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INEPECMOTP OVIHAMWKWU
MAKCVIM M1 3AKOHOB
B CBETE KAHTOBCKOW TEOPUU OJEVICTBWMI

B.K. Paoxaxpumnan’

B ocrobe moparvrotl meopuu Kanma sexum ycmotuubas
KAACCUDUKAUUA NPAKMULECKUX 0CHOBONO0A0KEHUTL HA B3aUMO-
uckatouatouyue muns. OOHAKO, NOMUMO HECKOABKUX HAMEKOB
HA pasauyue Mexoy MaKcuMamu u 3akonamu, 6 cBoux pabomax
OH He 3aHuMaemcs. noopodHbIM 00CYxKOeHUeM Kiaccupuxayuy
u munob npakmuueckux ocHoBoN0A0KeHUT, Umo cnodbueio
Onopy O’Hua u Jlvouca bexa sanobo umnmepnpemupobams
KAHMOBCKY10 KAACCUDUKAYUIO NPAKMUYECKUX 0CHOBONOA0XKe-
HULl maxum odpasom, 4mobsvl c0eaams KOHYenmyasvHywo cbasv
3ax0H08 u Mmakcum bosee AcHou. B amou cmamve s ymbep-
xoato, umo unmepnpemayuu O'Hua u Bexa npoucmexaiom
U3 ouUbOUHO0 NPOUMEHUA PYHOAMEHMAALHO20 OCHOBAHUA
KAacCUpuKayUuU npaxkmudeckux ocHoBonoaoxenutl. Ymoovl
smo obocHoBams, 5, Bo-nepborx, nokasvibaro, umo Kanm npobo-
oum pasauue mexoy 3aKoHAMU U MAKCUMAMU HA OCHOBAHUL
3HAUUMOCHU U peassHocmu. Bo-6mopuix, s ymbepxoaro, umo,
XOMA 3HAYUMOCHb U ABAAeMCA HeoDXOOUMBIM NPUSHAKOM
npaKmu4eckux 0CHOBONOAONKEHUT, UX PealbHOCTU KAK MOMIU-
Gamopa x coBepuienuio deiictnéutl Ha camom dese bydem docma-
mouto 044 npebpauyenus ocHoBonosoxerHus 6 npakmuteckoe
ocHobonososxenue. Ilockoavky smo max, s 0okasvibaio, umo
KAACCUDUKAYUA NPAKMULECKUX OCHOBON0A0KeHUTI 004KHA OC-
HoBviBamybea Ha cmenenu ux agpgpexmubrocmu 6 omHoueHuu
Ato0eil (mo ecmb ux peasstocmu). Taxaa kaaccugpukayus daem
HAM mpu ucuepnuibaouux U B3aUMOUCKAIOUAIOWUX MUNA:
«MAKCUMBL, KOMOpble He ABAAIMCA NOMEHYUAAbHBIMU 30K0-
HAMU», «MAKCUMDbL, KOMOpbie ABASIOMCA NOMEHYUAALHIMU
3AKOHAMU» U «3AKOHDL, KOMOpble He ABAAI0MCS MAKCUMAMU».

KaroueBore caoBa: Kanm, npaxmuueckue ocHoBonoao-
JKeHUA, MAKCUMA, 3AKOH, NOCYNok, kiaccugpuxayus, funda-
mentum divisionis, ueaoBeveckas 0esmesbHOCb.

1. Beegenmue

JTroGort uestoBek, unTaroruit Kanra, Bpsiyt v crioco-
OeH He 3aMeTUThb YeTKOe pa3jIndeHVie MaKCUM U 3aKO-
HOB KaK IBYX TUIIOB ITPpaKTUIeCKX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEeH T
B IIlepBOM pasjiesie «KpuUTHKM IIpaKTUYecKoro pasyMa»
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REVISITING THE MAXIM-LAW DYNAMIC
IN THE LIGHT OF KANT’S THEORY
OF ACTION

V. K. Radhakrishnan'

A stable classification of practical principles into mutu-
ally exclusive types is foundational to Kant’s moral theory.
Yet, other than a few brief hints on the distinction between
maxims and laws, he does not provide any elaborate discus-
sion on the classification and the types of practical principles
in his works. This has led Onora O’Neill and Lewis Beck to
reinterpret Kant’s classification of practical principles in a
way that would clarify the conceptual connection between
maxims and laws. In this paper 1 arque that the revised
interpretations of O’Neill and Beck stem from a mistaken
reading of the fundamental basis of the classification of prac-
tical principles. To show this, I first arque that Kant distin-
guishes between maxims and laws on the bases of validity
and reality. I then arque that although a practical principle
necessarily has the feature of validity, its reality in actually
moving the agents to action sufficiently makes a principle a
practical principle. If this is so, I arque that the classifica-
tion of practical principles must be based on the extent to
which they are effective in human agents (i.e. their reality).
Such a classification yields us three exhaustive and mutual-
ly exclusive types namely, “maxims that are not potential
laws”, “maxims that are potential laws” and “laws that are
not maxims”.

Keywords: Kant, practical principles, maxim, law, ac-
tion, classification, fundamentum divisionis, human agen-

cy.
1. Introduction

Any reader of Kant can hardly look past the
clear-cut distinction between maxims and laws as
two types of practical principles in the first section
of his Critique of Practical Reason (KpV, AA 05, p. 19;
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(AA 05, S. 19; KanT, 1997a, c. 321—323). Paree, B «Oc-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEHMSIX MeTapu3MKM HpaBoB», KaHT nmBaxk-
ZIBI B CHOCKaX BBOAUT pasjInueHrie MaKCUM U 3aKOHOB,
HIpVYeM B pa3HbIX KOHTeKcTax (AA 04, S. 401 Anm., 421
Anm,; Ka#nT, 19976, c. 81—83 cH., 143 cH.). DTO pas3im-
4JeHMe SIBJIsieTCsl OCHOBOIIOJIaraloI M JIJ1sI er0 MOpaJlb-
Homt Teopun. [ToCKOJIBKY ITpaKTMYecKye OCHOBOIIOJIO-
JKeHMs JIeXKaT B OCHOBAHWMV COBEPIIEHWS [IEVICTBU,
XOPOITI0 00OCHOBaHHAS KiIacCUPUKAIMS ITUX OCHO-
BOIIOJIOKEHUTI OOBSICHSET BO3MOXXHOCTH COBEpPITIEHVIS
JIFOIBMM OEVICTBUM pasIMuHBbIX TUHOB. HecMoTps Ha
ee 3HadeHVe, JINIIb HECKOJIBKO KOMMEHTAaTOPOB KpPW-
TIYIEeCKV OTHeC/IVCh K KJTacCUUKaIIY ITPAaKTUIeCKIX
OCHOBOIIOJIOXKeHM Kak Takosom'. JIbtouic bek (Beck,
1960, p. 80—81), Oyayum omHMM 13 HMX, Ha3bIBaeT KaH-
TOBCKYIO KJIaCCMI(PUKAITNAIO, Pa3OeISIoNIyio IIPaKTH-
4YecKyie OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMS Ha CyOBbeKTVBHBIE MaKCH-
MBI ¥ OOBEKTVBHBIE 3aKOHBI, «CTPAHHOV» U «JIOTMYe-
cKku ommbouHom». Brobasok lerpn Ascon (Allison,
1990, p. 87—88) 1 DHnpro Put (Reath, 2006, p. 89, ch. 24)
HaOJIIOAIOT «HEOTHO3HAYHOCTE» U «T€PMMHOJIOTYe-
CKYI0 HeOIIpelleJIeHHOCTh» B VCIIOIb30BaHMM KanToM
«MaKCMM» U «3aKOHOB» KaK TUIIOB ITPaKTMUIECKVX OC-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEHUTI B KOHTeKCTe X Kilaccudmkarmm. [Ty-
TaHMIIA BO3HMKAET B OCHOBHOM TOITa, KOITa JesieHue
Ha MaKCUMBI M 3aKOHBI IIOHMMAETCs Kak II0JTHas KJlac-
cudmKaImMsl MPaKTUYeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMI, ITO-
CKOJIBKY TaKoe ITIOHVIMaHVie He B COCTOSTHUM OOBSICHUTD
TOT TUII TIPAKTUYECKMX OCHOBOITOJIOKEHMVI, Ha KOTO-
PBIVT OIMPAIOTCS COBEpPIIaeMble JIIOABMIM MOPaJIbHBIE
mevicteus. KaHTOBCKasg maess MOpasIbHOTO HEVICTBUIS
IIpenroaraeT, YTO 3aKOHBI SBIISIOTCS 3HAYMMBIMU
71 JIIOZeVI VI IIOTOMY MOTYT CIIY>KWUTBh MM B KadecTse
adppexTmBHBIX MakcuM. 1o sTont mpramHe KaHT 005-
SIBJISIET 3aKOHBI «CyOBeKTMBHO CIIyKaIllMW» KaK MaK-
CMMBI, Korga BBoOuUT B «OcHOBoOMOIOXeHsIX» (AA 04,
S. 401 Anm.; Kanr, 19976, c. 81—83 cH.) 1Ba TwIIa rrpak-
TUYeCKMX OCHOBOIIONIOKeHMTL. TakmM oOpa3oM, geTKoe
paszesieHre MeXIy 3aKOHOM ¥ MaKCMMOV HaduHaeT

! HecoMHeHHO, CyIIlecTByeT oOLIMpHas JInTepaTypa O KaHTOB-
CKOM TIoHATMM MakcuMbl. Cpemy Hambosiee BIMATEIILHBIX pa-
6ot crout orMeruth «On Kantian Maxims: A Reconciliation
of the Incorporation Thesis and Weakness of Will» Slma Mop-
pucona (Morrison, 2005), «Ends and Principles in Kant’s Moral
Thought» Txona Atseinia (Atwell, 1986, p. 33—55), «Kant's
Puzzling Ethics of Maxims» Venca Tummepmana (Tmmermann,
2000), «Kant's Justification of the Role of Maxims in Ethics» Mu-
xaanst Asiebpexta (Albrecht, 2009), «Doing Things for Reasons»
Propgurepa burrhepa (Bittner, 2001, p. 43—64), «Another Look
at Maxims» Pronurepa byGrepa (Bubner, 2000) i1 «Maxims and
Virtues» Tanbora Bprospa (Brewer, 2002). BonpmmHcTBO 3TMX
paboT paccMaTpwBaeT IIpeXie BCero IPMPOAY MaKCUM M WX
CBs3b C JevicTBusIMM. VIccemoBaHws, paccMaTpuBaloOIIyie ViC-
KIIIOYNUTEIPHO MaKCVMBI ¥ 3aKOHBI KaK TWIIbI IIPaKTUYEeCKMX
OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHWVI ¥ OTHOIIEHNISI STVX TUIIOB B CBETe TeOPUN
nevictBus KanTa, JOBOJIBHO perIku.
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Kant, 1996a, p. 153). Previously, in his Groundwork
of the Metaphysics of Morals, Kant introduces the
distinction between maxims and laws as footnotes
at two places in different contexts (GMS, AA 04,
p- 401n, 421n; Kant, 1996b, p. 56n, 73n). The divi-
sion of practical principles into maxims and laws is
foundational to Kant’s moral theory. Since practi-
cal principles underlie the performance of actions,
a classification of practical principles on a sound ba-
sis explains the different types of actions possible
for human agents to perform. Despite this signifi-
cance, only a few commentators have given critical
responses to the classification of practical princi-
ples into maxims and laws per se.! Lewis Beck (1960,
pp- 80-81), who is one of them, calls Kant’s classi-
fication of practical principles into subjective max-
ims and objective laws “peculiar” and “logically
faulty”. Additionally, Henry Allison (1990, pp. 87-
88) and Andrews Reath (2006, p. 89n24) observe that
there is “ambiguity” and “terminological looseness”
in Kant’s usage of “maxims” and “laws” as types of
practical principles in the context of their classifi-
cation. Confusions mostly arise when maxims and
laws are read as exhaustive types of practical princi-
ples. This is because such a reading fails to explain
the type of practical principles underlying moral ac-
tions performed by human agents. Kant’s idea of
moral action presupposes that laws include human
agents under the scope of their relevance and, so,
they can be effective as maxims in them. It is for this
reason Kant declares that laws “serve subjective-
ly” as maxims when introducing the two types of
practical principles in his Groundwork (GMS, AA 04,
p- 401n; Kant, 1996, p. 56n). Thus, the rigid concep-
tual separation between maxims and laws begins
to blur when the two concepts unite to explain the

! Undoubtedly, there is a vast amount of secondary literature
on Kant’s notion of maxim. Some of the influential works in-
clude Ian Morrison’s “On Kantian Maxims: A Reconciliation
of the Incorporation Thesis and Weakness of Will” (2005),
John Atwell’s Ends and Principles in Kant’s Moral Thought
(1986, p. 33-55), Jens Timmermann’s “Kant’s Puzzling Ethics
of Maxims” (Timmermann, 2000), Michael Albrecht’s “Kant’s
Justification of the Role of Maxims in Ethics” (2009), Riidi-
ger Bittner’s Doing Things for Reasons (2001, p. 43-64), Rudi-
ger Bubner’s “Another Look at Maxims” (2000) and Talbot
Brewer’s “Maxims and Virtues” (2002). The concerns that
most of these accounts address centre on the nature of max-
ims and how maxims connect to actions. Rarely do we find
studies exclusively meant to study maxims and laws as types
of practical principles and which explore the relationship be-
tween the two in the light of Kant’s theory of action.



PpasMBbIBaThCs, KOr/1a 00a IIOHATS OO BeIVHSIOTCS 11
00BSICHEHVIS TPAKTIIEeCKVIX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHTIT, JTeXKa-
IIMX B OCHOBE COBEpIIEeHMs JIFONbMM MOpPaJIbHO 3Ha-
UMMBIX AeCTBU. YTOOBI permmTs Ty mmpobiiemy, bex
(Beck, 1960, p. 82) mobaBiseT K «TOIBKO JINIIb MaKCH-
Me» U «3aKOHY» elIlle OAVH TWII IPaKTUYeCKMX OCHO-
BOIIOJIOKEHWTII — «3aKOH, TaKXKe SBJISIOIIMVICS MaKCH-
MOV1», TeM caMBIM ITpeBpaliiasi KaHTOBCKYIO Kilaccudm-
KaIio B TpuxoToMmio. AsummcoH (Allison, 1990, p. 88)
KPUTHUKYET TPUXOTOMMUIO beka, IMOCKOIBKY Ta «CKPbI-
BaeT AEVICTBUTEJIPHOE OTHOIIEeHVe MeXAy MaKCiMa-
MM " OOBEKTMBHBIMM IPAKTUYECKVIMMU OCHOBOIIOJIO-
JKeHWSIMMU, JAeVICTBYIoIee B KaHTOBCKOV MbIcIn». OHO-
pa O'Hut Takkxe oTBepraer TpuxoTomMuio beka, mpes-
Jlarasg cOOCTBEHHOE YeTBHIpPexXdacTHOe JeJleHMe IIpak-
TUYECKVX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMVI Ha «BO3MOXKHBIE TOJIBKO
JIVIITE MaKCUMBD», «TOJIBKO JIVMIITE MaKCVMBD», «3aKOHEI,
MOryIye ObIThb MaKCMMaMM» U «3aKOHBI, HMKOITIA He
Moryiye OuITh Makcmamim» (O'Neill, 1975, p. 34, n. 7).
Taxvm 06pa3oM, MBI BUIIVIM, UTO U «3aKOH, TaKXKe SIBJIS-
FOIIVICA MaKCMOW» B Knaccmcpmxauvm bexka, n «3ako-
HBI, MOT'yIIVie OBITh MaKCUMaMV» B KJIaCCHIPUKAIIIN
O'Hut o0OpsICHSIOT 3HaUeHVEe 3aKOHOB LIS YeJloBeue-
CKVIX JIEVICTBUVI M1 3aIIMUIIAIOT KAHTOBCKYIO TEOPIIO MO-
PaJIbHOTO HEeVICTBISL

Sl cumTaro, YTO pacCMOTpeHHBIe MHTepIIpeTamu
KaHTOBCKOM KJIacCUMUKAIIUM IPAKTUUECKMUX OCHO-
BOIIOJIOKEHUT, TIpeyiokeHHble bekom 1 O'Hu, mmpo-
VICTEKAIOT 13 OIIMOOYHOro IOHMMAHMS TOr0 OCHOBA-
HMS, Ha KOTOPOM CTPOUT CBOIO KJIACCMIPVKAIIMIO caM
Kanr. 41 yTBepxmaro, 1o j1ro0as IOoIbITKa IlepecMoTpa
3TON KylaccuduKanmuy TpeOyeT MOHMMAaHWS TOro, YTO
IIPaKTUIecKiie OCHOBOIOJIOKEHNMSI HE TOJIBKO 3HAUV-
MBI AJ15I IEeVICTBYFOIIIVIX JINII, HO TaK)Ke OIIPEeIeISIOT VX
BOJIIO K AevicTBrIo. C OHOV CTOPOHBI, MHTepIIpeTalls
O’Hut ommGogHO IprHMMaeT cTelleHb 00OCHOBAaHHO-
CTV U cTenleHb 2P PeKTVBHOCTH IIPAKTUIECKIX OCHOBO-
ITOJIOKEH MV 32 OCHOBaHWMe 1x Kiaccudukanum. C gpy-
rou CTOpOHEI, bek He oOpartiaeT BHMMaHMS Ha 00/1acThb
VIX JIEVICTBUTEIIBHOTO IIPVIIOKEHWS VI OIITMOOYHO TIPV-
HVIMaeT CTelleHb VX IPVUIOKVMOCTY K HeVICTBYIOIIM
CcyObeKTaM 3a OTJIMYMTEIILHBIN IIPU3HaK, Ha KOTOPOM
KanT crpout cBoro kitaccudmkammio. ITpu koppexT-
HOM JXe IPOYTeHUM MPU3HAeTCs, YTO XOTs IIpaKTuye-
CKVe OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWS C HEOOXOIVMMOCTBIO 00IaiaroT
oITpesie/IeHHOV 3HaYMMOCTBIO IS JeVICTBYIOIINX JIVLI,
KanT Bce e cunTasl peajIbHOCTb B OIpellelIeHMI BOJIV
HEVICTBYIOIIMIX JIVIIT HEOOXOOMMBIM W IOCTaTOYHBIM
IpU3HAKOM IIPaKTUYeCcKMX OCHOBOMOIOXeHUMN. Ecim
3TO TaK, TO HOBasl KilaccuduKanms IMIpaKTUUecKX oc-
HOBOITOJIOXKeHUTI JOJKHA OCHOBBIBATBCSI Ha VX pealb-
HOCTM KaK TOTO, UTO AEVCTBUTEIBHO IOABUTAET UesIo-
BeKa K IIOCTYIIKY, a He TOJIKO Ha VX OOOCHOBaHHOCTM
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type of practical principles that underlie the perfor-
mance of morally worthy actions by human agents.
In order to resolve this issue, Beck (1960, p. 82) adds
“law which is also a maxim” to “mere maxim” and
“law” as another type of practical principles, thus
making Kant’s classification a trichotomy. Allison
(1990, p. 88) criticises Beck’s trichotomy on the
grounds that it “tends to obscure the actual relation-
ship between maxims and objective practical prin-
ciples that is operative in Kant’s thought.” Onora
O’Neill also rejects Beck’s trichotomy and propos-
es her own four-fold division of practical principles,
namely, “possible mere maxims”, “mere maxims”,
“laws that may be maxims” and “laws that may
never be maxims” (O’Neill, 1975, p. 34n7). Thus we
see that, in their classification of practical principles,
Beck’s “law which is also a maxim” and O’Neill’s
“laws that may be maxims” explain the relevance of
laws to human agents and defend Kant’s account of
moral action.

I believe that the revised interpretations of
Kant's classification of practical principles provided
by Beck and O’Neill spring from a mistaken reading
of what serves as the fundamental basis of Kant’s
classification of practical principles. I argue that any
attempt to revisit this classification requires an un-
derstanding that practical principles not only hold
valid for the agents, but also determine their will
to actions. On the one hand, O’Neill’s reinterpreta-
tion fallaciously presumes both the extent of their
validity and the extent of their effectiveness as the
fundamental bases of the classification of practical
principles. On the other hand, Beck leaves out the
extent of their actual application and mistakes the
extent of their applicability to agents as the distin-
guishing feature on which Kant’s classification of
practical principles occurs. Instead, a correct read-
ing acknowledges that although practical principles
necessarily have a scope of relevance to agents, Kant
thought of their reality in determining the will of the
agents as both a necessary and a sufficient feature of
practical principles. If this is so, a reclassification of
practical principles must be based on their reality in
actually moving the agents to action and not merely
on their validity to agents. In what follows, I show
that such a revised classification results in three col-
lectively exhaustive and mutually exclusive types
of practical principles namely, “maxims that are not
potential laws”, “maxims that are potential laws”
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718 IEVICTBYoIMX cyOpekToB. Hipke s 1mokaxy, 4ro Ta-
Kasl ITlepecMOTpeHHas! KJTacCUPMKAIIS COCTOUT V3 TpeX
B COBOKYITHOCTW VICUYEPIIBIBAIOIIX VI B3aIMOVICKIIIOYa-
OIIVIX TUIIOB IIPAKTMYECKX OCHOBOITOJIOXKEH ML «MaK-
CVM, He SBJISIOIIMXCSI TOTEHIIMaJIbHBIMIU 3aKOHAMIL»,
«MaKCVM, ABJIAIOIIINMXCA IIOTEHIIVIAJIBHBIMIY 3aKOHAMVD»
VI «3aKOHOB, He SIBJISTIOIIIVXCS MaKCMaMVI»,

INocnemytorriee paccyXmeHve COCTOUT W3 IIATV pas-
meros. Crieyrommut pasziell HA4MHaeTCs C IlepecMoTpa
KaHTOBCKOI'O pas/IMyeHns 3aKOHa Y MaKCHUMBI C IIeJTBI0
OIIpene/INTb UX obocHoBanHoCmb (KaK B03MOXKHBIX OC-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEHWVI ITIOCTYIIKA) U X peasbHocms (Kak Oeli-
cBumeAbHbIX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHWMVI IIOCTYIIKA) — JIBa
[IpU3HAaKa, OTJIMYAOIIVE 3aKOHBI OT MakcuM. [ Tpu aTom
s TIOKaXXy, 4TO OOJIBIIIMHCTBO VCCIIe/IOBaTeNIeVl He IIPU-
3HAIOT OOOCHOBAHHOCTH M PeaIbBHOCTh B KauecTBe [IBYX
OTHEJIbHBIX KPUTEpHeB, Ha OCHOBaHMM KOTOpbiXx KaHT
pasiuaer 3aKOHBI M MakCMMBL. [ IpuHMMas Bo BHMIMa-
HVIe 5TU JIBa IIPM3HAKa IIPaKTUYECKIX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKeE-
HWUV, 5 HAUMHAIO TPETUV pa3fel C VICC/IeIOBAHs TOro,
KaKOVI IMEHHO W3 3TUX IIPU3HAKOB CIIYXXUT (PyHIIaMeH-
TaJIbHBIM OCHOBaHVEM KJTacCUPUKALIN ITPaKTUIECKX
ocHoBoIIoJIOKeH M. S okaxy, aro Onopa O’Hwwt omm-
OouHO TIpenIonaraeT, YTO KiIacCHpMKaIMs OCHOBAaHA
OTHOBpPEMEHHO Ha JIBYX 3TMX KpuTepwsx. [1omoOHbIM
obpa3soMm JIstoric bek HeBepHO IIpMHMMAET KPUTEPUTL
00OCHOBAaHHOCTY 3a OCHOBY KJIacCHPMKAIIM ITPaKTH-
YecKMX OCHOBOITOJIOXKeHMTL. [lariee, B UeTBepTOM pasrie-
Jle s JOKaXKy, uTo JaHHoe KaHTOM orperiesieHe IIpak-
TUYECKIX OCHOBOITOJIOXKEH VI MOXKHO IIOHVMATh TOJIBKO
TaKVMM 00pa3oM, UTO VX PeaIbHOCTh €CTh OJTHOBpPEMEH-
HO HeOOXOIIMMBIVL M1 JIOCTATOYHBIV [IPU3HAK ITpaKTiye-
CKOI'O0 OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMSL. YUUTBIBAS 9TO, B HIOCJIEIHEM
pasferie s IPVBOXY IIepeCMOTPEHHYIO KilaccudvKa-
LIVIIO ITPAKTMYECKIIX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWVI, ITOCTPOEHHYIO
Ha OCHOBaHUM CTeleHM MX 3P PeKTMBHOCTI B OIIperie-
JIEHMVI BOJIVI K COBEPIIIEHVIIO ITOCTYIIKOB.

2. HEPECMOTP pa3jinvaeHmsi MaKCM ¥ 3aKOHOB

K coxarennro, KaHT BTMCHYIJI cBOM pacCy KIIeHMs
0 3aKOHaX M MaKCUMax JIVIITh B HECKOJIBKO KOPOTKMX
3aMevyaHUM B paboTax IO MopaybHOM dtocodnn
(AA 04, S. 401 Anm., 420—421 Anm. KaaT, 19976,
c. 81—83 cH., 143 cu.; AA 05, S. 19; KanT, 19973, c. 321—
323; AA 29, S. 602—603). PaccMoTpmM OITHO M3 TaKmMX
3aMevaHmM B CHOCKe 13 «OCHOBOIIOJIOKeHMS MeTadu-
3UKV HpaBOB» B KOTopom KaHT ompenernsieT 3aKoHBI
VI MAKCUIMBI CJIEYIOITMM 00pa3oM:

Maxcuma ecTb CyOBEKTVIBHBIV IIPUHIVII HeVi-
CTBOBaHMS, 1 ee OOJDKHO OT/IMYaTh OT 00sekmubHozo
npuHyuUnNag, a IMeHHO, OT IIPaKTI4IecKoro 3akoHa. Mak-
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and “laws that are not maxims”.

The discussion that ensues has five sections.
I begin the second section by revisiting Kant’s max-
im-law distinction in order to identify their validity
(as possible principles of action) and their reality (as
actual principles of action) as two features on which
maxims and laws differ as practical principles. In
doing this, I show that most scholars do not rec-
ognise validity and reality as two separate criteria
on which Kant distinguishes between maxims and
laws. With the delineation of these two features of
practical principles in mind, I begin the third sec-
tion by examining which of the two serves as the
correct fundamental basis of the classification of
practical principles. I show that Onora O’Neill fal-
laciously assumes this classification as taking place
on the bases of both validity and reality of practical
principles. Similarly, Lewis Beck misreads the ba-
sis of the classification of practical principles as the
feature of validity. Following this, in the fourth sec-
tion, I argue that one can only take Kant’s definition
of practical principles to mean that their reality is
both a necessary and a sufficient feature of practi-
cal principles. Taking this into account, in the final
section, I provide a revised classification of practical
principles on the basis of the extent of their effec-
tiveness in determining the will of the agents to per-
form actions.

2. Revisiting the Maxim-Law Distinction

Kant infamously crammed his discussion on
maxims and laws as brief notes in his works on
moral philosophy (GMS, AA 04, p. 401n, p. 420-
421n; Kant, 1996b, p. 56n, p. 73n; KpV, AA 05, p. 19;
Kant, 1996a, p. 153; V-Mo/Mron 1I, AA 29, pp. 602-
603; Kant, 1997, p. 227). Let us consider one such
footnote from his Groundwork of the Metaphysics of
Morals wherein Kant introduces maxims and laws
as follows:

A maxim is the subjective principle of acting, and
must be distinguished from the objective principle,
namely the practical law. The former contains the
practical rule determined by reason conformably
with the conditions of the subject (often his igno-
rance or also his inclinations), and is therefore the
principle in accordance with which the subject acts;



C/Ma COHEPXWUT IpaKTU4ecKoe IMpPaBuIo, KOTopoe
pasyM ycTaHaBJIVMBaeT COITIaCHO C yCJIIOBVISMMU CyObekK-
Ta (Jalle BCEro ¢ ero HeBelleHMeM MIIN Xe ero CKJIOH-
HOCTSIMM), U, CJI€[I0BATEIILHO, SIBJISIETCSI OCHOBOIIOJIO-
JKeHMeM, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY CyObeKT 0eacm6yem; 3a-
KOH e eCTh OO BbeKTUBHBIN IIPVHIIII, UMEIOIIVIV 3Ha-
YeHwe I KaXI0ro pasyMHOIO CyIIeCTBa, 1 SIBJISeTCS
OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMEM, 10 KOTOPOMY TaKOe CYIIeCTBO
dokHo OeticmBobamsb, TO ecTb viMItepatuBoM (AA 04,
S. 420—421 Anm.; Kanur, 19976, c. 143 cH.).

Ha mepBbI B3ITISI YeTKOe pasjIMueHVe MaKCM
Y 3aKOHOB B 3TOM (parmMeHTe oudeBugHO. C OIHOM CTO-
POHBI, MaKCUMBI eCThb CcyDsekmubHvle IIpaKTUUeCKue
IIPVHLIVIIBL, Ha OCHOBAHWVVI KOTOPBIX JIIOIM OelicmBytom,
a C APyrov — 3aKOHEBI eCThb 006eKmubHO 3HaAUUMble TIpaK-
TUYecKyie IPUHIINIIBI, Ha OCHOBaHMY KOTOPBIX UeJIoBeK
doaxen deiicmboBams. B To BpeMs KaK MaKCVIMBI TIOBV-
TalOT OTHEIBHBIX JIIONEV K JEeVICTBUSM, 3aKOHBI Heo0Xx0-
0uMO 3HaAUMMBI IS fcex pasyMHBIX cyInecTs. MHorve
KOMMEHTaTOpbl CUUTAIOT 3TO pasjivMdeHue IpsSMOJIN-
HetHBIM 1 sIcHBIM (Allison, 1990, p. 87; Reath, 2006, p. 89;
McCarty, 2009, p. 4, Timmermann, 2007, p. 40; Paton,
1947, p. 60)2. OgHaKO BHUMAaTeIIBHOE VCCIIeIOBaHIe [1aeT
OCHOBaHMS TIOJIaraTh, YTO 3TV KOMMEHTATOPHI OITnda-
IOTCS HacueT OT/IMYUTEIIBHOTO IIp13HaKa, VICIIONIb3yeMOo-
ro Kanrom. B cBoux mHTepoperanmsax oHy, Kak IIpaBy-
JI0, TIPMMEHSIIOT ABa Pa3HBIX KpUTepus AjIS 000CHOBa-
HVIS pa3/ITYe Vsl MaKCVM 7 3aKOHOB. S1 yTBepkziato, 4To
i1 KaHTa 3HauMMOCTb U peaIbHOCTh — [Ba PasHBIX
CBOVICTBa MaKCVIM VI 3aKOHOB, OOBSICHSIOIIE UX CyOB-
eKTVBHBIE I OOBEKTVBHBIE IPUPOOBI COOTBETCTBEH-
Ho. OHI TaKXe CITy>KaT KPUTEPVSIMI JJIs1 pasIideHs
CYOBEKTMBHBIX MaKCMM ¥ OOBEKTVBHBIX 3aKOHOB, TO
€CTh 3HAYVIMOCTD VI PeaJIbHOCTb — JIBE€ TOUKV PaCXOX-
TIeHMVI MeXXIy MaKCMaMVL 1 3aKOHaMu. 171 Toro 4ro-
OBbI TIOHATH, KaKM 00pazoM 3TV KPUTEPUM OKasaInich
CMelllaHbl, HaM MPeACTOUT PacCMOTPeTh, KaK MMeHHO
OHU PA3JINYAIOT ABa TUIIA IPAKTUIECKIX ITPUHITATIOB

2.1. ObocnoBannocms Kax ocHobBanue
044 pasiuueHus Makcum u 3aKoHo8

3HaYMMOCTb MAKCVIM 1 3aKOHOB OTHOCUTCS K cpepe
VIX aKTYaJIBHOCTY B KaueCTBe IIPaKTUUeCKUX [IPUHIIN-
0B, TO €CTh K CTEIeHN MX IPUIOKUMOCTU KaK I[TPH-
IIMIIOB TTOCTYIIKA K IEVICTBYIOMNM CyObekTaM. B 3aBu-
CHIMOCTM OT 3HA4MMOCTY MaKCVMBI V1 3aKOHBI pasferisi-
IOTCSI CJIeAYFOIIIM 0Opa3oM:

2 Xorsa Asumicod u Put n YKa3bIBalOT Ha HEOJHO3HaYHOCTb TE€P-
MWHOB «MaKCVMBbI» M «3aKOHBI», KaK VX VICIIOJIb3y€eT KaHT, OHWN
BCe JXe He 3a/1al0TCs BOIIPOCOM 00 OCHOBaHMM 3TOrO pasjmmue-
HVIsL, KaK MbI Y2Ke€ OTMedaJIvt paHee.
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but the law is the objective principle valid for every
rational being, and the principle in accordance with
which he ought to act, i.e.,, an imperative (GMS,
AA 04, p. 420-421n; Kant, 1996b, p. 73n).

What is obvious here at first glance is Kant’s
clear-cut distinction between maxims and laws. On
the one hand, maxims are subjective practical princi-
ples on which an agent acts, and on the other, laws
are objectively valid practical principles on which
agents ought to act. That is, while maxims move in-
dividual human agents to perform actions, laws
are necessarily valid for all rational agents. Many
commentators of Kant take this point of difference
between maxims and laws to be straightforward
and clear (Allison, 1990, p. 87; Reath, 2006, p. 89;
McCarty, 2009, p. 4, Timmermann, 2007, p. 40; Pa-
ton, 1947, p. 60).2 However, a careful examination
suggests that these commentators have mistaken the
basis of Kant’s maxim-law distinction. In providing
their interpretation, they tend to take two different
criteria to found the distinction between maxims
and laws. I argue that, for Kant, validity and real-
ity are two different features of maxims and laws
that explain their subjective and objective natures
respectively. These two features also serve as crite-
ria for distinguishing between subjective maxims
and objective laws. That is, validity and reality are
two points of differences between maxims and laws.
Before understanding how these two criteria have
mostly been jumbled up, let us examine how they
distinguish the two types of practical principles.

2.1. Validity as the Basis
of Maxim-Law Distinction

Validity of maxims and laws refers to the scope
of their relevance as practical principles. That is, it
refers to the extent of their applicability to agents as
principles of action. On the basis of validity, maxims
and laws are distinguished as follows:

i. Subjective validity of maxims: Maxims are
subjectively valid in the sense that they are appli-
cable to individual human agents. About this, Kant

2 Although Allison and Reath point out the ambiguity in the
usage of the terms “maxims” and “laws”, as mentioned ear-
lier they have not questioned the basis of distinction between
maxims and laws.
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i. CyOpexTmBHAsl 3HAUMMOCTh MAaKCMM: MaKCUIMBI
CyOBEKTMBHO BaJIMAHBI B TOM CMBICJIe, YTO OHM IIpVIMe-
HMMBI K OTAeJILHBIM JeVICTBY oMM aniaM. KanT nm-
IIIeT, YTO MaKCMMa COITIACYEeTCS «C YCIIOBUSMMU CyObek-
Ta (Jallle BCero ¢ ero HeBeJleHVIEM VIV )Ke €T0 CKJIIOHHO-
ctamm)» (AA 04, S. 421 Anm.; Kant, 19976, c. 143 cH.).
DTO 3HAYWT, YTO YCJIOBME MaKCMMEI, Tpebyloliee co-
BEPIIEHVISI JeVICTBIUVI )1 JOCTVIKEHSI O peae/IeHHbBIX
YCJIOBHBIX 1I€J1€V1, 3HAYMMO TOJIBKO J1JIsI JIIozIe’.

ii. OOBeKTMBHAS 3HAYMMOCTb 3aKoHOB: KaHT mpu-
HVCBIBaeT 3aKOHaM OOBEKTMBHYIO 3HaumMocTb. OH
HOWIIeT, YTO 3aKOH «eCTb OOBeKTMBHBIVI ITPUHIINIIL,
VIMEIOIITNT 3HaueHMe IS KaXIOoro pa3yMHOIO Cyllle-
CTBa, U $IBJIeTCs OCHOBOMOJIOKEHWEM, IO KOTOPOMY
TaKoe CyIIecTBo 00/4xHo Oeticmbobame» (Tam xe). To
eCTh 3aKOHBI YHUBEPCaJIbHO ¥ HeOOXOHMMO IIpuMe-
HUMBI K Pa3syMHBIM CyIIlecTBaM. DTO 3HAUWUT, UTO ycC-
JIOBVIE 3aKOHAa, TpeOyIolliee MCIIOTHEH NS JOJITa, 3HAYN-
Mo 17151 Bcex ©Oe3 MCKITIOUeHMS PalVIOHAIBHBIX CYIIIeCTB
c Heobxooumocmvio. I1OCKOIIBKY JIIOOM IIpENCTaBiIs-
10T coDOVI IIOMMHOXECTBO pa3yMHBIX CYIIecTB, OOBbek-
THBHasg 3HaYMMOCTb 3aKOHOB O3HaudaeT MX HPUMeHU-
MOCTB KO Bcem miofsiM. VIHTepecHO, UTO OHM 3HaUYMMBI
II71s Hac KaK 0e3ycJIOBHBIE MMIIEpaTUBBI JJOJIKHOTO, T10-
CKOJIBKY B JIOIIOJIHEHE K Pa3yMy JIIOau o0IaaoT 9y B-
CTBEHHOVI IIPUPOIOV, TpeOyIoIIelt yOBIIeTBOPEHIS ee
niorpebHocTert . Terleps, Tak Kak JIFOIAV CYUjHOCTHO 00-
JIaJlafoT MHCTUHKTaMV, HOPbIBAMY ¥ HAaKJIOHHOCTAMU
KaK YyBCTBEHHBIMW IIOTPeOHOCTSIMM, TpeOyIommMMu
YIOBJIETBOPEHWIS], 3aKOHBI 17151 Hac Bceraa OyayT ocHO-
BOIIOJIOKEHWSIMU, B COOTBETCTBUM C KOTOPBIMU 00/4KHO
JeVicTBoBaTh. JIpyrMu cjioBaMu, C TOYKM 3peHus Ofl-

® KaHT ucIIorp3yeT TepMUH «ycioue» (Bedingung) omua pas
B «OCHOBOITOJIOXXEHVSIX» U BHOBb B «KpuTIKe TIpaKTNIecKoro
pasyMa», KOI/Ia OH paccy’k/laeT O MaKCMMaX ¥ 3aKOHax KaK OC-
HoBoOIOJIOKeHVsIX fevicTBus (AA 04, S. 421 Anm.; Kanr, 199706,
c. 143 cu,; AA 05, S. 19; Kanr, 1997a, c. 321 —323). «YciioBue»
IIPaKTUYeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHUVI OTHOCUTCSI K TpeboBaHM-
SIM VIV OTPaHMYEeHNSIM, 3aJ/IeVICTBOBAHHBIM B MOTUBAIIMI BOJIV
K pevictButo (Beck, 1960, p. 81). DTu ycioBus, oroBopeHHbIe
B MaKCVMax ¥ 3aKOHaX, TPeOyIOT VCITOJTHEHVS! IIOCPECTBOM CO-
BepIeHnst pevictBuit. HampumMep, TpeOoBaHme He cammThes
3a PyJIb B COCTOSIHUM OIIbsIHEHWs eCThb YCJIOBMe, 3aK/II0YeHHOe
B MaKCVMe, 3aIIpelaoler IIbsiHoe BOXIeHne. DTo yciosue Oy-
JIeT y[I0BJIETBOPEHO, TOJILKO KOT7la 3Ta MaKCMa J1eVICTBUTEIIEHO
BeJleT K TOMY, 4TO JIeVICTBYIOIIlee JINIIO BO3/IeP)KMBAETCS OT BO-
JK[IeHWSI B HETPe3BOM COCTOSTHL.

*EcTh pasHMUIIa MeX]Ty TeM, KaK 3aKOHBI HEOOXOIVIMO 3HaUVIMbI
IUTSL JIEOIEVA VI JIJISL YVMCTO PasyMHBIX CYIIecTB. st YncTo pasym-
HBIX CyIIIeCTB, 00JIaZIaIoIIMX TOJIBKO Pa3yMOM, 3aKOHBI IIOHMMa-
I0TCSL KaK BHYTPEHH:ISI HeOOXOIMMOCTb, KOTOPOVI Beeraa Oyner
COOTBETCTBOBATh X DoxecTBeHHas BOJIA. ITocKoIbKY 1oy 00-
JIaJIaloT YyBCTBEHHOVI IIPUPOAON, IIOTPeOHOCTV KOTOPO JlejIa-
IOT MX CyOBeKTMBHBIMM ¥ CITyYaltHBIMM, 3aKOHBI ITOHVMAIOTCs
VI TIPeZCTaBIISIOTCS B KadecTBe KOMaHJI /IS VX HeCOBepIIeH-
HOVI BOJIM, COIJIACHO KOTOPBIM MOXKHO [I€VICTBOBaTh. BOT moue-
My KaHT nmiireT, 4To 3aKOHBI — 3TO TO, COIJIACHO Y€MY IOJDKHBI
nevicrBosath oy (AA 04, S. 414; Kaut, 19976, c. 121—125;
AA 06, S. 222, 379; Kawnr, 2014, c. 65—69; Kanr, 2018, c. 23).

writes that a maxim conforms “with the condi-
tions of the subject (often his ignorance or also his
inclinations) ” (GMS, AA 04, p. 421n; Kant, 1996b,
p- 73n). This means that the condition of a maxim
which requires the performance of actions for at-
taining certain conditional ends are relevant to hu-
man agents alone.’?

ii. Objective validity of laws: Kant ascribes ob-
jective validity to laws. He writes that a law “is the
objective principle valid for every rational being,
and the principle in accordance with which he ought
to act” (GMS, AA 04, p. 421n; Kant, 1996b, p. 73n).
That is, laws are universally and necessarily appli-
cable to rational beings. That means that the con-
dition of a law which requires the performance of
a duty is relevant for all rational agents necessarily
without exception. Since human agents are a subset
of rational agents, objective validity of laws includes
their applicability to all human agents. Peculiarly,
they are valid for us as unconditional imperatives
with an “ought” because, in addition to reason, hu-
man agents possess a sensible nature whose needs
require satisfaction.* Now, since human agents es-
sentially have instincts, impulses and inclinations as
sensible needs that require satisfaction, we would
always have laws only as principles that we ought
to act on. In other words, from the point of view of
validity alone, laws are always applicable only with

* Kant uses the term “condition” (Bedingung) once in the
Groundwork and again in the Critique of Practical Reason when
he discusses maxims and laws as principles of action (GMS,
AA 04, p. 421, footnote; Kant, 1996b, p. 73, footnote; KpV,
AA 05, p. 19; Kant, 1996a, p. 153). “Condition” of the practical
principles refers to the demand or constraint involved in mov-
ing the will of the agents to action (Beck, 1960, p. 81). These
conditions specified in maxims and laws call for satisfaction
via performance of actions. For instance, the demand that one
should not drive after drinking alcohol is the condition in-
volved in a maxim that condemns drunk driving. This condi-
tion will be satisfied only when this maxim actually leads an
agent to abstain from drinking and driving.

*There is a difference in the way the laws are necessarily valid
for human agents in comparison with purely rational agents.
For purely rational agents, who possess only reason, laws are
conceived with an inner necessity to which their divine will
always conform. Since human agents possess a sensible na-
ture whose needs make them subjective and contingent, laws
are conceived and represented as commands for their imper-
fect will to possibly act on. This is the reason why Kant writes
that laws are what human agents ought to act on (GMS, AA 04,
p. 414; Kant, 1996b, p. 67; MS, AA 06, p. 222, 379; Kant, 1996c,
p. 377).

50



HOVI JIVIIIb 3HAYMMOCTM 3aKOHOB OHW 6cez0a IIpyiMe-
HUMBI TOJIBKO KaK «IOJDKHBIE» ISl KOHTMHIEHTHBIX
U CyOBeKTMBHBIX JIIOHEN®. DTO 3HAYUT, UTO 3aKOHBI
HUKOIa He 00afaloT CyOBbeKTMBHON 3HAUYMMOCTHIO,
a 3HAUYMT, He OOJIaaloT €l0 IS OTHAEJIbHBIX JIIOEVL.
YTBepxmmeHME O TOM, YTO 3aKOHBI PeJIeBAaHTHEI IIJISI OT-
IIeJIBHBIX JIIOfIeVI, OTBepraer b0 oOBeKTMBHOCTD 3a-
KOHOB, JIM0O CyOBbeKTMBHOCTD JIIOEV, HO U TO, W APY-
roe — Kareropmdeckye omokm®

CriezioBaTesIbHO, KpUTEPVEM /151 YeTKOrO pasrpaHu-
4eHs1 CyOBeKTUBHBIX MAKCHM U OOBEKTVBHBIX 3aKOHOB
SIBJISIETCS VIX 3HAUMMOCTD, TO €CTh MaKCVIMBI OT/IYaOT-
sl OT 3aKOHOB TeM, UTO IlepBble 3HA4VIMBI CyOBEKTVBHO,
a BTOpble — 00BeKTMBHO. C TOUKM 3peHMs 3HAaUMMOCTI
CyOBeKTMBHOCTh MaKCVIM OTHOCUTCS K VX IIPVIMEHVIMO-
CTU K OTHEIBHBIM JIFOOAM, a OOBeKTUBHOCTh 3aKOHOB
OTHOCUTCS K VX IIPMEHVIMOCTVI KO BCeM Pa3yMHBIM Cy-
ecTBaM. B TO BpeMsl KaK MakCMMbI — 3TO IIpaKTiye-
CKVe IIPVHINITEL, Ha OCHOBAHMM KOTOPBIX MBI MOXXEM
IIeVICTBOBATh, 3aKOHbI — 3TO IPaKTUYeCcKue IIPVHIIN-
I1bI, KOTOPBIE Ba’KHBI JIJIsI HAC TOJIBKO KakK JIOJKEHCTBO-
BaHVe. V3-3a Hallleyl CIyJariHOCT U CyOBbeKTUBHOCTU
3aKOHBI fceeda crpo2o 3HAIMMBL IS JIEONIEN Kak o0si3a-
TeJIbHBIE, a [IOTOMY HIUKOITIA He IIPVIMEHVIMEI K OTHeITb-
HBIM JIIOOSIM. DTO [He/IaeT MaKCUMbI 1 3aKOHBI B3alIMO-
VICKJTFOUAOIIVIMVL C TOUKM 3PeHMS MX 3HaUVMOCTIAL.

2.2. Peaavnocms kax ocHoBanue
044 pasiuuenus MaKkcum u 3aKoHob

PeanbHOCTH MakKCUM ¥ 3aKOHOB KaK IIpaKTNYECKMX
OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMM 3aKJII0YaeTcd B X SCPCIJGKTVIBHO-

° Jliopy ob6JaZaroT CIIyYavHOCTBIO M CyOBeKTMBHOCTBIO OJla-
romapsi CBOEVI UYBCTBEHHOV INpMpofe. Bo-IiepBBIX, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky IOTPeOHOCTN VX YyBCTBEHHOVI IIPVIPOIBL BCEINIAa CTPEMSITCS
K yHOBOJ’IBCTBVIIO, VIX HeCOBeplleHHasl BOJISI He COOTBeTCTByeT
¢ Heobxo0umocmubio abcomoTHOMY 0r1ary, K KOTOPOMY CTPeMMT-
¢ pasyM B mpaktmdeckont cdepe (AA 04, S. 413; Kanr, 19976,
c. 119—121). Bo-BTOpBIX, XOTS BCE JIOAM B COBOKYITHOCTM 00-
JIafafoT 9yBCTBEHHOV IIPUPOHOV, UHOUBUOYAIbHO OHUM OTIMYa-
FOTCSI B CBOEM ITaTOJIOITIECKOM U TICHIXOJIOITIeCKOM CTPOEHM
(AA 04, S. 451; Kanr, 19976, c. 235—237).

®Vimest 0 TOM, YTO 3aKOHBI HUKOITIA He SIBJISIOTCS CyOBEKTMBHO
3HAYMMBIMM, KaXXeTCsl, HapyIIaeT XOPOIIO M3BECTHBIV IIPVHIIVII
KaHTa «I0/DKeH, 3HauMT MOXKelllb». TeM He MeHee 3TOT IPVHIINIL
He O3HAYaeT, YTO eC/I YeJIOBEK TOJDKEH HeVICTBOBATh COIVIACHO 3a-
KOHaM, TO OH, 803M0xHo, cnocobet cmerath 310. CKOopee, OH O3Ha-
YaeT, UTO eCJIM YeJIOBEK JIOJDKEH JIeVICTBOBATh COIVIACHO 3aKOHaM,
TO OH OdelicmBumensto moxem 3to caernars (A 807 / B 835; Kamr,
2006, c. 1013—1015; AA 06, S. 47; Kanut, 1994, c. 49—50; AA 06,
S. 380; Karr, 2018, c. 23). To ecTb «MOXKEIIIb» M3 «IO/DKEH, 3HAUNT
MOXEIIIb» O3HAYaeT He JIEVICTBIIE, KOTOPOe IIPOCTO BO3MOXKHO, HO
TIeVICTBIIe, KOTOpOe MEVICTBUTEIIFHO BO3MOXHO. Kak s rmokaxy
HVDKe, «JOJDKeH, 3HauMT MOXellTb» KaHTa JieficTByeT He B paMKax
«3aKOHOB», @ B paMKaX «MaKCVMM, KOTOPBIe SIBJIIOTCS ITOTeHIIVaI b
HBIMM 3aKOHaMW», B KOTOPBIX CyObeKTMBHas! peaIbHOCTh 11 00beK-
TUBHAsI 3HAUVIMOCTb OOBEVHSIOTCS.
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an “ought” for the contingent and subjective human
agents.® This means that, laws are never subjectively
valid and so are never relevant for individual hu-
man agents. The claim that laws are relevant for in-
dividual human agents discards either objectivity of
laws or subjectivity of human agents, both of which
are categorical errors.®

Therefore, validity is a criterion to sharply dis-
tinguish between subjective maxims and objective
laws. That is, maxims are different from laws be-
cause the former are subjectively valid and the latter
are objectively valid. From the viewpoint of validity,
subjectivity of maxims refers to their applicability
to individual human agents and objectivity of laws
refers to their applicability to all rational agents.
While maxims are practical principles on which we
can possibly act, laws are practical principles that
are relevant for us only with an “ought”. Due to our
contingency and subjectivity, laws are always strictly
valid for human agents with an “ought” and so are
never applicable for individual human agents. This
makes maxims and laws mutually exclusive from
the point of view of their validity.

2.2. Reality as the Basis
of Maxim-Law Distinction

Reality of maxims and laws refers to their ef-

® Human agents acquire contingency and subjectivity due to
their sensible nature. Firstly, since the needs of their sensible
nature always seek satisfaction, their imperfect will is not nec-
essarily in conformity with the absolute good that reason in
the practical realm aims for (GMS, AA 04, p. 413; Kant, 1996b,
p. 66). Secondly, although all human agents collectively have
a sensible nature, they individually differ in the way they are
pathologically and psychologically constituted (GMS, AA 04,
p- 451; Kant, 1996b, p. 98).

®The idea that laws are never subjectively valid seems to vio-
late Kant’s well-known “ought implies can” principle. How-
ever, the principle of “ought implies can” does not mean that
if a human agent ought to act on laws, then she can possibly
do it. Rather, it means that if a human agent ought to act on
laws, then she can actually do it (KrV, A 807 / B 835; Kant,
1998, p. 678; RGV, AA 06, p. 47; Kant, 1996d, p. 92; MS, AA 06,
p. 380; Kant, 1996¢, p. 513). That is, the “can” of “ought im-
plies can” refers not to an action that is merely possible, but to
an action that is possibly real. As I will show below, Kant’s
“ought implies can” is at work not in “laws”, but in “maxims
that are potential laws” wherein subjective reality and objec-
tive validity come together.
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CTU, TO €CThb B CTEIIEHV VX AEVICTBUTEIIBHOTO IIpUIMeEHe-
HMSA K IEVICTBYIOITVM JINIIaM KaK IIPUHIINIIOB ITOCTYTI-
ka’. Ha ocHOBaHMM peasyibHOCTM MakKCUMBI Y 3aKOHBI
TeJISATCS CJIey oM o0pa3oM:

1. CyOpexkTmBHasi peasIbHOCTh MaKCHM: MaKCH-
MBI He TOJIBKO CyOBEKTMBHO 3HAUMMBI, HO U CyObek-
TMBHO peasibHbL. KaHT ImIrer, YTo MakcuMa «SIBIIS-
eTcsl IIPUHITNTIOM, TI0 KOTOPOMY CyObeKT Oedlcmbyent»
(AA 04, S.421 Anm,; Kanr, 19976, c. 143 cH.). DTO 03Ha-
YaeT, YTO MaKCUMMBI — 3TO OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVISI, Ha OC-
HOBAHMV KOTOPBIX 0etictBumeavHo JEVICTBYIOT OT/IENIb-
HBI€ JIIO/IV, TO €CTh YCJIOBME MaKCUMBI 0elictnBumeasHo
CTIOBWTaeT HECOBEPIIIEHHYIO BOJIIO OTAEILHBIX JIIONIe
K COBEPILIEHWIO IeVICTBUL

2. OObeKTMBHAS peaJIbBHOCTD 3aKOHOB: BBIIIIE MBI BUI-
JIeJIV, UTO, XOTsI OOBbEeKTUBHA HNeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTD 3aK0-
HOB BKJIIOYaeT B ceDs MX 3HAYMMOCTD IJIsI fcex JTIoneit
B CIJTy WX pa3yMa, OHU BCerfa 3Ha4MMBI I Hac Kak
IIOJDKEHCTBOBaHVIE M3-3a HallleVl YyBCTBEHHOV IIPVPO-
1l O0beKTMBHAS peaIbHOCTh 3aKOHOB IIOJTHOCTBIO VIC-
KJIIOYeHa J171s1 JIIOfIeVt 13-3a HallleVl CJIyJaiiHOM U Cy0b-
eKTVBHOV YyBCTBEeHHOV IIpmpodsl. To ecTh m3-3a Ha-
Ievl CyObeKTMBHOCTY M CJIIyYalfHOCTY 3aKOHBI HIIKOT-
Ila He MOTYT OelicmbumebHo TIONBUTHY T HAIITy HeCco-
BEPIIIEHHYIO BOJIIO COBEPIIIATH IIOCTYIIKM. VIHade roBo-
P, OTHesIbHBIe JIIOOV HUKOITAa He MOTYT [IeViCTBOBaTh
COIJIACHO 3aKOHAM.

HJ1st KOoro ke Torja 3aKOHBI peasIbHBI? B forionHe-
HMe K JIIOOSM 3aKOHBI TakKke OOBeKTVMBHO [IeVICTBU-
TEeJIBHBI JIJIS CYIIECTB, OOJIaIaroInX JIUIIb pa3yMHON
npupopon®. 3aKOHBI IIOHMMAIOTCS KaK Heobxo0umo

7 CBOVICTBO peaJIbHOCTM, KOTOPYIO s IIPUIIVCBHIBAIO IIpaKTIIYe-
CKVM ocHoBomnostoxeHmsiM KarTa (MakcviMaM 11 3aKOHaM) B 3TOL
cTaThe, JOJDKHA OBITh VICTOJIKOBaHA OCTOPOXKHO VI C OrpaHMye-
Hysimu. Omnipepiesisisi peaJIbHOCTb OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHW:S KaK ero ad-
dexTMBHOCTB B TIOOY>K/I€HUN K JIEVICTBUIO, 5 MEIO B BUJTy JIVIIIb
ee IO3UTVBHYIO POJIb B COBepIIeHMuN jevncTsuil. To ecTb, 10
OTIperieJIeHNIO, ITPaKTIYecKyie ITPUHIIVITEI 00J1a/JafoT YCITOBYIEM,
KOTOPOe OIIpeesIsieT BOJIIO K JIeVICTBIIO (cM. pasmen 4.1). Bonpoc
0 TOM, MOMUBUPYIOM TV CAMU MaKCUMBI VI 3aKOHBI K JIEVICTBVISIM,
SIBJISIeTCS IIPEMETOM IPYTOro paclIpeHHOTO O0Cy KIeHIs.

8 KaHT MCIIOJIB3YeT TEPMUH «UMCTO pa3yMHBIE CYII[ECTBa» TOJIb-
Ko ofuH pa3 B «KpuTnke nmpakrudeckoro pasyma» (AA 05, p. 44;
Kamnr, 1997a, c. 381 —383). ITockosbKy w1 JIIOAM, 1 YMCTO pasyM-
HbIe cyliecTBa oOJafaroT oOlert pasymHow mpuponorn, Kaxt
VMHOT[Ia OOBeIVMHAET MX B MHOXECTBO «pasyMHbIe CyIIIeCTBa»
(AA 04, S. 408, 415, 425, 433, 447, 452, 462; Kanr, 19970, c. 103 —
107,125—127,155—159, 181 —183, 223 — 225, 237 — 241, 269 —271;
AA 05, S. 43, 67, 82; Kanr, 1997a, c. 377 —381, 451 —453, 495—
499; AA 06, S. 453; Kanr, 2018, c. 181 —183), Ho nHOTHA M pasme-
et mx (AA 04, S. 389, 428, 442; KanT, 19970, c. 45—49, 165 —167,
209—211; AA 05,S.12, 21, 32,130; Kanr, 1997a, c. 303 —307, 325 —
327,353 —355, 639 —643; AA 06, S. 379; Kanr, 2018, c. 23). B aTomit
CTaTbhe 5 VICIOJIB3YIO TEPMVH «YVCTO Pa3yMHBIe CyIIeCTBa» IS
o0o3HaYeHsI CyIIecTB, 00J1a/IaoIIMX TOJILKO Pa3yMHOV IIPUPO-
movt. VIcriomnb3ysi 3TOT TEPMUH, S COOMPAIOCh ITPOBECTH pas/Idyie
MEeX]1y IIeVICTBYIOIIVMM Pa3syMHBIMV CYITIeCTBaMV C 4yBCTBEH-
HOVI TIpMpPOoAoV (HallpyMep, JIFOIbMM) M TeMV JIeVICTBYIOIIVIMIA
pa3syMHBIMI CyIIIeCTBaMM, KOTOpBIe el0 He oOJIafaloT (Harpu-
Mep, 9VCTO pa3yMHBIMU CyIIIeCTBaMM).

fectiveness as practical principles. That is, it refers
to the extent of their actual application to agents as
principles of action.” On the basis of reality, maxims
and laws are distinguished as follows:

i. Subjective reality of maxims: Maxims are not
just subjectively valid, but are also subjectively real.
Kant writes that a maxim is a “principle in accor-
dance with which the subject acts” (GMS, AA 04,
p- 421n; Kant, 1996b, p. 73n). This means that max-
ims are principles on which individual human
agents actually act. That is, the condition of a maxim
actually moves the imperfect will of individual hu-
man agents to perform actions.

ii. Objective reality of laws: We saw above that,
although objective validity of laws includes their
relevance to all human agents by virtue of our rea-
son, they are always relevant for us with an “ought”
due to our essential sensible nature. Now, objective
reality of laws fully excludes human agents due to
our contingent and subjective sensible nature. That
is, owing to our subjectivity and contingency, laws
can never actually move our imperfect will to per-
form actions. In short, individual human agents can
never act on laws.

Who, then, are laws real for? In addition to hu-
man agents, laws are also objectively valid for pure-
ly rational agents.® That is, laws are conceived of as
necessarily relevant practical principles by all purely
rational agents who possess only an intelligible na-

"The feature of reality that I have attributed to Kant’s practi-
cal principles (maxims and laws) throughout this paper must
be construed carefully with limitations. By defining a princi-
ple’s feature of reality as its effectiveness in moving agents to
action, I am merely referring to its positive role in the perfor-
mance of actions. That is, by definition, practical principles
have a condition which determines an agent’s will to action
(see section 4.1). The question whether maxims and laws moti-
vate agents to action by themselves is a subject matter of another
extended discussion altogether.

8 Kant uses the term “pure rational beings” only once in his
Critique of Practical Reason (KpV, AA 05, p. 44; Kant, 1996a,
p. 175). Since human agents and purely rational agents share
an intelligible nature, Kant sometimes clubs both the species
under “rational beings” (GMS, AA 04, p. 408, 415, 425, 433,
447, 452, 462; Kant, 1996b, p. 62, 68, 76, 83, 95, 99, 108; KpV,
AA 05, p. 43, 67, 82; Kant, 1996a, pp. 174-175, 194, 206; MS, AA
06, p. 453; Kant, 1996c, p. 572) and sometimes separates the
two (GMS, AA 04, p. 389, 428, 442; Kant, 1996b, pp. 44-45, 79,
90; KpV, AA 05, p. 12, 21, 32, 130; Kant, 1996a, p. 146, 155, 165-
166, 245; MS, AA 06, p. 379; Kant, 1996¢, p. 512). I use this term
“pure rational agents” throughout this paper to refer to beings
that possess only an intelligible nature. By using this term, I in-
tend to draw a distinction between rational agents who pos-
sess a sensible nature (i.e. human agents) and rational agents
who lack a sensible nature (i.e. purely rational agents).
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3HA4YMMBble IIPAaKTUUeCcKyie OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMS 6Bcemu
cylecTBaMy, 00JIaIaroIIMY JIUIIb Pa3yMHOV IIPUPO-
non. VI3-3a OTCyTCTBUSA UyBCTBEHHOV IPUPOLIBI 3aKO-
HBI BOCIIPVHMMAIOTCS MMV C BHYTpeHHe HeoOXOmy-
MOCTBIO, KOTOpasl 3acTaBJIsIeT MX OOKEeCTBEHHYIO WIIU
COBepIIIeHHYIO BOJIIO BCeryia MOABUTaThCs STUMM 3aKO-
Hamu. O0 stom KaHT rminer, uro 6oxecTBeHHOe «BoJIe-
HVie [U1CTO pa3yMHBIX CYIIecTB] yXe caMmo 110 cebe He-
00X0IMMO corylacyeTcs ¢ 3aKOHOM». VIHBIMM cJIoBaMM,
OoxecTBeHHas BOJIA fcex UVCTO Pa3syMHBIX CYIIIECTB
00s13aTeIIbHO COOTBETCTBYeT 3akoHaM (AA 04, S. 414;
Kant, 19976, c. 121—123). TakmM 0Opa3oM, OHU «OXOT-
HO JteraloT] Bcé coobpasHo ¢ 3akoHOM» (AA 06, S. 405;
Kant, 2018, c. 79). Ycroue 3akoHa deilcmbumneasHo Tof-
BUTaeT COBEPIIIEHHYIO BOJIIO BCEX UNCTO Pa3yMHBIX CY-
IIEeCTB K COBEPITIEHWIO JIEVICTBUVI.

CrienoBaresIbHO, peaslbHOCTh — elIlle OIVMH KpuTe-
PVIVL, TIO3BOJISIIOMINTL YETKO pa3jIndaTh CyObeKTHBHBIE
MaKCUMBI ¥ OOBEKTMBHBIE 3aKOHBL. DTO 3HAYUT, UTO
MaKCUMBI OT/JIMYAIOTCA OT 3aKOHOB TeM, UTO IIepBble
CyOBEKTMBHO peaJIbHBL a BTOPble OOBEKTVIBHO PeaIbHBI.
C TOUKM 3peHMs peayIbHOCTY CyOBeKTUBHOCTE MaKCUM
O3Ha4aeT MX JIeVICTBUTEIBPHYIO HPUIIOKMMOCTD TOJIIBKO
K OTZIEJIBHBIM JIIOMISIM, 8 OOBEKTVBHOCTD 3aKOHOB ITperl-
TojIaraeT MX JAeVICTBUTEIIBHYIO IIPVJIOKMMOCTD KO BCEM
PpasyMHBIM CyIIleCcTBaM. DTO TaKXKe O3HaYaeT, YTO UMCTO
pa3yMHBIe CyIIiecTBa HIUKOITIA He JIeVICTBYIOT COIVIacHO
MaKcVMaM, a JIFOIIV HVKOT/Ia He JeVICTBYIOT COIJIaCHO 3a-
koHaM. Takvm 00pa3oM, C TOUKM 3PeHNIS IX peaJIbHOCTI
MaKCVUMBI V1 3aKOHBI OCTAIOTCS B3aIMOVICKIJIFOUaIOIIVIMI
TUIIAMVI IPaKTIYeCKVIX OCHOBOITOIOXKEHVITL.

DTo pasnyne MeX/Iy MaKCMaMU 1 3aKOHaMVI, OC-
HOBAaHHO€e Ha 3HAYVIMOCTVL VI PEAJIBHOCTY, He SIBJISeTCS
OUEBM/THBIM B IIEPBBIX CTPOKaX OCHOBHOIO TekcTa «Kpu-
TUKM IIpaKTU4Ieckoro pasyMa». Xots Kaur 11 obcyxma-
€T MaKCVIMBI VI 3aKOHBI, €T0 OCHOBHAsI 11eJIb B 3TOM OT-
PBIBKE COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI KAdccuuyupobams mpak-
TUYeCKVe OCHOBOIIOJIOXKeHMSI Ha MaKCVIMBI ¥ 3aKOHBI,
a He IIPOCTO pasAuyams 3TV ABa TUIA. TeM He MeHee
PV BHMMAaTEeIbHOM B3IJISAZe Ha 3TOT OTPBIBOK MBI MO-
JKEM 3aMETUTh BCTPOEHHOe pasjindre MeXy Mak-
CrMaMM ¥ 3aKOHaM¥ Ha OCHOBaHWM VX 3HaYVIMOCTV
VI peasIbHOCTH. Bo-TIepBBIX, OUEBMIHO pasydye MeX-
Iy MaKCMMaMV ¥ 3aKOHaMM Ha OCHOBaHWM 3Ha4MMO-
ctu: KaHT IIpoTMBOIIOCTaBIISIET MaKCUIMBI, Yb€e «YCIIO-
Ble pacCMaTpVBaeTCsl CyOBeKTOM KaK 3HAYUMOE TOJIb-
KO /7151 eT0 BOMv» (Kypcus Mot. — B. P) (cyObexTmBHas
3HAYMMOCTBD), 3aKOHAM, B KOTOPBIX YCIJIOBUS «IIPV3Ha-
I0TCSI OOBEKTMBHBIMMU, TO €CTh 3HAUUMbIMU IS BOJIN
KaKIIOro pa3yMHOTO CyIIecTBa» (KypcuB Mov. — B.P)
(obBexTmBHAS 3HAUMMOCTE) (AA 05, S. 19; KanT, 1997a,
c. 321). Bo-BTOpBIX, pa3jnyeHMe MaKCVM ¥ 3aKOHOB
Ha OCHOBAaHWMM VX PeaIbHOCTV MOXKHO yBU/IETb TOJIb-
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ture with reason. Due to the lack of a sensible na-
ture, laws are conceived by them with an inner
necessity which makes their divine or perfect will
to always be moved by these laws. About this Kant
writes that the divine “volition [of purely ratio-
nal agents] is of itself necessarily in accord with the
law.” That is, the divine will of all the purely ration-
al agents is necessarily in conformity with the laws
(GMS, AA 04, p. 414; Kant, 1996b, p. 67). Thus, they
would “gladly do everything in conformity with the
law” (MS, AA 06, p. 405; Kant, 1996¢, p. 533). The
condition of a law actually moves the perfect will of
all the purely rational agents to perform actions.

Therefore, reality is another criterion to sharp-
ly distinguish between subjective maxims and ob-
jective laws. That is, maxims are different from laws
because the former are subjectively real and the lat-
ter are objectively real. From the viewpoint of re-
ality, subjectivity of maxims refers to their actual
application only to individual human agents and
objectivity of laws refers to their actual application
to all purely rational agents. This also means, pure-
ly rational agents never act on maxims and human
agents never act on laws. Thus, from the point of
view of their reality, too, the mutual exclusivity of
the maxim-law distinction is retained.

This distinction between maxims and laws on
the bases of validity and reality is not straightfor-
wardly evident in Kant’s opening lines in the main
body of his Critigue of Practical Reason. Although he
discusses maxims and laws, his primary purpose
in that passage is to classify the practical princi-
ples into maxims and laws and not merely to dis-
tinguish between the two types. Yet, a careful look
at the passage could help us notice the tightly em-
bedded maxim-law distinction on the bases of va-
lidity and reality. Firstly, what is clearly apparent is
the maxim-law distinction on the basis of validity:
he contrasts maxims whose “condition is regarded
by the subject as holding only for his will [my ital-
ics — V.R.]” (subjective validity) with laws whose
“condition is cognized as objective, that is, as hold-
ing for the will of every rational being [my italics —
V.R.]” (objective validity) (KpV, AA 05, p. 19; Kant,
1996a, p. 153). Secondly, the maxim-law distinction
on the basis of reality can only be seen in the light
of the definition of practical principles that Kant
presents above the two lines on maxims and laws.
He writes that practical principles essentially “con-



B.K. Pagxakpuinan

KO B CBETE OIIpereJIeHNs IIPaKTUIeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIO-
JKeHMVI, KoTopoe KaHT mmaeT BhIIIIe Tex ABYX CTPOK, IHe
OH TOBOPWUT O MakcMMax M 3akoHax. OH muIeT, 4To
IIpaKTIdecKyie OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHVISI CYTh «CofeprKaliiye
B ceDe oITperiesieHe BOJIVI, KOTOPOMY ITOYMHEHO MHO-
TO IIpaKTUUIecKMx Impasmw» (TaMm xe). @pasa «ompene-
JIeHVe BOJIV» OTHOCUTCS K MOTMBAIIMV BOJIIU K COBEp-
IIeHUIO JaevcTBuiL. 1o ecTb CyIIeCTBEHHOM 0CcOOEeHHO-
CTBIO IIPAKTUYECKVX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHUI SIBJISIETCS VIX
CTIOCOOHOCTB ODecriedmBaTh COBepIIeHVEe H0OPOBOIIb-
HbIX gevicTBui’. IToCKOIIBKY MaKCUMBI 1 3aKOHBI SIBJISI-
IOTCSI IByMsI TUIIAMM ITPaKTUYeCKVX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKe-
HUVL, 3Ta PeaJIbHOCTD B OITpeesIeHNI BOJIV K ITOCTYTI-
Ky CTaHOBWTCS CYIIIeCTBEHHBIM CBOVICTBOM IJIsI 00OMX.
YuuThIBasi, UTO MakCUMBl — CYOBEKTVBHBIE ITPaKTU-
JecKrie OCHOBOIIOJIOKEH IS, a 3aKOHBI — OOBEKTVBHEIE
IIpaKTIYecKyie OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHVS, IIepBble CyObek-
TUBHO peasIbHBI, a BTOpPble O0BEKTMBHO peaIbHBL

CremoBaTtesibHO, 3HAYMMOCTD U PeaIbHOCTB CITy>KaT
KpUTepWSIMU 711 Pa3/IMdeHnsl OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMIV
VI 3aKOHOB.

Onopa O'Hunm — emumHCTBEHHBIN MCCIIEIOBaTeITh,
OJIVM3KO TIOAOMIEAIMII K TaKOMY IIPOYTEHWIO pasiiv-
ums MeXIy Makcumamm 1 sakoHamu Kanra. B paGore
«JlevicTBYs COTJIacCHO OCHOBOIIOJIOXKeHMAM» (1975) oHa
IIPOBOAMT pa3jIMave MeXAy MaKCMMaMM U 3aKOHaMM
Ha OCHOBAaHMM MX 3HAYMMOCTW W peasIbHOCTY, He TO-
BOps 00 3TOM 1IpsiMo. OHa ITOHMMaeT MaKCMY BOOOIIIe
KaK «[IPVHOWUII KOHKPETHOTO pallVIOHaJIbHOTO areH-
Ta B OIIpeieJIleHHOe BpeMs» VI MAEHTUPUIVIPYET «BO3-
MOYXHBIE TOJIBKO JIVIIIb MaKCUMBD» (M3-3a MX CyObek-
TMBHOVI 3HAYMMOCTV) ¥ «TOJIBKO JIVIITh MaKCUMBD» (V13-
3a X CyOBbEeKTMBHON peaIbHOCTH) KakK [IBa Pa3JINyuHbIX
TUIIa IIPaKTIIeCKVIX OCHOBOIIONIOXKeHM. UTo erre 6o-
Jlee Ba)KHO, OHA CUMTAET 3aKOHBI OTIIMYHBIMM OT MakK-
CVIM He TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, YTO OHW «3HA4IMMBI IJIT BCeX
PpalLVIOHaIBHBIX areHTOB BO BCe BpeMeHa» (OObeKTVB-
Hasi 3Ha9VIMOCTB), HO V1 IIOTOMY, YTO OHM «BcerAa OyayT
IIPVHMMATBCS He JIIOOBIMI, a YMCTO Pa3syMHBIMU CY-
IlecTBaMy, 0 KOTopbix KaHT ropoput, 4To oHM 0bs1aga-
0T CBSITOVI BOJIeT» (0O bekTMBHas peastbHOCTB) (O'Neill,
1975, p. 34, n. 7).

Xotsa Pobepr xorcoH (Johnson, 1998, p. 357) Tak-
JKe IpuOIVDKaeTcs K TIOHMMaHWIO KaHTOBCKOTO PasiIii-
YeHVIS 3aKOHOB VI MaKCVM, KOTOpOe s pa3paboTal BbILIIE,
OH JaeT TOJIBKO HeTIONTHOoe ero onvicaHve. OH mpu3HaeT
3HAYVIMOCTB U peaJIbHOCTh KaK /IBa CBOVICTBA, OITPeJIerIs-
IOITVie CyObeKTMBHOCTD MaKCVM, He Ha3bIBast VIX TAKOBBI-
M. OH NIIIET, YTO MaKCVMBI «(@) IIPeICTaB/II0T HallIl
MOTMBBL. . . 0eticBumeAbHbLX TEVICTBUI» (KyPCVB MOL. —
B.P) (cyopexTmBHas peaTbHOCTE) U «(0) IpencTaBIsoT

9 [I71s1 yTOYHEH WS 3TOVI IIO3VLIMMA CM. pasmen 4.1.
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tain a general determination of the will, having un-
der it several practical rules” (KpV, AA 05, p. 19;
Kant, 1996a, p. 153). The phrase “determination of
the will” refers to moving an agent’s will towards
the performance of actions. That is, the essential fea-
ture of practical principles is their capacity to enable
the performance of voluntary actions.” Since max-
ims and laws are the types of practical principles,
this feature of reality in determining the agent’s will
to action is an essential feature common to both of
them. Given that maxims are subjective practical
principles and laws are objective practical princi-
ples, the former are subjectively real and the latter
are objectively real.

Therefore, validity and reality serve as criteria
for distinguishing between maxims and laws.

Onora O'NEeill is the only writer who comes very
near to this line of thought concerning Kant’'s max-
im-law distinction. In her Acting on Principles (1975),
she distinguishes between maxims and laws on the
basis of validity and reality without articulating it
as such. She understands maxims generally as “the
principle of a particular rational agent at a particular
time” and identifies “possible mere maxims” (due to
their subjective validity) and “mere maxims” (due
to their subjective reality) as two different types of
practical principles. More importantly, she considers
laws as different from maxims not only because they
are “valid for all rational agents at all times” (objec-
tive validity), but also because they “will not always
be adopted by any but wholly rational agents — be-
ings who have what Kant calls a holy will” (objec-
tive reality) (O'Neill, 1975, p. 34n7).

Although Robert Johnson (1998, p. 357) also
comes close to the understanding of Kant’s max-
im-law distinction that I have developed above,
he presents an incomplete account of it. He recog-
nises validity and reality as two features that define
the subjectivity of maxims without naming them as
such. He writes that maxims “(a) represent our mo-
tivations [...] of actual actions [my italics — V.R.]”
(subjective reality) and “(b) represent our valua-
tions, on which we may fail to act” (subjective valid-
ity). Yet, he contrasts these two features of maxims
with the objective validity of laws alone, leaving
their feature of reality behind. Similarly, Rudiger
Bittner (2001, p. 44) and Talcot Brewer (2002, p. 541)

°See section 4.1. below for the elucidation of this point.



HaIII OLIeHKM, Ha OCHOBaHWV KOTOPBIX MBI MOXKeM OKa-
3aThCs He CIIOCOOHBIMM JIeVICTBOBATh. ..» (CyObeKTMBHas
3HauMMOCTB). TeM He MeHee OH IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISAET 3T
JIBa CBOVICTBA MAaKCVM TOJIBKO OOBEKTVMBHOW 3HAYVIMO-
CTV 3aKOHOB, OCTaBJ/ISIA VX peasIbHOCTh 0Oe3 BHVIMaHVIA.
Touro Tak xe Progurep butTtrep (Bittner, 2001, p. 44)
u Tan6ot Bproap (Brewer, 2002, p. 541) ipu3HatoT 3HaUM-
MOCTb M PeasIbHOCTb KaK JBa Pa3HbIX CBOVICTBA MaKCUM
(He Ha3BIBasI VIX TAKOBBIMI), HO He IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISIOT
MaKCVIMBI ¥ 3aKOHBI, VICTIONTB3Ysl 3TV KPUTEPUTAL
BoJIBIIMHCTBO IPYTIUX KaHTOBEIOB VCIIOIb30BaIN
171 pa3INdeHnsl TOJIBKO CyOBeKTMBHYIO peaslbHOCTh
MaKCUM " OOBEKTMBHYIO 3HauMMOCTh 3aKOHOB. DH-
nproc Put (Reath, 2006, p. 89) yTBepxmaeT, 9To MaKch-
MBI ¥ 3aKOHBI Pa3JIMYHBL, IIOCKOJIBKY MaKCUMBI «Ievi-
CTBUTEJIPHO IIPVHSATHI IEVICTBYIOIIVIM JIMIIOM» (CyOB-
eKTVBHasl peaIbHOCTB), a 3aKOHBI «3HaUVMMBI 17151 JTF000-
TO pa3yMHOIO CyIlecTBa» (OObeKTVMBHAsA 3HAYMMOCTE).
Touno Tax xe Tepbept Ilaron (Paton, 1947, p. 60) oT-
MeyaeT, YTO MaKCHMBI — 3TO OCHOBOITOJIOXKEeHsI, KOTO-
pble JIeVICTBYIOIIEE JIVIIIO <<BbI6T/IpaET, 9TOOBI [1eVICTBO-
BaTh Ha MIX OCHOBe» (CyOBeKTVBHas PeaIbHOCTD), a 3a-
KOHBI — «OCHOBOITOJIO’KEeHVIs, Ha OCHOBaHWY KOTOPBIX
OyreT J1eVicTBOBATh JII000E PasyMHOe CyIIecTBO» (00Bb-
eKTVBHas 3HaunMMOocCTh). Kpome Toro, Ienpnu Asvcon
(Allison, 1990, p. 87), SIlm Moppwcon (Morrison, 2005,
p. 76), Vlenc Tummepman (Timmermann, 2007, p. 40)
v Prgapn Makkapru (McCarty, 2009, p. 4) mpounTsl-
BalOT 3TU JIBa OTPbIBKa 13 «OCHOBOIOIOXKEHU» Tak,
OyaTo OHM IIpearoIaraloT, YTO MAKCVIMBI OTJIMYIAIOTCS
OT 3aKOHOB TeM, UTO IIepBble — OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMS, Ha
OCHOBaHMW KOTOPBIX HEVICTBYIOT (CyOBeKTMBHas pe-
aJIbHOCTB), @ BTOpPble — OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMSI, Ha OCHO-
BaHMUM KOTOPBIX IOJDKHO MIEVICTBOBATH (OOBEKTVIBHAS
IIeVICTBUTEIILHOCTB). be3 coMHeHMs, Bce 3TM KOMMeHTa-
TOPBI IIpaBbl, KOITIa TOBOPSIT, YTO MaKCHMBI Cy OBEeKTVIB-
HO peaJIbHBI, a 3aKOHBI 00BeKTMBHO 3HauMMBL. OgHaKo
VX OIIMOKa 3aKJII09aeTCsl B MCIIOIIB30BaHM HEBEPHOTO
KpUTEepWSL IS pas3IndueHns MaKCUM U 3aKOHOB ™.
VIcKiTroueHMSIMY 13 3TOVI TEHIEHIIUN SIBJISIIOTCS AJl-
sieH Byt (Wood, 1999, p. 108) 1 Hestbeon Iortep (Potter,
1994, p. 61—62), KOTOpble IlepeBOpaYMBAIOT KOMOVHa-
LIVIIO KPUTEPUEB IS pa3IndeHns MaKCM ¥ 3aKOHOB,
VICTIONB3Y$I 3HAYVIMOCTb MaKCVIM ¥ PeajTbHOCTh 3aKOHOB.
Cormacno Byny, KanT pasimiyaeT MakcuMBL 1 3aKOHBI,
TIOCKOJIBKY TIepBble «00JIaZlaloT TOJIBKO CyOBeKTMBHOM
3HAYVIMOCTBIO», & BTOPBIE «YHVBEPCAJIBHO 00sI3aTe IbHBI
IS BCEX Pa3syMHBIX BOJIb» (OOBEKTVMBHAS peayIbHOCTE).
TouHno Taxk ke IToTTep mmIIeT, YTO «MaKCMa OTHOCUT-

Y Pobepr dxoHcoH (Johnson, 1998, p. 354) Takxke npusHaeT Ha-
JIVaVie 3TOTO TPeH[a M Ha3bIBaeT TaKOV ITOIXOT] K pasrpaHirde-
HVIO MaKCVIM VI 3aKOHOB «YIIIepOHBIM.
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acknowledge the validity and reality as two differ-
ent features of maxims (without naming them as
such), and yet do not appropriately contrast maxims
with laws using these criteria.

Most of the other scholars of Kant have taken
only the subjective reality of maxims and the ob-
jective validity of laws to distinguish between the
two. Andrews Reath (2006, p. 89) claims that max-
ims and laws are different because maxims are “ac-
tually adopted by an agent” (subjective reality) and
laws are “valid for any rational being” (objective va-
lidity). Similarly, Herbert Paton (1947, p. 60) notes
that maxims are principles that an agent “chooses
to act on” (subjective reality) and laws are “princi-
ples on which any rational agent would act” (ob-
jective validity). In addition, Henry Allison (1990,
p- 87), lan Morrison (2005, p. 76), Jens Timmermann
(2007, p. 40) and Richard McCarty (2009, p. 4) read
the two passages in Kant’s Groundwork as suggest-
ing that maxims are different from laws because the
former are principles on which an agent acts (sub-
jective reality) and the latter are principles on which
an agent ought to act (objective validity). Without a
doubt, all these commentators are correct in saying
that maxims are subjectively real and laws are objec-
tively valid. However, their mistake lies in wrongly
using this as a base for the maxim-law distinction.'

Exceptions to this trend are Allen Wood (1999,
p- 108) and Nelson Potter (1994, pp. 61-62) who re-
verse this criteria mix-up by differentiating maxims
and laws using validity of maxims and reality of
laws. For Wood, Kant distinguishes between max-
ims and laws because the former “have only sub-
jective validity”, while the latter “are universally
binding on all rational wills” (objective reality). Sim-
ilarly, Potter writes that “maxim holds or is ‘val-
id” only for the agent” and contrasts it with laws
“which are regarded as binding on all agents” (ob-
jective reality). Once again, both Wood and Potter
are right in viewing maxims as subjectively valid
and laws as objectively real. However, their mis-
take lies in reading Kant’s maxim-law distinction as
founded on these criteria.

In interpreting Kant’s passages, most of these

10 Robert Johnson (1998, p. 354), too, acknowledges this
trend and calls this way of distinguishing maxims and laws
“flawed”.
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¢ K vy “3HaumMa” TOJIBKO ISl areHTa», U IIPOTUBO-
ITOCTABJISIET ee 3aKOHaM, «KOTOpble CUMTAIOTCS O0si3a-
TeJTBHBIMM 17151 BCeX IeVICTBYOIIVIX JIUI» (OO BeKTVIBHAS
peastbHOCTB). Emmie pas: n Byz, u [oTTep mpaBsl, cumrast
MaKCUMBI CyOBEKTVBHO JIeVICTBUTEIIBHBIMM, a 3aKOHBI
00BEKTVBHO peaIbHBIMI. TeM He MeHee MX OIIMOKa 3a-
KJIIOYAEeTCS B VICTIONTB30BaHVI HEBEPHOTO KPUTEPVIs 115
KaHTOBCKOTO pa3JIMUeHMs MaKCM U 3aKOHOB.

ITpu waTeprperanym KanTa OOIBIIMHCTBO 3TMX
KOMMEHTAaTOPOB VICIIOJIB3yIOT OHO CBOWCTBO MaKCVM
VI IPyTO€e CBOVICTBO 3aKOHOB B KauecTBe KPUTeps AJIs
pasIueHMs MeXXAy MaKCcMMaMM M 3aKoHaMu. Takoe
TOJIKOBaHVE He TOJIBKO JIOMMYECKV OIIMOOYHO, HO V1 MO-
JKeT Jlake 3aCTaBUTh HaC 3a7yMaTbCsl, He COBEPILIL JIV
KanT ommmbKy, IIpenyioXkmB TOJIBKO KaXKylIleecsl pasiv-
upte. [IpyanHa HemopasyMeHMsST — OTCYTCTBIE YETKOTO
pasrpaHUYeHVSI MEXy 3HAaYMMOCTBIO U PeasIbHOCTBIO
IIPaKTUYEeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHUVI, KOTOPOEe MOXKeT
HOpUBECTV K OMMOOYHOMY MHEHWIO, OYyITO OOBEKTVIB-
Hasl 3HaYMMOCTb 3aKOHOB aBTOMATIUIECKV IIOIpa3yMe-
BaeT, B CBOIO OYepellb, 3HAYMMOCTb J1JIsI OT/EJTbHBIX JIIO-
Hevt (To ecTb CyObeKTMBHYIO 3HAUMMOCTD). DTO MOXET
O3HauaTh, UTO HEKOTOPble MaKCUMBI TaKXXe SBIISIOTCS
¥ 3aKOHaMV, YTO pa3MbIBaeT IPaHMUIIBI STVIX [BYX ITOHS-
vt VineHTrduKays 3HaYMMOCTM M PeaIbHOCTY KaK
IOBYX pa3JITYHBIX CBOVICTB MaKCVIM V1 3aKOHOB VI VICIIOIb-
30BaHMeE VX B KadeCTBe [BYX Pa3IMIHBIX KpUTepVeB
IJI pa3JITYeH s IIPaKTUIeCKIX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWT —
€JIVIHCTBEHHBIVI CIIOCOO COXpaHUTH ITpoBerieHHoe KaH-
TOM pasJIidavie MeXIy MaKCVIMaMM Y 3aKOHAMIA

3. O6ocHOBaHMe KilaccudpnKanum
MPaKTHUYECKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEH VL
IIBe HEBepHBbIE MHTePIpeTaLNN

B mpempiyiieM pasperie Mbl yBUIeIN, KaK HEKOTO-
Phle vccTlerioBaTes v IIPYHMMAIOT ITpoBefieHHoe KanToM
pasJmaye MeXX1y OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVSIMU U 3aKOHAMVL, He
CTaBs II0JT COMHEeHVIe eTo OCHOBaHVe. B To e BpeMs Ipy-
I'ie, TIOXOXKe, BOCIIPMHMMAIOT pparmeHTsI KaHTa, B KO-
TOPBIX WJIET pedb O MaKCHMaX ¥ 3aKOHaXx, KaK yKaszaHue
Ha VCYePIIBIBAIONIYIO0 KIIaCcCHVKAIIO IIPAKTIIeCKIIX
OCHOBOTIOJIOXKeHVL. VIHBIMY CJTIOBaMV, HEKOTOpPbIe KOM-
MEHTaTOpPBl yTBepXIaoT, uro KaHT He TOIBKO pasiin-
YaeT MaKCMMBI ¥ 3aKOHBI KaK JIBa Pa3HbBIX TUIIA Hpak-
THUYECKVX OCHOBOITOJIOKEHWVI, HO TaK)XXe, KaXXeTCs, ITpy-
HMMaeT MaKCMMBI M 3aKOHBI KaK eIMHCTBeHHBIE TUIIBI
IIpaKTUdeckmx ocHosorooxeHut (Beck, 1960, p. 80;
Silber, 1960, p. 86; Timmermann, 2010, p. 75, n. 3). Ecin
MAaKCVIMBI VI 3aKOHBI SABJISIFOTCS @IMHCTBeHHBIMM TUIIA-
MV IIPAKTMYeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHVIV, TO BCe IIPaKTU-
YecKye OCHOBOITOJIOKEHVISI MOTYT OBITh VCYepIIbIBAIO-
IIle TTepevnciIeHbl KaK IoIaIatoIiye B KaTeropuro JIioo
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commentators use one feature of maxims and an-
other feature of laws as a criterion to distinguish be-
tween maxims and laws. Such a mistaken reading of
Kant’s maxim-law distinction is not only logically
faulty, but can even make us wonder if Kant com-
mitted the fallacy of distinction without a difference.
This is because lack of a careful delineation between
validity and reality of practical principles can lead
to a mistaken understanding that objective validity
of laws automatically implies their relevance to in-
dividual human agents (i.e. subjective validity) as
well. This could mean that some maxims are also
laws, thus blurring the mutual exclusivity of the two
concepts. Identification of validity and reality as two
different features of maxims and laws and using
them as two different criteria to distinguish between
them is the only way to keep Kant’s maxim-law dis-
tinction intact.

3. Grounding the Classification
of Practical Principles:
Two Misinterpretations

In the section above we saw how certain schol-
ars assume Kant’s distinction between maxims and
laws without casting any doubt on its basis. Now,
there are others who seem to take Kant's passages
on maxims and laws as also indicating an exhaus-
tive classification of practical principles. In oth-
er words, some commentators claim that Kant not
only distinguishes between maxims and laws as
two distinct types of practical principles, but also
seem to take maxims and laws as the only types
of practical principles (Beck, 1960, p. 80; Silber,
1960, p. 86; Timmermann, 2010, p. 75n3). To say
that maxims and laws are the only types of prac-
tical principles means that all the practical prin-
ciples can exhaustively be listed as falling either
under maxims or under laws. Our new understand-
ing that maxims and laws are two different types
of practical principles having the features of validi-
ty and reality does not necessarily mean that practi-
cal principles are exhaustively divided into maxims
and laws. In simple words, mutual exclusivity of
maxims and laws does not ensure that they are col-



MakcmM, Jmbo 3akoHOB. Harrre HoBoe mioHVIMaHMe TOTO,
YTO MaKCVMBI ¥ 3aKOHBI — 3TO [IBa Pas/IMYHBEIX TUIIA
MPaKTUYeCKVX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVIV, IMEIOIIIVie CBOVICTBa
3HAYVIMOCTY I peaJIbHOCTH, He TpebyeT 00si3aTeIbHOM
TIOJIHOTEI JIeJIeHNs «MaKCuMa — 3aKoH». [Ipore rosops,
B3aMIMHasl VICKJTIOUMTeIbHOCTh MaKCVIM ¥ 3aKOHOB He Ta-
PaHTUPYeT, YTO BMeCTe OHM IPeJICTaBIIsIOT cobOoV mC-
UepIILIBAOITY 0 TUITOJIOTMIO ITPaKTHUYeCK/ X OCHOBOIIO-
siokeHMIL. V1 Bce Jke TIOBTOpHOEe pacCMOTpeHVie KaHTOB-
CKOT'O pa3JIfueHNs MaKC/M VI 3aKOHOB B ITpefbIIyIeM
pasfesie sBHO IIOKa3ajlo, YTO IIpaKTI4ecKyie OCHOBOIIO-
JIOXKeHWs BOOOIIIe 00/Ia/JaloT 3HAYMMOCTHIO VI PeaIbHO-
cThio. B KOHTeKcTe 0OCyXIeHMS MX KilaccuduKaimm
BO3HMKaET BOIIPOC, KaKoe U3 ABYX CBOVICTB CJIY>XUT OC-
HOBaHWeM JIs pasfesleHns IIpaKTUYecK/X OCHOBOIIO-
JIokeHMTL. VIHade roBops, ecim MpaKTdecKye OCHOBO-
TIOJIOXKeHMsI BOoOIIIe 00IaaroT 3HaUMMOCTRIO ¥ peaslb-
HOCTBIO, KaKOe 13 3TVX JIBYX CBOVICTB CJIYKUT OCHOBaHM-
eM JI7Is X Kytaccydpykartym?

3.1. Omubounaa kraccugpuxayua O’Hua
no 06ym ocnoBanuam

B mpenpimymem paspesie Mbl yBupaenu, uro OHopa
O'Hwt mcnonp3yeT 3HaYMMOCTD U peaIbHOCTD Kak JIBa
KpUTepus AJIs IPOBeIeHNs pasInans MeXIy MaKcu-
MaMU ¥ 3aKOHaMV, He MAEHTUMUIIMPYS MX KaK TaKo-
Bble. AHaJIOTVIYHO KaHTOBCKas KiaccymdriKamys Impak-
TUUECKMUX OCHOBOIIOJIOKeHWVT popMmpyeTcss I Hee
Ha OCHOBaHWM OIHOBPEMEHHO ¥ 3HA4MMOCTV, U pe-
asTpHOCTY, Oe3 sBHOrO yKasauwm: Ha Hux (O'Neill, 1975,
p- 34, n. 7). OnHako Takoe IIPOYTEHVIE MOXET OBITB ITPO-
OJIeMaTIYHBIM, TIOCKOJIBKY IJISI TIOCTPOEHMVS YCTOVYI-
BOVI KJIacCMpMKAIMM IIPaKTMIeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKe-
HWV AOJDKHO CYIIEeCcTBOBaTh TOJIBKO OIHO OCHOBaHVe
g nertenms (fundamentum divisionis). Ecii mpaxTir-
JecKvie OCHOBOITOJIOKEHS Pa3HesIsioTCsl Ha OCHOBaHWN
VIX 3HAYVIMOCTVI M peajIbHOCT OJJHOBPEMEHHO, TO 3JIe-
MeHTBI TaKOro JleJIeHMsI He OyAyT B3aMMOVICKITIOUAIO-
IIVIMW. DTO 3HaYNT, YTO B HEKOTOPBIX CITy9asix IMPaKTV-
HecKye IIPVHIVIIEL OHOIO Buaa OymyT IepeceKaTbcsi
¢ mpuHOMIIaMu apyroro. Ilpoananmsupyem 31y mpo-
6remy B ciryuae O'Hir. Kak yxe yromiHanocs Bo BBe-
nervy, O'Hwt mpefcTaBiisieT YeThIpeXWIeHHYIO Kilac-
crpUKamIo MpaKTMYeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWVI, OCHO-
BaHHBIX KaK Ha VX 3HaYVIMOCTV, TaK ¥ Ha VX peaIbHO-
cTv. BoT ee BUIBI IIPaKTIYeCKIIX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEH VI

1. «Bo3MOXXHBIE TOJIBKO JIVIIIb MaKCUMBI»: 3TV IIpakK-
TUYeCcKye OCHOBOIIOJIIOKeH W 0071aatoT Cy ObeKTMBHOW
3HaYVIMOCTBIO, TO €CTh VIMEIOT 3HadeHVie IJIS OTIelIb-
HBIX JIFOZIeVi KaK TO, YTO MOXeT OBITh IIPUHSATO VIMIA

57

V.K. Radhakrishnan

lectively exhaustive types of practical principles.
Yet, revisiting Kant's maxim-law distinction in the
previous section has given us a clear hint that prac-
tical principles generally have the features of va-
lidity and reality. In the context of discussing their
classification, it makes us wonder which of the two
features serves as a basis for a division of practical
principles. In other words, if practical principles
generally have validity and reality as two features,
which one of the two serves as a foundation of their
classification?

3.1. O’Neill’s Faulty Classification
on Two Bases

In the previous section, we saw Onora O’Neill
using validity and reality as two criteria of max-
im-law distinction without identifying them as
such. Similarly, she sees Kant’s classification of
practical principles as emerging on the bases of
both validity and reality without explicitly stat-
ing them as such (O’Neill, 1975. p. 34n7). Howev-
er, such a reading can be problematic because for
a stable classification of practical principles there
can be only one basis of division (fundamentum
divisionis). If practical principles are divided on the
basis of both their validity and reality, it leads to a
lack of mutual exclusivity among its divisions. This
would mean that some cases of one type of prac-
tical principles overlaps with another type. Let us
analyse this problem in O’Neill’s case. As men-
tioned in the introduction of this paper, O'Neill
introduces a four-fold classification of practical
principles on the bases of both validity and reality.
Her types of practical principles are:

i. “Possible mere maxims”: These practical prin-
ciples have subjective validity. That is, they are rele-
vant for individual human agents as that which can
possibly be adopted.

ii. “Mere maxims”: These practical principles
have subjective reality. That is, they are actually
adopted by individual human agents for performing
actions.

iii. “Laws that may be maxims”: These practical
principles have objective validity. That is, they are
applicable for all rational agents and may be adopted
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2. «ToITBKO JIVIITB MAKCUMBI»: 3TU ITPaKTUYeCcKIe OC-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEH VS IMEIOT Cy ObeKTMBHYIO PeaIbHOCTh, TO
ecTb (PaKTMIeCK! MPUHVMAIOTCS OTHEITBHBIMIL JIFOIb-
ML [JI5I COBEPIIIEHVIS IEVICTBIUTL.

3. «3aKOHBL, KOTOPBIE MOTYT OBITh MaKCUMaMI»: 3TI
HpaKTU49ecKre OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMS MMEIT OO0BeKTB-
HYIO CWJIy, TO €CTh IIPYMEHVMBI KO BCeM pa3yMHBIM CY-
IecTBaM ¥ Mozl 0bi1b YCBOEHBI OTHAEITBHBIMM JTIO/b-
ML OJIsI COBEPIIIEHVIST IEVICTBUIAL

4. «3aKOHBI, KOTOPBIE HMKOIZa HE MOTYT OBITH Mak-
CYIMaMV»: 3TV IpaKTW4YecKyie OCHOBOIIOJIOXKeH s 00J1a-
IaoT 0OBbEeKTVMBHON peaIbHOCTBIO, TO eCTh C HeoOxomu-
MOCTBIO TIOfIBUTAIOT BCeX VCKIIIOUMTENIBHO pasyMHBIX
CYIIIeCTB COBepIIaTh HEeVICTBUS I HUKOIZIa He MOTYT
OBITH YCBOEHBI OTIEIIbHBIMU JIIOIBMIA

B aTom xitaccudpmkarinm «BO3MOXKHBIE TOJIBKO JIMIITB
MaKCVMBI» 1 «3aKOHBI, KOTOpble MOT'yT OBITh MaKCVIMa-
MM» 00JIafjaloT 3HAYMMOCTEIO, B TO BpeMs KaK «TOJIBKO
JIUIITb MaKCUIMBD» VI «3aKOHBI, KOTOpPBIe HMKOI/Ia He MO-
I'yT ObITh MaKCHMaMI» OOJIaIaloT PeasIbHOCTHI0. py-
rumm ciaoBamy, O'Hwl, ¢ OHOV CTOPOHEI, UCTIONB3YeT
3HAUYMMOCTD «BO3MOXKHBIX TOJIBKO JIVIIIb MAKCVIM» U «3a-
KOHOB, KOTOpBIE MOT'Y T OBITh MaKCVIMaMI1», a C IPYTOM —
VICTIONB3YeT peaIbHOCTh «TOJIBKO JIMIITh MaKCUM» M «3a-
KOHOB, KOTOpEIE HMKOIZla He MOT'YT OBITh MaKCHMaMuD»
KaK OCHOBaHMA IS VX KJIacCUPUKaIUM KaK IIPaKTy-
YecKVX OCHOBOMOJIOXeHMI. [IpoGrema »Tomt Kiaccu-
uKaIVm 3aKJIIOUaeTcsl B OTCYTCTBUM B3aVIMOVICKITIO-
YUTEIPHOCTY MEXIy BCeMM TUIIaMMU, IIOCKOJIBKY HeKO-
TOpBIe ITpaKTUUYecKre OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHWSI MOTYT IIOH-
Hajarth 1107, /1Ba v Ooree m3 Hux. Hampumep, ecym
4JesIoBeK IpUHMMaeT PWHIINI, TTO3BOJIAIONINUI BbIKY-
pvBaTh CUTapeTHl OAHY 3a APYTO, TO €ero MOXHO OT-
HeCTM " K KaTeropuu «BO3MOYKHOVI TOJIBKO JIVIITE MaK-
CUMBI», 1 K KaTeTOPUM «TOJIBKO JIVIIb MaKCUMBD». DTO
CBs13aHO C TeM, YTO, C OJTHOV CTOPOHBI, 3TOT IIPVHIINII
3HAUMM JIJISL BCeX OT/IeJIBHBIX JIIOMIeN, Ubsd Mesk XOpo-
11T XXVM3HM JOIyCKaeT HeMelJIeHHOe YIOBJIeTBOpeHe
noTpeOHOCTY, a ¢ Apyror — MoOyXOaeT OTHEeTHHOIO
yesloBeKa KypWUTh CUTapeThl OfHY 3a Apyrom'. Touno
TaK JKe, eCJIV OTHe/IbHBIV UesIoBeK NpPUHVMAaeT IIpVH-
LIVIII, KOTOPBIV TpebyeT, YTOObI OH He HapyIIas oberra-
HVsI, €0 MOXKHO OTHECTM ¥ K KaTerOpUM «3aKOH, MOI'Y-
IV OBITH MaKCVIMOVI», VI K KaTeTOPUM «TOJIBKO JIVIIIb
MaKcyMa», ITOCKOJIBKY, C OJJHOVI CTOPOHBI, 3TOT ITPVH-
LI o0si3aTeIbHO IPVIMEHVIM KO BCeM JIIONSAM, a C Apy-
rOVl — OH 3acCTaBJIseT OTAeILHOIO YeJIoBeKa BBIIIO/IHSATh
maHHBIe MM oberanms. CrreroBaTesTbHO, Kilaccudnka-

1 ITxoHcoH (Johnson, 1998, p. 356) oTMedaeT OTCYTCTBIME B3amM-
HOTO VICKJTIOUEHMSI MEXJy «BO3MOXHBIMM TOJIBKO JIMIIb Mak-
CYIMaMI» W «TOJIBKO JIMIIb MaKCMMaMu» B KJIacCuUKaimm
O'Hwi, ykasblBasi Ha OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVISI, KOTOPBIE [IEVICTBYIO-
IIiee JIMIIO pacIIo3HaeT KaK IIPYMEeHMMbIe, HO TeM He MeHee He
TIeVICTBYeT VCXOZIs U3 HUX.

58

by individual human agents to perform actions.

iv. “Laws that may never be maxims”: These
practical principles have objective reality. That
is, they necessarily move all the purely rational
agents to perform actions and may never be adopt-
ed by individual human agents.

In this classification, “possible mere maxims”
and “laws that may be maxims” have validity,
while “mere maxims” and “laws that may never
be maxims” have reality. In other words, O'Neill,
on the one hand, uses validity of “possible mere
maxims” and “laws that may be maxims” and,
on the other hand, uses reality of “mere maxims”
and “laws that may never be maxims” as bases for
classifying them as practical principles. The prob-
lem with this classification is the lack of mutual
exclusivity among the divisions as certain practi-
cal principles can fall under two or more of them.
For instance, if a human agent adopts a principle
that allows the act of smoking cigarettes one af-
ter the other, then it can be categorised as both a
“possible mere maxim” and a “mere maxim”. This
is because, on the one hand, this principle is rel-
evant for all the individual human agents whose
idea of a good life allows for immediate pleasure
gratification and, on the other, it also moves an in-
dividual agent to smoke cigarettes one after the
other." Similarly, if an individual human agent
adopts a principle that requires her not to break
promises, then it can be categorised as both a “law
that may be a maxim” and a “mere maxim”. This
is because, on the one hand, this principle is nec-
essarily relevant for all the human agents and, on
the other hand, it moves an individual agent to
keep the promises she makes. Hence, a classifica-
tion of practical principles on both validity and re-
ality is a faulty one. This means, only one of the
two features, namely validity or reality can be a
distinctive feature on the basis of which a stable

Johnson (1998, p. 356) notes this lack of mutual exclusivity
between O’Neill’s “possible mere maxims” and “mere max-
ims” by pointing to principles that an agent recognises as ap-
plicable and yet fails to act on.



LIMST TIPAKTUYIECKVIX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHVVT Ha OCHOBAHWM
OIHOBPEMEHHO ¥ 3HAYMMOCTM, U PeasIbHOCTV OIIU-
Gouna. DTO O3HAYAET, YTO TOIBKO OTHO M3 TUX ABYX
CBOVICTB, @ MIMEHHO — 3HAYMMOCTb VUIV PeaIbHOCTb,
MOXeT ObITh OT/IMYMUTEIIBHOV YepTOVl, Ha OCHOBAHWM
KOTOPOVI TOJDKHA CTPOUTHCS CTaOVIIbHAS KilaccudmKa-
LIMSI ITPAKTIUYECKMIX OCHOBOITOJIOXKEH AT

3.2. OcHoBannasn Ha 3HaAUUMOCU
Kaaccugpukayus bexa

B ommume or O'Hw, JIstouc Bek cumraer, urto
KJTaccudmKanysl IIpaKTUYeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHW
Kanra ocHoBbIBaeTcsl TOJIBKO Ha 3HAYMMOCTH. bek Ha-
4dMHaeT ¢ Ipu3HaHMg pasfereHns KanTom mpakride-
CKVIX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEH T Ha MaKCVIMBI ¥ 3aKOHBI Ha OC-
HOBaHMM MX 3HaUMMOCTM. OH IUIIIeT, YTO BCe IIPaKTN-
JecKyie OCHOBOITOJIOKEHMSI SIBJISIOTCS JIM0O MaKCMa-
MU, JIVIOO 3aKOHAaMVI, 3aBUCSIIVIMW OT «TOTIO, SBJISETCS
7M1 yc406ue 3HAIVIMBIM TOJIBKO IIJTS MHAVIBUIAY yMa VTN
77151 KaK0To pa3yMHOTOo cyIrecTBa». Ho 1o mepe pac-
CYXXIIeHMsI OH 100aBIIseT «3aKOHBI, KOTOPbIE TAaKKe SIB-
JIIOTCS MaKCMaMV», B KadecTBe IPyToro Tuila IIpak-
TUYeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMV KJIacCUVIKaIWMI W JIe-
naet ee Tpuxoromueri (Beck, 1960, p. 80—82). Ero Tpex-
JacTHOe pasfiejleHre MPaKTUYecKUX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKe-
HV BBITJIIONT CJIEAYIOINM oOpa3oM:

1. «ToIBKO JINIITE MaKCUMBD»: 9TV IIPAKTIIECKVIe OC-
HOBOIIOJIOKEHWST IeVICTBUTEIIbHBL TOIIBKO 11 OTHEIIb-
HBIX JTI07IeV1 (CyObeKTrBHAas 3HaYMMOCTE).

2. «3aKOHBI. 3TM IMPAKTUYECKVE OCHOBOIIOJIOXKE-
HWS OeVICTBUTEIBHBL IS BCeX palVOHAJIBHBIX areH-
TOB (OOBEKTVBHASA 3HAYVIMOCTE).

3. «3aKOHBI, KOTOpBle TaKXe SIBJISIOTCS MaKCVMa-
MW»: 3TV IPaKTUUIeCcKyie OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHWS AeVICTBI-
TeJIBHBI IJIS1 BCeX UMCTO PallVIOHAIbHBIX areHTOB U I0-
3TOMY HEeVICTBUTEIIBHEI 1171 OTHEJIbHBIX JIIofeN (CyOb-
€KTVBHas 3HAYMMOCTB) 12,

INockoseky Bek BeIcTpamBaeT Kitaccudmkanmio Ha
OCHOBaHWVI OIHOW TOJIBKO 3HA4WMMOCTM, COCTaBJISIO-
IIIvie ee TUITBI IIPaKTIIeCKVIX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHIA SIBJISI-
IOTCS B COBOKYITHOCTV VICUEPITBIBAOITVMI U B3aVIMO-

2Bek (Beck, 1960, p. 82) BBOOUT «3aKOHBI, KOTOPbIE TAKXKe SIBJISI-
IOTCS MaKCMaMW» KakK TaKue, KOTOpble ITPeJICTABIIAIOT co0ov
YCIIOBMe, «IIPUCYTCTBYIOIee ¥ AEVICTBYIOIlee BO Bcex [UmcTo]
PasyMHBIX CyIIIeCTBaX KaK TaKOBbBIX ¥, CJIE[IOBATEILHO, 3HAYMMOe
UL VI TIPUIMEHMMOe K» OTueanmi?l 4JesIoBeKy. XOTs 3TOT Twil,
KaXkeTcsl, COOTBETCTBYeT cchuikam KaHTa Ha 3aKOHBI, CryXarrye
MaKCMMaM¥, TyMaTb O TaKMX IPAKTUYECKMX OCHOBOITOJIOKEHM-
SIX, KOTOpbIe OOBEKTVBHO pealbHbl ¥ CyOHeKTMBHO 3HAUMMEL
abcyprHO. DTO CBA3AHO C TeM, YTO OOBeKTUBHAs peabHOCTh
MIPaKTUYECKVIX IIPVHITMATIOB O3HAYAET, YTO OHM yKe 3(5 E€KTVBHBI
B TOM, YTO OHV 00sI3aTeJIbHO [IPVIBEILY T B [IEVICTBIE COBEPIIIEHHY O
BOJIIO BCEX YMCTO PaIMOHAIBHBIX areHTOB. DTO SBHO O3HauaeT,
YTO OHM HeIPVIMeHVMEI K CyOBeKTUBHOV U CJIy9aitHOV BOJIe OT-
JleJTbHBIX JIIOLIeVt, 00J1a/IaroIyX Yy BCTBEHHOV IIPVPOIONL.
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classification of practical principles is to be done.

3.2. Beck’s Classification
on the Basis of Validity

Unlike O’Neill, Lewis Beck reads Kant’s classi-
fication of practical principles as resting on the ba-
sis of validity alone. Beck begins by acknowledging
Kant's classification of practical principles into max-
ims and laws on the basis of validity. He writes that
all the practical principles are either maxims or laws
depending on “whether the condition is valid for the
individual only, or for every rational being.” But, as
his discussion proceeds, he adds “laws which are
also maxims” as another type of practical principles
to the classification and makes it a trichotomy (Beck,
1960, pp. 80-82). His tripartite division of practical
principles consists of the following:

i. “Mere maxims”: These practical principles are
valid for individual human agents alone (subjective
validity).

ii. “Laws”: These practical principles are valid
for all the rational agents (objective validity).

iii. “Laws which are also maxims”: These prac-
tical principles are real for all purely rational agents
and so are valid for individual human agents (sub-
jective validity).”?

Since Beck has made the classification on the
basis of validity alone, the types of practical prin-
ciples that fall under it are collectively exhaustive
and mutually exclusive. Let us take the peculiar case
of “laws that are also maxims” to examine this. Al-
though “laws that are also maxims” and “mere max-

2Beck (1960, p. 82) introduces “laws which are also maxims”
as that which represent a condition as “present and effective
in all [purely] rational beings as such and therefore as valid
for and applicable to” an individual human agent. Although
this type seems to correspond to Kant’s references to laws
serving as maxims, to think of this type of practical princi-
ples which are objectively real and subjectively valid is ab-
surd. This is because objective reality of practical principles
means that they are already effective in necessarily moving
the perfect will of all purely rational agents to action. This
clearly means that they are not applicable for the subjective
and contingent will of individual human agents with a sen-
sible nature.
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VICKJIIoUaromyMyL. Bo3bMeM 0coOBIvI ciTydart «3aKOHOB,
KOTOpBIe TaKXXe IBJISIOTCSI MaKCMaM» 1 pacCMOTPUM
ero Oosree BHMMATEIIBHO. XOTS «3aKOHBI, KOTOpPbIE TaK-
XKe SIBJISIFOTCST MaKCMMaMi» W «TOJIBKO JIWIIb MaKCH-
MbI» CyOBeKTVBHO 3HauMMBI, IIpaKTHIecKyrie OCHOBO-
TIOJIOXKEHM ST, TIOTIafatoIIye IO, TIEPBBIV TWII, HUKOT-
IJa He MOAIAHAOT MO BTOPOV, IOCKOJIBKY «3aKOHBI,
KOTOpBIe TaKXXe SBJISIOTCA MaKCHMMaMI» yXke 3ddek-
TMBHBI [IJIS YVCTO Pa3yMHBIX CYIIIECTB, B TO BpeMs Kak
«TOJIBKO JIWIIIIb MAKCHMMbl» — HeT. TOYHO TakK e «3a-
KOHBI, KOTOpPBIe TaKXXe SBJITIOTCS MaKCMMaMV» CTPOro
OTJIIMYHBI OT «3aKOHOB», IIOCKOJIBKY ITPaKTUYecKIe Oc-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEeHIs, OTHOCHIIeCS K IIepBOMY THUILY, 00-
JIafafoT CyOBeKTMBHOV 3HAYMMOCTEIO, B TO BpeMsi KaK
HIpVHaAJIeXalye K IocJIefHeMY TUITY 00lafgaloT 3Ha-
IMMOCTBIO OOBEKTUBHOIL

Y Beka ecTb Beckasi HpyUyHa IPUHATH 3HAYMMOCTD
B KadecTBe (PyHIAMEHTaIbHOTO OCHOBaHWSA KJIacCV-
pUKanMM HMpaKTUYIecKnX OCHOBOMIOJIOXeHMi. Heco-
MHEHHO, 3HA4MMOCTb SIBJISI€TCS HEOOXOOVMMBIM IIpU-
3HAKOM BCeX ITpaKTMYeCKVX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHVIVI, IIO-
CKOJIBKY JJISI TOTO, YTOOBI IIPVMHLINII CTajl IIpaKTude-
CKVIM OCHOBOIIOJIOKeHNeM, pa3yMHOe CYIIeCTBO JOJIK-
HO CYMTaTh ero MMeIOIIVIM OTHOIIIeHMe K BOJIe OJJHOIO
VJIVI HeCKOJIBKMIX AeVICTBYIOMINX JINIIL. [pyrviMu cioBa-
MW, IPVHIIVII He SBJIIeTCS MPaKTMYeCKM OCHOBOIIO-
JIOKE€HVEM, eciIi OH He 3HadWM, TO eCTb eCJIV COIJIac-
HO eMy HUKTO He MOXeT JevicTBoBaTk. Hammpumep, Ka-
TAIINVICS IO HaKJIOHHOV IUIOCKOCTY IIap He BOCIIPU-
HMMaeT IIPUHINII MHePIUM KaK 3Ha4MMBIVL IS ero
TeVICTBUs — IIPOCTO yIIpasiseTcd uM. HanpoTus, pa-
3yMHOe CYIIIeCTBO ITOHVMaeT IIPUHIINII, YTO «JITaTh He-
MIPaBUJIbHO», VI CAUTaeT ero aKTyasIbHBIM 11 ceds (1
OPYTMX), YTOOBI [EVICTBOBATh B COOTBETCTBUM C HVIM.
DTO MOKa3bIBaeT, YTO 3HAYVIMOCTD IIPAKTMYECKMUX OC-
HOBOIIOJIOKEHWVI KpariHe Ba’KHa [IJIsSI TOro, YTOOBI pa-
3yMHBIe JeVICTBUS CTaJIV BOSMOXHBIMU (AA 04, p. 412;
Kant, 19976, c. 115—119). BoT rtouemMy MBI BUAMM, YTO
HeKOTOpble VccilefoBaTe It CTPeMATCs VCIIOIb30BaTh
3HaYMMOCTB KaK (pyH/IaMeHTajIbHOe OCHOBaHMe KJlac-
crdMKaIM IPaKTUYIECKVIX OCHOBOIIOTIOXKEHWTA.

4. PeaIbHOCTH
KakK pyHAaMeHTaIbHasi 0CHOBa KJjlaccuduKanmm
HpaKTU4ecKMX 0CHOBOIIOI0KEHMTI

sI yBepen, uTto mpenioxkeHHoe bekoMm mpoureHue
KaHTOBCKOVI KJIaccuuKaluM TaKXe HeBepHO, IIO-
CKOJIBKO IIPMHSTVE 3HAUMMOCTM KaK pyHIaMeHTaIb-
HOT'O OCHOBaHMS KJIacCUPUKALIMI MPaKTUIeCKMX OC-
HOBOIIOJIOKEHWI HECOBMECTVIMO C TeM, YTO Ha CaMOM
merte pymait Kanr. f1 yrBepkmaro, 9To BMECTO 3HA9MMO-
CTVI yMeCTHee pacCMaTpuBaTh B KadeCTBe OCHOBaHWIS
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ims” are subjectively valid, the practical principles
that fall under the former type can never fall under
the latter type because “laws that are also maxims”
are already effective in purely rational agents, while
“mere maxims” are not. Similarly, “laws that are
also maxims” are exclusively different from “laws”
because practical principles belonging to the former
type have subjective validity, while the ones belong-
ing to the latter type have objective validity.

There is a good reason why Beck takes the fea-
ture of validity as the fundamental basis of classify-
ing practical principles. Undoubtedly, validity is a
necessary feature of practical principles. This is be-
cause, for a principle to be a practical principle, it
should be conceived of by a rational agent as hav-
ing relevance for the will of one or more agents. In
other words, a principle is not a practical principle,
if it is not valid as one possibly to be acted on by
one or more agents. A rolling ball on a slope, for in-
stance, does not conceive of the principle of inertia
as relevant for it to act on. It is simply governed by
it. In contrast, a rational agent conceives of a princi-
ple, “it is wrong to lie” and finds it relevant for her
(and others) to act on. This shows that the validity of
practical principles is essential for rational agency to
be possible (GMS, AA 04, p. 412; Kant, 1996b, p. 66).
This is why, we see some scholars tending towards
taking validity as the fundamental basis of classify-
ing practical principles.

4. Reality
as the Fundamental Basis
of Classification of Practical Principles

I believe that the reading of Kant’s classifica-
tion of practical principles suggested by Beck is a
mistaken one, too. That is, considering the feature
of validity as the fundamental basis of the classifi-
cation of practical principles is incompatible with
what Kant actually thought. I argue that instead of
validity it is more fitting to consider the feature of
reality as the basis (fundamentum divisionis) of clas-
sifying practical principles. This is because, as we
will see below, although validity is a necessary fea-
ture of practical principles, Kant thought of reality
as both a necessary and a sufficient feature of prac-



(fundamentum divisionis) KyaccudmKaluy IIpakTide-
CKVIX OCHOBOIIOJIO)KEHWVI VIX PeajTbHOCTH, ITOCKOJIBKY,
KaK MBI YBUOVM HVDKE, XOTS 3HA4VIMOCTB VI SIBJISETCS
HeOOXOIVMIMBIM ITPV3HAKOM ITPaKTMYECKMX OCHOBOITO-
noxennyt, KaHT cunrar MMeHHO peaslbHOCTh HeoOXo-
IOVIMBIM ¥ JIOCTaTOYHBIM ITPV3HAKOM ITPAKTMYECKUX
OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHWTA.

4.1. Peaavnocms kak onpedesaromas uepma
npaxkmuueckux ocHoBonosoxenun

HasaviTe obpaTuMcsi K OIHOMY M3BeCTHOMY ppar-
MeHTy «KpuTmky mnpaxkTudeckoro pasyma». Kant
orrpeiesisieT MpakTHYecKye OCHOBOIIOJIOKeH s U Kylac-
cudnnmpyeT Mx cIeAyoIM o0pasoM:

IMpakTuueckue octoBonooxenus CyTh IIOJIOKEHMS,
cofepxaiye B cebe oblee ompenesieHNe BOJIM, KO-
TOPOMY MOAYMHEHO MHOIO MPaKTUYeCcKMX MHpaBuL
Onu GbIBarOT CyOBeKTUBHBIMY, VIV MAKCUMAMU, €CIIV
yCJIOBMe paccMaTpuBaeTcs CyOBeKTOM KaK 3HaumMoe
TOJIBKO JIJIsI er0 BOJIV; HO OHMU Oy/IyT OOBeKTVBHLIMY,
VWIM OPaKTUYeCKMMM, 3aKOHAMU, eCJIVi OHU IIpU3Ha-
IOTCsI OOBEKTVBHBIMMU, TO €CTh 3HAUMMBIMU /ISl BOJIV
Kaxgoro pasymHoro cymlectsa (AA 05, S. 19; Kanr,
1997a, c. 321).

Hemenikmrt TepMumH, mcronbsyemsii Kaatom mys
0003Ha"YeHIS ITPAKTUIECKMX OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHTIV B STOM
dparmenTe, praktische Grundsitze. Croso Grundsitze,
KOTOpOe IIepeBOISAT KaK «OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHS1», Oy KBaJIb-
HO O3Ha4aeT «00OCHOBaHUe IIOJIOKeHMI» (der Grund =
ocHoBaHWe; die Sitze = nonoxenwst) (Paton, 1947, p. 59) .
Praktische Grundsitze Torna GykBajIbHO O3Ha4aroT «000-
CHOBaHMe IIPaKTUYECKVIX IIOJIOKEeHUI». B mpyrom Me-
cre KaHT onpernenser mpakTmdeckye IOJIOKEHMS KaK
IIpelicTaBJIeHVIe PeaIbHOCTYI ITOCTYIIKA C TOUKM 3peHVIsT
ero BoszevicTBrs Ha Mup (AA 09, S. 110; AA 20, S. 198 —
199). OTo 03HAUAET, UTO ITPAKTUECKVIM OCHOBOIIOJIOXKE-
HyAMU aBisorcs Grundsiitze, KOTOpbIe IIPENICTABIISIOT
u 000cH0Bbi8atom TIOCTYTIKN. [IBUTasACh IasIbllle, B IIPU-
BEJIEHHOM BBIIIIE OlTperiesieHmy KaHT IuIreT, 9To Ipak-
TUYecKrie OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMS, IO CyTW, 0npedession

¥ B cBomx paborax KaHT Takke MCIOIB3yeT TepMUH «das prak-
tische Prinzip», TiepeBOOMMBIVI KaK «HpaKMuuecKuil NpUuHyui».
Hamnpumep, B «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWMI», B IIEPBOVI CHOCKe, Kaca-
IoIIericss MakcuM ¥ 3akoHoB, KaHT mcrionesyer «das praktische
Prinzip», a He «der praktische Grundsatz» (AA 04, S. 401 Anm.;
Kant, 19976, c. 81 cn.). KaHT yacTo MCIIOIB3yeT 3TM TepMUHBI
KaK B3amMo3aMeHsieMble 11 B «OCHOBOIIOIIOKEHMVI», VI BO BTOPOVI
«Kpurnke». Bek (Beck, 1960, p. 78, n. 6) 3amedaeT 3TO M KPUTU-
Kyet KaHTa 3a «/1CI10J1b30BaHe HETOUHBIX TEXHUYECKMX TePMU-
HoB». OnHako B «JIoruke Veme» Kaur 3agsistet, uto Grundsitze
CyTb TO Xe, uTo 1 Prinzipien (AA 09, S. 110). Kax MbI MOXXeM yBU-
netb, KaHT He cumTast 3TV TEpMUHBI OUeHb Pa3INYHBIMIA

61

V.K. Radhakrishnan

tical principles.

4.1. Reality
as the Defining Feature
of Practical Principles

Let us consider Kant’s well-known opening
lines in the main body of his Critique of Practical Rea-
son. He defines practical principle and classifies it as
follows:

Practical principles are propositions that con-
tain a general determination of the will, having un-
der it several practical rules. They are subjective,
or maxims, when the condition is regarded by the
subject as holding only for his will; but they are ob-
jective, or practical laws, when the condition is cog-
nized as objective, that is, as holding for the will
of every rational being (KpV, AA 05, p. 19; Kant,
19964, p. 153).

In this passage, he uses the German term
“praktische Grundsitze” to refer to practical prin-
ciples. The term “Grundsitze”, which refers to
“principles”, literally means “grounding propo-
sitions” (der Grund = ground; die Sitze = proposi-
tions) (Paton, 1947, p. 59).2® “ Praktische Grundsitze”
then literally mean “grounding practical proposi-
tions”. Elsewhere, Kant defines practical propo-
sitions as representing the reality of an action in
terms of its effect in the world (Log, AA 09, p. 110;
Kant, 1992, p. 606; EEKU, AA 20, pp. 198-199;
Kant, 2000, p. 06). This means that practical prin-
ciples are Grundsitze which represent and ground
actions. Moving further, in the definition above
Kant writes that practical principles essentially
determine the will of the agents using rules under

1 Kant also uses the term “das praktische Prinzip” for what
is translated as “the practical principle” in his works. For in-
stance, in the first footnote on maxims and laws in his Ground-
work, Kant uses “das praktische Prinzip” and not “der praktische
Grundsatz” to refer to “the practical principle” (GMS, AA 04,
p. 401n; Kant, 1996b, p. 56n). There are many such instances
of Kant using the two terms interchangeably in his Groundwork
and Critique of Practical Reason. Beck (1960, p. 78n6) notes this
and criticises Kant for “being technical without being precise”.
However, in Jische Logic, Kant claims that Grundsitze are indeed
Prinzipien (Log, AA 09, p. 110; Kant, 1992, p. 606). This shows
that Kant did not think of the two terms as very different.
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Bo410 HEVICTBYIOIIVIX JIVILI, VACIIOJIB3yS IIpaBwia. Jliis
HETO «BOJIsl» — 3TO CIIOCOOHOCTH, TECHO CBSI3aHHAS C CO-
BepIIIEHMEeM IIOCTYIIKOB . DTO O3HadaeT, U4TO «OIIperie-
nerve (Bestimmung) BO/vM» OTHOCUTCS K IBVDKEHUIO
BOJIN K coBeprtieHmio aevicteuit (Beck, 1960, p. 78) ™. Ko-
pode TOBOpsi, OIIpenesIeHNe BOJIV AeVICTBYIOIIEro JIMIIa
SIBJISIETCSI ITPEIBECTHMKOM PeaIbHOCTVI TIOCTYIIKOB. DTO
ITOKA3bIBAET, YTO OIIperIeIeHIe BOJIN 1 BO3MOXXHOCTE CO-
BepIIIEeHS HOOPOBOJIBHBIX [IOCTYIIKOB SIBJISIIOTCSL OIIpe-
JEJISIOMIVIMI YepTaMy IIPaKTUUECKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKe-
HWUIL. DTa CyllecTBeHHas 0COOEHHOCTBb eCTh TO XKe Ca-
MOe, YTO ¥ PeasIbHOCTh, KOTOPYIO MbI OOCY>KIaIu pa-
Hee B OTHOIIIEHMI MaKCUM U 3aKOHOB. Takvum oOpasom,
CYIITHOCTB ITPaKTMYECKVIX OCHOBOITOJIOKEHWMTI 3aKJTI0Ua-
€TCSI B TOM, UTO OHWM OelicmBumesHo IIO3BOJISIIOT COBEp-
IIaTh ITOCTYIIKAL

Tocrie ipMBeIEHHOTO BBIIIE OIIperieIeHs TPaKT-
YecKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOXeHm KaHT fobasiisier erne se
CTPOKM O 3aKOHaX M MakCMMaXx, KOTOpbIe HeJIb3sI Ui-
TaThb B OTPBIBE OT OIIpeNesIeHNMsI IIPAKTUUECKIX OCHO-
BOIIOJIOXKEHMTL. beK CTaHOBUTCS XepPTBOW MMEHHO Ta-
KOro, OIInboYHoro, criocodba mHTeprperarmn. [1poso-
numMasi bekoM KitaccuduKays HpakTUIecKX OCHOBO-
HIOJIOKEeHWVI Ha OCHOBaHWVI TOT'O, SIBJISI€TCS JIVL VIX YCIIO-
BUE «3HAYUMbIM TOJIBKO IIJIs1 OTHEIBHOTO YesIoBeKa VI
1718 KaXKIOro PasyMHOIO CYIIecTBa» (KYpPCUB MOV —
B.P) (Beck, 1960, p. 80), ecTp pe3ysbraT UTEHMS 3TUX
IOBYX CTPOK 0Oe3 BHMMAHMS K OLpeIeIeHMIO IPaKTI-
YeCKMX OCHOBOHOJIOKeHMi. HarpoTus, mpaBumsibHOe
HpOYTeHe, y4YUTHIBAOIee OpeerieHe IIpaKTude-
CKVIX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHWVI, BBIIJISIAUT CIIEAYIOM 00-
pasoM: IpaKTHUUeCKie OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMSI — 3TO Cy-
XIIEHWs, CYIIIECTBEHHO OIIPeIeIsIOle COBEpIIeH e
IIOCTYIIKOB IIyTeM OIIpeHesIeHNsI BOJIU HeVICTBYIOLIMX
yinry. MaKCuMBI M 3aKOHBI — JIBa TUIIA ITPAKTUIECKMX
OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWVL. YCITOBVSI MAKCUMBI BBIIIOJIHSIFOTCSI

4B «OcHosononoxeHn» KaHT omperernsgeT BOIIO KakK CIIOCOD-
HOCTB, ITO3BOJISIONIYIO pasyMHBIM CYIIIeCTBaM [IeVICTBOBATb IIO
npuHmaMm (AA 04, S. 412; Kanr, 19976, c. 117). Kpome Toro,
B TpeTbent «Kpurnke» KaHT Ha3bIBaeT BOJIIO CIIOCOOHOCTBIO XKe-
smarms (AA 05, S. 172; Karr, 2001, c. 81), KOTOpyIo OH CUMTaeT CBS-
3aHHOVI C COBepIIIeHeM ITocTyIkoB (AA 25,5, 577; AA 25,S.1335).
> Obujee oriperierieHe BOJIVI OTHOCUTCS K MOTWMBALIUW IIEVICTBY-
FOITVX JIVII 17151 COBEpIIIeHMsI OITpefle/IeHHBIX IIOCTYTIKOB 8000uje.
DTO 0O3HaUaeT, YTO IIPAKTUYeCcKVie OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVIS IIPeJICTaB-
JISIOT 11 0OOCHOBBIBAIOT He KOHKPETHBIE IIOCTYIIKM KaK TaKOBbIe,
a [pyrve IpaKTWdecKye IIPeyIoKeHNs, CIy’Kalllye ITpaByuIa-
MM, KOTOPBIE TIPEICTABIISAIOT VI 0OOCHOBBIBAIOT STV KOHKPETHBIE
mocTynKu. JpyrvMm cjioBamu, IpaKTUYeCcKyie OCHOBOIIOJIOXeE-
HVS CJTy’KaT OCHOBaHMEM JUIs IIOCTYIIKOB OIIOCPeOBaHHO uepes3
Ipyrvie IpaKTUyecKyue IpejIoKeHNs, cyKallye IIpaBuIaMy
(Paton, 1947, p. 59). Harpumep, «He HapymanTe npaswia 110-
POXHOTO ABVDKEHVSI» — 3TO IIPAKTUYEeCKUVI IIPWHIINI, KOTO-
PBIVE COIIEPKUT IIpaKTIIeCcKoe IIpemioxkene «He ripesbiiarite
CKOPOCTB», TIOOY>KIarol1lee AeVICTBYIOLIIee JINIIO IBUTAThCS C OIl-
TMMAaJIBHOVI CKOPOCTBIO, YTOOBI YMEHBIINUTh BEPOATHOCTD JIO-
POKHO-TPAHCIIOPTHBIX ITPOVICIIIECTBAVL.
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them. For him, “will” is a faculty closely connected
with the performance of actions.” This means that
“determination (Bestimmung) of the will” refers to
moving an agent’s will towards performing actions
(Beck, 1960, p. 78).” In short, determination of an
agent’s will is a precursor to the reality of her ac-
tions. This shows that determining the will and en-
abling the performance of voluntary actions is the
defining feature of practical principles. This essen-
tial feature is no different from the feature of reali-
ty that we discussed earlier with respect to maxims
and laws. Thus, their reality in actually enabling
agents to perform actions is the essence of practical
principles.

In the passage above, Kant follows his definition
of practical principles with two lines on maxims and
laws. These lines should not be read independent-
ly of Kant’s definition of practical principles above
them. Beck’s reading falls prey to such a misinter-
pretation. Beck’s classification of practical principles
on the basis of whether their condition “is valid for
the individual only, or for every rational being [my
italics — V.R.]” (Beck, 1960, p. 80) is a result of read-
ing the two lines without taking Kant’s definition of
practical principles into account. Instead, the correct
reading of the two lines on maxims and laws in the
light of the definition of practical principles goes as
follows: Practical principles are propositions that es-
sentially found the performance of actions by deter-
mining the will of the agents. Maxims and laws are

14Tn his Groundwork, Kant defines volition or will as a conative
faculty that enables rational agents to act in accordance with
principles (GMS, AA 04, p. 412; Kant, 1996b, p. 66). Also, in his
Critique of the Power of Judgement, Kant calls volition or will a
faculty of desire (KU, AA 05, p. 172; Kant, 2000, p. 59), a faculty
he believes to be closely associated with the performance of ac-
tions (V-Anth/Fried, AA 25, p. 577; Kant, 2012, p. 131; V-Anth/
Mron, AA 25, p. 1335; Kant, 2012, p. 440).

15 A general determination of the will refers to moving agents
to perform certain actions in general. This means that practical
principles represent and ground, not specific actions directly,
but other practical propositions as rules that represent and
ground these specific actions. In other words, practical prin-
ciples serve as a foundation for actions mediately through
other practical propositions which serve as their rules (Pa-
ton, 1947, p. 59). For example, “Do not break traffic rules” is
a practical principle that contains under it a practical propo-
sition, “Do not exceed the speed limit” that moves an agent’s
will to drive at an optimum speed to reduce the possibility of
road accidents.



TOJIBKO OTIEJIbHBIMU JIFOIBM, k0204 OHA onpedessent ux
Boato kax cybvexmubHbLl npaxmureckui npuxyun. ycso-
BUIe 3aKOHa BBIIIOJIHSETCS TOJIBKO BCeMM (UICTO) pasyM-
HBIMV CYIIIeCTBaMV, k0204 OH onpedesiem ux 604w kax
obvexmubBHbll npakmuteckuil NpuHyun. DTO IIOKa3bl-
BaeT, uTo KaHT menT mpakTudecKre OCHOBOIIOJIOXe-
HMS Ha MaKCHMBI ¥ 3aKOHBI, OCHOBBIBasICh Ha X 3-
¢deKTMBHOCTY B MO3BOJIEHWV areHTaM COBepIIaTh II0-
CTYIIKM (TO eCTh Ha peasIbHOCTV), a He Ha VX 3HaIMMO-
CTV B KauecTBe IPaKTUYeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHUI (TO
€CTb Ha 3HauMMocTH). TakmM 00pa3oM, MaKCVMBI SIBJIS-
I0TCS CyOBEKTVBHBIMI OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVISIMM ITOCTYTI-
Ka IIpexxie BCero II0TOMY, UTO OIIpefiesIaioT BOJIIO OT-
TIeJTBHBIX JIIOEV], a 3aKOHBI SBJIAIOTCA OObeKTMBHBIMU
OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMAMM IIOCTYIIKa IIpeX/ie BCero I0To-
MY, UTO OIIpeZIeJIIOT BOJIIO BCeX UMCTO Pa3yMHBIX Cy-
miecTB. VHade roops, KaHT cBg3bIBaeT IIpaKTdecKye
OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEH M C VX CITIOCOOHOCTBIO TTOJIBUTAT /eii-
CTBYIOIT[ee JINIIO COBePIIaTh IIOCTYIIKIA.

4.2. Peaavnocmos kak docmamoutoe cBoiicmbo
npaxmuueckux 0cHoBonoroxenui

Ob6cyxpast mHTeprnpeTamyio bekoM KiTaccudmka-
LMV TPAKTIUeCKIX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHN B ITpeIbITyIIeM
pasziesie, MBI BUJIEIIV, YTO 3HAYVIMOCTH HeoOXOmMa [1JIs
TOrO, YTOOBI IIPVHIIVII IIPEBPATWIICS B IIPaKTMIeCKITA
npuHiy. CireioBaTesIbHO, ecyIv IIPUHIINII He paccMa-
TPUBaeTCsl PasyMHBIM CYIIIeCTBOM KaK IIPYMEHVIMBIN
T1JIs1 COBEpIIIeHNs ITOCTYIIKOB, OH He MOXeT OBITh ITpak-
TrdeckuM. TOYHO Tak Xe B KpaTKOM aHaIn3e KaHTOB-
CKOTO OITpejiesIeHIsl IIPaKTIUeCKIX OCHOBOITOJIOKEH
MBI [OHSUIV, YTO PeaIbHOCTh TOXe IIpeCTaByIseT Co-
Govi cyIiecTBeHHOe CBOVICTBO ITPAKTIUYECKMX OCHOBO-
HOJIOKEHWIL. 3HA4WT, eCI IIPVHIINIL B IeVICTBUTEIIb-
HOCTVI He OIlperielIsieT BOJIIO, OH He MOXXeT OBITh IIpak-
TrdeckuM. TakM oOpasoM, 11 IeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTB, 1 pe-
aJTPHOCTB SIBJISTIOTCS HeOOXOMVIMBIMY YepTaMVI IIPaKTV-
YeCKIMX OCHOBOIOJIOKeHUT. Tellepp si yTBepXKIalo, 4To,
XOTSI 3HaYVIMOCTb ¥ SIBJISIETCST HEOOXOMVIMBIM CBOVICTBOM
MIPaKTUYeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHUV, VIMEHHO peaslb-
HOCTB OyZIeT TeM JOCTaTOYHBIM ¥ HeOOXOOVIMBIM CBOVI-
CTBOM 17151 TOTO, YTOOBI ITPVHITMII ObLT ITPaKTIYECKVIM.
EcTpb niBe mpuymHBI IpVIePXKUBATHCS TOTO MHEHWIS:

1. PeasbHOCTh HPaKTUMUYECKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMV
BJIeueT 3a cOOOM X 3HAYMMOCTb, IIOCKOIBKY cdepa
MPVMEHVIMOCTYI IIPAaKTMYeCKOrO OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHVIS
JIOTMYeCKV CBg3aHa C ero IIpaKTudecKon 3pdeKTmB-
HOCThI0. Ecit MakcmMa IofiBuraeT OTOEIBHOIO UesIo-
BeKa K TOMY, YTOOBI COBEpPIINTH IIOCTYIIOK, TO 3TO O3Ha-
JaeT, 9YTO OHa ObIa M3HaYaIbHO CyOBeKTMBHO 3HAUM-
Ma Kak IIOTeHITMaIbHasi MaKcyMa. AHAJIOIMYHO, eCIIn
3aKOH II00Y>X/JaeT BCceX UMCTO PalMOHA/IBHEIX CYIIecTB
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two types of practical principles. The condition of
maxims holds only for individual agents when they
determine their will as subjective practical principles.
The condition of laws holds only for all (purely)
rational agents when they determine their will as objec-
tive practical principles. This shows that Kant divides
practical principles into maxims and laws based on
their effectiveness in enabling agents to perform ac-
tions (i.e. reality) and not on the scope of their rele-
vance as practical principles (i.e. validity). That is,
maxims are subjective principles of action primarily
because they determine the will of individual agents
and laws are objective principles of action primarily
because they determine the will of all purely ration-
al agents. In short, Kant essentially ties up practical
principles with their capacity to move agents to per-
form actions.

4.2. Reality as a Sufficient Feature
of Practical Principles

When discussing Beck’s reading of the classifi-
cation in the previous section, we saw that validity
is necessary for a principle to be a practical princi-
ple. That is, unless a principle is conceived of by a
rational agent as applicable to one or more agents
for performing actions, it cannot be a practical prin-
ciple. Similarly, with the brief analysis of Kant’s
definition of practical principles above, we have un-
derstood that reality too is an essential feature of
practical principles. That is, unless a principle ac-
tually determines the will of one or more agents, it
cannot be a practical principle. Thus, both validity
and reality are necessary features of practical princi-
ples. Now, I argue that although validity is a neces-
sary feature of a practical principle, it is the feature
of reality that is both necessary and sufficient for a
principle to be a practical principle. There are two
reasons for holding this view:

i. Reality of practical principles entails their
validity. That is, the scope of a practical princi-
ple in terms of its applicability is logically entailed
in its effectiveness in practice. If a maxim moves
an individual human agent to perform actions, it
means that it was subjectively valid as a poten-
tial maxim for her in the first place. Similarly, if
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COBepIIIaTh IIOCTYIIKM, 3TO O3HAYaeT, UTO OH ObLII 00b-
€KTVBHO 3HaUMMbIM KaK ITOTE€HIIMAJIbHbIVI 3aKOH JIJ1d
HVIX B IIepBYIO odepenb. TakmmM obpa3oM, ecrv IpaKTy-
YeCKUV IIPUHINUII OEVICTBUTEIFHO OIIPeHesIvII BOIIIO,
TO OH MOT C/ieJIaTh 3TO M3HaYaJIbHO.

2. 3HaYMMOCTP MPaKTUUECKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOXEHMT
He rapaHTHpyeT MX peasbHOCTU. [lae eciau mpuH-
IUII paccMaTpUBaeTCA KaK IIPVMEHVIMBIV JIJIs ievi-
CTBYIOILIErO JIMIIA [JIS IPVUHSATUS W IEeVICTBUS COryIac-
HO eMy, OH MOXXeT OBITb HEeIIpMMEHVMBIM Ha IIpak-
TuKe. I1oCcKOJIBKY IIpVIMeHeHVIe Ha IIpaKTUKe sIBJIseT-
Csl CYIIECTBEHHBIM CBOVICTBOM ITPAKTMYECKOI'O OCHO-
BOLIOJIOXKEH WS, B03MOXKHbLIU IIPAKTUYECKVV ITPVIHIIAIL
OeticmBumeabHo CTAHOBUTCS TAKOBBIM, TOJILKO €CJIV OH
ollpefeIdeT BOJIIO K ITOCTYIIKy. Hampumep, naxe ecim
IEVICTBYOIIIee JIUIIO CUMTaeT ITOTeHIIVaJIbHYI0 MaKCU-
MYy 3HAYVMMOV [IJIs1 CBOEVI BOJIV, OH MOXKET KaK IIPUHSITH
ee v IIPMMEHUTD Ha ITPaKTUKe, TaK 1 He HPUHATE U He
OpUMeHUTb. ToT aKT, YTO IPUHINII CUMTaeTCs 3Ha-
YMMBIM [JISI TOI'O, YTOOBI HAa €r0 OCHOBAaHMM OBIIIO BO3-
MO>KHO JI€VICTBOBaTh, He TapaHTVPYeT, YTO OH IIOABWI-
HeT COBepPIIaTh IOCTYIIKMN.

BssiTele BMecTe, 3T 1Ba MOMeHTa IIPUBOALT Hac
K MOHVMMAHMIO, YTO JJIS TOrO, YTOOBI IIPVHIIUIT MOX-
HO ObUIO KBaJIMPULMPOBaTh KaK ITPAKTUUYECKOE OC-
HOBOIIOJIOKeHVE, XOTsI eMy M HeoOxommMo oOs1amarhb
oIIperieJIeHHO OOJIacThI0 3HAYMMOCTY, OITHOIO 3TO-
ro HeJoCTaTOYHO. VIMEHHO ero CBOVICTBO OIIpellesIsiTb
BOJIIO K IIOCTYIIKY ITO-HACTOSAIIEMY JIejIaeT €ro IpaKTu-
YeCKVMM OCHOBOIIOJIOXKeHMeM. TakmM o0pasoM, peab-
HOCTb SIBJISIETCSI KaK HeOOXOIVIMBIM, TaK M IOCTaTO4-
HBIM CBOVICTBOM ITPAKTMYECKIX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEH VA,

Eciim peasIbHOCTB SIBJISIETCSL TOCTATOYHBIM CBOVI-
CTBOM ITPAKTMYECKMX OCHOBOITIOJIOXKEHUI, TO YCTOM Y-
Basi KJlaccudmKalmsl MpaKTUYeCKVX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKe-
HWV JOJDKHA CTPOUTHCS MMEHHO Ha 3TOM OCHOBaHMIL.

5. Knaccudnkanmst mpakKTMIecKmux
OCHOBOIIOJIO>KEHU VI Ha OCHOBAaHWWM peaTbHOCTH

B miepBoM pasmierie s yTBepK/Iajl, YTO MAKCVIMBI U 3a-
KOHBI — 3TO [IBa PasHBIX THUIIA IIPAKTUIECKUX OCHO-
BOHOJ’IO)KEHVH}I, OCHOBaHHBIX Ha KpUTEPpUIX 3Ha4YVIMO-
CTW ¥ peaIbHOCTI. Bo BTOpOM paspete sl Hadasl ¢ 3aMe-
YaHV, 9YTO KaHTOBCKOE pa3jIM4yeHne MaKCVM ¥ 3aKO-
HOB KaK JIByX TVIIOB IIPaKTINYeCKIX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMA
HEe O3Hadae€T, YTO OHWM JBJISAIOTCS VICUEPIIBIBAIOIVIMIL
€MIVIHCTBEHHO CYIIEeCTBYIOIIVIMY TUIIAMM IIpaKTide-
CKVMIX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMIT. B IpenpinyIieM pasmere s
yYTBEPXKIIAJL, 9YTO, XOTA SHAQYMMOCTDb U PeaJIbHOCTD SBJISI-
IOTCSI HEOOXOIVIMBIMIL CBOVICTBAMM ITPAKTUYIECKIIX OC-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEHMW, VX PeasIbHOCTDb, TO eCTh MX 3 dek-
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a law moves all purely rational agents to perform
actions, it means that it was objectively valid as a
potential law for them in the first place. Thus, if a
practical principle actually determines the will of
agents, it means that it was possible for it to do so
in the first place.

ii. Validity of practical principles does not guar-
antee their reality. That is, even if a principle is con-
ceived of as applicable for agents to adopt and act
on, it may not be put to practice. Since its applica-
tion in practice is the essential feature of a practical
principle, a possible practical principle actually be-
comes one only if it determines the will to action.
For instance, even if an agent conceives of a poten-
tial maxim as holding valid for her will, she may or
may not adopt it and put it into practice. Thus, the
fact that a principle is conceived of as relevant for
agents possibly to act on does not ensure that it will
move them to perform actions.

Taken together, these two points lead us to an
understanding that for a principle to qualify as a
practical principle, although it is necessary for it to
have a scope of relevance for agents, this feature is
not sufficient. It is its feature of determining the will
of agents to action that adequately makes it a practi-
cal principle. Thus, reality is both a necessary and a
sufficient feature of practical principles.

If reality is the sufficient feature of practical
principles, then a stable classification of them must
occur on its basis.

5. Classification of Practical Principles
on the Basis of Reality

In the first section I argued that maxims and
laws are two distinct types of practical principles on
the bases of the criteria of validity and reality. In the
second section I began by noting that Kant’s distinc-
tion of maxims and laws as two types of practical
principles does not mean that they are exhaustively
the only types of practical principles. In the previ-
ous section I argued that although validity and re-
ality are necessary features of practical principles,
their reality, i.e. their effectiveness in determining
the will of the agents, is their sufficient feature. If
this is so, the right classification of practical princi-



TUBHOCTDb B OIIpeJieJleHUI BOJIV, eCTh TakXe 1 JocTa-
TOYHOe cBOMCTBO. Ecrv aTO Tak, mpaBuibHas Kilaccu-
duKanmsa TpaKTUUeCKX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHUVI JI0JDKHa
OCHOBBIBATBCS Ha VX peayIbHOCTH. Takas KilaccudmKa-
Vs TIPaKTUYecKVIX OCHOBOIIOJIOKeHMVI OymeT mcdep-
IIBIBAIOIIIEV! TOJIBKO B TOM CJIydae, eciIv OHa OyrieT yuu-
TBIBaTh BCe BO3MOXKHBIE CIIOCOOBI, KOTOPBIe IIpMAaAyT
VIM 3Ha9MMOCTB M peasIbHOCTb. IpyruMu cjioBaMu, co-
BOKYIIHO VCYepIbIBaloIiasl KilaccuduKarms MIpaKTi-
YeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHUVI MOYXKET COCTOSITBCSI TOJIBKO
Toraa, Korjga TIjaTeIbHO M3ydYeHbl CTelleHb VX IpuMe-
HUMOCTI U 3 deKTUBHOCTI. B mastpHenmeM s moka-
XY, 9TO Ha OCHOBaHWM peayIbHOCTY IIpaKTHUUIecKue oc-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEHVISI MOKHO pa3fesIuTh Ha TPY TUIIA, KaX-
TIBIVI 113 KOTOPBIX IIOKa3bIBaeT Pa3jIIHble KOMOMHAIINN
MIPOSIBJIEHVIS MIX 3HAYVMMOCTY VI PeasIbHOCTI KaK OCHO-
BOIIOJIOXKEHMM TIOCTYIIKA. TprXOTOMMS ITPaKTUIeCcKIX
OCHOBOIIOJIOKEH VI BRITJIIIAT CJIeIYIOIIM o0pasom ':
1. <MaxcuMBbl, KOTOpble He SIBJISIOTCS IIOTeHLalIb-
HBIMV 3aKOHaMWI», VJIVI IIPOCTO «MaKCVIMBD».
«MakcVMBL, KOTOpBle He SBJISIOTCS IIOTEHIIVasIb-
HBIMU 3aKOHaMW» — 3TO IIPaKTUYeCcKyie OCHOBOIIOJIO-
JKeHs1, KOTOpBble CyOBbeKTVBHO pealbHBblL U CyOBEeKTVB-
HO 3Ha4uVMBIL. VIHaue ropopsi, mpakTuUyecKyie OCHOBOIIO-
JIOKEHVsI, TpUHaJIeXallyie K 5TOMy THUILY, 3HaUVMEI
7 3peKTUBHBI TPV OIpeeIeH BOIV OTHEIBHBIX
JIIOfIENl. DTO MHOXKECTBO ITPaKTMYeCKVX OCHOBOIIOJIO-
JKeHWVI HU4YeM He OTJIMYaeTcsl OT KaHTOBCKOIO ITOHS-
TUSL «MaKCUMBbI», PaCCMOTPEHHOIO B IIEPBOM paserre.
IlockosIpKy OHM He SIBJISIOTCS TIOTeHIIMaIbHBIMU 3aKO-
HaMM (TO eCThb He MMeIOT OOBeKTMBHOV 3HAYMMOCTM),
3TV IIPaKTHUIeCcKyie OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHS He MOTYT IIPOVI-
TV KaHTOBCKMV TeCT Ha YHMUBepcam3npyeMocTs. Cire-
JIOBaTeJIbHO, COBEpIIeHHbIe Ha OCHOBAaHUM 3TMX MakK-
CVIM JIEVICTBMS He VIMEIOT MOPasIbHOV IIeHHOCT!. VIHBI-
MU CJIOBaMU, «MaKCVIMBI, KOTOpBIe He SABJISIOTCS TIOTeH-
IMaJIbHEIMY 3aKOHaMM» He MOT'YT YHAOBJIETBOPUTD Ka-
Teropvaeckmii mMIeparns KanTa, KoTOpsInn Tpebyer,
9TOOBI IPAKTUUYECKVe OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWS], JIeXKallye
B OCHOBe JIeVICTBVIVI, MOIJIV TaK>Ke OBITh BCceoOIm 3a-
koHamu. CiiefoBaTesIbHO, C MOpPaILHOV TOUKM 3peHs

16 D11 [IpaKTHMYecKrie OCHOBOITOJIOKEHNMSI Ha3BaHbI C VICIIONIB30-
BaHVEM TEPMIHOB «MAaKCUMBI» ¥ «3aKOHBI», IIOTOMy uTo KamT
paccy KaaeT TOJIbKO O MaKCMMax M 3aKOHaX Kak JIBYX THUIIaX IIpaK-
TIYECKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWV. TeM He MeHee OH TOBOPWT, UTO
KaTeropy4ecKnvl MMIIepaTiB TpebyeT IeVICTBUIL COIIACHO OIpe-
IleJIeHHbIM MaKCMMaM, KOTOpbIe B TO >Ke BpeMsl MOI'YT OBITb 3a-
koHamu (AA 04, S. 402, 421; Kanr, 19976, c. 83—85, 143 —145),
VI CUMTAET, YTO HEKOTOPbIE 3aKOHBI CyOBEKTMBHO CIIyKaT B Kade-
ctBe MakcyM (AA 04, S. 401 Anm.; Kanr, 19976, c. 81 cn.). Cie-
JIOBaTeIbHO, MOXKHO YCMOTPeETh 371ech HaMek KaHra Ha Tperwit
THII ITPAKTIYIECKIX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHIV], B KOTOPOM MCIIOJIB3YIOTCS
«MaKCHMBI» U «3aKOHBI», HO He YTOYHSETCs, KaKyie MIMEHHO 0CO-
OeHHOCTV MaKCUM ¥ KaKiie 0COOEHHOCTVI 3aKOHOB OO BeIVHAIOTCSL.

V.K. Radhakrishnan

ples should be based on their feature of reality. Such
a classification of practical principles will be exhaus-
tive only if it takes into account all the possible ways
in which they can be valid and real to agents. In oth-
er words, a collectively exhaustive classification of
practical principles can happen only when the ex-
tent to which they are applicable and effective are
thoroughly explored. In what follows I show that,
on the basis of the feature of reality, practical prin-
ciples can be classified into three types each show-
ing different ways in which they are valid and real
for agents as principles of action. The trichotomy of
practical principles is as follows':

i. “Maxims that are not potential laws” or just
“maxims”

“Maxims that are not potential laws” are prac-
tical principles which are subjectively real and sub-
jectively valid. In other words, practical principles
belonging to this type are relevant and effective in
determining the will of individual human agents.
That is to say, this set of practical principles is no
different from Kant’s notion of “maxims” that we
saw in the first section. Since they are not poten-
tial laws (i.e. lack objective validity), these practi-
cal principles cannot pass Kant’s universalisability
test. Hence, actions that follow them are sure to lack
moral worth. Put it in another way, “maxims that
are not potential laws” are not eligible to satisfy
Kant’s categorical imperative that demands practi-
cal principles underlying actions also to be willed
as laws. Hence, from a moral standpoint, one ought
not to adopt “maxims that are not potential laws” to
perform actions."”

6 These practical principles are named using the terms “max-
ims” and “laws” because Kant discusses only maxims and
laws as two types of practical principles. Yet, he identifies the
categorical imperative as demanding actions on certain max-
ims which are at the same time willed as laws (GMS, AA 04,
p- 402, 421; Kant, 1996b, p. 57, 73) and understands certain
laws to subjectively serve as maxims (GMS, AA 04, p. 401n;
Kant, 1996b, p. 56n). Hence, one can take him to hint at a third
type of practical principles using “maxims” and “laws” with-
out specifying which feature of maxims and which feature of
laws are brought together.

7 The condition of “maxims that are not potential laws” re-
quires individual human agents to perform actions that are
good for the sake something (i.e. conditionally good). Given
our essential sensible nature, they specifically aim for happi-
ness which arises on the condition that our impulses, instincts
and inclinations are satisfied. Hence, “maxims that are not po-
tential laws” can also be called “maxims of self-love” (KpV,
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He cIefyeT IPUHVIMATh «MaKCVIMBbI, KOTOpbIe He SBJIS-
FOTCSI TOTEHIIMAJIPHBIMIM 3aKOHAMU», [IJIsI COBEPIIEHIS
ITOCTYTIKOB V.

2. «MakcuMBL, KOTOpbIe SBJISIOTCS HOTeHIIaIbHbI-
MU 3aKOHaMW».

«MaKcyMBI, KOTOpbIe SIBJISIOTCA ITOTeHIIVaIbHBIMU
3aKOHaMI» — 3TO IIPaKTUYeCKe OCHOBOITOJIOXEHVIS,
KOTOpble CYOBEKTVBHO peaslbHBI M OOBEKTVBHO 3Ha-
unMBL [dpyruMu cjioBaMu, HpakTU4ecKye OCHOBOIIO-
JIOKeHMsl, IpVHaljIeXXallye K 3TOMY THUITY, o0si3aTesb-
HO 3HaAYVIMBI [IJIS1 BCeX pa3yMHEBIX CyIeCcTB, HO 3pdek-
TVBHBI TOJIBKO ITPU IETEPMUHUPOBAHWUM BOJIVI OTIEJIb-
HbIX Jiofen. Kak 1 m1s1 «3akoHOB», Heobxomyumast mpu-
JIOXKVMMOCTh «MaKCVM, KOTOpBIE SIBJISIOTCS IIOTEHIIV-
QJTPHBIMU 3aKOHaMW» KO BCEM pa3yMHBIM CYIIleCTBaM
BKJTFOYaeT KaK YMCTO pa3yMHBIX CYIIIECTB, TaK M YeJIo-
Beka. OmHaKo, B OT/IMYME OT «3aKOHOB», 3TU ITPaKTU-
YeCcKre OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMSI He HMPUHMMAIOTCS IS CO-
BEPIIEHVS JeVICTBU YMCTO Pa3yMHBIMM CyIIIeCTBaMu,
a IPVHUMAIOTCA TOJIBKO OTHEeIbHBIMU JIIoAbsMU. py-
TVIMV CJIOBaMW, «MaKCVIMBI, KOTOPBIE SIBJISIFOTCSI IIOTEH-
IMaJIbHBIMM 3aKOHaMW» 00s3aTeJIbHO OTHOCSITCH KO
BCEM JTIOMSIM W TIO[IBMUTAIOT BOJIIO OTHAEJIBHBIX JIIOHEV
K COBEPITIEHWIO MOCTYIIKOB.

3meck HYXKHO 3aMeTUTb, KaKiMM 00pa3oM OHM 00B-
eKTVBHO 3HauMMBI ¥ CyOBeKTMBHO 3(pdeKTnBHEL Pa-
Hee, B IIEPBOM pasjierie, g yTBepXKIall, YTO 3HaYMMOCTh
«3aKOHOB» JUJISI BCEX JIIOHEV C «I0JDKEHCTBOBaHMEM»
He O3Ha4aeT, 9YTO OHU CyOBEKTMBHO 3HAYVIMBL IS OT-
IeJIbHBIX JIIOHEN B CUJIy HAIlleVl HeomveMAeMOu YUyB-
CTBEHHOVI ITprpoAel. To ecTh ecm «3aKOHBD» CUMUTAOT-
€51 CyOBeKTMBHO 3HaUMMBIM, TO 3TO OITpOBepraet JInbo
CyOBeKTUBHYIO ¥ CITy4YalHyI0 IPUPOLy JIFOfeV, JIibo
HeoOXOMVIMYIO V1 YHVBEPCaIbHYIO IIPUPOIY «3aKOHOB».
Opnako 3To He O3HaYaeT, YTO OTAeIIbHbIE JIFOA Y HUKOT-
7la He MOTYT JIeVICTBOBAaTh Ha OCHOBAHMIM OOBeKTMBHO
3HAYMMBIX IPaKTUYeCK/X OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHWI. DTO 03-
Hayajio Obl, UTO MBI JeTepMUHUPOBAHBI [IEVICTBOBATh
TOJIBKO VICXOJISl 113 CYOBeKTMBHO 3HAUMMBIX «MaKCUM,
KOTOpPBIE HE SIBJISIOTCS ITOTEHIIMaIbHBIMU 3aKOHaMVD»»
pazvi yIOBJIETBOPEHVISI HAIIEV 1Y BCTBEHHOW ITPVPOLIBIL.
YTBepXxmaTs, 4TO Hallla BOJISL HMKOITIA He MOXKeT OBITh
orpeiesieHa OOBEKTVBHO 3HAUMMBIMY ITPaKTUUeCK/IMI
OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHVSIMI pa3yMa, PaBHOCMIIBHO YTBEPX-

7 YcrioBue «MaKCMM, KOTOpBIE He SBJISIOTCS IIOTEHIIVaIbHbI-
MU 3aKOHaMm» TpebyeT, 4ToOBI OTOeIIbHbIE JIIOAW COBEpPILaI
IIOCTYIIKV, XOPOILVE TSI 4ero-TO (TO €CThb YCIIOBHO XOPOIIIVE).
YunThIBask Hallly YyBCTBEHHYIO IIPMPOJY, OHM HaMepeHHO Ha-
[IPaBJISIOT HAC K CYaCThI0, KOTOPOe BO3HIKAET PV YCIIOBUVL, 9TO
HAIIIV VIMITYJIBChI, MIHCTMHKTBI 11 CKJIOHHOCTV Y/IOBJIETBOPEHBI.
CrteoBaTesibHO, «MaKCHMBI, KOTOpPBIE He SBJISIOTCS ITOTEHIIV-
TEHBIMM 3aKOHAMV» TakKKe MOKHO Ha3BaTh «MaKCVIMaMW JIIO0-
BU K cebe» (AA 05, S. 36; Kant, 19974, c. 361 —363).

ii. “Maxims that are potential laws”

“Maxims that are potential laws” are practical
principles which are subjectively real and objec-
tively valid. In other words, practical principles be-
longing to this type are necessarily relevant to all
rational agents, but are effective only in determin-
ing the will of individual human agents. Like the
“laws”, the necessary applicability of “maxims that
are potential laws” to all rational agents includes
both purely rational agents and human agents.
However, unlike the “laws”, these practical princi-
ples are not adopted by purely rational agents, but
only by individual human agents for performing
actions. In other words, “maxims that are potential
laws” are necessarily relevant to all human agents
and move the will of individual human agents to-
wards performing actions.

An additional note on how they are objective-
ly relevant and subjectively effective is required
here. Earlier, in the first section, I argued that va-
lidity of “laws” for all human agents with an
“ought” does not mean that they are relevant sub-
jectively for individual human agents by virtue of
our essential sensible nature. That is, if “laws” are
considered subjectively valid, that would refute
either the subjective and contingent nature of hu-
man agents or the necessary and universal nature
of “laws”. However, this does not mean that indi-
vidual human agents can never act on objectively
valid practical principles. To say that would mean
we are determined to act only on subjectively valid
“maxims that are not potential laws” in order to
satisfy the needs of our sensible nature. In other
words, to claim that our will can never be deter-
mined by objectively valid practical principles of
reason is the same as arguing that human agents
lack an autonomous will (GMS, AA 04, p. 440; Kant,
1996b, p. 89). Hence, despite our essential sensi-
ble nature, individual human agents can choose to
act on “maxims that are potential laws” conceived
of by their reason as relevant for them universal-
ly and necessarily. Such a stance restores Kant’s
formula of “ought implies can”. That is, “maxims
that are potential laws” are applicable to all human
agents with an “ought” and apply to individual hu-
man agents with a “can”. Moreover, I believe that

AA 05, p. 36; Kant, 1996a, p. 169).
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JeHMIO, YTO JIIOAM He o0JIafaroT aBTOHOMHOV BOJIeVt
(AA 04, S. 440; KanT, 19976, c. 203—205). CrrenoBaTesib-
HO, HeCMOTps Ha Hallly HeOTheMJIEMYIO UyBCTBEHHYIO
IIPUPOLY, OTHEIBHBIVI YeJIOBEK MOXeT Oesamdv Bvi00p
B TIOJIB3y MOCTYIIKOB COITIACHO «MaKCMMaM, KOTOpEBIe
SIBJISIFOTCS. TIOTEHIIMAIBHBIMIU 3aKOHAMW», KOTOpbIe (TO
eCTh yKa3aHHBIe MaKCUMBL — [Ipumeu. nep.) ero pasym
CYMTaeT 3HAUMMBIMU 1715 HeTO YHUBEPCaIbHBIM U He-
oOxomymbIM oOpasom. Takast 1o3uIvs BOcCTaHaBIIVIBa-
eT popmyity KaHTa «10JKeH, 3HAUMUT MOXeIIIb», TO eCThb
«MaKCVIMBI, KOTOpPBIe SIBJISTIOTCS IOTeHIVaJIbHBIMI 3a-
KOHaM», IIPUMEHMBI KO BCeM JTIOSAM KaK «JOJDKHBIe»
VI IIPUMEHSIIOTCS K OTHEeIIBHOMY 4eJIOBEeKY KaK «BO3MOX-
HblIe». bosiee Toro, s cuMTar0, YTO HEOMHOKpPATHBIE CChUI-
kv KaHTa Ha ycjioBre «BceoOIert 3HaYMMOCTY MaKCH-
MBI KakK 3aKoHa» (AA 04, S. 438, 449, 458, 461—462; Ka#nr,
19976, c. 197—199, 229-231, 257—261, 265—-271; AA 05,
S. 45; KanTt, 1997a, c. 383—387) 11 Ha 3aKOHBI, KOTOpbIe
«CIIyXaT CyOBeKTVBHO» B KadeCcTBe MaKCHM (TO eCTh 3a-
KOHBI, KOTOpbIe SIBJISIOTCS «MaKcuMaMmu quoad subjec-
tum») (AA 04, S. 401 Anm.; KanxT, 19976, c. 81 cu.; AA 27,
S.495; A 812 / B 840; KauT, 2006, c. 1019—1021), oTHOCST-
Csl K «MaKCVIMaM, KOTOpbIe SBIISIOTCS TIOTEHITVaIbHbI-
MM 3aKOHAMW», IPVHMMAEMBIMY OTHEIITBHBIMIL JTIOb-
M8, Ermle oovH MOMEHT, KOTOPEIVI CJIeIyeT OTMETWTb,
COCTOUT B TOM, YTO HaXKe eCJIV KaAXO0blil OTIEIbHBIN Ue-
JIoBeK OymeT coBepmIaTh IIOCTYIIKV, PyKOBOACTBYSCH
«MaKCVIMaMM, KOTOpBIE SIBJISIOTCS ITOTE€HITMATBHBIMM
3aKOHaMM», 3TV MaKCVIMBI BCe PaBHO He CTaHYT O0b-
eKTVBHO peayIbHBIMI, IIOCKOJIbKY B TaKOM CiIydae, Oy-
Oyun CyOBeKTMBHO peaylbHBIMIU IPaKTMYeCKMMM OC-
HOBOIOJIOXKEHMSIMM, OHV OLpelesILioT BOJIIO BCexX JIIO-
JeVt cJIly4yaliHo M MHAVBUAyaabHO. To ecTh, BO-TIepBhIX,
Zlake ecJIv Bee JIIOAM ABVDKVIMBL «MaKCMaMy, KOTOpbIe
SIBJTSIFOTCS TIOTEHITMATbHBIMIY 3aKOHAMVI», OHV HUKOTTIa
He CMOT'YT OBITh IBVDKVMBIMVL IMVL C He00X00UMOCTBIO.
VIHpIMM cJI0BaMM, M3-3a CBOeV eCTeCTBEHHOVI IIOfBep-
JKEHHOCTV BJIVITHVMIO YyBCTBeHHOU Ipuponsl (AA 05,
S. 74; Kanrt, 1997a, c. 471—473) mofyt MOT'YT IIPEKpaTUTh
JIeVICTBOBaTh Ha OCHOBAaHWM TMX IIPaKTUUECKMX OCHO-
BOITIOJIOKEHMT B JIIO0OVI MOMEHT BpeMeHM. Bo-BTOpBIX,
KOIZIa «MaKCVIMBI, KOTOPBIe SBJISIIOTCS ITOTEHITMAITBHBI-
MM 3aKOHaMM», 3 PeKTMBHEBI JIJTSI BCeX JIIOIeVt, OHM 00-
JIaJIalOT TOJIBKO SMIIMPUYECKOV MJIVI CpaBHUTEILHOM

8 KaHT cchUIaeTCs Ha JIIOZIeV, KOI/Ia IVIIIET, YTO 3aKOHBI CyObek-
TMBHO CJIy’KaT MaKCYMaMV «BCEM Pa3yMHBIM CYIIIECTBAM», €CIIN
pasyM VMeeT «IIOJIHYIO BJIaCTh Hajl CIIOCOOHOCTBIO JKeJIaHVIsD»
(AA 04, S. 401 Anm.; Kanr, 19976, c. 81 cH.). Hama HecoBepiiien-
Has BOJIS He IOJIHOCTBIO KOHTPOJIMPYETCs Pa3yMOM, IIOCKOJIbKY
OHa TaKKe BCeT[a YaCTIMIHO 3aBUICUT OT IOTpeOHOCTel Harel
JyBCTBEHHOV IpUpPO/IBl. TeM He MeHee eCTi pa3yM OTHEITbHBIX
JIOJIEVI TIOJIHOCTBIO KOHTPOJIVIPYET MX JKeJIaHUs, TO OOBbeKTUB-
HbIe 3aKOHBI CyOBEKTMBHO CIIyXKaT «MaKCMMaMW, KOTOpPbI€ SIBJIsi-
FOTCSI IIOTEHITMAILHBIMIY 3aKOHAMIL».

V.K. Radhakrishnan

Kant’s repeated references to the condition of “uni-
versal validity of a maxim as a law” (GMS, AA 04,
p. 438, 449, 458, 461-462; Kant, 1996b, p. 87, 97, 104,
107; KpV, AA 05, p. 45; Kant, 1996a, p. 176) and to
laws that “serve subjectively” as maxims (i.e. a law
that is a “maxim quoad subjectum”) (GMS, AA 04,
p. 401n; Kant, 1996b, p. 56n; V-MS/Vigil, AA 27,
p. 495; Kant, 1997, p. 263; KrV, A 812 / B 840; Kant,
1998, p. 681) pertain to “maxims that are poten-
tial laws” which are adopted by individual human
agents.’® Another point to be noted is, even if all in-
dividual human agents are moved to perform ac-
tions on “maxims that are potential laws”, they are
still not objectively real. This is because, in such a
case, as subjectively real practical principles, they
determine the will of all human agents contin-
gently and individually. That is, firstly, even if all
human agents are moved by “maxims that are po-
tential laws”, they can never be necessarily moved
by them. In other words, due to their natural ten-
dency to be influenced by their sensible nature
(KpV, AA 05, p. 74; Kant, 1996a, p. 200), individ-
ual human agents can stop acting on these practi-
cal principles at any point in time. Secondly, when
“maxims that are potential laws” are effective in
all the human agents, they only have empirical or
comparative universality (and not strict universal-
ity). This means that, in such a case, their universal
application can only be inductively inferred from
their extensive application to all human agents in-
dividually. Thus, “maxims that are potential laws”
can never be objectively real “laws” even if all hu-
man agents adopt them as principles of action.
Given that they have objective validity and sub-
jective reality, “maxims that are potential laws”
pass Kant’s universalisability test, and so actions
that follow from them have moral worth. This
means that Kant’s categorical imperative demands
individual human agents to adopt “maxims that are

8 Kant refers to human agents when he writes that laws serve
subjectively as maxims “for all the rational beings if reason
had complete control over the faculty of desire” (GMS, AA 04,
p. 401n; Kant, 1996b, p. 56n). Our imperfect will is not fully
under the control of reason because it is also always partial-
ly influenced by the needs of our sensible nature. Yet, if the
reason of individual human agents fully controls their desires,
then objective laws serve subjectively as “maxims that are po-
tential laws”.
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YHVBEPCAJILHOCTBIO (HO He YHMUBEPCAIIBHOCTBIO B CTPO-
TOM CMBICIIE). DTO 3HAYWUT, YTO B IIOIOOHOM CITydae VX
yHMBepCaJIbHOe IIPUMEHEHVIE MOXKET OBITH BBIBEIEHO
TOJIBKO VIHAYKTMBHO M3 VIX IIPVIMEHEHMS K KaXK/IOMY
OTHOeIBHOMY 4eJIoBeKy. TakvM oOpa3oM, «MaKCVIMBI, KO-
TOpBIe SIBJISIOTCS IOTEHITMAIBHBIMY 3aKOHAMVD» HKOT-
Ia He MOTYT OBITE OOBEKTMBHO peaIbHBIMI «3aKOHa-
MW», TaKe eCJIM BCe JIIOAV IPUHYMAOT X KaK OCHOBa-
HVISI CBOVIX IIOCTYIIKOB.

YuuTeIiBasi, 9TO OHM MMEIOT OOBEKTUBHYIO 3HAUV-
MOCTBb ¥ CYOBeKTUBHYIO peasbHOCTh, «MaKCUMEBEI, KO-
TOpBIE SBJIIOTCS IOTEHIIMAaIbHBIMI 3aKOHAMI» IIPO-
XOISIT KaHTOBCKUI TeCT Ha YHUBEPCATIM3UPYEMOCTH,
VI TIO3TOMY OCHOBaHHBIE Ha HVIX AEVICTBVIS VIMEIOT MO-
PaIbHYIO IIEHHOCTh. DTO O3HAYaeT, YTO KaTeropmde-
ckumt mmIiepars KaHTa TpeOyeT, 4TOOBI OTHEIBHBIE
JIIONV IIPVIHVIMAJIVL «MaKCUMBI, KOTOPbIE SIBJISIOTCS 110~
TeHITMAJIFHBIMY 3aKOHAMV» B KaUeCcTBe ITPAKTUIeCKIX
OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWVI JIJIs1 COBEPIIIEHISI MOPAJIBHBIX JeVi-
crBuit. To ecTs TpeboBaHVIE KaTeroOp4ecKOro MMIlepa-
TVBa AEVICTBOBATh COITIACHO MaKCMaM, KOTOpble MOT'YT
OBITH 3akOHaMM, — TpeOoBaHMe MIEVICTBOBATBH COITIAC-
HO «MaKCVMaM, KOTOpble SBIISIOTCS IOTEHIIVMaIbHbI-
Mu 3aKkoHaMm» (AA 04, S. 402, 421; KanT, 19976, c. 85—
87, 143—145) . D10 TakXe yKa3bIBaeT Ha MBICIIb O TOM,
YTO eOMHCTBEHHBIVI CII0CO0 OOBeIMHUTE BCEX JIIOIe
C APYTMMWM pa3yMHBIMV CYIIIeCTBaMM IIOZ, BJIACTBIO 00-
IIVX 3aKOHOB — COBEPIIATh IOCTYIIKV, OCHOBAaHHBIE
Ha «MaKCMMaX, KOTOpble TaKXe SBIISIOTCS 3aKOHAMII».
To ecTb, 4TOOBI OOBENVHNTE BCe Pa3yMHBIE CYILECTBA
B [JAPCTBO OOIIMX 3aKOHOB, BCe OT/Ie/IbHBIE JTFOIV JOIIK-
HBI [IPVHSTH «MaKCVMBI, KOTOPbIE SIBJISIOTCS IIOTEHIIV-
aJTbHBIMM 3aKkoHaMmm» (AA 04, S. 433-434; KanT, 19976,
c. 181-187). Takum oOpa3oM, KaHTOBCKO€e I1apCTBO Iie-
JIe BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO TOI/Ia, KOra Ka’XIbIV OTHEeIIb-
HBIVI 4eJIoBeK MeVICTByeT COIVIacHO «MaKCMMaM, KOTO-
pble SIBJISIOTCS ITOTEHIIMATBHBIMYL 3aKOHAMIL.

3. «3aKkoHBI, KOTOpBIE He SBIISIOTCS MaKCHUMaML»,
VIV ITPOCTO «3aKOHBD».

«3aKOHBI, KOTOPBIE He SBIISIOTCS MaKCUMaMI» —
9TO MPAKTUYECKVE OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHWS, KOTOPble 00B-
eKTVBHO pPeaJTbHbl M OOBEKTMBHO 3HAUMMBL TO ecThb
3TU IIPaKTU4eCKVe OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHVIS HeOOXOIVIMO
3(pPeKTMBHEI TOIBKO IIJIS UMCTO Pa3yMHEBIX CyIIIeCTB,
XOTSI OHV M 3HAYMMBI 171 BCEX Pa3yMHBIX CyIrecTB. Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, 3TO MHOXECTBO ITPAKTUIeCKIX OCHOBO-
MOJIOXKEHWMVI HYeM He OT/IMYaeTCst OT KAHTOBCKOIO I10-
HSATWS «3aKOHBD», PaCCMOTPEHHOIO B IIEPBOM pasferie.

19 «MaKCVMBI, KOTOPBbIE SIBJISIOTCS IOTEHIIMaIbHBIMI 3aKOHAMI»
TIO3BOJISTIOT OTAEITBHBIM JTIOISIM COBEPITIaTh MOpaIbHBIE ITOCTYII-
K1 (TO ecTh Oe3ycioBHO xoporye). ITo 3Tovt mpuynHe «MaKCy-
MBI, KOTOpPBIe SBJISTIOTCS TTOTEHITVAIBHBIMY 3aKOHAMW» TaKke
MOYKHO Ha3BaTb «MOPaJIbHBIMI MaKCHMaM1».
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potential laws” as practical principles to perform
moral actions. That is, the demand of the categorical
imperative to act on maxims that are willed as laws
is the demand to act on “maxims that are potential
laws” (GMS, AA 04, p. 402, 421; Kant, 1996b, p. 57,
73).” This also points us to the idea that the only
way to bring all human agents together with other
rational agents under common laws is by perform-
ing actions on “maxims that are also laws”. That is,
to unite every rational being as belonging to a king-
dom with common laws, all the individual human
agents must adopt “maxims that are potential laws”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 433-434; Kant, 1996b, p. 83). Thus,
Kant’s kingdom of ends is possible only when all
the individual human agents act on “maxims that
are potential laws”.

iii. “Laws that are not maxims” or just “laws”

“Laws that are not maxims” are practical princi-
ples which are both objectively real and objectively
valid. That is, these practical principles are neces-
sarily effective only in all purely rational agents, al-
though they are relevant to all rational agents. That
is to say, this set of practical principles is no differ-
ent from Kant’s notion of “laws” as we saw in the
first section. The strictly universal and necessary
character of “laws that are not maxims” gives them
an unconditional moral worth. Hence, the will of
purely rational agents that is always determined by
these practical principles is a perfectly good will.

Since this trichotomy was a product of classi-
fying practical principles on their necessary and
sufficient feature of reality, the three divisions are
collectively exhaustive and mutually exclusive
types. For instance, a practical principle that deter-
mines an agent’s will to increase his wealth by any
safe means, even if it requires stealing, falls only
under “maxims that are not potential laws” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 27; Kant, 1996a, p. 161). This is because,
firstly, this practical principle is relevant for and
moves the will of individual human agents whose
idea of the good life revolves around their concep-
tion of happiness alone, even if the means for it is
not morally worthy (subjective validity and sub-

¥ “Maxims that are potential laws” enable individual human
agents to perform moral duties (i.e. unconditionally good). For
this reason, “maxims that are potential laws” can also be called
“moral maxims”.



Crporo yHMBepCalIbHBIVI ¥ HEOOXOOWMMBIN XapakKTep
«3aKOHOB, KOTOpBIe He SIBJISIOTCS MaKCMMaM» IIpuia-
eT MM 0e3yCIIOBHYIO MOpaJIbHYIO0 IleHHOCTh. CiienoBa-
TeJIBHO, BOJISI YVCTO Pa3yMHBIX CYIIIECTB, KOTOpas BCeT-
Ila OIlpefesIsgeTcs STUMM IIPaKTW4IeCKVMY OCHOBOIIO-
JIOKEeHVISIMY, SIBJISI€TCSI COBEPIIEHHO JoOPOVL BOJIETA.

INockomBKy 3Ta TpUXOTOMMS OblIa IIPOTYKTOM KJlac-
crVIKaImy IIPaKTUIeCKX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMII Ha OC-
HOBaHMM VX JIOCTaTOYHOIO ¥ HeOOXOIVMOro IIpu3Ha-
Ka, TO €CTh peayIbHOCTH, 3TV TPV THUIIA SBJISIOTCS COBO-
KYIIHO VCYepIBIBAIOIIVIMI ¥ B3aVIMOVICK/TIOYATOIIIVIML.
Harmpvivep, mpakTideckoe OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHME, KOTOpoe
olperiesIseT JKeJlaHye Pa3yMHOTO CYIlecTBa yBeIM4INUTh
cBoe DOorarcTBo JIFOOBIM Oe30IIacHBIM CIIOCODOM, Iaxke
ecyIn 3T0 TpeOyeT KpaXXu, TIOATagaeT TOIBKO IO «MakK-
CVIMBI, KOTOpBIE He SBJISIOTCS ITOTEHIMATbHBIMY 3aKO0-
Hamm» (AA 05, S. 27, Kanr, 1997a, c. 339—341). DTo cBs-
3aHO C TeM, UTO, BO-IIEPBBIX, 3TO IIPAKTNIECKOe OCHOBO-
TIOTIOKEeH e 3Ha9VIMO /7151 BOJIVI VI ABVIKET BOJIEVI TOJIBKO
OTHEJIBHBIX JIIOZEV, Ybe TIOHVMaHVe XOPOIIer KVU3HU
CTPOWUTCS BOKPYT OJHOIO JIVIIIb TIOHSTHS CYacThsl, ke
€CJIVI CpeJiCTBa [IJIs ero JOCTVDKEeHMs He 00JIagaroT Mo-
PayIbHBIM IOCTOVHCTBOM (CyOBeKTMBHAs 3Ha4MMOCTB
U CyObeKTMBHas peaIbHOCTD). BO-BTOPBIX, 3TO IpaKTH-
JecKoe OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHVIe HeIIPVMEHVIMO KO BCeM pa-
3yMHBIM CYIIIECTBaM (TO eCTb He SBJISeTCsI OOBeKTMBHO
3Ha4IVMBIM), TIOCKOJIBKY YHMBEpPCaIV3aIIis 3TOr0 OCHO-
BOITOJIOKEHMS ClleJIaeT HEBO3MOKHBIM IIOHSATVIE UaCT-
HOVI COOCTBEHHOCTVI, UTO IIOBJIEYeT 3a COOOVI JIOTTIecKoe
npormsopeure. TakuM 00pa3zoM, IIpaKTUYecKoe OCHO-
BOIIOJIOXKEeHVIe, TIO3BOJIIIONIee BOPOBaTh, He MOXeT He
OBITH «MaKCVMMOVI, KOTOpas He SBJITeTCS IIOTEeHIIVaIb-
HBIM 3aKOHOM». TOYHO TaK ke IIpaKTUYeCKOe OCHOBOIIO-
JIOKEHWe, npednucelbaiuyee He JIraTh, MOXKET OBITH TOJIb-
KO «MaKCVIMOV, KOTOpas SIBJISIeTCsI TIOTeHITVaIbHBIM 3a-
KOHOM». DTO CBA3aHO C TEM, UTO, BO-TIEPBBIX, OH YHIBEP-
CaJIbHO 3HAYVIM J1JIsI BCeX JIIOTIeVI B CWITY VX Pa3yMHOCTY,
HO MOXET OBITh IIPVHAT TOJIBKO OTHEJIbHBIMU JIIOIBMI,
ube IIpeicTaB/IeHye o Or1are COOTBETCTBYeT Oe3ycIOBHO-
My MOpaJIbHOMY OJIary 9mCTOro IpaKTWYecKOro pasy-
Ma (00BeKTMBHAasI 3HAUMMOCTb U CyOBeKTMBHas peaslb-
HOCTB). Bo-BTOPBIX, 11 4TO Hamborlee BaXKHO, 113-3a CBOENL
VIMIIepaTVBHOM (POPMBI 3TO IpaKTWIecKoe OCHOBOIIO-
JIOKeHVIe CO CJIOBOM «IOJDKeH» He MOXeT ObITh IIprMe-
HVIMO IJI 9VCTO PasyMHBIX CYIIIECTB, Ubs OOXKecTBeH-
Has VIV COBEpIIIeHHAs BOJIL He 3aBUCUT OT KaKMX-JIV-
60 moTpebHOCTeVI, KpoMe Oe3ycrtoBHOro Orara pasyma
(AA 04, S. 414; KanrT, 19976, c. 121—125). Tem He MeHee
«3aKOH, KOTOPBIVI He SBJISeTCSl MaKCVIMOVD», MMEFOIIV
UIIeHTUYHOe cofiep’kaHue («He JIraTb») Oe3 MMIlepaTyB-
Hov (POPMEL, BCerya IIPUMeHVM ¥ OBVDKeT O0XKeCTBeH-
HOVI BOJIEVI BO BCEX UVICTO pa3yMHBIX CyIIIeCTBax.
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jective reality). Secondly, this practical principle is
not applicable for all rational agents (i.e. not objec-
tively valid) because universalising this principle
would make the concept of private property impos-
sible, thus leading to a logical contradiction. Thus,
a practical principle that allows agents to steal can-
not but fall under “maxims that are not potential
laws”. Similarly, a practical principle that commands
agents not to lie falls only under “maxims that are
potential laws”. This is because, firstly, it is uni-
versally relevant for all human agents by virtue of
their rationality and can be adopted only by indi-
vidual human agents whose idea of good conforms
to the unconditional moral good of pure practical
reason (objective validity and subjective reality).
Secondly, and most importantly, due to its imper-
ative form, this practical principle with an “ought”
is not applicable to purely rational agents whose
divine or perfect will is not influenced by any
needs other than the unconditional good of reason
(GMS, AA 04, p. 414; Kant, 1996b, p. 67). Neverthe-
less, a “law that is not a maxim” which has an iden-
tical content (of not lying) without an imperative
form is always applicable and moves the divine
will in all purely rational agents.

6. Conclusion

If Kant had written a separate book illustrating
his theory of action in detail, it would have surely
shed sufficient light on the classification of practi-
cal principles. Unfortunately, he never wrote such a
book. Instead, he restricted his discussions of prac-
tical principles to condensed accounts on maxims
and laws, mostly as preparatory notes, in his works
on moral philosophy. I believe that Kant’s elaborate
moral theory presupposes a stable classification of
practical principles on a sound basis. My aim in
this paper was to draw out this classification from
hints provided by him in his brief discussions of
practical principles, maxims and laws. Contrary to
what is generally assumed in the secondary litera-
ture, I have argued that Kant thought of practical
principles as having two essential features: validity
(i.e. the scope of their relevance to agents) and re-
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6. 3ak/IroueHMe

Ecrmm Opt KaHT Hammicasm oTHebHyI0 KHUTY, ITOM-
POOHO OIMCHIBAIOIIYIO €r0 TEOPWUIO MEVICTBUS, 3TO,
HeCOMHEHHO, ITpOyIWJIo OBl CBeT Ha KilacCMKaIInio
IIPaKTUYeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHUM B IOCTATOYHON
Mepe, HO, K COKaJIeHVIO, OH HUKOIZa He MIcal TaKou
KHUTY. BMecTo 3TOro oH orpaHmdamsI CBOM paccykie-
HUS O IIPAKTUIeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMSAX KPAaTKMUMIL
OIMVICAHVISIMM MAKCHM VI 3aKOHOB B CBOMIX 3TMUYECKVIX
IIpou3BeleHNsIX, B OCHOBHOM B KauyecTBe ITOJITOTOBU-
TeJIBHBIX 3aMe4YaHu. S cumTaro, 4To paspaboraHHas
KanToMm MopasipHasi Teopus IIpearosaraeT HajImdue
YCTOVIIMBON KJIacCPUKAITUY MPaKTUYIeCKX OCHOBO-
TIOJIOKEHMVI, TIOCTPOEHHOV Ha IIPOYHOM OCHOBAHMIL.
Lestp oTOM CcTaThy cOCTOsJIa B TOM, UYTOOBI BBHISIBUTH
3Ty KJIaccMUKaLMIO 13 MOICKA30K, IIpecTaBIeHHbIX
B €ro KpaTKMX PacCyXIeHMsIX O IIPaKTUIeCKUX OCHO-
BOITOJIOXKEHMSIX, MaKCMMax ¥ 3aKoHaX. Bormpeku Tomy,
9TO OOBIYHO IPVHVIMAETCS B VICCIIEIOBATEIBCKO JIVI-
Teparype, g mokasail, uto KaHT paccMaTpmBai Impak-
TUYecKre OCHOBOIIOJIOKEeHMs KaK MMeoIye IBa Cy-
IIIeCTBEHHBIX ITPV3HAKa: 3HAYMMOCTD (TO eCTb CTelleHb
VIX 3HAYMMOCTM) VI PeayIbHOCTh (TO €CTh CTEIleHb VX
a¢pdexTrBHOCTM B MOTMBaIIMM K IOCTYIIKY). Kputu-
Ky# IIOIIXOT] TaKVX aBTopoB, Kak O'Hut u bex, s yTBep-
JKITat0, YTO, XOTSI HaJIMUMe 3HAYMMOCTU ¥ HeOOXOIMMO
IUUTSL TOTO, YTOOBI OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVIE CTaJIO IIpaKTuUYe-
CKUM, MMEHHO KPUTEPUVl peasbHOocmu OIpeesleHs
BOJIV OI[HOT'O MJIV HECKOJIBKVX Pa3yMHBIX CYIIeCTB Oy-
ZIET JOCTATOYHBIM Y HEOOXOIVIMBIM ITPM3HAKOM ITpaK-
TWYEeCKOTO OCHOBOIIONIOXKeHMs. Takmm obpasoMm, pe-
aJTbHOCTh CTAHOBUTCS IIPOYHBIM OCHOBaHVIEM [IJISI TIO-
CcTpoeHMs KilaccudmKalny IIpakKTUIeCcKMX OCHOBOIIO-
JIOXKeHUM. $I yTBepXIaro Takke, YTO KJIacCUUKaIIVS
IIPaKTUYeCKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHUN Ha OCHOBAHUM MX
3¢ppexTUBHOCTM B MOTMBAlMM K IIOCTYIIKY IIPMBO-
IOWUT K COBOKYITHO VICUEPITBIBAIOIIEVl M B3aVIMOVICKIIIO-
YaroIert TPMXOTOMWH, & IMEHHO: «MaKCVMBI, KOTOPbIe
He SBJISIOTCSI TTOTEHIMaIbHBIMM 3aKOHAMM», «MaKCH-
MBI, KOTOpBIe SBJISIOTCS MOTeHIMaJIbHBIMM 3aKOHa-
MW» U «3aKOHBI, KOTOpble He SBIISIOTCS MaKCHMMaM».
Sl cumraro, uTo KiIaccudUKaIs MPaKTUIeCKIX OCHO-
ponosioxeHun Kanra, IIpefcTaB/IeHHas B 9TOV CTAThe,
CJIYXVT OTIIPABHOV TOYKOV IJTS ITIOHVIMaHVISA KaHTOB-
CKOVI TeOpWM JeVICTBY. MBI MOXXeM IIPOIOIDKUTD 3TY
paborty, mccienys To, KaK MMEHHO JIeVICTBYIOIIIVIE JIVIIa
IIPVHVMAIOT Te VIV MHBIe ITpaKTUdecKie OCHOBOIIOJIO-
JKeHWs ¥ JIeVICTBYIOT VICXOMISl U3 HUIX B IIPaKTMUeCKMX
KOHTEKCTax.

ality (i.e. the scope of their effectiveness in moving
agents to actions). Criticising the approach of writ-
ers like O'Neill and Beck, I have argued that while
the extent of their validity is necessary for a princi-
ple to be a practical principle, it is the criterion of
reality in determining the will of one or more agents
that sufficiently makes a principle a practical prin-
ciple. This makes the feature of reality a sound ba-
sis of classifying practical principles. I have argued
that classifying practical principles on the basis of
their effectiveness in moving agents to perform ac-
tions results in a collectively exhaustive and mu-
tually exclusive trichotomy, namely, “maxims that
are not potential laws”, “maxims that are poten-
tial laws” and “laws that are not maxims”. I believe
that Kant’s classification of practical principles, as
it has emerged in this paper, serves as a starting
point to understand Kant’s theory of action. Further
work could be done on how agents adopt and act
on these three types of practical principles in rele-
vant practical contexts.
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