgaard’s opinion, are forms of
self-consciousness (p. 31), therefore all sentient crea-
tures have a point of view from which they look at
the world and possess self (p. 32). Korsgaard con-
siders the mind of animals to be instinctive self-con-
sciousness as opposed to the rational mind of
humans (p. 38).

There is also another side to the concept of
“creature” that is linked to the concept of good.
Korsgaard believes that every value or good is teth-
ered to a point of view. “Nothing can be important
without being important to someone — to some
creature, some person or animal. [...] the creatures
themselves do not stand in some absolute rank or-
dering of importance” (p. 9). However, Korsgaard
immediately passes on to the concept of absolute
importance-to and absolute goodness-for. “There’s
no real difference between being absolute, and be-
ing relative to everyone [...]. The Absolute Goodness
of Goodness-For: 1t is absolutely good, good-for us all,
that every sentient creature get the things that are
good-for her, and avoid the things that are bad-for
her” (p. 10).

Korsgaard draws an Aristotelean distinction be-
tween functional and final good. Something is good
in the functional sense if it is suitable for the per-
formance of some function (it is good for a knife to
be sharp, etc.) (p. 18), whereas “We call something
‘good’ in the final sense when we consider it worth
having, realizing, or bringing about for its own
sake” (p. 17). By conjoining the idea of good being
tethered to a point of view and the concept of final
good Korsgaard arrives at the conclusion that final
good exists. The function of the living organism is
to maintain its own functioning (p. 20). Animals are
organisms that have a point of view which enables
them to perceive something as good or evil. There-
fore proper functioning of the animal’s organism
is the final good for it (p. 22). Interestingly, Kors-
gaard’s definition of animal is not anchored in biol-
ogy, thus leaving room for various artificial animals:
“If we invented a machine that was conscious and
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PesroMmpoBaTh 3Ty 4acTh KHUTY MOYKHO TaKM BbI-
BomoM: «Co3maHme — 3T0 cyOcTaHIINS, KOTOpast Heoo-
xoamMo 3aboTuTcs o cebe, TIpMpoma KOTOpOr — Iie-
HUTB ce0s» (p. 137).

Bropyio — KaHTMaHCKYIO — 4YacTb pabOTBI MOXKHO
paccMaTpmBaTh KaK VICTOJIKOBAHVE ITOHSTS OJIVI3KOTO.
DTOT TepMMH yKa3blBaeT Ha TO, B KAKOM OTHOITIEHU
MBI HaxXOOMMCs (stand) pyT K IPyTY, ¥ 9TO OTHOIIIEHe
MOpaJIbHOE, TO eCTh OTHOIIIeHNe K CyIIiecTBaM, odJaga-
IOIIMM MOpPaJIBHBIM cTaTycoM (p. 96). OHO mpenriona-
raet Hajm4ane oOs3aTesTbeTB. [IposcHs TIOHSITIIE MO-
pasibHOrO craTtyca, Kopcraapn ananmsupyet apeymenim
noepanuunsix cayuaed: «Kaxoe ObI CBOVICTBO MBI HU BbI-
Opar B KadecTBe OCHOBaHWS MOPAJIBHOTO CTaTyca,
HaVJIeTCs TaKOW YeJIOBEeK, KOTOPOMY OHO He IIPUCY-
IIle, VIV KMBOTHOE JIPYTOro Bujla, KOTOpoe MM obia-
maeT» (p. 79). DTOT T0OBOZ MOXKHO VCIIOIB30BATh U IIJIS
3aIIMTHl MOPaJIBHOTO CTaTyca XMBOTHBIX. Ho B city-
4gae Kopcraapm aToT [H0BO, 4BIIseTCsI CKOpee yIpo30vi
ee TIONBITKe YHMBepCaIM3alui 3TUKN. [ericTBuTeb-
HO, eI 0J1aro VI 3710 MOXKET OBITH TOJIBKO ITPWBS-
3aHHBIM K TOYKe 3peHMs CO3HAIOIIero CyIectsa, TO
MOPaJIBHBINI CTATyC YesloBeKa, CKa’keM, HaXOHAIIero-
csl B KOMe, BbI3bIBaeT comHeHMs. Otser Kopcraapn Ta-
KOB: MOPaJIbHBIVI CTaTyC OTHOCUTCS K KM3HVI CO3TaHs
B 11eJIOM, 3TO aTeMIIopaIbHOe oHsATHe (p. 86). DTO 1I0-
JIOKEHVE BeIeT K KBa3UTeJIeOJIOrMUeCKOMY yTBepXk-
nenmro: «Co3aHme, KOTOpoe ObUIO CKOHCTPYWPOBAHO
17151 PYHKITMOHMPOBAHMS OTYACTM TPV ITOMOIIM pac-
CYXX[IeHMsI, HO KOTOpoe ellle pa3BMBaeTCs VI IIepe-
HeCJIO TIOBPEeXKAeH IS, BCe JKe SBJISeTCs PaIlIOHaTBHBIM
cosmaHmeM» (p. 85). KOHCTpyKTOpOM B TaHHOM CiTydae
BBICTYIIAET, pasyMeeTcs, 3Borroums (p. 83).

Harnee Kopcraapn mepexoquT K KpUTHKe KaHTOB-
CKOTO IIPEJICTaBJIEHNMSI O MOpasJIbHOM CTaTyce XMBOT-
HBIX, KOTOpOe COCTOUT B TOM, YTO y Hac MOTYT OBITBH
TOJIBKO HeIIpsMBble 00sI3aTeIIbCTBA Ieper] KMBOTHBIMIL.
OHa apryMeHTVPOBaHHO U C VCIIOIb30BaHVIEM TIpVIMe-
POB IOKa3bIBaeT BHYTPEHHIOI MPOTUBOPEUNBOCTD Ta-
KOT0 OTHOIIEHMS K XMBOTHBIM: «Kak ecim Obr Kant
HpU3bIBaJI HAC JIFOOMTE XMBOTHBIX IIO-HACTOSIIEMY U
VICKpeHHe, Oy/ITO JIIOfevi, HO IIPV 3TOM yTBep>Kaal Obl,
YTO MBI JIVIIIIb IIPUTBOPSIEMCS, YTO OHM JTFofm» (p. 105).

Hpyras npobriemMa ¢ MOpasIbHBIM CTaTYCOM >KVMBOT-
HBIX COCTOUT B TOM, YTO OHU He IIPOXOOAT uepes TaK
HasbIBaeMBbIlI MOPaJIbHBIN PrIsTp. «Peaxims Ha Apy-
TOro 4gesyiopeKa JIMOO HaIlpaBjieHa Ha MOpPa/IbHBIN Xa-
pakTep €ro MOTWIBOB WM IEVICTBUVI, mbo, 1o Kparn-
Hell Mepe, oIpefiejieHa 1 orpaHudeHa vmm» (p. 107).
YcrenHoe mpoxoxaeHue depe3 PWIIBTP, KaK IIpef-
CTaBJISIETCS], HEOOXOIVIMO JIJIsi MOPaJIBHOIO CTaryca. B

had valenced experiences that guided her to pursue
her own functional good, then she would be an an-
imal, by my definition, and she would have a final
good” (p. 24).

This part of the book can be summed up as fol-
lows: “A creature is a substance that necessarily
cares about itself, a substance whose nature it is to
value itself” (p. 137).

The second (Kantian) part of the work can be
seen as an interpretation of the concept of fellow
(creature). This term refers to how we stand with
regard to each other, since it is a moral attitude to-
wards creatures that have a moral standing (p. 96). It
implies the existence of obligations. Elaborating the
concept of moral standing, Korsgaard analyses the
Argument from Marginal Cases: “Whatever proper-
ty we choose as the ground of moral standing, there
will be some human being who lacks it, or some
other kind of animal who has it” (p. 79). This argu-
ment can be used to protect the moral status of an-
imals. However, in Korsgaard’s case it is more of a
threat to her attempt to universalise ethics. Indeed,
if good or evil can only be tethered to the stand-
point of a sentient creature then the moral status of
a person in a coma is open to question. Korsgaard
answers that the moral status refers to the life of
the creature as a whole, it is an atemporal concept
(p. 86). This leads to a quasi-teleological conclusion:
“A creature who is constructed to function in part
by reasoning but who is still developing or has been
damaged is still a rational creature” (p. 85). The
constructor, of course, is evolution (p. 83).

Korsgaard then proceeds to criticise the Kant-
ian idea of the moral status of animals, which is that
we can only have indirect duties towards animals.
She builds a well-argued case, illustrated by exam-
ples, to show the contradictory nature of this atti-
tude to animals: “It is as if Kant were inviting us to
love animals quite wholeheartedly and genuinely,
just as if they were people, while at the same time
telling us that we are just pretending they are peo-
ple” (p. 105).

Another problem with animals is that they do
not pass through the “moral filter”. “Response to
another person is either directed to the moral char-
acter of his motives and actions, or at least con-
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orBeT Ha 3T0 Kopcraaps Bo3paxkaeT, 4TO MOpaIbHBIN
CTaTyc MOXeT OBITH IIPaBOM Ha OIIpefieJIeHHOe OTHO-
mreHvie (p. 109—111). ITpoxoxmeHne yepe3 MOpaIbHBIN
drIIETp HEOOXOIVIMO I 3aCJIy)KEHHOCTH B CVJIBHOM
cmpicie. HekTo «3acityXmBaeT o0palieHs B CVIBHOM
CMPBICJIe — 3HAYWT, OH JI0JDKEH IIOJIyYNTh Takoe obpa-
meHve (I ObITh HOOBEPTHYT TaKOMY OOpallleHMIo),
IIOTOMY YTO OH B HEKOTOPOM BaKHOM CMBICJIe IIOCTY-
MJT XOpoITo vu wioxo» (p. 109). B To sxe BpeMs ecTb
M CJ1abbIvi CMBICIT 3acTy keHHOCTH: «Hekro “3acirysxu-
BaeT” 9ero-To, IIPOCTO eCJIN 3TO MPaBIJIBHO M 1o00a-
1o11le, UTOOBI OH 3TO0 oIy unyD» (p. 110). DToT cMBICH 3a-
CITy>KeHHOCTV IIPVIMEHVIM U K KVIBOTHBIM.

IleperimeM K pacCMOTPEHMUIO IIEHTPaIbHOIO apry-
meHTa Kopcraapn. Crienyst Kanrty, ona npusHaéT, 4To
HEKTO, YTOOBI IMEeTh MOPaJIbHBIVI CTaTYC, JJOJDKEH II0fI-
TazaTh Iof, AeVICTBYIe MOpasIbHOTO 3aKoHa. CorracHo
KaHTy, TakoBBI TOJIBKO palliOHAJIbHBEIE CYIIleCTBa —
aBTOHOMHBIE JITIHOCTVI, KOTOPBIe CaMVl SIBJISIOTCS 3a-
KoHoparessimu. Ho Kopcraapn, yrsepkiiaeT, 4To Mo-
PaJIBHBIVI 3aKOH MOXXET IIPeAIVCEIBATh 00s3aTeIbCTBa
B [IBOSIKOM CMBICIIE: «Y BaCc MOXeT ObITh 00s3aTeIbCTBO
riepey1, KeM-TO B TOM CMBICJIe, YTO 3TOT KTO-TO SBJISETCS
IIPU3HAHHOV VHCTAHIIVIEVI, CO3/IAIOIIIeV! [IJIs1 Bac 3aKOH,
VIV y Bac MOXKET OBITh 00s3aTeIIbCTBO Meper] KeM-TO B
TOM CMBICTIe, UTO 3aKOH CBOVIM COfIep’KaHeM JaeT eMy
IIpaBO IIPEIBSIBIISITE K BaM OIlpelle/leHHbIe TpeboBa-
Hus> (p. 125). VicTrouHmKaMy 3aKOHa MOT'YT OBITH TOJIb-
KO paIioHasIbHBIe CYIIecTBa, HO caM MOPasIbHBIN 3a-
KOH MOXET PacIIpOCTPaHsThCS ¥ Ha IPYTVX CYIIecTB.
Torma moceqHMe TakXe CTAHOBSTCS LIEJISAMU CAMVIMU
110 cebe, uileHamM 1apcTBa 1esten (p. 131).

Csoe rmaBHOe paccyxieHne Kopcraapy oI Toxm-
BaeT Tak:

Kak paimoHa/IbHBIM CyIIecTBaM HaM HY>XHO 000-
CHOBBIBATh CBOVI JIEVICTBSI, TO €CTh IIPeIIonaraTe Ha-
JIM4re y HUMX OCHOBaHWUIL. DTO TpeOyeT OT Hac TOTO,
9TOOBI MBI CUMTAITV KaKe-TO I1eITH 3aCI Ty KMBaFOIITVIMU
IOCTVDKeHMsI, abcorroTHO xoporrmmMu. He nmvest meta-
dusMIecKMX 03apeHniT OTHOCWUTETHHO BHYTPEHHVIX
LIEHHOCTEVI, MBI BBIHY KII€HBI ITPU3HABATh, YTO HEKOTO-
Ppble Bellyt oIpefeIeHHO IUIOXM-IUIS VIV XOPOIIV-IJIL
Hac. Takum 06pa3som, 3To HauasTbHas TOUKa, C KOTOPOVI
MBI BBICTpaVBaeM Hallly CHCTeMY LIEHHOCTEVI: MbI IIPU-
3HaéM HEKOTOpPBIe BeIl abCOITFOTHO XOPOIIVIMY VIV
IUIOXVIMU VI, TIOCTYTIasl TaK, MBI CIMTaeM ceOsl 11eJIsIMm
cammmm TIo ceGe. Ho MBI He eTMHCTBeHHBIe CyIIIeCTBa,
IUTSL KOTOPBIX BeIM MOTYT OBITh TUTOXVIMU VTV XOPO-
LIMMI; ApyIve >KMBOTHBIE He OT/INYAIOTCSI OT Hac B
3TOM OTHOIIIeHNN. [103TOMY MBI He MOXKeM He CUUTaTh
IPYTMX JKMBOTHBIX LIEJISIMV caMyMM 110 cebe (p. 145).
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strained and limited by them” (p. 107). Successful
passing through the filter seems to be a pre-con-
dition for the moral status. Korsgaard responds
that moral status can be the right to a certain kind
of treatment (pp. 109-111). It is necessary to pass
through the moral filter in order to deserve a cer-
tain kind of treatment. If someone “deserves to
be treated a certain way [...] he ought to be given
(or subjected to) that treatment because he has be-
haved well or badly in some way that is relevant”
(p- 109). However, “someone is said to ‘deserve’
something simply if it is right and proper that he
should have it” (p. 110). Animals belong in the lat-
ter category.

Let us now consider Korsgaard’s central argu-
ment. Following Kant, she admits that to have mor-
al status someone must be amenable to the moral
law. According to Kant, this can only apply to ra-
tional creatures, autonomous individuals who
are law-makers themselves. Korsgaard, however,
maintains that the moral law can prescribe obliga-
tions in two senses: “You can owe a duty to some-
one in the sense that he is the recognized authority
who made the law for you, or you can owe a duty
to someone in the sense that the law by its content
gives him a right, which enables him to make a
claim on you” (p. 125). Only rational creatures can
be the sources of the law, but the moral law itself
can apply to other creatures. The latter then be-
come ends in themselves, members of the kingdom
of ends (p. 131).

Korsgaard thus sums up her main argument:

As rational beings, we need to justify our actions,
to think there are reasons for them. That requires us
to suppose that some ends are worth pursuing, are
absolutely good. Without metaphysical insight into
a realm of intrinsic values, all we have to go on is
that some things are certainly good-for or bad-for us.
That then is the starting point from which we build
up our system of values — we take those things to
be good or bad absolutely — and in doing that we
are taking ourselves to be ends in ourselves. But we
are not the only beings for whom things can be good
or bad; the other animals are no different from us in
that respect. So we are committed to regarding all
animals as ends in themselves (p. 145).



ATl Becenun

Mgl ycTaHaB/IMBaeM 3aKOH KakK palliOHaJIbHbIe CY-
IT[ecTBa, HO MOZIIajaeM TI07], ero JIeVICTBYIe TIOTOMY, UTO
U151 Hac eCTh HeuTO Xopollee 11 HeuTo Iyioxoe. IToaro-
My ¥ IpyT¥e CyIIecTBa, 1JIs1 KOTOPbIX eCTh 3TO pasJiy-
4ute, TOfIIa/IaioT IO/, MOPasIbHEIV 3aKOH. OTHOCKUTHCS
K IPyT¥M Kak K LIeJIsIM caMVM IT0 ceOe 3HaUMT «OTHO-
CUTBCS K HUM B COOTBETCTBIM C MX Oy1arom» (p. 220).

OTKpbIBast XMBOTHBIM [IBEpPU B LIaPCTBO LieJiel], Mbl
CTaJIKVBAEMCsl C HECKOJIbKVIMM HeIIPUsTHBIMM ITOCIIefI-
CTBUSIMI. BO-TIepBBIX, XXMBOTHBIE CTAHOBATCS «T PakKia-
HaMM BTOPOTO COpPTa», Belb MICTOYHMKAMV MOpPaJIbHO-
O 3aKOHA OCTAIOTCH PallMoOHaJIbHbIe CyIiecTBa. Bo-BTo-
PBIX, XKMBOTHBIE He MOT'YT IeVICTBOBATh B COOTBETCTBUM
¢ MopaJsIbHBIM 3aKoHOM (p. 150). B-TpeTbunx, «korga Ml
HpuryaiaeM XUBOTHBIX B LAPCTBO Iiejiel], Hazex/a
criesaTh MVIP XOPOIIVIM IS Beex ncuesaet» (p. 154). Ilo
nosozy 3Tmx 3aTpynHenut Kopcraapy nmiet: «To 00-
CTOSITEIIBCTBO, UTO JKMBOTHBIE IIPVBHOCIT OeCIIopsiioK
B LIAPCTBO 1ieJiefl, He SIBJISeTC OCHOBaHMEeM JIJIS VX VC-
KJIIOUeHMsI U3 Hero, eCJInt OHM, KakK sl C4UTalo, K HeMy
yxxe mpuHaziexat» (p. 153). To ects 31n1 3aTpynHeHMS
He CHMMAIOT C Hac KaK pallyoHaJ/IbHbIX CyIecTs 0bs3a-
TeJIbCTB Tepe]] JKMBOTHBIMIAL

TpeTrs yacTb KHUT'M COOEePXXUT HeKOTOPbIe BHIBOMbI
13 Teopuy, paspaboTarHoi Kopcraapy, B IIepBbIX [BYX.
B maparpade 10.3.2 aBTOp pOopMyIMpPYeT «KUBOTHYIO
AHTVHOMUIO»:

1. MbI 00s13aHBI CeIaTh BCeX »KMBOTHBIX OMalll-
HVIMV, IIOCKOJIBKY MBI He MOXKEM 3aIllUTUTh AKX K-
BOTHBIX OT €CTeCTBEHHBIX 30J1.

2. MBI 00s13aHbBI cIe/IaTh BCeX XXMBOTHBIX OVIKVIMU,
IIOCKOJIBKY MBI CaMVI He MOKeM M30eXXaTb IpUUMHe-
HIA 3/1a JOMAIITHNM XVBOTHBIM (p. 181).

Ilox omoMaItHMBaHVEM B JAHHOM CJIydae MMeeT-
Cs1 B BUIY IIpMBeIeHNe XVBOTHBIX B COCTOSIHVIE 3aBU-
CUIMOCTM OT 4eJIoBeKa, KOTOpBIVI OyHeT KOHTPOJIIPO-
BaTh MX pa3sMHOXXEHVe, INTaHVe 1, BO3MOXHO, BIIVSTD
Ha X TeHeTMKY. Te3uc B 9TOVI aHTMHOMWM OTCTauBa-
et /Ixedp Maxmaxan. Kopcraapn HaselBaeT ero Imosm-
LIMIO «3TVIKOVI TBOPEHNsI», TaK KaK YeJIOBEK B TOM CIIy-
yae yacTMYHO OepeT Ha cebs poinb bora (p. 182—183).
ITpoTMBOIOIOXHYIO TOUKY 3peHms (aHTUTEe3NC) OHa
VIMEHYeT «abOJIMIIVIOHM3MOM», K CTOPOHHMKAaM KO-
TOPOrO IPUHAJIEXAT, HAIPUMep, WIeHbl OpraHmusa-
umn «JIronm 3a aTM4YHOe oOpalleHVe ¢ KMBOTHBIMID
(PETA) (p. 178 —-179).

Uro0bl  paspemnTh <«KUBOTHYIO aHTVHOMIIO,
Kopcraapn oOpartmaeTcss K BOIPOCY O LIeHHOCTM Ovio-
JIOTMYeCcKX BUIOB. TpymgHOCTE C OmosormdecKuMm
BUAMV COCTOUT B TOM, YTO O71aro u 3710, IO ee MHe-
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We make the law as rational creatures, but we
are amenable to it because there is something good-
for us and bad-for us. This means that the moral law
applies also to other creatures for whom this differ-
ence exists. To treat others as ends in themselves
means to “treat them in ways that are compatible
with their good” (p. 220).

Letting animals into the Kingdom of Ends, we
encounter several unpleasant consequences. First,
animals become “second-rate citizens” because the
sources of moral law become rational creatures.
Second, animals cannot act under the moral law
(p- 150). Third, “once we invite the animals into the
Kingdom of Ends, that hope of making the world
good for everyone is gone” (p. 154). Korsgaard re-
sponds: “But the fact that animals cause trouble in
the Kingdom of Ends is no reason to lock them out
if they otherwise belong there, as I believe they do”
(p- 153). In other words, these problems do not re-
lieve us of our duty to animals.

The third part of the book sets forth some con-
clusions from the theory Korsgaard develops in the
first two parts. She formulates the “animal antino-
my” in paragraph 10.3.2:

1) It is our duty to make all animals domestic,
since we cannot protect wild animals from natural
evils.

2) It is our duty to make all animals wild, since
we cannot avoid wronging domestic animals our-
selves (p. 181).

In this case, domestication means making an-
imals dependent on man who will control their
procreation, nutrition and perhaps influence their
genetics. Jeff McMahan advocates the antinomy the-
sis. Korsgaard calls his position the “ethics of cre-
ation” because man in a way assumes the role of
God (pp. 182—183). She describes the opposite view
(antithesis) as “abolitionism” which is promoted, for
example, by members of People for Ethical Treat-
ment of Animals (PETA) (pp. 178-179).

To resolve the “animal antinomy” Korsgaard
brings in the question of the value of biological spe-
cies. The problem with biological species is that
good and evil, in her opinion, are linked with indi-
vidual creatures who have moral status. Korsgaard
then introduces the concept of normatively significant



HWIO, IIPMBsI3aHbl K OTAEJIbHBIM CO3JaHMAM — HOCU-
TeJIsIM MopaJsibHoro craryca. ITostomy Kopcraaps Bso-
IUT B CBOIO TEOPWIO IIOHSATME HOPMAMUBHO 3HAUUMOI
epynnet (p. 190), cBsi3aHHOE ¢ HOHATVMEM 10 cyujecmby
coBmecmuo ucnoavsyemozo 6aaea (p. 206) (mprumep —
OericOosIbHas IUIOIIA/IKA, KOTOPAsi MOXET WCIIOIb30-
BaThCS TOJIBKO COBMECTHO). brlaro Takoro Tuia sBjIseT-
cs1 Gr1aroM IS TPYIIIBL, ¥ TOTa IPyIia OKas3bIBaeTCs
HOPMaTVBHO 3HauMMOVL. [jIs HOIyJIAIni JXMBOTHBIX
TaKXXe CYIeCTBYIOT COBMECTHO WCIIOJIb3yeMble Ojlara
(HamrprMep, MecTa OOMTaHMS), TO3TOMY OHV CTAaHOBSAT-
€Sl HOPMAaTMBHO 3HaYMMbIMU TpyTiriaMu (p. 208).
Hpyron Borpoc Kopcraaps 3BydmnT HeOXWIaHHO:
«He porpxHbl 11 BIMepeTh jrroan?» OTBeT Ha Hero Ia-
pamokcasieH: «f gyMaro, 9To y Hac eCThb CBOEro pora
IIpaBO IIBITAThCsL 00ECTIeUNTH [I0JIroe Oy TyIIiee I Ha-
mero Buya. Ho coryracHo KaHTMaHCKOMY ITOAXOMY, KO-
TOPBIN S 3aIlIMINA0, STOrO IIpaBa MBI MOXKEM JIMIINTE-
csl — MBI MOKEM He 3aCJIyXUTb €ro, — eCJIV IPOHoIl-
KVIM JKeCTOKO 00paIliaThCs C OTIeJIbHBIMM JKMBOTHBIMM
1 coolIIiecTBaMI JKMBOTHBIX, C KOTOPBIMI MBI JIeJIVIM
3TOT MUp» (p. 214). OnHAaKO yTBEpXKIeHMe, YTO pallyio-
HaJIbHOE CyIIIeCTBO — IIeJIb caMa 10 cebe — MOXKeT JIV-
IINTHCS IIpaBa Ha CyllleCcTBOBaHMe, IJIOXO COIJIacyeTcs
C KaHTMaHCKMM TIOJIXOIOM B 3TVKe, B3SITBIM JaXke B ca-
MOM IIMPOKOM cMbIcsIe. Bosmoxxno, Kopcraapy vicrions-
3yeT 3Ty HEOIHO3HAYHYIO (ppasy JIVIIb I TOrO, YTO-
OBI IIpVIBIIeYb BHMMAaHVe YiTaTelIsd K HelIPaBIIbHOCTI
MHOTI'MX JEeVICTBU JIXO[eVl B OTHOIIIEHU W JKMBOTHBIX.
Kak e paspemaercd «KMBOTHas aHTUHOMUSI»?
Kopcraapn oTBepraeT v Te3uc, M aHTUTE3NC, IIperyIarast
MPOCTO B KaXkJIOV KOHKPEeTHOV CUTyalyi OTHOCUTLCS
K XKMBOTHOMY KaK K I1eJI/ caMo1 1o ceOe, TO eCThb BCer-
Ila «AyMaThb O “meTasIsix, KOTOpble OTIMYIAIOTCS OT CITy-
yas K cryda”®» (p. 220). Tak, ynorpebsieHne XUBOT-
HBIX B IIVIITY VUJIM VICIIONIb30BaHMe I1JIs MeIVIIMHCKIX
9KCIIePVIMEHTOB HEeCOBMECTVMO C MX MOpPaJIbHBIM CTa-
TycoM. B To e Bpems paboTa XVMBOTHBIX B BOOPY>KeH-
HBIX CMJIaX VUIM VIX WCIIOJIb30BaHNe B KauecTBe KOM-
[IaHBOHOB OITYCTVIMO IIPV COOTBETCTBYIOIIEM 0Opa-
meHVN. B 1esioM pelrieHvie IOMUMHAETCS IPUHITAILY
«OTHOCUTBCS K XVBOTHBIM B COOTBETCTBUM C MX OJIa-
rom» (p. 220). Kak MBI BUIVMM, TEpMUH «aHTVMHOMMS»
ucnonb3yeTcss Kopcraaps sIBHO He B CTPOrOM CMBICTIE:
MBI He CTaJIKMBaeMCs 371eCh C IIPOTMBOpeUNeM, Te3VIC
7 aHTWUTE3MC KOTOPOro B PaBHOV Mepe moKasyemsl. V1
HMKaKas HaCTOsIIasi aHTMHOMIS He MOXeT ObITh pas-

* Kopcraaps, mcnosib3yeT 3iech parMeHT M3 cTaTtb Toma

Perara, KOTOpPBIVI CYUMTAeT, YTO OTHOIIEHME K >XMBOTHBIM
crremryeT m3MeHUTH B 1iesioM (Regan, 1985, p. 13), Torma Kak mrs
Kopcraapy, BaXHBI IMEHHO J1€TaIN.
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group (p. 190) connected with the concept of essen-
tially shared good (p. 206) (an example is a baseball
field that can be used only jointly). This kind of
good is good for a group and then the group be-
comes normatively significant. Animal populations
also have jointly used goods (for example, their
habitats), so they become normatively significant
groups (p. 208).

Another question Korsgaard asks may sound
surprising: “Should humans go extinct?” Her an-
swer is paradoxical: “I think we have a sort of right
to try to secure the long-term future of our species.
But on the Kantian view I advocate, it is the kind of
right we can forfeit — we can fail to deserve it —
if we continue to abuse the individual animals and
the animal communities with whom we share the
world” (p. 214). However, the claim that a rational
creature — an end in itself — may forfeit the right to
exist is not compatible with the Kantian approach to
ethics, not even in its broadest sense. It may be that
Korsgaard uses this ambiguous phrase to draw the
reader’s attention to the wrongness of many human
actions with regard to animals.

How, then, is the “animal antinomy” resolved?
Korsgaard rejects both the thesis and the antithe-
sis, suggesting that in each concrete situation it is
necessary to see the animal as an end in itself, i.e.
always “to think about ‘the details that vary from
case to case’” (p. 220).* Thus, using animals for
food or for medical experiments is incompatible
with their moral status. At the same time, the work
of animals in the armed forces or their uses as com-
panions is admissible, given proper treatment. On
the whole the decision should follow the princi-
ple “treat them in ways that are compatible with
their good” (p. 220). It will readily be seen that
Korsgaard uses the term “antinomy” loosely; we
are not dealing with a contradiction in which the
thesis and antithesis are equally provable. And no
real antinomy can be resolved by sifting through
cases. Rather, we are looking at opposite opinions
bolstered by probable arguments. That said, Kors-
gaard’s solution appears to be more “humane”

* Here Korsgaard uses a fragment from Tom Regan’s article in
which he argues that the attitude to animals as a whole should
be changed (Regan, 1985, p. 13), whereas for Korsgaard it is the
details that matter.
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peltreHa riepebopoM cirydaeB. CKopee, MBI IMeeM 3/1eCh
JeJI0 C IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHBIMI MHEHWSIMM, IO KperIeH-
HBIMV BEepOSITHBIMM JI0BOflaMI. B To ke Bpemsi perite-
Hue Kopcraapy mipesicrasrigeTcs 0osiee «4eIoBedHbBIM»,
ueM paJViKasIbHbIV aOOIMIIVIOHM3M ¥ 3TUKA TBOPEHMSL.
«PopMmpoBaHVe OTHOIIEHUTI C KMBOTHBIMM, — IIV-
IIIeT OHa B KOHIIe KHUTM, — paboTa ¢ HMUMM, IIOIBIT-
KV TIOHATB, KaK OHM IyMaloT ¥ UYTO OHV YyBCTBYIOT, —
3TO YacTh crenydudecKy dejiopedeckoro Oiara. Kom-
ITaHMs XVBOTHBIX XOPOIIIa 11 Hac» (p. 237).

VI37105k1B OCHOBHOE coflepKaHe KHUTY, 5 XOTeJI ObI
MPUBECTV OTHO Bo3pakeHMe. 3aKoHoraTesleM B Ilap-
CTBe IleJleVl BLICTYIIaeT pa3yMHOe CYIIeCTBO, OJHaKo,
ycTaHaBJIMBas 3aKOH, OHO paccMaTrpuBaeT cebst He Kak
pasyMHoOe, a Kak uyBcTByloilee. CHavana Kopcraapy,
TOBOPUT O CTpafZaHMM M YHAOBOJIBCTBUM JIVIIL KaK O
dpopmMax caMOCO3HaHWMSI, HO B IEBSATOV IJIaBe yTBepXKIa-
€T, YTO OHM CYIIIeCTBEHHBI IJI CO3HAH B IIPUHIINIIE,
IOTOMY YTO YAOBOJIbCTBUE U CTpajaHue — 3TO OLeH-
KV, BCTPOEHHBIE B CO3HATEIbHYIO XKV3Hb BCSIKOIO XKVI-
BOTHOTO (p. 166). PyHKIMOHMpPOBaHME [IJIS XMBOTHO-
ro — 3TO KOHe4Hoe 0J1aro, 1 OKa3bIBaeTCsl, 9YTO «CO3Ha-
TeJIbHOe XOpolllee (PyHKIIMOHWPOBaHMe — 3TO Takoe
COCTOsIHVE, KOTOpOe caMo 110 cebe ¢ HeoOXOIMMOCTBIO
HIPVSATHO IS XOPOLIO (PYHKIIMOHVIPYIOIIETO >KVMBOT-
HOTO B JOCTaTOYHO XOPOLIMX YCIIOBUSX» (p. 165). 1HBI-
MU CJIOBaMM, paljyioHaIbHOe CYINecTBO, Oyayum co-
3HaTeJIbHBEIM, 110 OIIpeesIeHN IO JTOJDKHO MMeTh OIIBIT
cTpafgaHud U yaoBobcTBua. Takosa nosuumst Kopcera-
apa. Ho 3meck oHa oTCTyHaeT He TOJIBKO OT KAaHTOBCKO-
o, HO, IIO-BUIVIMOMY, U OT OOIIEIIPUHATOrO IOHSTIS
PpaloHaIBHOTO CyIrecTsa. s palyoHaIbHOrO W
Jake IIPOCTO CO3HATEILHOI'O CYIIIeCTBa OIIBIT YAOBOJIb-
CTBUSL M CTpajjaHMs He gBJIseTCs HeOOXOAMMBIM XOTsI
ObI IOTOMY, UTO MOYKHO IIPeZICTaBUTh ceOe TaKoe cO3Ha-
TeJIbHOE CYIIIeCTBO, KOTOPOE ero He VMeeT.

B samury Kopcraapm MOXXHO cKasaTh, 4TO Te Y/0-
BOJIBCTBYE VI CTPa/IaHMe, O KOTOPhIX MAET peub, — 3TO
He KBaJITaTVBHBIE IIePeXXMBaHVIs, a IIPOCTO OIIEHKM CO-
CTOsTHWMS OpraHmsMa. Ha 3To MOXXHO OTBeTUTB, BO-IIep-
BBIX, UTO TaKOV MOHUTOPUHI COOCTBEHHOIO COCTOS-
HVS OIATH XKe He HeoOXOMMM IIJIs CO3HATeJIBHBIX CY-
1miecTB. Bo-BTOpBIX, TIOITpobyeM 3aMeHUTh B paccyskie-
Huax Kopcraapn uybembyrowux cywecmb na cyujecmé,
npousBoosuux MOHUMOpUHe cBoeeo COCMOSAHUSA, He CO-
npoBox0arouutics (heHOMeHALHBLMU Nepexubanuimu
604y uau yooBosscmbus. Eciv Mbr OymeM roBopuThb O
HaIlMX 00g3aTesIbCTBaX Iepes], TaKMMV OecdyBCTBEH-
HBIMU CO3JaHVAMM, a He Ilepel, XMBOTHBIMU, VIMeFO-
MW (peHOMeHasILHBIV OIIBIT YIOBOJILCTBUS W CTpa-
JaHWs, Halm cuMmnaTtum K Teopun Kopcraapm moryT
OBITH TOKOJIE0JIEHBL.
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than radical abolitionism or the ethics of creation.
“Forming relationships with animals, and working
with them, and trying to figure out how they think
and what they feel, is part of the specific good of
being human. The company of animals is good-for
us” (p. 237).

Having presented the content of the book I
would like to raise just one objection. The law
in the Kingdom of Ends is laid down by a ratio-
nal creature; however, in laying down the law it
considers itself to be a sentient and not a rational
being. Initially, Korsgaard speaks about suffer-
ing and pleasure only as forms of self-conscious-
ness, but in chapter nine she claims that they are
essential for consciousness in principle because
pleasure and suffering are valences built into the
conscious life of any animal (p. 166). For an ani-
mal, functioning is the final good. “It follows from
this that conscious well-functioning is itself a con-
dition that is necessarily pleasant to the well-func-
tioning animal in reasonably good circumstances”
(p- 165). In other words, a rational creature, being
conscious, must by definition have experience of
suffering and pleasure. This is Korsgaard’s stand.
But there she departs not only from the Kantian,
but arguably from the generally accepted concept
of a rational being. For a rational or even simply
a conscious being the experience of pleasure and
suffering is not necessary, if only because one can
imagine a conscious creature that does not have
such experience.

It can be said in Korsgaard’s defence that the
pleasure and suffering referred to here are not qual-
itative experiences but simply assessments of the
state of the organism. But one may counter this,
first, by stating that such monitoring of one’s own
state is not necessary for conscious beings. And
second, let us try to replace in Korsgaard’s reason-
ing sentient creatures with creatures which conduct
monitoring of their state, unaccompanied by phenom-
enal experiences of pain or pleasure. If we talk about
our obligations to such insentient creatures, and
not to animals which have phenomenal experience
of pleasure and suffering our sympathy for Kors-
gaard’s theory may be diminished.

The overall conclusion that suggests itself is that
the method of universalisation of morality proposed
by Korsgaard does not cover all the possible rational
beings. She may be prepared to admit that because
she describes her position as naturalistic (p. 168),



TaxuM 00pa3oM, MOXHO 3aKJIFOYMTB, YTO CIIOCOD
yHMBepcaIm3aluy Mopaiy, IpensaraeMmbit Kopcra-
api, pacIIpocTpaHseTcsl He Ha BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX pa3yM-
HBIX cyImiecT. OHa, BO3MOXKHO, TOTOBa 3TO IPWU3HATh,
TaK KaK Ha3bIBaeT CBOIO TIO3MIIVIO HaTy PaIMCTYeCKO
(p. 168), TO ecTb 3aBMCKMON OT OIIpeeIeHHBIX dMIIV-
puyeckmx dakros. Ho BaxkHee, 4TO B CyIeCTBEHHOM
IyHKTe cBoero paccyxpenus Kopcraapn ommpaer-
Cs Ha IIPOM3BOJIbHOE, y/I00HOe /IS Hee oIpeesieHue
Pa3syMHOTrO CyIIecTBa, C KOTOPBIM YMTaTesIb He 00si3aH
comtamarbcs. [1ooOHbI ITprieM MOXeT IOOpBaTh ee
TJIaBHBIE BBIBOIBL.

Tem ne menee xuura Kopcraapn mammcana Oesy-
IIpeYHO, OXBaThIBaeT IIMPOKNIL KPYT 3TMYeCKIX IIpo-
O71eM, a ee apryMeHTBI OTJIIMYAIOTCS CHOCTBIO VI BHU-
MaHMeM K JleTasisiM. Kpome Toro, 3Ta paboTa mHTepec-
Ha KaK VICTOPUKO-(PrIocodcKas MHTepIIpeTaryis KaH-
TOBCKOTO OTHOIIEHMS K >KMBOTHBIM. OHa, Oe3ycsioB-
Ho, Oyzer mosie3sHa BceM, KTO VIHTepeCcyeTcsi MOpaslb-
Hom dustocodmert KanTa miIv 3TUKOV OTHOMIEHMS K
0AUBKUM CO30AHUAM.

Baazodapuocmu. Sma peyensusn nosbusacy 6 pe-
3yavmame o0cyxOenus Bvicmynienus abmopa Ha ce-
munape Mockobckoeo yenmpa uccaedoBanus cosHAHUA
25 dexabps 2019 e. A baaz00apio 6cex yuacmHuukoB cemu-
HApa 3a ux Kommenmapuu, cnocobcmbobabuiue moemy
noxnumanuto knueu Kopceaapo.
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i.e. dependent on certain empirical facts. Even more
important is the fact that at a critical point of her
argument Korsgaard proceeds from an arbitrary
definition of a rational creature, which may be con-
venient for her but need not necessarily be shared
by the reader. Such an approach may undermine her
main conclusions.

Even so, Korsgaard’s book is impeccably writ-
ten, covers a wide range of ethical problems and her
arguments are remarkable for clarity and attention
to details. The book is also interesting as a histori-
cal-philosophical interpretation of the Kantian atti-
tude to animals. It will surely be useful for all those
who are interested in Kant’s moral philosophy or
the ethics of the attitude to our fellow creatures.
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