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M3JIOMAHHBIE TPAHU DTUYECKOI'O
YHUBEPCAJIN3MA.
KOMMEHTAPUW K KHUTE
«YHUBEPCAJIBHOCTb B MOPAJIVI»

A. B. YeaeBa'

Abmop xpumuuecku ocmvicaubaem Hekomopsle 1oAo-
JKeHUA KoaseKkmubHoi MoHoepaguu «Ynubepcasvrocms
6 mopaau», usdannoil 6 2020 e. nod obuyeil pedaxyuen Py-
bera Anpecsana. Knuea 0biia nanucana no pesyAvmamam
macumabHo20 uccaedobanus, npobedeHHo20 npogpeccu-
OHAALHOIMU  (hus0COPamMU-amuKamy. U nocBaujennoeo
Bonpocy npupods: yHubepcasvhocmu 6 mopaiu u mexa-
HU3MOB YHUBepcalsusayuy omoesbHblX MAKCUM U HOPM
om Anmuunocmu 00 coBpeMeHHbIX IMUUECKUX meopuil,
npedcmabaenHbix npexoe Bceeo anasumuueckotl mpaou-
yueil. boavuioil unmepec Bui3vi6aem anasus CMeXXHbIX ge-
HoMeHOB 6 mopaau, n03604A10U4UX ONpPedeAUd NPUHUHDL
u xapakmep mpancgopmayuu Mopasu 8 pasauumvle 310-
xXu u conymembyiowiee el usMeHeHue mepmMuHos02ute-
CcK020 annapama abcoAtomHo20 Mu4ecko2o yHubepcasus-
Mma, npedcmatoujeeo 8 kauecmbe omnpabrotl mouxu 8 ana-
Au3e KAUueBblx CoBpeMeHHbIX KOHUenuyui MOpatbHot
yHubBepcasvrocmu. A6mop npediaeaen K paccMonpenuo
Bo3moxHbie HanpabaeHus NpooosxKeHUs Uccae008aHut
6 Oanmotl cepepe, nosbosarujue ckoppexmupobams 00-
wjenpunsamole npedcmabienus He mMoAbKo 00 ucmopuu
noxAmus yHubepcasvHocmu 6 Mopasu, Ho u o Bxaade om-
OeavHbLX ABMOpoB U yeavix 3nox 6 npoepecc weaobeueckoi
yubuausayuu. Peuv udem npexoe Bceco 0 MOpasbHOU
meopuu kKonmpaxmapuanucmo8 u IlpocBewenus. Bru-
manue K ux udesm 6o MHo2oM onpedessiemn HANpabaeH-
HOCIIb AKMYAABHBIX UCHIOPUKO-GhuA0COCKUX UccedoBa-
HULL, PEKOHCIMPYUPYOUUX UCTIOPUIO SUUECKUX Y4eHU
u omoeavHvix nonamuil. IIpuoaBaemoe cee00HA sHavenue
HoBomy 632440y Ha meopuio obujecmberHoeo 002060pa,
paccmampubaemozo He moAbKO ¢ COYUAABHO-NOAUTNUYE-
CKUX, HO U C MOPAAbHBIX N03UYUtl, 3acmabasem no-1obo-
My nocmabums Gonpoc 00 YHUbepcasbHOCHU KA104eBbLx

1 HaumoHa/IbHBIVI  VICCIIEIOBATEIbCKIV YHUBEPCUTET
«BrIcImast mKosIa SKOHOMUK».
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DISCUSSION

BROKEN FACETS
OF ETHICAL UNIVERSALISM.
COMMENTARY ON THE BOOK
UNIVERSALITY IN MORALITY

A. V. Ugleva'

Some ideas expressed in the collective monograph
Universality in Morality (2020), edited by Ruben
Apressyan, are here critically examined. The book is
based on the results of a large-scale study by profession-
al ethical philosophers devoted to the question of the na-
ture of universality in morality and the mechanisms
of universalisation of individual maxims and norms
from antiquity to modern ethical theories, represent-
ed above all by the analytical tradition in philosophy.
Of great interest is the analysis of related phenomena
in morality, which makes it possible to determine the
causes and nature of the transformation of morality in
different eras and the accompanying change in the ter-
minological apparatus of absolute ethical universalism,
considered to be the starting point in the analysis of key
modern concepts of moral universality. The article also
suggests possible avenues for continued research in this
area which could prompt modifications not only to the
history of the concept of universality in morality, but
also to our assessment of the contribution of individ-
ual authors and entire eras to the progress of human
civilisation. This concerns above all the moral theory
of contractarianism and the Enlightenment. Focus on
their ideas goes a long way to determining the direction
of current historical-philosophical research that recon-
structs the history of ethical teachings and individu-
al concepts. The importance attached today to a new
view of the theory of the social contract, considered not
only from socio-political but also from moral positions,
forces us to approach in a new way the question con-
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usocopckux  kameeopuil, Bvipabomannbix 6 pamkax
Mo meopu Ha npomsikeHu 6eeeo pasbumus uoeoso-
euy KoHmpakmapuanusma. A6mop markxe axyeHmupy-
em npobaemy 000cHOBaHUA Me3uca 0 MOpAALHOM 3AKOHe
Kax auaioze YHuBepcalvHoeo 3akoHa npupoosl, pasbubas
uoeu, u3n0xKeHHble 6 KoAAeKMUBHOT MOHOPAUU.

KatoueBovie caoBa: smuueckuil  yHubepcarusm,
Kanm, Bceobujuil 3ax01 npupodsl, Kameaopuueckutl um-
nepamuf, npaemamuyeckas yHnubepcasus, 3muxa Ouc-
Kypca, KOHMpaKmapuanusm, payuoHatbHas coesxa

BBemenmne

DeHOMEH YHWMBEPCAIBHOCTH, I YHUBEpCa-
JM3Ma, B MOpaJIi — OOVMH U3 Hauboslee 3Ha4M-
MBIX IS Pa3BUTHMS STUYECKOVI TeOpPUM OOBEKTOB,
M3ydaeMbIX IIpodpeccroHaIbHBIMM — prstocoda-
MW, TIOCKOJIBKY OT ITOHVMMAHS IIPVIPOLIBI YHUBEP-
CaJIBHOTO B MOPaJIM HAIIPSIMYIO 3aBUCUT JOBepIe
MOpaJIbHBIM aBTOpPUTETaM, STUYECKMM HOpMaM
Y IPVIHINIIAM, OOOCHOBAaHHOCTB, OObeKTMBHOCTD
", KaK CJIe[ICTBME, OOIlleCTBEHHOe ¥ MH/IVBUIY-
aJIbHOe IIPV3HaHME VX B KadeCcTBe TPaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIbHBIX OCHOBaHWV 4eJIOBEYeCKOM MIeHTMYHO-
CTVI, HEMBICJIVIMOVI BHe KOHKPETHOTO IIOBeleHYe-
CKOro Habopa MaKCHM ¥ 3aKOHOB, PeTyJIMPYIOLINX
IIOBeZIeHe KaK OTHEeTPHOIO MHAVBUIIA, TaK 1 Iie-
JIBIX COODIIIeCTB.

V1 xoTst ciopbl 00 yHMBEpPCaIbHOCTU MOPalb-
HOT'O 3aKOHA VJIyT Ha IIPOTSDKEHMV KaK MVUHVIMYM
200 s1eT, 0coOyI0 OCTPOTY OHM IIPHOOpeII BO BTO-
povi nostoBrHe XX CTOJIeTVISI B HOBBIX KYJIBTY PHO-V-
CTOPWYECKIX ¥ COLVAJIBHO-TIOIIUTIYECKMX 00CTO-
arenbcTBax. Eciv Korma-To 3Ta mmest ObUTa McTod-
HVKOM MeTapu3IUIecKo I1eJIOCTHOCTY, eIVHCTBa
MMpa U YeJIoBeKa, TO CEeTOTHS ee 3alllTHIKOB He-
PenKo yIIpeKaloT B TOM, UTO Ha CaMOM JieJle IMeH-
HO TVYeCKIVI yHVBEPCaIVi3M IOBHEH B KOJIOHVIa-
sm3Me u atHoleHTpu3Me (Callahan, 2000, p. 38, 44),
ITOCKOJIBKY OH VII€OJIOTMTYEeCKN OIIpaBIbIBaeT yTHe-
TeHVie MaJIbIX HapOJIOB BO MIMS «ILIMBVJIM3AI[IOHHO-
ro rmporpecca». V make cerofmHs yHUBepCaIvi3M He-
PEIKO XapaKTepu3yIOT KaK YCTAaHOBKY, MIIEVIHO IIVI-
TaIOIIIy O I7100aIM3alIVIOHHBIE ITPOIIECCHI VI TIOTOMY

A.V. Ugleva

cerning the universality of the key philosophical cate-
gories developed within this theory throughout its his-
tory. Elaborating the ideas set forth in the monograph,
the author also stresses the relevance of the problem of
justifying the thesis about the moral law as an analogue
of the universal law of nature in the modern context.

Keywords: ethical universalism, Kant, universal
law of nature, categorical imperative, pragmatic univer-
sal, discourse ethics, contractarianism, rational bargain

Introduction

Universality, or universalism, in morality is
one of the most significant concepts in the de-
velopment of ethical theory of objects studied
by professional philosophers. This is because
understanding the nature of the universal in
morality is the key condition of trust in mor-
al authority, ethical norms and principles, ob-
jectivity and, consequently, their social and
individual recognition as transcendental foun-
dations of human identity. This is inconceiva-
ble without a concrete set of maxims and laws
that regulate the behaviour of both individuals
and entire communities.

Although arguments about the universali-
ty of the moral law are at least 200 years old,
they took on particular relevance in the sec-
ond half of the twentieth century owing to the
new cultural-historical and socio-political cir-
cumstances. Once a source of metaphysical in-
tegrity, the unity of humanity and the world,
today ethical universalism is often blamed as
colonialism and ethno-centrism (Callahan,
2000, p. 38, 44) because it provides ideological
justification of the oppression of small peoples
in the name of “civilisational progress”. Even
today universalism is often seen as an ideo-
logical justification of globalisation process-
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OCYXXITaeMyIO TeMV, KTO He CMUPSIETCsI C TOMOTeH -
3arvient v CTaHJapTv3alven Mupa. qu'IOBeKy CBOI-
CTBEHHO V30 BCEX CVJI 3aILVIIATh TOXIECTBa 11 pas-
JIIYVIsT, HO TOJIBKO IO TeX IIOp, ITIOKa OH He OKa3bl-
BaeTCsI JIVILOM K JIVITY C He MeHee II003PUTe/IbHON
VI BBI3BIBAIOILIEVT HeZTOBEpYe MIeeV HapTUKYIIIPU3-
Ma, 32 KOTOPOVI HEPEIKO CTOUT BYJIbIapHBIVI STOVI3M
V1 arpecCUBHBIV HallMiOHaIM3M. 11 yHuBepcain-
CTa BeJIMYANIIas OHaCHOCTh — 3TO PeJISTUBY3M,
HIpeBpalaioINl STUKY He 0oslee 4eM B CTOJIKHO-
BeHVIe YyBCTB, SMOLIVI, YaCTHBIX MHTEPECOB, COBO-
KYITHOCTb HEKPUTUYECKMX KYJIBTYPHBIX TPAKTVK.
ITapTuKynsapusm, B CBOIO O4epeslb, OIaceH CBOeV
HEUYBCTBUTEJIBHOCTBIO K JEVICTBUTEIbHBIM pas-
JIVYVISIM MEXXITY JIFOIBMU V1 OTAeIbHBIMIU IIeHHOCT-
HBIMM cucteMaMy (cM.. Macklin, 1999). Bormpoc
MOIYac CTaBUTCS paJMKaIbHO: KaKoe W3 ABYX 30J1
BBIOpaTh — yHMBepCaJIV3M WJIV HapTUKYJISIPU3M,
VIMIIEpVAIVI3M VI KOMMYHUTapM3M, yHUBEpca-
msM win auddepentmanusm? KapayHaibHble
¥ GeccriopHble IIEHHOCTM [1JIs1 OHVX OKa3bIBaIOT-
CsI UVHUYHBIMY VMHCTPYMEHTaMVI 3arlaHOro VM-
nepriaMsMa IjIst JPyTuX.

B cBsa3m ¢ 3TMM 0co0yI0 aKTyasIbHOCTB IIPYO0-
peTaroT MCCIenoBaHIs, HallpaB/IeHHbIe Ha CYICTEM-
HYIO WCTOPUKO-PWIOCOPCKYIO PEKOHCTPYKIIVIO
IpeficTaB/IeHNiI 00 3TMYEeCKOM YHUBepcasIv3Me,
a TaK)kKe Ha pacKphITyie CYIITHOCTY (peHOMeHa YHU-
BEpPCaJIBHOCTYL VI CIIOCOOOB €ro KaTeroprabHOro
BBIpaXKeHVSI OT aHTUYHBIX aBTOPOB 10 COBpEeMeH-
HBIX ee MHTepnpeTtaunit. VIMeHHO 3Ta 3a7a4a Jre-
JKajla B OCHOBE VICCTIEZIOBAHMSI KOJUIEKTMBA aBTO-
poB, 110 nToram kKoroporo B 2020 r. OpiTa oyOsIN-
KOBaHa KOJUIeKTVMBHas MOHOr padvist «YHUBepcaib-
HOCTB B MOpaJIv». YIaquHOVI MOXKHO Ha3BaTh IIOITBIT-
Ky BCEro KOJUIeKTMBA NOCTUYb IIOHATUHON U Tep-
MMHOJIOTYeCKOV CTPOroCT B ONMCAHUM eHo-
MeHa YHVBEPCAIbHOCTVI B COIIOCTaBJIEHWL C IpY-
TYMV BayKHBIMIM [JISI ICTOPUM MOPaJIv TIOHSATVS-
Mn. KHura mgevicTBUTeIBHO JaeT IIpeficTaBileHue
00 3BOJIIOLINN B3IVIANIOB Ha «yHUBEPCAJIBHOCTH»
B VICTOPMV STUYECKMX IOKTPUH ¥, 4TO He MeHee
BayKHO, OTKPbIBAeT IIPOCTPAHCTBO IJISI AVICKYCCITA,
IOCKOJIbKY B HEVI He TOJIBKO PEKOHCTPYVIPYIOTCS
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es and therefore is condemned by those who
oppose homogenisation and standardisation
of the world. People tend to ardently defend
identities and differences, but only until they
are confronted with an equally suspicious and
dubious idea of particularism which often dis-
guises vulgar egoism and aggressive nation-
alism. The greatest danger for the universalist
is relativism, which reduces ethics to a mere
clash of feelings, emotions, particular inter-
ests and an assortment of uncritical cultural
practices. Particularism, in turn, is dangerous
because it is insensitive to real differences be-
tween people and individual value systems (cf.
Macklin, 1999). The question is sometimes put
bluntly: Which is the greater evil, universalism
or particularism, imperialism or communitar-
ianism, universalism or differentialism? What
are cardinal and undisputable values for some
turn out to be cynical instruments of Western
imperialism for others.

All this lends particular relevance to the
studies that seek to reconstruct systemically
the history of the ideas of ethical universalism
and to explain the phenomenon of universali-
ty and the categories in which it has been ex-
pressed from ancient to modern times. This
was the task the authors of the 2020 collective
monograph, Universality in Morality, set them-
selves. Credit is due to the authors for their at-
tempt to adhere to a rigorous terminology in
describing the phenomenon of universality in
conjunction with other concepts that are im-
portant for the history of morality. The book
does indeed give an idea of the evolution of
the views on “universality” in the history of
ethical doctrines and, no less importantly,
opens up space for discussion, inasmuch as the
contributors do not only reconstruct individu-
al concepts, but offer their own interpretations.



IIOJIOKEHVISI OT/IeIbHBIX KOHIIeIIINV, HO W IIpe-
JlarafoTcsl MX aBTOpCKue MHTeprperanunn. Kpome
TOr0, ee ITpoYTeHVe IT03BOJIsieT OCO3HATh MacIlITa0-
HOCTB ITPO0IIeMBI 11 HEOOXOIMIMOCTB ITPOIOJDKeH S
VICCJIeZIOBaHMVI, KOTOPbIe B IIepCIIeKTVIBe MOTYT M3~
MeHWTB HalllV IIpeICTaB/IeHIs He TOIIBKO 00 MCTO-
pUV HOHATWS YHVBEPCAJIbHOCTM B MOpasIii, HO
L O BKJIaJle B COKPOBUIITHWILY MUPOBOVI KyJIBTY Dbl
OT/IeJIbHBIX aBTOPOB M LIEJIBIX 3I0X — TaKMX Kak,
Harpumep, srioxa I IpocserieHmsi.

KaHT: «BceoOIIImMi1 3aK0H»
VI «BCEOOIINMII 3aKOH IIPVPOOBI»

LlenTpasyibHOe MecTo B JJaHHOV paboTe cIrpa-
Be[IJIVBO 3aHMMaeT MopaslbHasi dwtocodms
V. KaHTta, ocHOBaHHasg Ha wjee abCTPaKTHOIO
yHUBepcaji3Ma. DTa ujaesd IO-TIpeXHeMy OCTa-
eTCsl yA3BMMOW Ileper] JIMIIOM IIpeXle BCero ee
rerejieBCKOVI KPUTHMKW?, OCyXKJalomer abcTpakt-
HBIVI YHUBepcaIM3M MopaibHOV drstocodpnn 3a
€ro He4yBCTBUTEJILHOCTh K KOHKPeTHO-UCTOpIYe-
CKOVI JIAHHOCTY ITPaKTVKM, 3a ITyCToV popMasIv3M
KaTeropuyeckoro vmileparvsa, KOTOPbIV, oIvpa-
sICh TOJIBKO Ha COOCTBEHHBIVI 311/10C, CyOImMMupyeT
MaTepyIo MaKCUM ¥ ITPOV3BOAUT JIVIIEL TaBTOJIO-
rudecKkyie Cy XXJ/IeHs, a Takxe 3a Oeccuive YnCTomn
BOJIV M YYBCTBAa [OJITa, OCTAFOLIVIXCA TIIYyXVIMM
K KOHKpelVsIM VICTOpUM, B KOTOPOW U pas3Bopa-
4MBaeTCs TO Wiv 1Hoe Aevicteue. Hakonerr, mocrie
kputukn O. Hyurrme, M. Illennepa n H. lapTmMana
o0mIM MecToM cTayin yrpekn KanTy B cBsasu co
CTPOTMM IyasIi3MOM VHTEJUIUTVOeIBHOTO U M-
IIVPUYECKOI'0 MUPOB, UTO CJlejlajlo HeBO3MOKHBIM
ybemyTesibHOe 0OOCHOBaHVEe eMHCTBA AeVICTBIL.

Bce aT1 Ky1acciueckme BospakeHws IPOTUB Te-
opum Kanra, HecoMHeHHO, VIMEIOT HeOIVHAKO-
BYIO IIEHHOCTB, HO OHVM B OCHOBHOM BJIOXHOBJIEHBI
TeM JKe MOTVMBOM, YTO M BOIIPOC O AyasIi3Me yMO-
MOCTUTaeMOro Mypa M Mypa 4yBCTBEHHOW peaslb-

? Dra KpuUTHKa XOpolIo npowvnocrpuposaa 0. Xa-
6epmacom (Habermas, 1991, S. 9—11).
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Furthermore, the reading of the book creates
an awareness of the scale of the problem and
the need to continue the research which poten-
tially may change our ideas not only of the his-
tory of the concepts of universality in morality,
but of the contribution of individual authors
and entire epochs (e.g. the Enlightenment) to
the treasure-trove of world culture.

Kant: “Universal Law”
and “Universal Law of Nature”

Kant’s moral philosophy, based on the
idea of abstract universalism, rightly occu-
pies the central place in the book. On the one
hand, it is still vulnerable especially to Hege-
lian criticism,? which condemns the abstract
universalism of moral philosophy for being
insensitive to the concrete historical given-
ness of practice; the hollow formalism of
the categorical imperative which, proceed-
ing only from its eidos, sublimates the matter
of maxims and generates nothing but tauto-
logical judgments; the impotence of the pure
will and pure duty which are deaf to the con-
creteness of history in which this or that ac-
tion unfolds. Finally, after the critique by
Friedrich Nietzsche, Max Scheler and Nicolai
Hartmann, Kant has been routinely accused
of the dualism of the intelligible and empir-
ical worlds, which precluded a convincing
grounding of the unity of action.

Some of these classical objections to Kant
are, of course, more valuable than others
but, on the whole, they are inspired by the
same motive as the question of dualism of
the intelligible world and the world of sen-

2 This critique is well illustrated by Habermas (1991,
pp. 9-11).
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HocTi. OfHAKO KAaHTOBCKAs 3TIYecKasi MOesb 110
CVIX TIOp OCTaeTCs KJTacCUUIeCKMM pedpepPeHTOM s
GOJIBIIMHCTBa COBPeMEHHBIX MOpPaJIbHBIX TEOPWUT,
LIEHTPVUPOBAaHHBIX BOKPYT WeM yHMBepcasIv3Ma.
MHorme coBpemeHHble TociefioBaresn KaHra —
Takve Kak, Harpvmep, P. Xsap (Hare, 1963; 1981),
M. Cumnrep (Singer, 1971), O. Xabepmac (Habermas,
1991), ITx. Por3 (Rawls, 1971) — BumsT ero mpenmy-
IIIeCTBO B 0€30roBOpOYHOM TpeOoBaHMM Oecripu-
CTPaACTHOCTM 11 00OOITIEHVI KaK YCIIOBUVI CIIpaBel-
JIVIBOTO MOpPAJIBHOTO CyXueHus. [Ipu sTom mpus-
1M1 0000IIIeH s YITyCKaeT 13 BUJLY CYIlleCTBEHHBIV
MOTVB KaHTMAHCKOV MBIC/IVI — MOTVB YHVBepCa-
JIVICTCKOVI OpVeHTalIVIVI MOpaJIV 1 ee TIPVHIINII aB-
TOHOMWI BOJIVI, KOTOPBIVI CTaBUT B O0JIee IIMPOKOM
IUIaHe ITpo0rieMy evHCTBa Boyib'. Harpotws, aBTo-

$ Kareropuuecknit mmiiepatus, cortacHo Kamry, «kaca-
€TCsI He MaTepun JIeVICTBUSI M He TOTO, UT0 M3 HerO TOJDK-
HO TIOCJIENIOBATh, HO (POPMBI ¥ IIPVHIINIIE, U3 KOTOPOTO
OHO CaMO CJIENyeT; CYIIeCTBEHHO-IOOPBIM B 3TOM Ievi-
cTBUM OyJIeT yMOHACTpOEHe, CXO]I, e MOXeT ObITh Ka-
KvM yromHo» (AA 04, S. 416; Kanr, 19973, c. 129). «Ho Tak
KaK YMONocmu2aeMultl Mup codepskum ocHobanue uybcmben-
HO20 Mupa, c1edoBameavHo, ocHOBaHUe maKxe U e20 3aKOHOB
", TaKM 00pa3oM, B OTHOIIIEHMI K MOeVl BoJie (ITpyHazl-
JIeXaIIeyl BCeIeIo K YMOIIOCTMTAeMOMY MVIPY) SIBIISIETCSI
HETIOCPEICTBEHHO 3aKOHOIATEIILCTBYIOIIM ¥, CJIefIOBa-
TEJTLHO, KaK TaKOW U JIOJDKEH OBITh MBICITVM, TO ST JIOJDKEH
Oymy mpwsHaTh ce0sl B KadecTBe VIHTE/UIUIEHIIVIV, XOTs,
C IIPYTOV CTOPOHBI, S ¥ IIPUHA/IJIEXY UyBCTBEHHOMY MUPY,
ITO/[UVMHEHHBIM TeM He MeHee 3aKOHY [IepPBOrO MUpa, T.e.
3aKOHY pasyMa, COLHEep)KaIIlero B mjee cBOOOIBI 3aKOH 10~
CJIETTHENT, ¥, CJIeOBAaTeIbHO, IOMYMHEHHBIM aBTOHOMUM
BOJIVI; TaKMM 00pasoM, s JOIDKeH Oyay paccMaTpuBaTh 3a-
KOHBI YMOIIOCTUTa€MOTr0 MIPa KaK VIMITePATVBBI [I7IsT MEHsI,
a COIVIacHBIE C STUM IIPUHIIUIIOM JIEVICTBISI — KaK 00s13aH-
HocTv» (AA 04, S. 453 —454; Kant, 19974, c. 243 —245).

* B gacrHOCTY, OTdpnn Xédde ynpekar coBpeMeHHBIX
eMy MHTeprperatopop KaHTa B CBelleHUNM KaTeropide-
CKOTO WMMIIepaTVBa K YHVBEPCAIV3UPYEMOCTI JIEOOBIX
oIVIcaTeJIbHBIX CyxaeHU (X2ap) wm K 0000mIeHNIo
(Currep). o ero MHEHMIO, 3TV MHTEPIPETALINN IPOTU-
BOpeuar IepBOHAYAIbHBIM IMIIOTE3aM HEMEIIKOTO MBIC-
JINTEIISL, TIOCKOJIBKY VIMEIOT CBOET LIEJIBIO SMIIVPITIECKOe
3HaHVe, Hen30eXXHO KOHTEKCTYIM3UPYSI BCSIKOe MOpasIb-
HO€ Cy)KJIeHIe BMECTO YCTAHOBJIEHVISI YVCTO PallOHAIb-
HOTO IPVHIINMIIA JEeVICTBVS, CBOOOMHOIO OT KaKMX-1Imbo
€r0 SMIOMPUYECKNX KOHHOTALINL, Y pa3MbIBasi TEM CaMbIM
IPaHMIIBI MEXITY COOCTBEHHO MOPAJTBHBIMI apryMeHTaMI
v riparmarmkon gevictsust (Hoffe, 1985, p. 107 —108), B pe-
3yJIbTaTe Yero IIPOVICXOAWUT CBelleHIe KaTeropudecKoro
VIMIIepaTiBa K yHUBEpcaIm3My rpaswia. HemocraTok mo-
3wty X3apa, B YaCTHOCT, BUIMTCS B TOM, UTO OH ITBITaJICS
HPUMWUPUTG HIPVHINI YHUBEPCAIM3AUI U C yTUINTa-

sible reality’. And yet Kant’s ethical model
is still the classical reference point of the ma-
jority of modern moral theories which are in-
formed with the idea of universalism. Many
modern followers of Kant, such as Richard
Mervyn Hare (1963; 1981), Marcus George
Singer (1971), Jurgen Habermas (1991) and
John Rawls (1971), credit him with his uncon-
ditional requirement of impartiality and gen-
eralisation as pre-conditions of a fair moral
judgment. However, the principle of general-
isation leaves out of sight one essential Kan-
tian motive, viz. the motive of the universalist
orientation of morality and its principle of au-
tonomous will which puts the problem of the
unity of wills in a broader perspective®. In con-

* The categorical imperative, according to Kant, “con-
cerns not the matter of the action or what is to result
from it, but the forms and the principle from which it
does itself follow; and the essential good in it consists
in the disposition, let the result be what it may (GMS,
AA 04, p. 416; Kant, 2011, p. 61). “But since the world
of understanding contains the ground of the world of sense,
and hence also of its laws, and thus is immediately leg-
islating with regard to my will (which belongs whol-
ly to the world of understanding) and thus must also
be thought as such, I shall cognize myself as an intelli-
gence, though on the other side as a being belonging to
the world of sense, as still subject to the law of the for-
mer — i.e. the world of reason, which contains its law
in the idea of freedom — and thus to the autonomy of
the will; and must consequently view the laws of the
world of understanding as imperatives for me, and ac-
tions that conform with this principle as duties” (GMS,
AA 04, pp. 453-454; Kant, 2011, pp. 135-137).

* For example, Otfried Hoffe reproached contempo-
rary interpreters of Kant with reducing the categori-
cal imperative to universalisability of any descriptive
judgments (Hare) or to generalisation (Singer). In his
opinion, these interpretations run counter to Kant’s ini-
tial hypotheses inasmuch as they set empirical knowl-
edge as their goal, thus inevitably contextualising any
moral judgment instead of establishing a purely ratio-
nal principle of action, free from any empirical conno-
tations it may carry, and thus effacing the boundaries
between moral arguments proper and the pragmatics
of action (Hoffe, 1983, pp. 107-108); as a result of this
the categorical imperative is reduced to universalism
of the rule. One shortcoming of Hare’s position is argu-
ably his attempt to reconcile the principle of universal-
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PBI MOHOT pacpviv1, ITOCBSATYBIIIVE HAIIVICAHHBIE VIML
pasfensl pa3dopy IOJIOKeHWMII KaHTOBCKOW 3TH-
KM, aKIIeHTUPYIOT BHUMaHMe Ha «dakTe pasymar
(Faktum der Vernunft) Kak ¢pyHIaMeHTaIbHOM OCHO-
BaHMV, C KOTOPBIM CBsi3bIBajI KaHT aBTOpMTETHOCTD
CaMOr0 MOPaJIBHOTO IIPVIHIINIIA.

Tax, B m1aBe «CraHOB/IEHME TOHATHUS YHUBEP-
caipHOCTI» O. B. ApTeMbeBa eMKO 1 SICHO pacKpbl-
BaeT CyIITHOCTh VI MECTO YHVBEpCaJIbHOCTI B Pu-
socodpum HeMellkoro dwiocoda (YHuBepcab-
HOCTb..., 2020, c. 54—85; fHajiee B KPyIJIbIX CKOO-
KaX yKa3bIBaIOTCS HOMepa CTPaHMUIL II0 3TOMY M3~
nanuio), a P.I. Anpecsn B miase «[IpuHinn yHu-
BepcaJIbHOCTI B MopasibHOM dpustocodpun Vimma-
Hywia Kanra» (c. 86 —123) nogpobHo aHaIM3MpY-
€T JIBe BepCuy MOPaIbHOTO 3aKOHa — B €ro KJIac-
cudeckont popmyinposke «[locTymai TOJIBKO T10
TaKOV MaKCVIMe, OTHOCUTEJIBHO KOTOPOVI ThI B TO
JKe BpeMs MOXeITb JKelaTh, YTO0 OHa CTasia BCe-
o0rrM 3aKkoHOM» (c. 87; cp.: AA 04, S. 421; Kawr,
1997a, c. 143) n B MomudUIIMPOBAHHON CaMVIM
Kantom ero ¢opme «Ilocrymam Tak, Kak eciam
ObI MaKCMMa TBOETO IIOBEIEHMS II0 TBOEW BOJIe
IIOJDKHA OBlJIa CTaTh BCeOOIINM 3aKOHOM IIPMpPO-
e (c. 87; cp.: AA 04, S. 421; Kanr, 1997a, c. 145).
B mepBor1 Bepcum oTpakeHa CyTh KAHTOBCKOTO Ka-
TErOprYecKoro MMIlepaTiBa, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY
MakcyMa IIOCTyIIKa KaK CYOBeKTMBHBIV IIPVH-
LIVIII IeVICTBYISL IOJDKHA OBITH COOOpa3Ha co Bceod-
IIIVIM 3aKOHOM, KOTOPBIVL, B OT/IYME OT MaKCVIMBI,
He OrpaHIYeH HMKaKVUM yCJIOBVEM, UTO U eJIaeT
€ro YHMBEPCAJIbHBIM. A BO BTOPOVI BEpCUN 3alle-
yaT/IeHa CBsI3b MEXIy CBEPXUyBCTBEHHBIMIU MO-
PaJIBHBIMU MIeIMI Y YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVHIMa-
eMBbIM MVPOM, B KOTOPOM COBEpPIIIAOTCs KOHKpeT-
Hble TIOCTYIIKM, IIpVHa/IeXalllye, COOTBETCTBeH-
HO, TPV pOo7Ie, a 3HAUNT, OHM JI0JDKHBI COOTHOCUTH-
Cs1 C OIIpelle/IeHHBIM IIOPSAIKOM Bellleit Oy1arofgapst
MIPUCYIIIeVT YeJIoBeKY CITOCOOHOCTY BOOOpaskeHsI.

PVM3MOM JIeVICTBYASL, U C YTIINTAaPU3MOM IIpaBIIIa, ToJIarast
MaJIOCYIIIeCTBEHHBIMI pacxoxaenvs Mexxay Humu (Hare,
1963, p. 130—136). B sTOM CMBICIIE 3HAUMTETEHO Oorlee
yOenmTepHOV KaxeTcs mosuiinst CUHrepa, CYMTaBIIIETO,
YTO IIpaBWIO OOOOIIeHVIsI He ITO3BOJIIET Ha CaMOM Jiele
OLleHVBaTh MPVHIIVII YHUBEPCAIV3AI C YTVUINTAPICT-
ckmx mosunmi (Singer, 1971, p. 203, 206 —207).
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trast, the contributors to the monograph who
analyse the provisions of Kantian ethics stress
“the fact of reason” (Faktum der Vernunft) as
the fundamental source of the authority of the
moral principle itself.

Thus, Olga Artemieva in the chapter “Emer-
gence of the Concept of Universality” pin-
points the essence and place of universality in
Kant’s philosophy (Apressyan, 2020, pp. 54-
85; here and elsewhere the page numbers re-
fer to this edition), and Ruben Apressyan in
the chapter “The Principle of Universality in
Immanuel Kant’s Moral Philosophy” (pp. 86-
123) unpicks two versions of the moral law, in
its classical formulation: “act only according
to that maxim through which you can at the
same time will that it become a universal law”
(p- 87; ¢f. GMS, AA 04, p. 421; Kant, 2011, p. 71)
and in Kant’s own rewording of it as “act as if
the maxim of your action were to become by
your will a UNIVERSAL LAW OF NATURE”
(ibid.). The former version reflects the essence
of Kant’s categorical imperative whereby the
maxim of an act as the subjective principle of
action should be congruent with the univer-
sal law which, unlike the maxim, is not limited
by any conditions, which in fact makes it uni-
versal. The latter version expresses the link be-
tween the supra-sensible moral ideas and the
sensibly perceived world in which concrete acts
are performed belonging to nature and hence
related to a certain order of things thanks to the
human’s inherent faculty of imagination. This
capacity enables the human being to constant-
ly check his subjective maxims for compliance

isation both with the utilitarianism of action and the
utilitarianism of the rule, dismissing the differences be-
tween the two as inessential (Hare, 1963, pp. 130-136).
From that point of view, Singer’s position is much more
convincing since he argued that the rule of generalisa-
tion makes it impossible to assess the principle of uni-
versalisation in utilitarian terms (Singer, 1971, pp. 203,
206-207).
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DTa CIOCOOHOCTB TI03BOJISIET YeJIOBeKY IIOCTOSTHHO
IIPOBEPATH B XOZle MBICJIIUTEIbHOIO SKCIIeprMeHTa
CBOM CYOBEKTMBHBIE MaKCHUMBI Ha COOTBETCTBIIE
MoOpaJIbHOMY 3akoHY (c. 88, cp.. AA 04, S. 421;
Kanr, 19973, c. 145), uTo sIBIISIeTCS «IIPABVIJIOM CIIO-
cobHocT cyxaeHms» (AA 04, S. 69; Kant, 19976,
c. 457). V1 3mech BO3HMKAIOT [1Ba BaXKHBIX B3anIMOC-
BS3aHHBIX BOIlpoca: 1) ueM KaTeropmdecKui MM-
IepaTuB KakK «BCEOOIINMI 3aKOH» CyOCTaHIIMaIb-
HO ¥ PyHKIIMOHAJIBHO OT/INYaeTCsl OT «BceoOlle-
'O 3aKOHa IIPUPOABD» U 2) UTO TPV TeCTUPOBAHM
MaKCMMBI Ha YHVBEPCaJIbHOCTD J1aeT ee COOTHece-
HVIe C TeM U IPyTVIM BUIOM 3aKOHa.

Yro KacaeTcst IIepBOroO BOIIPOCa, TO, KaK OTMe-
vaeT AmpecsH, B CUJIy HEIIPOICHEHHOCTV 3TOTO
00CTOsITeIIbCTBA — Pa3INUMs MeX/Y «BCEOOIIM
3aKOHOM» ¥ «BCEOOIIVMM 3aKOHOM IIPUpPOObD» —
y camoro KanTa ero vccsieioBaresin 4acTo BooO1Ie
OCTaBJISIOT 3TO paszyune 0e3 BHUMAHMS VIV BU-
OST B «3aKOHE HPUPONbD YaCTHBIVI CITyYar YHV-
BEPCAJIFHOIO 3aKOHa Oe3 KaKoro-imbo camocTos-
TestbHOro copepkaHms (A. Il CkpunHuk). Amope-
cstH co ccpuikor Ha mnecitegosanms A. K. Cymaxosa
CIIpaBeJINBO OOpallaeT BHMMaHMe ¥ Ha TO, YTO
B COITOCTABJIEHMM BCEOOIIero 3akoHa C 3aKOHOM
IPUPOIbl IIePBBIN II0JIy4YaeT KOPPeJIST B OIbITe
IEeVICTBYSI 1 000CHOBaHME OOBEKTMBHOCTHM 3aKOHA
KaK TakoBoro (c. 94). OgHako Takas aMOVBajIeHT-
HOCTb B TPaKTOBKe MPWHIIMIIA YHUBEPCaJIbHOCTY
y camoro KaHTa KaxeTcst HaM BOBCe He CJTy 9aliHOV
VI He VCUepIIbIBaeTCs IIPUBeIeHHBIMI BhIIIE 3Ha-
YEeHVISIMIA

Kak m3BecTHO, TIOoCiIeTHeN 1EIbI0 IIPUPOJIBL,
cormacHo Kamnry, sBisieTcst Kyinerypa (d4Tto Oosiee
4eTKO BbIpaswl mo3xe IllesyiMHT B cBoeM IIOHU-
MaHUW «BTOPOV HPUPOOB»’ KaK IIPaBOBOrO IIO-

> eywmur mumer: «Haxm ImepBovt mpupomoit HOILK-
Ha OBITh KakK OBl BO3[BUIHYTa BTOpasi, U BbICIIAs, B KO-
TOPOVI TOCIIOZICTBYET 3aKOH IPUPOJIBI, HO COBCEM WHOTI,
UeM B 3pVIMOVI IIPUPO]IE, @ UMEHHO 3aKOH, HEOOXOIVMBIV
1t cBoboppl. HeyKIOHHO 1 cO CTOJIb XKe JKeJIe3HOV He-
00XOIMIMOCTBIO, C KOTOPOVI B UyBCTBEHHOVI IIPWPOTIe 3a
OPVYVHOVI CJIe[yeT HEeVICTBME, B 3TOV BTOPOVI HPUPO-
7le 3a TIOCSITaTeIbCTBOM Ha CBOOOJTY /IPyTOro MIHOBEHHO
IIOJDKHO BO3HWKATh IPEISATCTBUE STOUCTUYECKOMY BIle-
deHu1o. TakyM omvcaHHBIM 3/1eCh 3aKOHOM IIPUPO/BI 5B-
JII€TCST IIPABOBOVI 3aKOH, BTOPasi Xe IIPMpoIa, B KOTOPOIT
3TOT 3aKOH TOCIIOACTBYET, — IIPaBOBOVI CTPOVI, HemyL-
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with the moral law in the course of thought
experiment (p. 88; cf. GMS, AA 04, p. 421;
Kant, 2011, p. 71), which is “the rule of power
of judgment” (KpV, AA 05, p. 69; Kant, 2002,
p- 91). At this point, two important intercon-
nected questions arise: How does the categor-
ical imperative as “the universal law” differ
substantially and functionally from “the uni-
versal law of nature?” And secondly: What is
revealed when the maxim is checked for uni-
versality by relating it to one or the other ver-
sion of the law?

As for the first question, as Apressyan
notes, because Kant himself is unclear about
the difference between the “universal law”
and “the universal law of nature”, Kant schol-
ars often ignore the difference or see “the law
of nature” as a particular case of “the uni-
versal law” that has no independent content
(Anatoly Skripnik). Apressyan, citing Andrey
Sudakov, appropriately draws attention to
the fact that in the relation between the gen-
eral law and the law of nature the former cor-
relates with the experience of action and is
grounded in the objectivity of the law as such
(p.- 94). However, the ambivalence in Kant’s
treatment of the principle of universality is
arguably not accidental and is not limited to
the above meanings.

According to Kant, of course, the ultimate
goal of nature is culture (the idea that would
be more clearly expressed later by Schelling
in his notion of “second nature”’ as legal or-

> Schelling writes: “A second and higher nature must,
as it were, be set up over the first, governed by a natu-
ral law quite different, however, from that which pre-
vails in visible nature, namely a natural law on behalf
of freedom. As inexorably, and with the same iron ne-
cessity whereby effect follows cause in sensible nature,
an attack upon the freedom of another must be succeed-
ed, in this second nature, by an instantaneous count-
er to the self-interested drive. A law of nature such as
that just depicted is to be found in the rule of law, and
the second nature in which its authority prevails is the



psanka). Bvecte ¢ Tem Kaut BummT B cBOOOIE I1€-
JIEBYIO TIPMUMHY 4eJIoBeuecKmX AeVICTBUN U IIO-
CTYIKOB, IIPU 3TOM CBOIO (PUIOCOPCKYIO KOH-
CTPYKLVIO OH M3Ha4yaIbHO BBICTpauBaeT Ha pas-
Me>XXeBaHWUM HPUPOAbl M CBOOOIBI, cumTasd IIpu-
POy CJIETION ¥ CoBepIIeHHO Oe3pas/INyHO K Iie-
JISIM YeJI0OBEYEeCKOTro CYIIeCTBOBaHVs, OCHOBAaHHOV
Ha JIVIIIEHHOV CMBbICIa HeobxommmMocTn. OgHaKo
0COOEHHOCTh UeJIOBEUECKVIX CYIIECTB, II0 CpaBHe-
HWIO C APYTVUMM XXUBBIMW OpraHM3MaMy, COCTOUT
He TOJIBKO B VX CIIOCOOHOCTV IIPVCIIOCa0IIMBaThCs
K OKpY>Karollleyt AeTICTBUTEIbHOCTY, HO U B JKeJla-
HUW VI YMEeHUV IPUCIIOcadbiInBaTh 3Ty HEVICTBU-
TeJIBHOCTB T107], ce0si, eTICTBYSI KaK CBOOOIHOe Cy-
IIIeCTBO, CIIOCOOHOe ITOJIOKWUTH I1ejIb CBOeMY CY-
mectoBaHmio: «OOpeTeHMe pasyMHBIM Cyllle-
CTBOM CITOCOOHOCTVI CTaBUTB JIIOOBIE I1eJIV BOOOIIe
(3HAUMT, B ero cBOOOME) — 3TO KYsbmypa» (AA 05,
S. 431; Kanr, 2001, c. 701). Otcroga n miparMaTy-
yecKasl aHTponosiorust Kanra, koropovt oH oTia-
eT Ha OTKYII SMIIMpUYecKoe yueHue o I1eJIsax, 0o
BCe, UTO CO3/IaeT YesIoBeK, CBI3aHO He TOJIBKO C ero
pa3syMHOVI, HO 1 C €r0 €CTeCTBEHHOW ITPUPOIOVL.
bynyun B cBs3u ¢ 3TuM 1oz 60JIBIINIM BIIeYatsie-
HueMm ot yuenus JK.-K. Pycco o HpaBcTBeHHOM
uyBCcTBe, KaHT 1Ipri3HaeT, UTO B peaibHON XMU3HU
JIIOMY, K COXKaJIeHWIO, PyKOBOJCTBYIOTCS He Kare-
rOpPUYeCKVM VMIIepaTVBOM V1 He MOpasIbHbIM J1071-
TOM, a YyBCTBEHHO OOYyCJIOBJIEHHBIMM IHOOYXIle-
HuaAMM 1 MoTuBaMy. OHaKO B OTJIMYME OT BbI-
MBIIIUIEHHOTO «eCTeCTBeHHOro 4esioBeka» Pycco,
y KOTOpOro (paHIly3CKUI MBICJIUTeIb OOHapy-
JKMBaeT 3a4aTKV HpaBCTBEHHOro cosHaHMs, KaHT
M3HAYaJIbHO VIMeeT JIeJI0 C IeVICTBUTEIbHBIM «I1U-

POBaHHBIN II03TOMY B KauecTBe YCIIOBY IIPOJI0JDKaroIIIe-
rocst cosHanws» (Illermmmar, 1987, c. 447). VHade rosops,
BO3HVIKHOBEHVE IIPABOBOTO TIOPSi/IKa — CJIEZICTBUE ecTe-
CTBEHHOTO XOfIa BeIleV, X XOTsI OH CO3JaH PyKaMmu Jesio-
BeKa, IpY MPaBIWILHOM ero (pyHKIMOHMPOBAHWUN [1ajlee
TIeVICTBYeT B COOTBETCTBUI CO CBOVIMV COOCTBEHHBIMM 3a-
KoHamm. Ho To, 4Tro city’kur 3ammre mmpasa, He JJOJDKHO
3aBUCeTh OT CJIy4asl WM OT HapTUKYJISSPHOTO MHTepeca,
v moroMy i camoro IleyuivHra Bee ymmpaercs B IIpo-
Gs1emy oOOCHOBaHMSI TOXJIECTBa MeXJy CBOOOJION B Ka-
decTBe MIpOM3BOJIa M OOBeKTMBHBIM 3akoHOM (Tam xe,
c. 451). KaaT Kak pa3 v fjajl OTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC B CBOEM
y4eHuM 0 BceobIieM 3aKoHe.
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der). At the same time Kant sees freedom as
the goal and cause of human acts, his philo-
sophical structure being based from the start
on the differentiation between nature and free-
dom, considering nature to be blind and total-
ly indifferent to the goals of human existence
based on meaningless necessity. However,
unlike other living creatures, human beings
are not only capable of adapting themselves
to their environment, but are willing and able
to adapt the environment to themselves, act-
ing as free beings capable of setting the goal
of their existence: “The production of the ap-
titude of a rational being for any ends in gen-
eral (thus those of his freedom) is culture”
(KU, AA 05, p. 431; Kant, 2000, p. 299). Hence
Kant’s pragmatic anthropology to which he
cedes the empirical teaching on goals since
everything man creates stems not only from
his intelligence, but also from his nature. Im-
pressed in this connection by Rousseau’s
teaching on the moral feeling, Kant concedes
that, unfortunately, humans are guided not
by the categorical imperative and not by mor-
al duty, but by sensibly conditioned impulses
and motives. However, as distinct from Rous-
seau’s imagined “natural man” in whom the
French thinker finds the beginnings of moral
consciousness, Kant proceeds from the actual
“civilised” human being, assuming that only
such a human being may in principle need the
moral law. With Rousseau, the natural state of
the human lay in a carefree happy life, where-

legal system, which is thereby deduced as a condition
of the continuance of consciousness” (Schelling, 2001,
p- 195). In other words, the emergence of the legal or-
der is the consequence of the natural course of things
and, although it is man-made, if it functions correctly,
it acts thereafter in accordance with its own laws. But
what serves to protect law must not depend on chance
or a particular interest, so that for Schelling everything
hinges on the problem of grounding the identity be-
tween freedom as arbitrariness and the objective law
(ibid., p. 195). Kant answers this question in his teaching
on the universal law.
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BVJIM30BaHHBIM» Y4eJIOBEKOM, I10jI1arasi, UTO TOJIBKO
J1JIs1 TAKOTO YeJIoBeKa B IIPVHITNIIE BO3MOXXHO 000-
CHOBaTh HEOOXOIMIMOCTh HPaBCTBEHHOI'O 3aKOHa.

Y Pycco ecrecTBeHHOe COCTOsIHME YesIOBEeKa
IIpefIioyiarajyio ero 0e3MATEeXHYIO CYacT/IMBYIO
XV3HB, TOrja Kak, coracHo KanTy, camo 110 cebe
CYacThe MHCTVHKTMBHO, TO €CTh YKOPeHeHO B -
3MYeCKOVI TIPUPOJIe, a 3HAUNT, IIpedbIBasi B COCTO-
SHVUY 0e3MSITEXHOCTV W YIOBOJIBCTBUS, «ecTe-
CTBEHHBIVI YeJIoBeK» ellle He SIBJISeTCs pa3yMHbBIM
110 HeoOxommmocTy. CyacTbe KaK FapMOHMS YeTIo-
BeKa C IIPUPOON, yTpadeHHasl, coriacHo Pycco,
B pe3yJIbTaTe «[IpoOyXIeHMs pa3yMa» 1 YIIOeHWs
yeJioBeKa CBOOOION, IIPVBEJIO K MHOSIBIIEHUIO KYJIb-
TYPHOVI VICTOPWM 4eJIoBedYecTBa, IIporpecc B pas-
BUTWIM KOTOPOV CIIOCOOCTBOBAJI perpeccy HpaBoB.
Pycco BBOIUT B Hay YHBIVI OOOPOT IIOHATHE perfec-
tibilité KaK «OCHOBOIIOJIATaIOIIyI0 HeoIperesieH-
HOCTb OBITH UeJIOBEKOM», VMCKJIIOUMTEIbHYIO ue-
JIOBEYECKYIO «IIPVUBWJIETMIO CO3[aBaTh CBOIO COO-
cTBeHHYIO Hpupony» (Dévédec, 2015, p. 30). Dta
CIIOCOOHOCTh K COBEPIIEHCTBOBAHMIO, COIJIACHO
Pycco, ecTtb yciioBue ero cpoOoOmpl, IIPUPOIHOE
KadecTBO uesioBeKa (Buuorpamosa, Yriesa, 2019,
c. 116—-117).

KaHT pasBuBaeT 3Ty PyCCOMCTCKYIO WHTYW-
LIVIIO, BU/S B CIIOCOOHOCTY K CAMOCOBEPITIEHCTBO-
BaHWIO OCHOBHYIO MOPaJIBHYIO IIEHHOCTD IIJIs Ue-
JIoBeKa: OJiaromapst 3TOV CIIOCOOHOCTM He OcCTa-
BaTbCsI BO BJIACTV €CTeCTBEHHOV HPUPOTHOV He-
0OXOVIMOCTM TOJIBKO YeJIOBeKy JaHa BO3MOX-
HOCTb BCTaTh Ha Iy Th VHAVBU/IYaIbHOV ICTOPU
(Os1aromapst BOCIIMTAHMIO) 11 OOIIIeCTBEHHO MICTO-
puu (LIOCpeiCTBOM HOTUTUKM)®. B CBSI3M € 9TUIM He
crydartHo KaHT miImeT BO3MOXKHOCTM IS OITpaB-
JaHud KyJBTyphl, pa3BUTHe KOTOPOV, IIO ero

¢ Takasi KOHIeIIIMs YeloBeKa He MOIVIa He IIPUBECTU
kak Pycco, Tak 1 KanTa B TOMy, 4TOOBI B HECKOJIBKO MHOV
TepPMUHOJIOIMY 00CY>K/IaTh MTPo0sTeMy, KOTOPYTO CeTOTHS
VIMEHYIOT pacu3MoM. Ecii gesioBeK IIpOSIBIISIETCS B €TO
CITOCOOHOCTM K CaMOCOBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHWIO, TO €CTh CaM
TBOPUT CBOe I, I caMOCOBePIIIeHCTBOBaHVe eCTh OTpHIIa-
HVe TIPUPOIBI, TO €CTh MCTOPUYHOCTD, KOTOPasi COCTOUT
B OTKa3e OT OIIPeJIeISIOIIEro BO3IEVICTBIS eCTeCTBeHHOT
IIPMYVHHOCTY, TO KaK MMEHHO CerogHs BO3MOXXHO MBbIC-
JIUTB IIPUMWUTVBHBIE coo0IecTBa?

as for Kant happiness is inherently instinctive,
i.e. rooted in physical nature; hence, being in a
state of insouciance and pleasure, “the natural
man” is not yet reasonable of necessity. Hap-
piness as the human being’s harmony with na-
ture, which according to Rousseau was lost
due to the “awakening of reason” and the hu-
man’s discovery of freedom, led to the emer-
gence of humanity’s cultural history whose
progress was accompanied by a regress of
morals. Rousseau introduces the term perfecti-
bilité as “the basic uncertainty of being a man”,
an exclusively human “privilege of creating
his own nature” (Dévédec, 2015, p. 30). This
capacity for improvement, according to Rous-
seau, is the precondition of his freedom, an in-
born quality of the human being (Vinogradova
and Ugleva, 2019, pp. 116-117).

Kant elaborates this Rousseauist intuition
regarding the capacity for self-improvement
as the basic human moral value: thanks to this
capacity not to be under the dominion of nat-
ural necessity the human being alone is ca-
pable of embarking on the path of individual
history (through education) and social history
(politics)®. It is no accident that Kant seeks to
justify culture whose development alone, he is
convinced, enables a person to implement the
fundamental goal of the human race: “All of a
creature’s natural predispositions are destined
eventually to develop fully and in accordance
with their purpose” (IaG, AA 08, p. 18; Kant,
2006, p. 4), but “In the human being (as the
only rational creature on earth), those natural
predispositions aimed at the use of its reason

¢ Such a concept of man could not but lead Rousseau,
and Kant, to discuss, albeit in a somewhat different
terminology, the problem that is today referred to as
racism. If the human being is endowed with the capaci-
ty for self-improvement, i.e. creates his Ego, and self-im-
provement is a negation of nature, i.e. historicity, which
consists in denying the determining natural causality,
how can primitive communities be thought of today?
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yOexxIIeHIIo, TOIBKO ¥ CIIOCOOHO IIPUBECTN K pe-
aQyIMB3aIINK 3TOV OCHOBOITIO/IATATOITIEV TIeJIV UesIo-
BeuecKoro popa: «Bce npupoonsie 3adamxu [combo-
penHoeo] cyujecmba npedHasHaueHsl k momy, 4moosl
K020a-HUbYO0b NOAHO U Ueaecoo0pasHo pasbumscsa»
(AA 08, S. 18; KanT, 19%4a, c. 85), HO «y uesobeka
(KaK eIVHCTBEHHOT'0 pa3yMHOTO CyIIlecTBa Ha 3eM-
JIe) me npupooHsle 3a0amKu, Komopsie HanpadieHo
HA npuMeHeHue e20 pa3yma, 00AXKHbL pasbumscs noa-
Hocmwio moavko 8 pode, Ho He 8 unoubude» (AA 08,
S.19; Kanr, 19%4a, c. 85), «4yertoBeuecKmit po, 10J1-
JKEH CBOMIMM YCWIMSIMU IIOCTETIeHHO, M3 CaMOro
cebs, BBIpabaThIBaTh BCe CBOVICTBA, IIPUCYIIIVE Ue-
noBeueckov rrprpomae» (AA 09, S. 442; Kanr, 19946,
c. 399), n «xaxzoe TOKOJIeHWe, O0JIaast 3HAHWS-
MU IIpepbIAYIero, MoXeT Bce Oostee 11 Oosiee ocy-
ITIECTBJISATH TaKoe BOCHMTaHVE, KOTOpOe IIPOIIop-
IIVIOHAJIBHO U I1eJleco0OpasHO pas3BMBaeT BCe IIpU-
POIHBIe CIIOCOOHOCTM YeJIoBeKa M TaKMM ITyTeM
BeJleT Bech POJl, YeJIoBeYeCKMII K ero HasHaueHMIO.
[TpoBuaeHmio OBIJIO YTOIHO, YTOOBI YeIoBeK BOC-
Ipom3BOAWII JOOpo M3 camoro ceds...» (AA 09,
S. 446; KanTt, 19940, c. 404). ITpupoma nasa yeno-
BEKy CIIOCOOHOCTVI, HEeOOXOOVMBIe IJIs CaMOCO-
BepIIIeHCTBOBaHMS, HO TpebyeT OT Hero pa3BUTHs
STMIX 3a[aTKOB M3 IIOKOJIEHMs B IIoKoTeHme: «Ka-
JKeTCsl, UTO Ipupozia 3a00TWIack He O TOM, YTOOBI
4eJI0BeK XOPOIIIO XXWJI, @ O TOM, YTOOBI BCIIEAICTBIE
ri1yOoKoro mpeobpasoBaHmMs caMoro ceds, O1aro-
Iapsi CBOeMy IIOBEIeHWIO OH CTaJI JOCTOVH JK3-
H1 1 Onaronoinyuns» (AA 08, S. 20; Kaut, 1994a,
c. 89). YernoBeky TeM caMbIM BMeHSeTCS B 00s-
3aHHOCTb pa3BUTIE COOCTBEHHBIX CITOCOOHOCTEVI
U, B CJIydae CONPUKOCHOBEHMS CO 3JI0M, pa3BU-
THe B cebe HpaBCTBEeHHBIX KauecTB: «O0ecrieunThb
cebe cBoe coOcTBeHHOE 0s1a)KeHCTBO €CTh OJIT (IO
KpaviHen Mepe, KOCBeHHo), TaK KaK HeIOBOJILCTBO
CBOVIM TIOJIO’KEHVIEM CpeJIV MacChl 3a00T 11 HeYy0B-
JIETBOPEHHBIX TTOTPeOHOCTEN MOIJIO ObI JIETKO Cie-
JIaThCS CUJIBHBIM UCKYUleHUEeM K HApYueHuo 005-
sannocmei» (AA 04, S. 399; Kant, 1997a, c. 77).
Taxmm oOpa3oM, cyacThbe «eCTeCTBEHHOTO YeJIo-
BeKa» He MOXET OBbITh ITOCJIeITHEN 11eJIbI0 IIPUPO-
OBl — TaKOBOW siBJIsieTcs], corylacHo KaHTy, KyJib-
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are to be developed in full only in the species,
but not in the individual” (IaG, AA 08, p. 19;
Kant, 2006, p. 5), “the human species is sup-
posed to bring out, little by little, humanity’s
entire natural predisposition by means of its
own effort” (Pid, AA 09, p. 442; Kant, 2007,
p. 437), and “Each generation, provided with
the knowledge of the preceding ones, is ever
more able to bring about an education which
develops all of the human being’s natural pre-
dispositions proportionally and purposively,
thus leading the whole human species towards
its vocation. — Providence has willed that the
human being shall bring forth by himself [...]”
(Pad, AA 09, p. 446; Kant, 2007, p. 441). Na-
ture has endowed man with the abilities nec-
essary for self-improvement, but it demands
that he develop these predispositions across
generations: “It seems, however, that nature
was not at all concerned that human beings
live well, but rather that they work themselves
far enough ahead to become, through their be-
havior, worthy of life and of well-being” (IaG,
AA 08, p. 20; Kant, 2006, p. 6). Thus the hu-
man being is obligated to develop his capaci-
ties and, when confronted with evil, to develop
his moral virtues: “To secure one’s own happi-
ness is one’s duty (at least indirectly; for lack
of contentment with one’s condition, in the
trouble of many worries and amidst unsatis-
fied needs, could easily become a great temp-
tation to transgress one’s duties)” (GMS, AA 04,
p- 399; Kant, 1998, p. 27).

Thus, happiness of the “natural man” can-
not be the ultimate goal of nature, the ulti-
mate goal, according to Kant, is culture: “Only
culture can be the ultimate end that one has
cause to ascribe to nature in regard to the hu-
man species (not its own earthly happiness
or even merely being the foremost instru-
ment for establishing order and consensus in



A.B. Vriesa

Typa: «...TOJIBKO KYJIBTypa MOXXeT OBITH ITOCIIel-
HeV1 11eJIbI0, KOTOPYIO MBI IMeeM OCHOBaHMe IIpu-
mnucaTh IPUpoAe B OTHOIIEHWUM YeJI0BeYeCKOro
pora (a He ero coOcTBeHHOe OJ1a)KEeHCTBO Ha 3eM-
Jle V1 He [eTo CII0COOHOCTB]| OBITH ITIABHBIM OPYV-
eM I IOCTVDKeHWsl HOpsiiKa ¥ corjlacus B JIN-
IIIeHHOVI pa3yMa IIpupozie BHe ero)» (AA 05, S. 431;
Kanrt, 2001, c. 701). ITpu sTom npupona Kak 6yaTo
BBITAJIKVMBaeT desloBeKa M3-110J1 COOCTBeHHOIo TO-
TaJIBHOTO BJIVSIHWS, HaMeKasi eMy Ha HeoOxomu-
MOCTBb Pa3BUTHS YEro-TO, UTO 3TOMY OCBOOOX[Ie-
HWIO JIOJDKHO criocoOcTBoBatk: «Cpedcmbo, komo-
pbiM noab3yemcs npupooa, umods. obecneuums pas-
Bumue Bcex 3ad0amxoB arwdeil, ecms aHTATOHM3M
Mex0y Humu 6 obujecmbe, nockoAvky oH 6 KOHYe KOH-
406 cmanoBumca NPUUUHOT UX 3AKOHOCO00PA3HO20
nopsaoka» (AA 08, S. 20; Kaut, 19944, c. 91). Kuss
B COODIIlecTBe JIIofieVl, YeJloBeK He TOJIBKO CTpe-
MUTCSE K OOITIeHNIO, HO ¥ HYyXXIaeTcs B yelyHe-
HUW, 9YTO HEPEIIKO IPUBOANUT K IIPOTMUBOCTOSTHIIO
Me>XX]1y JIIOIbMM, TIOCKOJIBKY B Ye[IIHeHWN YesloBe-
KY CBOVICTBEHHO JTyMaTh CaMOCTOSITeJIBHO, a He Ka-
TeropusIMI KOJUIEKTMBHOro pasyma. Kpome Toro,
JeJIoBeK 3aiiHTepecoBaH B YIOBJIETBOPeHUN IIpe-
KJIe BCero COOCTBEHHOI'0 SrOMCTUYHOIO MHTepeca.
Tak Bo3HMKaeT «HeoOIMTeIbHAs OOITUTEIBHOCTD
mmozient» (Tam xe), roBopst ciioBamm KaHTa, Besten-
CTBVIe KOTOPOVI YeJIOBeKY IIPUXOINTCS HaIlpsraTh
BCe CBOV CMJIBI, KaK YMCTBEHHBIe, TaK U pu3ide-
CKMe, pasByBasg CBOVM IIPMPOIHBIE 3aJaTKN C Ile-
JIBIO TIOATBEPAVUTE CBOIO BHYTPEHHIOIO 1I€HHOCTB,
TO €CTb JOCTOMHCTBO, "I BCTyIIUTh B KOMMYHVKa-
uio ¢ ceOe ITOIOOHBIMY, HECMOTPSI Ha IOCTOSH-
HOe B3alIMHOe compoTusieHye. «OTcroa Hauu-
HAlOTCs IIepBble VICTMHHBIE IIIarM OT I'PyOOCTU
K KyJIBType, KOTOpasi, COOCTBEHHO, COCTOUT B 00-
IIIeCTBEHHOV IIeHHOCTU uesioBeka» (AA 08, S. 21;
Kanrt, 19944, c. 93). TakuM 0Opas3om, KyJIbTypa BO3-
HMKaeT U KaK CJIe[ICTBIe O0IIeCTBeHHOrO aHTaro-
HW3Ma, U KaK pa3BUTVe IIPVPOLIbL, SBJIs COOOV 10
CYTU pe3yJIbTaT CTOJIKHOBEHMS pa3INUHbIX BOJIb.

OO0r111eCTBO CTAaHOBUTCS apeHOV He /IS BCeoo-
IT[eTO CYACThs, a [JIs Pa3sBUTS IIPUPOIHBIX 3a1aT-
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irrational nature outside him)” (KU, AA 05,
p- 431; Kant, 2000, p. 299). Nature seems to
be pushing the human being from under its
own total influence, nudging him to develop
something that would contribute to such liber-
ation: “The means that nature employs in or-
der to bring about the development of all of
the predispositions of humans is their antago-
nism in society, insofar as this antagonism ul-
timately becomes the cause of a law-governed
organization of society” (IaG, AA 08, p. 20;
Kant, 2006, p. 6). Living in the community,
the human being does not only seek commu-
nication, but also needs solitude, which often
leads to confrontation between people because
in solitude the individual tends to think in-
dependently and not in the categories of the
collective reason, and the human being seeks
first and foremost to meet his selfish interest.
This gives rise to “unsociable sociability of hu-
man beings” (ibid.), to use Kant’s words, due
to which the human being has to exert all of
his mental and physical powers to develop his
natural predispositions in order to confirm his
inner worth, i.e. dignity, and enter into com-
munication with his like in spite of constant
mutual resistance. “Here the first true steps
are taken from brutishness to culture, which
consists, actually, in the social worth of hu-
man beings” (InG, AA 08, p. 21; Kant, 2006,
p- 7). Thus culture emerges both as a conse-
quence of social antagonism and as the devel-
opment of nature, being essentially the result
of a clash of different wills.

Society becomes an arena not of general
happiness, but of the development of the hu-
man being’s predispositions through culture
which is the main end of nature, in the course
of which people seek possibilities for reconcili-
ation. Hence



KOB 4eJIOBeKa B KYJIBTYpe KaK IJIaBHOV LIeJIu ITpU-
POIIBI, B X0 KOTOPOTI'O JIFOAV MY T BO3MOKHOCTH
IJIA IIPVIMUPEHs, OTCIOAa 11

Beauuaiiuas npobaema 04s uesoBeueckozo pooa,
paspeuiums komopywo BviHyxoaem e20 npupooa, —
docmuoxeHue npaBoBoeo TpakaaHCKOTO 00IIecTBa.
...JTvimre B 3TOM 001IIeCcTBE MOXET OBITH OCYIIIeCT-
BJIEH BBICIINVI 3aMBbICeJI IIPUPOABl — PpPasBUTHE
BCeX IIPUPOAHBIX 3a7]aTKOB, BJIOKEHHBIX B YeJIO-
BevecTBO. Tak Kak o0I1ecTBo, B KOTOPOM c60600a
npu ee noouuUHeHUl BHeWHUM 3AKOHAM B HaMOOIb-
IIIeVl CTeTleHN CBg3aHa C HeoOOPMMOVI BJIACThIO,
KaKoOBO coBepuiento cnpabediuboe  epaxoarckoe
ycmpoiicmbo, To [Takoe oOIecTBO] JOJDKHO OBITH
BBICIIIEVI 1I€JIBIO IIPUPOIBI VIS 4eJIOBEYEeCKOTO
porma, nbo IIpupoIa MOXKET HOCTUYb OCTAJTBHBIX
CBOVIX IIeJIeVI [JIs HalIlleTo pofa TOJIBKO ITocper-
CTBOM paspelleHs ¥ VICIIOJIHEHVS 3TOM 3afaun
(AA 08, S. 22; KanT, 1994a, c. 95).

Bosppaltiasich K BOIIPOCY O COOTHOILIEHMY MeX-
Iy «BCEOOIIVIM 3aKOHOM» VI «BCEOOIIVM 3aKOHOM
HIPUPONb», MOXHO CHeJIaTh BBIBOI, UTO MEXY
HVMV HeT 1 He MOXeT ObITh IIPOTMBOpeUsi, HO
OHI " He TOXIeCTBeHHBI APYT Opyry. «Bceob-
ML 3aKOH IIPVPOIBl» ¢ HEOOXOMVMOCTBIO IIpefl-
TiojlaraeT pasBUTHe «IIVBVJIN30BAHHOIO» YesloBe-
Ka B KYJIBType, 1 TOJIBKO IIpV yCJIOBUM JOCTVIKe-
HMS aBTOHOMHOI'O IIVMBVJIM30BAHHOI'O COCTOSTHIS
YeJI0BeK CMOXKeT OCO3HAHHO CJIe[IoBaTh «BceoOIie-
My 3aKOHY». 3aKOH IIPUPOBI He SABJIeTcs 1 YacT-
HBIM CjIy4yaeM BceoOlllero 3akoHa, MeXIy HUMM
HeT HMKAKOIo COINOIYMHEHWs, IIOCKOJIBKY OHM
CBUJIETEJILCTBYIOT O IIOPSJIKeE Belllel B Pa3HbIX MU-
pax — COOTBeTCTBEHHO, HOyMeHaJIbHOM ¥ (peHo-
MeHaJIbHOM. POICTBO [IByX 3aKOHOB 3aKJIIOUaeTCs
B TOM, UYTO OHM JIEVICTBYIOT, TpeOysl IIOIUMHEeHS.
CkakeM, coBepIlIeHHO /100pasi Bois (OokecTBeH-
Hasi BOJIS) He Hy)XXJaeTcs HU B KaKMX MMIlepaTu-
Bax, IPUHYXXJAIOIINX ee K 3aKOHOCOOOpa3HbIM
noctynkaM. Kak rmirer Kant, «dosxencmBobanue
3/leCh HeYMeCTHO, TaK KaK BOJIeHMe yXKe caMo IIO
cebe HeOOXOAMMO coryiacyeTcs ¢ 3aKOHOM» (AA 04,
S. 414; Kanr, 1997a, c. 121 — 123). VIHaue rosops,
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The greatest problem for the human species to
which nature compels it to seek a solution is the
achievement of a civil society which administers
right universally. [...] only in society, and
more precisely, in a society that possesses
the greatest degree of freedom, hence one in
which its members continually struggle with
each other and yet in which the limits of this
freedom are specified and secured in the most
exact manner, so that such freedom of each
is consistent with that of others. Nature also
wills that humankind attain this, like all the
ends of its vocation, by its own efforts. Thus a
society in which freedom under external laws
is connected to the highest possible degree
with irresistible power, that is, a perfectly just
civil constitution, must be the highest goal of
nature for the human species, since it is only
by solving and completing this task that nature
can attain its other goals for humankind (laG,
AA 08, p. 22; Kant, 2006, p. 8).

Going back the question of the relation be-
tween “universal law” and “universal law of
nature,” we can conclude that there is no con-
tradiction (and can never be) between them,
but neither are they identical. The “universal
law of nature” presupposes the development
of the “civilised” man within culture, and man
can consciously follow the “universal law” only
after achieving an autonomous civilised state.
The law of nature is not a particular case of the
universal law, there is no subordination rela-
tionship between them because they witness
to the order of things in different worlds, the
noumenal and phenomenal respectively. The
relationship between them consists in the fact
that they act demanding subordination. For ex-
ample, the completely good will (divine will)
does not need any imperatives that force it to
act in accordance with the law. As Kant writes,
“here the ought is out of place, because will-
ing already of itself necessarily agrees with the
law” (GMS, AA 04, p. 414; Kant, 2011, p. 57). In
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00a 3aKOHa — ¥ «BCEOOIINTI 3aKOH» U «BCEOOIIINTI
3aKOH IMPUPOIb» — WMEIOT OTHOIIEHVE JINIIb
K HECOBEPIIIEHCTBY BOJIV Pa3yMHOI'O CyIIIeCTBa.

Tect Ha YHUBEpPCaIM3alu o
KaK ycJI0BM€ COrj1acmsi

TpeOoanme KaHTa OTHOCUTBCS K [Pyromy
BCcerja Kak K «ienmm» (AA 04, S. 428; KanT, 1997a,
c. 165) mpenrionaraeT, YTO BCSIKOE PallVIOHAIBHOE
CYIIECTBO JOJDKHO JIEVICTBOBATh, KaK IIperIIvica-
HO, "1 Yepe3 3TO IIpefIicaHye IMETh JTOCTYII KO
BCceMy coolmiecTBy cBomx alter ego. HpascTBeH-
HBIVI MOTWB SKCIUIMIIUTHO COHEPXKUTCS B ITOM
yTBEpXXIIeHMV, TOrfa KakK BceoOlllee ycMmaTpuBa-
eTCsl B IIepCIIeKTVBe MOPaIbHOTIO IIOCTYIIKA (Ijap-
CTBO IIeJIeVl) ¥ B MeTOMe, IIOCPENCTBOM KOTOPOrO
cyOobekT popMmympyeT ajs ceOs MaKCUMYy IIO-
BEJIeHVS, B 11eJIb He TOJIBKO B cebe caMoM, HO
U B IPyroM Kak ceOe ITOJOOHOM pa3yMHOM CyIIle-
crBe. OTCBIIIKA B ITepBOVI POPMYJIMPOBKE KaTero-
prdeckoro mmIiepaTmba «llocTymart ToIbKo 110 Ta-
KOV MaKCVIMe, OTHOCUTEIHO KOTOPO ThI B TO JKe
BpeMsl MOXKeIIIb JKeJIaTh, UTOOBI OHa CTajla BCeoO-
M 3aKOHOM» (AA 04, S. 421; Kanr, 1997a, c. 143)
K PeryJIsSTUBHOV Vifiee «BCeOOIIero 3aKoHa» IIpe]l-
IrojlaraeT OOBEKTMBHOE COIJIaciie MOPaJIBHO I0-
OpBIX BOJIB: BCe OHM IIOUVMHSIOTCS 3aKOHY IIpaK-
TUYECKOTrO pasyMa, JelleHTpaIM30BaHHOIO II0 OT-
HOIIIeHIO K 00o01eHHOMY JIpyeomy. OmHaKo 3TO
He TIO[Ipa3yMeBaeT MHTepCyObeKTMBHOCTY TaKOIO
coracusi. BceoOriee, mpricyiiiee oOrent cucteme
VIeaJIbHO peaIM30BaHHBIX B MUpe liejleVl, TIOHV-
MaeTcsl CKopee MOHAIIONIOTMUYecKy, KaK corjlalie-
HVIe, KOTOpOe OOBEKTVBHO V1 HEOOXOIVIMO BhITEKa-
€T 13 MOHOJIOTYECKOTO JIOIYIIIeHNSI MOPaIBHBIX
MaKcVM. ABTOHOMYVSI BOJIM KayKIOI'O €CTh «OCHOBA-
HVIe IOCTOVHCTBA 4eJIOBEYeCKOV VI BCSIKOV pasyM-
Hou nipuponb» (AA 04, S. 436; Kanr, 19974, c. 191).

B comepxxanum dopmysmpyeMoit MM caMuM
MaKCVIMBI IIOBEIeH IS CyOBEeKT 3arieuaTsieBaeT CBOe
IIOHMMaHMe BCeOOITHOCTY 3aKOHA, IIPUYeM ero
BOJIsL, Kak mmrreT KaHT, «cTtouT Kak Obl Ha paciry-

other words, both laws — the “universal law”
and the “universal law of nature” — have to do
with the imperfect will of the thinking creature.

Test for Universalisation
as Condition of Consent

Kant’s demand of treating the Other as the
“end” (GMS, AA 04, p. 428; Kant, 2011, p. 85)
presupposes that any rational being should
act as prescribed and through this prescription
have access to the whole community of his al-
ter egos. The moral motive is explicitly stated in
this proposition, while the universal is implied
in the perspective of a moral act (the kingdom
of ends) and in the method by which the sub-
ject formulates for himself the behaviour max-
im, seeing the end not only in himself, but also
in the reasonable Other who is like himself.
The reference, in the first wording of the cat-
egorical imperative: “act only according to that
maxim through which you can at the same time
will that it become a universal law” (GMS, AA 04,
p- 421; Kant, 2011, p. 71) to the regulative idea
of the “universal law” assumes an objective
consent of morally good wills: they all obey
the law of practical reason decentralised with
regard to the generalised Other. However, this
does not imply inter-subjectivity of such con-
sent. The universal, which is inherent in the
universal system of ideally realised ends, is
seen rather in terms of monads, as a compact
which flows objectively and necessarily from
the monadological assumption of moral max-
ims. The autonomy of each individual will is
“the ground of the dignity of a human and of
every rational nature” (GMS, AA 04, p. 436;
Kant, 2011, p. 101).

The subject formulates his behaviour max-
im that reflects his awareness of the univer-
sality of the law, whereas the will, according
to Kant, “stands halfway between its a priori
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TBV MEX]1y CBOVIM IIPVHIIVIIOM a Priori, KOTOPbIV
dopmasieH, 1 CBOMM MOTMBOM a posteriori, KoTo-
PBIVI MaTepualeH, 1 TaK KaK OHa JJOJDKHa Bce-Ta-
KV 4eM-HU1Oy b OIpe/esIAThCsl, TO, eCIIN JIeVICTBIIe
CoBeplIIaeTcs MO [IONTY, ee JIOJDKEH OIpenesInThb
dopMasIbHBINT TIPVHINAII BOJIEHMSI BOOOIe, 100
BCSKWV MaTe€PVAJIbHBIVI HPUHIIUII Y Hee OTHSAT»
(AA 04, S. 400; KanT, 1997a, c. 79—81). Takum 00-
paszoM, 1o KaHTy, TOJIBKO OOBEKTMBHBIVI BCeob-
I 3aKOH MOXKeT OIIpelesIsiTh BOJIIO, a MaKCU-
Ma eCTb «CyOBeKTMBHO UMCTOe YBaskeHVe» K 3TO-
My 3aKoHY. [TocKoIbKy HeBO3MOXKHO €O MCIIBITHI-
BaTh K OOBEKTY BOJIV KaK K pe3yJIbTaTy IOCTYIIKa,
yBakeHVIe MOXKeT CHVCKATh TOJIBKO CaMO JIeVICTBIe
BOJIN. BMmecTe c TeMm mpupona 1 ecTh LApCTBO 1ie-
Jlevt — TakoBa Testeosorusa Kanra. LlapcTso nesen
eCcTh TeopeTuyecKas vjes 1l O0bsICHEHMs TOro,
YTO eCTh, HO BMecTe C TeM OHO eCTb ITpaKTyecKas
VviJies [j1s TOTO, UTO MOXKeT OBITh peasIM30BaHO CO-
obpasHo aToit maee (AA 04, S. 436 Anm.; Kanr,
1997a, c. 193, mpumeu.). BosmMOXHOCTH pasmmd-
HBIX MHTEPIIPeTALIVIVI STOVI UIEeU KanTa ocraBiis-
eT IIPOCTPAHCTBO 1JIs1 KPUTUKM ero popMasmsMa
1 BO3MOXKHOCTV BBIBECTH 13 €r0 aOCTPaKTHBIX I10-
HATVVI O0JTee IpaKTIdecKie CIIeCTBISL.

Tax, B HEeKOTOpPBIX «PrIOCOPUAX CO3HAHMA»,
BBIPa0OTaHHBIX IIOCTIe IIparMaTyecKoro IoBopo-
Ta B pvtocodpum s3bIKa, cTajia JOBOJIBHO pacIpo-
CTpaHEHHOVI KaTeropms «CeMaHTUYeCKOV YHU-
Bepcarmmn», a B dpwtocodpum Y. ITmpca, K. Ilor-
riepa, X. Anpbepra, K.-O. Anerns n 1O. Xabepma-
ca — «IparMaTM4ecKoVi yHuBepcaimm». V1 ecin,
K IIpMMepy, lepedpopMyIMpoBaTh Ha MaHep KaH-
TOBCKOVI MAaKCHMBI [I0JITa IIPUHINI  «dajuin-
O6wtsma» [lonmepa, oH Mor Obl BBIIVISIIETH Tak:
«CdopmynupyiiTe cBoe yTBepXKIeHVe TaKiuM 00-
pasoM, 4ToOBI ero IpwTSA3aHME Ha VCTUHHOCTH
BCer/la MOIJIO OBITh TIOIBEP)KEHO IIpOBEepKe ITyTeM
€ro OIIPOBePXKeH s C IIOMOIITBI0 KOHTPIIPVIMEPOB».
Vi tak: «Beerpma paccmaTpuBarn Ipyroro He xak
CBOET0 IMTPOTMBHMKA, a KaK JINIIO, [TaCCBHO BHU-
Marolllee BbICKa3blBaeMbIM TOOOVI MHEHUSM, WIN
KaK ITOTeHIIMAJIbHOTO VX KPUTVKa».

135

A.V. Ugleva

principle, which is formal, and its a posterio-
ri incentive, which is material, as it were at a
crossroads, and since it must after all be de-
termined by something, it will have to be de-
termined by the formal principle of willing
as such when an action is done from duty, as
every material principle has been taken away
from it” (GMS, AA 04, p. 400; Kant, 2011,
p- 29). Thus, according to Kant, only the ob-
jective universal law can determine the will,
while the maxim is “subjectively pure respect”
for this law. Because it is impossible to experi-
ence respect for the object of the will as the re-
sult of an act the very action of the will alone
can earn respect. At the same time, nature is
the “kingdom of ends” — in Kant’s teleology.
The “kingdom of ends” is a theoretical idea to
explain what is, but at the same time is a prac-
tical idea of what can be realised in conform-
ity with this idea (GMS, AA 04, p. 436n; Kant,
2011, p. 101n). The fact that this Kantian idea
lends itself to various interpretations leaves
space for criticising its formalism and for de-
riving more practical consequences from his
abstract concepts.

Thus, the category of “semantic universals”
became widespread in some “philosophies of
conscience”, worked out after the pragmat-
ic turn in the philosophy of language, and the
category of “universal pragmatics” was widely
used in the philosophy of Charles Pierce, Karl
Popper, Jones Albert, Karl-Otto Apel and Jiir-
gen Habermas. If, for example, we rephrase
Popper’s fallibilism principle in terms of the
Kantian duty maxim it would look like this:
“Formulate your proposition in such a way
that its claim to be true could always be veri-
fied by refuting it through counter arguments.”
Or else: “Always consider the Other not as an
opponent, but as a person passively listening to
your opinions, or as their potential critic.”
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B oM ke myxe FO. Xabepmac paspaboTait mpvH-
LIVIIBI IVICKY PCVIBHOVI 9TVIKM, KOTOPBIe (prInrpaH-
Ho nporcanbl A. T. FOnycoBbIM B pasnere «YHU-
BepCcaIbHOCTh M yHMBepcaIn3allis B MOpaIbHOM
teopum IOprena Xabepmaca» (c. 199—227). Kitro-
yeBas ujlesi XabepMaca B OTHOIIIEHMV MOPaIbHOM
YHMBepPCaJIbHOCTY BUAUTCSA €My B TOM, UTO TO, UTO
cam XabepMac OOBIYHO Ha3bIBA€T «IIPVHIIVIIOM
yHMBepca/In3alli», Ha caMOM Jiesle IIpeJicTaBIls-
eT cobom «IPUHINII YHUBEPCAIN3UPYeMOCTI,
TO €CTh IIPOBEPKI HOPMBI, BO-IIEPBBIX, Ha BO3MOX-
HOCTB ee YHMBEPCaIbHOrO COOIIONIEeHS 11, BO-BTO-
PBIX, Ha BEIpakeHVe efo YHMBepcaJIbHOTO MHTepe-
ca (c. 220). ITpu sTOM 3aMHTepecOBaHHOMY JINILY
He IIpe/iTvicaHa HUKaKas 11eJ1b, HeoOXommMmMast fAJ1st
YIIOCTOBEpeHVsl B TOM, YTO ero JIeVICTBIEe Ha CaMOM
fesie CIIoCOOCTBYeT JIOCTVDKEHMIO OOIIert Iiesn
NPaKTUYeCcKOro pasymMa — BCerjia COIJIacoBbIBaTh
CBOe JIeVICTBVE CO BCeOOIIVIM 3aKOHOM B IIapCTBe
pasyMHBIX Iiejtert. OOBIUHO yesIoBeK, corylacHO Xa-
Oepmacy, HOBOJIBCTBYETCS SKCIUIMKALIVIET MOPaThb-
HOVI TOUKV 3peHUs I IIpU3HaHMs BaJIVIHOCTI
Tovi v vHovt HopMmbl. Ho manmee A.T. HFOmycos
yTBepXiaeT, 4To y XaOepMaca He HaxOIUTCS Me-
CTa «IIparMaTiyeckoMy» ITpMMeHeHMIO ITPaKTy-
YeCcKOro pa3yMa, HO TOJIIBKO «3TUMYEeCKOMY» U «MO-
pasibHOMY» (C. 222). OmHaKo 3TO CyXaeHue IIpefl-
CTaBJIsIeTCS MHE BeCbMa CITIOPHBIM.

«IIparmaTmnyecKas yHMBepcaIms»
B 3THKe AucKypca XabepMmaca

«[TparmMaTndeckasi yHWUBEpCayIMs» IIPeICTaeT
y Xabepmaca Ha caMOM fejle CBOeoOpasHBIM ro-
PU30HTOM JIVMCKYCCUMW, TIOCKOJIbKY B €0 KOHIIEII-
LUV BeAylas pojiib HPUHAIJIEXNUT JIOTMYECKOMY
apryMeHTY, KOTOPBIV B TO XK€ CaMOe BPeMsI MOXeT
VIMETD ITPaKTNYECKYIO CMIIY MHTEepeca, 0DOCHOBBI-
BAIOIIIEr0 3TOT apryMeHT. Takum oOpasom, y Xa-
OepMaca OCyIIIECTBIISIETCS IIEPEXOrT K IIPOLEy -
Hovt oTrKe. OHa He VIMIIEpaTMBHA 110 CBOEMY CTV-
JITO, B OTJIYMe OT KJIACCMYEeCKOV 3TVMKM, TIOCKOJIb-
Ky B HeVl MIeT pedyb He O IIPeIIIVCaHUM HOPMBI
IS TIPaBWJIBHOTO TIOCTYIIKA, a CKOpee O BhIpaldoT-
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In the same vein, Habermas developed the
principles of discursive ethics, which have
been described in a filigree fashion by Ar-
tem Yunusov in the chapter “Universality and
universalization in the moral theory of Jur-
gen Habermas” (pp. 199-227). He believes that
Habermas’s key idea concerning moral uni-
versality is that what Habermas himself usual-
ly calls “the principle of universalisation” is in
reality “the principle of universalisability,”
checking whether the norm, first, can be uni-
versally observed and second, that it expresses
universal interest (p. 220). The interested per-
son is not provided with any goal necessary to
ascertain that his action does indeed contribute
toward achieving the common goal of practical
reason: always to co-ordinate one’s act with the
universal law in the “kingdom of reasonable
ends”. Usually, according to Habermas, a per-
son is content with the explication of the mor-
al point of view to recognise this or that norm
as valid. But Yunusov goes further to claim that
Habermas leaves no room for a “pragmatic”
application of practical reason, but only allows
room for “ethical” and “moral” application
(p. 222). However, I consider this proposition to
be debatable, to say the least.

i.e.

The “Pragmatic Universal”
in Habemas’s Ethics of Discourse

“The pragmatic universal” as presented by
Habermas is in fact a horizon of discussion,
since his concept hinges on the logical argu-
ment which, at the same time, can have the
practical force of interest which grounds this
argument. Thus Habermas switches to proce-
dural ethics. It is not imperative in style, unlike
classical ethics, because it does not prescribe
the norm for a correct act, but rather frames the
point of view concerning the normative validi-
ty of certain rules of action. The guiding princi-



Ke TOYKM 3peHMs TI0 TIOBOAY HOPMaTMBHOV 000-
CHOBAaHHOCTM TeX VUIV WHBIX IIPaBUII JIEVICTBUSL.
B mpornenypHom 3TMKe OosIbllle He HOOpast BOJIS
SBJI€TCS PYKOBOISIIVM IIPUHITATIOM [IeVICTBIS,
HO IIPeAIIOCBUIKV BO3MOXKHOI'O COITIACHS, a TOY-
KOVl OTCUeTa — He KaTeropudecKuyl MMIIepaTuB,
HO ITPOLIeTypa MOpaIbHOV apryMeHTaIIVVA.

Taxovi IOIXOI ITO3BOJISIET OIPENeINTh ITO3U-
1o XabepMaca Kak aHTUIEHV3VMOHVCTKYIO, IIPU-
JIAOIIYI0 0cOoDOe 3HaueHMe IVICKYPCUBHBIM 3J1e-
MeHTaM paIVIOHaJIbHBIX OIlepallui, UTHOpUpYye-
MBIX, HaIIpUMep, B VIMITEPATUBHBIX BBIPa’KEHVISIX
Bpore «4I morpkeH. . .». [IpusHaBas nepBeHCTBO pas-
yMa B JIOCTVIKEHWVI VICTVIHHOTO 3HaHWS, B TOM YVIC-
Jle 3HaHWMS MOPaJIbHOro, XabepMac MIMeHHO B pas-
yMe BUANT 3aKOHOHATeIIsS U YTBEePXKIaeT, U4To JIfo-
6oe cOMHeHIe B 3TOM eCTb ITpeaTeIbCTBO pasyMa.

PasymHast mpupoma 4esioBeka TpedyeT peltle-
Hus (Entscheidung), moHMMaHMe KOoToporo y Xa-
OepMaca HECKOJIBKO OTIIMYHO OT IIMWMTTOBCKO-
ro, HO O4YeHb IIOXOXe Ha rerejieBckoe Entschlufs,
YTO COOTBETCTBYET MOMEHTY PEIIMMOCTH K JIeVi-
cTBui0’. VI K 3TOMY MOMEHTY HeJIb3sl IIOIONTI HI
IviasieKTu4decKy, Hu IycKypevsHO. ITo cioam Te-
rejis, «VICTMHHOE Xe... eCTb OTPOMHOe TlepeMelrie-
HVle BHyTPEHHeTO0 BO BHellIHee, BCTpOeHVie pasyMa
B peaIbHOCTb, Hajl YeM TPYyIWIach BCSI BCeMVIpHas
ucTopus M Orarogapsi ueMy oOpa3oBaHHOe 4esIo-
BEYECTBO 0OpesIo IeVICTBUTENIFHOCTD 1 CO3HAHMe
Pa3syMHOTO CYIIeCTBOBaHMS, TOCYIApPCTBEHHBIX
yupexyeHuit 1 3akoHoB» (Ieresip, 1990, c. 297).
Tax m BxoXIIeHMe B «KOMMYHMKATVBHOE COOOIIIe-
CTBO», 110 Xabepmacy m Anertio, TpebyeT MHAMBU-
IyaJIbHO CIIeJIaHHOIO IIEPBOrO IIPOCIEKTVBHOIO
IIIara ¥ He IIpeiIiosiaraeT ele HMKaKX apryMeH-
TaTVBHBIX IIpOLIeAyp. YCIIOBUS BO3MOXKHOV HpaB-
CTBeHHOCTM 00a dniocoda obHapyKMBaIOT TOJIb-
KO B MHTepPCYOBEKTMBHON IIparMaTyuecKon S3blI-

7 «...IlpenmnosaraeTcs, 9TO UMCTOE 3HAHWE €CTh Pe3yiTh-
TaT KOHEYHOro 3HaHWS, cosHaHMs. Ho ecym He pmernats
HVKaKOTo Ipertiosioxenms (keine Voraussetzung), a camo
Hauyaslo Oparb HemocpencTBeHHO (unmittelbar genommen
werden), TO Ha4aJI0 Oy[IeT OIpeIesIsaAThCS TOIBKO TeM, UYTO
OHO eCTh HayasIo JIOTMKW, MBIIUTeHV It cebs. VImeeTcs
yvb pertteHme (Entschlufl), Koropoe MOXKHO paccMaTpu-
BaTh U Kak nponssoin (Willkiir), a viMeHHO pellieHVIe pac-
CcMaTpuBaTh MBIIIUIEHVE Kak TakoBoe» (['erests, 1997, c. 57).
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ple of action in procedural ethics is not so much
good will, as prerequisites of possible agree-
ment; the reference point is not the categorical
imperative, but the procedure of moral argu-
mentation.

This approach warrants describing Haber-
mas’s position as “anti-decisionist”; this at-
taches special attention to discursive elements
of rational operations which are ignored, for
example, in imperative expressions such as “I
must...”. Recognising the primacy of reason
in achieving true knowledge, including mor-
al knowledge, Habermas sees reason as the
law-maker and maintains that questioning this
role amounts to a betrayal of reason.

Human beings’ reasonable nature demands
a decision (Entscheidung), which Habermas in-
vests with a slightly different meaning than
Schmitt, but which is very similar to Hegel’s
Entschluf$, which corresponds to resoluteness.”
The matter cannot be approached either dialec-
tically or discursively. Hegel (1991, pp. 293-294)
writes: “The truth, however, [...] is the momen-
tous transition of the inner to the outer, that in-
corporation [Einbildung] of reason into reality
which the whole of world history has worked
to achieve. Through this work, educated hu-
manity has actualized and become conscious of
rational existence [Dasein], political institutions,
and laws.” Thus, incorporation in the “commu-
nicative community”, according to Habermas
and Apel, calls for a first individual prospec-
tive step and does not imply any argumentative
procedures. Both philosophers see conditions
of possible morality only in the inter-subjective
pragmatic linguistic meta-structure which ena-

7 “[...] the presupposition is of a pure knowledge which
is the result of finite knowledge, of consciousness. But
if no presupposition is to be made, if the beginning is it-
self to be taken immediately, then the only determination
of this beginning is that it is to be the beginning of log-
ic, of thought as such. There is only present the resolve,
which can also be viewed as arbitrary, of considering
thinking as such” (Hegel, 2010, p. 48).
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KOBOVI METaCTPYKType, obecrieunBaroIer Cyobek-
TaM BO3MOXXHOCTb KOMMYHMKAIIVN®, TO €CTb JIevi-
CTBUs VI IIporopapwBaHus Iiepern, IpyruMm cBo-
VX 00s13aTeIbCTB, OTBeYasl Iepel HUMU U Ieper]
cammMm coOort 3a cBou cjIoBa M mocTynku. Com-
HUTEJIPHO, MOXKHO JIV BBICTPOUTDH Ha IIOJOOHBIX
HeHa/IeKHBIX OCHOBAHMSIX KaKyH0-I100 OOIIyIo
Y JaXe YacTHYIO OUCKYPCUBHYIO 3TUKY. 3aTo
MOXXHO TOBOPUTB O PasHBIX BUIAX 3TUK — CyO-
CTAHILIVIAJIBHOW, cpopMaanoﬂ VI IIPOLIEy PHOVI, —
BbIJIEJIEHHBIX B COOTBETCTBUM C Te€M, KaKOe MeCTO
B HVX 3aHMMaeT HOPMaTUBHOCTb.

B cyOcTaHIIMOHAIBHO 3TMKe HOPMaTMBHOCTD
OTHOCUTCSI K COHEpXXaHWMIO KOHKPETHOI'O [Ievi-
cTBUS. B dpopMasibHOM 3TVKe HOPMATMBHOCTD 3a-
KJIIOUeHa B TeJIeOJIOrO-IIPpaKTIYeCKOM IIPUHIIVIIIe
ZlevicTBysA. B mporeny pHOM 3Trike HOpMaTUBHOCTD
KacaeTcsl MeTOofa, CJIefloBaHue KOTOPOMY BeeT
K crpaserymBocTi. Omune dpopMaIbHON 3TH-
KV IIPMHIIVIIIOB OT IIPOLIeAY PHOV STUKI IVICKypca
KakeTcs BecbMa He3HaunTe IbHBIM. Tak, dpopmaiib-
Hag STUKa IPUHIINIIOB Y Ke IIpefIiojaraeT oIpe-
MIeJIeHHYI0 MEeTOMOJIOTMYECKYIO YCTAHOBKY, XOTs
SKCIUIUIIMTHO He OIpenesisieT IIparMaTiYecKyro
HpOIeNlypy, KOTOPOVI HeoOXOOVMO  CJIefIOBaTh.
IIporienmypHast 3TvKa, CO CBOEVI CTOPOHBI, IIPeTIo-
JIaraeT peryJIsiTMBHBIE IIPUHIIUIIBI, KOTOPbIe SIBJIs-
IOTCSI yHUBepcaJIbHBIMM, OJHAKO Oe3 BHOro 00o-
3HAYEHMs B HUX CEMAaHTMUYECKON e KaK HeKoe-
ro perysgropa. TakuM oOpa3om, pasmrdre MexX1y
dopmMasIbHOM 3TMKOW HNPVHLNUIIOB U IIPOLEAyp-
HOVI 3TUKOVI [IVICKypca He CBOAUTCS K pas/Inynio
MeX/1y CeMaHTMYeCKOV yYHVBepcasIvien 1 IIparmMa-
TUYeCKOVI YHVBepcasive. YHuBepca/lbHas ceMaH-
TMKa OCHOBBIBAETCS Ha Wjlee, IIPVIAroIIer CMbICII
[IpaKkTyKe, HapuMep waee «lapcTBa  Liejiev».

8 VImenno y KaHTa OHM ueprarOT KOMMYHUKATVBHBII
VifeaJI yHUBEPCaJIbHOIO COOOIIecTBa (KOCMOIIOINTIYE-
CKMVI MIeaJl), BOCXOMSIINIL KaK CBOEMY MICTOKY — K OIIpe-
IeJIeHMIO YejloBeKa KaK HUYUMO, YTO €eCTb CJIeICTBVIE
IIOKa3aTeJIbHOV JlecyOcTaHIIMaIM3alumu cyobpeKkTa, ocy-
IIIeCTBJIEHHOVI KPWUTMUKOW PaIVIOHAJIBHOM IICVIXOJIOTMVL:
eciIM BesKasl CyOCTaHIMaIM3alvsd M 3CCeHITMaIn3aliys
CyOBeKTMBHOCTH IIpefICTaBIIsIeT cOO0T MeTapM3IIecKyIo
VJUTIO3MIO, 3TO O3HAYaeT OTKa3 OT HaIlMOHAJILHBIX VIeH-
TIUYHOCTEV BO MM BceoOIIert KOMMYHMKAIIUN, WIN YHU-
BepCcaJIM3alnIL.
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bles subjects to communicate,® hence to act and
to articulate their duties to Others, thus answer-
ing to them and to themselves for their words
and deeds. One doubts if a general or even a
particular discursive ethic can be built on this
shaky ground. However, we can talk about var-
ious kinds of ethics — substantive, formal and
procedural — depending on the place norma-
tivity occupies in them.

In substantive ethics normativity per-
tains to the content of a concrete act. In for-
mal ethics normativity is contained in the
teleological-practical principle of action. In
procedural ethics normativity has to do with
method, which leads to justice. The difference
between the formal ethics of principles and
the procedural ethics of discourse appears to
be slight. Thus, the formal ethics of principles
already implies a certain methodological atti-
tude although it does not explicitly define the
pragmatic procedure to be followed. Proce-
dural ethics, for its part, presupposes regula-
tive principles which are universal but do not
expressly indicate the semantic idea as a regu-
lator. Thus, the difference between the formal
ethics of principles and the procedural ethics
of discourse is not confined to the difference
between semantic and pragmatic universals.
Universal semantics is based on an idea which
lends meaning to practice, for example, the idea
of “the kingdom of ends”. Universal pragmat-
ics is part of the procedure which in a certain
sense constantly “falsifies” the inter-subjective
contract. However, these two aspects are any-
thing but mutually exclusive. That is why the

8 They borrow from Kant the communicative ideal of
a universal community (the cosmopolitan ideal) which
goes back to its source, i.e. the definition of the human
being as nihil, which is the consequence of demonstra-
tive desubstantialisation of the subject by the critique of
rational psychology: if any substantialisation and essen-
tialisation of subjectivity is a metaphysical illusion, this
means renunciation of national identities in the name of
universal communication, or universalisation.



IIparmaTiyeckast yHUBepcaIvs BKJIFOUeHa B IIpO-
ey py, KoTopasi B M3BECTHOM CMBICIIE TIOCTOSTHHO
«dpastbcuuIpyeT» MHTEPCYOBEKTUBHBIV JI0T0-
Bop. OmHaKo 5Ty [1Ba acreKkTa HU B KOoeM cilydJae
He VICKJTIOYAlOT OpyT apyra. Bor mouemy pasumiia
MeX]ly popMaIbHOVI STMKOV IIPUHIINAIIOB U IIPO-
HEeIyPHOVI 3TUKOVI AMCKYpca eCThb He YUTO MHOE,
Kak [IBe pasHble BepCVV STUKIM YHUBEPCAJILHOTO.

KonTpakTrapmanmnsm

Mecto, KOoTOpOE B 3TMKe AVCKypca 3aHMMAOT
yHMBepcaJIbHOCTb 1 0000IIeHMe, ITproOpeTaro-
ITTVie 3HAYVIMOCTB J1J15l MOPAJIbHOTO areHTa He Orla-
rofapsl ero yOeX/IeHHOCTM B HVX, a BCJIEJICTBYIE
KOMMYHVKATVBHOV CBS3U C TEMW WIEHAMV CO00-
I1[eCTBa, KOTOPBIX KacaeTcsl 3Ta YHMBEPCAJIBHOCTh,
TpeOyeT, Ha MOV B3IJISIZl, BOCIIOJIHUTD ellle OHY
JIaKyHY B VCCII€IOBaHWY, IIPeICTaBJIeHHOM B MO-
Horpadmm «YHMBEPCAIBHOCTh B MOpaIv». 3a VC-
KJTFOUeHVIEM HEKOTOPBIX ITacCakevl PO TEOPUIO
crpaBeyiMBOCTM Por3a B HeVt mpaKTU4ecKy HU-
Yero He CKa3aHO 00 STMYECKOM acIleKTe TeOpui
00IIIeCTBEHHOT0 JTOroBopa. Mex1y TeM 3TrdecKie
WIeN, «3alllUThie» B 3TO MacIITabHOe COIMaiIb-
HO-TIOJIITUYECKOe YUeHWe, IIPY VIX YeTKOV apTy-
KYJIALIMV MOIJIV OBI CyIIlecTBeHHBIM 00pa3oM 000-
TaTUTb IIPOBEEHHOE VICCIIeIOBaHE, B TOM UVICITe
3a cueT aHaJsIv3a BIIVISTHMS 9BOJIIOLINN ITPeICTaBIIe-
HVVI 00 3TMUeCKOM YHMBepcaI3Me Ha IIoIUTIve-
CKUVI YHUBEPCAJIVI3M.

OTudeckast IpoOremMaTmKa Teopum — OOIIe-
CTBEHHOTO JIOTOBOPa IIPOCIIeXVBAETCS V3HAYATh-
HO B Tpynax npexje scero T. [o66ca, XK.-K. Pyc-
co u V. KaHTa, KX 3 KOTOPBIX paspaboTart
CBOIO TEOPWIO CIIPaBeIJIMBOCTY, TaK VIV VHade
BOCXOJISIIITYIO K TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHbIM HadaslaM.
B pasBuTire Ipexxie BCero KaHTOBCKOTO ITOIXO-
ma yxe B XX B. CBOIO BEpCUIO TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
HO-VHCTUTYIIVIOHAJIBHOIO TIOIXOHa ITPeJIOKIII
Pon3 B «Teopum crpasemnsocTti» (1971), cHab-
IVB pa3pabOTaHHYIO VM COLIMAJIBHYIO M ITOJIUTH-
YecKyIo TeOpMIO MOPaJIbHBIM MHCTPYMeHTapueM,
IIOJTy IMBIIIVIM Ha3BaHMe «I€0OHTOJIOTMYEeCKII JIV-
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difference between the formal ethics of princi-
ples and the procedural ethics of discourse is
none other than that between two versions of
universal ethics.

Contractariansim

The place universality and generalisation
occupy in the ethics of discourse because they
are significant not only for the moral agent who
is convinced of them, but owing to the com-
municative link with the members of the com-
munity that are part of this universality, spells
the need, in my opinion, to fill yet another la-
cuna in the study presented in the monograph
Universality in Morality. With the exception of
several passages on Rawl’s theory of justice, it
hardly says anything about the ethical aspect
of the social contract theory. And yet the eth-
ical ideas embedded in this major socio-politi-
cal teaching, if clearly articulated, would make
a significant addition to the study, among other
things by its analysis of the impact of the evolu-
tion of ideas about ethical universalism on po-
litical universalism.

The ethical problems of the social contract
theory can be traced back, above all, to the
works of Hobbes, Rousseau, and Kant, each
of whom worked out his own theory of justice
that in one way or another goes back to tran-
scendental principles. In the twentieth centu-
ry, building on the Kantian approach, Rawls
proposed his version of the transcendental-in-
stitutional approach in his Theory of Justice, pro-
viding his social and political theory with a
moral toolkit which has come to be known as
“deontological liberalism” (1971). The publica-
tion of that book triggered a wide discussion of
the moral philosophy of contractarianism.

The ethics of contractarianism is also based
on the rationality of moral agents who make
decisions capable in the comparative perspec-
tive of assessing what it would be more rea-
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Oepasmam». C BbIXOIIA 3TOVI KHUTY HAYasIoCh V-
PpoKoe o0cykieHvie MOpaJIbHOM (prytocodm KOH-
TpaKTapuaHM3Ma.

DTMKa KOHTpaKTapMaHM3Ma TakKke OCHOBaHa
Ha PaIMOHAIBHOCTY MOPaJIbHBIX ar€HTOB, IIPVHVI-
MaIOIIMX pellleHIe, CIIOCOOHBIX B CPaBHUTEIBHON
[IepCIIeKTIBE OIIEHNTD TO, YTO OBUIO ObI pasyMHee
OTKJIOHWUTB ¥ C YeM ObIJIO OBl pasyMHee COTJIacuTh-
cst (Scanlon, 2013, p. 599). B ocrHoBe MopastbHO (pr-
socodpvmt Poriza JIeXXMT TIOHSTVE OOIIIeVt CripaBe]l-
JIVIBOCTW, VIJTV CIIPaBEJIMBOCTYI OCHOBHBIX OOIIle-
CTBEHHBIX MHCTUTYTOB, K UVCITY KOTOPBIX OH OTHO-
CUT CBOOOIHBIVI PBIHOK, CUICTEMY 3all[TBI OCHOB-
HBIX IIPaB ¥ CBOOOI, MOHOTAaMHYIO CEMBIO, YacT-
HyI0 coOcTBeHHOCTh. Crlestyst BO MHOrom 3a Kan-
ToM, Poit3 paspabaTeiBaeT crienydriueckyro MeTo-
IOJIOTVIO JIOCTVDKEHMS OOILert CIpaBeIIIBOCTM.
Ecymm KanTa MHTEepecoBasio, Kak BO3MOKHA MOpaJlb
KaK TakKoBasl, ¥ OH OOHapyXXw OCHOBaHWS IS
Hee B HallleM IPaKTMYeCKOM pasyMe, IIPUCyIIeM
Ka’KIOMY UeJIOBEKY, ¥ CJIesiasl BBIBOZ, O CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHWM CaMOVI MOpa/IVI ¥ BBICITIETO HPaBCTBEHHO-
TO 3aKOHa, TO PoII3, TIeVICTBYS B pyciTe TOVI ke KaH-
TOBCKOVI JIOTMIKM, pa3paloTal JiBa B3aMMOCBS3aH-
HBIX MeTOlIa — MeTol, pedIeKCMBHOTO PaBHOBe-
CVISL VI METOJI, TUIIOTETIYeCKOro Jorosopa’. I lepsbrit
VIMeeT CBOeV! 11eJIBIO IIPOBEPKY 0OOOCHOBAHHBIX VH-
TYWLIVIV, pasfeIsieMbIX BCeMM, Ha COOTBETCTBVIE
HpefylaraéMbIM TeOPeTUUeCKUMM KOHCTPYKIIVISIM.
CoOcTBeHHO, 3a1a4a BUOUTCS B TOM, YTOOBI MCCIIe-
JOBaTeJIbCKVIe VIHTYVIIVVI, MaKCUMaJIbHO YTOYHS-
IOIIVie TeopeTrdecKrie KOHCTPYKIIVY, He BCTyIIa-
JIV C TOCTIENHMMY B IIPOTMBOpeYre. Bropon me-
TOJ, TIPECTaB/IsSIeT COOOVI MBICIIUTETbHBIVI SKCITe-
PVIMEHT, OOJIa/JAfOIIMII W3BECTHBIM 3BPUCTIIYE-
CKVIM IIOTEHIIMAJIOM B OITpeJie/IeHNI CIIOCOOHOCTI
wiIeHOB OOIlecTBa BBIOpPAaTh TaKyIO MOEJIb IIOBe-
IeHMsI, KoTopas ObUIa ObI He TOJIBKO JKeJlaTelIbHa,
HO VI IIpVIMEeHMMa Ha IIpaKTuKe. [1j1s JoCTvDKeHMs

? «['MIIOTeTNYIeCKOro B CWJIy TOTO, YTO, COIVIACHO KOH-
TPaKTyalnM3My, MOPaJIbHBIVI apIyMeHT KacaeTcs JIVIIIb
BO3MOYKHOCTV COTJIAIIIEHVSI MEXK/TY JIUIIaMU, VIMEFOIIIVIMIA
OJTHO T TO Ke )KeJIaHVe OIIHOV U Tovi Xe crerrenn. OmHa-
KO 3TO JOIyIIIeHVe KOHTPMaKTIUIHO 11 Myipa KaK TaKo-
BOTr'0, HO MOXKeT MMeThb CMBIC]I B MyIpe Mopasmin» (Scanlon,

2013, p. 598).
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sonable to decline and what would be more
reasonable to accept (Scanlon, 2013, p. 599).
Rawl’s moral philosophy is based on the con-
cept of universal justice, or the justice of the
main social institutions such as the free mar-
ket, protection of the main rights and freedoms,
the monogamous family and private property.
Following Kant in many ways, Rawls develops
a methodology of achieving universal justice.
While Kant sought to know how morality as
such was possible, finding grounds for it in the
practical reason inherent in every human be-
ing and concluding that morality and the high-
est moral law exist, Rawls, proceeding in the
mainstream of the same Kantian logic, devel-
oped two interconnected methods: the meth-
od of reflective equilibrium and the method
of hypothetical contract’. The former aims to
check the justified intuitions shared by all for
correspondence with the theoretical constructs
offered. The task is to make sure that the re-
search intuitions that elaborate the theoretical
constructs do not contradict the latter. The sec-
ond method is a thought experiment possess-
ing a certain heuristic potential in determining
the ability of society’s members to choose a be-
haviour model that is not just desirable, but
applicable in practice. To achieve the greater
good, each individual should be capable of co-
operation, which Rawls defines as maximisa-
tion of rational interest.

Rawls suggests conducting a thought experi-
ment in conditions of a “veil of ignorance”:

[...] the parties do not know certain kinds
of particular facts. First of all, no one knows
his place in society, his class position or social

 Hypothetical because “according to contractualism,
moral argument concerns the possibility of agreement
among persons who are all moved by this desire, and
moved by it to the same degree. But this counterfactu-
al assumption characterizes only the agreement with
which morality is concerned, not the world to which
moral principles are to apply” (Scanlon, 2013, p. 598).



Os1ara KaXkKIabIil MHIVMBUIL JOJDKeH OBITH CIiocobeH
K Koorlepariyvi, MbICJIMMO Por130M Kak MaKCUMV-
3aIus palvioHaJIBHOTO MHTepeca.

MeicmTertbHBI SKciepyMeHT Pois ripeyiara-
€T IIPOBECTH B YCJIOBMSIX TaK Ha3bIBAEMOI'O «3aHa-
Beca HeBeIeH s,

[ronm]| He 3HAOT, KaK pasIMdYHbBIE ajbTep-
HaTUBBI CMOTYT TOBJIMATH Ha VX YaCTHBIV CITy-
Yari, I OHV BBIHY KIEHBI OIIeHVBaTh ITPVHITUIIBI
VICKJTIOUMTEIIPHO Ha OCHOBe OOIIMX cooOpake-
Humt. [Ipexrie Bcero, HUKTO He 3HaeT CBOETO Me-
cTa B 0OIIlecTBe, CBOEro KJIacCOBOTO ITOJIOXKEeHVIs
VI COLMAJIbHOTO CTaTyca, He 3HaeT, KaKuMU
JOCTOVHCTBAMM ¥ CIIOCOOHOCTSIMM HajieJieH OT
IIPUPO/IBI, YPOBHS Pa3BUTS CBOETO MHTeJUIEKTa,
dusmueckort custel 1 ToMy TofobHoe. Hukro He
3HaeT TaKXXe CBOeVI KOHIIeNIuK 0J1ara, 4acTHO-
CTell CBOETO PallOHAJIbHOTO >KM3HEHHOTO IUIa-
Ha, OCOOEHHOCTeVl CBOero IICUXOJIOTMYeCKOro
CTpOeHMs], KaK TO: CKJIOHHOCTb K PUCKY WIN pac-
IT0JIOYKEHHOCTh K ONTUMWV3MY VIV ITeCCUMU3MY.
Bosiee Toro, g mipefmionarao, YTo HUKTO He 3HaeT
ocobeHHOCTe! pa3BUTHs 00IIecTBa, K KOTOPOMY
oH nipuHaiexnT (Rawls, 1971, p. 118).

Bo raBy yria Poss craBuT kaHTOBCKOe Tpebo-
BaHMe OecripricTpacTHOCTH. VI BCe BBIIVISIANT TaK,
YTO paBHBIEe U CBOOOIHBIE VHIVBUABI TOJDKHBI
COBEPIINTD PalVIOHAIBHYIO CHIEJIKY, eCTeCTBeH-
HO CTpeM:ICh K MaKCUMWM3alluy CBouX Oyiar, Oyy-
Yl COBEpIIEHHO PAaBHOAYIIHBIMU K CyIbOe Ipy-
I'VIX y9aCTHMKOB Jorosopa. Posi3 mosaraet, 4To pa-
IIVIOHAJIBHOCTD OFIEP)KUT BEPX HaJl, STOVCTIIHBIM
ycTpeMiIeHreM KaXkKIIOTO TOJIYUNUTh BBITOLY TOJIb-
KO 717151 ceOs1, 1 cTpaTervsi MakCMIMHa Bo300Ia1a-
eT: «CoryacHO 3TOMY IIPaBWITY, B3I TOMY W3 apce-
HaJIa TeOPUM WUIP, IPeNIrovecTb CjiefyeT TaKylo
aJIbTepHATVBY, HaMXYyZIllee BO3MOXXHOe IIOCIIe-
CTBUe KOTOPOVI JIydllle, YeM HamxyZlllee BO3MOX-
HOe IIOCJIeZICTBYe JII00OTI IpyTON ajIbTepHATBbD»
(Kamramkos, 2004, c. 78). 1Haue roBOps, B JTaHHOM
cjlydae pedb MIeT O IIPOLe[ly pHOV TeOpUM CIIpa-
BeJIMBOCTY KaK pa3BUTUM POl PHOV MHTEep-
IIpeTanyy KaTeropruyecKoro MMIrepaTyBa, B KOTO-
POV IJIaBHBIM [IEVICTBYIOLIVIM JIVILIOM OKa3bIBArOT-
sl CBOOOTHBIE U paBHbIe MH/IVIBUIIBL, a He Oe3rmid-
HOCTHBIVI HAOOP yHVBEpPCaIbHBIX HOPM U ITpaBUIL.
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status; nor does he know his fortune in the
distribution of natural assets and abilities,
his intelligence and strength, and the like.
Nor, again, does anyone know his conception
of the good, the particulars of his rational
plan of life, or even the special features of
his psychology such as his aversion to risk or
liability to optimism or pessimism. More than
this, I assume that the parties do not know the
particular circumstances of their own society
(Rawls, 1971, p. 118).

Rawls gives pride of place to the Kantian
demand for impartiality. Equal and free indi-
viduals should make a rational deal, natural-
ly seeking to maximise their welfare, being
totally indifferent to the fate of the other par-
ties to the deal. Rawls believes that rationali-
ty will prevail over the selfish desire of each to
gain benefit only for himself and that the max-
imin strategy will prevail. According to this
rule, drawn from the games theory arsenal,
the alternative that is to be preferred is the one
whose worst consequence is still better than
the worst possible consequence of any other
alternative” (Kashnikov, 2004, p. 78). In other
words, we are looking at a procedural theory
of justice as the elaboration of the procedural
interpretation of the categorical imperative in
which the main actors are free and equal indi-
viduals and not an impersonal set of universal
norms and rules.

David Gauthier, who is basically close to
Hobbes, develops this model by offering his
version of the rational deal: to him individuals
are egoistic self-seeking creatures who are nev-
ertheless capable of making a rational decision
as the condition of cooperation among the par-
ties to the deal in the long term. Here, howev-
er, in spite of the similarity between Hobbes
and Gauthier, an important difference between
them comes to the surface. The Hobbesian the-
ory of justice based on the natural state of “the
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B pasBuTie 3TOV MOV CBOIO BEPCUIO paliyi-
OHAJIBHOM c/ieNIKM IiperyiaraeT [lasum ToTee, xo-
TOPBIVI M3Ha4asIbHO Ormsok [o00cy: mHAMBIIBI
IIE HeTO — 3TO 3TOMCTUYHBIE CyIIecTBa, WIIy-
e coOCTBEHHOV BBITOIbI, TEM He MeHee CII0co0-
Hble Ha IIPVHSTYE PAllVIOHAJIBHOTO PeIlleHs KakK
yCIJIOBUSL KOOIepalny MeXOy ydYacTHUKaMM JI0-
roBOpa B JOJITOCPOYHON ITepCIieKTVBe. 371ech, He-
CMOTPS Ha CXOJICTBO BO B3mIsimax [o60ca m [oTbe,
OOHapy>KMBaeTCsS BaKHOE OT/INUVIe MEXAY HVIMIL
Teopus cripasenmmBocTit [o060ca, ocHoBaHHas Ha
€CTeCTBEHHOM COCTOSTHUV «BOVIHBI BCEX ITPOTUB
BCex», TpeOyeT HaJIMuMs KeJIe3HOW PYKU CyBe-
peHa B KadecTBe rapaHTa COITIACOBAaHHOCTVI JIeVi-
CTBUVI WICHOB OOIecTBa M COOIIOmEHMS OOIIMX
JI7Isl HUX HOPM cITpaBeyinBocTy. [0Thbe, HAIIpoTuB,
YTBEpPXXIIaeT, YTO CIIPaBEIMBOCTh MOXeET OBITh
ycTaHOBJIeHa Or1arofaps He Bojle CyBepeHa, a IIpo-
CTO IIOTOMY, UTO COOJIIOfIeHVIe ee HOPM BBITOIHO
CaMVIM y4YacTHMKaM OOIIeCTBeHHBIX OTHOIIIEHWTL.
Borrpoc TOJIBKO B TOM, HACKOJIBKO OHV CITOCOOHBI
3Ty BBITOAY IIPaBWJIBHO OLIEHWUTH U CJIeZIoBaTh em
B CBOVMX KOHKPETHBIX IIOCTyIIKaxX. Vl, Kak mmiImer
ToTtwe: «/Iosr mpesblllie BBITOIBL, HO CJIeOBaHVe
Hoiry BovcTuHY BeIrogHo» (Gauthier, 1985, p. 2).

ToTwe, 110 CyTH, pa3BUBaeT TEOPUIO pallVIOHaIb-
HOT'O BBIOOpa, HO OCTAeTCs IVCKYCCHMOHHBIM BO-
IIPOC, HACKOJIBKO 3Ty TEOPVIO MOYKHO CUMTATh MO-
pasibHOVI Teopuert. MHe ITpecTaBIIsIeTCs], UTO HU-
UTO He MelllaeT pacCMaTpvBaTh ee VIMEHHO B Ta-
KOM KadeCTBe, TIOCKOJIBKY TI0CBUI [0The 3aKiTroua-
€TCSI B TOM, UTO, BO-TIEPBBIX, CBOOOTHBIVI XapaKTep
pellens, MHAVBUAYAIbHO IIPUHIMAeMOro Kaxk-
IIBIM 4JIEHOM JIOTOBOpa, €CTh YCJIOBME ero 0Obek-
TUBHOCTW M YHUBepcaJIbHOCTU. Bo-BTopeIX, [oThE
He paszersieT Hajex [ob60ca Ha coBepIieHCTBO-
BaHVeE HPaBOB Oyaromapsl pasBUTHIO CBOOOITHOTO
PBIHKA ¥, B-TPETHIX, 3a/Jady CBOeVI TeOPUVI BUIUT
B IIPEeJIOKEHMVI TaKOrO CrI0coba JOCTVIKeHMS 00-
II[eCTBEHHOI'O COIylacyisi, KOTOPbIN OblsT ObI paBHO
IIpVieMJIEMBIM IS TIpaBeTHMKA M IS TPeITH-
Ka, [IJIs1 PeJINTIO3HOro paHaTIMKa, 1 151 CBepXye-
sioBeka. Hakowrerr, He 0e3 ocHoBanuit [orbe oTMe-
JaeT 3HaueHMe pasyMa s IOCTVDKeHMs 3pdek-
TUBHOVI CIEJIKV, TIOCKOJIBKY IIOJIaraeT, YTO eciIn
MoOpaJsib 3aBUCUT OT CKJIOHHOCTW WIM MHTepeca,
TO ee IPUHIINIIEI He MOT'YT OBITh ITpeIicaTeIb-
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war of all against all” calls for an iron hand of
the sovereign to guarantee coordinated actions
of the members of society and compliance with
the common norms of justice. Gauthier, in con-
trast, maintains that justice can be established
not by the sovereign’s will, but merely because
parties to social relations themselves stand to
gain from observance of its norms. The ques-
tion is to what extent they can correctly deter-
mine the benefit and follow it in their concrete
acts. As Gauthier (1985, p. 2) writes, “Duty
overrides advantageous; but the acceptance of
duty is truly advantageous.”

Essentially, Gauthier elaborates the theory
of rational choice, but the extent to which this
theory can be considered to be a moral theory
is debatable. I do not see any reason not to con-
sider it to be just that, inasmuch as Gauthier ar-
gues that first, the free character of the decision
taken by each party to the deal individually is
the condition of its objectivity and universality;
second, Gauthier does not share Hobbes” hope
that the free market improves mores; and third,
Gauthier sees the task of his theory in propos-
ing such a method of achieving social concord
that would be equally acceptable to the right-
eous man and the sinner, to the religious fanat-
ic and to the superman. Finally, Gauthier (2013,
p. 572) rightly notes the importance of reason
for achieving an effective deal because he be-
lieves that if morality depends on disposition
or interest its principles cannot be prescrip-
tive. At the end of the day, unlike the maximin
strategy which marks the rational choice in
Rawls’s model, Gauthier opts for the maximis-
ing strategy.

It is based on the principle of maximising
subjective preferences. Preference is measured
in terms of utility which, in this case, plays a
strictly instrumental role. Gauthier pays special
attention to the concept of values as sustained



ueIMU (Gauthier, 2013, p. 572). B koHeuHOM c4eTe,
B OTJINYVie OT CTpaTeruny MaKCMMIHa, KOTOpasi OT-
JI9aeT paryoHaIBHBIN BEIOOP B paMKax pOJI30B-
CKOVI 3TV9ecKovi Mofieny, [oTke cumTaeT Hanbostee
YCIIEITHOV MaKCMMM3aTOPCKYIO CTpaTeriio.

B ee ocHOBe j1eXXUT IPUMHLINIT MaKCYMU3AIN
CyOBeKTUBHBIX MpefriouTeHnit. Mepon mpepmo-
YTeHWs SIBJIAeTCs 10JIb3a, KOTOpas B JJAHHOM CJTy-
yae urpaer cyrybo WMHCTPyMeHTaJbHYIO POJIb.
ITpu sTom 15t [oThe ocoboe 3HadeHMe ITprOOpe-
TaeT IOHATYe IIeHHOCTU KaK YCTOVYMBOIO IIpe]i-
noureHns. OH oOpaliaeT BHMMaHMe ¥ Ha cTpare-
TMYHOCTH COBepIIlaeMOro BbIOOpa, uTo TpebyeT oT
cyOBeKTa IOCTYIIKa CIIOCOOHOCTV PariyioHaIbHO
paccumTaTh ero IOoCiIeICTBIS, HO He C IIeJIbIO J10-
CTVDKeHMs] HanOOJIbITIelT TI0JIe3HOCTH, a C IIeJIbio
MUHVMM3aIUW Bpeia U VICKJIIOUeHMs] CUTYyaluin
UTpbI ¢ HysleBovi cymmon. OcobeHHOCTh paryo-
HaJIbHOV CIeJIKM B MHTepripeTaniyv [oThe 3aKiio-
YJaeTcsl B TOM, UYTO OHa ITPOVICXOIUT B popMe B3au-
MOBBITO[THOrO OOMeHa 1 ITPO0JDKMTesTbHa T10 Bpe-
MeHW, TI03ToMy [0The BBOIMT /1Ba KITIOUEBBIX I1O-
HATWS 1711 ee OIVICaHWsI — paBHOBecue ¥ OITH-
MaJIbHOCTh. PaBHOBecre TpebyeT OT y4acTHMKOB
CHETIKV B3aIMHOCTV B CTPeMJIEHUY MaKCUMM3V-
poBaTh B3aMIMHBIVI Pe3ysIbTaT, a ONTUMAaIbHOCTD
IIpefirosiaraeT OIleHKY CaMOTro pe3yJIbTaTa, BCSIKOe
M3MeHeHVe KOTOPOro IIpuBereT K YXYIIeHUIO
TTOJIOXKEHVIS OITHOTO V3 UT'POKOB.

BakHOCTE KOHTpaKTapMaHMCTCKOV STUYeCKOV
MOTIEJIVI [IJISI OCMBICJIEHVSI COBPEMEHHBIX MHTep-
IIpeTaluyl 3TUYECKOro yHUBepcasvi3Ma MHe BU-
IOUTCS B TOM, YTO 3Ta MOJEJIb, C OJHOVI CTOPOHE,
pasBMBaeT HEKOTOpble KaHTOBCKVE WHTYWULIVM,
Jesiaioliyie BO3MOXHOV MOpajlb KaK TaKOBYIO,
U, C APyroVi — IIO3BOJIsieT YMEHBIIUTDL pasphbiB
MeXJ1y CYIIVIM U JIOJDKHBIM, B KOTOPOM Kak ITpa-
BIJIO yITpeKaroT MopaJIbHyIo Teopuio KaHTa.

3ak/IroueHne

Haxe Gersyioe 3HaKOMCTBO C KOJIJIEKTVBHOV MO-
Horpadwmet «YHUBepcaIbHOCTh B MOpaJIv» IO3BO-
J1seT yOeIIUThCs B ee MCKJTIOUMTeIbHOV MH(OpMa-
TUBHOCTM JIJIsI TeX, KOro MHTepecyeT pmiocod-
CKag 3TMKa. DTa KHUTra IIOKa3blBaeT, KaK HOBas
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preference. He draws attention to the strate-
gic character of the choice, which presuppos-
es the subject’s ability to rationally assess the
consequences of the act, but not in terms of the
greater utility but to minimise harm and rule
out the situation of a zero sum game. The dis-
tinguishing feature of Gauthier’s interpretation
of the rational deal is that it takes the form of
a mutually beneficial exchange and is extend-
ed in time, which is why Gauthier introduces
two key concepts in its description, equilibri-
um and optimality. Equilibrium requires from
the parties to the deal reciprocity in seeking to
maximise the mutual result, and optimality im-
plies the assessment of the result, any change in
which would worsen the position of one of the
players.

In my view, the importance of the contrac-
tarian ethical model for assessing modern in-
terpretations of ethical universalism consists in
the fact that this model, on the one hand, elabo-
rates some of Kant’s intuitions which make mo-
rality possible as such; and, on the other hand,
narrows the gap between the ought and nature,
something usually held against Kant’s moral
theory.

Conclusion

Even a cursory acquaintance with the collec-
tive monograph Universality in Morality leaves
no doubt in the reader’s mind that the book is
exceptionally informative for those who are in-
terested in philosophical ethics. It shows how a
new approach to a problem — in this case the
problem of universality in ethical discourse —
may give insights into the transformation of
morality itself and not only into the use of ex-
isting ethical concepts to resolve various ethi-
cal dilemmas and address other applied ethical
tasks. The book makes it possible to trace the
evolution of the very concept of universali-
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IIOCTaHOBKa ITpO0JIeMBl — B [JAHHOM CJIydae IIpo-
Os1eMBI YHUBEPCAJIBHOCTI B 3TUYECKOM IVCKYP-
ce — MOXeT IIOMOYb B OCMBICJIEHUM TpaHcdop-
MaIlV cCaMOVl MOpaJIli, a He TOJIBKO B VICIIOJIB30-
BaHMY HaJIMYHBIX 3TUYECKMX KOHIIEIITOB B pellle-
HUY TeX VUIV HBIX 3TWMYeCKVX IVJIeMM U IIPOumX
NPUKJIAJHBIX 3TUUYecKnx 3afad. KHura mosposis-
€T IIPOCIIeANUTD 3BOJIIOIMIO IIOHSATIS YHUBEPCaIb-
HOCTW Ha IIPOTSDKEHWMM BCeyl MICTOPUM 3TUKMU, OT
AHTUYHOCTM 10 COBpeMeHHOW aHaJIUTUYecKOu
MOpaJIbHOV TeOpUM, M yBUIETh, KaK B 3TOV 3BO-
JIIOLWUY OTpakaInCh YHVBepCaIMCTCKIe U IlapTH-
KYJISIPUCTCKIMIe TeHJIeHIINI TOTO VIV MHOTO Bpe-
MeHn. CHaOXeHHBIV JIMHIBOCEMaHTIYeCKIIM pas-
GopOoM KJIIOUeBBIX IIOHATW 11 TEPMIHOB B paMKax
OT/eJIbHBIX KOHIIEMIINI YHVBEePCaIbHOCTH, VICTO-
PpUKO-prtocodpCcKIVi aHaJIN3 3TOTO IIOHATS IPU-
obpeTaeT IONOIHWUTEIIBHOE METOHOJIOITYecKoe
MIPeVMYIIeCTBO, II03BOJIsAsi OOHAPYKUTH PacXOX-
JleHVe B TOJIKOBaHWUM YHUBEPCAIIBHOCTY B Pa3HBIX
dprtocopcKmx TpaguIIVsX U S3bIKOBBIX Cpefiax.
YHUBepcaMcTcKe MopaJibHble IOKTPUHBI
YCJIOBHO MOXKHO pasfe/InTh Ha TpaHClleHJeHTa-
JINCTCKVIE VI CpaBHUTeIIbHBIE. IlepBrle, Kak IIpaBu-
J10, He CTaJIKVMBAIOTCs C IIpobsIieMoVt BBIOOpa Mex-
Iy yHUBepcasusiMK, TOrfa Kak BTOPBIM TpebyeT-
Cs1 OCHOBAHHOE Ha MyOJIMYHOM pacCy KIeHUN CO-
rjlaciie  OTHOCWUTEJIBHO ITPUOPUTETHOCTU VIMeFo-
myxcs ajsrepHarus. Hanbortee sipkumuy mpume-
paMu TaKVX JOKTPVH SBJISIOTCS, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
abcormoTHBIVI 3TUYecKUm yHUBepcaymsM KanTa
Y aHaJIUTUYecKas Teopusl KOHTpaKTapuaHM3Ma.
O0Ge TeopumM IEeHTpaIbHOE MECTO OTBOHAT MO-
PaJIbHOVI areHTHOCTU CyObeKTa [IeVICTBUS, CIIO-
cobHoro 6parh Ha ce0st OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a COBEp-
IIIeHHbIe JIeVICTBISI, YTO OCBOOOXIaeT IIpOCTpaH-
CTBO /Il TpeOOBaHMII J10JITa, ITPeCTaBIISIONIIX
cobov1 B I1eJIOM JIeOHTOJIOTMYecKre TpeboBaHMsL.
DTM KOHLENINI OPUEHTMPOBAaHBI Ha COLVAIIb-
HYIO peasi3alliio peaIbHbIX CIIOCOOHOCTeN WH-
AVBUA, YTO BBIBOAUT HAC K IIVPOKOMY CIEKTPY
rpo0sieM, 3HAYMMBIX [JIS aHaIM3a pasIMIHbBIX
acIleKTOB CITpaBelJIMBOCTY, — OT TpaHCIIeH/eH-
TaJIbHOTO MHCTUTYIIVIOHAJIV3Ma 10 U/Iey IJ100aIb-
HOVI CITPAaBEIJIMBOCTY C OIIOPOVI Ha IIOHATVIE 3TW-
YecKOro V1 HOJIMTUYECKOrO YHVBepcaIr3Ma.

ty throughout the history of ethics from antig-
uity to modern analytical moral theory and to
see how this evolution has reflected the uni-
versalist or particularist trends of this or that
time. The presence of linguistic and semantic
analysis of the key concepts and terms within
various concepts of universality lends the his-
torical-philosophical analysis of this concept an
extra methodological advantage in revealing
the divergences in the interpretation of univer-
sality in different philosophical traditions and
language environments.

Universalist moral doctrines can be rough-
ly divided into transcendentalist and compara-
tive. The former, as a rule, do not encounter the
problem of choice between universals, where-
as the latter need consent based on public dis-
cussion concerning the priority of available
alternatives. The most salient examples of such
doctrines are, respectively, Kant’s absolute eth-
ical universalism and the analytical theory of
contractarianism. Both theories put at the cen-
tre the moral agency of the subject of action
who can assume responsibility for his actions,
which makes room for the demands of duty
which are generally deontological demands.
These concepts are oriented toward realisation
of the real capacities of the individual in con-
fronting a wide range of problems that are sig-
nificant for the analysis of various aspects of
justice from transcendental institutionalism to
the idea of global justice based on the concept
of ethical and political universalism.

The most reliable source of universality in
morality is human reason. It is no accident that
the majority of modern theories that trace their
origin to Kant’s absolute universalism recog-
nise Kant’s contribution in assessing the ration-
al character of the moral judgment, interpreted
as the relation between what is (empirically)
desirable and what ought to be. The first for-
mula of the categorical imperative expresses
better than anything the contradiction between
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Hanborree Hafe)XHBIM VCTOYHMKOM YHUBEp-
CaJIBHOCTV B MOpa/Ii BBICTyIIaeT YeJI0BedecKui
pasym. He ciryuartHo oOmiyM st OOJIBIIIMHCTBA
COBPeMEHHBIX TeOpTI, OOHAPY KVBAIOIINX IIpeeM-
CTBEHHOCTB I10 OTHOIIIEHVIO K KAaHTOBCKOMY a0co-
JIIOTHOMY YHUBepcasn3My, SIBJIsieTCd Ipu3HaHMe
VICKJTIOUMTeIbHOM 3aciyrn KaHTa B olleHKe pa-
LIVIOHAJIBHOTO XapaKTepa MOPaJIBHOTO CYXKIAEHMs,
IIOHVIMaeMOro KakK OTHOIIeHVe MeXIy TeM, YTO
(eMIIMpIYecK) JKeJlaTeJIbHO, U TeM, UTO JIOJDKHO
ObITh. IlepBast popmysia KaTeropmdeckoro mmiie-
paTuBa JIydllle BCero BBIpakaeT 3TO IIPOTMBOpe-
4yie MeX[y «3MIpPUYecKor» Boslel 1 TpeOoBaHM-
eM, crielVIpVIHBIM 17151 MOpaJTbHOV BosIn. CChUIKa
Ha MaKCUMBI B 3TOVI (POPMYJIMPOBKE SCHO IIpefly-
IIpeXaeT Hac O TOM, YTO HPaBCTBEHHBIN IIPVH-
LIVIIT He BBICKa3bIBaeTCs HEIOCPeICTBEHHO 00 00-
VX HOPMaX JEVICTBUI, a KacaeTCsd KOHKPETHBIX
IIPaKTUYEeCKMX JEVICTBIMVI, B TOM YVICJIe €ro 3Have-
HVe MOXKHO IIOHSITh JIVIIIb OIOCPEIOBaHHO, Yepes3
MaKCVIMBI, MJI CyOBEKTVBHBIE IIPUHIIUIIBI [IeVi-
crBus. To, UTO 5 «MOTY XOTeTh» KaK BCeOOIINII 3a-
KOH, He BBIBOIVMMO i1 abstracto, HO HaXOOWT CBOE OC-
HOBHOe OTpa’keHVie B HOPMaTMBHBIX yOeXIeHsX,
KOTOpbIe peryJIMpyIoT B TOM MJIV THOM BUJIe COLIV-
aJIBHBIVI KOHTEKCT, OTHOIIeHMS ¢ APYTVIMU JIIO[b-
MW, BCer7ia pa3BopauBalolyecs B OIlpee/IleHHOM
rOPM30HTe HOPMAaTVBHBIX IIPVHIINIIOB U IIpaBuJL.

Orcroma mmMpoKme OVCKyccry 00 YHUBepcasIm3-
Me, KOTOpBle Pa3BepHYJINCH B IIOCIIeHVE AecaTI-
JIeTVis. B MCTOpUIICTCKOM 11 pesIITUBICTCKOV ITep-
CIIEKTVIBe KPUTHMKa aOCTpaKTHOIO yHVBepcaI3Ma
ObUIa HallpaBsleHa Ha pa3pyllleHue VMUII03MM O CY-
IIIeCTBOBAHMIM HEKVX yHVBEepCaIbHBIX 1IeHHOCTe
v ipyHOMIIOB. C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, 3TOT TUII TeHe-
ayioruy ObJI OCHOBAH Ha COMHEHMN B MIee UesIo-
BedecTBa KakK MHTepcyObekTuBHOCTI. C 3TOV TOU-
KV 3peHus KOMMYHMKaIVs C 11eJIbI0 BBIPaOOTKM
HOPM, KOTOpBIe MOIYT OBITH OOIIVMMM IS BCeX,
BBICTYIIaeT He KaK CBOOO/THOe OOCyXkKIeHve Mex-
Iy cyOBeKTaMVi, OTBETCTBEHHBIMI 3a TO, UTO OHU
3a4BJIAIOT, a KaK CyOimMariys BJIaCTHBIX OTHO-
MIeHMVI, KOIda YHVBEPCaIbHOV IIPU3HAETCs LIeH-
HOCTB, 10 CyTV, HaBsi3aHHas BJIACTBIO 3aBVICVIMbBIM
oT Hee yHAMBYUIaM. C IpPyrovi CTOPOHBI, pessaTh-

A.V. Ugleva

the “empirical” will and the requirement of
the moral will. The reference to maxims in this
formula issues a clear warning that the moral
principle does not directly deal with the com-
mon norms of actions but only with concrete
practical actions, and its meaning can only be
understood indirectly through maxims or sub-
jective principles of action. That I “can will”
cannot be derived as a universal law in abstrac-
to, but is mainly reflected in normative convic-
tions which, in one way or another, regulate the
social context, the relations with other people
which invariably unfold within a certain hori-
zon of normative principles and rules.

Hence the broad discussions of universal-
ism that have marked recent decades. In the
historicist and relativist perspective, critique
of abstract universalism was directed at shat-
tering the illusion of the existence of some uni-
versal values and principles. On the one hand,
this type of genealogy was prompted by doubt
about the idea of humanity as inter-subjectiv-
ity. From that point of view communication
with the aim of working out norms that can be
shared by all is not a free discussion among the
subjects responsible for what they say, but as
sublimation of power relations when a value,
essentially imposed by force on the individu-
als that depend on it, is recognised as universal.
On the other hand, relative historicism trans-
ferred to universalism by genealogical practice
has called in question the metaphysical illu-
sion of the constitutive unity of humanity. If it
is true that in order to put an end to this illu-
sion of the universal characteristic of the clas-
sical moral discourse beginning from the era of
Enlightenment, things boil down to historicisa-
tion of the entire content of morality, we would
have to agree that there is a fundamental dis-
connect between epochs and figures of thought:
if this gap is historical then the challenge is to
preserve the meaning of the idea of the unity of
the human race.
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BUICTCKMVI VICTOPULIV3M, IIepeHaHHbIVI YHUBEpP-
CJIM3MY TE€HEaJIOrMYeCKOV HPaKTUKOV, IIPVIBEII
K COMHEHUIO B MeTapM3M4ecKOV VJUIIO3UM KOH-
CTUTYTUBHOIO €IVHCTBa 4YesloBedecTBa. Ecim Ha
CaMOM JIeJIe, YTOOBI TIOJIOKITH KOHELl 9TOV VJIJIIO-
3MVI YHVIBEPCAJIPHOIO, XapaKTEePHOV IS KJIacCu-
YeCKOIro MOPaJIbHOI'O OVMCKypca HauMHasi C SII0XN
IIpocseneHs, Bce cBedeTCsl K MCTOPM3aLIIN BCe-
ro cofmepKaHws MOpaJIvi, TO IIPVIIETCSI COIVIaCUThCS
C TeéM, YTO CYIIECTBYeT KOPEHHOV paspbIB MEXIY
3r0XaMM 1 PUTypaMy MBICJIV: €CJIM 3TOT pa3pblB
VICTOpUYeH, TO IpobiieMa BUANTCS B COXPaHEHUN
CMBICIIa VeV eIVMHCTBA YeJIOBeUeCKOro posa.
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