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CTATBU

KAHTHMAHCKAA PAOIMOHAABHOCTD B OTUKE:
OCHOBAHMN!, ITPUMEHEHN, BbI3OBbI

VK 1(091):17

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

M. IlImuxep'

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

! BpUCTONIBCKIV YHUBEPCITET.

BermxoOpuranms, BS8 1QU, bpucross, Ksuuc-poyr,
bukon-Xayc.
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ARTICLES

KANTIAN RATIONALITY IN ETHICS:
FOUNDATIONS, APPLICATIONS, CHALLENGES

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

M. Sticker!

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

Keywords: ethics, Kant, practical reason, rational-
ising, self-deception, moral psychology

!University of Bristol.

Beacon House Queens Road Bristol, BS8 1QU, UK.
Received: 23.10.2021.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-1-1

KanmoBexuit cooprux. 2022. T. 41, Ne 1. C. 7—39.

Kantian Journal, 2022, vol. 41, no. 1, pp. 7-39.



M. Ultuxep

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

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

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

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

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

1. Rationalising®

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

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

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



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

1. MynpcrBoBaHMe®

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4 Of course, there is “Denker”, thinker, but this term
is not a cognate of “reason”. I am grateful to Thomas
Sturm for discussion of these terminological matters.
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IpenmvicaHvsiM. YesIoBeK oITyIaeT B cebe camoM
MOTYIIIeCTBEHHBIVI IIPOTMBOBEC BCEM BeJIEHVISIM
ZloJira, KOTOpble pa3yM IIpefiCTaBiIsieT eMy J0-
CTOVIHBIMU TaKOTO TJITyOOKOTO YBaXKeHsI, B CBOMX
MOTPeOHOCTAX ¥ CKIIOHHOCTSX, ITOJTHOE YIOBJIeT-
BOpeHMe KOTOPBIX OH COe[IMHseT IIOJI VMeHeM
OmaxeHcTBa. Pasym Mexiy TeM HeocIaOHO Tpe-
OyeT WCITOJTHeHMs CBOVIX IIPeAIIICaHMIL, He o0e-
Iasi, OJIHAKO, PV 3TOM Yero-HuOyAb CKIIOHHO-
CTsM, CJIeJIOBaTeIbHO, KaK OBl HeyBaKMUTeJIHbHO
npeHeOperasi CTOJIb HEOTCTYIIHBIMM ¥ IIPUTOM
C BUJy CTOJIb CHPaBeJIVBBIMM ITPUTSA3aHVUSAMU
(KOTOPBIX He MOXeT YIpas3IHUTh HUKaKoe ITpe]l-
mvcanme). OTcrofia BO3HMKAET ecrmecmbentasn oua-
AeKmuKad, TO eCThb TsTa MyIpPCTBOBAaTh HallepeKop
CTPOrMM 3aKOHaM JI0JIra U IIOofiBepraTb COMHe-
HUIO VX CWIy, IO KpaViHell Mepe MX YMCTOTy U
CTPOrocThb, a TakXe, I7le 3TO TOJIbKO BO3MOXKHO,
merath Mx Oojlee COOTBETCTBYIOIIVMMV HAIIVIM
TIOXKEeJIAaHMSM VI CKJIOHHOCTSIM, T. €. TIOPTUTD WX
B VIX OCHOBAHWV VI JIVIIIATh VX BCEVI ITOJTHOTBI VX
IIOCTOMHCTBA, 9ero, B KOHIIe KOHIIOB, HE MOXeT
OI0OPUTE faXke OOBIYHBIVI ITPAKTUYECKUI PasyM
(AA 04, S. 404, —405,; KanT, 1997, c. 93).
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JaHHBII parMeHT IIOMOXeT HaM IIOHATb
PpOJIb MYApPCTBOBaHMS B PacCyXIeHMUAX OTHe/Ib-
HBIX CyOBEKTOB, a TaKxKe 3HaueHVe 3TOVI KOHIIeIl-
umy i mpakTudeckon dustocodpmn Kanra. Sl
paccMOTPIO J1Ba JIAaHHBIX acIeKTa I10 OYepeIy.

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

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

10

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

19

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

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

better in the future. However, agents who can-

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

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



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

ax KaHT ycMaTpriBaeT cOMHeHVIS B 4uCriomnie TOoJITa.

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

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

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

Purity is a second core features of duty. It
captures two different elements: Firstly, pu-
rity requires that only formal criteria, as they
are systematised by Kant’s Categorical Im-
perative formulae, can determine what duty
is. An agent who has cast doubt on purity, by
contrast, has introduced material considera-
tions into her moral reasoning. These are the
considerations she deems to be valid excuses,
which are supposedly so morally significant
that they even have an impact on determining
moral obligations in the first place. Second-
ly, purity requires that agents are motivated
by respect for the moral law, not by impure
and material considerations. If agents make
material considerations part of their reason-
ing about their duties, then they will likely be
motivated by these material considerations,
not by respect.



M. Ultuxep

OHV CICTEMATV3POBaHbI B POpMYyJle KaTeropide-
cKoro mMmriepaTtvBa KaHTa, MOTyT OIpeiesIsiTs, 4To
sByisteTcst JoyiroM. CTapsIiiye 1o COMHeHVe YVCTO-
Ty JI0JITa CyOBEKTHI, HAIIPOTVB, BBOMIST MaTepyalb-
Hble COOOpakeHMs B CBOM PacCy KIeHMs O Hpas-
CTBEHHOCTW. DTO Te cooOpakeHMs, KOTOpble OHM
CUUTAIOT BECKVMM OIIPABIAHVSAMM — IIPEIIoNo-
JKUTEJTLHO, HAaCTOJIBKO MOPaJIbHO 3HAYMMBIMM, UTO
OHW B TIePBYIO OUepellb BIIVISIOT fake Ha OIperiesie-
HVe MOpaJIbHBIX 00s13aTelIbcTB. Bo-BTOPBIX, UmcTOo-
Ta TpeOyeT, 4TOObI CyOBeKThl PyKOBOICTBOBAJIVICH
yBaKeHVeM K MOpaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY, a He HeUMCThI-
MM MaTepuaIbHBIMI cooOpaxeHmssMn. Ecit cyOb-
eKTBI C7IeJIaloT MaTepuasIbHbIe I1eJIV YacThIO CBOVIX
paccy>KIeHUM O CBOMX 00s13aHHOCTSIX, TO OHM, CKO-
pee Bcero, Oy/IyT PyKOBOCTBOBAThCS STVIMI MaTe-
PpUaJIbHBIMM LIEJISIMY, a He YBayKeHVIeM.

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

" TTpumepom mocrteniHero sipiisteTcs: MHKBYUTOp (Ketzer-
richter), yBepeHHBIVI B TOM, UTO eMy pa3pelleHo, a dakx-
TUYECKM OT HEero [axe TpebyeTcsl «IMIINTh 4deJIoBeKa
JKVM3HI 13-3a €70 PeJIUITIO3HOTO BepOVCIIOoBeaHs» (AA
06, S. 186, . ; Kanr, 1994e, c. 203).

36-37/
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To illustrate this, we can draw on one of
Kant’s own examples. The religious institution
of confession can inspire rationalising (Rel, AA
06, p. 77,.-78,; Kant, 1996d, p. 117). Agents who
are guilt ridden because they have done some-
thing wrong might think that confessing to a
person in a position of religious authority con-
stitutes a valid excuse for what they have done
(no strictness). Moreover, agents might take
this one step further and come to believe that,
since confessions can wipe away the stain of
sin, this powerful institution must also have an
impact on what is morally commanded. Moral-
ity might thus appear to them as a function of
divine command, mediated by the say-sos of
figures of religious authority who can make sin
go away. Agents then will act in order to please
the divine being or to avoid censure from re-
ligious authorities (no purity). This can be a
problem both in terms of motivation (agents
do not act from respect for the moral law) and
in terms of external actions (agents might do
things that violate duty and yet deem them-
selves justified).”

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

7 An example for the latter is the inquisitor (Ketzerrichter)
who thinks that he is permitted and in fact even required
“to take a human being’s life because of his religious
faith” (Rel, AA 06, p. 186, . ; Kant, 1996d, p. 203).

36-37/



Korpa cyOpeKTsI MypCTBYIOT, OHV MEHSIOT CBOV
TIIpeICTaB/IeHNS O TOM, YTO MOXKET OBITh OIpaBIaH-
HBIM U TpebyeTcsi C TOUKV 3peHvIsl MOpaJI, Vi JlaXe O
TOM, KaKOBbI Havibos1ee abcTpakTHEIE U PyHIaMeH-
TaJIbHBIE CBOVICTBA HPABCTBEHHOCTW (CTPOrOCTh U
uncrota). OmHako 3assieHve KanTa (AA 04, S. 404 —
405; Kanrt, 1997, c. 93), xorza oH yKasbIBaeT, YTO My-
IPpCTBOBaHME TaKXXe ITPeCTaBIIsieT cobovt popmMy
COMHEHVIS B «/IeVICTBUTEITBHOCT» MOPAJIBHBIX 3aKO-
HOB, HECKOJIBKO BBOIWUT B 3a0i1y KneHve. MynpcTso-
BaHIIe He SIBJIsIeTCs (POPMOV PaIIKaJTbHOTO CKEIITH-
IIVI3Ma, TIOCKOJIBKY OHO OTHOCHTCS TOJIBKO K CyObek-
TaM, 3aXBauyeHHBIM eCTeCTBEHHOVI [aJIeKTVIKOVI, TO
ecTb K cyOBeKTaM, HomurHeHHbIM 1oiry. CyOBeKT,
KOTOPBIVI BOOOIIe He IIpM3HaeT [IeVICTBUTEIIHOCTD
ZIOJITa, He BUIOWUT HYXXIIbI OOMaHbIBaTh ceOsl B JIOITY-
CTVIMOCTY CBOVIX [IEVICTBUTL.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2. Use myapcTBOoBaHME?

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

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

2. Whose Rationalising?

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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



M. Ultuxep

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

2] should say that this is Kant’s interpretation of
eudaimonism. Eudaimonists might rightly object to
being labelled partialists. See Sticker (2020).
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Koneuno, oOBriHeHMe B MyIpCTBOBAaHUM — He
eMHCTBeHHbIV apryMeHT KanTa mpoTus 3BaeMo-
HVCTCKMX TeOpWUI VI OecHpucTpacTHOTO KOH-
cekBeHIIMaM3Ma. OH paccMaTpuBaeT M Opyrue
poOJIeMBl, IIPVCYIIVE VX TeOpUsiM, KaK, Hallpy-
Mep, TO, YTO TIOCJIEJICTBIUS HUKOT/Ia HeJIb3s IIperl-
CKas3aThb C YBePeHHOCTBIO 1 UTO TeOPWUN, COITIaCHO
KOTOPBIM JIOJIT SIBJISIETCS q)yHKumeI?x TIOCJIEIICTBUM,
He MOT'yT IpPeJIOKNUTb Hafle)kHOe PyKOBOICTBO K
pevicteuio (AA 04, S. 418, _.; Kant, 1997, c. 133—
137, AA 06, S. 215,,—216,; 19948, c. 236—237). 51
AyMalo, 4TO JI0 TeX IIOp, II0Ka CIOp O TOM, KaKasd
3TMYecKasl Teopus IIpaBiyIbHA (VJIM, IO KparHen
Mepe, JIydlllasi U3 JIOCTYIIHBIX B HacToslllee Bpe-
Ms), He pellleH, KpUTYKa JIPyTrix TeOpuil 3a TO, 4TO
OHM SIBJISIIOTCSI MY PCTBYIOIIVIMYL VIJIV TIOOIIPSIIOT
MyApCTBOBaHMe, BbI3bIBaeT MHOXKECTBO OTBETHBIX
BOITPOCOB. TakmM 0Opa3oM, KaHTOBCKAsl TeOpws
My[OpPCTBOBaHMSI He MOXeT AaTh yOeauTeIbHbIX
OTBETOB Ha CTOIIIVIe TIepel] Hevl BOIIPOCHL, a IMeH-
HO Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, TIOYeMY TaK MHOT'O OOBIYHBIX
CcyOBeKTOB, a Takxke (procodos POpMyIMPYIOT
HEKaHTMAHCKME B3[JISIbI M COIVIAIIIAOTCS C HUMIAL

3. CTaHHapTBI, He 3aBUCAIIINE OT TeOpUn

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

2. Paccyxoenus, 0Buxxumvie onpedeseHHOU 1o-
Becmxon. Kax y>ke yIIOMIMHAIIOCh, OOVIH W3 CIIOCO-
00B HapyIlleHUs palVIOHAJIBHBIX CTaHOAPTOB —
3TO VICIIOJIb30BaHVe HaIlleyl PalyIOHaIBHOCTI 1S
00OCHOBaHMS BBIOOPA, COIVIACHO KOTOPOMY MBI
yXXe TIPUHSUIM pellleHle eVICTBOBaTh W yiKe
OCYIIeCTBIIIN JevicTBUsA. Harmm  paccyxmenms
3/1ech HeOeCIIpUCTPacTHBI OTHOCUTEIIBHO pe3yilb-
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2) Agenda-driven reasoning: 1 have already
suggested that one way to violate rational
standards is if we employ our rationality to
find reasons for options we have already de-
cided we will take or we have already tak-
en. Our deliberation here is not unbiased
as to the results. This is the classic ration-
al-tail-wagging-the-emotional-dog sense of
rationalising where an agent seeks to find post
hoc rational justifications for decisions driven
by emotions (see e.g. Haidt, 2001; Ellis and
Schwitzgebel, 2020, p. 23). One specific ver-
sion of this agenda-driven reasoning is the
well-documented confirmation or “myside”
bias: the intellectually dishonest behaviour
of only looking for reasons and evidence sup-
porting one’s own position and not looking
for or ignoring objections against, and prob-
lems for, one’s position.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

M. Sticker

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Conclusion

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

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

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

3ak/IroueHme

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

M. Sticker

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

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

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

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

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

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

H. Baxxépcm®

[Ipednpunumaemcs nonsimka  npoOeMOHCHIPUPO-
Bamy, umo mopasvHvle mpeboBaHus KameeopuHHsl 10
cboeii npupode. Omnpabroi moukotl cayxum scce IDxo-
Ha Maxoayaara «6asromces au mopaivtvle mpedoBanus
eunomemuveckumu umnepamubamu» (1987), 6 xomo-
pom 6 nosemuxe c Quaunnoi @ym ymbepikoaemcs, umo
MopasvHble 006006 He3aBucuMblL 0m xeAaHut cydsekma
u, credoBamenvro, A6aawmcs 6 Hekomopom pode Henpe-
n0xHoimu. Tlocae usnroxenusn 63ea2008 Maxdaysaia,
u3yueHus eeo udeu o «3aeAyuleHun» Beex uHvLX coobpa-
JKEeHUTL MOpaAbHbIMU mpeboBanuamu u o0CyxoeHus ee
napmuKyASpucnicKoeo amoca A paccmampubaio Bospa-
JKeHue, C02AaCHO KOMOpoMYy MopaisHbie 00600bL, Kak Ux
npedcmabasem cebe Makoaysaa, yHOAMeHMANIbHO He-
NOAHbL U S0 HE0OCHANOK MOXHO UCNPABUTTY, OAbKO
npubeeHy8 k npakmuueckomy pasymy 6 UCMUHHO KaH-
muanckom oyxe. 5 noxasvibato, umo danHoe Bospaxcerue
HecoCcnosmeAbHo, mak Kak 00bl0eHHbIM MOPAAbHbIM 00-
Booam He mpebyemcs obocHoBanue Pasymom. beccmuic-
AeHHO BbiBo0ums ux us Bvicuieeo NPUHYUNA MOPALU U
UHbLX 0CcHOBONOAOXeHUT payuoHasbHocmu. OObideHHble
00600b1 docmamouHsl camu 1o cebe, a4 UX 3HAUUMOCHID
MOXKHO onpedeauns U 00sACHUMb C HOMOU IO HECKOAb-
Kux cmpameeutl (Hekomopuie U3 Hux 6 WupoKkom cmoicae
apucmomesuanckue, Opyaue ONUpamcs Ha Kanmobekyio
opmyay uesoBeurocmu), mem camuiM 000cHoBbI6a5 ma-
Kkue 00600b. u npudabas um Becomocms. Xoms paccma-
mpubaemoe Bospaxerue U 0kasblBaemcs HeCOCMoAmeNb-
HbIM, pecpaexcus Ha 0aHHYI0 memy no3Bosem coeaams
6v1600 0 mMOM, UMO KAHMUAHCKUE UOeU MORYIM Cblepants
3HAuUMmMesvHYy0 poss 6 maxdayssiobckom Bocnpusmuu
MOPANLHBIX PACCYIKOEHUTL 1 MOPAALHO20 BOCNUMAHUA.

KatoueBvie caoBa: oose, Kanm, Maxoaysaa, mo-
paas, 00a3amesscmbo, 00AKHOe, NAPMUKYAAPUIM, Pa-
3yM, 0060001, 3a2ayuieHue

!Yrausepcurer Kynrc, Kvarcron.

Kanamna, K7L 3N6, OnTapno, Kunrcron, bernep-nernis, 49,
J>xoH-YoTtcoH-X0IuT.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 28.10.2021 e.
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CATEGORICAL
MORAL REQUIREMENTS

D. Bakhurst!

This paper defends the doctrine that moral require-
ments are categorical in nature. My point of departure
is John McDowell’s 1978 essay, “Are Moral Require-
ments Hypothetical Imperatives?”, in which McDow-
ell argues, against Philippa Foot, that moral reasons
are not conditional upon agents’ desires and are, in a
certain sense, inescapable. After expounding McDow-
ell’s view, exploring his idea that moral requirements
“silence” other considerations and discussing its par-
ticularist ethos, I address an objection that moral rea-
sons, as McDowell conceives them, are fundamentally
incomplete in ways only a full-bloodedly Kantian ap-
peal to pure practical reason can remedy. I conclude
that the objection fails: ordinary moral reasons do not
stand in need of a grounding in Reason. There is no
prospect of deriving them from a supreme principle
of morality or other canons of rationality. Ordinary
reasons are sufficient in themselves, though their sig-
nificance can be elucidated and illuminated by various
strategies — some broadly Aristotelian, some drawing
inspiration from Kant’s formula of humanity — in
ways that can strengthen and vindicate them. Not-
withstanding the failure of the objection, I conclude
by reflecting on how Kantian insights can yet play a
significant role in a McDowellian view of moral delib-
eration and moral education.

Keywords: duty, Kant, McDowell, morality, obli-
gation, ought, particularism, Reason, reasons, silen-
cing
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1. BBemenme

Hepasymno crioputh 0 TOM, Kakasl U3 KaHTOB-
CKVIX KOHIICIIIIMYI HanbosIee M3BeCcTHa, HO eCyIv Obl
KTO-TO BBIHY>K/IeH ObIT BBICKa3aThCsl II0 3TOMY IIO-
BOIY, TO yUeHIe O MOpaJIbHBIX TpeOOBaHMSX, Ha-
KJTQIbIBAOIIMX KaTeropuyecKre o0s3aTeIbCTBa,
HEeCOMHEHHO, IIpVBIIEKII0 Obl K ceOe BHMMaHMe.
Yuenne 310 He mpocTo m3BecTHO. Kpome mpoue-
IO, OHO ellle VI BEPHO VIV, eCIIV BBIpaXkaThcsl Ooslee
OCTOPOXKHO, BepHa Mjes, jleXXalllasd B ero OCHOBe,
a MIMEeHHO IIpeJiCTaB/IeHVie O TOM, YTO MOpaJIbHbIe
TpeboBaHMs 0e3ycIOBHBI, TaK KaK IIpeIChIBa-
0T, YTO JOJDKHO (VUIM He JOJDKHO) [leJlaTh, He IIpU-
HMMas BO BHUMaHVe HUKaKvie MHbIe JOBOIBI VI
IIPOAMKTOBaHHbIe CKJIIOHHOCTBIO JIVI0O KOPBICTHBIM
VMHTepecoM IIOOYXXIeHMs, a TakXe IIpOTUBOpeYa-
IIVie TIPeAIIVICAaHVISIM MOPaJIVI COOOpakeHMs 1 pas-
MBIIIUIEHVSI O BO3MOXXHBIX ITOCJIEZICTBUSIX. Tpebo-
BaHVe MOpaJIv BCerzla CrIbHee CIyJariHbIX 1IeJIevi,
JKeJlaHUW 1 CKJIOHHOCTel. OHO mMeeT popMy «JIe-
J1avi x», a He «aeJ1avi X, eCJIVI XOUeIIb ». OHo 00Bek-
TMBHO, 00s13aTeJIBHO VI He TIOMJIEXIT OOCYXKIIeHIIO .

Koneuno, mMHorme duiocodsl cumTaroT, 4TO
3Ta vijlesl HeBepHa, a JIpyrie HaxoIsaT ee MajloBpa-
3ymutesnbHOV. [TogoOHbIe B3MIISABI MOXKHO BCTpe-
TUTB B pabOoTax HOHKOIHUTWMBICTOB, KOTOpPBIE, CITe-
nys 3a FOMom, HaxoaT 00BEKTMBHBIE MOpaJIbHbIE
JIOBObI HEJIONYCTMMO 3araJlOuYHbIMU U He BUIAT
CMBICJIa B TIOOYXX[IeHMsX, He OOyCIIOBJIEHHBIX TaK
VWM MHade XejlaHuAMN. [pyrue ke dputocodsl,
KPUTWYECKM HaCTPOeHHbIe K HOHKOTHUTVBU3MY,
TeM He MeHee BpaX/1eOHO OTHOCATCS K 1ijiee KarTe-
ropudeckmx TpeboBaHMIA, 110 KpariHell Mepe ecjIn
OHM pacCMaTPUBAIOTCA B JEOHTOJIOIMYECKMX PaM-
kax. Hampumep, Dnmzaber DHCKOM ceTyeT, Kak

2B «OcHoBorosio)XeHmn K Metadmsuke HpaBoB» Kaut
rmret: «Kareropmaecknm nMirepaTBoM ObUT ObI TAKOVL,
KOTOPBIV IIPefCTaB/IsUl Obl KaKoe-HUOyIb AeVICTBIe KaK
[HEOOXOMMMOE] camo 1o cebe, ©e3 OTHOIIEHMST K MHO
nemn». Takme TpeOoBaHMS ecTecTBeHHBIM 00pasoM 00-
YCIIOBJIEHBI CIIOCOOHOCTBIO CyOBEKTa COBEPIINTH COOT-
BETCTBYIOIIlee [IeVICTBUe: HeJlb3sg TpeboBaTh OT desioBeKa
CIleJIaTh TO, YTO B OyKBaJIBHOM CMBIC/IE HEBO3MOXKHO («TBI
JIOJDKEH, 3HAYMT, Thl MOXelb») (AA 04, S. 414; Kanr,
1997a, c. 123).

D. Bakhurst

1. Introduction

It would be foolish to debate which of
Kant’s doctrines is most famous, but if one
were forced to venture an opinion on the sub-
ject, the doctrine that moral requirements bind
us categorially would surely be a contend-
er. Moreover, the doctrine is not just famous.
It is also true or, to be more circumspect, the
idea at the heart of Kant’s doctrine is true.
This is the insight that a moral requirement
is unconditional in the sense that it identi-
fies something you should (or should not) do
notwithstanding any other reasons you may
have, reasons of inclination or self-interest, or
other-regarding reasons in tension with the
dictates of morality, or considerations about
outcomes. The requirement is prior to your
particular contingent ends, desires or inclina-
tions: Its form is not “If you want y, do x!”, but
“Do x!” It is objective, necessary and non-ne-
gotiable.?

Of course, many philosophers contend that
this idea is not true, and some find it scarce-
ly intelligible. Such a view is familiar from the
writings of non-cognitivists, who, taking their
lead from Hume, find objective moral reasons
intolerably mysterious, and make no sense of
reasons for action not somehow conditional on
desires. Other philosophers, who are critical of
non-cognitivism, are nonetheless hostile to the
idea of categorical requirements, at least if they
are understood in a deontological framework.
Elizabeth Anscombe, for instance, famous-

2 As Kant puts it in the Groundwork, “The categorical
imperative would be that which represented an action
as objectively necessary of itself, without reference
to another end”. Such requirements are of course
conditional upon one’s power to do the represented
action: you cannot be required to do what it is literally
impossible to do (“ought implies can”) (GMS, AA 04,
p. 414; Kant, 1998, p. 25).
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M3BECTHO, IO IIOBOAY «TMITHOTM3UPYIOIIEro» Xa-
paKkTepa, IPUIIMCHIBAEMOTIO MOPaJIbHOMY [IOJIKEH-
CTBOBAHWIO, VI CUNTAET, UYTO «IIOHSATWS 00sI3aHHO-
CTU U JI0JITa (TO eCTb MOpaAbHOtl OOS3aHHOCTU U
MOpaAbH020 [I0JITa), IIPaBUJIBHOTO 1 HelIpaBUJIbHO-
IO C MOPAAbHOT MOUKU 3peHUs, a TaKXKe MOPAAbHO-
20 4yBCTBa “HOJDKeHCTBOBaHMS [TOJDKHBI OBITH OT-
OpoIIIeHBl, eciIV TOIIBKO 3TO IICUXOJIOTMYeCcK BO3-
MOYXHO; TIOTOMY 4YTO OHU SIBJISIOTCS IIepeXMTKa-
MM VI JTayKe IIPOM3BOTHBIMY OT IIEPEXVTKOB Oosiee
PpaHHEN STUYeCKOV KOHIIEIII, Oes KOTOpOVI OHU
IIOIPOCTY BpeOHOCHB» (Anscombe, 1958, p. 1).
Borree paHHSIS KOHIENINS — 3TO OOXKECTBEHHBIN
3aKoH. Vmes Ge3ycJIOBHBIX MOpPaJIBHBIX TpeboBa-
HUV, oOpaMJleHHasl OJITOM ¥ 3aKOHOM, IIpeBpa-
IIaeTcs B IpedpacCyoK, Korja ee HOPMAaTUBHBIN
aBTOpPUTET OOJIbIIIe He KOPEHWUTCH B CJIOBE OOXKbEM.

Kax u cienyet oxmmars, DHCKOM He B BOCTOP-
re ot Kanrta. OHa BeIcMeMBaeT ero IpefcTaBjieHye
0 MOpaJIbHBIX TpeOOBaHMX, IIPOVCTEKAIOIINX 13
aKTOB «3aKOHOMATeIbCTBA IJIS caMoro cebdsi», m
yTBepXKIaeT, YTO KAaHTOBCKME «PUTOPUCTIYecKue
yOexmeHNs» He MO3BOIMIIN €My OCO3HATh, 4TO
dopmyria BceoOmrero 3akoHa Oecrioie3Ha, ITOKa
MBI He OITpele/INMCs ¢ HafljleXXalllyIM OIVCaHVeM
paccMarpuBaemoro fevictsus» (Ibid., p. 2). Jaee
OHa ceTyeT Ha KaHTOBCKOe ITPOTVBOIIOCTaBJIeHe
HeVICTBYSL M3 JI0JITa VI IEVICTBYISL I3 YIIOBOJIBCTBIAS,
VIV JK€ JEeVICTBUS, ITPOAVKTOBAHHOIO ITPUPOHAON
uestoBeka’. I, KpoMe Toro, DHCKoM y1ipekaet Kan-
Ta B M300pa’keHMV JOJDKEHCTBOBAHNIS B BUJIE «He-
3aKOHHOPOX/IEHHOTO OTIIPBICKA UMCTOVI IIPaKTU-
YeCKOVI BOJIVI, IIpVHAIJIeKaIen VMHTeUINT MO Ib-
HOMY MVPY, ¥ 9yBCTBEHHBIX JKeJIaHUT 1 CKJIOHHO-
crer» (Anscombe, 2005, p. 200)*.

3V e, Kak IAIIET DHCKOM, IeVICTBIS, IIPOIMKTOBAH-
HOTO TeM, YTO «BbI SBJISIeTeCh CYIECTBOM TOTO COpPTa,
ubert popMe XVM3HM CBOVICTBEHHO IIOCTYIIaTh MMEHHO Ta-
KM obpaszom» (Anscombe, 2005, p. 196).

4 DHCKOM ObUIa OYeHb OBOJIBHA 3TOV MeTadpopoit u
BHOBb VCIIOJIb30B/Ia €e B 3aK/IIOUeHUV CBOell paboTbl,
Vs B 3aBeplamollyo ataky Ha Kanta: «Bo BceMm sToM
[zenoBegeckoM mevicTBMI] JKeJTaHMS M CKJIIOHHOCTV UT'pa-
10T 3HAYNTEJILHYIO POJIb, IIPU 9TOM MHOTHE U3 HIX IIPU-
HajyleXXaT K MUPY 9yBCTBEHHOTO, a IPYyTrie IOPOXKIEHBI
BOOOpaKeHVIEM ¥ MHTEUIEKTOM: OHM He IIafiias MaTb
“Mopasvtozo” OoaxercmBobarus, cobrIasHSIONIAS UNCTYIO
VIHTEJUIUTMOeIbHYIO BOJIIO, YTOOBI IIOPOAUTH ero» (Ans-
combe, 2005, p. 206).
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ly laments the “mesmerising” character attrib-
uted to the “moral ought” and ventures that
“the concepts of obligation, and duty — moral
obligation and moral duty, that is to say — and
of what is morally right and wrong, and of the
moral sense of ‘ought’, ought to be jettisoned if
this is psychologically possible; because they
are survivals, or derivatives of survivals, from
an earlier conception of ethics which no longer
generally survives, and are only harmful with-
out it” (Anscombe, 1958, p. 1). That earlier con-
ception is an ethics of divine law. The idea of
unconditional moral requirements, in a frame-
work of duty and law, becomes mere supersti-
tion without the thought that their normative
authority is derived from the word of God.

As one might expect, Anscombe has little
time for Kant. She mocks the notion that moral
requirements issue from acts of “legislating for
oneself” and argues that Kant’s “rigoristic con-
victions” caused him to ignore the fact that the
formula of universal law is useless unless we
decide on the proper description of the action
under consideration (ibid., p. 2). She bemoans
Kant’s opposing acting from duty to acting
from pleasure or from one’s nature.* And she
scorns Kant for portraying the moral ought as
“a bastard progeny of the pure practical will,
belonging to the intelligible world, and sensu-
ous desires and inclinations” (Anscombe, 2005,
p- 200).*

In this paper, I will defend the idea that
moral requirements are categorical. But my
defence will not be full-bloodedly Kantian. In-

*Or, as Anscombe puts it, acting “because you are the
sort of creature to whose form of life it belongs to do that
in that sort of way” (Anscombe, 2005, p. 196).

* Anscombe was proud of this metaphor and uses it again
at the conclusion of her paper where she takes a parting
swipe at Kant: “In all this [human action], desires and
inclinations play a great part, many of them belonging to
the world of sense, and others generated by imagination
and intelligence: they are not the prostitute mother of a
‘moral” ought who seduces the pure intelligible will into
begetting it” (2005, p. 206).



B 3T0M1 cTaThe g BBICTYIUIIO B 3aIlIATY WJIEW, CO-
IJIJaCHO KOTOPOVI MOpasibHBle TpeboBaHMs KaTero-
pwasbl. Ho Most aprymenTanmst He OyzneT B 1oy-
HOVI Mepe KaHTMaHCKon. Harporus, st mormpobyro
PasBUTH TIO3WIINIO, M3JIOKeHHYI0 Makmayauiom B
ero crarbe 1978 1. «fIBjsIrOTCA JIM MOpasIbHbBIE Tpe-
GoBaHMS TUIOTETUYECKVMY VIMIIEpaTBaMI» (CM.:
McDowell, 1998a). B dwiocodnm Maxpmayaria
MHOTO KaHTMaHCKMx TeM. Hampumep, odesumHO
€ro IOYTWTeIbHOe OTHOIIeHMe K pasymy. Ho me
UYXXIbl €My M apuCTOTeIMaHCKMe Wjiey, POIjHs-
ITVie ero BO33PEeHMs C Pa3sMBIIUIEHVISIMY DHCKOM.
Taxvum 0Opa3zoM, MBI BBISICHUM, JIaeT JIn (pryIoco-
g Makmayariza BOSMOXKHOCTB YBUIIETh ICTVHY B
mziee 0 KaTeropuyecKyX MOpaIbHbIX TpeOoBaHMsIX
OJTHOBpEMEeHHO ¢ Touek 3peHns KaHTa 11 DHCKOM.

2. Makjay3s171 0 MOpaJIBHBIX JOBOIAaX

Crarbg Makaya/ta — oTYacTV OTBET Ha 3cce
Ovumnrel PyT «Mopasib Kak cricTeMa TUIOTeTH-
JecKMx mmItepatsoB» 1972 roma (cm.: Foot, 1978),
He yCTyHarollee COYMHeHNsIM DHCKOM B CKeIlTH-
1m3Me 110 riosofy KanTa. B cBoeit pabore Dy 3a-
JlaeTcs 11eJIbI0 OIIPOBEPTrHYTh MIel0 O KaTeropmy-
HOCTU TpeOOBaHM, OTMeYas], YTO JOJDKeHCTBOBa-
HIe VIMeeT MHOXKeCTBO IIOJIe3HBIX IPVIMeHeHUI B
peanm3aniuy JOBOMOB, IIPVHMMAaEeMbIX HaMM He-
3aBMCMMO OT HalIMX TeKylumx kejtaHnwmi. Hop-
MBI 3TMKeTa, IIpaBwIa KiIyda vIn UTphl 1aroT He-
3aBUCAIIME OT YXeJTaHUWM OCHOBAHMA K JIEVICTBUIO:
IIpaBWJIoO, KaK IOCTaBUTH IIIaX M MaT, He SBJIsgeT-
csl 1o popMe TUIIOTeTUYeCKMM 1 He VIMeeT OTHO-
IeHns K JXeJIaHWAM WUIPOKOB. EcTecTBeHHO, 110-
BOIIBI, IIOPOXK/IEHHBIe TAKMMM IIpaByIaMy, OOs-
3BIBAlOT UT'POKOB MJIV WIEHOB KJIyOa COBEpIIaTh
onpernesteHHble fevicTBys. CrleioBaTe/IbHO, MX Ka-
Teropudeckasi popMa CKpblBaeT HeKYyI0 00yciIoB-
seHHOCTB. CorrtacHo DyT, TO XKe CIIpaBeJIVBO U B
OTHOIIIEHMV MOPAJIbHBIX IOBOMOB, KOPEHSIIIVIXCS
B OITaCeHMsX VI IIPUBSA3aHHOCTSIX.

Ho, xax ormeuaet e 3edpanms Ovvinic B
cratbe (cM.: Phillips, 1977), Ha kKoTOpyIO CChIJIaeT-
cs1 Makpayassul, OT UIphl B IIaXMaTbl MOXKHO OT-
Ka3aTbCsl, KaK M OT CBETCKVX pa3roBOPOB, a C MO-
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stead, I will develop the position presented by
John McDowell in his 1978 paper “Are Moral
Requirements Hypothetical Imperatives?” (see
McDowell, 1998a). There are strongly Kantian
themes in McDowell’s philosophy, notably his
reverence for reason, but there are Aristotelian
ideas too, which make him friendly to aspects
of Anscombe’s thinking. So we shall see wheth-
er McDowell enables us to capture the truth in
the idea of categorical moral requirements in a
way that preserves both Kantian and Anscom-
bian insights.

2. McDowell on Moral Reasons

McDowell’s paper is, among other things,
a response to Philippa Foot's 1972 essay,
“Morality as a System of Hypothetical Im-
peratives” (see Foot, 1978), which shares Ans-
combe’s scepticism about Kant. In her paper,
Foot sets out to deflate the idea of categorical
requirements, observing that there are many
uses of “should” and “ought” that express rea-
sons which speak to us independently of our
present desires. Norms of etiquette, the rules
of a club or of a game all generate reasons
for action that are desire-independent: e.g.,
the chess rule that defines “checkmate” is not
hypothetical in form; it makes no reference to
the desires of the players. Of course, the rea-
sons generated by such rules bind only play-
ers of the game, members of the club, and so
on. So their categorical form disguises a deeper
conditionality. But Foot thinks the same is true
of moral reasons, which are conditional upon
deep concerns and commitments.

However, as D. Z. Phillips (1977, an article
invoked by McDowell) observes, while you
always have the option of giving up chess or
shunning the conventions of polite society, no
such option exists for morality. If you are bur-
dened by the rules of your club, you should
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pajIblo TakK IOCTYHUTh Helb3s. Ecim Bac TATOTAT
HpaByIa KiTy0a, B KOTOPOM BbI COCTOVTE, BBIVIIINTE
U3 Hero, 1 BaM OoJibllle He IPUIeTCs YTPYyXKIaTh
ce0sI VX BBIIIOJIHEHEM. YeloBeK MOXeT cuumanb
ce0s1 BBIIIIe MOpaIM, KaK ¥ BBICOKOMEPHBIV UJleH
KJTy0a MOXXeT CUmMTaTh ceOsl BBIIIIe ero IIpaBil, HO
HUKTO He MOXET CTOSITh BbIIlle MOPaJIbHBIX Tpe-
GoBanui. Bce aT0 cooTBeTCTBYET JIOrMIKe OObBIBa-
TeJIBCKOVI MOPAJIBHOVI MBIC/IV, a TaKXe OObIIeH-
HBIX CO3epLaHUI Tex, Koro [Ispup YurrmuHc Ha-
3BaJsI OBl «B Mepy Xopormmu Jogsmi» (Wiggins,
2006, p. 6, 134). MopasnpHbIe TpeboBaHMS KaTero-
PVYHBI B TOM CMBICTIe, UTO He 00yCIIOBJIEHBI JKeJla-
HUAMM CyObeKTa 1 SBJIAI0TCS B HEKOTOPOM pojfie
HeIpeJIOKHBIMI. Boripoc B TOM, MOXHO JI1 00B-
SCHUTD TaKylO TOUKY 3peHMs TOJIBKO CpefCTBaMM
KaHTMaHCTBa. Mak/iaya/ijl JaeT Ha Hero oTpuiia-
TeJIbHBIV OTBET.

PaccMoTpuM TOuky 3peHus Makpayaula Ha
MopasibHble 110Bofbl. OH yTBepXKlaeT, 4YTo HaJlu-
uye y cyObeKkTa MOpasIbHOIO JOBOfa O3Hayaer,
4TO y Hero ecTh U IIpefiCTaBjleHVe O CJIOKMBIIIeVI-
csl WM OOIIyMBbIBaeMOVI MIM CUTYaIluy, B paMKax
KOTOpOV HeKasl yepTa WJIM YepThl MMeIOT HopMa-
TUBHYIO 3Hau4MMOCTb. CyOBpeKT yOexmeH, 4To cu-
Tyarusi TpeOyeT aevicTsus A (VIM, CTPOrO TOBO-
Psi, AevicTBust pora A) Grraromapsi o0COOEHHOCTSIM f,
g, h. Takum obpasom, ecau uesobek cmyujern MOUMU
c106amu, 3TO OCHOBaHMe Tiepell HUM M3BUHUTBCS.
Ecau sma knuea uyxas, TO 5T0 OCHOBaHVe He OT/a-
BaTh ee Ha 0JIaroTBOPUTETIEHOCTD, & BEPHYTH BJla-
Aeiblly. Makaya/11 HacTavBaeT Ha TOM, YTO TaKue
IIOBOZIBI He OOYCJIOBIJIEHBI JKeJIaHMSIMM CyObeKTa.

Beimuny T MakpaysiioM B3IJISZ, Ha MO-
pasIbHBIe JT0BOIBI IIPOTMBOPEUNII JOMUHPOBaB-
Ieyrt Ha TOT MOMEHT IOMOBCKOVI TPagnIIvIV, IIPO-
HW3BIBAIOIIEV HE TOJIPKO COUMHEHVISI HOHKOI'HM-
TUBWCTOB, HO 11 aBTOPUTETHYIO dryiocoduio fen-
creusa [doHanbra [I3BuicoHa, TpaKTYIOLIYIO II0-
BOZIBI KaK IICMXOJIOTMYecKVe COCTOSHUS CyObek-
TOB, KOTOpPbIe COCTABJISIOT AVIXOTOMUIO «yOexxjie-
HUe — XeslaHue». COIJIacHO 3TOV TOUYKe 3peHMs,
y CyObeKTa MMeeTCs IOBO, I @, eCJIV OH JKeJla-
eT X U yBepeH, 4TO, COBEpIINB @, OH Hoiay4dut X.
C Tex mop IOMOBCKOe BUIeHVIe TTPOOIeMBI IIOTEPS-
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resign and then you will no longer have to
bother with them. But no such advice can be
given in the moral case. You can think your-
self above morality, as an arrogant club mem-
ber might think himself above the rules, but
nothing you can do will put you above moral
requirements. This fits the logic of ordinary
moral thought and talk as well as the every-
day intuitions of what David Wiggins would
call “passably good people” (Wiggins, 2006,
pp- 6, 134). So moral requirements are categor-
ical in being unconditional on the agent’s de-
sires and in being, in some sense, inescapable.
The question is whether the only way to make
this intelligible is the Kantian way. McDowell
thinks not.

Let us consider McDowell’s account of moral
reasons. McDowell maintains that for an agent
to have a moral reason for action is for her to
have a conception of the situation before her (or
about which she is deliberating) within which
a feature or features has a certain kind of nor-
mative significance; that is, the agent sees the
situation as calling for, or as demanding, ac-
tion A (or, strictly speaking, an action of type
A) in virtue of feature(s) f, g, h. So his being em-
barrassed by my words is a reason to apologise to
him; that this book is not mine is a reason not to
donate it to charity but to return it to its owner,
and so on. McDowell argues that such reasons
are not conditional upon the agent’s desires.

When McDowell advanced this view of rea-
sons, it was an assault on the prevailing Hu-
mean orthodoxy, ensconced not just in the
writings of non-cognitivists, but also in the in-
fluential philosophy of action propounded by
Donald Davidson, in which reasons were con-
strued as psychological states of agents com-
prising a belief —desire pair. On this view, an
agent has a reason to o if she has a desire for
X and believes that by g-ing she can attain X.



710 ObUTyIO IOy IgpHOCTh. CeromHs MHOIrve du-
J10CO(PBI TOBOPAT O AOBOIAaX KakK 00 0COOeHHOCTSIX
MIpa, a He O IICUXOJIOrMYecKuX cocTosiHmsAx. Ho
CTOUT HOMHWUTE, 4TO A1 1970-x B3ryIa161 Makay-
3r171a OBIIV BecbMa pa/iViKasIbHBIL.

CoracHO IOMOBCKOVI TIO3UIINM, KOTHUTVBHBIE
COCTOSIHVS M1 PaKThI, KOTOPBIE Te SIKOOBI pacKpbIBa-
IOT, SIBJISIIOTCSL «MOTVMBAIIVIOHHO MHEPTHBIMI VIV,
II0 IPKOMY BbIpakeHNIO Makayaiiia, MOTUBAIV-
oHHas 3(pPeKTVBHOCTH 0OeCIIeUBaeTC S JKeJIaHIs-
M1 cyobekTa. CaM ke Makayai1, HalTpoTUB, HO-
YepKMBaeT, YTO OCMBICTIEHVIe CYObeKTOM MMpa MO-
XeT OBbITh JOCTATOYHBIM [[JI TOrO, YTOOBI MOTMBI-
POBaThb ero K HeVICTBUIO, IIPV 3TOM COOTBETCTBYIO-
IITVie JKeJIaHVIS SIBJISIIOTCS CIIIICTBYEM VI IIOHSATHBI B
CBeTe OCO3HAHVISI areHTOM TOTO, YTO OH JI0JIKeH Jie-
JIaTh B COOTBETCTBUM C HEKVM AoBorioM. ITpercras-
JIeHVIe O TOM, UTO CJIefTyeT feJlaTh, — 3TO VUCKIJIIOUN-
TeJIbHO KOTHUTMBHOE JOCTVDKeHMe, KoTopoe Mak-
IayaJUI TPAKTyeT KaK IepIeNTYBHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTB
yeJloBeKa «BUETb» TO, UTO HY)KHO fieJlaTh B COOT-
BETCTBUM C HEKVIM JIOBOZIOM (371€Ch ITOSBIISI€TCS CO-
071a3H 1CIIOITB30BATh IJIAr0JI «CO3EPLIATE», IIOHVIMA-
eMBIV B KAHTOBCKOM cMbIciIe). Crlef1oBaTesIbHO, MO-
PaJIbHO CJIOXKMBIIINTACS YeJI0BEeK BUAUT BO3HMKAIO-
IITVie CUTYally He TaK, KaK 4eJIoBeK MOpaJIbHO He-
KOMITETEHTHBIV: IIPeICTaBJIeHVIsI IIEPBOTO V1 BTOPO-
ro O JaHHOVI KOHKPETHOVI CUTYalui o0s13aTesIbHO
OymyT pasimdarbcs. Takom BeIBOM, IIPOTVBOPEUNT
CTaHIAPTHOMY HOHKOIHUTMBUCTCKOMY ITpeIiCTaB-
JIEHWIO, B COOTBETCTBUM C KOTOPBIM B CIIOpe O MO-
paJIvi CTOPOHBI MOT'YT COITIAaCUTBCS IO TIOBOIY pak-
TOB, HO PA30MUTVICh IO ITOBOAY OTHOIIEHMS K HVIM.
g Makpayaiula OTHOCUTBCS K ¢paKTaM II0-pas-
HOMY — 3HAuYMT BCEro JIMIIb OOHapPYyXMBaTh pas-
JIVYHBIVI HOPMaTVBHBIVI IPOPUIIB (MITU «CVITYIT»)
B 3TX (PaKTax, pacxXomsch IO MOBOY TOro, KaKue
YepTHI «CyIIIeCTBeHHbI» B KOHTEKCTe TaHHOrO el
crBus. CylIllecTBeHHOCTh — 3TO 00BEKT OOHapyke-
HV, a He IIPOEKIIVs OTHOIIIEHWVI I SMOITUTAL.

Ecimt 6uympu cyObekTa CyllecTByeT MOpaib-
HBIVI KOH(JIMKT, 3TO IIOHVMMaeTcd KaK HallpsiKe-
He, BOSHMKaoIlee MeX/y pasHBIMU CIIoco0amu
TpaKToBaTh PaKThI (€CIIM CMOTPeTh makum obdpa-
30M, KOI/la CyIIleCTBeHHA uepTa f, IMeeTCs OCHO-
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Since that time, the Humean picture has waned
in prominence, and many philosophers now
speak of reasons as features of the world, rather
than psychological states. It is important, how-
ever, to note how radical McDowell’s view was
in the late 1970s.

The Humean position treats cognitive
states, and the facts they purport to disclose,
as “motivationally inert”, as McDowell col-
ourfully puts it: all motivational efficacy is
contributed by the agent’s desires. McDowell,
in contrast, holds that the agent’s apprehen-
sion of the world can be sufficient to mo-
tivate her to act, the relevant desires being
consequential upon, and intelligible in light
of, the agent’s appreciation of what she has
reason to do. Discerning what to do is thus a
genuinely cognitive achievement, and is pre-
sented by McDowell as a kind of perceptu-
al ability to “see” what one has reason to do
(here it is tempting to use the word “intuit”
in a sense akin to Kant’s). It follows that the
morally adept person does not see situations
in the same way as the morally incompetent
person does: they do not “share the same con-
ception” of the situation. This contradicts the
standard non-cognitivist view that, in a moral
dispute, the parties may agree on the facts of
the case yet disagree in their attitude to them.
For McDowell, to disagree in attitude is just
to discern a different normative profile —
or “shape” — in the facts; to disagree about
which features are “salient” in a way relevant
to action. Salience is an object of discovery,
not the projection of attitudes or emotions.

Where there is moral conflict within the
agent, this is understood as a tension between
different ways of construing the facts (seen
this way — where feature f is salient — there
is reason to g; seen that way — with feature g



JI. Bakxéper

BaHMe K @; eCJI CMOTPeTh UHblM 0D0pa3oM M Cy-
II[eCTBEHHA uepTa g, TO VIMeeTCsl OCHOBaHMeE K ).
31eck vMeeTCsl TIOTEeHIVaII 11711 (PeHOMEHOJIOT MV
MOpPaJIBHOVI IVIJIEMMBI, HEOIIPeJIeJIeHHOCTI VI CO-
Or1asHa, XOTs WM3BeCTHAsl CTPOrocTh pustocodpmm
MaKnayanna He I103BOJIsAeT EMy pas3ByiBaTh 3TO Ha-
paBsieHVe (1 OOJIBIIIMHCTBO €ro IoCiIeioBaTesen
IIPOSIBIISIIOT CKOpee aHaJIMTHUUYecKue, ueM (hpeHo-
MEHOJIOTMUeCKVie VIHTYUIIVIV, TIO3TOMY OHM TaKXKe
He IIPOJIBVHYJIVICh B TOM BOIIPOCE).

3. 3arnymieHme

IIprimedaresTbHOVI YepTOM MaKJay3JIJIOBCKOVI
VIHTEepIIpeTallUM SBJISeTCS IIOHSTME <«3arilylile-
Hus». CormacHo Maknayarty, 1oOpomeTeTbHbIN
4eJIoBeK BOCIIPMHVIMAET CUTYaIMIO TaKnM o0pa-
30M, UTO, KOI'ZIa OH OCO3HAeT HeoOXOOMMOCTE Cie-
JIaTh @, BCe OCHOBAHM: MIOCTYIWUTD MHaJe «3ariy-
IIIAIOTCS», TO €CTh JINIIAIOTCS HOPMATVBHOV CVUTBL.
TaxmumM oOpasom, ero pellieHue — He pe3yJIbTaT
CpaBHEHMS JIOBOIIOB 3a M IIPOTUB W 3aKJTFOUeHWS
B II0JIB3Y MOpaJIbHBIX T0BOIOB. CyOBeKT OCO3HaerT,
YTO COIVIACHO 3[IEIIHEMY ITOJIOKEHNIO eJT TOJIBKO
MoOpaJIbHbIE JOBOIBI MIMEIOT CVUTY.

Vmes samiyieHnst ObUTa BOCHPWHSTA CKEIITH-
uvecknt. OHa 3a/jaeT CJIVIIITKOM BBICOKMVI CTaHIAPT,
KakK Oy/ITO TOJIBKO TOT CyOBEKT MCTMHHO 100porie-
TeJIeH, eCJIVI OH PYKOBOICTBYETCS VICKITIOUMTEITHHO
nobponeTerbio. boriee TOro, passe 4esoBek, KOTO-
PBIV 9yBCTBYeT BJledeHVe, CKaKeM, K ITpeITro0oriesi-
HVIIO, HO BO3/IEP’KMBAETCs OT HEro, He MeHee (a MO-
XeT, 11 Oortee) HOOpozieTerieH, YeM TOT, KTO BOOOIIIe
He CI1oco0eH BUIEeTh, UTO €CTh OCHOBaHMe IJIS CO-
OrasHa? BripoueM, 310 cr1aOble Bo3pakeHVs. Mak-
Jay>/uly §CHO, YTO HMYTO He MellaeT AoOpore-
TeJIBHOMY 4eJIOBEKY YeTKO OCO3HaBaTh ITpuBJIeKa-
TEeJIBHOCTD ITOCTYIIKA, COBEpPIIaTh KOTOPBIVI OH He
BUINUT HUKAKOIO OCHOBaHVA. MOXHO OCO3HaABAaTh
MIPVBJIEKATEeJIbHOCTh TIOCTYIIKOB, IS KOTOPBIX
VIMeJIOCh ObI OCHOBaHVE IIPVI MHBIX OOCTOSTENIb-
CTBax, He IIpefIioiaras, 4TO 3Ta IIpVBJIeKaTelIb-
HOCTH JOJDKHA IIOYEeMY-TO CITY>KIUTh OCHOBaHVIEM
1S TIOCTYIIKOB B CYIIIECTBYIOIIIEVI CUTYALIVV. DTOT
B3IVISIL, 51 TIOJIAraro, JJaeT BO3MOKHOCTD BBISIBUTE Ka-
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salient — there is reason to y). There is here
potential for a phenomenology of moral di-
lemma, uncertainty and temptation, though
the characteristic austerity of McDowell’s phi-
losophy disinclines him to develop this (and
most of his followers have analytical rather
than phenomenological instincts, so have been
similarly unforthcoming).

3. Silencing

One striking feature of McDowell’s account is
his notion of “silencing”. McDowell argues that
a virtuous person’s perception of the situation
is such that, appreciating that she is morally
required to g, anything that might appear to be
a reason to act otherwise is silenced, i. e. robbed
of normative force. Her decision is thus not the
outcome of weighing reasons pro and con and
concluding that the moral reasons prevail; she
apprehends that here things are such that the
moral reasons are the only ones that count.

This idea of silencing has been met with
scepticism. It appears to set too high a standard,
as if agents are truly virtuous only if they are
utterly unmoved by anything other than virtue.
Moreover, isn’t a person who feel the attractions
of, say, adultery, yet withstands them, no less
(or perhaps more) virtuous than someone who
can’t even see there’s a reason to indulge? But
these are poor objections. McDowell is clear
that nothing precludes the virtuous person
from vividly understanding the attractions
of the action she sees she has no reason to do.
One can understand the attractions of doing
what one would have reason to do, under
different circumstances, without supposing
that those attractions must somehow give one
a reason when things are as they are. This
view, I think, helps bring out the categorical
nature of moral requirements. It's not just that



TEropr4ecKyIo MpUpOIy MOPaIbHBIX TpeOOBaHMIL.
OHM He TOJIBKO He OOYCJIOBJIEHBI JKeJlaHVeM, HO
Y VICKJTFOYAIOT M3 PacCMOTPEHMVIS IPYyTiie IOBOIIBL.
DTVM OOBSICHSETCS VX HEIIPEIJIOYKHOCTD: OHVI BBIBO-
ISIT VI3 UTPBI BCe ApyTiie JOBOIBI [IJ1s ITOCTYIIKA.
HecmoTpst Ha oO4eBMOHBIE paszINdms MeXITy
CYIIIHOCTBIO M MIVIOMOVI, MOXKHO ITPOBECTM Iapajl-
J1eTTb MeX/Ty BO33peHsIMI Makaya/ula 1 KaHTOB-
CKOVI M/ieeV O TOM, YTO MOpaJIbHOEe COBEpPIIIEHCTBO
TpeOyeT uncToTH! MOTMBaIMM (caM KaHT mcrors-
3yeT TOXOXYyI0 MeTadopy B «KpuTuke mmpaxTide-
cKoro pasyma» m «MeTadnsuke HpaBoB»). 3mech
HaJIo ClieJIaTh OroBOPKY. Makmaya/ul CUMTaeT, YTO
OT YZIeJIBHOT'O BeCa MOPaJIbHBIX JIOBOIIOB B KOHKPET-
HBIX OOCTOSITEITHCTBAX 3aBVICUT, 3aIJTyIIIAOT JIV 3TN
ZIOBOAIBI Bee MHBIe coobpaykeHms (McDowell, 1998a,
p. 93). Tax, HEBMHOBHOCTB OOBMHSIEMOT'O 3aIJIyIIaeT

®ComracHo KaHTy, HoJIT 1aeT HaM 3aKOH, ITepes] KOTOPhIM
«3aMOJIKAIOT (verstummen) Bce CKJIOHHOCTM, XOTS Obl
oHI [eMy] BrarHe 1 mpoTnBoaevicTBoBay» (AA 05, S. 86;
Kanr, 2019, c. 509), n «11epert 5TUM BeJIeHMEM. .. JTOJDKHBI
YMOJIKHYTb BCE MOV CKJIOHHOCTH (verstummen mussen)»
(AA 06, S. 481; Kanrt, 2019, c. 241).

B pabGore «MopasibHBIVI pallMOHIN3M 1 TpeboBaTelIb-
Hoctb y KaHTa» (cM.: Ackeren, Sticker, 2018) Mapcers Ba"
Axepen 1 Maprun tukep mnyT, uto KanTt 1 Makna-
Y3JUI PacXOSTCA BO B3IVIsAIaX Ha 3aryIyIleHie, IIOCKOIbKY
171t Makmayaria OHO ITPOVICXOINT Ha IICVIXOJIOTTYECKOM 1
HOPMAaTVBHOM ypPOBHsX. Kak MyHIMYM, B cIydae MCTUH-
HO J100poIeTeIIbHOTO UesIoBeKa 3aIilylleHHbIe coobpaxke-
HYS He ITOOYXKIAIOT HU K KAaKOMY JEVICTBUIO, VI CyOBbeKTy
He IIpUXOAUTCcst OOPOTHCS CO CKIIOHHOCTBIO IIOCTYIINUTE CO-
1acHO mMM. KaHT, HarpoTmB, BOCIIpMHVIMAS XM3Hb KaK
1oJIe OMTBBEI MEXIy PasyMOM ¥ CKJIOHHOCTSIMM, M300pa-
JKaeT HPaBCTBEHHOIO YeyIoBeKa (Hake TaKOro, KOTOPBIN
ITOJIHOCTBIO OCO3HAeT TpeOOBaHMS MOPAIBHOTO 3aKOHA)
IIOCTOSIHHO OoprormmMcs ¢ codyrasHoM. Bee ke MHe He Ka-
JKETCs, UTO pasjIdrie TaK BeJIVKO, KaK ero MPeICTaBIsaIoT
BaH AkepeH 1 llITukep. Bo-nepsrix, Maknayasu1 gevicTsu-
TEJIBHO ITPOTHMBOIIOCTABIIIET Oe3MATEeXHOCTh 100pomeTe-
1 6opbOe 3a Bo3mepykaHMe, HO, KaK g yXKe OTMedasl, OH
CUMTAET, YTO JOOPOJIETEIIbHBIN UeJIOBEK BCE YK€ BUJIUT
IIpVBJIEKaTeIbHOCTD JIEVICTBUV, OTBEPraeMbIX MOpPaJIbIO.
Bo-Bropeix, Ban Axepen u IlITukep mpusHaIOT, UTO B CIIy-
Jae COBepIIeHHBIX 00sg3aHHOCTeN «OyIeT make Heparyo-
HaJIBHBIM» [IJIS CyObeKTa «COIIOCTaBIIATh OJIaronoyIydme ¢
norrom» (Ibid., p. 418), a 3TO mpenIoONaraeT, YTo MICTUH-
HO pallIOHaJIbHBIVI CyOBeKT (TO eCTh BOCIPVHWMAIOIITII
IIOBOIIBI TAKVIMV, KaKyie OHU eCTb, IIOOOHO MaK/Iay3/UIOB-
CKOMY JTOOPOJIeTeITbHOMY UeJTOBeKY ) M30eXKIT IICVIXOJIOT -
4ecKoro KOH(IIMKTA. BBITE MOXKeT, MOpaJIb 3aKIIFOUAETCS B
TOM, YTO HaM Hy>KHa 0oJIee CJIOXKHasI IICVIXOJION VIS MOpaslb-
HBIX pacCy>KIeHVIT ¥ MOTVBALIVI, YeM II03BOJISeT pasyii-
4pe MeX[Iy 3arjlylieHeM U IIPpeoIosIeHVIeM.
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they are unconditional upon desire; they take
other reasons off the table. And this explains
their inescapability: they leave in play no other
reason on which to act.

Despite obvious differences of substance
and idiom, there are clearly some parallels
with Kant in the idea that moral excellence
requires purity of motivation (indeed, Kant
himself uses the metaphor of silencing in the
Critique of Practical Reason and the Metaphys-
ics of Morals).” There is, however, an import-
ant caveat. McDowell holds that whether
moral reasons silence others depends on their
gravity in the particular circumstances (Mc-
Dowell, 1998a, p. 93). So, the innocence of the

>Kant describes duty as giving us a law “before which
all inclinations are dumb (verstummen), even though
they secretly work against it” (KpV, 05, p. 86; Kant, 2015,
p. 71) and “in the face of [which] all my inclinations
must be silent (verstummen mussen)” (MS, 06, p. 481;
Kant, 2017, p. 243).

In their “Moral Rationalism and Demandingness in
Kant”, Marcel van Ackeren and Martin Sticker (2018)
argue that Kant and McDowell differ in their respective
conceptions of silencing because McDowell holds that
silencing occurs at the psychological as well as the nor-
mative level; that is, at least in the case of the fully vir-
tuous person, the silenced considerations exert no pull
towards action and the agent does not have to fight the
inclination to act on them. Kant, in contrast, because he
sees life as a battleground between reason and inclina-
tion, continues to represent the morally good person as
fighting off temptation even when she clearly appre-
hends the moral law. However, I don’t think the dif-
ference is as great as van Ackeren and Sticker make it
appear. First, McDowell does want to contrast the se-
renity of virtue with the struggles of continence, but, as
I have noted, he holds that a virtuous person can none-
theless appreciate the attractions of the actions that
morality forecloses. Second, van Ackeren and Sticker
(2018, p. 418) acknowledge that in the case of perfect du-
ties “it would not even be rational” for agents “to weigh
well-being against duty”, which suggests that a truly ra-
tional agent (i. e. one who sees the reasons for what she
is, as McDowell’s virtuous person does) would not be
in psychological conflict. Perhaps the moral is that we
need a more complex psychology of moral deliberation
and motivation than the silencing /overcoming distinc-
tion permits.
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JI00Ble OCHOBAHVISI OCYIUTb €r0, IIPOAVIKTOBAHHBIE
coobpaxkeHMsIMI 11eriecooOpasHocTi. Ho B Heko-
TOPBIX CJIy4asix HeMOpaJIbHble OCHOBAHWS COBPATh
TI0 MeJIouW TIePeBelINBalOT BCe MOpPaIbHBIE [JOBO-
IIbI TaK He JieJlaTh. ECim ompenersTe MopasibHbIe
JIOBOIIBI TI0 XapaKTepy VX COIepsKaHis, TO eCTh KaK
JIOBOJIbI, OCHOBaHHBIe Ha COOOPakeHMSIX CIIpaBe]-
JIMBOCTY, OJIarorosTy umsi, J0OPOTHI, )KeCTKOCTH, Oa-
30BBIX YEJIOBEUECKVX IIOTPeOHOCTEVI, COUyBCTBIS
M T.JI, TO MOPaJIbHBIE JOBOIBI OyayT 3arIyIiarh
7o0BIe IpyTrVie TOJIBKO B OTPaHMYEHHOM 4YCTIe
crydaeB. Ho tam, rie MopasibHBIE JOBOIBI OCTa-
TOYHO BaKHBI, OHVI BBIUT'PBIBAIOT C OOJIBIINIM OT-
PBEIBOM. BeposiTHO, orpeneinTh MOpOr BaXKHOCTY,
He XOZIsI [PV 9TOM I10 KPYTY, HEBO3MOXKHO, HO 5 He
YBEpeH, UTO 3TO VIMeeT 3HaYeHVe.

4. ITpyHIMIIBI M YacTHBIE CIy4Yan

CTaHOBUTCS OYEBVMIHBLIM, UTO JIEMEHT «KOH-
LIENITyasIM3Ma» VIV «IapTUKYJIIpu3Ma» B uIo-
codpr Makziaya/ta — 271eMeHT, IIpV IIOMOIIIV KO-
TOPOTO OIIperIesIseTCsl HOpMaTMBHAS 3HAYVIMOCTh
KOHKPETHOVI OCOOEHHOCTV, — OOYCJIOBJIEH HaJIVi-
qyeM WJIV OTCYTCTBUEM Y paccMaTpyBaeMOV CH-
TYyaIuy VHBIX 0COOEHHOCTETL. 37IpaBoe MOPaJIbHOe
CyX[ieHue TpedyeT, CJIe/IoBaTeIbHO, YyBCTBUTEIb-
HOCTM K XapaKTepVCTMKaM KOHKPETHOI'O CTydasi.
CoOTBETCTBEHHO, BO33PEHMSI MOPAIbHO CIIOKVB-
Ierocsi CyobekTa He MOTYT OBbITh KOOMMUIIMPO-
BaHBI B CBOJI, ITPaBIJI M IIPUHIINIIOB, COOIIO/IEHIe
KOTOPBIX TApaHTUPYET BbIHECEHVIE MOPAJIBHO BEp-
HBIX Cy>KAeHM. MaKaaya/uT IiIeT:

Het HuUKakom HeOOXOAVMOCTM B BO3MOXKHO-
CTU CBefleHMs Jo0popeTen K IIpaBWIaM IIOBe-
HeHusi. MopasbHOe BOCIMTaHMe YUIUT He IIOfI-
YMHATHCS IIPaBWIaM, a CMOTPeTh Ha CUTYallu B
ocoboM cBeTe, BUIETh B HVIX OCHOBaHMS TTOCTYTI-
koB. OmHaXXIEI 00peTeHHas], CIIOCOOHOCTh K Ta-
KOMY BOCIIPUISATUIO MOXET IPVMEHSIThCS B pas-
HBIX 00CTOSITETIECTBAX, KOTOPBIe He BCeryia MOX-
HO TIPeyCMOTPeTh ¥ K KOTOPBIM OHa He MOXeT
IIOJITOTOBUTHCS, 3aKpenms IIpaBwIa 100pore-
TEJILHOTO ITOBEeIeHNs, KaK OBl yMeH U IIpeJ1yCcMO-
TpuTesieH Hu 0bu1 nx KogndmkaTop (McDowell,
1998a, p. 85).
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accused silences any reasons to convict her
derived from the expediency of so doing. But
there are cases where, say, non-moral reasons
to tell a relatively trivial lie defeat the moral
reasons not to. If we identify moral reasons by
appeal content — as reasons bearing on mat-
ters of justice, welfare, kindness, cruelty, basic
human need, compassion, and so on — then it
will be in only a sub-set of cases where moral
reasons silence all opposition. But where moral
reasons are sufficiently important, they win
with a shut-out. I doubt that we can specify the
threshold of importance in a non-circular way,
but I am not sure that matters.

4. Principles and Particular Cases

This brings out that element of “contextual-
ism” or “particularism” in McDowell’s view,
according to which the normative significance
of any particular feature will depend on the
presence or absence of other features of the sit-
uation at hand. Sound moral judgement there-
fore requires sensitivity to the specific character
of the particular case. Accordingly, the per-
spective of a morally adept agent cannot be
codified into rules or principles, adherence to
which would yield correct moral judgements.
McDowell writes:

There need be no possibility of reducing
virtuous behaviour to rules. In moral
upbringing what one learns is not to behave
in conformity with rules of conduct, but to
see situations in a special light, as constituting
reasons for acting; this perceptual capacity,
once acquired, can be exercised in novel
circumstances, not necessarily capable of
being foreseen and legislated for by a codifier
of the conduct required by virtue, however
wise and thoughtful he might be (McDowell,
1998a, p. 85).



3pece Makpaya/ul m3jiaraeT CBOV BO33peHUs
yepes IIpU3My [100pomeTesy, ¥ MHOIVe IIpOIoJ-
aresu ero uaen (Harpumep, I>xonatan [larcmy)
ZleJIaloT TO JKe caMoe, HO Oe3 MCII0/Ib30BaHMs COOT-
BeTCTBYIOIIeV JIEKCUKN. 1)1 Halmx 1esievt OCHOB-
HyI0 naero Makaaya/uia MOXXHO cpOpMyJIMpoBaTh
TaK: «HeIIpeB3ATOMY HaOJIIoIaTesIl0 MOKaXeTcs
MaJIOBepPOSTHBIM, YTO MOpaJIbHbIe BO33peHus pa-
3yMHOTO B3pOCJIOTO MOT'YT JOIYCTUTH ITOHOOHYIO
konmdmkarmio» (McDowell, 19986, p. 58)°.

MoxHo yTBepXgarh, 4TO TaKOe OTHOIIeHVe
K IIpaBWwIaM ¥ IIPUHIMIIAM yKasblBaeT Ha pajiu-
KajibHOe pasymune mpgenn Maknayauia n Kanra,
Be/Ib ISl TI0CJIeTHero Kareropmdeckasl IIpypoza
MOpaJIbHBIX TpeOOBaHMII 3aKpeIlyleHa B 3aKOHaXx
u npuHumax. Ho 1eso 3meck HeCKOJIBKO TOHB-
IIle, 4yeM MOXKeT W3Hada/IbHO IOKasaTbcs. Kpu-
ctuna Kopcrapn, HanpuMep, He corylacHa C TeM,
UTO OCHOBaHHas Ha IPUHIINIIAX 3TUKa, KOTOPYIO
npemyiaraer KaHt, — 3T0 Ta camast 3TuKa, K KOTO-
POV CTOJIb ITPe3PUTEILHO OTHOCATCH IApTUKYJIs-
pucTsl. ITpyHINAI, OuIeT oHa, — 3TO .1020C, VI
OcHOBaHMe JevicTBusA. Ho mpuHIMIT He 1paBmio,
U KaHTOBCKas 3TMKa He CBg3aHa HIpaBWwIaMy U
He sBJIeTCs CYCTeMOV MOpaJIbHBIX 3aKOHOB. Cy-
IIIeCTBYeT TOJIBKO OVIH MOPaJIbHBIV 3aKOH: KaTe-
TOPUYECKUV VIMIIepaTVB, CITy>KaIlnV IIPOBEPKOV
IJI MakcuM. PesysbraT Takovl ITpOBEPKM OTHO-
CUTCA K JaHHOMY KOHKPETHOMY [eVICTBUIO M He
cTaHOBUTCA ITpaBvuIoM. [Iyia Kopcrapn criop Mak-
nayasuia ¢ KaHToM — 3T0 JUCKyccmst O TOM, JI0JDK-
HBI JIM MOpPaJIbHbIe JOBOMBI IIOCTUTAaThCAd B XOIe
IIpoIiecca, CXOXKero ¢ BOCIPUSATHEM, VUIM Xe IIy-
TeM IpPVMeHeHVs TPaKTU4eCcKOro pasyMa B COOT-
BeTCTBUM C KaTeropuyeckum wmmieparisoM. Ko-
OvdurKalys MOpaIbHBIX IIPaBWI 37eCh HU IIpU
ueM (Korsgaard, 2008, p. 227—-228)".

®O npupome mapTUKyIsipusMa JaHcu 1 0 TOM, KaK ero
KOHIIETINS COOTHOCUTCS ¢ durtocodment Makmayaia,
cMm.: (Bakhurst, 2000; 2013).

7Kopcrapy, Takke IAIIET: «<HUYTO B KAHTOBCKOVI TEOPUN
He TpeOyeT» TOro, YTOOBI «BBIBOBI U3 KaTErOPUUECKOTO
VIMITepaTyBa MOTJIN OBITH 3apMKCIPOBAHEI B Brijie Habopa
o0rmyix npaswi» (Korsgaard, 2008, p. 193, fn 18). Ho Bce
JKe TIpoBepKa COCTOUT MMEHHO B TOM, IT0 POPMYIIIPOBKe
Kopcraps, nMeer s MakcvMa (IIPVHIINIL), COIIACHO KO-
TOPOV JIeVICTBYeT CyOBeKT, (PopMy YHMBEPCaTHHOTO 3aK0-
Ha (Wwm «cobcTBeHHYI0 (bopMy» pasyma) (Ibid., p. 186), a
TaKasl TpaKTOBKa pallMOHaJIBHOCTY, Ha BKyc Makmayaruia
(V1 MOVI), CTIMIIIIKOM CMITBHO CPOKYCMPOBaHa Ha IIpaBIUIaXx.
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McDowell puts his view here in terms of vir-
tue, though many who have sought to build on
his insights — such as Jonathan Dancy — have
done so without deploying the language of vir-
tue. For present purposes the main idea is that
“to the unprejudiced eye it should seem quite
implausible that any reasonably adult mor-
al outlook admits of any such codification”
(McDowell, 1998b, p. 58).°

It might be argued that this attitude to rules
and principles marks a dramatic difference be-
tween McDowell and Kant, for whom the cat-
egorical character of moral requirements is
cast in terms of law and principle. Yet this is a
more delicate issue than it might seem. Chris-
tine Korsgaard, for example, denies that Kant
offers a principled ethics of the kind disdained
by particularists. A principle, she argues, is the
logos or ground, of an action. It is not a rule
and Kant’s is not a rule-bound ethics or sys-
tem of moral laws. There is a single moral law:
the categorical imperative, which provides a
test for maxims. The outcome of the test con-
cerns a particular action, and it does not gen-
erate a rule. So, for Korsgaard, the dispute
between McDowell and Kant is about whether
moral reasons are to be apprehended in a pro-
cess akin to perception, or by the application
of pure practical reason in accord with the cat-
egorical imperative. It shouldn’t be about the
codification of moral rules (Korsgaard, 2008,
pp. 227-228).7

®On the character of Dancy’s particularism and its rela-
tion to McDowell’s thought, see Bakhurst (2000; 2013).
7Korsgaard (2008, p. 193n18) also writes that “nothing
in Kant’s theory requires” that “the categorical impera-
tive’s findings can be captured in a set of general rules.”
However, the test is whether the maxim (principle) on
which the agent acts has the form of a universal law (or
reason’s “own form”) as Korsgaard puts it (ibid., p. 186),
and this surely construes rationality in too rule-ish a
way for McDowell’s (or my) taste.



JI. Bakxéper

Bepno v To, uto nestb Maknayswia u Jancu —
Prraapr, MepsuH Xap, cdopMy IiMpoBaBIINL UIIEO
«YHUBEpPCaIN3yeMOCT» MIMEeHHO /151 TOrO, YTOOBI
000CHOBaTh MOpaJIbHbIe ITPUHIINIIB, IIOHVMaeMble
KaK MpaBwia IoBefleHMs (cM., Hampumep: Hare,
1963), a Xop Bce-Taku He KanT. Ho, Boripekn «kaH-
TUAHCTBY AevicTBus» Kopcrapm, TpyaHO He yBU-
7eTh B KaHTOBCKOM dwiocodum obpas Mopasib-
HBIX 3aKOHOB, OPTaHM3YIOIINX TIOBefleHe 0 00-
pasily eCTeCTBEHHBIX 3aKOHOB, YIIPaBJIAIOIIX Pu-
3MUeCKMM COOBITUAMM, KaK eciiv Obl KaTeropude-
CKMVI VIMITepaTVB YCTaHaBJIMBaJsl allpYiOpHbIe YHI-
BepcasIbHbIe 11 HeOOXOIVIMBbIe IIpaBiIa TIOBeIeH s,
olpeziesIdrOlINe IIOoBelleHVe BcellesIo pallyioHaIb-
Horo cytiecrsa®. MopasIbHBIVI 3aKOH TpeOyeT mo-
CTyIaTh B COOTBETCTBUM C MaKCVMaMM, YCIIeIITHO
MPOIIeAIIVIMY ITPOBEPKY, HO M3 3TOrO He CJleflyeT
OTCYTCTBVIE IIPVHIIVIIOB B OCIIAPVIBAEMOM CMBICITE’.

5. JIBIArOTCA IV MaKaay3J1JI0BCKIe
OCHOBAHMS HEIIOJTHBIMM?

OcTtaBuM TI0Ka 3TOT BOIIPOC B CTOPOHE 11 00pa-
TVMCH K M3BeCTHOMY KaMHIO IpeTKHOBeHMs. Oue-
BUJIHOE BO3pakeHre Makmays/uly 3aKJIFodaeTcs B
TOM, 4YTO JOBOIBI B TOM BU[E, B KAKOM OH VX IIped-
CTaBjIsgeT, PyHIaMeHTaIbHO HeIIOJIHBI, 11 HeBO3-
MOXKHO 3adpMKCMPOBaTh MX KaTeropuyecKuil CTa-
TYC, €CJIN He ITPOIeMOHCTPUPOBaTh, KaK MX MOX-
HO HaNOJIHWUTH cofepXaHueM. IIpennonoxvim,

$ CrieroBaresibHO: «Takoe 1IapCTBO I1eJIeVt OCYIECTBIIIOCH OBl
Ha CaMOM ieJIe yepes3 IIOCPECTBO MaKCM, IPaBIIIO KOTOPBIX
IIPeIMChIBAET BceM pa3yMHBIM CyIIlecTBaM KaTeropidecKiuit
VIMIIEPATUB, eciu 0bl MAKCUMAM 3mum ciedobaiu Beeobuyum
obpasom» (AA 04, S. 438; Kant, 19974, c. 199).

* TpynHO mpencTaBUTh, YTO ellle MOTYT O3Ha4aTh CJIOBa O
TOM, UTO BOJISI PAI[VIOHAJIBHOTO CYIIIECTBA IIOJDKHA «00HO-
Bpemenno paccmampubams cebs camoe xax Bceoduje-3ax0H00a-
meavHyio» (AA 04, S. 434; Karr, 19974, c. 185). Kpome Toro,
KanT mmraer citabocts k npaswiam: «Ha stronert, y xoto-
PBIX HET OIIpele/IeHHBIX IIpaBII, HEeIb3s IIOJIOXWUTHCS;
JacTo He 3Haelllb, KaK BecTy cebs ¢ HuMWM, VI HeBO3MOX-
HO TOYHO 3HAaTh, KaK OHV CaMV K YeMy-HUOYIb OTHEeCyTCSI.
ITpaBma, HepeIKo OCY>KIAIOT JIFOEV, KOTOPbIe BCerna IIevi-
CTBYIOT IIO IIpaBiUlaM, — HalIpyuMep, YeloBeKa, KOTOPBIN
IUTSL KaKIIOTO JIeJIa HasHA4WI CBOVI 9ac, HO YacTO TaKoe
HOpULIaHMe HeCIIPaBeIUINBO, U 3Ta Pa3MEPEHHOCTb, XOTS
OHa CMaxyBaeT Ha IIeJaHTWYIHOCTb, €CTb, B CYIIHOCTW,
IIpu3HaK xapakTtepa» (AA 09, S. 481; Kant, 1994, c. 442).

Now it is true that a target of McDowell’s,
and Dancy’s, is R. M. Hare, who deploys the
idea of “universalisability” precisely to vindi-
cate moral principles understood as rules of
conduct (see, e. g., Hare, 1963), and Hare is not
Kant. However, contra Korsgaard’s “act-Kant-
ianism”, it is hard not to find in Kant the image
of moral laws organising conduct on the mod-
el of natural laws governing physical events, as
if the categorical imperative establishes a priori
universal and necessary rules of conduct that
would describe the behaviour of a fully ration-
al being.® The moral law is to act according to
maxims that pass that test, but it doesn’t fol-
low that there are no principles in the contest-
ed sense.’

5. Are McDowellian Reasons
Incomplete?

Let us set this issue aside and turn to a more
pressing bone of contention. The obvious ob-
jection to McDowell is that there is something
fundamentally incomplete about reasons as
he characterises them, and there is no chance
of capturing their categorical status unless we
show how they can be fleshed out. Suppose

8 Hence: “Now, such a kingdom of ends would actual-
ly come into existence through maxims whose rule the
categorical imperative prescribes to all rational beings if
they were universally followed” (GMS, AA 04, p. 438; Kant,
1998, p. 438).

] am not sure what else could be meant by saying that
a rational being’s will “regards itself [...] as making uni-
versal law through its maxim” (GMS, AA 04, p. 434; Kant,
1998, p. 42). Moreover, Kant had a fondness for rules:
“Human beings who have not given themselves certain
rules are unreliable. One often cannot figure them out,
and one can never really know what they are up to. It
is true that people who always act according to rules
are frequently reprimanded; for example, the man who
has fixed a certain time for each action according to the
clock. But often such reprimanding is unjustified, and
this exactness, though it looks like punctiliousness, is a
disposition for [the formation of] a character” (Pid, AA
09, p. 481; Kant, 2007, p. 469).
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uto lappu coOupaeTcsi yBOJIUTH CBOErO COTPY/I-
HuKa DHToHM. CykaviHa rosoput lappu, 4ro 31O
ObUIO OBl HEIIPABWJIBHO C TOYKM 3PEHVSI MOpasIV,
U IIPOCUT €ro TIOyMaThk O TOM yiiepOe, KOTOPbIN
IIoOHeceT DHTOHM, Korfa norepsieT paboty. C Tou-
K11 3peHnss Maknayasula, 10Bof, KoTopbiit Cykari-
Ha IIpeyIaraet [appm, 3akimtogaeTcs B TOM, 4TO 10-
meps pabomolL Hanecem yuyepd Iumonu. Maknmayrt
yTBepXXJIaeT, 4TO TaKoe cooOpakeHie MOXeT ObITh
JIOCTaTOYHBIM OCHOBaHVEM, YTOObI He YBOJIBHATH
SHToHN. KoHeuHo, oTchuika CyKamHBI K 3TOMY J10-
BOZly MOXET OBbITh HEIOJIHOV B TOM CMBICJIe, UTO
s yoexxneHnus Iappu enn moHamoouTcest 1oapoo-
Hee paccKasaThb O XapaKrepe yIriepda. MoxeT ObITb,
l'appu HemoolleHMBaeT TO, KaK Ha DHTOHMU CKa-
XeTcsi yBoslbHeHMe. MoxeT ObITh, OH 3a0bU1, UTO
y TOTO eCTb VDKIVBEHIIBI, MJIV He TIOyMaJsl O TOM,
KaK TPYyZHO HaTM HOBYIO PalbOTy. A MOXeT OBbITB,
y Tappu 110X0 ¢ BOOOpakeHVEM ¥ COYYBCTBVEM
I OH mpocTo ommbes. Yrober CykavHa mpey-
criesia, lappu IojDKeH OPUHATE YIIOMAHYTYIO OCO-
OeHHOCTb KaK pelIaromInil I0BOM, B COOTBETCTBIE
C KOTOPBIM OH JI0JDKEH ITPMBECTVI CBOV JKeJIaHMSL.
31ech MOXKHO BO3pasuTh, UTO IIPOCTOE pasbsc-
HeHVIe MOPaJIFHO 3HAYMMBIX OCOOEHHOCTEV HeTlo-
CTaTOYHO ¥ HEIIOJIHOTa CKPBITa Topasfao IIyoxe.
Hy>XHO IIOHSITB, TOUYeMy 3TV OCOOEHHOCTN SABJIS-
IOTCS1 TI0BOJIaMM, KaKOBBIMV OHW SIBJISIIOTCSL € OO-
jlee o0IIeN (VUIM YHMBEpPCAIbHON) TO3ULINN, YeM
Ta, KOTOPYIO IIOFpa3yMeBaeT IIepLENTVBHOe II0-
HYMaHMe CUTyalun. Mbl MoXeM TOJIBKO Haje-
ATbCs, UTO TaKOV B3IJISAZ, Ha IPO0JIeMy HO3BOINT
copMyIMpoBaTh KpUTEPUM Il 0OOCHOBaHMS
VIV OIIPOBEP>KeHMS [TOBOZIOB, a TaKXXe pa3oOpaTh-
csi ¢ JI0ObIMU MeTadpM3MUecKIMI 3aTPyIHEeH M-
MM, KacaloIIMMMCd HOPMAaTUBHOIO cTaTyca JI0BO-
IIOB, IIPOSICHSISL TeM CaMbIM VICTOYHVIK VX Hellpe-
JIOXKHOCTY (KOTOPBIVI DHCKOM OLIMOOYHO IPUHU-
MaeT 3a Maruio). VIMeHHO 3TMM TaK IIpuBJIeKa-
TeJleH KaTeropudyecKuil MMIlepaTus B Buje ¢dop-
MYJIbI YHMBEPCAJIBHOIO 3aKOHQ, ITpeJIararorient
aIpUOPHYIO IIPOBEPKY JOITYCTUMOCTV JEVICTBIIS B
paMKax MOPaJIbHOTO MBIIIIJIEHWS [IepBOro HOPsif-
Ka. CkenTmKaM W 3aIlyTaBIIMMCS MOXXHO ITOKa-
3aTh, IIOYeMy AeVICTBYe IIPOIIUIO MJIM He IIPOIIOo
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Harry is proposing to lay off Anthony, one of
his employees. Sukaina tells Harry it would
be morally wrong to do this, imploring him to
consider the harm that will befall Anthony if he
loses his job. On McDowell’s account, the rea-
son Sukaina offers Harry is that losing his job
will cause Anthony harm. McDowell contends
that such a consideration can amount to a suf-
ficient reason not to fire him. Of course, Sukai-
na’s citing this reason may be incomplete in the
sense that, to convince Harry, she may need to
elaborate on the nature of the harm. Perhaps
Harry underestimates the effect on Anthony,
forgetting that he has dependents or failing to
appreciate the difficulties he will face in getting
another job. Or perhaps Harry is otherwise un-
imaginative, insensitive or mistaken. For Sukai-
na to move Harry he has to come to see the
cited feature as a decisive reason, into line with
which he must bring his desires.

The objector will complain, however, that
merely elaborating on morally relevant fea-
tures is not enough. The incompleteness runs
deeper. We need to understand why these
features are the reasons they are from a per-
spective of greater generality — or univer-
sality — than that afforded by the perceptual
apprehension of the present situation. And
we might hope that such an account will pro-
vide criteria by appeal to which the purport-
ed reasons can be grounded or rejected, while
also addressing any metaphysical puzzle-
ment about their normative status, disclosing
why they have the distinctive compellingness
they do (which Anscombe mistakes for mag-
ic). This is exactly the attraction of the cate-
gorical imperative, in its Formula of Universal
Law variant, which provides an a priori test of
the permissibility of action to be deployed in
first-order moral thinking. The sceptical or the
confused can be shown just why a purported
action passes or fails the test on grounds that
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IIPOBEPKY I10 COOOpakeH M, IPUHSTVIE KOTOPBIX
00s13aTesILHO MO, yIPO30Vl MpparioHaIbHOCTI. VI
HMKaK/X MeTapV3M4IecKyt TyYMaHHBIX VICTOPUM O
BOCIIPUSATUYN OOBEKTVBHO CYIIECTBYIOMINX HOP-
MaTVIBHBIX CBOVICTB'.

Ho Taxme aprymenTs! He Tporaror Makpmayas-
71a. Bo-TIepBBIX, OH OTBepraeT HajI4ve MeTadnsu-
YecKo! Ipo0sIeMbl, VI «HOPMaTMBHOIO BOIIPO-
ca»: IIpefiCcTaBJIeHVe 0 MeTadu3IIecKov Ipobiie-
MaTUYHOCTYI OOBEKTUBHO CYIIeCTBYIOIIVX IIeH-
HOCTeVI M JIOBOJIOB BJJOXHOBJIEHO CIIVIEHTW3MOM, U
HaM CJIe[TyeT BO3AepPXKMBaTLCSA OT WAEW, UTO JIKO-
Goe siBjIeHMEe ecTecTBeHHOro (dpeHoMeHaIbHOIO)
MIpa OOBICHIETCS eCTeCTBeHHOHAYYHbBIM CIIOCO-
6om (McDowell, 1996, p. 76—85, 95). CrineHTN3M
He $SIBJISI€TCs 00s13aTeITbHBIM.

Bo-Bropeix, Makgayair He coriacusicst Obl ¢
TeM, YTO eCTh KaKas-TO IpelrodTuTe/IbHas I10-
3UIINSL, C KOTOPOV MOXKHO «OOOCHOBBIBATH» OOBI-
JleHHBle 10BOIBL. VI KOHeUHO ke, 3TO He PopMy-
Jla YHUBEPCaJIbHOIO 3aKOHa. PaccMoTpym mpyrova
puMep, 3HaKOMBINT 110 paboram Kanra. Ilpen-
craBuM, uro CamaHTa cobupaeTcs faTh oberra-
HVe, KoTopoe He caepxuT. OHa caMa U ee CeMbs
HYKIIQIOTCs, IIO3TOMY OHa XO4eT COJITaTh B DaHKe
VI B3STh KPeOUT, KOTOPBIV, KaK eVl IIpeKpacHo W3-
BeCTHO, OHa He CMOXeT BepHyThb. [Ipenmonoxm,
MBI MOXKeM ITOKa3aTh, YTO OHa HaXOOUTCs, KaK 3TO
dopmynupyer Kopcrapn, B cuTyaumum «IpakTu-
YecKOro IpOTUBOpeUMs»: MOCTYIUTb B COOTBET-
CTBUM C MAKCVIMOV — 3Ha4YUT OJJHOBPEMEHHO JXe-
JIaTh MVIpa, B KOTOPOM ODelllaHVs HEBO3MOXKHBI, U
MIpa, B KOTOPOM ZIaTh obelrtaHme MOXXHO. [Tode-
My JKe OHa JIOJDKHa ITpuciyIarbes K Ham? [lpen-
CTaBVIM, UTO OHa OTBeTUT Ha Hallll yBellleBaHWs:
«Hy m uTo, uto 31€eck ecTh nTpoTBOpeune. OHO He
romMerraeT MovM 1iaHaM. Kpome Toro, oHo He fe-
JIaeT MOV MBICJIV VI JIRVICTBISI HETIOHSATHBIMMU. BbI,
drtocodrl, nepeXxnBaeTe IO MOBOAY IIPOTUBOPe-
unmy, paboTa y Bac Takasi, HO XM3Hb He CeMUHap,

10 KaHTOBCKME Wmaer CJIOXKHO Ha3BaTb CBOOOOHBIMU OT
MeTapM3MKI B YacTi OOBSICHEHNSI OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIIIEN
VeV aBTOHOMIM, HO B (POpMyJle YHUBEPCAIBHOTO 3a-
KOHa He 00s13aTesIbHO TOJDKHO OBITh UTO-TO CBEpXBecTe-
CTBEHHOe.
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must be accepted on pain of irrationality. And
this without metaphysically puzzling stories
about the perception of objectively existing
normative properties.’

McDowell, however, is unmoved by such
concerns. First, he thinks there is no meta-
physical case, no “normative question”, to
answer: the idea that there is something meta-
physically odd about objectively existing val-
ues or reasons is motivated by scientism and
we should resist the idea that everything that
occurs in the natural (phenomenal) world is ex-
plicable by appeal to natural-scientific modes
of explanation (McDowell, 1996, pp. 76-85, 95).
Scientism is not compulsory.

Second, McDowell would deny that there
is any privileged perspective from which we
can “ground” ordinary reasons. Certainly not
the Formula of Universal Law. Consider an-
other example, familiar from Kant. Suppose
Samantha proposes to make a false promise.
She and her family are in need. So she intends
to lie to the bank and raise funds she knows
she will be unable to repay. Suppose now that
we show her to be, in Korsgaard’s phrase, in
“practical contradiction”: To act on her maxim
would be to will both a world in which prom-
ising is impossible and a world in which she
can make a promise. Why should she heed us?
Suppose she responds: “So what, if I am in
some kind of contradiction? This is not a con-
tradiction that will make it impossible for me
to do what I propose. Nor is it one that ren-
ders my thoughts or actions unintelligible.
You philosophers care about contradiction —
it is part of your job — but life is not a sem-
inar and I'm concerned about my children’s
welfare.” So we need an account that explains
why, if Samantha is in contradiction, this mat-

"Not that Kant’s account is metaphysically innocent, of
course, when it comes to elucidating the key concept of
autonomy, but there need be nothing spooky in the For-
mula of Universal Law.



a MHe HaJI0 T03a00TUTHCS O OJIarOIOIY UMY MOVIX
neten». HaMm Hy>eH crioco® oObACHUTB, HoueMy
IIPOTUBOpEYNE, C KOTOPOM CTONIKHYJIach CamaH-
Ta, — 3T0 Ipobrema. Hemoctatouno Oymer cka-
3aTh, YTO, CMUPSISICH C IIPOTMBOPEUNEM, OHA BeTleT
cebs1t MppanmoHasbHO. HaM HyeH criocob oObsc-
HWTB, YTO He TaK C MppaloHaIbHOCTHI0. Kpome
TOrO, He MOXEeT OBITh YBEPEHHOCTN 1 B TOM, UTO
CamaHTa OeticmbumeavHo WVppalvioHaIbHa. 1o,
YTO OHA COOMpPAETCs CIeJIaTh, MOXeT OBITh JIOXKBIO,
TIOZIJIOTOM 1 BOPOBCTBOM, HO He SBJISIETCS C OUe-
BUIHOCTBIO MPPAIVIOHAIBHBIM.

DTOT IIpUIMep MOXET IOKa3aThCs HeyIaudHbIM,
IIOTOMY YTO HAIIIVl MOPaJIbHBIE VHTYWUIIVN IIO I10-
BOZY JIOKHBIX OOeITfaHWMII OT/IMYAIOTCS OT KaH-
TOBCKMX. [To3TOMY, eciivt MpaBIIPHO MHOHSTH CU-
Tyaryo, OHa MOXeT IIPOVTY IIpoBepKy, a CamaH-
Ta OKaXeTcsl CBOOOIHOV OT IIpoTmBopeunit. Pac-
CMOTPUIM Tellephb CJIydYaii, B KOTOpOM CyOBeKT 00-
HO3HA4HO HellpaB. To, YTO OH COBEpPIIL, SBJISETCS
IVICKPVIMMHAIIVIOHHBIM, KeCTOKVIM, OCKOPOWTeITb-
HBIM, HeyBaXXUTeJIbHBIM U T.7I. Ecoii ero He BOJI-
HyeT BCe 3TO, TO II0YeMY OH JO0JDKeH OeCrIoKOMThb-
Cs1 O CBOEVI MPPAIVIOHAIIBHOCTY B TOM CMBICTIE, UYTO
KaKMM-TO 00pa3oM 3aIyTasics B IIPOTUBOPEUMSIX?
KaHTnagerr uimeT MOJHOTY B OCHOBaHMSIX, KOTO-
Pble IOJDKHBI OBITH OTOOPEHHI JTFOOBIM PaIlVIOHaIb-
HBIM cy1riecTBoM. Ho make paryioHasibHOMY cyliie-
CTBY HY>KHO 3a00TMTBCS O CBOEV palliOHAIBHOCTAL.

[er10 He B TOM, UTO ameJUIALN K pa3yMy He ra-
paHTUpyeT 1oOey Haj, 3JI0M (3TO cooOpakeHue
He yckoib3aeT M or Kanrta). ITpoGema kacaet-
csi 000CHOBaHMSI MOPAJIBHBIX T0BOIIOB. CoOIIacHO
Maxknaya/1y, eciii 4To-TO MIeT He TaK, TO IIOBU-
HEH B 9TOM pPa3yM, He OTpearupoBaBIINII Ha JI0-
Bogel. Ho aTO erBa j1 MOXXHO HasBaTh cOoeM pa-
IIVIOHAJIBHOCTY (VUTVI, TOYHEee, BBIYMCIIVITEITHHON
panmoHasHOCTY). CKOpee, 3TO cOOVI YeJIOBeUHO-
CTW, KaK ee IIOHMMaeT MaKaya/ul, TO eCTh HeCIIo-
COOHOCTB ITPOYYBCTBOBATh TO, YTO MIMEET MOpaIb-
HOe V3MepeHMe (YeCTHOCTh, HOOPOTY, yBakeHVe
" T.11.). HeBO3MOXXHO TIOIMHSATHCS Ha yPOBEHb JIVIC-
Kypca, Ha KOTOPOM MBI MOIJIVI ObI 0OOCHOBATB, I10-
yeMy ST Bellly JOJDKHBI MMeTh TaKoe 3HadeHNe,
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ters. It won’t do to say that if she embraces
the contradiction she’s being irrational. We
need an account of why the irrationality mat-
ters. And anyway, it’s not clear she is being ir-
rational. What Samantha proposes to do may
be lying, cheating and thieving, but it’s not ob-
viously irrational.

Now one might suspect the case is mislead-
ing, simply because our moral intuitions about
false promising are different from Kant’s and
so, properly understood, this isn’t a case that
fails the test and she’s not in contradiction after
all. So let’s take a case where the agent is clear-
ly wrong. What she has done is discriminatory,
cruel, offensive, disrespectful, and so on. If she
doesn’t care about being discriminatory, cruel,
offensive, disrespectful etc., why should she
mind about being irrational in the sense of be-
ing somehow ensnared in contradiction? The
Kantian seeks completeness in grounds that
must be endorsed by any rational being. But
even a rational being has to care about being
rational.

The point is not that appealing to reason is
not guaranteed to triumph over wickedness (a
point hardly lost on Kant). The issue concerns
the grounding of moral reasons. McDowell’s
view is that where things go wrong, what is
at issue is a failure of reason in the sense of
a failure in responsiveness to reasons, but
this is not best seen as a failure of rationality
(or of calculative rationality, one might say).
It is rather a failure of humanity, as he puts
it, meaning a failure to be sensitive to things
that matter morally (such as fairness, kind-
ness, respect etc.). There is no ascent to a level
of discourse in which we can justify why these
things have to matter as they do in a par-
ticular case; there is no perspective outside
the moral point of view from which we can
ground morality.
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KaKoe OHM IMEIOT B KOHKPeTHOM CJIyuae; He Cyllle-
CTBYeT IIePCIIeKTVBbI BHE MOPAJIbHOV TOUKWU 3pe-
H5L, C KOTOPOVI MBI MOTLJIV ObI 000CHOBATH MOpaJIb.

6. O0BsIcHeHMe TOBO/IOB:
yriay0sieHue, a He 000CHOBaHMe

Taxmm oOpasom, HaM cilefiyeT yI0BJIeTBOPUTh-
sl OOBIZIEHHBIMY JIOBOJIaMM, K KOTOPBIM MBI aIlel-
nupyeM, 0OOCHOBBIBast Hamy noctynku. VI atm
JOBOIIBI TIOZ/TAFOTCS OOBSICHEHWMIO, eciI IIoMe-
CTUTD X B O0JIee MMPOKMIT KOHTEKCT. 3/1eCh MOX-
HO IOVITU II0 OHOMY M3 ABYX IyTen. [lepsbiit m3
HUX — HeoapuCTOTeIMaHCKMiL. YToObl oco3HaTh,
royeMy cam ¢paxm obeuyanis CTAaHOBUTCS 37eCh J10-
BOZIOM, II0JIe3HO MOHSTH POJIb OOelaHmil B XKu3-
HV JIFOZIeV], a IMEeHHO IToYeMy CyIllecTBa Bpojie Hac
He MOr'yT 00oMTHCh 6e3 TaKoro MHCTUTyTa. Mb1 —
CyIIeCTBa, KOTOPBIe JIOJDKHBI COTPYAHUYATD PYT
C IPyTOM, VI MTHCTUTYT OOeIaHusl — 3TO IIPeJITio-
ChUIKa Halllero mnpoupeTaHus. Takue paccyxe-
HUS JTAlOT KOHMeKcni, HO He obocHosanm. [Tpu-
BOZIVIMbIE, YTOOBI OOBSICHUTD, ITIOYeMY HellpaBUIIb-
HO Oy/leT HapymmWTh OanHoe oObelljaHVe, TaKwe
KOHTeKCTyaJsIbHble CooOpaskeHMs Bcerfa OyayT 3a-
JIOKHMKaMM IIPOCTOrO BO3pakeHsl, UTO 110 yIIy-
ITleHVe BPsiJl JIV TIOCTaBUT II0]T, yTPO3Y CaM MHCTH-
TyT. Ho cMBIC/T Takyx KOHTEKCTyaIbHBIX cOO0pa-
JKeHUVI He B paspelleHuy CIIOPOB B KOHKPETHBIX
cjlydasx, a B PasBUTUM TaKOro IMOHMMAaHMUs MO-
PaJIbHBIX MPAKTUK, KOTOpOe BCeJIUT yBakeH!e K
HVM U IIOKaXkeT, IloyeMy oleltaHms, pyxk0a, Bep-
HOCTB, ITPaBAMBOCTE U T. /1. UTPAIOT BaXKHYIO pOJib
B KVM3HU TIOJTIOOHBIX HaM cy1riecTs. Llesib He B TOM,
YTOOBI TIOKa3aTh VHCTPYMEHTaJIbHYIO II€HHOCTD
moOpozereriert, a B TOM, UTOOBI ITPOIEMOHCTPUPO-
BaTh, KaKylo 3Ha4MTeIbHYIO POJIb OHU UIPAIOT B
IpolBeTaHuy JejloBedecTBa. KoHTekcTyaIbHbIe
coobpakeHMsl BaXKHBI U JIJIsi MOPaJIbHOIO BOCIIV-
TaHMs. Mopajii HeBO3MOXXHO Hay4UThb, OT/IeJIbHO
00BACHMB, YTO TaKoe IpoliBeTaHNe, a II0TOM 3asd-
BVIB, YTO OHO JIOCTUTAETCsI BEPHOCTHIO MOPaJTbHBIM
nobponererisam. Ckopee, HY)KHO ITPeIJIOKUTD yde-
HVIKY TaKyO TOUKY 3peHMs, C KOTOPOVI CTAHOBUT-
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6. Elucidating Reasons: Deepening,
not Grounding

We must therefore rest content with the or-
dinary reasons to which we appeal to justify
our acting as we do. We can, however, eluci-
date those reasons by placing them in a wider
setting. There are two avenues of elucidation.
The first is neo-Aristotelian. To understand
why the fact that you promised is a reason here,
it helps to understand the role of promising in
human life — why beings like us could not get
on without such an institution. We are beings
who must collaborate with one another and so
the institution of promising is a precondition
of our flourishing. Such considerations provide
context, not foundation. Invoked to show why
it would be wrong to break this promise, such
contextual considerations will always be hos-
tage to the response that this lapse will hard-
ly jeopardise the institution. But the role of
such contextual considerations is not to clinch
arguments in particular cases, but to culti-
vate an understanding of moral practices that
might inspire reverence, to show why promis-
ing, friendship, fidelity to the truth, and so on,
matter in the lives of being like us. The point
is not to represent these goods as of merely in-
strumental value, but to show that they contrib-
ute constitutively to human flourishing. Such
contextual considerations have a role in moral
education. We cannot teach morality by inde-
pendently characterising what it is to flourish
and then casting adherence to moral goods as
a means to that end. Rather we have to invite
the learner into a point of view from which the
best kind of life is revealed to be one lived in
accord with these values and in recognition
of the claims — the categorical claims — they
make on us.



Csl OUeBVJTHBIM, UTO caMasi JIydlllasi XMU3Hb — 3TO
JKM3HB B COOTBETCTBUM C IIEHHOCTSIMM JOOporieTe-
M U (KaTeropudecKrMu) TpeOoBaHMAMY, KOTO-
pble OHM HaM IIPeIbSIBIISIOT.

Bropasi crparervisi, B HEKOTOPOM pofie COBMECT-
Masi C IIlepBoVi, — HeoKaHTMaHcKasd. CoryacHo e,
KM3HB, B KOTOPOV HaXOOWUTCS MeCTO MOPaJIbHBIM
MpaKTUKaM, payuoHaAbHA. DTO XU3Hb caMOOIIpe-
TIeJISIOLIVIXCSL CYIeCTB, PYKOBOOCTBYIOIIVIXCS 10-
BofaMM. MOXXHO TIOIIBITaTbCS OOBSICHUTD MOpaIb-
Hble 00S3aHHOCTY, OOpaTVB BHMMAaHME Ha Te W3
HVIX, YTO IIPOVICTEKAIOT M3 CIIOCOOHOCTVI K aBTOHO-
MWW, CUUTAIOIIEVICS OCHOBOIIOJIAraOIIeN 1 Ha-
1revt Tprpozbl. To, 9To MBI aBTOHOMHBI, HaM 00s13a-
TeJIbHO M3BecTHO. KaHT 1 DHCKOM CXOISTCS B TOM,
YTO IIpaKTMUecKoe 3HaHVe — 3TO CIIOCOOHOCTH Ca-
Moco3HaHVA. Ecint g gericTBy 1o MHTeHIIMIOHAIBHO,
TO CYILIECTBYeT HeKoe OIVICaHVie MOero IeVICTBIS, B
KOTOPOM 3aJI0KeHO MOe 3HaHVie TOrO, YTo £ JieJIalo.
V1 3Haro s 3TO He IIyTeM HAOJIIOEHMIL: 3TO 3HaHMe
HesMIIVprdeckoe. MbI IprioOpeTaeM ero IeViCTBYsI.
Cosepiras caMOOCO3HaHHBIVI IIOCTYTIOK, 5 OCO3HAI0
cebs TakmMM, Kakoil s ecThb Ha camoM nese'’. B To
JKe BpeMsl S 3HAIO, YTO MOSI CITOCOOHOCTH K aBTOHO-
MWW — He TOJIBKO M0s CTIOCOOHOCTB, PaBHO KakK U
JIOBOZIBI, B CBeTe KOTOPBIX 5 JIeVICTBYIO, — JIOBOZIBI
He T MeHs, HO JIIs JII000ro uesioBeka B II0I00-
Hom cuTyauuu. CrleioBaTesIbHO, YTOOBI B3aMIMO-
ZIeVICTBOBAaTh C APYTMMM KakK C JIFO[bMVI, HeOOXOIM-
MO TIpM3HAaBaTh 38 HUMM 3Ty CTIOCOOHOCTE.

Bce 5T0 npuBOAMT HaC K TeMaM, XOPOLIIO M3BeCT-
HBIM 10 IVICKYCCVV BOKPYT KAHTOBCKOV (DOPMYJIBI
4eJIOBEUHOCTN. YBUIIETh B KOM-TO CaMOOIIpesies-
IoITeecs] CYIeCTBO — 3HA4YUT yBUAETh B HEM CIIO-

" CornacHo Cebactpany Pémmo, «KaHT yTBepKmaeT, uTo
B TOVI Mepe, B KaKOVI Mbl HAXOAVMCS I1OJT BIIVITHVEM IIpU-
YMHHOCTY CBOOOMIBI, MBI OCO3HAeM cels He KaK SIBJICHUSI,
HO Kak B Belu B cebe. OH moppasymMesaer, uTo, Oymyun
cyObeKTaMI MHTEHIIMOHAIBHBIX IEVICTBIUV, MBI He 0CO3-
HaeM ce0s penenTvsHO. Hamre 3HaHMe B 3TOM cily4ae He
3aBUCUT OT CIIOCOOHOCTYM UYBCTBOBAHWSI, BBICTYIIAIOIIEN
IIOCPEIHVKOM MEXy HaMI V1 [I03HaBaeMbIMI HaMV 00b-
exrtamit. Tak Kak “sBjieHne” OTHOCUTCS K OOBEKTy, IO-
3HaBaeMOMYy IIPV IIOMOIINM PeIeNTUBHOV CIIOCOOHOCTH,
Hallle 3HaHMe caMyx ce0s B KauecTBe CyOBeKTOB He sIBJIS-
eTcs 3HaHVeM sBJIeHmui. Vl cvta 3Tov vmen Heloo1leHBa-
ercs» (Rodl, 2007, p. 122, fn 20).
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The second strategy, not incompatible with
the first, is neo-Kantian. Here we stress that
the life in which the practices of morality have
a place is rational life, the life of self-determin-
ing beings who act in the light of reasons. We
can therefore hope to elucidate moral obliga-
tion by illuminating the responsibilities that
flow from the power of autonomy, seen as de-
finitive of our nature. That we are autonomous
beings cannot but be known to us. It is com-
mon ground between Kant and Anscombe that
practical knowledge is a self-conscious cap-
acity. When I act intentionally, there is some
description of my action under which I know
what I am doing. I do not know this by obser-
vation: this is non-observational knowledge of
knowing-in-doing. In such self-conscious acts,
I am conscious of myself as I truly am.!"" At the
same time, I know that the power of autonomy
is not just my power, just as the reasons in the
light of which I act are not reasons for me but
for any human being so situated. So to relate to
another as a human being is to recognise this
power in them.

This brings us to themes familiar from
Kant’s discussion of the Formula of Human-
ity. To see you as a self-determining being is
to see in you a power that I cannot but respect,
and this brings in its wake recognition that you
are a being that must not be treated merely as
a means. The power of self-determination ac-
cords those who possess it a dignity beyond all
price, as Kant famously puts it, and if I am not

T As Sebastian Rodl (2007, p. 122n20) argues, “Kant
states that, insofar as we are under the causality of free-
dom, we know ourselves not as appearances, but as
things in themselves. He means that, as subjects of in-
tentional action, we do not know ourselves receptively;
our knowledge in this case does not depend on a faculty
of sensibility that mediates between ourselves and the
objects we know. Since “appearance’ refers to an object
known by means of a receptive faculty, our knowledge
of ourselves as agents is not knowledge of appearanc-
es. The power of this insight has been underestimated.”



JI. Bakxéper

COOHOCTB, K KOTOPOVI MBI MOXX€M OTHOCUTBCS TOJTb-
KO C YBaXEHVEeM, M TeM CaMbIM IIpM3HaBaTbh, UTO
K TaKOMY CYIIEeCTBY HeJIb3S OTHOCUTBCS TOJIBKO
Kak K cpercTBy. CrIocOGHOCTE caMooITperiesieHvst
Hazle/IsieT TeX, KTO el o0Jla/iaeT, IOCTOVHCTBOM,
He VIMEIOIIVM IIeHBI, KaK IIPeKpacHO BBIPasuIl-
cs KanT. U ecrin 1 He HaMepeH MOAYVHSTH BaIlI
LIeJIVI CBOVIM LIeJISIM, 51 JOJDKEH IIPU3HATB, YTO OCHO-
BaHIs, KOTOpbIe yCTaHaBJ/IVBAIOT, KaK CaMOOIIpe-
HeTISIOIIeCs CyIIecTBa B3aMOMEVICTBYIOT APYT C
JIPYTOM, TO €CTh MOpaJIbHBbIe OCHOBAHS, JIOJKHBI
YUYUTBIBAThCS HaMV BHE 3aBVCVIMOCTM OT HAIIIMX
CITydJarHBIX 11eJiert. V13 3Toro ciiefyer KaTeropmde-
CKWVI CTaTyC MOpaJIbHBIX TpeOOoBaHMIT?.

Lerb M3/I0XKeHMS TaKMX MBICTIEVI — CTUMYJIV-
PpOBaTh pasyM B peXuMe CKOopee IIOHMMaH, YeM
BBIYVICIIEHVISI, [OBOASA 10 PedrIeKCMBHOIO 0CO3-
HaHVS VIMIUIVLIUTHBIE U pasyMa 3HaHUS. DT
coobpakeHMsI BpsZl M TlepeyOesiT TeX, KTO He
KeJlaeT caMomo3HaHMs. Ho MBI MoxeM HamesiThb-
s, 9TO JIOOpaBIIVecs 110 3TUX CTPOK YBUIIST, UYTO
CHOCOOHOCTh K aBTOHOMMUW MOYKET HaWTV IOJDK-
HOe BhIpakeHVe TOJIIBKO B COIO3e C ApyTruMmu. Bo-
IIPOC He B TOM, KaK MHe CJIe[IyeT XWUTh, VI JTake He
B TOM, KaK MHe CJIe[lyeT XUTb Cpefy APyTuX, a B
TOM, KaK CJIeflyeT XUTb Ham. VI 3To mpenrosara-
eT CyIIleCcTBOBaHUe Wjleasla TapMOHVYHOV peay-
3alMM CIIOCOOHOCTY K aBTOHOMWM BCeMU, Vipearl
«IjapcTBa Iester». Mpl MOXXeM CIIPOCUTB y CKell-
TMKa, KaKasl XXV3Hb JIydllle — Ta, B KOTOPOV MBI
IIpecsieiyeM cOOCTBeHHBIe 11eJI1, He obpaltiasi Hi-
KaKOro BHMMAaHM Ha I1eJI APYIUX, WU Ta, ITe,
JeVICTBYs, MBI CTPEMVMCS K MVPY paBHOTO O1aro-
JEHCTBUS JIIOLEV, IIPeciIeyIOIINX OOIIyIO IIesIb

12 KaHTHaHeI1, BepOsSTHO, ITOIpo0yeT ImpuIicaTs popmy-
JIe 9eJIOBEYHOCTV OCHOBOIIOJIAraloIlyI0 poJIb, B KOTOPOVL
et oTKasbiBaeT Makaya/ul, HO MHe TPYAHO IpeICTaBUTh
IOMCKyccmio ¢ oTmx no3unuit. B «Co3maHnm napcersa Lie-
stet» Kopcrapz 3agsiisieT o BBICIIEN IIEHHOCTV YeJIOBedY-
HOCTM B CMBICJIe criocobHocTu K aBroHomun (Korsgaard,
1997, p. 106—132 (1. 4)). C 5TMIM MOXHO COITIACUTBCS,
XOTsl ee MHTepIIpeTalysl aBTOHOMMH 1 KasKeTcsl MHe dge-
pecuyp nHTeIUIeKTyasmcTckort. Ho 3aTeM oHa pgorornHser
CBOV pa3MBbIIIUIEHNS (TOUYHee, [IOPTUT MX) TeJIeoJIorde-
CKUM PacCyXXIeHMEM O UeJIOBEYHOCTW, TO eCTh CII0CO0-
HOCTM K aBTOHOMWI, pealn3yeMOVl B COOTBETCTBUIL C
MOPaJIbHBIM 3aKOHOM, KaK BBICIIIEVI I1eJIbI0 MUPO3IaHsL.
DTUM OHa JIMIIIb J00aBIIgeT K MHTeIUIEKTYaIN3My Heo-
IIyCTMMBIVI aHTPOIIOIIEHTPW3M.
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to subordinate your ends to mine, I must accept
that the reasons that decide how self-determin-
ing beings interact with one another — i.e.
moral reasons — must weigh with us in ways
that are not conditional upon our contingent
ends. Hence the categorical status of moral re-
quirements."

The point of articulating such thoughts is
to stimulate reason in an apprehending, rather
than calculative mode, to bring knowledge im-
plicit to reason to reflective awareness. The exer-
cise is thus not likely to move those who do not
want this self-knowledge. But we can hope that
someone who has followed us so far will see
that the power of autonomy can find proper ex-
pression only in consort with others. The ques-
tion is not “How should I live?”, or even “How
should I live among others?”, but “How should
we live?”, and this suggests an ideal of the har-
monious exercise of the power of autonomy by
all, the ideal of a “kingdom of ends”. So we can
at least ask the sceptic: What is the better life?
One in which you pursue your ends in ways
indifferent to the ends of others, or one where,
by your actions, you aspire to a world where
people flourish equally in pursuit of the com-
mon end of properly expressing their powers
of self-determination? As Wiggins (2006, p. 129)
puts it, “For a reasonable being, how could it be
reasonable not to aspire to live with other rea-
sonable beings in the accord that is worthy of
reasonable beings? For reasonable beings, sure-
ly solidarity in reason is mandatory.” Of course,

12The Kantian might seek to give the Formula of Hu-
manity the foundational role McDowell refuses to cast,
but I cannot see how the argument can go. In Creat-
ing the Kingdom of Ends, Korsgaard (1997, pp. 106-132
(ch. 4)) begins by casting the supreme value of human-
ity in terms the power of autonomy. This I can accept,
though I find her construal of autonomy too intellectual-
istic. But then this is complemented, or rather spoiled,
by a teleological story that portrays humanity — that is,
the power of autonomy exercised in adherence to the
moral law — as the ultimate purpose of creation. But
this only adds to the intellectualism an intolerable an-
thropocentrism.



IOJDKHOVI peaiv3alliyl VX CIIOCOOHOCTM K CaMo-
onpenertennto. ITo cioBam Yurrusca, «passe pa-
3yMHO, UTO pa3yMHOe CYIIIeCTBO He CTPEeMUTCS K
XKV3HY C IPYTYMW Pa3yMHBIMM CyIIIeCTBaMU B CO-
IJIaCM, JOCTOVIHOM pasyMHBIX cyIrecTs? Koneu-
HO JKe, IJIS pa3syMHBIX CYIIeCTB COJIMIAPHOCTH B
pasyme obsizatennbHa» (Wiggins, 2006, p. 129). Ko-
HEYHO, VI 3TOT apryMeHT MOXeT He cpaboTaTk, HO
OIPOBEPrHYTH €r0 IOy YMTCS TOIIBKO YHU3MB de-
JIOBeUeCcKOe JOCTOMHCTBO, «IIOCSIT[HYB| Ha ero cBs-
TocTh» (AA 04, S. 435; KanT, 19973, c. 189).

7. 3aKJIIoueHme

Onmpasice Ha pabotel [I>xoHa Maknayauia, s
riokasasi, YTo KaHT ObUT IIpaB B OTHOIIIEHNN KaTe-
TOPMYECKOVI IIPVIPOIBI MOPaIbHBIX TpeOOBaHMI U
OIIMOAJICS. B TOM, YTO OHV MOTYT OBITH yCTaHOBJIE-
HBI alIpyopy, a TakXXe B TOM, YTO UMCTBIVI IIPaKTV-
YeCKMT pa3yM MOXeT JaTh OCHOBaHMe J1JI MOPaJIl.
Tem He MeHee BOITPOCHI, BBITEKATOIIIVE 113 KaHTOB-
CKMX WeVi, JOJDKHBI 3aHMMaTh Beylllee MecToO B
MOpaJIbHOV pedpyieKcuM 11 BOCOUTaHU, 8 IMeHHO:

1. SIBgercs jv 3TOT MOCTYIIOK TaKMM, KaKovi,
10 MOeMY MHEeHWIO, CTOUT copepmnTh? To ecTb
Xouy JIM & XXWUTh B MVpe, B KOTOPOM JIIOON AeV-
CTBYIOT IOIOOHBIM 00pa3oM, COBepIIaioT I0I00-
Hble IIOCTYIIKM, PYKOBOACTBYSCH HOIOOHBIMM J10-
BOIaAMM?

2. [levicTBysl TakuM 0Opa3zoM, HOCTyIIalo JIn
g KaK CyIIecTBO, KOTOpoe caMO OIpefiesiseT, YTo
eMy IyMarb U genarb? Vi g octarock ity x K Be-
CKMM OCHOBaHMSAM HOCTYHUTL WHaude? Moxer
OBbITB, MOV ITOCTYIIKM IIPOAVKTOBAHBI HEOOTyMaH-
HBIMU IOBOIAMIN?

3. IlocTynas momobHEIM 00pa3oM, oOpaliiaochk
JI 4 C APYTMMM KaK C JIIO[bMY, CAMOOITpe/IesIso-
IIVIMUCS CYIIleCTBaMV, VMEIOIIVIMI TO ke IIpaBo,
YTO U 51, CTPEMUTBLCS K CBOMM 1IeJIsIM, ITpoIiBeTaTh
U YIPaBJIATh COOCTBEHHBIMM XM3HAMM? VI ke
s VICTIOJIB3Y' 10 JIPYT VX KaK TOJIBKO Belry?

4. TToctynast TakuM oOpa3oM, y4acTBYIO JIN 5 B
o0r111eM Jiesie, B KOTOPOM MOXKeT OBITh peasIn3oBaHa
CIIOCOOHOCTH KaXK/J0ro K aBTOHOMMU V1 TeéM CaMbIM
CO3[IAIOTCS YCJIOBUS [IJIs paBHOTO OJIarofieHCTBs
CaMOOITpeIeJISIONIVIXCS CYIIeCTB?
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this appeal is not guaranteed to work, but the
sceptic can reject it only by slighting human
dignity in a way that “assaults its holiness”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 435; Kant, 1998, p. 42).

7. Conclusion

Drawing on the work of John McDowell, I
have maintained that Kant is right that moral
requirements are categorical in nature, though
wrong to think they can be established a priori
or that a foundation for morality can be provid-
ed by pure practical reason. For all that, the fol-
lowing Kant-inspired questions should figure
centrally in moral reflection and education:

1) Is this the kind of act that I think should
be done? That is, do I want to live in a world in
which people do acts of this kind, acts of this
kind for this kind of reason?

2) Am I, in acting in this way, acting as a be-
ing should act that can determine for itself what
to think and do? Or am I failing to respond to
good reasons to act otherwise, or allowing my
actions to be dictated by motives that I have not
subjected to appropriate scrutiny?

3) Am |, in acting in this way, treating others
as persons, self-determining beings who are as
entitled as I am to pursue their ends, flourish,
be in command of their lives etc., or am I using
others as if they are mere things?

4) Am I, in acting in this way, participat-
ing in a common project in which every-
one’s power of autonomy is given appropriate
opportunity to create conditions that enable the
equal flourishing of all as self-determining be-
ings?

Posing these questions helps us discover re-
quirements that should influence us regard-
less of our contingent inclinations and ends.
These requirements are not unconditional in
the purest Kantian sense. They are contingent
on human beings caring about reason. They are
contingent on our better nature, we might say.



JI. Bakxéper

ITocTaHOBKa 3TMX BOIIPOCOB IIOMOraeT HaM 00-
HapyXXUTb TpeOoBaHIs, KOTOPBIE TOJDKHBI BIIVSTh
Ha Hac BHE 3aBUCHMOCTV OT HaIIVX CKJIOHHOCTE
U Lesiert. DT TpeboBaHMs He Oe3yCJIOBHBI B UM-
CTO KaHTMAaHCKOM cMbIcle. OHM HaXOOATCd B 3a-
BUICVIMOCTY OT JIFOEVI, [IJIst KOTOPBIX BaXKeH pasyM.
MoXHO cKa3aTbh, OHV 3aBUCAT OT JIy4llero B Ha-
LIV ITPUPOJIE.

51 He OXMJ1a10, UTO TaKOVI IIOJIXOTL, HarieT 00JIb-
IIyIO MOOJIEePXKY Cpedy KaHTMaHIIeB, KOTOpEIE,
BO3MOXHO, OyIyT coXajleTb O TOM, UYTO KaHTOB-
CKMe VJIey JIUIIIeHbI MeTadpM319ecKov [Ty OVHBI 1
TIOMellleHbl B paMKV MeHee aMOUITO3HO 11 OoJlee
HaTypaIVICTUYeCKON KOHILIEMIINY, OTPUHYBIIeN
UMCTOTY pasyMa U, ¢ Touku 3peHus Kanra, Tem
caMbIM oDOpeKaroIrer 4ejloBeKa Ha «IIpe3peHme 1
BHyTpeHHee OTBpallleHne K camMoMy cebe» (AA 04,
S. 426; Kanr, 1997a, c. 159). Ho ecyiit MbI yJ10B71€TBO-
PVIMCS yBaXKeHVeM K pa3syMy — TaKOMY, KaKVM OH
cdopMmpoBasIcs M HallleJI CBOe BbIpakeHVe B Ta-
KMX CyIIeCTBaX, KaK Mbl, — MBI MOXKeM HaIesAThCs
PasBUTh €ro CIIOCOOHOCTH PacIio3HaBaTh ¥ ITOHU-
MaTb, IJle HaXO[IUTcs 100po.
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I do not expect this approach to find much
favour among Kantians, who may deplore see-
ing Kant’s insights denuded of metaphysical in-
tensity and incorporated into a less ambitious
and more naturalistic conception, which for-
sakes the purity of reason and, by Kant's lights,
thereby condemns the human being “to con-
tempt for himself and inner abhorrence” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 426; Kant, 1998, p. 35). But if we are
content to revere reason as it is formed and
finds expression in beings like us, then there is
still hope we can cultivate its power to discern
and apprehend where the good lies.
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IOIMPPOBBIE TEXHOJIOI'MN:
PASMbBIIIITEHM O PA3JINYNN
MEXXIY MTHCTPYMEHTAJIBHOM

PALIVIOHAJIBHOCTDBIO
N ITPAKTUYECKVM PA3YMOM

JI. Hazav!

Haxodsimea au komnviomepsl Ha nymu K obpeme-
Huto «cynepurmerrexma»? CnocodHo Au mexanu4eckoe
Bvinoanenue npoepamm UCKYccmbenHo2o0 UuxmesreKma
NOAHOCIIbI0 UMUMUPOBAMb pasMblulAeHUe U NPUHAIUE
pewienuti 6 mom Bude, 8 Kkakom Mo NPOUCXOOUM Y He-
a08exa? Ipu Dauxcaiuem paccmompenuu smu 6onpocsl
KaXxymcs HeobOCHOBanHbIMU, MAK KAK ar20pummbl (UAu,
6 kanmoBckotl mepMUHOA0UU, «UMNEPaAmubbl YMeHU:»,
peasusyemvle MexXHUHecKUMU Memooamu) umeromn, no
cymu, 2emeporommbie xapakmepucmuxu. Tax nasviba-
emas aBmoHOMHOCb UCKYCCMBEHHO20 unmerlekma —
910 aBmomamusm UCNOAHEHUS HA 0CHOBe NOAYHEHHbIX
om Oamuuxo8 Oaumvix. B cpabuenuu c nomenyuaiom
uen0Beueckoe0 «NpaKmMuuecko20 pasyma» Kk muuecko-
MY CyxKOeHuo maxoi abmomamusm okasvibaemcs o2pa-
HUUEHHbIM B cyujecmbenHblx AcneKkmax, HeCMOmps Ha
cnocobHocms UuppoBuix mexHoA02Ull K BeposmHOCHOlL
adanmayuu Kk HoBviM OAHHBIM NPU NOMOUSU «<MAULUHHOZ0
00yuenus». Imo ymbepxoerue nodpodHo pasdbupaemcs
6 cBeme udeu «1yugppoBoeo yManusMa», npeoA0KeHHOU
IO0. Hudou-Promesrunom u H. Baiidengpesvd. Ianuas
KOHYenyus npusnaem 603MOXHYIO 10Ae3HOCb AA420-
pummo8 kax «uHcmpymenmob», npu 3mom noouepkubas
(u mem camvim ombepeas kpaiurue nposbienus c6a3vl-
Baembix ¢ UCKYCCMBeHHbIM UHMEAACKITIOM YIMONUYECKUX
U aHMuymonuueckux uoei «nocmeyMaHusma») cyuje-
cmbennyio pasHuyy mexoy ueroBeueckum Oeticmbuem
u e20 (dacmuuroil) umumayuen UCKYcCmBeHHbIM UH-
measexmom. C 00HOTL CTOpOHbL, «YUGhpoBOTL 2YMAHUIM»
Huovi-Promeauna u Batidengpeavd basupyemcs Ha kaw-
muanckom npedcmabaenuu 06 abmonomHocmu wesobexa
Kkak camoonpedessitoujeeocs cyuecmba. C opyeotl — 06o-
cHOBviBaeMoe uMU NOHAMUE «CHIPYKIYPHOU PAYUOHANb-
Hocmu» Becbma npobaemamuuno. Heaaemcs 661600, umo
KOHYenyus «uugpobo2o ymanusma» moxem 0vimbs yco-

'VacTuTyT dprstocodpnn, BeHCKMi yHUBEpCHUTET.
Asctpus, 1010, Bena, YauBepsurercmrpacce, 1. 7.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 04.10.2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-1-3

DIGITAL TECHNOLOGY:
REFLECTIONS ON THE DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN
INSTRUMENTAL RATIONALITY
AND PRACTICAL REASON

L. Nagl'

Are computers on the way to acquiring “super-
intelligence”? Can human deliberation and deci-
sion-making be fully simulated by the mechanical
execution of Al programmes? On close examination
these expectations turn out not to be well-founded,
since algorithms (or, in Kantian terms, “impera-
tives of skill” that are implemented by technological
means) do, ultimately, have “heteronomous” char-
acteristics. So-called AI-"autonomy” is a sensor-di-
rected performance automatism, which — compared
with the potential for ethical judgment in human
“practical reason” — proves to be limited in signifi-
cant ways (even if, in so-called “machine learning”,
digital technologies are able to probabilistically
adapt to new data). This is shown in some detail with
reference to the idea of a “digital humanism”, which
was introduced by Julian Nida-Riimelin and Natha-
lie Weidenfeld, who argue that algorithms (possibly)
are useful “tools”, but emphasise — thus rejecting
excessive “post-humanist” (Utopian or dystopian)
ideas about Al — that there exists a crucial differ-
ence between human action and its (partial) Al-sim-
ulation. While Nida-Riimelin/Weidenfeld's “digital
humanism” is, on the one hand, inspired by Kant’s
conception of human autonomous self-determina-
tion, the concept of “structural rationality” that
they advocate is, on the other hand, quite problemat-
ic. “Digital humanism”, however, can be improved
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BepurercmBoBana c onopoil Ha npedsoxerHbitl b. Xepman
AHAAU3 «<MOPAALHOR0 CYxOeHUs» U pechaexcuto A. Byoa o
«yes0Beqeckom 0ocmourcmbe».

KaroueBuvie croBa: uckyccmbennviii unmesrexm,
PAYUOHANLHOCTITb, NPAKINUUECKUT PA3YM, CHOCODHOCHTD
cyxoenus, yugppobon eymanusm, 0. Huoa-Promesun,
H. Banoendpeavo, b. Xepman, A. Byo

BBenenmne

Vcriop3yeMble MaIIyHAMM aJITOPUTMBI VIMEIOT
MHOJKECTBO IT0JIe3HBIX ITprMeHeH 1. OHM MexaHV-
YecKyM 00pa30M BBITIOJTHSIIOT 3aIadvl 100ce2MeH A
IIPaKCICa, @ IMEHHO «/IMITePaTVIBOB YMEHIs» («VIH-
CTPYMEHTAJIBHOV» PalVIOHAJIBHOCTV B TepPMVHaX
M. Xopxxarmvepa 1 T. AopHo). Tem He MeHee 3TOT
TIOJICETMEHT, COIVIACHO KaHTOBCKOMY MHOIOIpaH-
HOMY aHaJIM3y IIPaKTIYECKOro pasyMa, He SIBJISIeT-
cst npaxcucom 6 noarom cmoicae cao6a. CrienoBaresib-
HO, YTOOBI IIOTUEPKHYTh OIIePALVIOHHYIO IIPVIPOILY
AJITOPUTMIYECKIX IIPOLIECCOB M IIPOBECTY PasIvi-
Yyie MeX/1y HVIMU V1 YeJIOBeYeCKVIM 1020COM, VICKYC-
crBeHHBIVI MHTeUIeKT (VM) cTouT ompenensTs B
TepMIMHAX PalVIOHAJIBHOCTY, a He pasyMa. AJro-
pUTMIYecKasl PaIVIOHAJIBHOCTh HEOTHeNIIMa OT
ee VHCTPYMEHTAJIHOV IIPVPOLIBL, B TO BpeMs Kak
uestoBedeckuil pasyMm (“Vernunft im eigentlichen
Sinn”?) BeIpakaeTcsl B «4JeJIOBEUECKOM CY KIAEHWV,
paccynke u cyxmennmn» (Mersch, 2019, S. 853).

B Hacrosient cTaTbe ISATH pasiesioB. B iepsom
KPaTKO PaccMaTPMBAIOTCS  «IIOCTTYMaHVICTIIUe-
cKvie» paHTa3MM, HOsIBJIEHVIE KOTOPBIX COITYy TCTBO-
BasIo passuTuio VIV (HammprMep, FpoMKIe 3asiBJle-
HVISL O 2pAdyujeM «cynepuxmestexine» CaMoyIIpaB-
JIIeMBIX KOMITBIOTEPOB ¥ BO3HVIKIIIVIE B IIVKY UM
artoKaJIMIITIUeCKrie IIpOpodecTBa). Bropoir pas-
J1eJT TIOCBSIIIeH ITOCTAHAJINTIYECKOMY U TepMeHeB-
TUYECKOMY aHaJIV3y JOCTOVMHCTB VI OrPaHYeHUII
«IIMPPOBOVT PalIIOHAJIBHOCTI». B TpeTbeM pasme-
jle pasdupaercsa npemioxeHHas Ommanom Hu-
novt-Promermaom w1 Haraym Bavimendernsn, mpes
«ppOBOro TryMaHM3Ma», BO MHOIOM BOCXOHS-
Imasi K KaHTOBCKOVI KOHIIEIIINY ITPaKTIIeCKOrO

2 «Pa3yM B cOGCTBEHHOM CMBICIIE» (HEM.).
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as I arque — with reference to Barbara Herman’s
analysis of “moral judgment” and to Allen Wood’s
reflections on “human dignity”.

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence, rationality,
practical reason, power of judgment, digital humanism,
Julian Nida-Riimelin, Nathalie Weidenfeld, Barbara
Herman, Allen Wood

Introduction

Algorithms instantiated by machines prove
useful in many regards. They mechanically ex-
ecute a sub-segment of praxis: “imperatives of
skill” (or “instrumental” rationality in Hork-
heimer and Adorno’s terms). This sub-segment
is, however, — as Kant shows in his complex
analyses of practical reason — not at all prax-
is in its full sense. It is thus of the utmost im-
portance to define Al in terms of “rationality”
rather than “reason”, in order to make visi-
ble the operative character of algorithmic pro-
cesses and to distinguish them from human
logos. While algorithmic rationality is chained
to its instrumental character, human reason
(“Vernunft im eigentlichen Sinn”) is manifest in
“human judgment, understanding, and justifi-
cation” (Mersch, 2019, p. 853).

My essay has five parts: after a brief look, in
part one, at some “post-humanistic” fantasies
which accompany the rise of Al (e.g. exces-
sive claims about that the upcoming “super-in-
telligence” of self-steering computers, and their
apocalyptic inversions), part two focuses on
post-analytic and hermeneutic analyses of the
merits and the limits of “digital rationality”.
Part three presents Julian Nida-Riimelin and
Nathalie Weidenfeld’s idea of a “Digital Hu-
manism”, which is inspired (though only in
some regards) by Kant’s conception of practi-
cal reason, arguing that algorithms, as ensem-
bles of tools, are in permanent need of human,
socio-political control. Part four asserts that
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pasyma. Hupa-Promeriviz v Bannendernss noguep-
KMBaIOT, UTO aJITOPUTMBI, Oyy4n COBOKYITHOCTSI-
MV VIHCTPYMEHTOB, ITOCTOTHHO HYXXIAIOTCS B Ue-
JIOBEYECKOM, OOIIIeCTBeHHO-IIOJIMTUYECKOM KOH-
Tposle. B yeTBepTOM pasierte yTeepXXaaeTcs, 4To
OCHOBHBIE 3TUYeCKMe Wen «IudpoBoro ryma-
HM3Ma» HaXOIST MOAKpeIUIeHVe B KaHTHaHCKOM
aHayimse B «[IpakTuke MOpaJIbHOTO CYXKIIeHWs»
bapOapnr Xepman (Herman, 1993) u B pedpirexcum
Astena Byna o moBosty «YesioBeuecTBa Kak I1ejm
camorz 110 cebe» (Wood, 1998). B misiton, 3axitroun-
TeJIbHOVI YacTV J1eJIaf0TCs BEIBOMBL. YTBep K/IaeTcs,
4UTO pa3sHOOOpasHble HeBepHBIe IIPOUTEHN S «aBTO-
HOMUW» U «IIOIJIMHHOCTV» MOTYT OOCY>XIIaThCs B
Hally «IudpoByIo 3M0Xy» (KaK 3TO HeJaBHO OT-
MeTnm K. bexkep 1 C. 30110epT) B paMKax BIOX-
HOBJICHHOVI XOpKXariMepoM 1 AJIOPHO KpUTHUe-
CKOVI TeopuM, ITepeHOCsIIeN B COBpeMeHHBIV KOH-
TeKCT KJIIOYeBble 3JIeMeHThl KaHTOBCKOV KOHIIeIl-
LMY IIPaKTUUeCcKOro pasyMa.

1. 3a npenesraMy «IIOCTTYMaHUCTUYIECKMX»
daHTa3M M aNTIOKATIUIITUYIECKMX
IIPOTHO30B: TPe3BbIN P1I10codPCcKmMit
B3IJIA]I Ha MCKYCCTBEHHBIVI MHTEJIJIEKT

TmarepHBIV aHAJIM3 PeasIbHOCTY Y ICTVHHO-
TO ITOTeHIVaIa IV(POBBIX TEXHOJIOI VI HE MOXET
ONVPATHCS HU Ha YMONudeckyio xypHasucmuxy,
HU Ha ee aHmuymonuueckutl anasoe. Ilocrrymanm-
CTBI IIpeyBeJINYMBAIOT BO3MOXKHOCTH VICKYCCTBEH-
HOTO MIHTeJUIeKTa, paHTa3upys 0 epsAdyujem cyrie-
PVIHTeJUIeKTe caMOperyJIpyeMbIX MalllyiH, KOTO-
PBIVI ITpUBEJIeT K TeXHOJIOTMYeCKOV CYHIYJISIPHO-
ctu (Kurzweil, 2005). ITpuBepkeHIIbI TaKMX B3IJIS-
JIOB BOCIIPOVM3BOMST IOBOJIBHO CTapOMOIHBIN U
MEVTHCTPUMHBIV «aHaJIUTUYeCKNil» HorMaride-
CKIVI CLIVEHTU3M, [ajIeKNii OT BILyMYMBOTO puIo-
codpckoro aHaIM3a CJIOKHOIO, COIMAIBHO CTPYK-
Ty PUPOBAaHHOTO, HeJleTepMUHUCTIYECKOTO ropu-
30HTa JIEVICTBUV, B KOTOPOM CYIIECTBYIOT MHHO-
Barum B cpepe VI (cm.: Habermas, 2019, S. 593,
Anm. 2). Obpamnas cmopoxa MOCTTYMaHWUCTIIYe-
CKIX yTOIUV — Oe3yJep)KHbIe aHmuymonuyeckue
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the leading ethical ideas of a “Digital Human-
ism” can be further solidified with reference
to Barbara Herman’s Kant-based analysis of
The Practice of Moral Judgment, as well as to Al-
len Wood’s reflections on Humanity as End in
itself. Part five, the coda and conclusion of the
presentation, asserts that the manifold mis-
readings of “autonomy” and “authenticity” in
our “digital age” can be discussed (as Becker
and Seubert have recently pointed out) in a
(Horkheimer- and Adorno-inspired) Critical
Theory that re-articulates in contemporary
contexts core motifs of Kant’s concept of prac-
tical reason.

1. Beyond “Post-Humanistic”
Fantasies and Apocalyptic Prognoses:
A Sober, Philosophical Look
at Artificial Intelligence

For a careful analysis of the reality as well
as the real potentials of digital technologies,
neither today’s Utopian journalism nor its dys-
topian counterpart are of much help. Post-hu-
manists exaggerate the possibilities of Artificial
Intelligence by fantasising about the upcoming
“super-intelligence” of self-regulating comput-
ers that will lead to their “singularity” (Kurz-
weil, 2005). They thus re-enact an (actually
quite old-fashioned, mainstream “analytical”)
dogmatic scientism that avoids any careful,
philosophical analysis of the complex, social-
ly structured, non-deterministic action hori-
zons in which Al innovations are embedded
(see Habermas, 2019, p. 593n2). The negative
inversion of these post-humanistic “super-in-
telligence” Utopias are spelled out in equally
excessive dystopian tales that predict the advent
of an unavoidably apocalyptic development of
Al (Bostrom, 2014). Both fantasies have their
basis in an abstract generalisation of “instrumen-



danTasMM, NpepeKaroie HeMHyeMoe alloKa-
mvmTrdeckoe passutue VIV (Bostrom, 2014). Oba
HappaTuBa yYKOpeHeHbl B abcmpakmHom 0000uje-
HUU «VMHCTPYMEHTaJIbHOW pallVIOHaJIbHOCTI», a
VIMEHHO B MCKa’keHHOM ITpe/ICTaBJIeHUN O Hpak-
cuce, yhesIdiolieM 4Ype3MepHOe BHVMaHUe IIpU-
YVHHO-CJIEZICTBEHHOMY OTHOIIIEHWIO MEX]Ly Cpell-
CTBaMU U 1IeJIbIO, TO eCTh B IIpeJICTaBJIeHNN, IO/~
JIeXkaliieM, Kak 3To Oy/eT IoKazaHO HVKe, KpUTH-
Ke B CBeTe KaHTOBCKOVI MHOIOCOCTaBHOVI KOHIIEII-
LIV «IIpaKTUYeCKOro pasyMan.

TpesBasi olleHKa JJOCTOMHCTB M CTPYKTYPHBIX
orpanmdenuy Textosorut ViV, B omiaue ot yto-
OIMYeCKMX ¥ aHTUYTOIMYECKMX HappaTMBOB 00
VIV1, Bo-TIepBEIX, JIOJDKHA OTpakaTh HeOCIIOpMMbIe
npeuMylecTsa Hyudposmsamum (To eCcTb yBesIu-
UMBAIOIIYIOCS CKOPOCHIb, SKCIIOHEHIIVAIbHO BO3-
pacTarou ox6am vi nomeHyual Kk a0anmayuu oc-
HOBaHHBIX Ha aJIFOPUTMax IporpaMmM, BO MHOI'MIX
OTHOIIIEHMX IIPeBOCXOISAIINX ITpeIIecTBYoIIe
VIV yerntoBedeckme TexHosIoruu). Bo-BTopblx, He-
obxomyMo 3ddekTrBHOE 00uUjectBerHo-noAumu-
Heckoe pe2yaupobaniie HOBbIX IIVPPOBBIX «MHCTPY-
MeHTOB». ABcTpuelr 3ernrt Xoxpamrep, mpodec-
COp MaIlITHHOTO 00y 4eHMs, BbICKa3aJsics 3a MoI00-
HBIVI Tpe3BbIy B3I Ha VIVl B HemaBHeM MHTep-
BBIO, O3arjlaBJIeHHOM «AJITOPUTM MOXeT HayYUThb-
Cd UyeMy yTOJHO — XOpOIIeMy M IIIOXOMY»: «S]
He CTpallyCh TOTO, YTO MBI IIpUJIeM K BCeJIeHHOV
“Tepmumaaropa” v “Marpuiisl”. Mens Oosbiire
BOJIHyeT, 4To TexHosorusamu VIV OymayT 3moyto-
TpeOJIATh KpYIIHEeIIIe KOPIIopalluy, IIpaBuUTeIb-
CTBa ¥ OpraHM30BaHHas IPeCTYITHOCTh, YTOObI He-
3aMeTHO MaHWITYyJIMPOBaTh JIIOABMU, YIIPaB/ISATh
ux ngevictusmim» (Hochreiter, 2020, p. 374—375).

CoracHo Xoxparirepy, mextoio2uieckoe s0po
yIpasiisieMblx ajroputmamyu mnporpamm VI (To
eCTb MHCTPyMeHTaJIbHasl palyiOHaJIbHOCTh CPEZICTB
M Iesiell, ymnpassiiolias yHKIIMOHMPOBaHWEM
VIV n aBTOMCIIpaB/IeHMeM) CileflyeT paccMaTpy-
BaTh KaK TO, YeM OHO Ha CaMOM JieJie V1 BJISeTCs: He
Kak Bvicutyio mouky pasBUTHs pasyMa, dyepes3 KOTo-
PYIO aJIFCOPUTMBI U VIX CAMOCOBEPIIIeHCTBYIOIIAsICS
«1eTs1s1 00yUeHMs» IIPUBEAYT HacC K (IOCTTyMaHM-
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tal rationality”: in a distorted image of praxis
which over-emphasises the causal relationship
between means and end, i.e. in an image that
can be criticised, as will be shown in the fol-
lowing, with reference to Kant’s complex con-
cept of “practical reason”.

A sober assessment of the merits, as well
as the structural limits, of Al-based technol-
ogies has — unlike the Utopian and the dys-
topian Al narratives — first to reflect on the
indubitable benefits of digitalisation (i. e. on the
gains in speed, as well as on the exponentially
increasing reach and the adaptation-potentials of
algorithm-guided programmes, which in many
regards quite stunningly outperform pre-Al
human technologies). After this, however, it
has secondly to focus carefully on the need for
an efficient socio-political regulation of these new
digital “tools”. The Austrian Sepp Hochreiter,
a professor of Machine Leaning, supported this
sober view of Al recently in his interview “The
algorithm can learn anything — good things as
well as bad things” in the following words: “I
am not afraid that we’ll move in the direction
of a ‘Terminator’ or ‘Matrix’ scenario,” Hoch-
reiter (2020, pp. 374-375) said: “I am much more
worried that [AI] technologies will be abused
by major corporations, governments, or crimi-
nal organisations to manipulate the population,
steer them in a particular direction, without us
ever knowing or noticing.”

In Hochreiter’s considerations the tech-
nological core of algorithm-directed AI pro-
grammes (i.e. the instrumental means-end
rationality which organises Al-directed per-
formances and auto-corrections) is seen as
what it actually is: not as the culmination point
of reason where algorithms lead us (in a kind
of self-improving “learning loop”) towards a
(post-human) “super-intelligence”, but as a
mere sub-species of ratio, i.e. as “purposive ra-
tionality” (in Max Weber’s, and Horkheimer
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CTUYECKOMY) CYIIepUHTeIUIEKTY, HO Kak 1006uod pa-
1110, TO €CTb «IIeJIeBYIO PaliOHaIbHOCTE» (B ITOHU-
MaHUM M. BeGepa, a Taxxe Xopkxarmepa 1 Afop-
HO), VIV, VICTIOJIb3Ysl KAaHTOBCKYO TE€PMIHOJIOI IO,
(aBTOMaTIUeCKYI0, MeXaHUYeCcKyIo) peaIn3alliio
IUIIOTeTUYeCKUX MMIlepaTnBoB yMeHus (AA 04,
S. 415; Kanrt, 1997, c. 125). D111 MIepaTuBbl, Opy-
eHTVpOBaHHbBIe Ha OTHOIIEHVS CPeJICTB U 1ieJiel,
crcTeMaTYecK MUTHOPUPYIOT, corslacHo Kawnry,
(KJTIOUEBOVI 3111 ecK1il) BOIIPOC O TOM, SIBJISIFOTCS JIV
VX 11e7TM T0OpoM 1In 3710M. UTO KacaeTcsi opvieH-
TallV Ha I1eJIVi, IIPOVICTeKAlOIel U3 MMIlepaTBa
yMeHMs, MOXKHO IIPVBeCTH M3BeCcTHBIe cjioBa KaH-
Ta 13 «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKeH M K MeTadpu31Ke HPaBOB»:
«...JJoOpa JIv 11eJ1b, — 00 3TOM 37Ieck COBCEM HeT BO-
IIpoca, HO TOJIBKO O TOM, UTO HEOOXOIAVIMO JieJIaTh,
uTOOBI ee JocTUTHYTE» (AA 04, S. 415; KanT, 1997,
c. 125). Jlormka 3Tux Iporiecco POKyCHUpYeTCs ViC-
KJTFOUMTEJIbHO Ha NIPUYVHHO-CIIeICTBEHHOV CBSI3M
MeXIy CpelcTBaMM U LeJIIMU ¥, CJlefloBaTesIbHO,
m30eraeT oOpallieHss K OCHOBHOMY MOPaIbHOMY
BOITPOCY O TOM, J1I00pa MM 3j1a M30paHHasl 11ejIb.
KanT niprBoauT M3BeCTHBIN HpyMep (OrpaHyYeH-
HOTO XapaKTepa) MHCTPYMeHTaIbHOV pallyiOHa/Ib-
HocTu: «[Ipedmmcannst Bpady, 4TOObI OH MOTI' OC-
HOBaTeJIbHBIM 00pa30M BbUIEYNTD CBOETO MallyieH-
Ta, I COCTaBUTEJIIO AJI0B, UTOOBI BepHee ero yOuThb,
PaBHOLIEHHBI IIOCTOJIBKY, TIOCKOJIBKY KaXkIIoe CITy-
KUT J1J151 COBEPIIIEHHOI'O VICIIOJTHEeHVISI CBOero HaMe-
pers» (AA 04, S. 415; KanT, 1997, c. 125)°. Lleneson
PAlIMIOHAIBHBIVI  100Ce2MeHI 9eJIoBeYecKOro pa-
Yuo (HaIIVIX MexHU4eckux 3Hanutl, KOTopble MOXKHO
PacIIVpATh U COBEPIIIEHCTBOBATD, O CpefiCTBaX, He-
OOXOIVIMBIX 1151 IOCTVDKEHMSL CTapbhIX VIV HOBBIX
TIOCTaBJIEHHBIX 11eJIeV]) OCTaeTCs (He TOJIBKO B ObITO-
BOVI, HO U1 B aJIFOPUTMMYECKN 3aIlpOor paMMMpPOBaH-
HOVI MaIlITHHO-TeHepupyeMovi (popMe) ITOCTOSTHHO,
HO He Bceryla B SIBHOM BUJie, BCTPO@HHBIM B MH020-
cocmabnyio, pasHOOOPasHYIO M 3TUYeCKM Harpy-
JKeHHYIO Cpeny npakmuueckoeo pasyma. [lemno ne

* KaHTOBCKMII IIprIMep HaxOOWUT pa3BuTye y Xoxpairepa:
«XMMIYeCKMM IIperiapaToM MOXXHO OTPaBUTh, a MOXHO
v BbUIeunTh. Permnarommi (pakTop — 4JeyIoBeK, 1 YeJI0BeK
crioco0eH MCII0Ib30BaTh crvcreMbl VIV Kak BO 3710, Tak m
BO Ostaro» (Hochreiter, 2020, p. 370).
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and Adorno’s sense); or, to use Kant’s termi-
nology, as an (automated, mechanical) reali-
sation of hypothetical “imperatives of skill”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 415; Kant, 1996, p. 68). Those
imperatives, since they are exclusively fo-
cused on means-end relations, systematically
exclude, as Kant points out, the (core ethical)
question whether the ends that they imple-
ment are good or evil. In a goal-orientation
that follows the logic of an imperative of skill,
Kant famously argues in his Groundwork of the
Metaphysics of Morals, “[w]hether the end is
[...] good is not at all the question here, but
only what one must do in order to attain it”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 415; Kant, 1996, p. 68). The
logic of these processes is focused exclusive-
ly on the causal connection between means
and end, and hence avoids the core moral
question which concerns the goodness or evil-
ness of the desired end. Kant’s famous exam-
ple of this (limited character) of instrumental
rationality reads as follows: “The precepts
for a physician to make his man healthy in a
well-grounded way, and for a poisoner to be
sure of killing him, are of equal worth insofar
as each serves perfectly to bring about its pur-
pose” (GMS, AA 04, p. 415; Kant, 1996, p. 68).?
The purposive-rational sub-segment of human
ratio (our expandable and improvable techni-
cal knowledge regarding the means necessary to
reach old or new goals that we desire) remains
(not only in its everyday mode, but also in its
algorithmically programmed, machine-gen-
erated forms) at all times (albeit not explicit-
ly) embedded in a complex, richly textured and
ethically charged environment of practical rea-

2Kant’s example is taken up by Hochreiter (2020, p. 370)
who writes: “We can use chemicals to poison someone
or to cure someone’s illness. The human is the decisive
factor, the human can use an Al-system for good or
something malicious.”



TOJIBKO B TOM, YTO IMI(PPOBbIe TEXHOJIOI M, B CYIII-
HOCTVI, TIPOVICXOMST 3 IIPaKTIUUECKMX M3bICKaHWUT
4eJIoBeYeCcTBa, HO I B TOM, UTO VCIIOIb30BaHe Ta-
KVIX TEXHOJIOTMV TIOCTOSIHHO TpeOyeT MOpasIbHOV
OLIEHKVI TTOJTy YeHHBIX C VIX TIOMOIIIBIO Pe3YJIBTaTOB.
Texsonorum V1 sHe paboTatoT Oe3 desroBe4eCcKoro
KOHTpoJ1s. Ecytn Hattrev: 1iestblo SIBJIsIeTCS Hepey K-
TMBHAS OLIEHKA ITPEVIMYIIECTB ¥ HEJIOCTATKOB Te-
KyIIIero IjI00ajIbHOro Imporiecca I poBu3alnm,
abCcoITIFOTHO HeOOXOMVIMBIM CTAaHOBUTCS (pryTocod-
CKOe ViccIIefoBaHVie YeloBedecKIX BO3MOKHOCTeV! B
00J1acT «IIPaKTUYeCKOro pasyMa», TO eCTh Halllen
CITIOCOOHOCTY PasMBIIUISATh O MOPaJIbHOM U ITPaBO-
BOM 0DOCHOBaHMM IPOrpaMM, aBTOMaTU4ecKn (i,
€CTeCTBeHHO, He «aBTOHOMHO» B CTPOTrOM KaHTOB-
CKOM CMBICJIE) BBITIOJTHSIEMBIX aJITOPUTMaMIL.

2. «Cnabsim» n «cuapHBI VIU [Tk, Cépria
¥ HeKOTOpble (II0cT)aHaIuTUIecKme
M TepMeHeBTUYeCcKIe CO00pa>keHMsI
0 pasIMUMM MeXIy «IImMdpoBo
PaLMOHAIBHOCTHIO» M YeJIOBEYeCKMM
MpPaKCMCOM

B scce «CosHaHme, MO3r 1 IporpaMMbl» aMe-
pukaHckum dusocod [Ix. Cépir mpoBoauT pas-
JIAYVie MEX/TY «CVJIBHBIM» U «CJ1a0bIM» TTOHVIMA-
HueMm VIVI. Cormacto cveHomy VIV, yTBepkiaer
Cépr1, «momxofsmmM obpa3oM 3aIlporpaMMUpo-
BaHHBIVI KOMIIBIOTEp OyKBaJIbHBIM 0Opa3oM o0s1a-
JlaeT KOTHUTVBHBIMM cocTosiHMsIMI» (Céprt, 1998,
c. 376). Ilomarast, uTo mpefcTaBieHVie O CYIJTBHOM
VI ommbouno, Cépil moKas3bIBaeT, UTO KOMITBIO-
Tepbl JINIIIb «MOAEJIMPYIOT» HEKYIO CyIITHOCTb, HO
He craHoBATcs eto (Tam xe, c. 396). [TosTomy on
CKJIOHHeTCSd K «OCTOPOXXHOV» WHTepIIpeTalumn
VW, win «cnabomy W». OcHOBHas I1€HHOCTB
aJITOPUTMOB 3aKJ/IIOYaeTCs B TOM, UTO OHW SIBJIS-
IOTCSI «OUeHb MOIITHBIM MHCTpyMeHTOM» (Tam ke,
c. 376), TIO3BOJIAIOIINM CO3[IaBaTh KOIMV HEKOTO-
PBIX acnekmob yesioBeueckoro pasyMa, HO He fce2o
4eJI0BeUecKoro pasyMa, Kak yTBepXKIaeT CVIIbHAs
vHTeprperauya VL
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son. Not only do all digital technologies ulti-
mately have their origin in human practical
explorations; our use of these technologies
invites at all times a moral assessment of the
results which they produce. Al-directed tech-
nologies do not run without supervision. If
a sober and non-reductive evaluation of the
benefits, as well as the losses, that are pro-
duced by today’s globalised digitalisation pro-
cesses is seriously on the agenda, the human
capacity for “practical reason” has to be philo-
sophically explored, i.e. our ability to reflect
on the moral, as well as legal, justifiability of
the programmes that algorithms automatically
(but certainly nowhere, in Kant’s well defined
sense, “autonomously”) execute.

2. Searle’s Distinction between “Weak”
and “Strong” Al, and some (Post-)Analytic
and Hermeneutic Explorations
of the Difference between
“Digital Rationality” and Human Praxis

In his essay “Minds, Brains, and Programs”,
the American philosopher John Searle sug-
gests that we are well advised to distinguish
between “strong” and “weak” interpretations
of Artificial Intelligence. “According to strong
Al”, Searle (1987, p. 18) writes, “appropriate-
ly programmed computers literally have cog-
nitive states”. “Strong Al must be false” (ibid.),
Searle (1987, p. 37) shows: what computers pro-
duce are “simulations”, but not the entity they
simulate. He thus opts for a “cautious version”
of Artificial Intelligence, for “weak AI”. The
principal value of algorithms is that they are
“very powerful tools” (ibid., p. 18) which allow
us to duplicate aspects of human intelligence
but not, as strong Al falsely claims, human in-
telligence altogether.
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B pycie mnpensoxenHon CéprioM KpUTUKM
«cytbHOro WMI» (mocT)aHasIMTIUecKme (prsioco-
w1, Takme Kak Xwiapu ITataaM, 1 nocienosaresnn
repMeHeBTIUeCKOVI TPpaJIIVY, TaKye Kak Xpro0epT
Hpendyc n Yapies Terwiop, B HociegHme 1ecsaTr-
JIeTVsl BBIIeJIVIIVE KadecTBa He106e4eck020 npakmu-
yeck020 pasyma, He MOAJAIOIIVIecs IIOJTHOMY KO-
POBaHIO KOMITBIOTEPHBIMY IIPOrPaMMaMIA.

2.1. B scce «[IpoeKT MCKycCTBEHHOrO WHTEJI-
nekTa» IlaTtHaM, jtormk w3 Tapsapma, omHUM U3
IIepBBIX PacCMOTpesI TeOpUM, CBOALIINE «II03Ha-
HVe K BBIUVCIIEHWIO VUIV HPOVICXOIAIIVM B MO3-
ry nporieccam» (Putnam, 1992, p. 18). JTro0Oble mo-
IBITKN C/ieJIaTh YHVMBEPCAIbHBIM CBOVICTBEHHBIN
Jpm3MKe TPUUMHHO-CIIEICTBEHHBIN CITOCO0 00BsIc-
HEeHVs VI TeM CaMbIM IIPeJICTaBUTh YeJIOBeYeCcKyIo
MBICJIb KaK aBTOMaTU3MPOBaHHBIV aJITOPUTMIYe-
CKMII IIpolLiecc (3TV HOIBITKY CBOVICTBEHHBI Cerofl-
HSIIHUM HefepHbiM, TO €CTh «CVJIbHBIM», MHTep-
npetaiusam VIV) cesizaHbl Ha ypoBHE [ITyOMHHBIX
CTPYKTYP C Hpe[noyokeHreM, 4TO TOYHbIe Hay-
KN JAlOT >KejlaeMoe VICUepIIbIBarolliee OIVICaHVe
VICTMHHOI'O YCTPOVICTBa BCeJIeHHOV. B ymomsHy-
ToM TekcTe 1992 r. IlaTHaM nogBepraeT KpuTHKe
ITO3UTMBVICTCKM OOOCHOBaHHOE ITOHVMAaHVe CVITh-
Horo WV (To ecTh IIpeficTaBIIeHe O CO3HAHMM KaK
0 «Hekoeyl “BprumcimTenbHOM MarmHe» (Ibid.,
p- 3). OTa nnes, nuiret ITaTHAM, BOCXOOWT KO Bpe-
MeHaM «3apOXKAEeHMsI HayYHOIO MVPOBO33PEHs,
XVII—XVIII BB.», B yacTHOCTM K [060CYy, cunTaslie-
My, UTO «MBIIIJICHVI® — 3TO MaHWITyJISAIINS 3HaKa-
MW B COOTBETCTBUM C IIpaBWIaMy, IHOXOXMMM Ha
IIpaBWIa BEIYVICIIEHVIS», VI MaTepUaIVICTCKOV KOH-
LIeTIIIVY YeJIoBeKa, IIpefiiokeHHo JlameTpu B ero
pabote «HesoBek-MmartmHa» (Ibid.). Cerogns, n o
MHeHMIO [TaTH3Ma «BecbkMa OIIPOMETYMBO», «KOH-
Leniysl MalvHbl ThIOpMHIa» BOCIIPUHMMAETCS
KaK «CIIOcO0 IIpuIaTh TOYHOCTH 3TOV MaTepua-
mmctideckon vpee» (Ibid., p. 4). Ho n camo ciio-
BOCOUYeTaHVe «MCKYCCTBeHHBIVI VMHTEJUIeKT» BBO-
ouT B 3a0ryxaeHme: «Boobiue, VIV maxke He mbiTa-
€TCsI MOZIeJIMPOBATh MHTEJUIeKT... Ha caMOM JeJie
OH 3aHAT HaIlVCaHVeM XUTPOYMHBIX ITporpaMMm
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Along this line of Searle’s critique of “strong
Al”, some of those qualities of human practi-
cal reason which cannot be sufficiently dupli-
cated by computer programmes were pointed
out during the last decades by (post-)analytic
philosophers like Hilary Putnam, and by her-
meneutics-inspired thinkers like Hubert Drey-
fus and Charles Taylor.

2.1. In his essay “The Project of Artificial
Intelligence”, the Harvard logician Putnam
(1992, p. 18) early on took issue with theories
that reduce “cognition either to computations
or to brain processes”. All attempts to univer-
salise the causal explanation mode of physics
and thus to interpret human thought as an au-
tomated algorithmic process (attempts which
are a central characteristic of today’s false, i.e.
“strong” [mis-]Jreadings of Al) are tied in a
structurally deep mode to the assumption that
the exact sciences [offer us] the long-sought de-
scription of the true and ultimate furniture of
the universe. In his 1992 text Putnam takes is-
sue with this central “positivism-informed” as-
sumption of strong Al (the assumption that the
mind is “a sort of ‘reckoning machine’” (ibid.,
p- 3). This idea, Putnam points out, goes back
to the “birth of the scientific world view in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries” —
back to Hobbes, who claimed that “thinking
is a manipulation of signs according to rules
(analogous to calculating rules)”, as well as to
La Mettrie’s materialist conception of man in
L’Homme-Machine (ibid.). Today — although as
Putnam remarks “hardly well thought out” —
“the notion of a Turing machine” is seen “as
a way of making this materialist idea precise”
(ibid., p. 4). But Artificial Intelligence is actual-
ly “a misnomer”, Putnam writes: “Al does not
“really try to simulate intelligence at all [...], its
real activity is just writing clever programmes
for a variety of tasks” (ibid., p. 13). To write



IIJTS peltieHs pasHbIx 3amaw» (Ibid., p. 13). Koneu-
HO, TIpoiospkaeT ITaTHAM, HanMcaHVe TaKMX IIPO-
rpaMM «Ba)KHOe V1 IOJIe3HOe [1eJI0, XOTs VI 3By YT
MeHee yBJIeKaTeJIbHO, YeM “MoJieIpoBaHue ue-
JIOBEYECKOro MHTeJIIeKTa” VI “co3faHue MCKYC-
cTBeHHOro MHTesuIekTa » (Ibid.).

«[Indposast peanvzaums» ratio cpeacTBamMu
nporpamMm VIV He vicuepribiBaeT (IpaKTMYECKTI)
pas’yM B IOJIHOM CMBICJIe 3TOrO TePMMHa, TaK Kak,
corytacHo KaHTy, HM 11apCTBO 4eJI0BeYeCKOV MBbIC-
JIV1, HY ITAPCTBO YeJI0BeYeCKOro IIpaKcyica (1 ero ro-
PM30HT HaJleX/I) He MOI'YT OBbITh JOCTOBEPHO BOC-
npownsseneHsl. VIV B cvJIbBHOM ero HoHVMMaHUM —
CIIVIEHTMCTCKasl (paHTa3Msl, MOJIyUMBIIAsl IIVPO-
KYIO TIO[IJIepKKY Or1aropapsi, Kak yreepxxaaeT IaT-
HOM, HaIlleyl CKJIOHHOCTM OIIMOOYHO CUMTATh, YTO
«Tyulias MeTacpmsmka — 370 pusmka» (Ibid., p. 2).
HecocTosTesTbHOCTh TAaKOTO peIyKIIVIOHM3Ma MOX-
HO TIPOJEMOHCTPVMPOBATh C IIOMOIIBIO, BO-TIEP-
BBIX, TIOHSITHS SI3bIKOBOVI MIT'PBI, BBEIEHHOTO BuT-
TeHITeMHOM B «D1IT0COPCKMX TICCIIEIOBAHISIX>
(Putnam, 1981, p. 17—20), 11, BO-BTOpBIX, ITOCTaHa-
JIATVYEeCKOTO IIPOYTeHVs (HEKOTOPBIX 3JIEMEHTOB)
KaHTOBCKOV KoHHermuu Vernunft. B ceoux mosm-
HUX paboTax BuTTreHmTeniH yOeauTesIbHO IIO-
KasaJl, uTO UCnoab306anue ues0bexom 3HaKol 3aiio-
JKeHO B pasHOOOpasuu A3bik06blx u2p, 3 KOTOPBIX
cr1araetcst Hamt Muip. TakvM o0pa3oM, aJIropuT™Mu-
yecKye TIPOIIecchl (B TOV Mepe, B KaKOVl OHM IOfI-
JIAfOTCS VIHTEpIIpeTaIL, TO eCTh SIBJISIOTCS IS
Hac 3Ha4YMMBIMM) HeV30eXXHO HaXOASTCS B HallleM
MH020co0cmaBHoM 00bL0eHHOM Mupe. DTOT MUP IIpef-
cTaBJIsteT coOO0M (JTaTeHTHBIN) (POH, KOTOPHBI fceeda
nodpasymeBaenics B HaIlleM BOCIIPUSITUM OIIOCPe-
JIOBaHHBIX AJITOPUTMaMV ITPOLIECCOB: 3TO IIPOVICXO-
IIAT JTaKe TPV MOJIeTTMPOBaHUM (M, c1ed06amebHo,
YacTMYHOM M3MeHeHWN) peasIbHOro OIblTa B up-
MYyaAbHoll peasbHoCu, HalIpyMep IIPY MMUTAIIN
T10JIeTa VIV B KOMITBIOTEPHBIX UTPaX, KOTOPBIE 3a-
ITyCKAIOTCS VI OCTAHABJIVBAIOTCS UTPOKAMU — He-
BupmyassHuIMU, peasbHslMU CYyoseKmamu-11006Mu, a
TaKXe ITposABIIAeTCs: 6 cnocobe Hauieeo Bocnpusamus
(peasvroni peasvrocmu) PUITBMOB, BOCIIEBAIOIIVIX
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such digital programmes, Putnam continues,
is certainly “an important and useful activity,
although it does not sound as exciting as ‘sim-
ulating human intelligence” or “producing arti-
ficial intelligence’” (ibid.).

The “digitally executed” ratio that Al pro-
grammes execute is not at all (practical) rea-
son in its full sense, since in it (in Kant’'s words)
neither the realm of human thought nor that
of human praxis (and its horizon of hope) can
be fully “reproduced”. Strong Al is a “scien-
tistic” fantasy, which, as Putnam writes, gets
massive support from a tendency in our culture
to assume, falsely, “that the best metaphysics
is physics” (ibid., p. 2). That such a reduction-
ism is seriously flawed can be demonstrated, as
Putnam points out, with reference, first, to the
concept of the language game in Wittgenstein’s
Philosophical Investigations (Putnam, 1981,
pp- 17-20) and, second, via a post-analytical
re-reading of (elements of) Kant’s conception
of Vernunft. Late Wittgenstein convincingly ar-
gued that human sign-use is embedded in a plu-
rality of language games that constitute a shared
world. All algorithmic processes are thus (in-
sofar as they are interpretable, i. e. meaningful,
for us) ultimately and unavoidably situated in
our complex everyday world. This shared world
is the (latent) background that is always already
presupposed in our receptions of algorithm-me-
diated processes: even in the simulation (and
partial alteration, that is) of reality-experienc-
es in Virtual Reality — in flight simulation, for
instance; or in video games which are started
and stopped by non-virtual, real human agents
who play them; or in our (real-reality) reception
mode of VR-glorifying films like The Matrix®.
For a careful exploration of these preconditions
in which all digital processes are embedded,

3See Dreyfus and Taylor (2015, p. 100), where the au-
thors convincingly argue that “we can only conceive
[of the scenario of this film] within a framework which
structurally offers the possibility of ‘waking up’ to the
real world.”
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BUPTYaJIbHYIO peaIbHOCTh, TaKMX, HaIllpyMep, Kak
«Marpuma»!. BoymumBoe vicciiesioBaHve ITomo0-
HBIX 1pe0noclLi0K, B paMKax KOTOPBIX IIPOVICXOMIST
BCe 1IMpPpOBbIe IIPOoIiecchl, TpedyeT ri1yboKkoro du-
JI0COPCKOrO OCMBICIIEHVIS YeJIOBeUeCKOro IpaKcy-
ca ¥ VICHOJIB30BaHMs 3HaKOB, TO €CTh, KaK IIMIIIeT
ITatH2M, pedpriekcuy, OCHOBAHHOV Ha KJIFOUEBBIX
KaHTOBCKMX KOHIIEIIIVAX I MHOTOI'PaHHOV, OpK-
eHTVPOBAaHHOV Ha MeVICTBMe KOHLEIINM S3bIKa
nosaHero Butreninrerina. PasMbluienns o0 «yc-
JIOBUSX BO3MOXHOCTM» VIV, corracHo IlatHAMYy,
«TeCHO CBSI3aHHI ¢ TeM, 4yTo KaHT HasepBat “rpan-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIM mccrieioBadmeM » (Ibid., p. 16).
2.2. CxoxmM 00pa3oM KPUTMKOBAIIV YTPUPO-
BaHHBbIe 1 3a4acTyl0 HeBepHble VMHTepIIpeTallum
M xammudopummckmm dnocod X. Opendyc® n
ero kaHanckum Kostera Y. Tertop. Vix coBmect-
Hasi pabota «BosppallleHne peaszMa», OIyOsIV-
KoBaHHas B 2015 I, KpUTUKYeT TeKyliye IOIIbIT-
K1 0000uums VHCTPYMEeHTaJIVICTCK/e MHTepIIpe-
tanyum npakcuca. Hdpevidyc n Teriop Tem He Me-
Hee ocHoBvlBarom cbou Kpumuueckue apeymeHmvl
He Ha YacTMYHO KaHTMaHCKOM IIepeOCMbICJIeHUN
IIO3IHEVI BUTTEHIIITEIHOBCKOV KOHIIEIILIUM «WMC-
II0JIb30BaHMS s3blKa», KaK 3To fAesaeT IlaTHaM, a
Ha KJIIOUeBBIX (PEHOMEHOJIOrMYeCcKMX IIpeJiCcTaB-
JIEHWSIX O UeJIOBeUeCcKOM CYIIeCTBOBaHMUM Kak CIIO-
cobe Ovrrus-p-mupe (In-der-Welt-sein). Ipenidpyc n
Tevitop npunepXnBalTcss — BOIIPeKM yTBepKile-
HMAM, U3 KOTOPBIX CKJIaJlbIBaeTCsl «CUJIbHAs» MH-
tepripetanus VIV, — nekxosebumoeo naopasucmu-
4eck020 peau3ma®, CTaBSIErO IIOf, BOIIPOC «Ila-

¢ CMm. pabory Hpendyca u Teiwiopa, rae aBTopsl yoemy-
TEJIBHO [IEMOHCTPUPYIOT, YTO «MBI MOXXEM IIOMBICJINTD
[creHapwt sTOTO PrTEMa] TOTIBPKO B paMKax, IIOgpasyMe-
BaIOIIVIX CTPYKTYPHYIO BO3MOXHOCTD “IIpolykaeHms” B
HactosieMm mupe» (Dreyfus, Taylor, 2015, p. 100).

> Panavvi Kputndeckuyt a"aimms VIV MOXHO HauTu B
(Dreyfus, Dreyfus, 1986).

¢ «HekormeOMMBIVI TUTFOPaIVICTUYECKUT peaTi3M» n3bera-
eT «pedykmubrozo peaiusma, YTBEPKIAOIETo, UYTO HAYKA
00BsicHseT JIF00bIe CIIOCOOBI OBITHS», VI KPUTUUECKN OT-
HOCUTCS K «HAYHYHOMY peasusmyj, COrJIacHO KOTOPOMY eCThb
TOJIPKO OIVH CII0COO, KOTOPBIM BCeJIeHHas MOXeT OBITb
pasbwura Ha KJIacChl TaK, YTOOBI KaXKIIbIV MCIIOJIb3Y 0L
TTOZIOOHYIO TEPMIHOJIOTMIO Has3bIBaJl IMEHHO TO, K YeMy
OTCBUIAIOT HAC TEPMMHBI eCTeCTBEHHBIX K1accoB» (Drey-
fus, Taylor, 2015, p. 160).

an in-depth philosophical reflection on human
praxis and sign-use is needed: i.e., as Putnam
insists, a reflection that is firstly well advised
to learn from the multifaceted, action-related lan-
guage concept of late Wittgenstein, and, second-
ly, from central thoughts developed by Kant.
Reflections on the “conditions of possibility”
of Al, Putnam writes, have “a close relation to
what Kant called a ‘transcendental’ investiga-
tion” (ibid., p. 16).

2.2. In a similar vein, exaggerated (mis-)
readings of Al were criticised by the Califor-
nian philosopher Hubert Dreyfus* and his Ca-
nadian colleague Charles Taylor. In their joint
book, Retrieving Realism, published in 2015, the
two philosophers take issue with today’s at-
tempts to generalise an instrumentalist interpre-
tation of praxis. Dreyfus and Taylor, however,
do not develop their critical arguments like Put-
nam in a (partially Kantian-inspired) re-in-
terpretation of late Wittgenstein’s conception
of “language use”, but with reference to core
phenomenological thoughts that concern our
human existence as a mode of In-der-IWelt-sein
(Being-in-the-World). Dreyfus and Taylor de-
fend — against the claims that are raised by
“strong” interpretations of Al — a “pluralist
robust realism”> which questions “the vogue in
recent decades for accounts of thinking based
on the idea that the brain operates in some re-
spects like a computer” (Dreyfus and Taylor,
2015, p. 15). In such accounts, Dreyfus and Tay-
lor argue, complex “intuitions that humans have
as embodied, social, and cultural agents” are

*For an early critical analysis of Al see H. Dreyfus and
S. Dreyfus (1986).

5This “pluralist robust realism” avoids “a reductive re-
alism, which holds that science explains all modes of
being”, and it thus criticises “a scientific realism, which
holds that there is only one way the universe is carved
up into kinds so that every user of such terms must be
referring to what our natural-kind terms refer to” (Drey-
fus and Taylor, 2015, p. 160).
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PAIIyIO B HOCTIEIHYE [AeCSTIUIIeTVSI MOy OITMCHI-
BaTh MBIIIIJIeHNe, OIMpasCh Ha IIpeJicTaBJieHe O
TOM, 4TO (PYHKIIMOHMPOBaHME MO3ra B HEKOTO-
poM pore cxoxke ¢ (PYHKIIMOHMpPOBaHVEM KOM-
nstotepa» (Dreyfus, Taylor, 2015, p. 15). dpendyc
u Telyiop yTBep)XHAIOT, UTO B TaKMX ONVICAHMSIX
CAOXHble <MHTYWUITNAV, KOTOPbIMY 00JIa/1af0T JIFOIIV
KaK BOIUIOIIIEHHBIE, COITMAJIbHBIE 1 KYJIBTYpPHBIE
CyOBEKTBI», IIPMBBIYHO VCKJIIOYAIOTCA — HaIlpu-
Mep, KOrjla 4JesloBeK IIOHMMaeT (B paMKax TeKy-
IT[erO COITMAaIbHOTO B3aVMOIIEVICTBIIS), UTO €ro CO-
OeceTHUK «3JIMTCA Ha HETO» MJIM «9TO arMocde-
Pa Ha BeuepyHKe BHe3aITHO CTaJla HallpsKeHHOV»
(Ibid., p. 15—16). YesroBeueckmt paccyI0K Upe3BbI-
yarHo cjiokeH. [ToaTomy, Kak ITOKa3bIBatoOT IpyiBe-
IleHHBIe BBIIIIE IIPVIMEPbl, OH He CBOOWUTCSA K Cer-
MeHTaM, MMUTUPYeMbIM HIV(POBOV palyioHaIb-
HOCTBIO. «YejloBedyeckas 3bIKOBas CIIOCOOHOCTH
BO BCeVl ee TIOJIHOTe», K [IeTaJIbHOMY aHaJIU3y KO-
Topowt Terslop mpucTymaeT B cBoey KHUre «SI3bl-
KoBoe XXnBoTHoe» (Taylor, 2016), pacrionaraet mMHo-
skecmBom cnocoboB paccyskdenus, He TIOAIAIOITVIM-
Csl aJITOPUTMMUYECKOMY BOCITPOM3BEIeHMIO: Oy/l-
HUYHBle MOpaJIbHble pa3MBbIIIUIeHNs, TOIJIMHHOe
XyOOXXeCTBEHHOe TBOPYEeCTBO, PeJINIMO3HbIe H-
TepIIpeTallil YeJI0BeuyecKoro ObITis, a TaKxke pu-
JI0COPCKIIEe TIOMBITKM CUCTEMATUYeCKOro oObsic-
HEeHIS1 4eJI0BeYeCKOro IpaKCcyca 1 MBICIIIL.

ITpw Bcex cBOMX TOCTOMHCTBaX MpejIoKeHHbIe
ITatHaMoM, Hpenidycom n Terstopom moctaHasm-
TUYecKasi ¥ TepMeHeBTIYecKasi KpUTUKM (OCHOB-
HBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB) HBIHEIITHell PUTOPUKM «CVIIb-
Horo» VIV — auwb nepBuiii wae 6 nyxnom nanpab-
AeHuy. DTO MOATOTOBKAa IIOYBBL JJI nepe3anycka
HepedykmubHo2o 0UcKypca o CTPYKType npakmute-
CK020 pasyma, TO eCTh JIVCKypca, KOTOPBIN BBICTY-
IaeT B 3alllUTy Te3vca 00 ajiropuTMax KakK dacT-
HBIX CJIydasx 1006uda moavko payuo, Buinoamsio-
wux sanpoepammupobantvie GyHKyuu, KOTOpble B
KOHEUYHOM cueTe He SBJISIOTCS CaMOIOCTaTOYHBI-
MU, HO Bcer/ja TpeOyIoT OIIeHKM CO CTOPOHBI YeJIo-
BEYeCKOr'o IMPaKTNYeCKOro pasyMa.

7Cm. 06 stom: (Nagl, 2018).
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routinely excluded — for instance, that we are
able to know (in an ongoing social interaction)
whether my communication partner is “mad
at me”, or that we can realise “that the atmos-
phere of the party has suddenly become tense”,
etc. (ibid., pp. 15-16). Human understanding
has an extremely rich texture, and it is thus, as
these examples show, not at all limited to those
of its segments that digital rationality is able
to simulate. The “full shape of human linguis-
tic capacities”, which Taylor starts to explore
carefully in his book The Language Animal (Tay-
lor, 2016), encompasses many modes of reason-
ing that cannot be algorithmically re-enacted:
everyday moral reflections as well as genuine
artistic creativity, religious interpretations of
human existence as well as philosophical at-
tempts to systematically explicate human praxis
and thought.®

Meritorious as Putnam’s and Dreyfus and
Taylor’s post-analytic and hermeneutic cri-
tiques of (core components of) today’s “strong”
Al rhetoric are, they are just a first step in the
right direction. They prepare the ground for
a re-opening of a non-reductive discourse on the
structure of practical reason; a discourse which
defends the thesis that algorithms are examples
of a sub-species of ratio only; that they execute pro-
grammed skills which, ultimately, are not at all
self-sufficient, but always require evaluation by
human practical reason.

3. “Digital Humanism”

Al is nowhere able to fully “regulate itself”;
quite on the contrary, it is in dire need of so-
cio-political control. The increasing aware-
ness of the downside of legally uncontrolled Al
was expressed, in 2017, by Tim Berners-Lee,

6See in this context Nagl (2018).
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3. «lIndpoBoit ryMaHM3M»

Hwu B omaoM acriekte V] He criocodbeH K «caMo-
perymposaHuio». OH OTYasIHHO HYXX/IaeTcs B 00-
IIIeCTBeHHO-TIONINTIYecKkoM KoHTposte. OO ormac-
HOCTU OTCYTCTBUSL 30KOH00AMEAbHO20 pe2yaupoba-
nus VIVI rosopwit B 2017 1. cozparesnb VIHTepHeTa
Tum beprepc-/In. B wactHOCTH, OH 3adBWII, 4TO
«cucteMa maer cbon»®. Omacenmns beprepca-JIn
BBI3Ba/IV IIMPOKUY OTKJIMK — B YaCTHOCTHU, 00-
CyXXIasach uiesl «IIudpoBoro ryMaHU3Ma»’ Kak
IPOJIyKTa «IIpOCBellleHNs 1 T'yMaH3Ma», Olupa-
IOIerocst Ha KaHTOBCKOe IIOHSTIe ITPaKTUYeCKOro
pasyMa (VI Ha 3JIeMeHTBI 3TOrO IIOHATHS).

Hioxe Oymer oOocHOBaH CIIEAYIOIINII TE3MC:
dmmocopmst Karnta MOXeT OBITH Upe3BBIUANTHO
TI0JIe3Ha B IIOIBITKaX MPOIOJDKUTE U PacIViPUTh
IOCTaHAJINTUYECKYIO0 TepMeHeBTUYeCKylo Kpu-
tuky VIV, mpemioxennyio Ilaraamowm, [peridy-
com 1 Tertopom. [11s1 3TOro HEOOXOAVIMO 10.1HOe
(mo ecmv opuenmupobanroe Ha MOPANL) NOHUMAHUE
TOro, II0YeMy <«MHCTpyMeHTaJIbHasd pallyiOHa/Ib-
HOCTb» (OCHOBHOE CPEICTBO TeXHOJIOTIeCKVIX MH-
HOBaIINT) — He BBICIIIasl TOUKa pasBuTus Vernunft,
a BCero JIIIIb 100BV/, paliyo.

«ATITOPUTMBI» (JI11, B KAHTOBCKMX TePMIHAX,
«VIMITEpaTVBBI yYMeHUs», TeHeprpyeMble TeXHO-
JIOTMYeCKMMM CpeficTBaMI) He 1300peTaroT caMu
cebs, caMu ce0si He 3aITyCKalOT M He CTaB4AT Ieper]
cobor1 11esIn, ABJISIONINecs: pe3ysIbTaToM pediiek-
cun. IIporre ropops, UMUTUPyeMBINT aJITOpUTMa-
MM «MHTeJUIeKT» HallpaBJleH Ha JJpyToro, «reTepo-
HoMeH». OH He SBJISeTCs ITPOAYKTOM «s51», VIMeFO-
IIIero He3aBMCUMYIO Bojlo. Tak HasblBaeMas «aB-
ToHOMMs» VIV — He uTO MHOe, KaK aBTOMAaTW3M
BBITIOJIHEHNS 3aJlad Ha OCHOBE IOJIyYeHHBIX OT
JaTYMKOB JAHHBIX (IIPV 3TOM OH CMJIBHO OrpaHU-
4yeH, HeCMOTps Ha criocobHocTh VIV BeposiTHOCT-

8 Cm.: Tim Berners-Lee on the future of the web: “The sys-
tem is failing’. URL: https://www.theguardian.com/
technology/2017/nov/15/tim-berners-lee-world-wide-
web-net-neutrality (mata oOparenms: 29.08.2021).

* «Indposont Tymanmsm» Hwumper-Promermaa u Ban-
nendenpyn (Nida-Rumelin, Weidenfeld, 2018) — sro
B3BellleHHas MHTepIipetanyd VIV, momuepkuBaroras He-
00XOIVIMOCTB COTJIaCOBAHWMSI TEXHOJIOTHUVI C YeJI0BEYECKI-
MW I[IEHHOCTSIMA.
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the inventor of the World Wide Web, in his fa-
mous statement that “the system is failing”.”
Berners-Lee’s dismay provoked many reac-
tions: it brought, inter alia, the idea of a “Digital
Humanism” onto the scene®, for “enlighten-
ment and humanism”, based on (elements of)
Kant’s concept of practical reason.

The central thesis of the following parts of
this essay is that Kant’s philosophy can be ex-
tremely helpful in the attempt to continue and
expand Putnam’s and Dreyfus and Taylor’s
post-analytical and hermeneutical critiques of
Al by looking for a full (i.e., morality-focused) un-
derstanding of why “instrumental rationality”
(the key medium of technological innovation)
is not the culmination point of Vernunft, but a
mere sub-species of ratio.

“Algorithms”, (or, in Kantian terms:
peratives of skill” produced by technologi-
cal means) neither invent themselves nor start
themselves; nor do they set their own goals
as a result of reflection. To put it simply: al-

”im-

gorithm-simulated “intelligence” is other-di-
rected, “heteronomous”; it is not at all the
product of a “self” with an independent will.
Its so-called “autonomy” is nothing but a sen-
sor-guided performance automatism (which re-
mains severely limited, even if Al programmes
in so-called “machine-learning” can probabilis-
tically adapt to new data). As a technical sys-
tem, Al is a human product that, like all human
products, implements ideas formulated by
its author; thus it is not at all able to produce
something that fully represents its inventor’s
capacity for the development of (other, further)

7See “Tim Berners-Lee on the Future of the Web”:
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2017/
nov/15/tim-berners-lee-world-wide-web-net-neutrali-
ty (Accessed 29.08.2021).

8 Nida-Riimelin’s and Weidenfeld’s Digitaler Humanis-
mus (2018) is a sober re-reading of Al which focuses on
the need to shape technologies in accordance with hu-
man values.



HO aJJaIITUPOBATHCS K HOBBIM JaHHBIM TPV TIOMO-
M «MaIlIVHHOTO o0yueHMs»). Kak TexHmyeckas
cuctema VI — 5TO DpOAYKT PyK 4eIOBEYeCKIX,
KOTOPBIV, KaK M BCe TaKye IPOIyKTHI, BOILIOIIAeT
m1en cBovix aBTopoB. CIrejoBaTesIbHO, OH He CIIOCO-
OeH IpPOV3BECTM HEYTO, UTO OBbI ITIOJTHOCTBIO VIMVI-
TUPOBAJIO CIIOCOOHOCTV, TIO3BOJISIOIIVIE €T0 CO3/ia-
TeJISIM IIPUTY K HOBBIM M300peTermsM. (Taxmm
0o0OpasoM, KpariHe MaJIOBEpOSITHO, UTO KOMIIbIOTe-
PBI KOIT1a-I00 CMOT'YT IIOJTHOCTBIO IMUTHPOBATh
YyeJIOBeYeCcKIl MHTeIUIeKT ")

VI MOXHO ITpeACTaBUTh KaK IOCTOSHHO yBe-
JIMYMBAIOIIYIOCS COBOKYITHOCTB IIOTEHIIMAJIbHO
TI0JIe3HBIX LIMQPOBBIX «MHCTPYMEHTOB». DTU MH-
CTPYMEHTBI TeM He MeHee HeOOXOIVMO CUCTeMa-
TUYeCKV KOHTPOJIPOBaTh TaK, YTOOBI OHI He MOT-
M IPUYVHUTB BpeJl TeM, KTO IIomajaeT ITof, MX
BosuericTere. VIVl MoxeT HaHeCTH yIiepO Kak He-
BoavHo (KaK, HarIpuMep, B cirydae rporpamm UV,
VICTIOJIb3yeMbIX PeKPYTMHIOBBIMM areHTCTBaMU
Y OLIEHMBAOIINX IIPY IIOMOIIV HeIIpO3payvHbIX
KpUTepUeB TO, HAaCKOIBKO 0e3pabOTHBIN KIIVEeHT
«BIMIIETCS» B pbIHOK Tpyna, cM.: (Klingel, Kraft,
Zweig, 2020))", Tax v HaMepeHHO (CAMBIVI YKaCHBIV
IpVIMep — aBTOMAaTW3VPOBaHHBIE aTaKV BOEHHBIX
I pOHOB, yrrpasisiembIx VI).

VI3Ha4asibHO Ha IIMppOBM3ALINIO BO3JIaravich
Oorbrvie Hapmexapl. OXMpasock, YTO OHa JacT
Mupy Oosblryro cBoOomy obmieHns. Ho mo mepe
BHeJIpeHNs MHHOBAIIUI CTajIo $ICHO, YTO 3TU Ha-

10 Capa HnmkepmaH, Bosmiasrsmomas VHcTuTy T MadOpP-
MAIIVOHHBIX CMCTeM 1 oOrrecTBa BeHckoro yHMBepcureTa
SKOHOMVKM 1 OM3Heca, BbIeIseT IISTh IPUYIH, 110 KOTO-
ppM «crcTeMsl VIV HuKorma He OyAayT ITOXOXM Ha 4eJlo-
Beka: 1) y cucrem M masto HboOpMammm, cXoXeVt ¢ TOVL,
KOTOPOVI oIepupyioT ymoay; 2) y cucteM VI He OpiBaer
4eJI0BEKONIO00HBIX peakmuit; 3) cucteMbl VIV He MoryT
IyMaTh Kak 4esioBek; 4) y cucrem VI HeT mMoTmBarumy,
1107100HO0M YerioBedeckor; 5) cucremsl VM He obGrajatoT
aBTOHOMMeVI, TTOHOOHOV YerioBeuecKov». [lyHkTer 1 1 3
HaXOAAT IIVPOKYIO MOAJIEPXKKY B KPUTIYECKON pedpiiek-
cvm Ilatesma, Hpenidyca n Temtopa. To, uTo crcTeMl
VI He «IeMCTBYIOT» HU B OJTHOM W3 T€X CMBICIIOB, B KOTO-
PBIX MBI TIOHVIMaeM 4eJIoBedecKoe JeTiCTBYe (ITyHKTHI 4 115
y lnmkepmaH), JIeIJIO B OCHOBY MAeU «IMdpoBOro ry-
MaHM3Ma», KOTOpasi 000CHOBAaHHO yKasbIBaeT Ha TO, YTO
VI — 3TO0 BCero JMIIb «MHCTPYMEHT», KOTOPBII He MO-
JKeT «caM cedsl HaIlpaBJIsATh», HO CO3[IaeTcs I KOHTPOJIMPY-
eTcs yerioBedecKmM cyobpekToM (Spiekermann, 2020, p. 90).
' Cm. xpuTtmdeckoe uccirenosadve Karpun @doppect
(Forrest, 2021).
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inventions. (This fact makes it most unlikely
that computers will ever be able to simulate hu-
man intelligence fully.%)

Al is best understood as an (ever increasing)
assemblage of (possibly useful) digital “tools”.
These tools need, however, to be carefully con-
trolled in order not to harm those who are af-
fected by them. Al-caused damage can occur
either involuntarily (as the result, for instance,
of Al-guided programmes used by employ-
ment agencies that evaluate by non-transpar-
ent criteria the future “integration potential” of
their unemployed clients in the labour market
(see Klingel, Kraft and Zweig, 2020)" or volun-
tarily (as is, most abhorrently, the case with au-
tomated assaults performed by Al-guided war
drones).

Digitalisation started as a big promise — the
promise to enhance freedom of communication
on a global basis. The introduction of this inno-
vation soon made it clear, however, that these
hopes were exaggerated. In Al-driven social
media, one-sided, affectively tuned-up com-
munication bubbles that insistently re-affirm
narrow, closed world-views started to destroy
more and more the open, consensus-oriented

?Sarah Spiekermann, Head of the Institute of Informa-
tion Systems and Society at Vienna’s University of Eco-
nomics and Business, points out that there are at least
five reasons why “Al systems will never become hu-
man-like: 1. Al systems have little human-like informa-
tion; 2. Al systems cannot react in a human-like manner;
3. Al systems cannot think in a human-like manner; 4.
Al systems have no human-like motivation; 5. Al sys-
tems have no human-like autonomy.” Reasons 1 to 3
find ample support in the critical reflections on Al that
Putnam, Dreyfus and Taylor have voiced. That Al sys-
tems do not “act” in any sense that is fully identical with
human action (Spiekermann’s reasons 4 and 5) is a core
theme of the idea of a “digital humanism”, which, for
very good reasons, insists that Al is ultimately nothing
but a “tool” that does not “direct itself” but is created
and must be controlled by human agents (Spiekermann,
2020, p. 90).

9See in this context also the critical study by Katherine
B. Forrest (2021).
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AeXIpl ObUIM BO MHOTOM HaIlpacHBL B corvars-
HBIX Mefya, yrpasisiembix VIV, omHOCTOpOHHME,
apdeKTMBHO HaCTPOEHHBIe KOMMYHVIKAIVIOHHBIe
ITy3bIPY, B KOTOPBIX IOJIb30BaTesIV IIOCTOSHHO Ha-
XOIAT TIOOTBEpXKIIeHVe CBOEeMYy Y3KOMY, OrpaHMU-
UeHHOMY B3IVIAJly Ha XXWM3Hb, HauajIy pas3pyliaTh
OTKPBITBIV, OPMEHTUPOBAHHBII Ha KOHCEHCYC
ANCKYpC, Oe3 KOTOpOro HeBO3MOXKHa IUIOIOTBOP-
Hag IyOmraHag ayckycens (cM.: Marantz, 2019)2.

VimenHo 3Tu 1oOouHBIe HPOIYKTHI «1Udpo-
BOVI peBOJIIOLMI» 3acTaBviv bepHepca-JIn Bbicka-
3aThCsl TI0 TIOBOJy PVICKOB ITpoBaJia HIydpoBu3a-
™. B 2017 r. oH yOeanIics, 4To BOIIPEKM ero M3~
HavaJIbHBIM OXMIIAHVSAM U PpOoBU3alyisg He Ipu-
BeJjla K CO3[JaHMIO OTKPBITOV IJIaTPOPMBI, TI03BO-
JIroIIer oOMeHVBaThcs MHQOpMaIer 1 pa3Bu-
BaThb COTPYAHMNYECTBO, HeB3Mpasl Ha I'PaHUIIEL, a
TaKXXe VICIIOJIb30BaTh VMHbIe HOBbIe BO3MOXXHOCTW.
[lerno He TOJIBKO B TOM, IUIIET OH, uTO VIHTep-
HeT VICHOJIb3YyeTCs JJI PacIpOCTpaHeHs J1e3MH-
dopmarimy 1 mpornaraHzabl, a BHUMaHVeM JIofen
yIIpaBjIisieT TOHKO HaCTPOEHHBIVI MCKYCCTBEHHBIV
VIHTEeJUIeKT, Hay4YMBIINUVICS OTBJIEKaTh I10JIb30Ba-
TeJiell OT Yero yrogHo. Yro BaxHee, B VIHTepHe-
Te BCe 3aMeTHee CTAaHOBATCS IeVICTBIS IVIPPOBBIX
PeryisTopoB, Ybl aJITOPUTMBI CTaJI OPYXXVeM B
PYyKax MCKYCHBIX MaHUITYJIATOPOB.

3assienue bepnepca-JIn o Tom, uTO «cmcTema
maeT cOOVI», CYIIIeCTBEHHO TIOBJIVSIIO Ha TEKYITYIO
IVICKYCCUIO O 1 poBON TpaHcpopMamu 1 3TH-
ke. Huna-Promermna n Banpjendernbn KpUTHKYOT
«CWIBHYIO» MHTeprpetauyio VIV («umeornorvio
CHITMIKOHOBOVI IOJTMHBD»), TTOAYePKIBasi, YTO TOJIb-
KO I'yMaHW3M, CIIOCOOHBIV BOOpaTh B cebst MV kak
(KOHTPOJIVIPYEMBIVI) «MHCTPYMEHT», MOXeT OBITb

124, Tevwiop, I1. Harr u M. bobsen-Terrtop nmityT B He-
ZlaBHer1 pa0oTe, UTO, XOTS, C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, «IIVIPPOBU-
3anMs JaeT TpaXkgaHaM IIPOCTOVL M IIMPOKUIT JOCTYII K
MHMOpMaLMN», C PYrov CTOPOHBI, «COLMAIbHBIE CETH,
KOTOPBIE II0 OOJIBITIeN YacTV aHOHMMHBI», eIlle JIaJIbIlie
OTHAJISAIOT «I'paXkaaH oT cdepsl noymrudeckoro. ITosso-
JIsIsSl HAWTVL JTFOJIEVI C TOVI )K€ TOYKOVI 3peHus B “3x0-KaMe-
pax”, B KOTOPBIX albTepHAaTUBHOE MHEHIe OKa3bIBaeTCs
IIOJT 3aIIpPeTOM, TaKOVI BUI MeayaroTpeOIeHns Ipersr-
CTByeT KOJUIEKTVBHOMY OOYYeHMIO U BIYMUYMBOMY pa3-
MbIIUIleHVIo. bostee TOro, oH co3maeT Gy1arogaTHYIO II0UBY
U1 arleKTpoHHoro nomyiamsMa» (Taylor, Nanz, Beaubi-
en-Taylor, 2020, p. 3).

13 CM. cHOCKY 8 BbiIIII€.
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discourse which is essential for any flourishing
public debate (see Marantz, 2019)."

Undesirable (by-)products of the “digital
revolution” like these lead Berners-Lee to his
famous warning that the digitalisation process
is threatened with failure.”? In 2017 he saw his
early expectations that digitalisation would
produce an open platform that allows anyone
to share information, access opportunities and
collaborate across geographical boundaries
challenged on several fronts. It was not only,
as he writes, that the internet was being used
to spread misinformation and propaganda, and
people’s attention was being held by very fine-
ly-tuned AI that worked out how to distract
them; the net was being used more and more
by increasingly powerful digital gatekeepers
whose algorithms were weaponised by master
manipulators.

Berners-Lee’s awareness that “the system is
failing” significantly influenced the recent de-
bate on digital transformation and ethics. Ni-
da-Riimelin and Weidenfeld criticised “strong
Al” — the “Silicon Valley ideology” — pointing
out that only a humanism which is able to inte-
grate Al as a (controllable) “tool” is a plausible
retort to ideologically motivated misreadings
of Artificial Intelligence: “The only plausible
contrast programme to strong Al and its im-
plicit mechanistical thinking is a Digital Hu-
manism — a humanism which neither doubts
nor endangers human authorship, but expands

' Charles Taylor, Patrizia Nanz and Madeleine
Beaubien-Taylor pointed out recently that while, on the
one hand, “digitalization provides citizens with easy
and broad access to information”, the “largely anony-
mous social networks” distance, on the other hand, “cit-
izens from the political sphere. With its focus on finding
sympathetic others within ‘echo chambers’ that reject
dissenting opinion, this form of media consumption
acts as a barrier to collective learning and meaningful
deliberation. Instead, it provides fertile ground for elec-
tronic populism” (Taylor, Nanz and Beaubien-Taylor,
2020, p. 3).

12Gee footnote 7, above.



pPasyMHBIM OTBETOM Ha WJIEOJIOTMYecKr MOTU-
BIpOBaHHble HeBepHBbIe VMHTepIIpeTalui UCKYC-
CTBEHHOIO VHTeJUleKTa: «EMHCTBeHHast pasyM-
Hasi IIporpaMMHasi ajlbTepHaTBa CVJIBHOMY IIpO-
ureHvio VMV v ero MMIUIMIUTHOMY MeXaHUCTIYe-
CKOMY MBIIIUIEHMIO — 3TO LMQPOBOV T'yMaHU3M,
TO eCcTh I'yMaHM3M, He COMHEBAIOIINVICS B «dJe-
JIOBEUeCKOM TBOpYeCTBe VI He CTaBAIII ero IOl
yTpo3y, a JIUIIIb PaCHIVpPSIONINIL ero depe3 BHe-
npeHue 1ndposbix TexHostormin» (Nida-Riimelin,
Weidenfeld, 2018, S. 60). INociienoBarennbHO ocIia-
pVBasi HOBBIVI MEXaHVICTUYECKUI peqyKIVIOHW3M,
IO THIBAEMBIVI HEKOJIeOMMOVI BEpOVI B HeVIPOHa-
yku, Hupa-Promenva v BanineHdertsz moguepkm-
BaIOT (ITOPOVI MICTIO/IB3YS HOUTV KaHTMAHCKYIO Tep-
MWMHOJIOTMIO)* pasimare MeXy ajJrOpuTMaMu U
uesioedecknM fevictsueMm (Ibid., S. 61). Cucrembl
VI He MMeIOT HU «BOCIIPUATS», HU «3MOLVIVI».
OHM HecrIoCOOHBI «IIPMHMMATh PelleHNs», Jaxe
ecyIv ObUIV CO3/IaHBI C 11eJIBbI0 «MMUTUPOBATE» Ue-
noseueckoe 1osereHue (Ibid., S. 205). Ho, rosops
o (perrioaraeMelx) BosMoxxHocTsix VIV, npeosto-
rv CYJIMKOHOBOVI [IOJIVHBI ITPOAOIDKAIOT Oe30TBeT-
CTBEHHO VCIIOJIb30BaTh CYJIbHBIE MeTadpOphI®.

14 KoHIenmmst «IIpaKTN9IecKoTro pasyMa», IpejIokeHHas
Hwunon-PromerinHoM, yrensieT oco0oe BHMMaHMe TOMY,
YTO OH HasblBaeT «orpaHmdeHHO» (“bounded”) wm
CTPYKTYPHOVI PaIiIOHaIBHOCTBIO, VI TIPV 3TOM KPUTHUKY-
€T TO, UTO ee aBTOP OINCBIBaeT KaK KaHTOBCKMVI J€OHTO-
sormyeckuyt parmorHamsM. Cwm.: (Nida-Riimelin, 2019,
p- IX—X). C ognomit cropons!, Hua-Promerma (BmecTe ¢
KanTom) yTBepXIaeT cripaBeyTMBOCTS [I71st MHOTUX (POpM
4eJIOBeYecKOro JIeVICTBYS TOro pakTa, 4To «JIeViCTBIe He
BBIOVIpaeTcss Ha OCHOBE COOTBETCTBVISL TEKyIeMy >Kejla-
HUIO UesToBeKa. VIMEHHO 3TO ero CBOVICTBO KaykeTcsl Haul-
Oostee OJIM3KMM KaHTMAHCKOMY IIPeICTAaBJIEHMIO O TOM,
YTO pa3yMHBIN BEIOOP IEVICTBYIS aBTOHOMEH, a He TeTepo-
HOMEH, TO eCTh He 3a/laH CMIOMMHYTHBIMU CKJIOHHOCTSI-
v, [TpunanMas opmalicTckoe 1, BepOsSTHO, HeBepHOe
IIpoYTeHVe KAHTOBCKOVI KOHIIETIIMIM MOPAJTBHOTO CYK/Ie-
HVISL B ee II0JIHOTe (Y TaKOTO IIPOYTEHVS MMEIOTCS TajleKo
vmytme Tocrernctsus), Huma-Promenn, ¢ gpyrom cro-
POHBI, OTMe’KeBbIBaeT CBOIO KOHIIEIIINIO IIPaKTUYeCKOro
pasyMa OT TOTO, UTO OH CUMTaeT KaHTOBCKUM ITPOEKTOM
(cM. pasmert 4 maHHOV CTaTHM).

1o, mo muenuio Hunpl-Plomermnaa 1 Banpendernss,
rtepesonT VIV-110001 B TPOTECKHBIVI PEXMM caMooOMa-
Ha: «Hawm crremyer ocTeperaThest caMmooOMaHa, — TIVITITYT
OHI, — KOI'Jla MBI, CHadasIa pa3pabaTeiBasi 1 poBbIe Ma-
IITVHBI, UMUTUPYIOIIIVIE SMOIIMM, ITO3HAHWS U PeIeHms,
3areM C yOMBJIeHVEeM OOHapyXuBaeM, UTO 3TV MalllV-
HBI IIPOM3BOJIAT BIleYaT/IeHye, YTO Y HUX eCTh SMOLUN U
OHW CITOCOOHBI TT03HaBaTh U IPUHVIMATH perrneHvs» (Ni-
da-Ruimelin, Weidenfeld, 2018, S. 205).
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it by means of digital techniques” (Nida-Riime-
lin and Weidenfeld, 2018, p. 60; tr. L.N.). In
strict opposition to the new mechanistic reduc-
tionisms that today, in Al discourse, are further
nourished by the uncritical boom of neurosci-
ence, Nida-Rumelin and Weidenfeld insist (of-
ten in almost Kantian terms®) on the difference
between algorithms and human action (ibid.,
p. 61). Al systems do neither “perceive”, nor do
they have “emotions”, nor are they able to “de-
cide” — even if some of them are designed in
a manner which (more or less) “simulates” hu-
man behavior (ibid., p. 205). However, in con-
nection with the (purported) abilities of Al, the
Silicon Valley ideologues use metaphors in an
extremely careless manner."

In opposition to the feuilleton-related fanta-
sies of the Al-lobby, “digital humanists” want
to promote the real potentials, as well as to an-
alyse the real dangers of Al in a sober manner:
“Digital Humanism does not dream of a totally
new form of human existence like the transhu-
manists; it remains skeptical vis-a-vis Utopian

B Nida-Riimelin’s concept of “practical reason”, is — as
focused on (what he calls) “bounded” or “structural”
rationality — critical of (what he claims to be) Kant’s
deontological “rationalism”. See Nida-Rumelin (2019,
pp. IX-X). Nida-Rtimelin, on the one hand, points out
(with Kant) that in many forms of human action, “the
action is not chosen because it corresponds to a present
desire of the person. It is this feature which one might
find most closely related to the Kantian conception: the
reasonable choice of actions is autonomous and not
heteronomous, i.e., determined by momentary incli-
nations.” But in a formalistic [mis-|reading of Kant's
full conception of moral judgment which has far-reach-
ing consequences, Nida-Riumelin, on the other hand,
distances his own conception of practical reason from
(what he sees as) Kant’s project (see segment four of
this essay, below).

4 This, Nida-Riimelin and Weidenfeld argue, leads the
Al-lobby to a grotesque mode of self-deceit: “We should
avoid deceiving ourselves”, they write, “by first con-
structing digital machines which are able to simulate
emotions, knowledge and decisions, and then to note
in surprise that these machines give the impression that
they have emotions and are able to know and to decide”
(Nida-Riimelin and Weidenfeld, 2018, p. 205, tr. L. N.).
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B mpormsosec danTasmsam MI1-1060m, Haro-
MIHAIOIMIVM OyJIbBapHBIV pPOMaH, «I1IPPOBBIe I'y-
MaHVCTBI» TOBOPSIT O peasIbHOM ITOTeHIINalle Tex-
HOJIOTMI ¥ TPe3BO OLIEHMBAIOT OIIaCHOCTM, CBS-
3a"Hble ¢ VIV: «[ndpoBort ryMaHM3M He MedTaeT
0 HeKOeV HOBOW ¢>0pMe YeJI0BEYEeCKOro CYIIeCTBa,
KaK 3TO [IeJIal0T TPAaHCTYMaHUCTBI; OH CKeIITi4e-
CKV OTHOCUTCS K YTOIIMYECKM OKMIAHVSM, HO C
OITVIMM3MOM CMOTPUT Ha CIIOCOOHOCTB UesloBeKa
TBOPYECKN VICIIOJIb30BaTh IM(PPOBbIE BO3MOXKHO-
ctm» (Ibid., S. 207).

Dta mporpaMMma yOernwia MHorux. B amperte
2019 r. daxysibTeT KOMIIBIOTEpHBIX HaykK BeHcko-
r'O TeXHOJIOTMYeCKOro yHuBepcuTeTa nposet Iep-
BBIVI MeXIyHapoiHbIl cemmHap «Lydposoit ry-
MaHM3M»". B BeHckom MaHmecTe, omyOrKoBaH-
HOM IIO MITOraM MepPOIPUSTHS, ObIIV M3JIOKEHBI
crenyromme vpen: «TepmuH “mivdposoit ryma-
H13M” HaMepeHHO OTChbUIaeT K KOHIEMIVSAM Ty-
MaHM3Ma 1 [Tpocsertienms, corslacHO KOTOPBIM de-
JIOBEK, VIX IIeHTPaJIbHBIV JIEMEHT, CaM OTBeJaeT 3a
csoe MbiieHMe (cp.. Nida-Riumelin, Weidenfeld,
2018). I'log, >TMM TepMMHOM MBI IIOHVIMaeM IIOfI-
X071, OIVICBIBAIOIINV, aHAJIV3VIPYIOLINTL U IIpeXKie
BCEro IIBITAIOIIMVICS TIOBJIMSITh Ha CJIOKHOE B3au-
MOJIEVICTBME TEXHOJIOI MW ¥ YeJloBeuecTBa B MHTe-
pecax oOIecTBa, TOIHOCTBIO COOTBETCTBYIOIIIE-
ro TpeOoBaHMAM BCeOOIMX IIpaB desioBeKa. Mbl
MOXKeM, VIMeeM IIPaBO W JOJDKHBI VCIIOJIB30BaTh
MBIC/IUTEJIbHBIE CIIOCOOHOCTY, Oyyun TBOpLIAMM
CBOeVl COOCTBEHHOW XM3HVL JIMYHAsL aBTOHOMMS
¥ cBoOOfa MPWHSATUS PelIeHNI — IIPearioChUl-
KV OTKPBITOTO ¥ JAEMOKpaTH4ecKOoro oOIIecTBa»
(Werthner, 2020, p. 350). Kak rtoka3eiBaeT 3T0 Kpat-

¢ Ha 3TOM MepOonpusSTUY IIPUYMHBI CETOMHSIITHErO He-
ompenesieHHoro craryca VI Ovumn  copmymposa-
HBI B BUJIE IIIeCTV KPAaTKNX XapaKTePUCTVK HeraTUBHBIX
TeHAeHIMI Indposmsaumm: 1) «TeHOEHINS pacTyIIeit
KOHIleHTpaumn B VIHTepHere»; 2) «IT kak permarormm
pakTOp B SKOHOMMYECKMX, ITOJIUTUYECKMX I BOEHHBIX
KOHMJIIMKTax»; 3) «BIIVISHIME, OKa3blBaeMOe Ha IIOJIUTUKY
9X0-Kamepamu 1 perkamm»; 4) «cepbe3Hble IIPOOIIEMbI B
oOstacTyt 0e30IIaCHOCTM M 3allUTHL JAHHBIX»; 5) «pacTy-
I1ast aBTOMATH3arys paboTel»; 6) «BOIIPOC, CBSI3AHHBI C
paspaboTtkamu B oOszactyt VIV, OTHOCHTENIBHO TOTO, B Ka-
KOVI CTEeIIeHW JIFOIIeVI MOXKHO/CTOUT 3aMEHWUTh MalllHa-
MU B TIporieccax TpuHsATHS pernenui» (Werthner, 2020,
p- 349—350).
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expectations, but is optimistic with regard to
human ability to shape positively the potential
offered by digitalisation” (ibid., p. 207; tr. L. N.).

This programme was seen by many as quite
convincing. In April 2019 a First International
Workshop “Digital Humanism” was organized
by the Faculty of Computer Science at the Uni-
versity of Technology in Vienna."” In the Vi-
enna Manifesto, which was published on that
occasion, the following ideas were formulated:
“The term ‘Digital Humanism’ is intentionally
chosen to refer to the concepts of Humanism
and Enlightenment, according to which the hu-
man is responsible for his or her thinking and is
at the focus (cf. Nida-Riimelin and Weidenfeld,
2018). We understand this term as an approach
which describes, analyzes, and more than any-
thing tries to influence the complex interaction
of technology and humanity — in the interest
of a society which complies fully with the re-
quirements of universal human rights. We have
the freedom, the right, and the responsibili-
ty to make use of our own thought power, we
are the authors of our own lives; personal au-
tonomy and freedom to make decisions are the
prerequisites for an open, democratic society”
(Werthner, 2020, p. 350). As this short summary
of the core motifs of Digital Humanism shows,
the idea of an ethical regulation of AI which
this project advocates, is — in substantial re-
spects — based on Kantian thought. In the con-
text in which these leading ideas are expressed
in the Vienna Manifesto they are not philosoph-

3 In this workshop the reason for today’s precarious
status of Al was summarised in the following six short
characterisations of negative developments in the digi-
talisation process: 1) “Concentration tendencies in the
Web”; 2) “IT as a decisive factor in economic, political
and military conflicts”; 3) “Political influencing by echo
chambers and fake news”; 4) “Drastic problems in the
area of data protections and security”; 5) “Increasing
automation of work”; 6) “The question associated with
developments in the field of Artificial Intelligence as to
the extent to which humans can/should be replaced by
machines in decision-making processes” (Werthner,
2020, pp. 349-350).



KOe M3JI0)KeHVIe OCHOBHBIX IOJIOKeHU I POoBO-
ro ryMaHM3Ma, ujies 3TUYecKoro peryIMpoBaHs
WV, nexairiasd B OCHOBe JaHHOIO ITpOeKTa, I103a-
VMIMCTBOBaJIa MHOTVe CyIlleCTBeHHBbIe VJIeu 13 KaH-
TUAHCKOV MBICJIV, XOTs B KOHTeKCTe BeHckoro mMa-
HudecTa 3TV Uen He HomBepraroTcs dusiocod-
CKOMY aHaJIV3y, a JINIIb yIIoMyHaroTcd. KanTnan-
CKMe men IudpoBOro rymaHusMa He MOTYT IIO-
JIy4UTb CUJIy apryMeHTa Oe3 TIIIaTeIbHON MX MH-
TeprapeTtarui. Ho npexye yem nepenTti K dpuio-
codpcKOMy aHaJIM3y B UeTBEPTOM pasiesle JaHHOM
CTaThV, HEOOXOOMMO czejlaTh HeOOJIbIIIoe IIpef-
BapuTesibHOe 3aMeuaHme 00 VIV mn stmke. Kak s
y>ke oTMedasl B cBoeM BbIcTyIuieHUM B 2020 T. (cM.:
Nagl, 2022), nig perynuposanms 1 KoHTpoisa VI
HeoOXOOVIMBI JBa BUIIAa 3TUYECKOro [IMCKypca.
DTO, BO-TIEPBBIX, AVICKYPC O BHYTPEHHUX «IIpaBU-
Jlax», KOTOPBIMM PYKOBOACTBYIOTCS aJITOPUTMBI,
1, BO-BTOPBIX, pedprieKcsi O BHEIITHUX KPUTepUIX
(fopVIIMYecKX ¥ OOIIeCTBEHHO-TIOIUTIIECKIIX),
OIpeeISIoNX MyoymaHoe peryposanue VI,
TO eCThb Cepbe3Has JIMCKYCCYs 00 STMUYeCKX IpVH-
LIMITaX YeJIOBEYEeCKOro JIeVICTBIS, B KOTOPBIX KaH-
TOBCKass MHOTOCOCTaBHasl KOHLIEIIIMS STUKIM MO-
KeT ChITpaTh CYIIIeCTBeHHYIO POJIb.

Yro KacaeTcsl IepBOro JVCKypca, OYeBUIIHO,
UTO B Cepbe3HBIX IIOIBITKAX VCCIIeIoBaTh «BHY-
TpeHHe IIpaBiIa» «pOOOTOB» He MECTO aHAJIUTH-
yecknM ysioBKaM'. KoMITploTepHBIe IIpOrpaMMBI,
BBIYVCIISIONIVE  TPaHCUMHIVBUIYaJIMCTUYECKYIO
«OOIIyI0 TIOIB3y» ¥, TAKUM O0pa3oM, [IEVICTBYIO-

17 3mech MOXXHO MPVBECTU TIPUIMeEpP, B3SATHIVI M3 JIVCKYC-
cVm 0 «OeCTIVIIOTHRIX aBTOMOOWIsAX». Tak Kak Ha fJopore
GecITIIOTHBIE MAIIIMHBI MOTYT CTOJIKHYThCS C HEOXM/TaH-
HBIMV CUTYyaLVSIMI, «IIpo0JieMa BATOHETKI» («HeOOXOomy-
MBIVI IHTPeAVIeHT Kypca 3TUKM JjIst OakaraBpoB Kadep
aHayIUTUYecKo prutocodm», Kak HasbisaeT ee M. MuT-
YeJUT), CTAaHOBUTCS «OCHOBHBIM TE3MCOM B JIVICKYCCHSIX
00 stugeckmx acmekrax Vl» (Mitchell, 2019, p. 127 —
128). PeqyKTuBHBIM 3TMUECKMM AUCKypcaM HeT MecTa B
JIVICKYCCMSIX, TIOCBSIIIIeHHBIX, HallpyMep, TOMY, CTOUT JIV
GecITMIIOTHBIM aBTOMOOWIISIM laBaTh paspelieHve repe-
e3XaTbh TOXXMJIBIX, YTOOBI CITacTM MOJIOIBIX, KOT/Ia CTOJI-
KHOBeHMe Hen30exHo. (ITocTrymaHMCTBI 3a4BIISIOT faxe,
9TO «pobOTE» [= (KBa3m-)pasyMHBIe MAaIIVMHBI| TOTIX-
HBI 00J1a/TaTh TeMW ke Mpasamy, uTo v jmopu. Cp. Kpu-
THueckyio pabory Hwpel-Promenna m BanmeHdernn
«PoboTer — HoBBIe [1Mdposbie] pade» (Nida-Riimelin,
Weidenfeld, 2018, S. 23 —31.)
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ically analysed, however, but just mentioned
casually. In order to gain their full argumenta-
tive strength, the Kantian motifs of Digital Hu-
manism will have to be elucidated in a more
careful way. Before we proceed, in part four of
this presentation, to this philosophical analysis,
a short preliminary remark on Al and ethics is
necessary. As I have pointed out in a presenta-
tion in 2020 (cf. Nagl, 2022), two modes of eth-
ical discourse are required for the regulation
and control of Al. These are, first, a discourse
about the internal “rules” that guide algo-
rithm-directed operations and, second, exten-
sive reflections on the external — juridical and
socio-political — criteria governing the pub-
lic regulation of Al, i.e. an in-depth debate on
the ethical principles of human action in which
Kant’s complex conception of ethics can play a
substantial role.

With regard to the first discourse it is obvi-
ous that, in serious attempts to examine close-
ly the “inbuilt rules” that direct “bots”, analytic
shortcuts will be totally inadequate.’* Comput-
er programmes that merely calculate a trans-in-
dividualistic “general use” and thus operate
along the lines of a utilitarian “consequential-
ism”, are quite obviously incompatible with
the basic right of every human individual to life, a
right which is encoded in the constitution of
all modern states. Nida-Riimelin and Weiden-

16 The following example taken from the debate about
“self-driving cars” will illustrate this. In view of the
unexpected traffic situations that automatic cars could
face, the so called “trolley problem” (a “staple of un-
dergraduate ethics courses in Analytic Philosophy De-
partments”, as Melanie Mitchell writes) has become “a
central talking point in discussing Al ethics” (Mitchell,
2019, pp. 127-128). Reductionist ethical discourses tend
to terminate in debates that centre, for instance, on the
question whether automatic cars are to be allowed, in
the situation of an unavoidable collision, to run over se-
nior citizens in order to protect young lives. (Post-hu-
manists even suggest that “bots” [= (quasi-)“intelligent”
machines] are entitled to “human rights”. Cf. in this con-
text Nida-Riimelin’s and Weidenfeld’s (2018, pp. 23-31)
critique “Robots as new [digital] slaves”.
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Iyie 10 HPUHIINIY YTWINTAPHOIO «KOHCEKBeH-
LaIM3Ma», COBEPIIIEHHO OYeBMIHBIM O0pasoM
HECOBMECTVMBI C (PyHOAMeHmMasbHbiM npabom e-
A06exa HA KU3HDL, 3aJJOKeHHBIM B KOHCTUTYLIVISIX
BCeX COBpeMeHHBIX rocymapcTs. Huma-Promernva
u BarinmeHndersiba cdopmyspoBaan 3Ty BOCXOLS-
myto k Kanty makcumy B «Ludposom rymanms-
Me» cCileyromyM obpasom: «Hapyrenne dyHia-
MEHTAJIBHBIX IIpaB He MOXeT ObITh KOMIIEHCHPO-
BaHO BBITOZJaMU, 10Ty YeHHBIMY TPeThUMM JINIIa-
MM, KaK/MM Obl 3HAUYMUTEJIbHBIMI 3TV BBITOMBI HYA
6bumn. K gesioBeKy Heslb3sl OTHOCUTBCS TOJIBKO KaK
K cpezicTBy. JTtogu He “onrtuMumsupytoTcs”. B upes-
BBIYAVTHBIX CUTYaIIVISIX MBI IEVICTBYEM B COOTBET-
CTBMM C MOPaJIbHOVI MHTYWIIVIEVI, a He OIITUMMU-
supyromymn - BerancieHusMn»  (Nida-Riumelin,
Weidenfeld, 2018, S. 96—97).

Heol6xomym SCHBIT AUCKYPC O BHEITHUX (FOpU-
OVYecKX ¥ OOIIeCTBeHHO-TIOJIMTIUYECKIX) KpU-
TepVIsiX, PeryIMpPYIOINX ITyOIMdHOe M YacTHOe
vcnonb3oBanye VIV, To ecTh cepbesHast dpmioco-
dust gycKyccmst 00 3TMUECKMX OCHOBAHMSIX UesIo-
BEYeCKOro JIeVICTBUs (IIPUHIIMIIaX, KOTOpble, CO-
riacHo KaHTy, He MOTyT OBITH ITOJIHOCTBIO CMO-
JeJIPpOBaHbl IIyTeM «IeTepOHOMHOI0» MexaHM-
YeCKOIo BBIIIOJIHEHM  3allporpaMMMPOBaHHBIX
«HOPM», JTaXKe ecJIV 3TV HOPMBI, KaK B cjTydae IIpo-
asunayTOoro ViV, criocobHBI BEpOSTHOCTHO «Ilepea-
HAITUPOBATHCS»).

4. HexoTopble cooOpa>keHMsI 0 TOM,
KaK KJII0YeBble 3TUUecKue maen
«mdppoBoro ryMmaHM3Ma» MOTYT OBITh
MOJKpeIsIeHbl NPsIMBIM OOpalieHeM
K ngesMm Kanra

KaHTOBCKast MHOrococtaBHasi TeOpUsL «MO-
PaJIbHBIX CYXXJIEHWUI» MOXeT OKa3aTbCs II0JIe3-
HOVI B TIOVICKe OOIIeITpreMIeMbIX KpUTepueB Je-
JIOBeUecKom oneHku nporpamm VIV m KoHTposa
Hag Humn. «ndposort rymanmsm» onvpaeTcs
BO MHOTMX CYIIIeCTBEHHBIX acIleKTax Ha ITperiMy-
IeCTBEHHO IIOITYJISIPHBIE M3JIOKEHMS KaHTOBCKO-
IO 3TUYECKOro IVCKypca. DTUUeCKyie KOHLIeIIIN,
K KOTOPBIM oOpalialoTcst aBTopbl BeHckoro MaHm-
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feld (2018, pp. 96-97; tr. L.N.) expressed this
Kant-inspired maxim in Digitaler Humanis-
mus correctly as follows: “The violation of ba-
sic rights cannot be offset by the advantages
gained by third parties, however great they
may be. No human being ought to be treated
merely as a means. Humans do not ‘optimise’.
In emergency situations we act in accordance
with moral intuition and not an optimising cal-
culation.”

What is called for, is an explicit discourse
about the external — juridical and socio-politi-
cal — criteria governing the public and private
use of Al: a philosophical, in-depth debate, that
is, on the ethical principles of human action (on
principles that, in Kant’s words, cannot be fully
simulated by “heteronomous” mechanical exe-
cutions of programmed “norms”, even if these
norms, as in advanced Al, are able probabilisti-
cally to “re-adapt”).

4. Some Suggestions how the Leading
Ethical Ideas of “Digital Humanism”
can be Further Solidified with Explicit
References to Kant

Kant’s complex theory of “moral judg-
ment” can be of great help in the search for
generally acceptable criteria for the hu-
man control and evaluation of Al-guid-
ed programmes. “Digital Humanism” is
influenced — in substantial respects — by
popularised versions of Kant’s discourse on
ethics. The ethical concepts used by the au-
thors of the Vienna Manifesto remain, how-
ever, rather vague. Part of the reason for this
may be that Nida-Riimelin — who coined the
term “digital humanism” — advocates a con-
cept of ethics which is based on Kant in some
respects, but which is ultimately non-Kantian.



decra, TeM He MeHee He coBCceM O4eBNIHEBL Bepo-
SITHO, 3TO MOXXHO OOBsICHUTH TeM, yrto Huma-Pro-
MeJIVH, aBTOp TepMMHA «IIMQPOBOV I'yMaHWU3M»,
IIPOBUraeT TaKyl0 KOHIIEIIIVIO 3TUKM, KOTopas
XOTs1 I BOCXOOUT K KaHTy B HEKOTOPBIX acrieKTax,
SABJISIETCSI 6 KOHeUuHOM cuene HeKAHMUAHCKOIL.

4.1. Kpumuueckue pasmoluiieHus
o kpumuxe Kanma Hudou-Promeaurom

AHayn3 «IpaKTUUecKoro pasyMa», IIpoBefieH-
et Hupon-PromereoM, yroersier ocoboe BHM-
MaHVe TOMY, YTO TOT Ha3bIBaeT «CTPYKTYPHOV pa-
MOHAJIBHOCTBIO». B 5TOM aHasm3e Harbostee oue-
BuHO BimsHre Kanra, Ho ipu aTom Huma-Prome-
JIVH, 6 cywHocmu, kpumuxyem (no e2o cobcmbero-
MYy onpedeseHur) KaumoBckuil 0eoHmMoA02UtecKuil
«payuonaiusm». B rmase «CTPyKTypbI CyOBEKTHO-
cTr» KHUMM «CTPyKTypHasl pallMOHaJIbHOCTb U
ZIpyrue 3cce O IIpaKTU4YeckoM pasyme» Huma-Pro-
MeJIVH yKasbIBaeT (Bciies] 3a KanTom), uTo my1s ve-
JIOBEYECKOTO JIEVICTBMS XapaKTepHa CIIOCOOHOCTH
areHTa K aBTOHOMHOMY CaMOOIIpeJle/IeHNIO, CIIO-
co0 mevicTBYS, TPV KOTOPOM «BBIOOP NIEVICTBIS He
OCHOBBIBaeTCs Ha TeKyIIeM >KeJlaHWUM YeJIoBeKa»
(Nida-Rtimelin, 2019, p. 18). VimeHHO 3Ty 0cobeH-
HOCTb 4€JI0OBEUECKOIr'0 HEeVICTBS, IINIIET OH, «MOX-
HO cumMTaTb Hambojiee OJIM3KOM K KaHTOBCKOW
KOHLIEIIU: pa3yMHBIN BbI60p IEeVICTBU SBJIIeT-
Csl aBTOHOMHBIM, a He TeTepPOHOMHBIM, TO €CTh He
oIperiessieTcsl CUIOMMHYTHBIMM CKJIOHHOCTSIMIA»
(Ibid.). OgHaxo 1 mocse 3TOro KaHTMaHCKOTO 3a-
asiieHVst Huma-ProMena npugepXmuBaeTcs Ipe-
VIMYIIIeCTBEHHO (pOpMaIICTUYeCKOl MHTepIIpe-
tauyy 3Tk KaHTa, KoTopasi MCK/IIO4aeT KaH-
TOBCKYIO MHOTOCOCTaBHYIO KOHIIEIIIMIO MOpalb-
HOTO CyXAeHMs. TakuM o0pa3oM OH IIPOBOAVT
pasiyrie MexXIy CBOevt COOCTBEHHOVI KOHILIeIIIIV-
el «CTPYKTYPHOV pariiOoHaJIbHOCTV» U Te€M, UTO
OH BUIWUT KakK HeOe3yIIpedHOe OCHOBaHMe 3TVKM
KanTa: «/larHoe cxorctso [c KanToM| He T0ImKHO
OPUBOAUTh K HOPMAaTVMBHOMY amlpyOpU3My», —
nuiieT oH. Kant B mpoutennn Hunb-Promerniaa
OMIMOOYHO MpVBEp)KeH IOMEIIeHHOMY B hopma-
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4.1. Critical Reflections
on Nida-Riimelin’s Critique of Kant

Nida-Riimelin’s analyses of “practical rea-
son” are focused on (what he calls) “structural
rationality”. They are most obviously influ-
enced by Kant, but they ultimately terminate in a
critique of (what he claims to be) Kant’s deontolog-
ical “rationalism”. In his analysis of the “Struc-
tures of Agency” in Structural Rationality and
Other Essays on Practical Reason Nida-Riime-
lin points out (along the lines of Kant) that hu-
man action is characterised by the ability of the
agent to exercise autonomous self-determina-
tion; by a mode of action, where “the action
is not chosen because it corresponds to a pre-
sent desire of the person” (Nida-Riimelin, 2019,
p. 18). It is this feature of human action, he
writes, “which one might find most closely re-
lated to the Kantian conception: the reasonable
choice of actions is autonomous and not heter-
onomous, i.e. determined by momentary incli-
nations” (ibid.). However, after this pro-Kantian
statement, Nida-Riimelin uses a predominantly
formalistic interpretation of Kant’s ethics that
excludes Kant’s complex conception of moral
judgment in order to distinguish his own con-
ception of “structural rationality” from (what
he sees as) Kant’s flawed foundation of ethics:
“This similarity [with Kant] should not lead to
normative apriorism,” he writes. Kant, in Ni-
da-Riimelin’s reading, falsely advocates, via
his formalistically-dimensioned “categorical im-
perative”, a situation-insensitive apriorism, in
which the actual concreteness of moral deliber-
ation and of moral judgment is nowhere validly
reconstructed. Thus Nida-Rtimelin concludes:
“[T]he practical philosophy of Kant and of
many of his successors is connected to an un-
tenable form of rationalism” (ibid.).
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AUCmuYeckoe usMeperue «KaTeropuueckoMy Mmiie-
paTuBY», He3aBUCUMOMY OT CUTYaLIVIV allpropm3-
My, B KOTOPOM peasibHasi KOHKPETHOCTb MOpaJIb-
HOTO pasMBIIUIEHNMS Y MOPaJIBHOTO CYXKIEHMs
He MOXeT OBITh JIOCTOBEPHO PEKOHCTPYyMpOBaHa.
Hwuna-PromerntvH IpyXoauT K CJIeAyOIIeMy BbIBO-
ny: [ IpaxkTuueckas dpusocodms Kanra 11 MHOI X
€ro IIpeeMHVKOB Hepa3pbIBHO CBsI3aHA C HECOCTO-
aTesibHON popMont pariyoHamsMa» (Ibid.).
Opnako, Kak Oy/eT IOKa3aHO HVDKe, JTaHHAas
KPWUTVKa OIVIPaeTCs Ha HeEBEPHOe IIPOYTEHVIE ITPO-
I1ecca MOPAJIBHOIO PasMBIIUIEHVS I IIPUHSATHS
peleHmi, KOTOpOoe, corylacHO Teopum camoro Kas-
Ta, HUKOITIA He cjleflyeT abCcTpakTHOM vifee «pop-
MaJTBHOT'0» TIOfIBEIEHNISI «CITydasi» TIOf], «IIPaBVIIO.
Huna-Promernrne, cuMnaTmsupyss HEKOTOPBIM
arleMeHTaM 3TMKM KaHTa, He yunThIBaeT, UTO KaH-
TOBCKWMI aHa/IM3 aBTOHOMHOIO IEVICTBUS VIMe-
€T JIBe COCTaBJISIONIVe. Bo-TlepBbIX, KaHTOBCKMII
aHayM3 (B cBoeM (POpPMaJIbBHOM OITVICAHWIV) OIV-
paeTcst Ha MJIeo O TOM, UTO JesloBedecKasl Criocoo-
HOCTb JIeVICTBOBAaTh KaK CaMOOIIpeiesIsiolieecs Cy-
IIIECTBO [IeJIaeT KakIIOrO Ye0BEeYeCKOro CyObhek-
Ta «IIeJIBI0 caMoVI TI0 ceDe». B aToM hopmarvHom
MIPUHITNIIE 3aJI0KEHO pas/inyrie MeXIy «desioBe-
YeCKVIMY JIMYHOCTSIMI» V1 APYTUMU CYIITHOCTSIMY,
He CTIOCOOHBIMM JIeVICTBOBATh, OIMPasiCh Ha ITpak-
TUYECKUT pa3yM (B KOHTEKCTe HaIIIVIX Pa3MBbIIIljle-
HUV 3[1eCh MOXXHO IIPUBECTU IIpUIMep yIIpaBiise-
MBIX aJITOPUTMaMM «poOOTOB»). Bo-BTOPEIX, 3TOT
dopmMasnbHBII IpyHLINIL, corlacHo KaHty, mos-
JKeH OBITh CUTYaTMBHO KOHKpPeTWU3MPOBaH B JIIO-
OoM 113 CBOMX BOIUIOIIEHMTL. B Harlem «rpakTirde-
CKOM To3HaHUM», TviIteT KauT B «OCHOBOIIOIOXe-
HUM K MeTapm3MKe HPAaBOB», «UVCTasl YaCTh» ITU-
KW, TO €CThb «3aKOHBI 4 priori», TpedyeT, KpoMe IIpo-
Yero, «/30IIPEeHHOVI OIIBITOM CIIOCOOHOCTYI CyXK/Ie-
HVIS JIJTS1 TOTO, YTOOBI OTYACTY pas3IMINTh, B KaKMX
CIIydasiXx OHM Haxo[ ST CBOe IIpVIMeHeHVIe, OTYacTI
OTKpPBITH MM JOCTYII K BOJIe YeJloBeKa ¥ yOemmu-
TeJIbHOCTD JIJ1s vicniontHeHms» (A A 04, S. 389; Kanr,
1997, c. 47—49). DT gBa mpoliecca (KOTOpble He
ObUTM ITpOoaHaIM3MpOBaHbl Humon-PromeiHoM
B ero Kpurtuke KaHTa) TIIaTeslbHO MCCIIeIOBaIN
aMepuKaHCKMe KaHTosennl b. Xepman nr A. By,
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However, as I will try to show in the fol-
lowing, this critique rests on a (mis-)reading
of the process of moral deliberation and deci-
sion-making which, according to Kant’s own
theory, never merely follows the abstract idea
of a “formal” subsumption of a “case” under a
“rule”.

Nida-Riimelin, while sympathising with el-
ements of Kant’s ethics, does not bear in mind
that Kant’s analysis of autonomous action has
two constitutive elements: it firstly (and for-
mally described) rests on the idea that, since
every human being has the ability to act in a
self-determined manner, every human subject
is an “end in itself”. This formal principle marks
the essential difference between “human per-
sons” and other entities that are not able to act
from practical reason (such as, for instance, in
the context of our reflections, algorithm-direct-
ed “bots”). This formal principle must, howev-
er, secondly — as Kant is well aware — in any
of its concrete implementations be situational-
ly specified. Among our “practical cognitions”,
Kant writes in Groundwork of the Metaphysics of
Morals, the “pure part” of ethics — “the laws
a priori” — requires in addition “a judgment
sharpened by experience, partly to distinguish
in what cases they are applicable and partly
to provide them with access to the will of the
human being and efficacy for his fulfilment of
them” (GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1996, p. 45).
These two processes (which are left unana-
lysed in Nida-Riimelin’s reading and critique
of Kant) were carefully analysed, however, by
the American Kant scholars Barbara Herman
and Allen Wood.

4.2. The Practice of Moral Judgment

In her book, The Practice of Moral Judgment,
Barbara Herman (1993) shows that many of the



4.2. [Ilpaxmuka MopassHo20 CYx0eHus

B xHure «[IpakTrka MOpaJIbHOTO CYy>XKIEeHWs»
bapbapa XepmaH mokasbIBaeT, YTO MHOIVE CTaH-
JapTHBIe IIPOYTeHMs KaHTOBCKOW <« IIPOIIeyPhI
KI» (kakx ee Ha3bIBalOT aHaJIMTIYeCKe UIIOCO-
¢dBl) He IO3BOJIAIOT ITPOBECTM BCEOOBEMITIOIINT
aHaJIN3 ee CJIOKHOCTY, OMIMOOUHO cOMvpKasi ee ¢
npoyedypoil nodbedenus, B KOTOPOW «oOIIlee IIpa-
BIJIO» IIPVIMEHSeTCs K «KOHKPeTHOMY CiIydaro». B
ceapMOV IJIaBe, O3arJIaBJIEHHO <<Mopaanoe pas-
MBIIIJIEHVIE VI BBIBOJ, OOsI3aHHOCTEN», XepMaH IIV-
meT: «VIHTepIpeTaTopel 1 KPUTMKM KaHTOBCKOV
STUKM YHAEISIOT 3HauuMTeIbHOe BHMMaHUe Kare-
roprYeckoMy MMITepaTuBy... VlgeT HeckoHuYaeMasi
nauckycens o ToM, pabotaet s KVI... Topasmo pexe
3a7jaeTcsl BOIpocC, Kakyro posib KU urpaer B Mo-
pasibHOM cyxaeHmn? IIpenronaraeTcs, 4To OTBeT
Ha Hero odeBuien» (Herman, 1993, p. 132). Ogxaxo
30ech XepMaH BBICKA3bIBaeT Cepbe3Hble COMHEHVIS:
«51 Bce Gorplrte yOexmarock, 4To 3TO He Tak». OHa
CTaBUT TIOJ] BOIIPOC «OOIIENPUHSATOe YOeXXIeHe»,
KOTOpO€e MOKHO HaWTV B CTaHIAPTHBIX aHaJIUTH-
YeCKIX TeOpUsIX M TeOPUSIX PalIOHaJIBHOTO BbIOO-
Pa, 0 TOM, UTO KaHTOBCKag «1porenypa KI» — sto
CBOETO pojia «aJITOPUTM J1J1 MOPaILHOTI'O Pa3MBIIII-
JieHs». KpuTHKys 3TO «palloHa/IMCTIYecKoe» 3a-
OmyxaeHne, XepMaH «odepuBaeT aIbTepHaTWB-
HyIo portb KV B pamkax Oosiee CJIOXKHOV KaHTOB-
CKOVI TeOpVV MOPaJIbHOrO cy>kaeHms» (Ibid.).

XepMaH yTBepXK/IaeT, YTO B KaHTOBCKOV KOH-
LeMIMY MPaKTUYeCcKoro pasyMa Kaxkioe KOH-
KpeTHOe MopaJIbHOe pasMBbIIIIeHVe 3aTparvBaeT
eepmeneBmuueckyto uybecmbumenssHocms cydvexma
K KOHMmeKcmy npednoiaeaemozo nocmynka (To ecTb
yeJIoBeuecKny IOTeHIIMasl, KOTOPBIN, KaK OblIo
II0OKa3aHO BO BTOPOM pasfesie B KOHTeKCTe Mien
Hpenidyca 1 Teriopa, HY OAVH KOMIIBIOTEP He B
COCTOSTHMV ITOJTHOCTBIO IMUTUPOBATB). TakmM 00-
pa3oM, MopaJIbHOe JIeVICTBYE 3aBVICUT OT CIIOCO0-
HOCTM CyOBeKTa OlleHMBaTh CUTYalNIo, B KOTOPOT
coBepIttaeTcs Jievictue. Ecii yrycTuTh U3 By
3TOT eepMeHeBmuneckull 3jIeMeHT KaHTOBCKOTO
aHasIM3a IIpakcuca, 3TuKy KaHTa jlerko mpuHsTh
3a a0CTPaKTHYIO «(pOpMaTIBHYIO» IIPOLIETyPY.

8 Cum. 00 srom: (Nagl, 1983, S. 41—42 (pasmen 1.3.2)), a
taxke (Nagl, 2022).
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standard readings of (what analytic philoso-
phers call) Kant’s “Cl-procedure” evade a full
analysis of its complexity by wrongly approx-
imating it to a subsumption procedure in which
a “general rule” is applied to a “particular
case”. In chapter 7 of her book, headed “Mor-
al Deliberation and the Derivation of Duties”,
she writes: “Interpreters and critics of Kant’s
ethics are heavily invested in the Categorical
Imperative [...]. There is an endless discus-
sion about how or whether the CI works [...].
A question that is much less frequently asked
is: what role does the CI have in moral judg-
ment? That is supposed to be obvious” (Her-
man, 1993, p. 132). Herman doubts this very
much, however, and thus concludes: “I am in-
creasingly sure it is not.” She calls into question
the “received view”, expressed in standard an-
alytic and rational choice theories, that Kant’s
“Cl-procedure” provides a kind of “algorithm
for moral deliberation”. Criticising this as a “ra-
tionalistic” misunderstanding, Barbara Herman
“sketch[es] an alternative role for the CI within
a more complex Kantian theory of moral judg-
ment” (ibid.).

Herman points out in her analyses that in
Kant’s concept of practical reason every con-
crete moral deliberation includes the agent’s
hermeneutical sensitivity for the context in which
her or his intended action is embedded (a human
potential, i. e. one which — as was argued with
reference to Dreyfus and Taylor in part two of
this paper — no computer is able to simulate
fully). Moral action thus depends on the agent’s
capacity to assess the situation in which his ac-
tion is performed. If this hermeneutical element
of Kant’s analysis of praxis is overlooked, his
ethics is easily misunderstood as nothing but an
abstract “formal” procedure."”

7See in this context Ludwig Nagl (1983, pp. 41-42 (sec.
1.3.2)) as well as Nagl (2022).
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XepMman momuepkmBaeT (Bosten 3a KanTom) cy-
IIeCTBOBaHVe «(POHOBBIX YCJIOBMVI MOPAJILHOIO CY-
KIeHMs, HaJldrie KOTOPbIX U JlejlaeT pa3MbIIIlIe-
Hvie BO3MOXHBIM» (Ibid., p. 157). OHa cnpaBeniso
oTMedaeT, uTo 3TrKa KaHTa Kak Teopyis He IIpu3bl-
BaeT K MexXaHNYeCKOMY IIpVMeHeHUIO «BCeOOIIX
MOpaJIbHBIX ITpaBII». Takye IpaBiIIa, muIteT Xep-
MaH, «abCTpaKTHBI, OecrpuCTpacTHBI M Oe3yInd-
HBI». OHU «HE 3a1a0T €IVHBIV CTaHIapT JAeVICTBUI
Y pasMBIIUIEHUII B KaHTOBcKom 3Tuke» (Ibid.,
p- 43). Ona nponorpkaeTt: «KaTeropmaeckmit MMire-
paTuIB — 3TO IIOfJIeXKAIVI PACCMOTPEHWIO ITPVIH-
1uIl Oosiee BBICOKOTO MOPsiiKa, a He abCTpaKTHOe
1 BceoOItiee mTpasuio. OH He orepupyeT OOIIIMI
OIVICAaHVISIMU JIEVICTBUVI, IIOf, KOTOpbIe 100600:m-
s KOHKpeTHBbIe cjlydal, a JaeT IpoLeaypy, ¢ Io-
MOIIIBIO0 KOTOPOVI KOHKPeTHOe CTPYKTYpupyeTcs B
MopasibHOM cMbIcite» (Ibid., p. 44; Kypcus Mot —
JI. H.). IloHOCTBIO ITpOaHaIM3MpOBaHHAsA CTPYK-
Typa KV BKiTtodaeT B ce0si CyITiecTBEHHBIE 37IeMeH-
Thl TepMeHeBTIYecKon oueHKM curyaunm: «llo-
ckonpKy KW vicriornib3yeTcst 1l OLleHKM MaKCUM,
a MaKCMMBbI — 3TO CyOBeKTMBHBIe ITPMHIINIIEL, Ha
OCHOBaHMM KOTOPBIX JIEVICTBYIOT CYObeKThbI, — IN-
et XepMaH, — BBICTPaMBaOLINI MaKCUMY CyOb-
eKT JJOJDKeH BKJIIoYaTh B Hee TOJIBKO Te XapaKTe-
PVICTUKI JITYHOCTY 11 OOCTOSTEIILCTB, KOTOPhIe He-
OOXOIVIMBI J1JIsI OITMCaHMs e20 COOCTBEHHOIO Jievi-
crBus» (Ibid., p. 44). MopasipHOe fevicTBIIe, TaKVIM
00pa3oM, He SIBJISIeTCSI MeXaHWYeCKV OCYITeCTBIIs-
eMBIM «II0[IBefIeHeM». Kak ObUI0 ITOKa3aHo BHIIIIE,
cam KanT B npenmciosnn K «OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHWIO
K MeTadm3rKe HpaBOB» OOpalllaeTcsl MMEHHO K
3TOVI CJIOKHOV CTPYKType. OTMeTUB, UTO «OCHOBY
00s13aTesTbHOCTY JOJDKHO MCKaTh He B IIPUpOIe ue-
JIOBeKa VIV B 0OCTOSTeIbCTBaX B MUPE, B KaKiie OH
TIOCTaBJIeH, HO 4 priori ICKJTFOUNTeSIbHO B IIOHSATH-
SIX YMCTOro pasyMa», KaHT MosicHseT, 4To MopaJlb-
HBIe 3aKOHBI «TPeOYIOT M30IIPEHHOV OIIBITOM C110-
cobHocmu cyxkOeHUs I TOro, YTOOBI OTUACTH Pas3-
JIMYUTB, B KaKVX CJIydasix OHM HaXOIST CBOe IIpy-
MeHeHme» (AA 04, S. 389; Kant, 1997, c. 47; kypcus
Mom. — JI. H) DToT BaxkHBIN actieKT 3Tk Kanta
yIIyCcKaeT 13 BUY KaK OOJIBIIVHCTBO aHaJIUTIUe-
cKmx ImpodTeHUn «mrponenypsl KI», Tak n kputu-
Ka Kanra, mpensoxennas Hunovi-PromesHoM.
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Herman (1993, p. 157) explicitly emphasises
(with Kant) that there are “background condi-
tions of moral judgment that must be present
for deliberation to be possible.” She right-
ly points out that Kant’s ethics is not a theo-
ry which calls for a mechanical application of
“general moral rules”. Such rules, as Herman
writes, “are abstract, impartial, and imperson-
al”: they “do not provide the normal standard
of action and deliberation in Kantian ethics”
(ibid., p. 43). And somewhat later: “The Cate-
gorical Imperative is a higher-order delibera-
tive principle, not an abstract and general rule.
Instead of including very general descriptions
of actions under which the particular is to be
subsumed, it provides a procedure for structur-
ing the particular in a moral way” (ibid., p. 44;
emphasis L. N.). If the CI procedure is fully an-
alysed, it thus includes substantial elements of
a hermeneutical assessment of the present sit-
uation: “Since the CI is used to assess maxims,
and maxims are the subjective principles on
which the agents in fact act”, Herman points
out, “when an agent constructs his maxim he
is to include in it just that detail of person and
circumstance necessary to describe his action”
(ibid.). Moral action is thus not a “subsump-
tion” that can be mechanically carried out. As
has been mentioned, Kant himself in the “Pref-
ace” to his Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Mor-
als deals with this complex structure when he
writes — after pointing out that, in an analysis
of moral action, “the ground of obligation must
not be sought in the nature of the human be-
ing or in in the circumstances of the world in
which he is placed, but a priori simply in con-
cepts of pure reason” — that these laws “no
doubt still require a judgment sharpened by ex-
perience, [...] to distinguish in what cases they
are applicable” (GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant,
1996, p. 45; emphasis L. N.) This important as-
pect of Kant’s ethics is overlooked in most ana-
lytic readings of the “CI procedure”, as well as
in Nida-Rumelin’s critique of Kant.



[Ipy mpaBWIBHOM IIPOYTEHUM KaHTOBCKVE
VI3BICKAHWS O CA0XKHOCHY YeJIOBeYeCKMX pa3MBbIIII-
JIEHUVI MOTYT OKa3aTbCsl ITOJIE3HBIMU JId «IInd-
POBOro ryMaHM3Ma», KOTOPbIVI ITIOUepPKMBaeT pas-
HUITYy MeXJy IIOJIHOLIEHHBIM YeJIoBe4eCcKVM Jevi-
CTBUEM ¥ ero (YacTM4HOWV) IMEPOBOVI CUMYJIS-
LIVieV], TIbITaeTCsl 3Ty PasHUIy OTCTOSITh U Ilepe-
OCMBIC/INTD. Asnroputmbl VIV, o Kparinen mepe
B JIBYX CYIIIeCTBEHHBIX acIleKTax, HecIIOCOOHBI
«aBTOHOMHO BBIIIOJIHSITE» Pa3yMHble MOpaJIbHbIE
ZIevicTBUs. Bo-TIepBBIX, OHM HECIIOCOOHBI 10.1HO-
CMbl0 «OLIEHUTB» CJIOKHYIO COLIMaIbBHYIO PaKTy-
Py «CUTyallum» B KOTOPOV «IIPVMEHSIIOTCS» WX
«IIpOrpaMMbl» (IIPVMEHSIIOTCS aBTOMAaTMYeCK,
HO HM B KOeM CJIydae He «aBTOHOMHO» B VICTVH-
HOM CMBICJIe 3TOTO CJIOBa). BO-BTOPBIX, aJIrOPUTMBI
V1 HecriocoOHBI CaMOCTOSITEITFHO OITPeNeSITUTD U
TeM Oojiee IOKas3aThb 003ameAbHOCHb BBIIOJIHSIE-
MBIX VMU 3aKOHOB, TaK KaK SIBJISIIOTCS TeTepPOHOM-
HBIMM TIOJTyYaTesIsIMIU «KOMaH/[I» (TO eCThb BBITIOJI-
HSIEMBIX «IIPaBWJI», KOTOPble OHW «BBIIIOJIHSIIOT»).
VHTepecHO TOJIKOBaHMeE IIOCTIEHEro (M BechMa
CYILIECTBEHHOI0) pas3In4ms MeXy aJIrOpUTMIUe-
CKOVI «VMHCTPYMEHTAJIPHOV palliOHAaJIbHOCTHIO» U
yesyIoBeYeCcKMM IIPaKTUUYeCcKM pasyMoM, JaHHOe
B IIpeanpuHATOM A. ByZloM aHam3e KaHTOBCKOTO
Te3lca O TOM, YTO MOPAJIbHBIV CYOBEKT SBJISIeTCS
Selbstzweck, TO eCTb «CaMOITEIIBIO.

4.3. Aaaen Byo o «ueaoBeuecmBe
Kak yeau camoil no cebe»

IompoOHo aHaIM3MPYs BTOPYIO (POPMYIIPOB-
Ky «MOpaJIbHOrO 3aKoHa» KawnTa 13 «OCHOBOITOIIO-
JKEHVISL. . .», KoTopasi 1acuT: «[locTymav Tak, 4ToOBI
ThI HMKOI/IAa He OTHOCWIICS K YeJIOBEYeCTBY, KaK B
TBOEM JINIIE, TaK M B JIVILIE BCSIKOTO JIPYTOro, TOJIb-
KO KaK K CpeJICTBY, HO BCEIJIa B TO JKe BpeMs 1 KaK
K nerm» (AA 04, S. 429; Kant, 1997, c. 169), amepn-
KaHCKUV KaHToBel A. Byn cripaBemymmBo mmirer,
YTO «/esl YeJIOBeYeCKOro JIOCTOMHCTBA, JIeXKa-
IIfasi B OCHOBe [3TOV pOpMYJIbl|, — 3TO.. KAHTOB-
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Read correctly, Kant’s explorations of the
complexity of human deliberation can thus in-
deed prove very helpful for a “Digital Human-
ism” which is aware of, and tries to rethink
and defend, the difference between full human
action and its (partial) digital simulations. Al
algorithms are, in at least two substantial re-
spects, unable to “autonomously perform”
intelligent moral action: they are unable, first-
ly, to “assess” fully the complex social tex-
ture of the “situation” in which they “apply”
their “programmes” (automatically, but no-
where in a genuine sense “autonomously”);
and they are, secondly, unable to find out for
themselves, let alone affirm, the binding quality
of the laws that they implement, since they are
heteronomous recipients of “orders” (i.e. of
“rules” which they “execute”). This substantial
second difference between algorithmic “instru-
mental rationality” and human practical rea-
son is explored, in interesting ways, in Allen
Wood’s analysis of Kant’s thesis that the moral
subject is Selbstzweck, an “end in itself”.

4.3. Allen Wood on “Humanity
as End in itself”

In his elaborate analysis of Kant’s second
formulation of the “moral law” in Ground-
work of the Metaphysics of Morals, “So act that
you use humanity, whether in your own per-
son or in the person of any other, always at
the same time as an end and never merely as a
means” (GMS, AA 04, p. 429; Kant, 1996, p. 80),
the American Kant scholar Allen Wood (1998,
p. 165) rightly insists that “the idea of human
dignity, which grounds [this formula] is [...]
the Kantian principle which arguably has the
greatest resonance with our culture’s moral
consciousness.” It is the obvious point of ref-
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CKMVI HIPVIHIINII, KOTOPBIVI, BO3MOXXHO, B HanboJIb-
ITIeT1 CTelleHY pe30HMpPYeT ¢ MOpasIbHbIM CO3HaH-
eM Hartei1 KysasTy peb» (Wood, 1998, p. 165). Dto co-
oOpakeHMe — OdYeBMIHASI OTIIPaBHAs TOUKa IS
TIOIBITKM TIOJTHOVI (PMJI0COPCKOVI peKOHCTPYKIIVM
CYTM aBTOHOMHOI'O 4eJIOBeYeCKOro JIeVICTBIS. By
yTBepXIaeT, u4To «dopMysla UeJIOBEYHOCTV KaK
IIeJIb cama IIo cebe» MOXKeT «MHOroe paccKasarb
[dprmocodam] 06 sTmgeckont Teopum Kaxta», mo-
CKOJIBKY OHa IIPEJICTABJISeT STUKY (BOIIPEKM pac-
MPOCTPaHEHHOMY HEBEepPHOMY TOJIKOBAaHMIO) «Kak
OCHOBaHHYIO Ha IIeJIl», «xapaKTep KOTOPOV YeT-
KO oTim4aeT Teopuio KaHrta oT Bcex popMm KOH-
cekBeHIMasm3Ma» (Ibid., p. 166) 11 Tem cambiM, MOX-
HO ObUTO OBI TOOABUTE, OT UHCHIPYMEHMAAUCTICKO-
20 payuo OTHOLIEHUN «CPeICTBO — IIeJIb», Xapak-
TepPU3YIOIIIero aJlrOPUTMIUECKyie IIPOTr paMMBL.

Yro Xe MMeHHO O3HadaeT ppasa «JIFOAU — 3TO
e camm 110 cebe»? Bynr ykasbiBaeT Ha ocoboe
CBOVICTBO 3TOW IIeJIV, paccMaTpvBasl pasjIMuHble
copmyspoBaHHble KaHTOM KOHIIEIIIINN «IIeH-
HOCTM» W KPWUTWUKYS CTaHIApTHBIE aHaINTIYe-
CKVIe XapaKTePVCTVKV KAaHTOBCKOV STUKIAL:

Tem, xTO cumTaeT, 4To sTMYecKas Teopus Kan-
Ta SBJISIETCS «0e0H0402Uteckoil», Oyay I Teopu-
eV, pacCMaTpMBaIOIIer MOpasIbHbIe ITPUHIIVIIBI
Hesabucumo om yeau, docmueaeMot nymem ciedoba-
Hus uM, OyJieT JIF0OO0IBITHO Y3HATh, uTo KaHT s1B-
HBIM 00pa3oM OTBepraeT IoH00HYIO TTO3UIINIOY,
a TakKe OCO3HaTh, UTO VIMEHHO 3TO HENpUATIe
JIEXUT B OCHOBE ITPUBEEHHOT0 B «OCHOBOIIOIIO-
JKEHUI. ..» apTyMeHTa, 9TO palliOHaIbHYIO BOJIIO
MOXXHO MOTMBUPOBaTh K IIOTYMHEHUIO KaTero-
PUYeCKOMY VIMITEpaTUBY TOJIBKO 0C00biM Budom
uernu (Ibid., p. 168).

CornacHo Byny, KanT mposomut pasiavune
MeX/ly 4YeJIOBeUeCTBOM KaK «IIeJIbI0 CcaMoVl IIO

19 Cp. «OcHoBOIIONIOKeHMEe K MeTadu3VKe HpaBOB», Ie
Kanrt mmmer: «Ho, 010X1M, 9TO CYIIeCTBYeT HEUTO, tbe
bvimue camo no cebe vimMeeT abOCOIIIOTHYIO IIEHHOCTB, UTO,
Kax yeav cama no cebe, MOIJIO ObI OBITH OCHOBAaHMEM OIIpe-
IIeJIeHHBIX 3aKOHOB; TOIZla B 3TOVI LI U TOJILKO B Hell
OIHOVI MOIVIO OBl 3aK/IIOYATHCS OCHOBAHME BO3MOXKHOI'O
KaTeropu4yecKoro MMIlepaTuBsa, T.e. IIPaKTIIecKoro 3a-
koHa» (AA 04, S. 428; Kanr, 1997, c. 165).
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erence for the attempt to reconstruct fully, in
philosophical terms, the core of autonomous
human action. Wood (1998, p. 166) points out
that the “formula of humanity as an end in it-
self” has “much to teach [philosophers] about
Kantian ethical theory itself”, since it presents
ethics (in contrast to common misunderstand-
ings of that theory) “as based on an end” — an
end, however, “whose character clearly distin-
guishes Kant’s theory from all forms of conse-
quentialism” — and thereby, we might add,
also from the instrumentalist ratio of purposive
“means-end” relations that characterises algo-
rithmic programmes.

What exactly does it mean, then, that “hu-
man beings are ends-in-themselves”? Wood
elucidates the special quality of this “end” by
discussing various conceptions of “value” that
Kant introduces, and in doing so he criticises
the standard analytic characterisation of Kant’s
ethics:

To those who think of Kant’s ethical
theory as “deontological’ in the sense that it
is a theory which regards moral principles
independent[ly] of any end served in following
them it should be enlightening to find Kant
explicitly rejecting any such position,” and
to realize that it is this rejection which lies
behind the Groundwork’s argument that a
rational will can be motivated to obey the
categorical imperative only by a distinctive
kind of end (Wood, 1998, p. 168).

Wood points out that Kant distinguish-
es humanity as an “end in itself” from three

8See Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, where
Kant writes: “But suppose there were something the
existence of which in itself has an absolute worth, some-
thing which as an end in itself could be a ground of
determinate laws; then in it, and in it alone, would
lie the ground of a possible categorical imperative,
that is, of a practical law” (GMS, AA 04, p. 428; Kant,
1996, p. 78).



cebe» ¥ TpeMms OPYTMMU TIOHATUSMU «IIeJIV».
Bo-T1epBBIX, OH IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISIET €€ «OTHOCH-
TEJIPHBIM IeJISIM», KOTOpPBIe «SBJISIIOTCSI OCHOBa-
HVEM TOJIBKO TMIIOTETVYECKUX VMIIEPaTVIBOB»
(AA 04, S. 428; Kanr, 1997, c. 165). Bo-BTOpBIX, OH
IIPOTMBOIIOJIaraeT ee KaK «CaMOCYIIYIO IIejIb»
«IoJIeXalrer ocyllecTBiieHnio Ienn» (AA 04,
S. 437, Kant, 1997, c. 196). MoxHO nipuBecTu cJle-
OYIOMINVI IIPVUMEP 1IeJIVI, He SBJISIOMIEVICS CaMOCy-
IIEVL: «KOTia MBI CTPOVMM [IOM, Hallle [IeVICTBIe Ha-
IIpaBJIEHO Ha TO, YTOOBI 3TOT [IOM BO3HUIK, a 1IeH-
HOCTbB JIOMa JIJIsl HaC — 3TO IIPUYVHA, 10 KOTOPOV
MBI ero crponM» (Wood, 1998, p. 169). B-Tpetsix,
KanT oTinuaer «11er1b caMmy 1o cebe» OT «Iiefiu,
VIMEIOIe! JIVIIb 0MHOCUMEAbHYI0 UeHHOCTb, VIV
ey, IIeHHOCTh KOTOPOV MOXeT OBITh COOTHece-
Ha C IIeHHOCTBIO Yero-TO JAPYroro M MOXeT OBITh
PalMIOHAJIBHO IIPVIHECEeHa B XKePTBY Paziy IOy de-
HWSL 9eTO-TO JIPYTOro 3KBUBAJIEHTHOV VIJIU OOJIb-
mient eHHocTw» (Ibid., p. 170—171).

B omimume or 3TMX mpex oepaHuueHHblX TIO-
HATU «11JI1», «4eJIOBeYecTBO Kak I1eJIb cama I10
cebe» — 3TO «1leJIb, MMeolIasi abCOIIOTHYIO I1eH-
HOCTb» MM (B TepmuHoiornu Kanra) «gocTons-
CTBO», TO €CTh ee I[IeHHOCTb HeJIb3sl CPaBHUTH, 00-
MeHSITh, KOMIIEHCUPOBaTh WIN 3aMEeHWUTb [py-
rovt eHHOCThIO (AA 04, S. 434; Kanr, 1997, c. 187).
«['oBOpSI, 4TO [UesIOBEUeCTBO| SIBIISIETCS IIEJIBIO Ca-
MoVt 110 cebe», KaHT mMeeT B BUIY «CIIOCOOHOCTB
[gesToBeuecKyIX CyIIeCTB] CTaBUTh LI U BBIOU-
paTh cpencTBa 11 nx goctvokeHvs» (Wood, 1998,
p- 197). DTa criocoOHOCTD, OYEBMITHO, BKIIIOUAET B
cebd (Kak IOJICTPYKTYPY) «“TeXHUYecKyto CKJIOH-
HOCTB’, KOTOPYIO CJIaraloT BCe HaIlli IIproOpeTeH-
Hble HaBBIKM ¥ CIIOCOOHOCTV K Pa3MBIIIUIEHMIO,
VICTIOJTb3yeMble HaM JIJIsI IIPOV3BOJIBHBIX 1IesIein»
(Ibid., p. 172). OgHaKo 3Ta HOACTPYKTypa HU HIPU
KaKMX yCJIOBUSIX He SIBJISeTCSI CaMOIOCTaTOYHOVL;
OHa 3VDKJIETCS Ha «CIOCOOHOCTM [UesioBeYeCcKOovt
JIMYHOCTM]| OBITh CaMO3aKOHOIIATEJIbCTBYIOIIEN»
(Ibid.). CiienoBarenpHO, HU ofHa cTpyKTypa V],
HV OIVH VMUTUPYIOIINI YejloBeKa «0oT» He 00-
JIaflaeT TaKOVI CIIOCOOHOCTBIO B IIPSIMOM CMBICIIE.
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other notions of “end”: He firstly contrasts
it with a “relative end”, which “could only
ground hypothetical imperatives” (GMS, AA
04, p. 428; Kant, 1996, p. 78). He secondly op-
poses it — as a “self-sufficient end” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 437; Kant, 1996, p. 86) — to an “end
to be effected” (ibid.). An example of such a
non-self-sufficient end would be: “when we
build a house, our action is for the sake of
bringing the house into being, and the house’s
value to us is the reason why we build it”
(Wood, 1998, p. 169). And Kant thirdly distin-
guishes the “end in itself” from an “end with
only relative worth, or price, whose value can
be measured against the value of something
else and can be rationally sacrificed to obtain
something else of equivalent or greater worth”
(ibid., pp. 170-171).

In contrast to these three limited notions of
an “end”, “humanity as end in itself” is an “end
with absolute worth” or (as Kant also says) “dig-
nity”, something whose value cannot be com-
pared to, traded off against, compensated for,
or replaced by any other value (GMS, AA 04,
p- 434; Kant, 1996, p. 84). What Kant refers to
“when he says [humanity] is an end in itself”,
Wood (1998, p. 197) concludes “is the capac-
ity [of human beings] to set ends and choose
means to them.” This capacity obviously in-
cludes (but as a mere sub-structure) “the ‘tech-
nical predisposition’, which includes all our
learned skills and deliberative abilities used for
arbitrary ends” (ibid., p. 172). This sub-structure
is nowhere self-sufficient, however; it is based
on the “capacity [of any human person] to be
self-legislative” (ibid.). No Al structure, no per-
son-simulating “bot” has in any real sense this
ability, we might conclude.
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5. 3aks1roueHue M BbIBOJBI:
He00X0aMMOCTh KPUTUUIECKON TeopUN
VICKYCCTBEHHOT'O MHTeJIJIeKTa:
Bbexkep u 30110epT 0 (HeBepHOI)
MHTEepIpeTaru «aBTOHOMM»

B «IIM(POBYIO 3IIOXY»

Camo3aKOHOIIATeIIbCTBO, VIV aBTOHOMWS, —
KJIIoueBast mjes KaHTOBCKOIO MOPaJIbHOIO MOTWH-
Ba, BOCIIPUIMMUMBOIO K repMeHeBTUKe. IIpaBnib-
HO MOHsATas (M M3JIOKEeHHasl B IIOJIHOM oObeMe)
KaHTOBCKasl KOHIEMIV MPaKTUYeCcKOro pasyMa
MOXeT CTaTh PWIIOCOPCKMM OCHOBaHMEM «IIMd-
POBOrO ryMaHW3Ma», OTBEpraromero IOCTIyMa-
HUCTUYECKYI0 paHTa3MIo O JKeJIaTeIbHOCT «Tex-
HOJIOTTYeCKOVI CUHTYJISSPHOCTI», B HallpaBJIeHWN
KOTOPOVI U JIOJKEH pasBMBaThCs IIpoliecc 1ndpo-
BU3ALIVN.

Tem He MeHee cuMTaeTCs, YTO MJiee OCHOBAaHHO-
rO Ha 3TMKe OOIIeCTBEHHO-IIOJIUTINYECKOro KOH-
Tpornst Hax VIV (KpuTudecKum MpoeKT «mdpo-
BOIO I'yMaHM3Ma») YIPOXalOT CUMYJIAKPBI aBTO-
HOMUY, ITPOJIBUTaeMble ¥ HaBg3bIBaeMble C IIOMO-
IIBI0 IMPOBBIX TexHOIOrMiL. B HemaBHeM 3cce
«CamoyHmaTOXeHMe aBToHoMum» Kaprioc bexkep
u Canppa 3ovbepT OTMeUarOT, YTO COBpeMeHHasl
OOIIIeCTBEHHO-TIONUTIYeCKast CUTYalIMsl OCIIOXK-
HsIeTCs 110 BCeMy MMpPY TeM, UTO B Hally nudpo-
BYIO 3II0XY Jake BO3MOXKHBIE /10K}/Cbl OTBETCTBEH-
HOM pedrleKcun («aBTOHOMMS», «MHIVBUIyalb-
HOCTb», «IIO[JIMHHOCTB») CTaHOBATCS MMUIIIEHBIO
¥ IIOOPBIBAIOTCS KYJIBTYPHOW WHIYCTPVEN, Ye-
pe3 1 poBbIX «MH@ITIOEHCepoB» 1 MOJIIepPXKIBa-
eMbIx VIVl monmTudecknx aKTOpOB MaccoBO pac-
IIPOCTPAHSIOMIEN CUMYAAKPbL «TIO[JIVIHHOV, VIH-
AVIBUJyaJIM3MPOBAHHOV CBOOOMB» U ITPOBUIa-
IOIIeN yCyJIMBalollyie HapIVCCU3M 3aMeHUTe I
aBTOHOMMWM, KOTOpbIe paspyllaloT TO, YTO OHM
SIKOOBI HAIOT: KPUTUIECKYIO pedpIIeKCuIo 1 caMoo-
npeneeHue. [losromy, Kak iyt bexkep 1 3om-
Oept, mosry3abbITasi paHHsAS KJlacCUKa KpUTHUe-
cKom Teopwy, HanpumMep «/Inarrektmka ITpocse-
nieHns» Xopkxarmepa M AOpHO, IIpuoOpeTaeT
CeroffH« HeoXXMUJaHHYI0 aKTyaIbHOCTh. [Iponuia-

5. Coda and Conclusion:
The Need for a Critical Theory
of Artificial Intelligence:
Becker and Seubert
on the (Mis-)Reading of “Autonomy”
in a “Digital Age”

Self-legislation, “autonomy”, is thus the core
idea of Kant’s hermeneutics-sensitive moral
reason. Rightly understood (and fully spelled
out), Kant’s concept of practical reason is able
to provide the philosophical basis for a “digi-
tal humanism” which rejects the post-humanis-
tic fantasy that Al “singularity” is the desirable
direction in which the process of digitalisation
should develop.

However, the idea of an ethics-based, so-
cio-political control of Al — the critical pro-
ject of a “digital humanism” — is today, as
many claim, endangered, by digitally promot-
ed and enforced simulacra of autonomy. In a
recent essay headed “The Self-Endangerment
of Autonomy” Carlos Becker and Sandra Seu-
bert point out that contemporary socio-politi-
cal situations are complicated, worldwide, by
the fact that in our digital age even the possi-
ble loci of responsible reflection — “autono-
my”, “individuality” and “authenticity” — are
targeted and subverted by a cultural industry
that, via digital “influencers” and Al-support-
ed political acteurs, mass-distributes simulacra
of “authentic, individualised freedom”, and
promotes narcissism-enhancing substitutes for
autonomy which destroy what they claim to
offer: critical reflection and self-determination.
Hence, Becker and Seubert write, a much ne-
glected early classic of Critical Theory, Hork-
heimer and Adorno’s Dialectic of Enlightenment,
has today gained unexpected relevance. The
sharp-sighted reflections on the economy-driv-
en production of “(quasi)-subjective needs” in
the chapter “The Culture Industry: Enlighten-
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TespHas pedrieKCrs O CO3MaHMM SKOHOMIYECK-
MW CpelCcTBaMM «(KBa3u)CyOBEKTMBHBIX HOTpPeO-
HOCTeV», M3JI0)KeHHasl XOpKXxariMepoM 1 AIOpPHO
B m1aBe «Kynsrypunpycrpus. [IpocserieHne kak
o0MaH Macc» YIIOMSHYTOV KHUTM (XOpKXavMep,
Anopso, 1997, c. 149—209), criocobHa BHeCTM Cy-
IIIECTBEHHBIV BKJIAJI, B aHAJIN3 COLMAJILHBIX I1aTO-
JIOTTIVI, COIIPOBOXIAIOIINX Bce Ooslee aKTMBHYIO
«KOMMOAMMWKAIIAIO VI OBeIeCTBIIeHe YacTHOM
XumsHm» (Becker, Seubert, 2020, S. 230—231).

BaxHOCTH 1TOITOOHOTrO aHaIM3a COBpEeMEHHBIX
1P POBEIX (POPM (KBa3W)« IO IMHHOCTV» IO Uep-
KVBaeT VI CIIeLVaIVCT 110 Menyia AHpeac 3yaMaH,
OIVH 3 PeIaKTOPOB HOBOVI CEPUV BBIXOAMAIINX B
nsparesibeTBe transcript xuur no VIV, B wacTtHO-
CTV, OT OTMeYaeT, YTO KpUTHKa «co BpemeH KanTa
O3HauaJsla IIOCTAaHOBKY IIOf, COMHEHe SIBJIEHUI B
vacTu nx PyHKIMoHMpoBaHMs» (Sudmann, 2019,
p. 16—17). CeronHs mpeTeHOyOMNII Ha ITTyOUHY
aHaIM3 OOIIeCTBEHHO-IOIIUTNYECKOrO BIIVSIHIS
M morpkeH He TOJIBKO OLIEHVMBATh JOCTOMHCTBA
VICKyCCTBEHHOIO MHTeJJIeKTa, HO W JIeTaJIbHO VIC-
CJIeZIOBaTh «CO3IaHVe VLT3 U JIOKHOIO CO3Ha-
HUs» oludpoBaHHON KOMMYHUKalyen. Taxon
aHaJM3, TUIeT 3yaMaH, «[B goumdpoBble BpeMe-
Ha| ObUI 11eJTbI0 AZIOPHO ¥ XOpKXaviMepa, Hallpy-
Mep B MX KPUTWUYECKOM aHasIN3e, IIpefcTaBIeH-
HoM B “masnextuke ITpocsemmennsa”™ (Ibid., p. 17).
CrreoBaTesIbHO, «11MPPOBOVI T'YMaHW3M», C PUIIO-
Coq)CKoﬂ HO3ULIVIV VICCIIEYIOIINIL TOCTOMHCTBA
u orpanuuenus VIV, nojokeH, HacTaMBasd Ha 3Ha-
YUTEJIBHOCTI POJIN, KOTOPYIO npakmuueckuil pa-
3ym (8 kanmoBckom cmbicae) TIPOHOIKAeT UTpaTh B
1IPOBYIO 3TI0XY, BOOPATh B Ce0s CTUMYJI, 3aKJTIO-
UYeHHBIVI B KPUTWYECKON Teopuy XopKxariMepa m
AniopHoO.
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ment as Mass Deception” in Horkheimer and
Adorno’s book (2016, pp. 120-167) are able to
provide a significant contribution to an anal-
ysis of the social pathologies that accompany
today’s ever-increasing “commodification and
reification of privacy” (Becker and Seubert,
2020, pp. 230-231).

The importance of these analyses of today’s
digitally produced modes of (quasi-)“authen-
ticity” has recently also been emphasised by
the media specialist Andreas Sudmann (2019,
pp- 16-17), one of the editors of the new tran-
script book series on Al, who points out that
critique “since Kant has meant questioning
phenomena with regard to their functioning”.
Today, any in-depth analysis of the socio-polit-
ical influence of Al has not only to assess the
merits of Artificial Intelligence, but also to in-
clude a careful analysis of the “production of
illusion and false consciousness” by digitised
communication — an analysis to which, as
Sudmann points out, “Adorno and Horkheim-
er [in pre-digital times] felt deeply committed
[to] in their critical analysis of the Dialectic of
Enlightenment” (ibid., p. 17) A “Digital Human-
ism” that philosophically explores the merits
and limits of Al has thus to integrate the stim-
ulus provided by Horkheimer and Adorno’s
Critical Theory into its philosophical defence of
the core role that practical reason (in Kant’s sense)
continues to play in our digital age.

References

Becker, C. and Seubert, S., 2020. Die Selbstgefahr-
dung der Autonomie. Eckpunkte einer Kritischen
Theorie der Privatheit im digitalen Zeitalter. In: P. Kru-
se and S. Miiller-Mall, eds. 2020. Digitale Transformation
der Offentlichkeit. Weilerswist: Velbriick Wissenschaft,
pp. 229-261.

Bostrom, N., 2014. Superintelligence: Paths, Dangers,
Strategies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.



JI. Harnp

Xopxxatiimep M., Adopno T. Ouanexrnka [Ipocsertie-
Hus. Outocodekne pparmenTst / iep. ¢ HeM. M. Kysae-
tosa. M. ; CII0. : Memgmym ; FOBenTa, 1997.

Becker C., Seubert S. Die Selbstgefdhrdung der Auto-
nomie. Eckpunkte einer Kritischen Theorie der Privatheit
im digitalen Zeitalter // Digitale Transformation der Of-
fentlichkeit / hrsg. von P. Kruse, S. Miiller-Mall. Weilers-
wist : Velbriick Wissenschaft, 2020. S. 229—261.

Bostrom N. Superintelligence: Paths, Dangers, Strate-
gies. Oxford : Oxford University Press, 2014.

Dreyfus H., Dreyfus S. Coping with Change: Why
Computers Can’t and Humans Can // Wo steht die Ana-
lytische Philosophie heute? / hrsg. von L. Nagl, R. Hein-
rich. Wien : Oldenbourg, 1986. P. 150—170.

Dreyfus H., Taylor C. Retrieving Realism. Cambridge,
MA ; L.: Harvard University Press, 2015.

Forrest K. When Machines Can Be Judge, Jury, and
Executioner: Justice in the Age of Artificial Intelligence.
New Jersey : World Scientific Publishing House, 2021.

Habermas ]. Auch eine Geschichte der Philosophie.
Berlin : Suhrkamp, 2019. Bd. 2 : Verntinftige Freiheit: Spu-
ren des Diskurses iiber Glauben und Wissen.

Herman B. The Practice of Moral Judgment. Cam-
bridge, MA ; L. : Harvard University Press, 1993.

Hochreiter S. “The Algorithm Can Learn Anything —
Good Things as Well as Bad Things” // Digital Transfor-
mation and Ethics / ed. by M. Hengstschlager. Salzburg ;
Munich : Ecowin Verlag, 2020. P. 362—375.

Klingel A., Kraft T., Zweig A. Potential Best Practice Ap-
proaches in the Use of an Algorithmic Decision-Making
Systems with the Example of the AMS Algorithm // Digi-
tal Transformation and Ethics / ed. by M. Hengstschlager.
Salzburg ; Munich : Ecowin Verlag, 2020. P. 178—196.

Kurzweil R. The Singularity is Near. L. : Viking Pen-
guin, 2005.

Marantz A. Antisocial. Online Extremists, Techno-Uto-
pian, and the Hijacking of the American Conversation.
N.Y. : Viking Penguin, 2019.

Mersch D. Ideen zu einer Kritik ‘algorithmischer” Ra-
tionalitdt // Deutsche Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie. 2019.
Bd. 67, Ne 5. S. 851—873.

Mitchell M. Artificial Intelligence. A Guide for Think-
ing Humans. N. Y. : Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2019.

Nagl L. Gesellschaft und Autonomie. Historisch-sy-
stematische Studien zur Entwicklungsgeschichte der So-
zialtheorie von Hegel bis Habermas. Wien : Verlag der
Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1983.

86

Dreyfus, H. and Dreyfus, S., 1986. Coping with
Change: Why Computers Can't and Humans Can. In:
L. Nagl and R. Heinrich, 1986. Wo steht die Analytische
Philosophie heute? Vienna: Oldenbourg, pp. 150-170.

Dreyfus, H. and Taylor, C., 2015. Retrieving Real-
ism. Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard Universi-
ty Press.

Forrest, K., 2021. When Machines Can Be Judge, Jury,
and Executioner: Justice in the Age of Artificial Intelligence.
New Jersey: World Scientific Publishing House.

Habermas, J., 2019. Auch eine Geschichte der Philoso-
phie. Volume 2: Verniinftige Freiheit: Spuren des Diskurses
iiber Glauben und Wissen. Berlin: Suhrkamp.

Herman, B., 1993. The Practice of Moral Judgment.
Cambridge, MA & London: Harvard University Press.

Hochreiter, S.,, 2020. The Algorithm Can Learn
Anything — Good Things as Well as Bad Things. In:
M. Hengstschléger, ed. 2020. Digital Transformation and
Ethics. Salzburg & Munich: Ecowin Verlag, pp. 362-375.

Horkheimer, M. and Adorno, T, 2016. Dialectic of En-
lightenment. London & New York: Verso.

Kant, I, 1996. Groundwork of the Metaphysics of
Morals. In: I. Kant, 1996. Practical Philosophy. Edited by
M. Gregor and A. Wood. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, pp. 41-108.

Klingel, A., Kraft, T. and Zweig, A., 2020. Potential
Best Practice Approaches in the Use of an Algorith-
mic Decision-Making Systems with the Example of the
AMS [Austrian Arbeitsmarktservice] Algorithm. In:
M. Hengstschléger, ed. 2020. Digital Transformation and
Ethics. Salzburg & Munich: Ecowin Verlag, pp. 178-196.

Kurzweil, R, 2005. The Singularity is Near. London:
Viking Penguin.

Marantz, A., 2019. Antisocial. Online Extremists, Tech-
no-Utopian, and the Hijacking of the American Conversa-
tion. New York: Viking Penguin.

Mersch, D., 2019. Ideen zu einer Kritik ‘algorithmi-
scher” Rationalitdt. Deutsche Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie,
67(5), pp. 851-873.

Mitchell, M., 2019. Artificial Intelligence. A Guide for
Thinking Humans. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux.

Nagl, L., 1983. Gesellschaft und Autonomie. Historisch-
systematische Studien zur Entwicklungsgeschichte der So-
zialtheorie von Hegel bis Habermas. Vienna: Verlag der
Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften.

Nagl, L., 2018. What is it to be a Human Being?
Charles Taylor on ‘the Full Shape of the Human Lin-
guistic Capacity’. In: B. Buchhammer, ed. 2018.
Re-Learning to be Human in Global Times: Challenges and



Nagl L. What is it to be a Human Being? Charles Taylor
on ‘the Full Shape of the Human Linguistic Capacity” //
Re-Learning to be Human in Global Times: Challeng-
es and Opportunities from the Perspective of Contem-
porary Philosophy of Religion / ed. by B. Buchhammer.
Washington : The Council for Research in Values and Phi-
losophy, 2018. P. 117—136.

Nagl L. Merits and Limits of Al // Artificial Intelli-
gence and Human Enhancement. Affirmative and Critical
Approaches in the Humanities / ed. by H. Nagl-Docekal,
W. Zacharasiewicz. Berlin : De Gruyter, 2022. P. 33—50.

Nida-Riimelin ]., Weidenfeld N. Digitaler Humanismus.
Eine Ethik ftir das Zeitalter der Kiinstlichen Intelligenz.
Miinchen : Piper, 2018.

Nida-Riimelin |. Structural Rationality and Other Es-
says on Practical Reason. Berlin ; Dordrecht ; Heidelberg ;
N.Y. : Springer, 2019.

Putnam H. Brains in a Vat // Putnam H. Reason, Truth
and History. Cambridge : Cambridge University Press,
1981. P. 1-21.

Putnam H. The Project of Artificial Intelligence // Put-
nam H. Renewing Philosophy. Cambridge, MA : Harvard
University Press, 1992. P. 1-18.

Spiekermann S. On the Difference between Artificial
and Human Intelligence and the Ethical Implications of
Their Confusion // Digital Transformation and Ethics /
ed. by M. Hengstschldger. Salzburg ; Munich : Ecowin
Verlag, 2020. P. 88—117.

Sudmann A. The Democratization of Artificial Intelli-
gence. Net Politics in the Era of Learning Algorithms //
The Democratization of Artificial Intelligence. Net Poli-
tics in the Era of Learning Algorithms / ed. by A. Sud-
mann. Bielefeld : transcript, 2019. P. 9—31.

Taylor C. The Language Animal. The Full Shape of
Human Linguistic Capacity. Cambridge, MA ; L. : The
Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2016.

Taylor C., Nanz P., Beaubien-Taylor M. Reconstructing
Democracy. How Citizens are Building from the Ground
Up. Cambridge, MA ; L. : Harvard University Press, 2020.

Werthner H. The Vienna Manifesto on Digital Hu-
manism // Digital Transformation and Ethics / ed. by
M. Hengstschlager. Salzburg ; Munich : Ecowin Verlag,
2020. P. 350—385.

Wood A. Humanity as End in Itself // Kant’s Ground-
work of the Metaphysics of Morals. Critical Essays / ed.
by P. Guyer. Lanham ; Boulder ; N. Y. ; Oxford : Rowman
and Littlefield Publishers, 1998. P. 165—187.

87

L. Nagl

Opportunities from the Perspective of Contemporary Philos-
ophy of Religion. Washington, DC: The Council for Re-
search in Values and Philosophy, pp. 117-136.

Nagl, L., 2022. Merits and Limits of Al In: H. Nagl-
Docekal and W. Zacharasiewicz, eds., 2022. Artificial In-
telligence and Human Enhancement. Affirmative and Crit-
ical Approaches in the Humanities. Berlin: De Gruyter,
pp- 33-50.

Nida-Riimelin, J. and Weidenfeld, N., 2018. Digitaler
Humanismus. Eine Ethik fiir das Zeitalter der Kiinstlichen
Intelligenz. Miinchen: Piper.

Nida-Rtimelin, J., 2019. Structural Rationality and
Other Essays on Practical Reason. Berlin, Dordrecht, Hei-
delberg & New York: Springer.

Putnam, H., 1981. Brains in a Vat. In: H. Putnam,
1981. Reason, Truth and History. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, pp. 1-21.

Putnam, H., 1992. The Project of Artificial Intelli-
gence. In: H. Putnam, 1992. Renewing Philosophy. Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press, pp. 1-18.

Searle, J., 1987. Minds, Brains, and Programs. In:
R. Born, ed. 1987. Artificial Intelligence. The Case Against.
London & Sydney: Croom Helm, pp. 18-40.

Spiekermann, S., 2020. On the Difference between
Artificial and Human Intelligence and the Ethical Im-
plications of Their Confusion. In: M. Hengstschléger,
ed. 2020. Digital Transformation and Ethics. Salzburg &
Munich: Ecowin Verlag, pp. 88-117.

Sudmann, A., 2019. The Democratization of Arti-
ficial Intelligence. Net Politics in the Era of Learning
Algorithms. In: A. Sudmann, ed. 2019. The Democratiza-
tion of Artificial Intelligence. Net Politics in the Era of Learn-
ing Algorithms. Bielefeld: transcript Verlag, pp. 9-31.

Taylor, C., 2016. The Language Animal. The Full Shape
of Human Linguistic Capacity. Cambridge, MA & Lon-
don: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

Taylor, C., Nanz, P. and Beaubien-Taylor, M., 2020.
Reconstructing Democracy. How Citizens are Building from
the Ground Up. Cambridge, MA & London: Harvard
University Press.

Werthner, H., 2020. The Vienna Manifesto on Digi-
tal Humanism. In: M. Hengstschlager, ed. 2020. Digital
Transformation and Ethics. Salzburg & Munich: Ecowin
Verlag, pp. 350-385.

Wood, A, 1998. Humanity as End in Itself. In:
P. Guyer, ed. 1998. Kant’s Groundwork of the Metaphys-
ics of Morals. Critical Essays. Lanham, Boulder, New
York & Oxford: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers,
pp- 165-187.



JI. Harip

OO0 aBTOpE

JIdbue Haeaw, noxkrop dpuocodmm, rmpodpeccop, Mu-
cTuTyT dpvtocodnn, YausepcuteT BeHbl, ABCTpmsL.
E-mail: ludwignagl@univie.ac.at

HJIH OUTUPOBaHMA:

Haeaw JI. lludppoBble TeXHOJIOTUN: PasMBIIUIEHUS O
pasIumny MeXy MHCTPYMeHTaIbHOVI paljiOHaIbHO-
CTBIO M ITPAKTUUeCKMM pasyMoM // KanToBckmit coop-
HuK. 2022. T. 41, Ne 1. C. 60—88.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-1-3

© Harie J1., 2022.

MPEACTABJIEHO /19 BO3MOXHOW NYBAVKALUM B OTKPLITOM JOCTY-
NE B COOTBETCTBUM C YCNOBUAMWU JIMLIEH3UN CREATIVE COMMONS
ATTRIBUTION (CC BY) (HTTP://CREATIVECOMMONS.ORG/LICENSES/BY/4.0/)

88

The author

Prof. Dr Ludwig Nagl, Institute of Philosophy, Univer-
sity of Vienna, Austria.

E-mail: ludwignagl@univie.ac.at

To cite this article:

Nagl, L. 2022. Digital Technology: Reflections on the
Difference between Instrumental Rationality and
Practical Reason. Kantian Journal, 41(1), pp. 60-88.

http://dx.doi.org/10.5922/0207-6918-2022-1-3

© Nagl L., 2022.

SUBMITTED FORPOSSIBLE OPEN ACCESS PUBLICATION UNDERTHE TERMS
AND CONDITIONS OF THE CREATIVE COMMONS ATTRIBUTION (CC BY)
LICENSE (HTTP://CREATIVECOMMONS.ORG/LICENSES/BY/4.0/)



VK 1(091):172
KAHT BO BPEMEHA COVID

M. C. Axavmman’

B nepuod nandemuu koponaBupyca eocyoapcmba cmoa-
KHYAUCH ¢ HexB6amkoil BaxHbvix pecypcob 30pabooxpareHiis,
maxux xax Baxyuna npomub COVID-19, meduyurckuil
nepconan, Kouku 6 omoeseHUAX UHMeEHCUBHOT mepanuu
u annapamsl uckyccmbBennoil Genmussiyuu seekux. Py-
KkoBodsujum opearnam 6 cgpepe 30pabooxpanenus 6 CIIA
APUWAOC, NPUHUMAMYL peuieHus 1o 06ym ocHoBHbIM 6o-
npocam: komy u3 00AbHbIX CAedyerm oKa3bLIBams nomMoulb
6 nepByto ouepeds (mpuax) u ko020 u3 300poBuix credyerm
Baxyunupobams 6 nepByio ouepeds (pacnpedeserue Bax-
yum). Ymbepxoennvie uncmpykyuu, 6 coombemcmbuu c
npunyunamu T. Buuamna u Dx. Yusdpecca, kax npabu.io,
opuenmupoBarsl U HA YEHHOCHb COXPAHEHUS UeAbIX K-
Hell (Bvixubanue nayuenma 00 6biMUCKU), U HA YeHHOCHTb
NPOO0/KUMEeALHOCHIY JKU3HU (cnycmis 2006l nocae Bbinu-
cku). Dmom npoyecc KoA1eKmubHo20 MOPAAbHO20 PACCYK-
Oenis Buis6un HauLy 00uLyio NpUBeprkeHHOCH1b NPUHLUNAM
u Kanma, u ymusumapusma. Ilo Kanmy, ybaxenue npal
uen06exa nodpasymebaerm, umo Hawi 0012 — 6 pabHoti cime-
neHu 3a00MmumbCs 0 COXpAHEHU KUSHU 41008l Kak maKo-
Boii. Caedobamenvro, Mbl 004KHbL pacnpedessins pecypcol
makum o0pasom, umobvl MAKCUMUSUPOBAMDL YUCA0 NAYU-
enmo8, doxubaroujux 0o Buinucku. [Ipunyun nosesHocmu,
Hanpomul, Beaum HAM MAKCUMUSUPOBAMDL 1POOOAXKU-
MeABHOCHIb JKU3HU, UmobbL 100U Moeau yooBaembBopuinsy
bosvute cBoux npeonoumenutl. B ymuiumaptom ucuuc-
AeHuu npoBosesauiaemca becnpucmpacmHoe omHouieHue
K A1005IM, HO He NPUSHACHICA UX PABHO3HAUHAA UEHHOCID.
Conocmabaenue kanmoBckol ImMuku U YmuAumapusma
¢ yeavto Haumu pecpaexmubBroe pabrobecue mexoy HUMU
nookpenasaen uoero 0 MoM, 4o HaM HYXKeH NAPAAUCTIU-
ueckuii 100x00, KOmopbiil 0bl YuUmwl6as HAuWU MOPALbHbIE
UHmMyuyuy 6 omHoweHuy Kax YpabHumeasHotl yeHHoCmu
UeAbIX XKU3Hel, max u a00umubHot yeHHOCHU Npo00AKU-
MeAHOCTIU JKUSHU.

KatoueBote caoBa: cnpabedsubocmv, ymuiuma-
pusm, pacnpedesenue pecypcob, ouepedHOCHb MeOUlUH-
cxott nomouju, COVID-19, npunyunaiusm, pegprexmub-
Hoe pabroBecue
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KANT IN THE TIME OF COVID

M. C. Altman'

During the coronavirus pandemic, communities
have faced shortages of important healthcare resourc-
es such as COVID-19 vaccines, medical staff, ICU
beds and ventilators. Public health officials in the
U.S. have had to make decisions about two major is-
sues: which infected patients should be treated first
(triage), and which people who are at risk of infec-
tion should be inoculated first (vaccine distribution).
Following Beauchamp and Childress’s principlism,
adopted guidelines have tended to value both whole
lives (survival to discharge) and life-years (survival
for years past discharge). This process of collective
moral reasoning has revealed our common commit-
ment to both Kantian and utilitarian principles. For
Kant, respecting people’s rights entails that we ought
to value whole lives equally. Therefore we ought to
allocate resources so as to maximise the number of
patients who survive to discharge. By contrast, the
principle of utility has us maximise life-years so that
people can satisfy more of their considered prefer-
ences. Although people are treated impartially in the
utilitarian calculus, it does not recognise their equal
worth. Subjecting Kantian ethics and utilitarianism
to the process of reflective equilibrium lends support
to the idea that we need a pluralistic approach that
would accommodate our moral intuitions regarding
both the equal value of whole lives and the additive
value of life-years.
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M. C. AnprMman

[TangemMusi KOpOHaBUpyca VCIIBITBIBAeT Ha
MIPOYHOCTh HAIlly SKOHOMVKY, HAIM CUCTEMBI
3IpaBOOXPAaHEHVIS VI HAIy MCUXNYECKyIO YCTOVI-
umBoCcTh. OHA VICITBITHIBAET JIa)Ke HaIIV TpaJyIiv-
OHHBIe MOpaJIbHBIe TeOpWI. B HacTosIIIe cTaThbe 5
COIIOCTABJISIIO [IBE BEIYIIIVIE TEOPVVI C LIeJTBIO HaITI
pedriekTHBHOe paBHOBecVe® MeXIy HUMM. S mpu-
XOXY K BBIBOIy, YTO HV Teopwms IipaBa KanTa, HI
yTWINTapy3M MU He MOTYT HOJTHOCTBIO YIIOB-
JIETBOPUTDH HalllVl MOpaJIbHBble MHTYUIIVIV, KOIZa
pedb MaeT O paclpeieIeHUy MeIWUIIMHCKUX pe-
cypcoB B ycriousx fedvmmra. Korga marenTam,
3abosesiv COVID, TpebyeTcst Gosiblite ITysIbMo-
HOJIOTOB I KOEK MHTEHCMBHOV Teparm, YeM y Hac
€CTh, a BaKI[VIHa Hy>KHa BCeM, MbI OT/IaeM IIpeIIo-
UTeHVie OIHVIM JIIOSIM Ileper], IPYTVMV, OTHOBpe-
MEeHHO yBayKasi IX paBHOe ITpaBO Ha MeIVITMHCKYIO
IIOMOIIIb. DTO IIPeIbsBiIseT K HaM, Ka3aJoch Obl,
HECOBMeCTVIMBle TPeDOBaHVIS: OKa3bIBaTh JIIOSM
PaBHYIO 3a00TY, MaKCHMM3MPOBATh IOJIOKINTEITb-
HBIe pe3yJIbTaThl VI CIIOCOOCTBOBATH CIIPABEIIIVIBO-
cry. Ecyivt TakoBBI Hartmi 00s13aHHOCTY V1 €CIIV Y TH-
JTNTApV3M WIV KaHTOBCKasl TeOpWs IIpaBa MOTYT
00OCHOBATh TOJTLKO HEKOTOPBIE M3 HMX, TO 3Ta He-
JI0CTaTOYHAs IPUTOTHOCTD KaXK[IOrO M3 3TUX IIOfI-
XOIIOB TOAKPEIUISeT VeI O TOM, UTO HeoOXomu-
MO OOBEIVHWUTH VX. AHaJIV3 VX HEIOCTAaTKOB, BbI-
SIBJIEHHBIX IIaHIIEeMMeV], JaeT HaM HeKOTOpbIe ITOfI-
CKa3KM O TOM, KaK JIOJDKHA BBITTISIETh YCIIeITHas
rOpVIHAaS TEOPUSL.

ITpyHIMIIANTM3M

He cymiecTByeT eamHOV MOpPaIbHOW TeOPWUU,
oIpepesIsioliell TOCyIapCTBeHHYIO IOJIMTUKY B
o0yIacTy 37ApaBOOXpaHEHMs, OTHAKO OOJIBIINH-
CTBO MEIMIIMHCKMX pabOTHWKOB, UMHOBHVIKOB B
cdepe 3mpaBoOXpaHEHMS M 3TUUECKMX KOMMUTe-
TOB OOJIBHWIT TIPUIAEP)KMBAIOTCS ITPUHIIMIIAINA3-
Ma Toma bruamma m [Ixerimca Yniimpecca, KoTo-
PBIVI CBOOUTCH K YeTbIPpeM OCHOBHBIM MOPaJIbHBbIM
NPVHIIMIIAM: YBaXKeHVie aBTOHOMWY, HeIIpuJHe-
HIe Bpena, OJ1arOTBOPHOCTH W CIIPaBEIJIVBOCTb.
[TpyHIMIT yBaXkeHMsI aBTOHOMMUM OOs3bIBaeT Hac

2Tepmuu mn Metop, IxoHa Porsa, IpemyIoKeHHBI VIM B
TpakTaTe «Teopus crpaBemmMBocTI». — [Ipumeu. nep.
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The coronavirus pandemic has tested our
economies, our healthcare systems and our
mental stability. It is even testing our tradi-
tional moral theories. In this paper, I subject
two major theories to the process of reflective
equilibrium. I conclude that neither Kant’s the-
ory of right nor Mill’s utilitarianism can entire-
ly accommodate our moral intuitions when it
comes to allocating medical resources in times
of scarcity. When COVID-infected patients
need more respiratory therapists and ICU beds
than we have and everyone needs a vaccine, we
prioritise some people over others while simul-
taneously respecting their equal right to med-
ical care. This places seemingly incompatible
demands on us to treat people the same, max-
imise positive outcomes and promote justice.
If we have these duties, and if utilitarianism
or Kant’s theory of right alone can only justify
some of them, then this inadequacy lends sup-
port to the idea that we need to combine the
two approaches. Reflecting on their shortcom-
ings during the pandemic gives us some guid-
ance about what a successful hybrid theory
would look like.

Principlism

There is no one moral theory that drives
public policy decisions around healthcare, but
most healthcare providers, public health of-
ficials and hospital ethics committees appeal
to Tom Beauchamp and James Childress’s
principlism, which is committed to four basic
moral principles: respect for autonomy, non-
maleficence, beneficence and justice. The prin-
ciple of respect for autonomy obligates us to
acknowledge people’s right to have their own
values and to act in accordance with those val-
ues; the principle of nonmaleficence obligates
us to avoid actions that harm people (negative



IIpVI3HABaTh IIpaBO JIIOMEV VMeTh COOCTBEHHBIE
IIEHHOCTY ¥ [IeVICTBOBATh B COOTBETCTBUM C STUMU
LIEHHOCTSIMI; IIPMHINUIT HeNpWYMHEHMs Bpeda
00s13pIBaeT Hac M30eraTh JIeVICTBIUV, KOTOpPbIe Bpe-
IISIT JIFOISIM (HeraTMBHBIV JI0JIT); IIPMHIINII OJ1aro-
TBOPHOCTV OOsI3bIBaeT HAac CIIOCOOCTBOBATH OJ1a-
TOIOJIYYMIO IPYTMX (HO3VTUBHBIV JOJIT); a IIPVIH-
LIVITIT CIIPABEJIMBOCTY OOsI3bIBAaeT Hac cOOIIIOaTh
YecTHOe paclipesiefieHVie IIIaHCOB 1 m30eraTh He-
CIIpaBeJIMBOV OVICKpUMUHaumn. XoTd brdamm
n Ywimpecc TPU3HAIOT BIIMSIHVE HECKOIBKMX
PasIMYHBIX (PUITOCOPCKIMX TPagUIIV, BKIIIOYAs
KaHTMaHCTBO M yTwinTapusM (Beauchamp, Chil-
dress, 1994, p. 111), oHU yTBepXXOAIOT, YTO paspa-
OoTasIv CBOVI CIIVICOK IIPVHIIVIIOB, alleJIMpysl K
«MOpaJIV, IIPVHSTOV B OOITIeCTBE, — TO €CTh K He-
dmrtocodpckoMy 3MpaBOMy CMBICITY ¥ TPAIVILIVVL?
(Beauchamp, Childress, 1994, p. 100; 2001, p. 377)
IV «00IIiert Mopaity, [KoTopasi] BKJIIoJaeT B ceOst
BCEe Te ¥ TOJIBKO Te HOPMBI, KOTOpBIE IIPVHVIMA-
IOTCSI KaK aBTOPUTETHBIE BCEMM MOPAJIBHO CO-
3HaTeIbHbIMU JTIOIbMI» (Beauchamp, Childress,
2001, p. 3; cm. Taxke: 2019, p. 3—5).

B cooTBeTcTBMM C MX ameIUIAIIMeN K 3IpaBo-
My CMBICJIY M VX IUTIOpaJIM3MOM, V HUX HeT IIpa-
BWJI, TIO3BOJISIIOIIVIX PEINTh, KaKOVl ITPVHIINII
VIMeeT IIPUOPUTET ¥ KaKOW BeC JO/DKEH MMeThb
Kaxapit n3 Hux. B ommune ot V. 1. Pocca (Ross,
2002, p. 21—-22), buuamn 1 Ywigpecc He OTHAIOT
ocoboro mpenmourenns 6e3spenHocT: «Obsg3aH-
HOCTV He BPeduTh APYIMM MHOrzga Oojiee cTpo-
rve, yeM OOsI3aHHOCTM IIOMOraThb MM, HO MHOIIA
Hao0OpOT, 00sg3aHHOCTII OIarOTBOPHOCTM Oosiee
cTporue, ueM o0si3aHHOCTY Oe3BpemHOCTI» (Beau-
champ, Childress, 1994, p. 190; 2001, p. 114). On-
HAaKO B JIPyTOM acIieKTe OHV eIVHOAYIIHBI ¢ Poc-
COM: pellleHVe O TOM, KaK ITOCTYIIaTh, IIPVIMEHSIS
YeThIpe IIPVHIINIIA, SBIISETCS cdepor IprMe-
HEHVSI CIIOCOOHOCTVI CYXK[IEHWSI M CKOpee VCKYC-
CTBOM, UeM HayKoVi, ¢ «Dojlee MJIV MeHee BEpOsIT-
HBIMI MHEHWSIMV, KOTOpPble He SIBJISIOTCS JIOTV-
4JecKrt 00OCHOBaHHBIMYM BeIBOmamm» (Ross, 2002,
p. 31). enicTBUTENIBHO, OTHOCUTEJIbHAS BaXKHOCTD
Pa3IMYHBIX IIPUHIINIIOB MOXKET MEHSTBCS B 3aBU-
CMMOCTY OT oOcTogTebcTB. Hanpumep, korma pe-
CYPCBI B M30BITKE, MBI CKJIOHHBI COCPEIOTOUMUTHCS

M. C. Altman

duty); the principle of beneficence obligates us
to promote others’” well-being (positive duty);
and the principle of justice obligates us to pro-
tect people’s fair opportunity and avoid un-
just discrimination. Although Beauchamp and
Childress (1994, p. 111) acknowledge the influ-
ence of several different philosophical tradi-
tions, including Kantianism and utilitarianism,
they claim to have developed their list of prin-
ciples by appealing to “the morality shared by
the members of society — that is, unphilosoph-
ical common sense and tradition” (ibid., p. 100;
Beauchamp and Childress, 2001, p. 377) or “the
common morality [that] comprises all and only
those norms that all morally serious persons
accept as authoritative” (Beauchamp and Chil-
dress, 2001, p. 3; see also 2019, pp. 3-5).
Consistent with their appeal to common
sense and their pluralism, there is no rule to
decide which principle takes priority and how
much weight each one should have. Unlike
W.D. Ross (2002, pp. 21-22), Beauchamp and
Childress (1994, p. 190; 2001, p. 114) assign no
special weight to nonmaleficence: “Obligations
not to harm others are sometimes more strin-
gent than obligations to help them, but obliga-
tions of beneficence are also sometimes more
stringent than obligations of nonmaleficence.”
Like Ross, deciding what to do using the four
principles is a matter of judgement and is more
an art than a science, with “more or less prob-
able opinions which are not logically justified
conclusions” (Ross, 2002, p. 31). Indeed, the rel-
ative importance of the different principles can
shift depending on the circumstances. For ex-
ample, when resources are abundant, we tend
to focus on obligations to individual patients,
including respecting their autonomy, promot-
ing their well-being and giving them equal ac-
cess to the care they need. When resources are
scarce, however, providers ought to maximise
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Ha 00si3aTeNIbCcTBax Ieper], OTHAeITbHBIMY ITallVieH-
TaMM, BKJIIOUas yBakeHue VX aBTOHOMMM, COfer-
CTBUE VX OJIaromoIy4mio v IIpefoCcTaBIIeHue VM
paBHOTO JIOCTyIla K HeoOxogmumomy yxony. OnHa-
KO [PV HeXBaTKe PecypcoB MeIVIKV IOJKHBI MaK-
CUIMM3MPOBATh OOLIYIO IOJIB3Y [IJIs OOIIecTBa, 4TO
MOXXeT BKJIIOUYaTh B ceOsl IPMOPUTET OTHMX TIaliy-
€HTOB Ilepef], IPyTMMI, a MHOT/Ia Jlake IIPUHSTYe
PeLIeHs O TOM, UBIO XXVM3Hb COXPAHSTh, a UbIO HET
(Childress, Faden, Gaare et al., 2002; Gostin, 2006).
Eciit 671aroTBOPHOCTD IIPVIMEHMTEIIBHO K OTHETb-
HOMY IIallVieHTy IIpeJiroiaraeT B3BellBaHe 3a-
TpaT, PUCKOB 1 3P(PEKTOB OT ITPeIIOKEHHOV IIPO-
Llelypbl, HalleJIeHHOV Ha OKa3aHMe ITOMOIIV, TO
olecrieueHNe CIIpaBeJIMBOCTY [IJIsL COOOIeCTBa,
HoffpasyMeBaroliee paBHYIO 3a00Ty O JIOHSX U
MaKCMMaJIbHOE YIIy4lIlleHVe OJIaromoiyums Ia-
LIVIEHTOB, B3STBIX B COBOKYITHOCTV, ITpe/IIIoiaraeT
B3BellIMBaHIe 3aTpaT, pUCKOB 1 3(peKTOB yke Ha
yPOBHE rOCyIapCTBEHHOV IOJIUTYKIA.

DTV YeThIpe IIPVHITNIIA OTHOCSITCS K IesiTelTb-
HOCTV He TOJIBKO OTIEeIbHBIX MeOUITMHCKUX pa-
OOTHMKOB, HO ¥ KOMWUTETOB IIO 3TVKE, JIellapTa-
MEHTOB OOIIeCTBEHHOTO 3/IpaBOOXPaHEeHVs U 3a-
KOHo7jaTeslerl. B pe3ysibraTe 3aKOHBI M IOJIMTHKA
oTpaXkaroT Harmm obmive meHHocTi: «[Iocymap-
CTBeHHasi| IIOJINTMKA PeryJIgpHO BKJIIOYaeT B ceOs
MOpaJIbHBIE COOOPaKeHsI», a «IOPUINIeCcKe pe-
IIIEHSI YacTO BBIPaXKalOT MeCTHbBle MOpaIbHBIe
HOpMBI». B cBOIO Oouepenp, rocygapcTBeHHas IO-
JINTVMKA ¥ 3aKOHBI BJIVISAIOT Ha TO, KaK MBI JIyMa-
€M O HaIIIX MEeXX/IMYHOCTHBIX 00SI3aHHOCTSIX: OH
3a1al0T «MOpasIbHOe HallpaBJleHVe» U «CTUMYJIN-
PYIOT 3TUUECKYIO pedIIeKCiio, KOTopasi co Bpe-
MeHeM M3MeHseT 3T HopMbl» (Beauchamp, Chil-
dress, 2019, p. 9). KanT HartoMrHaeT HaMm, 4TO 3a-
KOHBI U TIOJIUTUKA IPUHYXIAIOT Hac COBepIIaTh
IIpaBVUIBHBIE TIOCTYIIKV, HO He MOTYT yOenuTh B
VIX IIPAaBVUIBHOCTY; OHV KacaroTCS TOJIBKO HAIIIVIX
IeViCTBUM, a He Hammmx Makcum (AA 06, S. 230—
231; KanT, 2014, c. 89). OgHako Hallla IpVBep)KeH-
HOCTb UeTBIPeM ITPVHIIMIIAM MOXET IIOMOYb KaK
B OpMMPOBaHMY 3aKOHOB, YTOOBI OHM OBLIIV MO-
PaJIbHO HOIYCTUMBIMMY, TaK M B M3MEHEHMUM TI0Be-
JIeHV1s, YTOOBI OHO COOTBETCTBOBAJIO [IOJITY.
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overall benefits to the community, which may
involve prioritising some patients over oth-
ers — sometimes even deciding who will live
and who will die (Childress et al., 2002; Gos-
tin, 2006). Although beneficence for an individ-
ual patient involves weighing costs, risks and
benefits of a suggested procedure so that the
patient is helped, justice for a community of
people involves weighing costs, risks and ben-
efits of a suggested public policy so that people
are treated equitably and the welfare of pa-
tients, considered as an aggregate, is maximally
improved.

The four principles inform the work of
not only individual healthcare providers but
also ethics committees, public health depart-
ments and legislators. The resulting laws and
policies reflect our shared values: “[public]
policies [...] regularly incorporate moral con-
siderations” and “legal decisions often ex-
press communal moral norms” (Beauchamp
and Childress, 2019, p. 9). In turn, public poli-
cies and laws influence the ways that we think
about our interpersonal obligations: they pro-
vide “moral direction” and “stimulate ethical
reflection that over time alters those norms”
(ibid.). Kant reminds us that laws and poli-
cies cannot, by means of coercion, force us to
do what is right because it is right; they con-
cern only our actions and not our maxims (MS,
AA 06, pp. 230-231; Kant, 1996b, pp. 387-388).
However, our commitment to the four princi-
ples can help both to shape laws so they are
morally permissible and to change behaviour
so that it is in accordance with duty.

Distributing Life-Saving Medical
Resources in Times of Scarcity

Prompted by the public health crisis, some
countries have developed policies, based ex-
plicitly or implicitly on Beauchamp and Chil-



PacripenesneHve >KM3HEHHO Ba>KHBIX
MeIMLMHCKNX PecypcoB B yCI0BUAX TeduInTa

B cBs3M ¢ Kpm3micoM OOITIeCTBEHHOTO 3[IPaBOOX-
paHeHNsT HEKOTOpble CTpaHbl pa3padoTayiM Tak-
TUKY pacIpeesieHVIsi OrpaHVMUYeHHBIX MeIVIIVH-
CKVIX PecypcoB, SIBHO VJIV HeSIBHO OCHOBaHHYIO Ha
yeThIpex ImpuHIMIax bruammna v Ywmgpecca. Vim
HPUIIUIOCH IPVHVIMATB PeIleHNs, B YaCTHOCTW, T10
ZIBYM OCHOBHBIM BompocaM: (1) koro m3 maryen-
TOB CJIe[TyeT JIeYUTD B IIepBYIO oueperb (MeqyIINH-
CKasl COPTMPOBKA, WJIV Tprax) 1 (2) KOro 13 310po-
BBIX ITPVIBVIBATH B IIEPBYIO O4epeb (paciiperiesieHvie
BaKIIVIHBI). BO-TIepBbIX, UMHOBHVIKY JlelIapTaMEHTOB
3 paBOOXPaHeHVIs JOJDKHBI ObLIN peImTh, KakK pac-
HIpeeIITD YXO7, 3a TeMVI OOJTbHBIMY, KOTOPBIM Tpe-
Oyetcst momorip. Korma B 6orpHMIIAX HaOTIOmAeTCst
HaIUIBIB MAIlIeHTOB, HY )KIAIOIIVIXCS B yXOIle, HeKO-
TOpBIE CHCTEMBI 3[IPaBOOXpaHeHVsI He MMEIOT 10-
CTaTOYHOTO KOJIMYeCTBa CPeICTB MHAVBIIYaIbHON
3aIUTHI, KMCJIOpOZa ¥ alllapaToB MICKYCCTBEHHOV
BEHTWISLIUW JIETKMX, KOeK B OTHeJIeHNI VHTEeH-
cuHoM Teparvm (OVT) m xkBasmadmimpoBaHHOTO
MEeIMIIVHCKOIO IepCcoHasIa, TaKOro Kak ITyJIBMOHO-
soru v Meacectpbl OVT, uToGb! 1103a00TUTHCS 000
BCeX 3TMX MallVieHTax, B JONOIHeHVe K TeM, Y KOro
npyrve OoresHir. VIM IIpyXOOMTCS OTaaBaTh Ipe-
TIOYTeHVe OTHVIM ITallVieHTaM Iiepet IPYTIMIL.

Xort# B pasHbix mtatax CIIA v B pasHbIX cTpa-
Hax JIeVICTBYIOT Pa3Hble CTaHIAPTEL, Y HIX eCThb 00-
e depTsl. OHM YUMTBIBAIOT 3aIlpoC IaIfyieHTa
Ha JIedeHVie V1 eT0 IIpelBapuTeIbHble PacTIopsiKe-
HVS, YBaKas TeM CaMbIM aBTOHOMMIO ITaIlVieHTa;
OHVI CTPeMSITCs M30eraThb IIPeB3sSTOCTI 1 OfMHa-
KOBO OTHOCUTBCS KO BCeM ITaIfVieHTaM, He3aBlCH-
MO OT BO3pacTa, Pachl, I10jla, CeKCyaIbHOVI OpVeH-

3B TeueHMe MaHAEMVIN MEHSIICS IIOPSAIOK TOTO, KaKie Me-
IIALIMHCKIE PeCyPChI SIBIISTIOTCS HeUITUTHBIMY — MeCTa,
IepCOHAI VIV MaTepuasIbl (B TAKOVI II0CIIEIOBATEIIBHOCTI
nx ynomyHaeT LleHTp 1o KOHTpOIO 1 OpodulakTHKe
3abostesarmit [CDC]). B Havaste manmemMnm Mbl Oecrio-
KOWINCHh O HexBaTKe 0OOpyIOBaHNMS, B OCHOBHOM alllla-
paTOB VCKYCCTBEHHOV BEHTWIALMN JIETKMX; 3aTeM — O
MecTax, 0cOOEHHO O KOVIKax B OTIIEIIEHMSIX MHTEHCUBHOM
Teparmy; a Terlepb — 0 HeXBaTKe IIepCOHasla, B OCHOBHOM
MeJicecTep OTHeIeHWUII VMHTEHCUBHOV Tepalui U Bpa-
Yeri-ITyJIbMOHOJIOTOB.
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dress’s four principles, for allocating scarce
medical resources. They have had to make de-
cisions about two major issues, among others:
(1) which infected patients should be treated
first (triage) and (2) which people who are at
risk of infection should be inoculated first (vac-
cine distribution). First, public health officials
have had to decide how to distribute treatment
for those who have contracted the disease.
When hospitals have an influx of infected pa-
tients who need care, some healthcare sys-
tems have not had enough personal protective
equipment, oxygen and ventilators, beds in the
intensive care unit (ICU) and qualified medi-
cal staff, such as respiratory therapists and ICU
nurses, to take care of them all, in addition to
other, non-COVID patients.? They have had to
prioritise some patients over others.

Although different states and countries
have different standards, there are some com-
monalities among them. They consider the pa-
tient’s desire for treatment and their advance
directives, thus respecting patient autono-
my; and they strive to avoid bias and to treat
all patients equally, regardless of age, race,
gender, sexual orientation or disability, thus
promoting justice. Then healthcare systems
determine the prospects for survival by meas-
uring the likelihood of organ dysfunction. A
patient with comorbid conditions, such as con-
gestive heart failure or chronic lung disease,
is less likely to survive treatment. The same
is true of older people. Studies on COVID-19
show that age is an independent risk factor,
apart from comorbidities, with each addition-
al year of life increasing the odds that an in-
fected patient will die by 10% to 14% (Zhou et

2Which medical resources are scarce — space, staff, or
stuff (as the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion [CDC] puts it) — has changed over the course of
the pandemic. Early in the pandemic, we were worried
about the lack of stuff, mostly ventilators; then it was
space, especially ICU beds; and now it is staff, mainly
ICU nurses and respiratory therapists.
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TaIlV VIV VIHBaJIVIZTHOCTY, CITOCOOCTBYSI TeM ca-
MBIM CITpaBeJINBOCTYL. 3aTeM CHCTEMBI 3[IpaBOOX-
paHeHus OIpeIeJIAIOT IIaHChl Ha BbDKMBaHMe, 13-
Mepsisi BEpOITHOCTB AVCYHKIVV OpraHoB. MeHb-
IIle I1aHCOB, [JaXke IIpU JIe4eHWUN, Y IallVieHTOB C
CONYTCTBYIOIIMMM 3a00sieBaHMAMM, TaKMMM Kak
XpOHMYeCKasl cepedHasl He0CTaTOYHOCTb VUIN
XpoHMUecKye 3abosteBaHms jlerkux. To e camoe
OTHOCUTCA K IIOXWIBIM JIOOSM. VicciremoBaHws
COVID-19 nokaspIBarOT, YTO BO3PaCT ABJISETCS
OTHe/IbHBIM (PaKTOPOM pyiCcKa BIOOABOK K COITYT-
CTBYIOIIMM 3a00sieBaHMSAM: KaXKIbIVI OIOIH-
TeJIBHBIVI TOf, XV3HV yBeJINYMBaeT BepOsiTHOCTD
cMmeptu 6orbHOrO Ha 10—14% (Zhou, Yu, Du et al,,
2020). BoBIIMHCTBO PYKOBOACTB IO TPUaXy CTa-
BAT 11€JIbIO COXpaHeHVie HarOOJIbIIIero Yvicsia Xim3-
HeVl 11 HanOOoJIbIIIeV! ITPOIOJKUTETBHOCTY JKMU3HMN.
Tem camMbIM OHM HarTpaBJieHbl Ha MaKCUMM3AIINIO
KOJIYeCTBa JIIoJIeV], KOTOpble BBDKMBYT B KPaTKO-
CPOYHOVI TIEPCIIEKTVBE («IIeJTble >KM3H», OIIperie-
JseMble KaK BbDKVMBaHUeE 0 BBIVCKM), U KOJIU-
yecTBa JIOfIeVl, KOTOpble BBDKVBYT B JOJITOCPOY-
HOVI TIepCIIeKTBe («TOIBI XXM3HV», OOBIYHO OIIpe-
HerigeMble KaK BbDKMBaHVIe dyepe3 OAMH VIV IISTh
JIeT Tocsie BBIIVCKY). ITo3ToMy HOXXnIble SOy U
JIFOIIVI C COITYTCTBYIOLIVMMM 3a00JIeBaHMSIMU VIMe-
IOT MEHBIINI IIPUOPUTET, HeXXeJIu Te, KTO CpaB-
HWUTEJIbHO OoJlee 3[0pOB, OCKOJIBKY PacxofoBaTh
pecypchl Xn3HeoOecIieueHVIs Ha IIePBBIX O3Hava-
eT OTHMMaTh UX Y BTOPBIX, JledeH1e KOTOPbIX OKa-
JKeTCsI YCIIeIITHBIM C OoTbIert BeposTHOCThIo . Ko-
MWUTETHI IO TPUaXKy IbITAaI0TCI MUHVMM3MPOBATh
Bpell I MaKCMM3MPOBaTh II0JIb3Y, a TakKe ieJIaTh
3TO CIIpaBeINBO I PaBHOIIPABHO, BBIIIOIHSIS Ta-
KM 00pa3oM 00s13aHHOCTM, CBsi3aHHBIE C OTCYT-
CTBVEM Bpezia, II0JIb3011 U CIIPaBeIJIBOCTBIO.
Bropon ocHOBHOV KilacC pelleHUV KacaeTcs
TOrO, KaK pacIipefesIaTh BaKLVIHbI, eCJIV X HeJlo-

* OdpmmmarnbHbBIe JIMIIa, OTBETCTBEHHBIE 3a 3[IpaBoOXpa-
HEeHIe, TIIATeJIFHO CTaparoTCs m30eraTh perieHur, oc-
HOBaHHBIX Ha 37DKu3Me. Bo MHOIMX rocymapcTBEeHHBIX
VIHCTPYKIIVISIX BO3PACT pacCMaTpUBaeTCs B KadecTBe pe-
mIarorero ¢akropa TOJIBKO B TeX CIIydasix, KOrJa JiBa
IalyieHTa OIVHAKOBBI C TOUKM 3PEHVS BEPOSTHOCTY BbI-
JKMBaHMS 4O BBIINCKM — VI 9TO HECMOTPS Ha TO, YTO BO3-
pacT sIBJISIeTCSI IIPOrHOCTUHYECKN 3HAYMMbIM TI0Ka3aTesleM
BBDKVBaHMS. APIyMeHT B II0JIb3y TOTO, YTO BO3PACTY Clle-
IlyeT OpuaaBaTh OOJIblllee 3HAUEHMe PV IPUHSITUIL pe-
IIIEHNTI O COPTUPOBKE, cM.: (Altman, 2021).
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al., 2020). The goal of most triage guidelines is
to save the most lives and the most life-years.
That is, they want to maximise the number
of people who will survive in the short term
(“whole lives,” defined as survival to dis-
charge) and the number of people who will
survive in the long term (“life-years,” usually
defined as survival one or five years past dis-
charge). Therefore, elderly people and people
with comorbid conditions are ranked below
otherwise healthy patients, since they would
use life-saving resources and make them un-
available to others who are more likely to ben-
efit, and benefit more, from treatment.’ Triage
committees are attempting to minimise harm
and maximise benefits, and to do so equitably
and fairly, thus fulfilling duties of nonmalefi-
cence, beneficence and justice.

The second major class of decisions concerns
how to distribute vaccines when there are not
enough to cover the entire eligible population.
Although healthcare systems are committed to
the same moral principles in both vaccine dis-
tribution and triage, attempting to save the
most lives and the most life-years justifies dif-
ferent distribution patterns when it comes to
prevention rather than treatment. Vaccines are
first given to people who are most at risk. Older
people and people with comorbidities are more
likely to die if they are infected than younger,
healthier people are, so prioritising the former
over the latter will minimise harm by saving
more lives. That is, younger people who have
COVID are more likely to be asymptomatic or

*Health officials carefully try to avoid decisions that are
informed by ageism. In many state guidelines, age is
only considered as a tie-breaker when two patients are
otherwise identical in terms of likelihood of survival to
discharge — this, despite the fact that age is a prognos-
tically relevant indicator of survival. For an argument
in favour of giving age more weight in triage decisions,
see Altman (2021).



CTATOYHO ISl OXBaTa BCErO HacCeJIeHWs, KOTOpoe
IIOITyCKaeTCsl Ha IIPVBMBKY. XOTS CHUCTEMBI 3/Ipa-
BOOXPaHEHWS TIPUAEPXKMBAIOTCS OTHMX U TeX Xe
MOpPQJIBHBIX IIPVHIIAIIOB IIPY  PacIIpeie/IeHnn
BaKLVH ¥ TpUaXke, CTpeMJIeHVEe COXPAaHWUTh MaK-
CYIMYM IIeJIBIX JKVM3HEV U JIeT KXM3HM COBMECTVIMO
C pas/IMYHBIMM CXeMaMM paclipesiesleHNs], Korja
pedb maeT o mpodWIaKTHKe, a He JieueHnN. B riep-
BYIO Ouepeb BaKI[VHBI TIOJTy9aroT JIFOA U3 TPyII-
1Bl pricKa. [TOXKNIIbIe JTIOIIM VI JIIOMIM C COITY TCTBY-
FOITTMMM 3a00JIeBaHVISIMY VIMEIOT OOJIbITIe ITaHCOB
yMepeTh OT KOpOHaBMpyca, 4eM Oosiee MOJIOIbIe U
370POBBIe JIIO/IV, TIO3TOMY IIPVIOPUTET IIePBBIX HaJl
BTOPBIMM TIO3BOJINT MUHMMW3MPOBATh BPeZ, CIIa-
cast OosblItte >XKm3Her. VIHBIMM CJTOBaMM, MOJIOIbIe
JIIOAV TIPU 3apakeHUV KOPOHABMPYCOM OOJIErOT
yalre Bcero 0eccrMIITOMHO WIIN C JIETKUMM CVIM-
IITOMaMU, TIO3TOMY OOIIIVe TIOCTIEAICTBIIS 3a00sIeBa-
HVIsL Oy/TyT He TaKVIMW TSDKEJIBIMVI, eCIIVI MBI CoCpe-
ZIOTOYMM HaIIM IIPOdMITaKTIIecKyie Mepel Ha Tex,
11 KOro MH(eKIns ¢ OOoIbIiert BepOSITHOCTBIO
MOKET CTaTh V3HYPUTEIIBHOV VIJIV CMEPTEITBHOVL.

CrpaBenyinBoe pacrnpenesieHue

Bo BpeM: IlaHdeMMTI KOpOHaBMpyca IOJINTUKN
" KOMUTETHI II0 TPpraXy HadaJIn I1epeOoCMBbICIIVI-
BaTb HEKOTOPbIE CBOU 06513aHHOCTI/I, copasMepsiia
C peKOMeHIalAMM KanrTa. HpVI 0T60pe ITanvieH-

>V KanTa 1 MUt MOXHO Takke HaWTV CPeICTBa LI
peleHnst TPOOIEMBI HENTPUSATHS MAaCOYHOTO peXnMa ¥
BaKI[MHa. MWUIb 3alliIllaeT MOHSATHE VHIUBIUIY-
aJIbHBEIX TIpaB (ocobeHHO B TpakTare «O cBobome»), HO
3TV IIpaBa OrPaHMYEHbI TEM, UYTO OH Ha3bIBAET «IIPUHIIV-
IIOM Bpefa»: MbI MOXKEM OIPaHMYVBATh MHAVIBIIY aJIbHbIE
CBOOOJIBI TOJIBKO IUTS HPENOTBPAIlieHMs Bpena APYTUM.
B mocrrenmHee BpeMsi Ha NPMHIINII Bpea CChUIAIOTCH KaK
dwtocodsl, TaK M KOJIYMHNCTHL B 3aIllUTy TpeOOoBaHM
BaKiyHanmy (cM., Hatp.: Goldberg, 2021). KasT Toxe moz-
Zeprkail OBl Takye TpeOoBaHMs. Y HAc eCTb He TOJIBKO MO-
PaJIbHBIV TOJIT HENTPUYMHEHNS Bpea, HO U FopUMIecKast
00513aHHOCTH 3aIIMITATh TPYTITy PUCKa, UTOOBI coxpa-
HUTH IIpaBOBble OTHOIIEHNS. AJIFTEPHATMBBI BaKI[VHa-
LM, TaKyMe KaK peryJisipHOe TeCcTMpOBaHMe 1 paboTa Ha
IIOMY, MOTYT OBITb JOIIYCTVMEI [IO TeX IIOp, IIOKa JIpyrue
sromy sarmieHsl. OOe Teopuy MOTYT TakXKe OIIpaBIIbI-
BaTb BO3JIOXKEHIIE [JOIIOJIHUTEIILHOTO OpeMeHM Ha TeX, KTO
CO3HATEJTPHO YKIIOHSETCS OT BaKI[MHAIIV (HaIIpyMep, TI0-
BBIIIIEHVIE CTOVIMOCTM MEIOMIIVIHCKOTO CTPaxOBaHMS WIN
OTKas3 B orIaTe 6oTbHMYHEIX). [TogpobHoe paccMoTpeHe
STMIX BOIIPOCOB BBIXOJINT 3a PaMKWU JAHHOVI CTaThIA.
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mildly symptomatic, so the overall effects of
the disease will not be as bad if we focus our
preventive measures on those for whom infec-
tion is more likely to be debilitating or fatal.*

Justice in Allocation

During the coronavirus pandemic, poli-
cy-makers and triage committees have con-
ceived of some of their obligations along
Kantian lines. In screening patients for treat-
ment in the ICU, triage committees deprioritise
patients in persistent vegetative states — that
is, patients who lack what Kant would call hu-
manity. By removing bias from the process,
they recognise that every individual person has
equal, intrinsic worth simply because of their
humanity, regardless of their socioeconom-
ic status or contribution to society (e.g. their
profession) and regardless of their age and
long-term prognosis, both of which impact the
amount of happiness they are capable of having
in the future. These factors would be relevant

to a consequentialist.

*Kant and Mill may also provide us with resources
to address resistance to mask and vaccine mandates.
Mill defends the notion of individual rights (especial-
ly in On Liberty), but those rights are limited by what
he calls the “harm principle”: we can restrict individu-
al liberties only to prevent harm to others. Recently, the
harm principle has been invoked by both philosophers
and editorial writers to defend vaccine mandates (see,
e.g., Goldberg, 2021). Kant too would see the value of
such mandates. Not only do we have a moral duty of
nonmaleficence, but we also have a legal obligation to
protect the vulnerable in order to preserve relations of
right. Alternatives to vaccination, such as regular test-
ing and telecommuting, may be permissible so long as
other people are protected. Both theories may also justi-
fy placing greater burdens on the willfully unvaccinat-
ed, such as higher health insurance costs or unpaid sick
leave. Exploring these issues fully would go beyond the
scope of this paper.
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TOB [IJIsI JIEUEHWS B OTIEJIEHUY MHTEHCUBHOW Te-
panmy KOMUTETHI 10 TPUaKy He CTaBsT B IIPUOPU-
TeT MAIMEeHTOB B CTaOMJ/ILHOM BEereTaTMBHOM CO-
CTOSHWUM — TO eCTh Ial[IeHTOB, KOTOPbIM He XBa-
TaeT Toro, uro KaHT HasBaj1 ObI YeIOBEUHOCTHIO.
Ycrpands nmpeaB3aTOCTh B IPUHATUN PelleHN,
OHM IIPU3HAIOT, UTO KaXK/IBIV YeJIOBEK VIMeeT PaB-
HYIO C IPYTVMMIM BHYTPEHHIOIO 1IeHHOCTb IIPOCTO
B CWJIY CBO€Vl 4eJIOBEYHOCTY, He3aBUCHIMO OT ero
COLIMaJIbHO-3KOHOMIMUYECKOro cTaTyca VIIM BKJlazia
B 00MmIecTBO (HarpuMep, mpodeccun), a Takxe OT
€ro Bo3pacTa M JOJIFOCPOYHOIO IIPOrHO3a, BIIVS-
IOIIVIX Ha 00beM CHacThsl, KOTOpOe OH MOXeT 00-
pectut B OyayieM. DTu paKTOpbI ObUIN OBI perie-
BaHTHBI JIJI51 KOHCEKBEHITMAJIVCTA.

g KanTa, Kak n s bugamma n Ynigpecca,
paciipesiesieHrie OTpaHMYEHHBIX MeIVIIVMHCKIX
pecypcoB sBJIsIieTCs BOIIPOCOM CKOpee ITpaBa, 4eM
STUKM KaK TakKoBOv. KaHT oTcramBaeTr KOHIIEII-
LIVIO IIpaBa, COIIACHO KOTOPOW 3aKOH OOsi3bIBa-
€T Hac yBaXkaTh CBO60):Ly IEeVICTBUIL JIFOHENL: «Hpa—
Bvim SIBIISIETCS JII000VI IIOCTYTIOK, KOTOPBIVI TIJIVI CO-
IJIaCHO MaKCHMe KOTOPOro CBOOOMa IIpOM3BOJIe-
HUS KaXKIOro COBMECTMMA CO CBODOIONM KakI0ro
B COOTBETCTBUM CO BCceoOmmM 3akoHOM» (AA 06,
S. 230; KanT, 2014, c. 89). OTa nmubepasibHasT KOH-
LIV TOCyIapCTBa IOYepKyBaeT HaIlly Hera-
TVBHBIE OOS3aHHOCTV BO3[IEPXMBATBCS OT BTOP-
JKeHUs B Jiefla ApyTux. JocymapcTBo MoxeT BMe-
IIVBAThCS TOJIBKO JJIS 3alUThI IIpaB gPYIUX JIfO-
nent. HammpuiMep, xoTsi HakasaHwe BTOpPraercsi B
cBobomy JIrofeV, IpUHYXAeHMe OIpaBIaHHO, B
€ro yrpose " VICIOJIHEHUV, KaK CII0co0 MaKcCu-
MM3MPOBATh CBOOOY B 1I€JIOM, IIPEIISTCTBYS HAe-
CTBUSIM TeX, KTO OyZIeT IpersTCTBOBaTh CBOOOIIEe
apyrux (AA 06, S. 231; Kanurt, 2014, c. 91). YroOsr
CJIefioBaTh 3aKOHY, MBI JO/DKHBI TOJIBKO JEVICTBO-
BaThb IIpaBUJIbHO, HE3aBUCVIMO OT TOTO, AeVICTByeM
JIVI MBI TI0 ITPaBUJIBHOV IpuyMHe. [ocyapcTBo He
BOCIIMTBIBAET B CBOMX Ipak[IaHax JOOpoIeTesIp.

TocynapcTBO comericTByeT ITpaBOMEPHOMY IIO-
PAOKY, yBaXkasi cBOOOIy, paBeHCTBO M CaMOCTOSI-
TeJIBHOCTh cBOMX rpaxiaH (AA 06, S. 314; Kawnr,
2014, c. 311). ITockonbKy rpaxkiaHe cBOOOITHO M3b-
SIBVUIVL COIVIacVie Ha OOIIeCTBEHHBIV JOrOBOp, IIpa-
BUTEJILCTBO BOILIOIIaeT OOIITYI0 BOJIIO Hapoma IIy-
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For Kant as well as Beauchamp and Chil-
dress, the distribution of scarce medical re-
sources is a matter of right rather than a matter
of ethics per se. Kant defends a conception of
right according to which we are enjoined un-
der the law to respect people’s freedom to act:
“Any action is right if it can coexist with every-
one’s freedom in accordance with a universal
law, or if on its maxim the freedom of choice
of each can coexist with everyone’s freedom in
accordance with a universal law” (MS, AA 06,
p- 230; Kant, 1996b, p. 387). This liberal concep-
tion of the state emphasises our negative obli-
gations to refrain from interfering with others.
The state can intervene only to protect other
people’s rights. For example, although punish-
ment interferes with people’s freedom, coer-
cion is justified, in its threat and execution, as
a way to maximise freedom overall, by hinder-
ing the actions of those who would hinder oth-
ers’ freedoms (MS, AA 06, p. 231; Kant, 1996b,
p. 388). To follow the law, we must only act
rightly, regardless of whether we are acting for
the right reason. The state does not produce
virtue in its citizens.

The state promotes a rightful condition by
respecting its citizens’ freedom, equality and
independence (MS, AA 06, p. 314; Kant, 1996b,
pp. 457-458). Because citizens have freely con-
sented to the social contract, the government
supports the general will of the people by
maintaining the state, which includes not only
giving them equal protection under the law
but also supporting those who cannot support
themselves, such as poor people and orphans
(MS, AA 06, pp. 326-327; Kant, 1996b, pp. 468-
469). Regarding the just treatment one is owed
as a member of the social contract, however,
there is wide latitude in how the state should
act, so long as a policy “offends against neither
rights nor morality” (MS, AA 06, p. 327; Kant,



TeM Iof/Iep)KaHMs TOCyIapCcTBa, YTO BK/IIOYaeT He
TOJIBKO IIpefoCTaBjleHNe TpaXJaHaM paBHOM 3a-
IIVTHI TI0 3aKOHY, HO I IIOIIEPXKKY TeX, KTO He MO-
XeT o0ecITeunTh cedsl caM, HarrpyMep OeTHSIKOB 1
cupot (AA 06, S. 326—327; Kanr, 2014, c. 347—349).
Ho 4o KacaeTcs cripaBeyIBOro OTHOIIEHVIS K Ue-
JIOBEKY KaK K YYaCTHVMKY OOITeCTBEHHOTO I0TOBO-
Pa, TO CYIIIeCTBYeT IIMpOKas CBOOO/IA IeVICTBIUTA TO-
cyapcTBa, A0 TeX Iop MOKa IOJINTIKA He HapyIiia-
eT «IpaBo WIV IIPMHIINI MopasbHOCTI» (AA 06,
S. 327, Kanr, 2014, c. 349). Hatipumep, KanT faet He-
KOTOpPBIE YKa3aHVIS OTHOCUTEIIBHO TOrO, KaK CIIeTy-
eT IlepepacIpeesIaTh HaJIOTOBble IIOCTYIUIEHS —
Oorarble 00si3aHBI NIOIEPKMBATE OETHBIX CBOETO
riokosteHs (AA 06, S. 326; Kanr, 2014, c. 347), — HO
He IIPVBOANT HMKaKo KOHKpeTuku. CylecTByeT
11eJIBIV Psifl IIpYieMJIEMBIX Pa3MepoB roCyJapCTBeH-
HOT'O HaJIOTOO0JIOXKEH S, a TaKXKe Pas/IMIHBbIe CIIO-
coObl ObOecrieueHMs OeqHBIX, BKIIIOUas ToCydap-
CTBEeHHOe 0Opa30oBaHVie, COLAIBHYO IIOMOIITb, I1e-
jleBoe 00y ueHVie Ha pabodeM MecTe U T. 1. [Tomortib
OenHBIM B cdpepe 31paBOOXpPaHEeHVISI MOXKET ITPVIH-
MaThb pasI4IHble (POPMBI, TaKMe KaK COIVaIV3N-
pOBaHHasI MeIMIIVHA, CUICTeMa eIVHOIO IUIaTeIb-
IIMKa WIV peryiypyeMasi TOCyJapcTBOM CrCTeMa
YaCcTHBIX CTpaxoBIIMKOB (Altman, 2011, p. 71—89).
Bce 3TO O3Ha"aeT, 4YTO paMKM CIIPaBEIJIBOCTI He
3a1al0T KOHKPETHYIO ITOJIINTHUKY, KOTOPYIO MBI KaK
00I11eCTBO TOJDKHBI IIPUHSTB.

Yro KacaeTcsl BOIIpoca O TOM, KaK pacIipesie-
JIATh CKy[JHbIe MeIVIIVHCKIE Pecypchl, TO Cylile-
CTByeT MHOXECTBO Pas3JIMYHBIX CXeM pacIIperie-
JIeHVsI, KOTOpBIe YBaXkaloT CBOOOIY, paBeHCTBO U
CaMOCTOSITeJIBHOCTD Jtofert. Hampumep, pacripe-
IieJIeHVie 10 IIPUHIINITY «IIePBbIM IPUObUT — IIep-
BBIM 00CITy>XeH» OyIeT OTHOBpeMeHHO yBaXaTb
paBHbIe IIpaBa JIIOfleV Ha AedUIIMTHBIE pecyp-
CBI M CIIOCOOCTBOBATh CIIPABEJIIBOMY PaBEHCTBY
BO3MOXKHOCTeV1. BosHarpaxyeHvie 3a OOIIeCcTBeH-
HYIO IIOJIE3HOCTh — 3TO aJIbTepHATVBa, KOTOpas
Gortee adppexTMBHO TOfIePXKMBaeT (PYyHKIVMIOHN-
poBaHmMe rocygapcTsa. [lonbITka criacTyt HaMboIb-
IT1Iee KOJIMYeCTBO YesI0BeUeCcKX XK3HeV IIPU3HaeT
abCOITIOTHYIO 1IEHHOCTH CBOOOTHBIX CYIIIECTB M X
PaBHYIO [IeHHOCTh. H11 oftHa 13 3TuIX ajibTepHaTIB
He TIPOTVBOPEUNT MOPAJIL.
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1996b, p. 469). For example, Kant gives some
guidance about how tax money should be re-
distributed — the wealthy have an obligation
to support the poor of their own generation
(MS, AA 06, p. 326; Kant, 1996b, p. 468) — but
he does not provide any specifics. There is a
range of acceptable amounts of public taxation
as well as different ways of providing for the
poor, including public education, welfare assis-
tance and targeted job training, just to name a
few. Assisting the poor with healthcare could
take many different forms, such as socialised
medicine, a single-payer system or a govern-
ment-regulated system of private insurers (Alt-
man, 2011, pp. 71-89). All this is to say that,
within the range of what is just, the specific
policy that we as a community ought to adopt
is underdetermined.

With regard to the question of how to allo-
cate scarce medical resources, many different
distribution schemes would respect people’s
freedom, equality and independence. For ex-
ample, a first-come, first-served distribution
would both respect people’s equal claim to
scarce resources and promote fair equality of
opportunity. Rewarding social usefulness is an
alternative that would more effectively main-
tain the state’s functioning. Attempting to
save the most individual lives would acknowl-
edge the absolute value of free beings and their
equal worth. None of these alternatives are con-
trary to morality.

Maximising Rights Protections

Beauchamp and Childress (2019, pp. 308-
313) say that the just distribution of scarce
medical treatments should consider both pa-
tients’ prospects (medical utility) and their
value for addressing future patients’ needs
(social utility). For example, whether or not
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Maxkcumn3anys 3alIMThI IIpaB

brraamn n Yurimpece iy T, 4To cripaBenyvi-
BOe pacripesiesieHVe TeUIIMTHBIX MeIUIITMHCKIX
HPOLeAYP JOJDKHO YUMUTHIBATh KaK IIEPCIIEKTV-
BBl TIAIIVIEHTOB (MEOMIIVMHCKAS TOJIe3HOCTB), TaK
U IIeHHOCTh 3TUX IIPOLeAyp IJisd YHAOBJIETBOpe-
HMs HOTpebHOCTeN OyAyIIyx MarmeHTos (oOre-
cTBeHHasi 1osie3HOcTh) (Beauchamp, Childress,
2019, p. 308 —313). Harrpumep, mpropuTeT BpadaM
VI MeZIceCTpaM B JAHHOV CXeMe Tpyaka 3aBVICUT OT
TOIr'0, CYMITAEM JIV MBI, UTO JIeUeHIe TVX I1alleH-
TOB ITO3BOJIUT MM COXPAaHWUTh JIOCTAaTOYHOE 310PO-
Bbe, YTOOBI OHV ITPOIOJDKaIV padOTaTh B MEIVIIV-
He. V1. DMaHy3JIb 11 €r0 COaBTOPHI II0JIATai0T, YTO
MEIVITVHCKVE PaDOTHVKM 00/1kHbl OBITH B IIPVIO-
pUTeTe «BBUAY VIX MHCTPYMEHTAJIBHOV [IEHHOCTL:
OHVI HEOOXOIVIMBI TSI pearrpoBaHVs Ha MaH/e-
Muio» (Emanuel, Persad, Upshur et al., 2020, p. 5),
B TO BpeMst Kak mtar Heio-VopK (B JTOKOBMTHBIX
IIPeIIVICAHWISIX) He 011daer IPUOPUTET MeIVITVH-
CKMM pabOTHMKaM, IOCKOJIBKY, 10 X MHEHWIO,
TaKoe JleueHVe He IIpVHeceT TIOJIb3bI ODIIeCcTBY:
«Bo BpeMs maHpeMmy, eIVt MEIMIIMHCKOMY pa-
OOTHMKY C TPUIIIIOM ITOTPedyeTCs MCKyCcCTBEHHAs
BEHTWISAIIVIS JIETKVIX, OH/OHA BPSIIT JIVI CMOYXKET Bep-
HYTbCA K paboTe MM yXaXXKMBaTh 3a MalieHTaM.
Taxmm 0Opa3oM, apryMeHT O TOM, YTO 3TU JIOAV
JOJDKHBI IOJTyYaTh IIPVOPUTETHBIV JOCTYII K arl-
rapartaM VICKYCCTBEHHOVI BEHTWISLIWW JIETKMUX,
4TOOBI OHV MOIJIV IIPOHNOJKAaTh JIeUNTD IaIfyeH-
TOB, gBiIsieTcd criopHbIM» (New York State Task
Force..., 2015, p. 44—45). MenumuHCKVe pabOTHM-
KV TOJIYy4YaloT IIPUMOPUTETHOE JIedeHVie TOJIBKO B
TOM CJIy4ae, eCJIV 3TO IIOJJIEP>KMBAET VX IIEHHOCTh
115 oOrrecTBa. B 1utaHax 1o pacrperiesieHuIo Bak-
LIVIH VIM, HaITPOTWB, ITIOYTM BCeTZa OTIAeTCs Ipu-
opureT. [IpenoTspariieHne 3apa’keHns MeAVIINH-
CKMX PaOOTHVKOB IO3BOJINT COXPAHWUTB MX pabo-
TOCIIOCOOHOCTB, YTOOBI OHV MOIJIM yXaXKMBaTh 3a
OOIPHBIMM VI ITPOIOJDKATh BBOAWTH BAKIIMHBI, TEM
CaMBIM yJTydllias oOIIvie TIepCIrIeKTBBI OOIIecTBa.

I'lo muenwmio bruamna n Yuigpecca, cripases-
JIVIBOE pacIipesiesieHVie OrpaHYeHHbBIX MeTUIIH-
CKVIX PeCcypcoB HOCUT SIBHO YTUJIUTAPHBIV XapaK-
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doctors and nurses are prioritised in a given
triage scheme depends on whether we believe
that treating them would keep them healthy
enough to continue providing medical services
to the community. Ezekiel Emanuel et al. (2020,
p- 5) say that healthcare workers should be pri-
oritised “because of their instrumental value:
they are essential to pandemic response”, while
New York state (in its pre-COVID guidelines)
does not prioritise healthcare workers because,
they say, such treatment would not benefit the
community: “In a pandemic, if a healthcare
worker with influenza needs ventilator thera-
py, s/he will be unlikely to return to work or
care for patients. Thus, the argument that these
individuals should receive priority access to
ventilators so that they may continue to treat
patients is moot” (New York State Task Force
on Life and the Law, 2015, pp. 44-45). Health-
care workers are prioritised for treatment only
if it maintains their social value. By contrast,
nearly all vaccine distribution plans prioritise
them. Preventing healthcare workers from get-
ting infected will keep them in the workforce
so they can care for infected patients and con-
tinue administering vaccines, thus improving
the community’s overall prospects.

For Beauchamp and Childress (2019, p. 308),
the just distribution of scarce medical resources
is explicitly utilitarian. Once everyone’s equal
worth is recognised and they are all given fair
opportunity, then we ought to adopt “a util-
itarian strategy that emphasises overall max-
imum benefit for both patients and society”.
Consider a case where an older patient with co-
morbidities on a ventilator is stable but not im-
proving. Under crisis standards of care, triage
committees should recommend taking the pa-
tient off the ventilator and reallocating it to a
younger, healthier patient who is at risk of dy-
ing, because they are more likely to benefit, and



Tep. Ecitv 3a Bcemu mpusHaHa paBHasi IIeHHOCTb
VI BCeM CIIpaBe[lJIMBO pacIpeesieHbl BO3MOXHO-
CTM, TO MBI AO/DKHBI HPUHATH «yTUINTApPHYIO
cTpaTeruo, KoTropas Iog4depKrBaeT MaKCUMallb-
HYIO CYyMMapHYIO IOJIe3HOCTb KaK ISl HallyieH-
TOB, TaK ¥ 1151 obmiectBa» (Beauchamp, Childress,
2019, p. 308). PaccmoTpuM citydart, KOrfga COCTOSI-
HVie TIOXMJIOro IaljyieHTa C COITyTCTBYIOIIVIMU 3a-
GosteBaHMAMM, TIOIKITIOUEHHOTr O K armapary VBJI,
CTabWIBHO, HO He yiry4riaeTcs. CorylacHO Kpm3iic-
HBIM CTaHJapTaM yXoOJa, KOMMCCUU II0 Tpuaxy
JIOJDKHBI PeKOMEH/IOBATh OTKITFOUMTB 3TOrO ITarfu-
eHTa ¥ HOOK/IIoUNTE K anmapary VIBJI Goree Mo-
jiomoro v Oortee 3MOPOBOrO TIAIMEHTa, OKa3aBIlle-
rOCsl B TSKEJIOM COCTOSIHWUM, IIOTOMY YTO €My 3TO
IIOMOXeT ¢ OoJIbllert BepOsiTHOCTBIO 1 Ooslee Obl-
CTPO, TEM CaMBIM OyZeT criaceHa >XVM3Hb ¥ 3TOMY
HaIVeHTy ¥, BOSMOXXHO, I PYTVIM JIIO[ISIM, KOTOPBIX
II0CJIe ero BBI3IOPOBIIeHNs ObICTpee MOXKHO OyzeT
NOIKJIIOYNTE armapaty VIBJL

INomxon KarTa K 3TOMY BOIIpocy Gostee CJIOKeH,
YTO IPUMBOAUT K Pa3INYHBIM MHTEPIIPEeTAIVSM
TOro, Kak cjrefyeT nocrynare. CoracHO ero Teo-
pUM IIpaBa, MeTOHbI OOecrieueHNs IIPaBOIOPS/-
Ka He JI0JDKHBI IIPOTUBOPEUNTD JOJITY. DTO COBEp-
1IeHHO AcHo. B cBsasu ¢ atum Kyen Yy n ero coas-
TOPBI OTBEPraloT CTpATernio IrepepacipeesieHys
Ha TOM OCHOBaHWV, YTO IOXWJIOV ITallVieHT B Her
npuHuMaeTcs nib Kak cperctso (Chu, Correa,
Henry et al., 2020, p. 389). OTxiIroueHne TaryeH-
Ta ot VIBJI cpomHm u3BATUIO JIETKMX Y 4YesloBeKa
U Hepefade Mx JIIOOAM, HY>KAAIOMIVIMCSA B TpaHC-
IJIaHTaLMM®. B 9TOM BO3paskeHMM IIpeIIosiaraeT-

¢ [Ipyras rpyImma wccienoBareierl ociapuBaeT 3TOT ap-
TYMEHT, TOBOPSL, YTO 3[eChb HeT oOpallleHs C MaleHTOM
KaK TOJIBKO CPeJICTBOM, IIOTOMY UTO He 3aTparuBaeTcs ero
coOcTBEeHHOe «TeJlo, (PU3MUIecKie ¥ YMCTBEHHBIE CITI0CO0-
HocT» (Afroogh, Kazemi, Seyedkazemi, 2021). Ograko
OHVI OIIMOAIOTCSI, CTPOTO OTHETISAS eCTeCTBeHHbIe XapaKTe-
PVICTMKM YeJIoBeKa OT MCKYCCTBEHHBIX allllapaToB, K KOTO-
PBIM OH IOAKIIIOUEH, a TaK)Ke OT BHYTPEHHMX V1 BHEIITHIX
CpencTB HopfepXKku. Eciam y KOro-to MCKycCTBEHHOE
cepzlie, TO YIAIATh €ro Y MMIUIAHTIPOBaTh KOMY-TO IpY-
roMy, KTO B HeM HyXJlaeTcs, Obi1o OBl oOparieHmeMm ¢ Je-
JIOBEKOM KaK TOJIBKO CO Cpe[ICTBOM, oOpalileHneM ¢ H/M
Kak ¢ OankoMm opranos. C ammaparom VIBJI ta xe cutya-
st TakmM oOpa3oM, 5TO HEKOPPEeKTHEIV OTBET Ha apry-
MenTs! rpymsl Uy (Chu, Correa, Henry et al., 2020).
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benefit more quickly, thus saving the patient’s
life and perhaps the lives of others who would
have access to the ventilator after the younger
patient has recovered.

Kant’s approach to this issue is more com-
plicated, leading to different interpretations of
what ought to be done. According to his theo-
ry of right, methods used to ensure a rightful
condition must not be contrary to duty. That
much is clear. In light of this, Quyen Chu et
al. (2020, p. 389) reject reallocation strategies
because, they say, it treats the older patient
merely as a means. Taking away the patient’s
ventilator is akin to removing a person’s lungs
and giving them to people who need trans-
plants.® This objection presupposes that cur-
rent use of medical resources gives someone
a special claim on them — the same kind of
claim that they have on their own body (and
organs) — and that the removal of a life-pre-
serving resource is morally worse than the
failure to provide someone with a life-saving
resource in the first place.

Although I do not have the space to elab-
orate on this here, these are dubious assump-
tions. If we reject them — if we grant that the
person with the resources has no overriding
claim on them — then there are solid Kantian
grounds on which to base a decision to reallo-
cate them. A pandemic poses special challenges
because medical resources become scarce, not

® Afroogh, Kazemi and Seyedkazemi (2021) challenge
this claim, saying that the patient is not used merely as
a means because their “body, and physical and mental
capacities” are not being used. They are wrong, howev-
er, to strictly distinguish the person’s natural character-
istics from the artificial apparatuses they depend on, as
well as internal and external supports. If someone has
an artificial heart, removing it and implanting it into
someone else who needs it would be using the person
merely as a means by treating them like an organ bank.

A ventilator is no different. So, this is not the correct re-
sponse to Chu et al. (2020).
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Csl, UYTO TAIIVeHT, KOTOPOro yyKe MOMKIIoUMIN K
crucTeMaM XM3HeoDecriedueHns, oOpeTaeT ocoboe
IIpaBO Ha HUX — TaKoe )Xe, KaK Ha COOCTBEHHOe
TeJIo (M OpraHbl), — ¥ YTO OTKJIIOYEHVIE OT CUICTEM
JKM3HeobecTrieueHVsI ¢ MOPaJIbHOV TOYKV 3PEHVIS
Xy>Ke, UeM HEBO3MOXXHOCTH IIPEIOCTaBUTh X KO-
My-1I00 IpyTroMy, KTO B IIpHIOpUTETE.

DTU IPeATIONIOKeHVISI COMHUTEIIBHBIL, XOTS 371eCh
HeT BO3MO)KHOCTV IIOIPOOHO paccMoTpeTh mx. Ecin
MBI OTBEPrHEM VX — €CJIV MBI IIpM3HaeM, YTO YeJIo-
BeK, TIOJTyYMBIIINV PECYyPChl, He VIMeeT Ha HIX IIpe-
VIMYIIIeCTBEHHOI'O IIpaBa, — TO Y Hac MOSBSTCS Be-
CKVie KaHTOBCKVIE OCHOBAHVIS [IJTSI IIPVHSTYS Pellle-
HUs 00 1x nepepactpenerienvv. [lasgemus npen-
cTaBJIsieT cobovt 0coOyro mpobrieMy, ITOCKOIIBKY Me-
AUIVHCKYE Pecypchl CTaHOBATCS OrpaHMYeHHBI-
MM, He BCeX MOXKHO CITaCT VI IIPVIXOAMTCS paccTaB-
JIATH IpUOpUTeTHL. Bo BpeMeHa /focTaTKa ITariyeH-
TBI IOJTy 9alOT HeOOXOIMMOe VIM JIeUeHVIe, eCIIV OHO
COOTBETCTBYeT WX IIOXKEJIaHMSM, UTO IIO3BOJISIET
yBaKaThb aBTOHOMMIO VI MaKCMI3MPOBaTh IIOJIb3Y.
OnHako Bo BpeMeHa jeduIinTa rocy1apcTBO 00s-
3aHO MOAJIePKMBATh CIIPABEIIVBOCTD, COXPaHSIS
ceDs1, I OHO coxpaHsieT celsl, COXpaHsIsI IPaKIaH.

B Takmx oOcCTOSATENIBCTBAX TOCYHAPCTBO WIC-
IIOJIHSIET 3Ty OOSI3aHHOCTH MHaude, YeM B OObIU-
Hoe BpeMs. Cxoxyto cuTyatiuio Kaut paccmatpu-
BaeT B «YuUeHMNM O IpaBe» B CBs3M C HaKa3aHVEeM
(v pacrpenerieHreM HakaszaHwum). Kak m3sect-
Ho, KaHT yTBepXXmaeT, 4To 00s13aHHOCTh Ka3HUTh
yourir 1 mMx cOOOIIHMKOB — 3TO «KaTeropmde-
CKMUII VIMIIEpaTVB KapaTeJIbHOW CIIpaBelJIVBO-
ct» (AA 06, S. 336—337; Kant, 2014, c. 377), To,
YTO TOCYAapCTBO JOJDKHO CAelIaTh, YTOOBI BO3IATh
IpecTyIIHUKY 110 3aciiyram (AA 06, S. 331; Kawur,
2014, c. 361) n n30exaTb coy4acTusi B IIpecTyIljle-
"M (AA 06, S. 333; KanT, 2014, c. 367). OnHako 3a-
TeM OH IIpeficTaBjigeT cebe CUTYyalMIO, KOrda Co-
y4YaCTHMKOB yOUVICTBa TaK MHOI'O, YTO rocyzaap-
CTBO MOXeT IlepecTaThb CYIeCTBOBaTh, €CI OHO
KasHUT MX BCeX — «B HEM He OCTaHeTCs HUKaKMX
HOTaHHEIX». YTOOKI 1M30eXXaTh MCTOIIIeHMS Hace-
JIeHWs, pacliazia ToCcydapcTBa U Iepexoa «B ele
XyJiIee, eCTeCTBeHHOe COCTOsIHVe, He 3Halollee
HWKAaKOV BHEIITHEV CIIpaBeJIIBOCTI», TOCydaph,

everyone can be saved, and people have to be
prioritised. In times of plenty, patients are giv-
en the treatment they need if it is in accordance
with their wishes, thus respecting autonomy
and maximising benefits. In times of scarcity,
however, the state has an obligation to promote
justice by preserving itself, and it preserves it-
self by maintaining the citizenry.

Under these circumstances, the state ful-
fils this obligation in different ways than it
does in normal times. Kant considers a parallel
case in the Rechtslehre, having to do with pun-
ishment (or the distribution of punishments).
Famously, Kant says that the obligation to ex-
ecute murderers and their accomplices is “the
categorical imperative of penal justice” (MS,
AA 06, pp. 336-337; Kant, 1996b, p. 477), some-
thing that the state must do in order both to
give the offender what they deserve (MS,
AA 06, p. 331; Kant, 1996b, p. 473) and to dis-
tance itself from the crime (MS, AA 06, p. 333;
Kant, 1996b, p. 474). However, he then ima-
gines a situation in which there are so many
accomplices to a murder that the state itself
would cease to exist — it would “soon find it-
self without subjects”
them all. To avoid depleting its population,
dissolving the state and entering a state of na-
ture, “which is far worse because there is no
external justice at all in it”, Kant says that the
sovereign should, by executive decree, give the
accomplices clemency and assign them a dif-
ferent sentence, such as deportation, “which
still preserves the population” (MS, AA 06,
p- 334; Kant, 1996b, p. 475). In other words,
although the offenders deserve to be execut-
ed, the system of rights that supports both le-
gal coercion and the more general protection of
individual rights — assistance to the poor, for
example — must be sustained in order to max-
imise rights protections, or to preserve “exter-
nal justice”.

— if it were to execute
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COIIacHO paccykaeHMsM KaHTa, JOJDKeH mMcIo-
HUTeJIbHBIM YKa30M IOMVJIOBATh COYYacTHMKOB 1
Ha3Ha4YMTh VM IPyToe HaKaszaHUe, «Jaolee BO3-
MOYKHOCTB COXPaHWUTb YVCIIO XXWTeJIel, HallpuMep
ccpUIKY» (AA 06, S. 334; KanT, 2014, c. 371). Opy-
TVIMI CJIOBAMM, XOTS IIPeCTYITHMKM 3aciIy>KuBa-
IOT Ka3HM, crcTeMa IIpaB, HOIep>XXuBaloIas Kak
IOpUINYecKoe IIPUHYXXIIeHMe, TaK 1 Oosiee 00-
IO 3aIUTYy VHAVBYIYaJIbHBIX IIPaB, HAIIPVIMEP
IIOMOIITb OeTHBIM, JTOJDKHA OBITh COXPaHeHa, YTo-
ObI MaKCUMM3MPOBATh 3alUTY IIPaB, WV COXpPa-
HUTb «BHEIITHIOIO CITPABEIJINBOCTb.

Yro kacaerca COVID-19, KauTt Hauvam Obl c
Ve, 4TO BCe JKVM3HV OOMHAKOBO IIEHHEI, TI03TO-
My KaK/IBIVI 3aCITy>KMBaeT PaBHOIO IIIaHCa Ha Jiede-
Hyte. OTHAKO CITy4aitHOe pacrperieieHVe BaKIH
VIV JIOTepesi ISl TIAllMeHTOB, HY>XIAIOMVXCS B
JIEYeHVVI, XOTS VI IIPVHECYT OIpeie/IeHHYIO MOJThb-
3y, HO TaK>ke ITOBJIEKYT 3a OO0V MHOXECTBO ILJIO-
XVIX Pe3yJIbTaTOB, BKITIOYAsi MacCy JIIOZIeVl, KOTOpble
yMPpYT 1iIu OyAyT He3acIyKeHHO cTpaaars. [Tprio-
PUTET B TIOMOIIIV TIOKVITBIM JIFOMISIM VI JTEOZISIM C CO-
ITy TCTBYIOIIVIMI 3a00JIeBaHMSIMI TIepe], MOJIOMIbI-
MU V1 OOJIee 3[MOPOBBIMY JTFOIBMM CIIAceT KM3HM, HO
B 1I€JIOM CIIAceT MX MEeHBIIIe, YeM JIeueHle TeX, KTO
¢ OoJIBIIIeVT BEPOSTHOCTBIO JOXKVBET IO BBIIIVCKIAL.
C mpyrovi CTOpOHBI, ec/IVt OTAATh MOJIOIBIM 11 00-
jlee 3[IOPOBBIM JIIOMISIM IIPUOPUTET B BaKIIMHALIVIN
rieper; TeMu, KTO C OOJIBbITIel BEPOSITHOCTBIO YMPET
or 00JIe3HM, 3TO, KOHEYHO, IIOBBICUT MX CIIOCOD-
HOCTh CTAaBUTD 11€JIV VI JOCTUTATh VX, HO, BO3SMOX-
HO, He OoJIbIlle, yeM OesnericTsue. OHM OymyT mpu-
BUTBI PaHBIIIEe B YIIIepO IPyTVIM JIFOISM, HalIpyIMep
HIOXVUTBIM, IJIs1 KOTOPBIX BUPYC rOpaszo oracHee. B
XyZIIIeM cTydae He OyIeT CriaceHO HI OITHOVI X3~
HVI, €CJTV IIPVBUTBIE MOJIOIIbIE JIIO/V TIepeDoIIeroT
TOJIBKO C JIETKMMWV CHMIITOMaMV, 1 Oy[eT HOITy-
IIIEHO MHOTO CMepTeV1, KOTOpble MOXKHO ObLIIO OBl
IIPEIOTBPATUTB, €CIIV ITPEIIIOIIOKITH, YTO MHOTVIe
HEIIPVBIUTHIE TIOKVITBIE JTIOMIV OCTAJIVICH OBI JKVIBBI,
IoJTyumB BaKIuHy. Eciv gomycTuThs cMepTh lie-
JIOVI YacTV HaceJIeHsl, TOCYAapCTBO IIOTEPSIeT CBOe
IIPeVMYIIIeCTBO IIepell eCTeCTBEHHBIM COCTOSHIU-
eM; mIo0asTbHas ITaHIeMISI MOXKET ITPeICTaB/IsATh
3K3VCTEHIIMAJIbHYIO YTPOo3y IS 11eJIbIX cTpaH. Ta-
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With regard to COVID-19, Kant would be-
gin with the idea that all lives are equally val-
uable, so everyone deserves an equal chance
at care. However, the random distribution of
vaccines or a lottery for patients in need of
treatment, although they would achieve some
good, would also produce a lot of bad out-
comes, including many people who would
die or suffer unnecessarily. Treating the el-
derly and people with comorbidities ahead of
younger, healthier people would save lives,
but overall it would save fewer lives than
treating those who are more likely to survive
to discharge. On the other hand, vaccinating
young, otherwise healthy people ahead of
those who are more likely to die from the dis-
ease would, to be sure, promote their capac-
ity to set and pursue ends, but perhaps little
more than doing nothing. Their inoculation
would be at the expense of others, such as
the elderly, whose risk is much greater. In a
worst-case scenario, no lives would be saved,
if the young people who are vaccinated would
only have had mild symptoms, and many pre-
ventable deaths would be allowed to hap-
pen, assuming that many of the older people
who are not vaccinated would otherwise have
lived. If a whole swath of the population were
allowed to die, the state would lose its advan-
tage over a state of nature; a global pandemic
could pose an existential threat to entire coun-
tries. Kant’s commitment to equal rights thus
commits him to a system of allocation that
values whole lives, and values more whole
lives over fewer whole lives.®

Although we can justify the valuing of
whole lives on Kantian grounds, drawing on
his theory of right, we cannot value the maxi-

¢Since this is a state policy designed to preserve rela-
tions of right, it has no implications for agents facing in-
dividual choices such as Trolley Problems.
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KVIM 00pa3oM, IpuBepkKeHHOCTh KaHTa K paBHBIM
IIpaBaM OOsI3BIBAET €r0 K CVCTeMe pacIipeierieH s,
KOTOpasl LIEHWUT IieJible JXVM3HW, MpUYeM OTHaeT
HpeArouTeHMe OOJIBIIEMY YVCITY II€JIBIX XKVM3HEN
HaJIl MeHBIIIVIM YVIC/IOM IeJIbIX JK3HEeT .

XoTsl MBI MOXXe€M ODOCHOBATh IIEHHOCTL IIeJI0V
JKM3HM Ha KaHTOBCKVMX OCHOBAHVISIX, OIVIpPasiCh Ha
€ro TeOpUIO IIpaBa, MBI HEe MOXKeM IIEHUTh MaKCH-
MM3aLMIO KOJIMYeCTBa JleT JKV3HW, He BBIBEPHYB
ero dpustocodpriro HavsHaHKY. KaxxpIvt 13 Hac mMe-
€T IIpaBOo Ha XXI3Hb Ha OCHOBE IIeHHOCTVI HaIIIel] Je-
JIOBEYHOCTH, KOTOpPYI0 KaHT onmiceiBaeT Kak IIpaBo
mericTBoBaTh cBoOOmHO (AA 06, S. 237—238; KanT,
2014, c. 107—109). OngHako He CyIIeCTByeT IIpaBa
Ha JIOTIOTHMTEIIbHBIE TOIBI XXV3HV VUIM IIpaBa Ha
TO, UTOOBI OOMH YeJjIoBeK 0o0jIafmajl CcBoewt CBODO-
JIOVI [TOTIBbIIIe, YeM NIpyTHe. DTrdecKas Teopus Kan-
Ta 37ech HelrpyMeHVMa. PopMuIpoBaHye rocyaap-
CTBEHHOVI IOJIUTUKM ITyTeM areUIsuun K 0Ty
OrarofesiHus, HaIIpuMep, SIBJISeTCS HeyMeCTHBIM
VI He MOXXeT OITpaB/IaTh IIpeTiouTeHie B o0ecIiede-
HUM IIPOIOJDKUTEIBHOCTY KM3HM TOMY MJIV VIHO-
My 4eJIoBeKY. PYKOBOIICTBO II0 TpHaXy M pacrperie-
JIEHVIO BaKIIVIH COIEePXXUT IIpaBila, KOTOPBIM He-
00XOIMMO CJlefIoBaTh KaK 3aKOHY, VI MOTMBBI YeJIo-
BeKa B CJIe[IOBAaHMM 3TVM IIpaBijIaM — U3 yBaxke-
HMS K JONITY VIV HeT — He MMeIoT 3HayeHus. Ta-
KVIM 00pa3oM, Tprax U pacIipeie/ieHyie BaKIIMH He
SBJISIOTCS. MOPaJIbHBIMI IIOCTYIIKaMV, TIO KpartHer
Mepe B TOM OTHOIIEHWM, YTO OHV OCYILIeCTBIISIOT-
Csl OpraHM3aLsIMY, CIIeAyIOIMIVIMI TOCyIapCTBeH-
HOVI IIOJIMTUKE VI IEVICTBYOIIIVIM 3aKOHAM. W maxe
ecyv Obl Or1aroziesiHvie OBUIO IIPVIMEHIMO K JTEOISIM,
INPUHVMAIOIIVM 3TV pellleHs, HeT MOpPaJIbHOIO
TpeOOBaHVIS MaKCUMM3VIPOBaTh cdacThe. KaHT He
KOHCEKBEHITMAIINCT: «/loOpas Boiist joOpa He TeM,
YTO €l0 IIPOM3BOOMUTCS VIV MCTIONIHseTCs» (AA 04,
S. 394, Kanr, 1997, c. 61). Xots Goree dpumaHTpO-
IIYecKIil YesioBek Ooslee 1oOporeTesieH, ypoBeHb
ero 0J1IaroTBOPUTEIILHOCTY M3MepsieTcsl He TeM, Ha-
CKOJIBKO 3(pPeKTMBHO OH WCIIOJIb3yeT CBOWM Orpa-

7 HOCKOJ’ILKY 3TO rocyaapcTBeHHas IIOJINTVIKa, HallpaB-
JIEHHas1 Ha COXpaHeHVEe ITPpaBOBbIX OTHOIIEHIV, OHa He
pacIIpoCcTpaHsAeTCA Ha areHTOB, CTOAIIMX IIepel, MHAVBII-
AyaJIbHbIM BLIGOpOM, TaKMM KakK «Hp06neMa BarOHEeTKM».
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misation of life-years without turning his phi-
losophy inside out. We each have a right to
life by virtue of our humanity, which Kant de-
scribes as the right to act freely (MS, AA 06,
pp- 237-238; Kant, 1996b, pp. 393-394). How-
ever, there is no right to additional life-years,
or no right for one person to have their free-
dom for longer than others. Kant’s ethical the-
ory cannot be injected into the conversation
either. Shaping public policy by appealing to
the duty of beneficence, for example, is both
misplaced and unable to justify a commitment
to life-years. Triage and vaccine distribution
guidelines contain rules to follow, just like the
law, and a person’s motives for following the
rules — whether for the sake of duty or not —
are irrelevant. Thus triaging and distributing
vaccines, at least insofar as they are done by
organisations that are following public policies
and applicable laws, are not moral acts. And
even if beneficence were applicable to the indi-
viduals who are making these decisions, there
is no moral demand to maximise happiness.
Kant is no consequentialist: “a good will is not
good because of what it effects or accomplish-
es” (GMS, AA 04, p. 394; Kant, 1996a, p. 50).
Although a more charitable person is more
virtuous, their level of charitableness is not
measured by how efficiently they use their lim-
ited resources but by their character: as Allen
Wood (1999, p. 328) puts it, “there is not more
merit per se in making two people happy rath-
er than one, or in making one person twice as
pleased as you might have.” In short, Kant’s
ethics (as opposed to his theory of right) nei-
ther gives us the tools to evaluate public pol-
icies around allocation decisions, nor, even if
it was applicable, would it enjoin us to have
a consequentialist concern for life-years as a
measure of medical utility.



HIUEHHbIe PeCypChbl, a €ro XapaKTepoM: KaK Bbl-
paswricst Ajuien Byn, «ecyv crieslaTh c4acT/IVIBBIMU
IIBYX YeJIoBeK BMECTO OJTHOTO VIJIVI TIOIAPUTh OJTHO-
My 4eJIOBEKY BIIBOe OOJIbIIle CUaCThsl, 9eM CUMTaeT-
cs B BallVIX CWJIAX, 9TO CaMo IIo cebe ellle He yBe-
JIMYUT Bam 3actyri» (Wood, 1999, p. 328). Kopo-
ye roBopsi, 3TMKa KanTa (B oT/Tirame oT ero Teopum
IIpaBa) He /IaeT HaM VHCTPYMEHTOB ISl OLIEHKV IO-
CyIapCTBEHHOVI TIOJIUTVIKY, CBSI3aHHOV C PeIleH-
SIMU O pacITpeieIeHVI PeCyPCoB, 1 JlaXke ecyTv ObI
OHa ObUIa IpVIMeHVIMa, OHa OBl He ITpelychIBasIa
HaM IIPOSIBIISITh KOHCEKBEHIIVAIVICTCKYIO 3a00Ty O
roffax KM3HY KaK Mepe MeIVIIVIHCKOVI TT0JIe3HOCTL.

ueHHOCTB IIPpOOOIKUTEJIBHOCTU KU3HU

OnHo 3 pasnnunii Mex1y yTWINTapyU3MOM U
KaHTOBCKOV TVKOVI 3aKJII0OYaeTcsI B TOM, uTo KaHTt
BUINUT VCTOYHMK CUTyalUil B JIIOASX, B TO Bpe-
MsI Kak bentam m Muuib 11eHSIT HOJIOXKEHMS el
camm 1o cebe. DTO pacripocTpaHeHHasl KpUTHKa
yTUIMTapU3Ma: ecIv OfIMH YeJIoBeK MOXeT oDOpe-
CTVI MHOTO CYaCThsI VI OHO OyzieT OoJIbIITe, 4eM CyM-
Ma 13 MaJIbIX HOPIIMI CYacTbs JJId MHOIMX JIIO-
Iierl, TO epBas CUTyallus IpeamogruTebHee. [1o
anoBam [IxoHa Porsa, yTuymrapucta MHTepecyeT
TOJIBKO CyMMa ITpOM3BeeHHBIX OJ1ar, a He cIpa-
BEIJIMBOCTH MX pacrpenesteHns (Poms, 2010, c. 36).
Yro KacaeTcs pelreHM O TpUake, TO TPUIIIIATH-
JIETHUVI TIAlIVeHT, KOTOPBIV VIMeeT TaKue JKe ITIaH-
Cbl, KaK COPOKaJIETHU, Oy/IeT B IIpHOpUTeTe C TOU-
KV 3peHNs] YTWINTapVICTa IIPOCTO IIOTOMY, UYTO OH
MOJIOXe U (BO3MOXKHO) €My OCTaJIOCh XXUTb OOJIb-
mie jreT. OnyOnMKoBaHHAs B Havasle ITaHIEMUN
pexoMeHpanys VItaspsiHCKOro obllecTBa aHecTe-
3UM, aHaJIbre3UN peaHMMaly ¥ VHTEeHCUBHON
tepaniumn (SIAARTI) o0 ycraHoB/IeHWUM BO3pacT-
HOIO OrpaHWYeHMs I MOCTYIUIeHVs B peaHU-
MalIoO He3aBVCVIMO OT COIyTCTBYIOMIVX 3a0oJie-
BaHWV VIV BEpOSITHOCTM BbDKMBaHMA (Vergano,
Bertolini, Giannini, 2020) MHOrMMM OIleHMBaIach
KaK HecITpaBeJIMBbIVI IIPUHIINII pacIipesie/eH s,
IIOCKOJIBKY OHa He paccMaTpyBasla XI3Hb BCeX JIIo-
ZleVl KaK OIMIHaKOBO IIeHHYIO (cM., HarrpuMep: Ce-
sari, Proietti, 2020; Rosenbaum, 2020, p. 3). 2To ObL1
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Valuing Life-Years

One difference between utilitarianism and
Kantian ethics is that, for Kant, we owe things
to persons, while Bentham and Mill value
states of affairs. This is a common criticism of
utilitarianism: if a large amount of happiness
could be experienced by one person, and it
would be more than a small amount of happi-
ness for many people, added together, then the
former situation is preferable. As John Rawls
(1999, p. 23) puts it, the utilitarian is concerned
only with the sum of advantages produced
and not whether there is a just distribution.
With regard to triage decisions, a thirty-year-
old who has equivalent prospects as a forty-
year-old would be prioritised by the utilitarian
simply because they are younger and (proba-
bly) have more years to live. The early recom-
mendation by the Italian Society of Anesthesia,
Analgesia, Reanimation and Intensive Care
(SIAARTI) that there be an age limit for admis-
sion to intensive care, regardless of comorbid-
ities or likelihood of survival (Vergano et al.,
2020), was viewed by many as an unjust al-
location principle because it did not treat all
people’s lives as equally valuable (see, e.g.,
Cesari and Proietti, 2020; Rosenbaum, 2020,
p- 3). It was ageist. But if such a discriminatory
policy would, all things being equal, produce
more good by maximising life-years, then the
utilitarian would approve of it.

Kant’s ethics seems well equipped to guard
against such biases. If something becomes good
by my setting it as an end to be pursued, then
the capacity to set ends has absolute worth. As
opposed to non-rational things, which have
relative value that is comparable to, and inter-
changeable with, other things, the inner worth
that people have by virtue of their humanity
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srmkm3M. Ho ecimm Takast AucKprIMMHAIVIOHHAS
HIOJIMTYIKA TPV IIPOYMX PABHBIX YCJIOBUSIX IIPVIHe-
ceT OosIbllle MOJIB3bI, MAKCUMM3UPYS IPOHOIKN-
TEeJIBHOCTD JKV3HY, TO yTVJINTAPUCT OOOPUT ee.

Otmka KaHTa BBIITISANT JOCTAaTOYHO Pas3BUTON
JUISI 3aIMTHI OT OAOOHBIX ITpemyOexermit. Ecim
YTO-TO CTAHOBWUTCS 0OJ1aroM, KOrja s OIpeNIessio
3TO KaK I1eJIb, K KOTOPOVI CJIeflyeT CTPEMUTBCS, TO
CIIOCOOHOCTB OIIpeesIaTh 1IeIM VIMeeT aOCOIoT-
HYIO 1IeHHOCTb. B omInume oT Hepa3yMHBIX CyIII-
HOCTeVI, KOTOpble VIMEeIOT OTHOCUTEJIbHYIO IIeH-
HOCTB, KOTOpbIe MOYKHO CPaBHMBAThH 11 OOMEeHMBATh
Ha JpyTrue CyITHOCTM, Ta BHYTPEHHsS 11eHHOCTb,
KOTOpPOVI 00JIafIafoT JIFOAM B CUJIy CBOEVI YesIoBed-
HOCTY, TIpyaeT UM I0CcTOMHCTBO (AA 04, S. 434—
435; Kant, 1997, c. 187). V1 eciin Bce pa3yMHBIe Cy-
IIlecTBa OOJIAZIAlOT CIIOCOOHOCTBIO BHIOMIpPATh, TO
cricTeMa 3aKOHOB JJOJDKHA 3alllMIIaTh HaIITy CBOOO-
Iy BBIOOpaA IIPM YCJIOBUM, YTO OHA MOXeT COoCyIIie-
CTBOBaTh co cBobomo Apyrux (AA 06, S. 230; Kanr,
2014, c. 89). C touxu 3penus KaHra, B oTstmame ot
YTWINTAPUCTOB, HeJIb3d MPUIICBIBATh KMU3HSAM
JIOfIeVt pa3HyIo 11eHHOCTh, HallpyMep B 3aBVCHMO-
CTV OT MX BKJIaZia B OOIIIECTBO VIV BayKHOCTM ISt
apyrux. VIMeHHO 3TO MHOTMe COWIN IPeaoCyay-
TeJIbHBIM B IIePBOM 3TMYEeCKOM KOMUTeTe (IIpo-
3BaHHOM «Komurerom bora»), KoTopblvi B Havdase
1960-x rT. pacopenesisyl anmaparsl IS Iyansa,
TOJIBKO HeJTaBHO M300peTeHHbIe I OTTOro OBIBIIIVE
B medurure. Cpeny mpoumx Kpurepres oTOOpa
wieHbl KOMUTeTa PaHXMpPOBaJIV JIIOMIel Ha OCHO-
BaHUM MX «COLMAJIBHOV II€HHOCT», BKJIIOYasl ce-
MEVIHOE TI0JIOXKEHVIE, POL, 3aHATHVI, JTOXOM, YMCTBIV
KaluTasI M ypoBeHb 00pa30BaHVIsl, UYTO JINIIh YCU-
JIMBaJIO KyJIBTYPHBIE IIpeIyOeXXIeHs YWIeHOB KO-
Mmuteta (Alexander, 1962; Blagg, 1998).

KoneuHo, yTvymmTapmsM cTpeMuTcs K Oecripu-
CTPaCTHOCTU — «KaKIBIVI JJOJDKEH CYMTATHCS 3a
OITHOTO, VI HMKTO He MOXXeT ITpeTeH/I0BaTh Ha 00IIb-
mee» (Mwwis, 2013, c. 231) — 11 HO3TOMY OH IIpef-
TIoJIaraeT CBOEro poja IIPVHITNII paBeHCTBa. Llesb
MaKCMMM3alUl COBOKYITHOIO CYAaCThs He CTaBUT
HVI OTHOTO KOHKPETHOTO YejloBeKa B IIPUBVIIET V-
pOBaHHOe II0JIOKeHVe TI0 OTHOIIEHNIO K JIPYTOMY.
B sTOM 3aKITIOUaeTCs HEMTPaTIBHOCTD 10 OTHOILIIE-
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gives them dignity (GMS, AA 04, pp. 434-435;
Kant, 1996a, p. 84). And, if all rational beings
have the capacity to choose, then a system of
laws ought to protect our freedom of choice,
provided that can coexist with others” freedom
(MS, AA 06, p. 230; Kant, 1996b, p. 387). For
Kant, as opposed to the utilitarian, the value
of lives cannot be compared, with one greater
than the other by virtue of, say, their contribu-
tions to society or their importance to others.
This was what many people found objection-
able about the first ethics committee (nick-
named the “God Committee”) that allocated
the few, newly invented dialysis machines in
the early 1960s. Among other selection crite-
ria, they ranked people based on their “social
value” — including their marital status, oc-
cupation, income, net worth and educational
background — which merely reinforced com-
mittee members’ cultural biases (Alexander,
1962; Blagg, 1998).

Of course, utilitarianism is committed
to impartiality — “everybody to count for
one, nobody for more than one” (Mill, 2001,
p. 60) — and thus it assumes a kind of equali-
ty principle. The goal of maximising aggregate
happiness does not privilege any particular in-
dividual over another. This is the way in which
it is agent-neutral: each person has equal stand-
ing to have their interests considered in the
felicific calculus, and I cannot give my prefer-
ences more weight in my own calculations than
I give to yours (Mill, 2001, p. 16). However,
this is very different from what is entailed by
Kant’s formula of humanity. The implications
of holding the utilitarian’s principle of impar-
tiality or equal consideration results in different
treatment since different people have different
social value, different capacities for happiness
and different experiential outcomes even in the



HUIO K areHTaM: KaK/IbIVl YeJIoBeK VIMeeT paBHBIe
IpaBa Ha TO, YTOOBI €r0 MHTepechl YUUTHIBAJINChH
IIpY OLIeHKe 00beMa CYacThs, 1 1 He MOT'y IIpuUaaTh
CBOVIM ITpe/IIIOuTeHVsIM OOJIBIIINT BeC B CBOMX pac-
veTax, yeM BammM (Mwwie, 2013, c. 65). OgHako
3TO CWJIBHO OTJIMYAeTCsl OT TOro, YTO HOopasyMe-
BaeT popmysia rymanHocTu Kanra. CobmronieHne
YTUWJINTAPUCTCKOTO IIPMHIIMUIIA OecpucTpacTHO-
CTVI VIV paBHOT'O PacCMOTPEHMS IIPUBOIANT K Pas-
JIMYHOMY OTHOITIEHWIO, TIOCKOJIBKY pasHble JIFOIN
VIMEIOT pasHyIO COIMasIbHYIO IIeHHOCTb, pasHble
BO3MOYKHOCTWM J1J1s [IOCTVDKEHVSI CHaCThsI U Pa3HBIN
OITBIT XXM3HM JlaKe B OHMX U TexX e 00CTosTe/Ib-
cTBax. [lericTBUTENIBHO, IO cJiIoBaM MWinis, «CUu-
TaeTCsl, UTO BCe JIFOAV UMEIOT npabo Ha TO, YTOOBI
C HUMU OIMHAKOBO OOpalllajivch, kpome cayuaes,
K020a 0bujecmbernas noav3a 6noane oueBuoHo mpe-
oyem npomubonosoxroeo» (Mwmwis, 2013, c. 233—
235, kypcus Movt. — M. A.). VIMeHHO B TaKOM KJIFO-
ye JJOJDKHBI ITPUHMMATECS pellleHNs: B KOMUCCUSIX
0 TpUaxy. XOoTd HUKTO He o0JIazaeT OOJIBIINM
VJIVL MEHBIIM 00CHIO0UHCHB0M, ONpPeIeIsIOnIM
riosry yeHve jiedeHrst ot COVID, Bce >ke ycytms 110
CITaceHMIO HEKOTOPBIX JIofIert Ooriee yerecoodpas-
Hbl, TIOTOMY UYTO B JIaJIbHEVIIIIeM OHI, CKOpee BCero,
criacyT OoJIbIIIe XM3HeV VIV OOJIblIIe JIeT XKMU3HIA
B ycioBusix medpuninra «cormasnbHas 11e1ecoo-
Opa3HOCTH TpeOyeT» HepaBHOI'O OTHOIIIEHNS K JTIO-
agM. B 4acTHOCTW, JTIOfI5IM, KOTOpPBIE BPsif, JIVI IIPO-
XVIBYT OOJiee IISIT JIeT TI0CTIe BBIIIVCK — B OCHOB-
HOM JIIOJISIM C COITY TCTBYIOIIMMM 3a00JIeBaHMSIMM,
BJIVISIIOIIVIMY Ha BBDKMBAEeMOCTb, — B OOJIBIINH-
CTBe CYIIeCTBYIOIIVX CXeM pacIipesiesieHs OTia-
eTcsl HavMeHBIINV TPUOpUTeT. Ves 3akimodaeT-
Csl B TOM, UYTO CMEPTh — 3TO, Oe3 COMHeHs, HeTa-
TUBHBIN peHoMeH. [Ipy mTpounx paBHBIX yCIIOBU-
X JIIOIM, KOTOPbIe XXUBYT JOJIbIIIE, CMOTYT YIOB-
JIETBOPUTB OOJIBIIIe OOTyMaHHBIX IIPEIIIOYTEHNT],
yeM JIIO[IV, KOTOpBle YMPYT paHbliie. He gats sro-
IsIM, Y KOTOPBIX eCTh XXeJlaHM: Ha OymyIiiee, Toro,
YTO MM HY>KHO JIJIsl HPOIOJDKeHMs KU3HU (TeM ca-
MBIM IIPeKpaTuB MX XW3Hb), O3Ha4YaeT HaBpeIUThb
VIM WJIN, TIO KpaviHey! Mepe, JIMIITNTD VX TIOMOIIIN.
KvsHp — 3TO He TOJIBKO CPeICTBO s IOJTyde-
HWSL YAOBOJIBCTBUS, OHA JKeJlaTeJIbHa M caMa II0
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same circumstances. Indeed, Mill (2001, pp. 61-
62) says that “all persons are deemed to have a
right to equality of treatment, except when some
recognized social expediency requires the reverse”
(latter emphasis M. A.). This is exactly the sort
of reasoning that triage committees must en-
gage in. Although no one is more worthy of get-
ting treatment for COVID, the efforts to save
some people are more worthwhile because they
are likely to save more lives or more life-years.

In times of scarcity, “social expediency re-
quires” that people be treated unequally. Spe-
cifically, people who are unlikely to live more
than five years after discharge — mainly peo-
ple with comorbid conditions that impact
survival — are deprioritised in most existing
allocation schemes. The idea is that death is
typically a bad thing. All things being equal,
people who live longer will be able to satisfy
more considered preferences than people who
die sooner. For people who have desires for
the future, not giving them what they need to
continue living (thus ending their lives) is a
way of harming them, or at least not helping
them. Living is not only a means to pleasur-
able experiences but is also desirable in itself;
that is, most people prefer to live, and to live
longer.” In maximising life-years (or, more
specifically, quality-adjusted life-years), we
will maximise happiness. Thus, the utilitarian
focuses on a patient’s long-term prognosis in
any allocation scheme.

By ill-
equipped to value whole lives. All things

contrast, wutilitarianism is

" There are exceptions, of course, including terminal-
ly ill patients who would prefer physician-assisted dy-
ing over continuing to live with debilitating illnesses.
If such patients have advance directives in which they
refuse life-saving treatment, they would not be given
treatment under existing triage guidelines, so they need
not be considered in the prioritisation schemes.
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cebe; TO ecTh OOJTBIIVHCTBO JIIOAEV IIPEeNrodnTa-
IOT JXWUTB, ¥ JXKeJlaTeJIbHO osibie’. Makcmmumsu-
Py KOJIMYeCTBO JIeT XXVU3HMU (111, 60jIee KOHKpeT-
HO, KOJIVYeCTBO JIeT XXV3HM C ITOITPABKOVI Ha Kaue-
CTBO), MBI MAaKCUMWM3VIpyeM cudacTrbe. Takum obpa-
30M, IIpV JIIOOOM pacIipefie/IeHV TIOMOIIV yTV-
JIATaPVICT OPUEHTVIPYETCs Ha JOJITOCPOYHBIV IIPO-
T'HO3 ITaITVieHTa.

[11s TIpenTiouTeHMs IIEHHOCTI 11eJIbIX JKV3HeV
YTWINTAPWU3M, HAIIPOTUB, ITOAXOAUT Masio. ITpm
MIPOYMX paBHBIX YCJIOBUSIX — Harpumep, 6e3 yde-
Ta TOTO, KaK CTapeHVe BJIVseT Ha WIEHOB CEMBI 1
Ha y/IOBJIETBOPEHVIE IIPEIIIOYTeHNII, — OAMH 0o-
Jiee MOJIOIOV YeJI0BEK, KOTOPBIVI ITPOXVBET I11eCTh-
JlecsT JIeT IIPY YCJIOBUM JIedeHMs], IOJDKEH VIMeTh
MIPEVIMYIIECTBO TIepef] MSATHIO TIOKMITBIML JTFOb-
MW, KOTOpble IIPOXMBYT TIO TIeCATH JIeT IIPU yC-
soBum JledeHms. OTATh Ke, BakKHa OOIIasi CyM-
Ma ITPOV3BEIEeHHOrO CYacThsl, a He ero pacliperie-
sieHMe. YTOOBI TOKa3aTh [EHHOCTD I1eJI0V XKV3HY,
YTWINTAPU3MY IIPUIETCS BBIBEPHYTH ceOs Hau-
3HaHKy. Hampumep, MOXHO 3asBWUTB, 9TO IIper-
[IOUTeHVe XUTh BecoMee, UeM VIOBJIETBOpeHe
HIPEeITIOYTEHMI B XXM3HM — HO ITOYeMY U HaCKOJIb-
KO YIIOBJIETBOpEHVEe IPeAIIOYTEHNIT MOXeT Iepe-
BeCUTH? SIBJISIeTCS JIVI 3TO IIOMBITKOM CPOPMUPO-
BaTh IIPVBEP)KEHHOCTh YeJI0BeYeCKOMY JOCTOVIH-
CTBY He3aBVICVIMO OT TOTO, CKOJIBKO CHaCThs OyzeT
JOCTUTHYTO? YTVIMTAPVICTBI MOIJIV OBI IIPOBECTH
Oosiee CJIOKHBIN pacyeT, B KOTOPOM paBHOe o0pa-
IIleHMe (B omInume OT OecriprcTpacTHOro oOpa-
IIIeHNsl) BbIpaXkayio OblI oOlllee yBakeHNe K desIo-
BEYECKOVI XM3HY, VI 3TO IIPVICBOEHVIE PaBHOI I1€H-
HOCTY CrIocoOcTBOBasIo ObI HallleMy OOIeMy cYa-
CTBIO. BO3MOXHO, comyanibHasl CIUIOUYEHHOCTh Oy-
IeT BBIIIIe, eCIIV JIIONIV He OyIIyT 4yBCTBOBATh, UTO
OHVI COPEBHYIOTCS C IPYTVIMM, YTOOBI BBLKUTB. [10-
Bepuie K TOMY, 4TO MOV Bpad OyJ1eT 3a00TUTbCs 000

8 KoHe4HO, CYIIIeCTBYIOT MCKIIIOYEHVIs, BKIFOUAsi HewsIe-
9yMO OOJIBHBIX IIAIVIEHTOB, KOTOPbIE IIPENIIOYTyT CMEPTh
C IIOMOIIIBIO Bpaya ITPOIOJDKEHVIO XKU3HW C W3HYPUTeIb-
HbIMM OosresHsivm. Ecim Takme mamyeHTHI B CBOWIX IIpel-
BapPUTEIIbHBIX TIOKEJIAHVSIX OTKA3bIBAIOTCS OT JKM3HEHHO
Ba’KHOT'O JIEYEHIIs], TO, COIVIACHO CYIIECTBYIOIIVM IIpaBU-
JlaM TpuraXka, MM He Oy/ieT OKa3aHa IIOMOIIlb, TIO3TOMY WX
He HY)KHO YYMUTBIBaTh B CXeMaX PacCTaHOBKY IIPVIOPUTETOB.
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being equal — for example, excluding how
family members are affected and how the
satisfaction of preferences is affected by ag-
ing — one younger person who would live
sixty years with treatment should be priv-
ileged over five older people who would
each live ten years with treatment. Again,
what matters is the sum total of happiness
produced, not the distribution. To make a
case for the value of whole lives, utilitari-
anism would have to turn itself inside out.
For example, it could say that the prefer-
ence to live is greater than the satisfaction
of preferences in life — but why, and how
much satisfaction of preferences could out-
weigh it? Is this an attempt to generate a
commitment to human dignity regardless
of how much happiness is produced? Utili-
tarians could perform a more complex cal-
culus in which equal treatment (as opposed
to equitable treatment) would convey a
general respect for human life, and that as-
signment of equal value would positively
impact our overall happiness. There may be
greater social cohesion if people do not feel
like they are competing with others in or-
der to live. Trusting that my physician will
care for me as an individual (to act in my
best interest and respect my autonomy),
rather than as a data point in assessing
community health, could have far-reach-
ing impacts on healthcare behaviour. Util-
itarians could even argue that we ought to
repay older people’s years-long social in-
vestment — in improving society and con-
tributing to its functioning — with greater
access to treatment. Expressing our grati-
tude in this way may benefit the communi-
ty by incentivising people to contribute to
society for longer.



MHe KaK O JIMYHOCTY (HeVICTBOBATh B MOVIX MHTe-
pecax 1 yBa’kaThb MOIO aBTOHOMMIO), & He KaK O TOY-
Ke OTCYeTa B OLIeHKe 3[I0POBbsI OOIIeCTBa, MOXKET
OKasaThb [1aJIeKO Vjylliee BO3[IEVICTBIe Ha IIpaKTU-
Ky oOpallieHIs C aryeHTaM B cpepe 31paBoox-
paHeHMs. YTVINTApVICTBI MOITIV OBI JTaXKe yTBep-
XKJIaTh, YTO MBI JIOJDKHBI BO3HATPAIUTh ITOXKVIIBIX
JIIOZIEV 3a VX MHOIOJIeTHME COoIMaIbHble VMHBe-
CTULIMM — B yJIy4llleHue oOIlecTBa 1 BKJIazl B €ro
dyHKIMOHMpOBaHMEe — OoJiee IIMPOKUM IOCTY-
IIOM K JIe4eHuIo. BeipakeHre OrraromapHOCTM Ta-
KVIM 00pa3oM MOXXeT IIPVHECTV TI0JIb3y OOIIecTBy,
CTVIMYJIVIPYSL JIFOLEV J0JIbIIe BHOCUTH CBOVI BKJIa[]
B JKV3HB O0IIIeCTBa.

Ecsmm ObI XOTH OITHO M3 3TMX 000CHOBAHWII OBLIIO
yOenuTenpHBIM, TO, BO3MOXXHO, MBI OBl OTHaBasIN
IIpeAIIoYTeHVIE TIOXKVUTBIM JTIOMISM TIPVI ITPUHSTUN
pereHmy 0 Tpuaxe, WiV, II0 KpaltHet Mepe, ypaB-
HSUIV 1IEHHOCTB V1 IIPUIIUIN K CHCTeMe JIOTepey VIV
OPYTOVI STAJINTAPHOVI CHICTEME, TAaKOV KaK «IIePBBIM
IIpUIIe]l — IIepBBIM 00CTyXeH». Takue paccyxiie-
HVISL TIepeBepHYT MHVMO OYEBVIHBIE YTVUIUTap-
HBIe PacyeThl, KOTOpPbIe cerdac IIPUHSTHI B Opra-
HU3alMEX 30paBooxpaHeHns. Torja B HEKOTOPBIX
CJIy4asix Mbl Obl OTHABaIM IIpeNIIOUTeHMe TTOXK-
JIBIM JIFOIISIM B JIUEHWV, a MOJIOILIM — B BaKI[/Ha-
1MV, [Ja)Ke eCIIV 9TO He IIpMBeIeT K MaKCUMM3allvv
KOJIMYEeCTBA CITACEHHBIX KMU3HEVI VUIN JIET XKMU3HIAL
CiieoBaHMe TakOMY IIpaBIUly O3Ha4asIo ObI ckopee
BO3BeJleHVe IIPaBWJI B KYJIBT, HeXXeJIV MaKCHUMM3a-
1o cyacThs (Smart, 1956). To ecTb MBI OBI CIT€IO-
BaJIV IIPABIJTY YBaskeHVIsI K aBTOHOMMM V1 JIOCTOVIH-
CTBY JIMYHOCTY, KOTOpOe MaKCUMU3VPYeT I10JIe3-
HOCTB BO BpeMeHa JIOCTaTKa, XOTsI OOCTOSTeIbCTBa
VM3MEHVINCh TaKMM O0pa3oM, YTO WCKJIIOYeHMs
M3 3TOro OOIIero Mpasijla — B YaCTHOCTH, IIPVIO-
pUTeT OIHVX MHAlVIeHTOB HaJl APYTVMMW BO BpeMs
TIEVAICTBYISI KPVI3VICHBIX CTAaHIAPTOB OKAa3aHWS ITIOMO-
VI — IPVBOAAT K JIYUIIIVIM IIOCIIEICTBVISIM.

PasHOe 11 HepaBHOe JIeYeHue
B obpranoe Bpemst aTmka KaHTa xoporto oobsc-

HseT 1 0DOCHOBBIBaeT HaIllM MOpaJIbHble 00sd3aH-
HocT B cdpepe MemamimHbL. CTpormim 3arper Ha

M. C. Altman

If any of these rationales were conclusive,
then perhaps we would prioritise the elderly
in our triage decisions, or at least even things
out and arrive at a lottery system or some oth-
er egalitarian system such as first-come, first-
served. Such reasoning would up-end the
seemingly obvious utilitarian calculations that
public health organisations are making now. In
some cases, we would prioritise older people
for treatment and younger people for vaccines,
even though it would not maximise whole
lives or life-years saved. Following such a rule
would amount to rule-worship rather than the
maximisation of happiness (Smart, 1956). That
is, we would be following a rule — respect for
individual autonomy and dignity — that max-
imises utility in times of plenty, even though
circumstances have changed in a way that
making exceptions to that general rule — spe-
cifically, prioritising some patients over oth-
ers during crisis standards of care — produces
better consequences.

Equal and Unequal Treatment

In normal times, Kant’s ethics does a good
job of explaining and justifying the moral obli-
gations we have in a medical context. The strict
prohibition on using people merely as means
guards against sacrificing some of them for the
sake of others in experimental settings. The
recognition of people’s dignity places a high
demand on doctors to respect patient autono-
my (e.g. by allowing them to choose among the
treatment options) and on the public to sustain
people’s health, so that they can have the ba-
sic conditions necessary to set and pursue ends
(e.g. by providing them with basic healthcare).
Focusing on people’s humanity entails that
race, age and gender are morally irrelevant, so
Kant is opposed in principle to unequal access
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VICTIOJTB30BaHMe JIIOfell KaK TOJIBKO CPECTB IIpe-
JOXpaHsieT OT IIPVHEeCEeHWs B )KePTBY OLHWX paau
IOPYTUX B 3KCIIepYIMEeHTaJIbHBIX Liesisix. [ IpusHaHme
JIOCTOVIHCTBA JIIOTIEVI ITPETbsIBIISIeT BBICOKVIE TpeDo-
BaHMs K BpadaM B OTHOILIEHWV YBaKeHVsI aBTOHO-
MUV TIalVIeHTOB (HampyuMep, IO3BOJIAs M BBIOW-
paTh MeX/1y BapraHTaMI JIedeHs) 1 K OOIIIeCTBY B
OTHOIIIEHNN TIOAepKaHs 30POBBs JIIONIEV, YTO-
ObI y HIX OBUIVI OCHOBHBIE YCIIOBVISL, HEOOXOIVIMBIE
J1711 TIOCTAHOBKM Y IOCTVDKEH 11eJielt (HarpyuMep,
IpefocTaBiIsid MM 0a3oBoe MeIMIIMHCKOoe 00CITy-
XuBaHMe). OpreHTaI s Ha YeJI0BEYHOCTD JIIOZE
THIOfIpasyMeBaeT, UTO paca, BO3PacT ¥ TIOJI He VMe-
IOT MOPAJIBHOTO 3HaueHMs, mosTomy KaHT B mpuH-
LIVIIe BBICTYIIAaeT IIPOTVB TOrO, YTOOBI IOCTYTI K OC-
HOBHBIM MEIMIIVHCKMM yCJIyraM ObUI HepaBHBIM
I10 IIPVYMHE pacy3Ma, SVKM3Ma VIV CeKCm3Ma.
DTOT HOIXOM, OCTAeTCS TIOJIe3HBIM, Kora 0o0CTo-
STeJIbCTBA MEHSIOTCS I Pecypchl OrpaHMYeHbl, HO
€ro HeIIoCTaTouHO. Bo BpeMsi maHpemmy KOpOHa-
BUIpYyCa CIIPOC Ha KOVIKM B OTHEJIEHVSIX VIHTEHCVIB-
HOVI Teparmy ¥ BaKIVHBI ObLJT HACTOJIIBKO BEJIVIK,
YTO HaM MPUIIUIOCH OTHABATh IIPEIIoUYTeHVe Ofl-
HVIM JIIOISM Tlepel] OPyTVIMY, a 3TO O3HaydaeT, uTo,
HeCMOTPsI Ha OeCIIpuCTpacTHOe IIpVIMEHEeHVe CXeM
pacripernesieHis, JIIOIV TIOABEPraloTcsl HepaBHOMY
oOpartieHvito. [TouTy 117151 Bcex CIierasvicToB 10 Me-
AVIIVHCKOV 3TVIKe, KOMUTETOB IO TPVaKy ¥ Y/HOB-
HVKOB OOIIIeCTBEHHOIO 3[IPaBOOXPaHeHNs] KaKeT-
Cs1 OYeBVMIHBIM, UTO BO BpeMeHa Aedurinra IIpo-
THOCTVYECKM 3HaUVIMbIe OOCTOSITeIILCTBA JIFOHET —
COIYTCTBYIOIIME 3abosIeBaHVisd, BO3pacT U TaK fa-
Jlee — VIMEIOT MOpaJIbHOE 3HaUeHVIe VI UTO 3TOV TI0-
3ULIMM MOXKHO TIpUIEPKMBaThCsL HApsily C BEpPOVl B
PaBHYIO IIEeHHOCTB JIFOOOVI YeJI0BEUEeCKOVI KV3HIL.
YTusmrtapuct, HarpoOTMB, MOXKeT TIOHSITh CMBICTT
MaKCVMM3allUM CYacTbd B TepMMHaX IIOMNOJIHV-
TEJIBHBIX JIET KM3HM, HO caMo II0 ce0e 3TO IIPUBO-
IOUT K MOPAJIbHO ITpo0IeMaTMYHbBIM ITOCIIECTBH-
M. Ortocodsl 9YacTo BO3paXKaroT IIPOTUB Y TUIIV-
Tapy3Ma, IIOTOMY YTO OH MHCTPYMeHTaIM3UpyeT
JIIOfIeVt: HaIlpyIMep, 10 HeMY MMPOBOVI CYIbsl MOXKET
BBIHECTV pellleHVe O Ka3HV HEBMHHOIO dYeJIoBe-
Ka, 4TOOBI YCIIOKOUTH yrpoxatomtyto Toiy (Foot,
1967, p. 8), wiiu Bpad MOXeT JINIINUTD KU3HW OJHO-

to basic medical services due to racism, ageism
or sexism.

This approach is still useful when circum-
stances change and resources are scarce, but
it is insufficient. During the coronavirus pan-
demic, the demand for ICU beds and vaccines
has been so great that we have had to prioritise
some people over others, which means that, al-
though distribution schemes are applied impar-
tially, people are subject to unequal treatment.
It seems obvious to nearly all medical ethicists,
triage committees and public health officials
that, in times of scarcity, people’s prognostical-
ly relevant circumstances — comorbidities, age
and so on — are morally relevant, and that this
position can be held alongside the belief in the
equal value of all human life.

The utilitarian, by contrast, can make sense
of maximising happiness in terms of addition-
al life-years, but, on its own, this leads to mor-
ally problematic consequences. Philosophers
often object to utilitarianism because it instru-
mentalises people: for example, it would have
a magistrate frame and execute an innocent
person to calm a threatening mob (Foot, 1967,
p. 8), or it would have a doctor kill one healthy
person and distribute organs to five other peo-
ple who need transplants (Thomson, 1985,
p. 1396). Regarding the distribution of scarce
medical resources during the coronavirus pan-
demic, utilitarianism could have us deprior-
itise poor people for treatment because they
tend to have worse outcomes (Ogedegbe et al.,
2020), or it could have us vaccinate people with
more “social value” — usually straight, rich,
white churchgoers — ahead of others (Alexan-
der, 1962). On a strictly utilitarian view, young-
er people would be valued over older people
because they have more life-years left or they
have greater prospects for happiness, not be-
cause age is a prognostically relevant indica-
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rO 3I0pOBOTO YeJloBeKa ¥ pasfaTh OpPraHBI IISTU
IPYTVM JIIOASAM, HYXIAIOMIMMCS B TpaHCIUIaHTa-
i (Thomson, 1985, p. 1396). Uro kacaetcst pac-
HIperiesleHns CKyIHBIX MEAVIIVHCKIIX PecypcoB BO
BpeM:i ITaHIeMUV KOPOHaBVIPYCa, TO yTUIIUTAPU3M
MOXXET 3aCTaBUTh HAC He yJIeJIsTh IlepBOOYepeIHO-
TO BHVMAaHMS JIEUeHMIO OeTHBIX JIIOMIEeVI, IIOTOMY
YTO y HMX 0OBIYHO XyXke pe3ysnbTarhl (Ogedegbe,
Ravenell, Adhikari et al.,, 2020), vt >xe 0H MOXeT
3aCTaBUTh HaC BaKIIMHVPOBATH JIIOHEV C Oosiblten
«COIVIAJTBHOVI IIEHHOCTBIO» — OOBIYHO IVCTeH/IeP-
HBIX, OOraThIx, OeJIbIX IPUX0XKaH — paHbIlle JIpy-
rux (Alexander, 1962). C Touku 3peHMsI CTPOro-
ro YTWINTapU3Ma MOJIOfble JIIoy OyIyT IIeHUThb-
Cs1 BBIIIIE TIOXWMJIBIX, IIOTOMY YTO Y HMX OCTasIoCh
Goribllle JIeT XXM3HU VIV Y HUX OoJIbllle Iepcriek-
TUB Ha CYaCThe, a He IIOTOMY, YTO BO3PACT SBJISETCS
IIPOTHOCTMYECKN 3HAYMMBIM IIOKa3aTejleM Bepo-
SITHOCTU BBDKVBAHWS. YTWINTApU3M BBI3BIBAET Y
MHOT VX JIIOZIEVI MOpaJIbHBIe BO3PaKeHVIs], IIOCKOITb-
Ky OH He IIpM3HaeT PaBHOIO IIpaBa KaXKJO0ro 4esIo-
BeKa Ha XXVM3HB. DTO IIMPOKO PacIIpOoCTpaHeHHas!
MopaJIbHas VMHTYVIIVS, ITO3TOMY CYIIEeCTBYIOIIVe
PYKOBOJICTBA IO pacIIpeesIeHI IO OrpaHMUeHHbIX
MEIIVITMHCKIX PecypcoB OIeHVMBAIOT liejIble K3~
HV B JIONIOJ/IHEHVIe K TOflaM JKV3HV U He YUUThIBa-
IOT COITMaIbHYIO 1IeHHOCTD YesIoBeKa IIpy oIrpeie-
JIEHVV €70 IIPVIOPUTETHOCTY [IJI5 JIeUeH s

OnHo BO3MO)KHOe BO3paskeHHe

[Tpexxie yem IIOABECTM WUTOIWM, s JOJIDKEH W3-
JIOKWUTH OrpaHMYeHVe MOero aHaimsa. B mjanmnom
paboTe s He paccMaTpuBaiO BOIIPOC O TOM, ZeV-
CTBUTEJIHHO JIVI B MUpe OBbIBalOT BpeMeHa JI0CTaT-

* YT1o0Bl MCKIIIOYNTD SVIPKM3M W 3alIUTUTBCS OT 3TOrO
HPOsIBJIEHNs yTWINTapWU3Ma, PYKOBOJCTBA IIO TPUaXy
yCTaHaBJIMBAIOT KOHKPETHBIVI [IEPVOLT IUISE OIIpesIesIeHsE
IIOJITOCPOYHBIX Hepcrextns. Viccmemosarenn mn3 ITnrrc-
Oyprckoro yausepcurera (White, Katz, Luce et al., 2020),
HAIIpUMep, OIPEIEISIOT [OJITOCPOYHbIE IEPCIIeKTUBBI
KaK BEPOATHOCTD BbDKMBaHVA Yepe3 IATh JIET ITOCJI€ BbI-
mvickn. OHM He YYUTBIBAIOT TOIIOJTHUTEJIbHBIE T'OObI I10-
CJIe 3TOro, IIOTOMY IIOXKIIIOV YeJI0BEK, KOTOPBIV, CKOpee
BCETO, IIPOXXMBET €1l IIATh JIET, [10 KOJINYECTBY JIET XKI3-
HM paBeH MOJIOIOMY YeJIOBEKY, KOTOPBIN, CKOpee BCero,
IIPOXXVBET elIle IISITH/IECST JIET.
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tor of the likelihood of survival.® Utilitarianism
strikes many people as morally objectionable
because it does not recognise everyone’s equal
right to life. This is a widely held moral intui-
tion, so existing guidelines for the distribution
of scarce medical recourses value whole lives in
addition to life-years and do not consider a per-
son’s social value in determining their priority
for treatment.

One Possible Objection

Before concluding, I must acknowledge a
limitation of my analysis. One issue that I am
not addressing in this paper is whether there
ever really are times of plenty. Within a given
country, the poor consistently struggle to claim
healthcare resources and the wealthy resist put-
ting sufficient public support behind making
such resources available to the underserved.
More broadly, globally rich nations have tend-
ed not to sufficiently support international
programmes of medical prevention and treat-
ment (of malaria, HIV, tuberculosis, measles
and more). Under the circumstances, one could
question whether we are using the principle of
utility properly when we focus on maximising
the life-years of our fellow citizens.

One of the advantages of utilitarianism is
its impartiality and global scope. A utilitari-
an may well say that people in the developed
world are relatively wealthy and healthy, and
that they are less likely to die than people in

8To rule out ageism and guard against this implication
of utilitarianism, triage guidelines establish a set period
to define long-term prospects. The University of Pitts-
burgh (White, Katz et al., 2020), for example, defines
long-term prospects as the likelihood of survival five
years after discharge. They do not consider additional
years beyond that, so an elderly person who is likely to
live five more years is, in terms of life-years, equal to a
young person who is likely to live fifty more years.
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Ka. B mpemestax ofHOVI cTpaHbI OeHBIE TIOCTOSTHHO
GoproTCs 3a pecypchl 3 paBooXpaHeH s, a boraTele
COIIPOTUBIISIOTCS. TOMY, YTOOBI OOIIIeCTBEHHOCTH
OKas3bIBajla JOCTATOUHYIO MOAJIEPXKKY B oOecrieve-
HWV JOCTYITHOCTY TaKVX PecypcoB I Majtoo0ec-
IIeYeHHBIX CJI0eB HacesleHMs. B Ooriee mmipokom
CMBICIIe I7100aJIbHO OoraTele CTpaHbl, KaK IIPaBuiIo,
HEJIOCTAaTOYHO TOIAEPXKMBAIOT MeXKIyHapOIHbIe
MIPOrPaMMBbI MEAVIIVIHCKOV TTPOPVITAKTVKI U JTe-
uvenus (Maszsipum, BUY, TyGepKkysiesa, Kopu 11 T. 1.).
B aTmx oOcrosTenbcTBaX MOXKHO 3a1aThCs BOIIPO-
COM, TIPABVUIBHO JIVI MBI VICIIOJIb3Y€eM ITPVHIIVIII I10-
JIE3HOCTY, Korja poKycupyeMcsl Ha MaKCHUMM3a-
LIV KOJTMYeCTBa JIeT )KM3HY HaIIMX COrpakIaH.

OnmHMM 13 IpeVMYIIIeCcTB yTUIUTapU3Ma SBIIs-
eTCs ero OecIpUCTPacTHOCTD M IJI00aIBHBIV Mac-
mtad. YTvmmTapucT BIIOJIHE MOXeT CKasaTbh, YTO
JIIOOV B PasBUTBIX CTPaHAX MUPA OTHOCUTEIIHHO
GoraTel 11 3IOPOBBL U Y HVIX MEHBIIIE IIIaHCOB yMe-
peTh, UeM y JIIOHeV B Pa3BMBAIOIINIXCS CTPaHaX.
ITostomy CIIIA n npyrue 3amaHble IIPOMBIIIICH-
HO pasBUTHIe CTpaHbl — JII00asi CTpaHa, TpaKaaHe
KOTOPOVI MIMEIOT JIOCTYI K afleKBaTHOV OOJIbHIIY-
HOVI IIOMOIIY, — HOJ/DKHBI OTIIPABJISATH BCE CBOU
BaKIVIHBI B 3TU ApPyrue CTpaHbl, I7e OHW IIpu-
HecyT Oosbirie TIOB3bI". UTO KacaeTcss KOHKpeT-
HO HaIMOHAJIBHBIX IIpMopuTeToB, KaHT MoXeT
VIMETb OOBSICHUTEIIPHOE ITPEVIMYIIIeCTBO, YUNUTHI-
Basl ero KOHIIEMIINIO CIIPaBeIIMBOCTI B TOCYIap-
CTBe U TeX OOsI3aHHOCTEVI, KOTOpble TOCYAapCTBO
HecCeT IIeper] CBOVMM I'PaKIaHaM.

Onnaxko mosiesHocTh dustocodpum Kanra mme-
€T V1 ApyT1ie orpaHm4eHVs. MHoOrve cTpaHbl UCTO-
pUYecKy cumTav OeIHbIX, OOIBHBIX, VIHBAJIVIIOB
VI MUTPaHTOB (PVMHAHCOBBIM OpeMeHeM IS IIeH-
HOTO HaceJIeHNsI — eBreHmJecKas ies, KOTOPYIO
YacTO OIpaBIbIBaJIV CCBUIKAMU Ha YTVIINTapU3M.
Onnako B Hay4YHBIX KpyTraxX IIPOIOJDKAIOTCS CIIO-
PBI O TOM, MOXKHO JIVI VICIIOJIB30BaTh akIeHT KaHTa
Ha yBaXeHWUM K JIMYHOCTY [IJIs IIPeOoJIeHNs Ta-
KVIX IIpeIpacCyIKOB WJIV e OH, Ha00OpOT, yCuIn-
BaeT 1x (cM., Hantpumep: Mills, 2005; Allais, 2016).

19 BecripmcTpacTHOE OTHOLIIEHE YTWINTapICTa Hanboriee
4eTKO BbIpakeHO ITnrepom CuHrepoM B 113BeCTHOV CTa-
The «['0J1071, HOCTAaTOK 1 HPaBCTBEHHOCTD» (Singer, 1972).
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the developing world. Therefore, the U.S. and
other Western industrialised countries — any
country whose citizens have access to adequate
hospital care — should send all their vaccines
to these other countries, where they would do
more good.” With regard to national priorities
specifically, Kant may have an explanatory ad-
vantage, given his conception of justice within
a state and the duties that a state has to its cit-
izens.

The usefulness of Kant’s philosophy has
different limitations, however. Many coun-
tries have historically understood the poor, the
sick, the disabled and migrants to be financial
burdens on the valuable population — a eu-
genicist idea often justified with reference to
utilitarianism. But there is ongoing scholarly
debate about whether Kant’s emphasis on re-
spect for persons can be used to overcome, or
instead reinforces, such prejudices (see, e.g.,
Mills, 2005; Allais, 2016). The Kantian princi-
ple of vulnerability, according to which other
people being at increased risk of harm is mor-
ally salient, has been politicised to position the
“socially valuable” as vulnerable to financial
burdens by those who are socially not-valued/
marginalised — and whose medical vulner-
abilities are then denied or disavowed. All of
this sets up a zero-sum game in which there
is never a time of plenty, in which resources
spent caring for the medically vulnerable may
be seen as harming (that is, detracting from the
freedom or well-being of) those who are so-
cially valued.

Although these are important problems to
address, they go beyond the scope of this pa-
per. I am evaluating existing triage and dis-
tribution guidelines against the Kantian and

 The utilitarian’s attitude of impartiality is expressed
most clearly and famously by Peter Singer in “Famine,
Affluence, and Morality” (1972).



KaHTraHCKMIT IIPUHIINIT YSA3BUMOCTH, COIJIACHO
KOTOPOMY MOpPAJIBHO 3HAYMMBIM SIBJISIETCS TIOBBI-
IIEHHBIVI PUCK IIPUYMHEHNS Bpela APYTUM JIo-
OsM, ObUI TIOJIMTWU3MPOBAH, YTOOBI IO3MIIVIOHW-
POBaTh «COIVAJIBHO IIEHHBIX» KaK YS3BUMBIX IS
¢priHaHCOBOrO OpeMeHV CO CTOPOHBI TeX, KTO CO-
IIVIQJIBHO He IIeHNTCs / MaprHaIV3VPOBaH U Ubs
MeIWITMHCKas YA3BMMOCTD 3aTeM OTPUIIAeTCs VTN
me3aBympyeTcs. Bce 3To cosmaeT urpy ¢ HyJeBOM
CyMMOVI, B KOTOPOVI HUKOrga He ObIBaeT BpeMe-
HV [I0CTaTKa, B KOTOPOVI Pecypchl, IOTpadeHHbIe
Ha 3a00Ty O MeIVIIVHCKI YSI3BUMBIX, MOT'YT pac-
CMaTpUBaThCsl KaK YOBITKM MM yiepO (To, 4To
yIemsIsieT cBOOOLy vV 0J1arorosiy4ne) TeM, KTO
COLMaJIPHO 3HAYVIM.

Xotst 3TO BaXkKHBIe IIpo0IIeMBl, Tpebyroriye pe-
IIIeHVIsT, OHVI BBIXOIAT 3a PaMKV JTaHHOW paboTBHL.
Sl olleHMBaO CyIIECTBYIOIIVE PYKOBOICTBA IO
TPUaXy ¥ pacIipeliesIeHNIO Ha IIpeIMeT COOTBeT-
CTBUS KQaHTOBCKVIM VI YTVJIUTAPHBIM IIPVHIIVIIAM,
K KOTOPBIM $IBHO WJIVI HESIBHO alleJUIMPYIOT TOCYy-
IapCTBeHHBIE MOINTMKIL. Takasl MOJIMTMKA CTpe-
MWTCS OTJIaBaTh IIPEIIIOYTEHIE HaceJIeHVIIO CBOEVT
CTpaHBl, JTaKe eCJIVI MOpaJIbHblIe O0SI3aHHOCTI BbI-
XOJISIT 3@ IIpefiesTbl TPaHmI] 3ToVt cTpaHbl. OHa Tak-
Ke OTpa’kaeT, KaK ITpaBIJIo, OOIIIVie IIpeipacCyaKm
VI TIOJITITYEeCKOe JIaBJIeHVIe, KOTOPBIE OIIPeNesIsioT
IIpyIMeHeHVie OOIIIeCTBOM OOSI3aHHOCTEVI CIIpaBe]l-
JIVIBOCTIA

3ak/IroueHme:;
IUTIOpaIvcTUdecKie MHTY I

Bo BpemeHna gocrarka Teopus npasa KanTta n
YTWINTApU3M VIMEIOT IOBOJIBHO CXOXMe CJlefl-
CTBUSI, TaK YTO He TpebyeTcs Jie1aTh BEIOOp MeX-
ny auMn. Ho Bo BpemeHa neduiinta oHI BelyT B
pasHbIX HarrpasiieHVsX. Hu Teopus npasa Kanra,
HU yTWwInTapmsM Mt camu o cebe He MOTyT
BMECTUTBH ITUUECKIEe 00s3aTeIbCTBa, KOTOPhIe 3a-
KpeIyleHbl B OOJIBIITMHCTBE CYIIeCTBYIOIINIX PYKO-
BOJZICTB TIO pacIipeieIeHIIO JIeueHs cpean 3a00-
nesrx COVID-19 u o pacriperiesieHMIO BaKLIIH
Cpezy 30POBBIX.
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utilitarian principles to which public poli-
cy-makers appeal, whether implicitly or explic-
itly. Such policies tend to privilege a country’s
own population, even though moral obligations
extend beyond a country’s borders. They also
tend to reflect common prejudices and political
pressures that shape a community’s application
of duties of justice.

Conclusion:
Pluralistic Intuitions

In times of plenty, Kant’s theory of right and
utilitarianism have similar enough implications
that a choice does not need to be made between
them. But in times of scarcity, they lead in dif-
ferent directions. Neither Kant’s theory of right
nor Mill’s utilitarianism can, on its own, accom-
modate the ethical commitments that are en-
shrined in most of the existing guidelines for
distributing treatment to those who are infected
with COVID-19 and for distributing vaccines to
those who are at risk of infection.

The deliberative process by which we eval-
uate our existing guidelines for triage and
vaccine distribution, and the principles that un-
derlie them, is an example of the community
undergoing a process of wide reflective equilib-
rium. In public policy discussions about what
to do when the state declares crisis standards
of care, we are not only testing moral beliefs
against other beliefs and bedrock principles
(narrow reflective equilibrium), but we are also
testing general principles against our moral
intuitions. In ethics, sometimes a compelling
moral theory ought to correct our intuitions,
and, if the theory is wrong or inadequate on its
own, sometimes our moral intuitions ought to
correct the theory. If we as a community val-
ue both whole lives and life-years, and if I am
right that Kant and Mill cannot accommodate
both commitments, then either we ought to re-
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CosBertaresIbHBIN IIPOLIECC, B XOIe KOTOPOrO MBI
OlleHVBaeM CYIIeCTBYIOIIe PyKOBOACTBa 10 TpU-
aXXy ¥ pacIIpeie/IeHIIO BaKIIVH, a TaKXXe IIPUHIIV-
IIbl, JIeXXalllyie B VX OCHOBe, SIBJISeTCSl IIPUIMEepOM
TOTO, KaK COOOIIECTBO HAXOAMUTCS B IIOVICKE IITVPO-
KOro pedieKTMBHOIO paBHOBecus. B 1y0GrmanOmM
HOJINTIYECKOV IVICKYCCUU O TOM, KaK cjleflyeT Io-
CTymaTh, KOIja TOCYAAPCTBO OOBSBIISET KPU3VIC-
Hble CTaHJaPThI OKa3aHVS MEIVIIVHCKOV TIOMOIIIV,
MBI He TOJIBKO IIpOBepsieM MOpaJIbHble yOex e s
B COOTHOLIIEHWUVI C JPYIMMM YOeXXIEHMSIMI 1 OC-
HOBOIOJIaraloMy OpUHIOMIaMKu (y3Koe ped-
JIEKTMBHOe paBHOBecHe), HO 1 TecTupyeM oOliye
HNPVHINIIBEL B COOTHOIIEHWVI C HallleVl HpaBCTBeH-
HOVI VIHTyWMIIMeN. B aTuke mHorga yOemmrerpHas
MoOpaJIbHasl Teopwisl [OJDKHA CKOPPeKTHpPOBaTh
Hallly MHTYUIINIO, a eCJIV Teopusi caMa 110 cebe He-
BepHa WIN HeajleKBaTHa, TO MHOITIa HaIll HpaB-
CTBeHHBIe VHTYWUIWM IO/DKHBI VCIIPaBUTh Teo-
puro. Ecyiit MBI Kak 0OIIecTBO IEHMM Kak IiesIble
JKM3HM, TaK ¥ TOABI XXVU3HU U €CJIU 5 IIpaB B TOM,
uro KaHT 11 Mmyu1h He MOT'yT coryiacoBaTh 00a 00s-
3aTeJIbCTBa, TOr/Ia 4100 HaM cileyeT OTKa3aThCsd OT
HallIVX HPaBCTBEHHBIX MHTYWUIIUI OTHOCUTEIBHO
pacipenesieHNs CKYAHBIX MEAVIIVIHCKIIX pecypcoB
u, BMecte ¢ KarroMm i MmynreM, 1IeHUTh TOJIBKO
LieJIble YKU3H VIJIV TOIbI XKV3H, 4100 MBI JOJIKHBI
IIOIIBITAThCSL KaK-TO CMHTE3MPOBaTh 3T [IBe I03U-
LIV, YTOOBI OHV OTpakasIvi IIPVHSITHIE HaMU 11eH-
HOCTVI, TIPVHIIUIIBI VI HaIll HPABCTBEHHBIN OIIBIT.
Ecym cy1mecTByoliyie pyKoOBOACTBa 10 TPUaxXy U
IIPOTOKOJIBI BAKIIVHAIIN SIBJISTIOTCS TOUHBIMM VH-
AVKaTOpaMy HalllX HPaBCTBEHHBIX MHTYWULIUN U
€CITV 3TV MHTYVIIUM OCOOEHHO CVITBHBI, TO MOX-
HO cJieJIaTh BBIBOJI, YTO Ta IIEHHOCTh, KOTOPYIO MBI
pugaeM Kak LeJIbIM XKM3HSM, TaK M CPOKY XWU3HM,
O3HavaeT, uTo Hy 3TuKa KaHTa, HU yTuamrapusm
camu 110 ceDe He SIBJISFOTCS JJOCTaTOYHBIMIAL

HenasHee smmimpuyeckoe viccsiejopaHvie Mapro
Kywuien u coaBropos (Kuylen, Kim, Keene, Owen,
2021) mogTBEpXXI1aeT MJIe O TOM, YTO Hallll VH-
TYyWUILIVY MMeHHO TakoBbl. Ha ocHOBe cepum «cose-
IIIaTeJIbHBIX CeMMHAPOB» OHM IIPUIIIIV K BBIBOILY
O TOM, UTO Y JIIOIIEVI €CTh «Tpyra/ia» HPaBCTBEHHBIX

ject our moral intuitions regarding the distri-
bution of scarce medical resources and, along
with Kant or Mill, value only whole lives or
life-years; or we should try to synthesise the
two positions somehow so that they reflect our
considered values, principles and moral experi-
ences. If existing triage guidelines and vaccine
protocols are accurate indicators of our moral
intuitions, and if those intuitions are especial-
ly strong, then the value given to both whole
lives and life-years seems to imply that neither
Kant’s ethics nor utilitarianism is sufficient on
its own.

A recent empirical study by Margot Kuylen
et al. (2021) supports the idea that this is
where our intuitions lie. Based on a series of
“deliberative workshops,” they conclude that
people have a “triad” of moral commitments:
an “equality principle” that respects all peo-
ple’s equal worth, an “efficiency principle”
that values saving the most lives and a “vul-
nerability principle” that protects people who
are socially disadvantaged. Although the re-
searchers do not phrase it like this, people
seem to be committed to utilitarian reason-
ing with Kantian guardrails in place to pro-
tect people’s equal intrinsic value. These three
principles also map closely onto the four prin-
ciples of Beauchamp and Childress: auton-
omy involves an equal respect for people’s
personhood, beneficence and nonmaleficence
are concerned with promoting happiness and
avoiding harm, and justice is meant to protect
against unfair treatment.

Bringing our moral intuitions to bear on tra-
ditional theories gives some sense of the values
and obligations that any successful practical
philosophy would have to justify. Providers
have a personal obligation not to discriminate
and communities have a collective obligation
to treat people impartially. When necessary,
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OPVIEHTVIPOB: «IIPVHIIAII PaBEHCTBa», KOTOPBIN
yBaXkaeT paBHYIO IIeHHOCTBb BCex JIIOHeVl; «IIpuH-
1mIl 3 PeKTMBHOCTI», KOTOPBIV LIEHUT CIIaceHve
HaMOOJIBIIIEr0 KOJIMYecTBa JKM3HEV; <« IIPVUHIINII
YsI3BVIMOCTW», KOTOPBIVI 3alllMILaeT JIIOIen, Haxo-
ISITNIXCS B COLMaIBHO HeOJIarompusTHOM II0JIO-
KeHVM. XOTs vicCTleZioBaTeIt He (pOpMYIIMpPYIOT
3TO TaKuM 00Opa3oM, JIFOIM, IIOXOXe, IIprBepKe-
HBI YTUJIUTAPHOMY MBIITUIEHNIO C KaHTVAHCKIMU
OrpaHMYeHVSMY, 3alUIIAOMIVIMY PaBHYIO BHY-
TPEHHIOI0 [IEHHOCTB JIIOfel. DTV TPV IIPVHIIIIA
TaK>ke TeCHO CBsi3aHbI C YeTBIPbMS IIPUHIIUIIAMNI
brraamra n Ynigpecca: aBToHOMMSA IO pasyMeBa-
€T paBHOe yBakeHVe K JIMYHOCTH JIofeN, O1aro-
TBOPHOCTB VI HeIIpUUYVIHEeHVe Bpea HarlpaBIeHbl
Ha COZEVICTBIE CUACTBHIO VI IIpeIOTBpallleHe Bpe-
713, a CIIPaBeJIMBOCTD IIPM3BaHa 3aIIUTUTh OT He-
YeCTHOrO OOparreHvs.

CorocTaBiieHNe HalllX HPaBCTBEHHBIX VHTY-
VLUV C TPAJUIIVIOHHBIMY TEOPUSMU J1aeT HeKO-
TOpOe IIpeJCTaBIIeHie O IIEHHOCTSIX M 00s3aHHO-
CTsIX, KOTOPbIe I0JKHAa 000CHOBATB JII00as yCIIelt-
Hasl IpakTideckas pvutocodns. Menvky MMeoT
JIMYHOe 00s3aTeIbCTBO He IOITyCKaTh IVCKPVMMU-
HaIMM, a Ccoo0ImecTBa — KOJUIEKTMBHOE 00s13a-
TEJIBCTBO OTHOCUTBCS K JIFOIISIM OeCcIIprcTpacTHO.
B cirydae HeoOXomyMoCTH, HaIIpyMep B YCIIOBUSIX
nedpuiinTa, I0JDKEH CYIeCTBOBATh CIIOCO0 OTHaTh
IIpeIouTeHe OTHWUM JIIOSM Iiepef, APYTVMIL
PaccraHOBKa IIPVOPUTETOB IOJDKHA MaKCVIMM3V-
poBaTh TIOJIOKWUTEIIbHBIe pe3ysIbTaThl, KaK IieJIble
KVM3HM, TaK ¥ YIOBJIETBOPEHVe IIPefIIOuTeHNT],
Y IIPUBOIUTE K CIIpaBe[lJIMBOMY pacIIperie/IeHIIO
6mar. KanTmaHcTBO JIyullle 0OOCHOBBIBaeT paBHOe
oOpailtieHne, IIeHHOCTD 11eJI0M XM3HU 1 3a00Ty O
TOM, YTO MOXeT IOTpebOBaThCsl OTIEIBHBIM JIIO-
IsIM. YTVUIIMTapyVI3M JIydliie TIOAXOONT 1 OO0CHO-
BaHMs HepaBHOro oOpallleHus (Hapsay ¢ paBHBIM
y4eTOM MHTePecoB), IIeHHOCTI CYacThbs U 3pdek-
TUBHOI'O VICTIOJIB30BaHMS OOIIIeCTBEHHBIX pecyp-
coB. OueBMIHO, YTO MBI IIEHMUM BCe 3TV IPUHIIN-
IIBI B Halleyt 60pb0e ¢ maHgeMuer1, II03TOMY Hallla
HpaBCTBeHHas MHTYMLINS MOOJIepX/BaeT ¥ KaH-
TMAHCTBO, M yTWwiInTapusM. Takum obpa3oM, BOB-
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as in times of scarcity, there must be a way to
prioritise some people over others. Prioritisa-
tion should maximise positive outcomes, both
whole lives and the satisfaction of preferenc-
es, and it should result in a just distribution of
goods. Kantianism is better equipped to justify
equal treatment, the value of whole lives and a
concern for what is owed to individuals. Utili-
tarianism is better equipped to justify unequal
treatment (alongside equal consideration of in-
terests), the value of happiness and the efficient
use of public resources. Clearly, we value all
these principles in our pandemic response, so
our moral intuitions support both Kantianism
and utilitarianism. Subjecting these theories to
the process of reflective equilibrium thus sup-
ports the idea that neither theory is sufficient,
both are necessary, and we need to combine
them somehow.

Several philosophers have attempted to
synthesise Kantianism and utilitarianism in de-
veloping their own moral theories. Beauchamp
and Childress’s principlism is only one mod-
el for how to combine our personal obligation
to help, not to harm and to respect individu-
al autonomy with our collective commitment
to promote justice. Of course, principlism may
not be right,'? but, as I have argued in this pa-
per, it takes us in the right direction. There
is reason to believe that we will make more
philosophical progress if we soften our com-
mitment to theoretical purity and pay more

10 Among other things, principlism has been criticised
for being insufficiently systematic because its appeal
to common sense lacks a unified theoretical basis and
thus leads to contradictory conclusions (Clouser and
Gert, 1990). This is a risk with any form of moral plu-
ralism. Beauchamp and Childress (2019, p. 385) them-
selves hesitate to call principlism a moral theory: “We
present an organised system of principles and engage
in systematic reflection and argument; but we present
only some elements of a general moral theory.”
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JledeHe 3TUX TeOpUI B IIporecc pedrieKTBHO-
IO paBHOBECHS ITO3BOJISIET CIeIIaTh BBIBOM, YTO HU
OJTHA 13 HVIX He SIBJISIeTCS IOCTaTOYHOVI, 00e HeoO-
XOIMMBL I TpeOyeTcs X HEKOTOpoe codeTaHVIe.

HexoTtopsle ¢prtocodbl IIBITaIVICh CUHTE3NPO-
BaTh KAHTMAHCTBO U yTVWINTAPVI3M IIPU pa3padoT-
Ke cOOCTBEHHBIX MOpaJIbHBIX Teopuit. [IpuHINTIa-
mvsM brgamma n Ynigpecca — 3TO MINb OfHA
13 MoJIeJIert TOro, Kak COBMeCTUTh Hallly JINMUHYIO
00s13aHHOCTH OKas3bIBaTh ITOMOINb, HE BPEOWUTH U
yBakaTh MHIAVBUIYAIBHYIO aBTOHOMMIO C HaIllel
KOJJIEKTVIBHOIL COIEVICTBOBATDH
cupaserymBocTy. KoHeYHO, mpaBoTa IIpMHIINIIA-
JIM3Ma He JJOKa3aHa'!, HO, KaK I IIPOJIeMOHCTPUPO-
BaJl BBIITIE, OH BeJIeT HacC B ITPaBMJIFHOM HalTpaBJle-
HuM. EcTb 0OcHOBaHMS HOJIAraTh, YTO MBI JIOOLEMCS
Gosbirero drIocodpckoro mporpecca, ecii CMsr-
YYM Hallly IIPVBEP’KEHHOCTh TEOPeTIYeCKOV Ul-
CTOTe ¥ yzeM OoJIbllle BHUMAHMS IIPUHIINUIIAM,
KOTOpPBIe MBI JIeVICTBUTEJIBHO BOIUIOIIAeM IIPU pe-
IIEHMY HAIIMX MOpaIbHBIX IIpo0JIeM, BKJIIOYast
0co0ble TIpo0IIEMBI, C KOTOPBIMY MBI CTaJIKMBaEM-
Cs1 BO BpeMs ITaHIeMUV KOpOHaBupyca.

00s13aHHOCTBIO

baazodapnocmu. Cmamus nodeomobiena Ha oc-
HoBe doxaada, npedcmabaenrozo Ha Bmopoil kondpe-
peryuu aabopamopuu «Kanmuanckaa payuonass-
Hocmw» «Kanmuanckas payuoHaisHocms 6 amuxe: oc-
HoBanus1, npumenenus, Boi306o» 6 mae 2021 e. 4 Boi-
paxaio 64a200apHOCIb 0P2AHUSAMOPAM U YUACHIHU-
Kkam koHgpeperyuu, ocoberno Mapmuny Hlmuxepy u
Tomacy LImypmy, 3a ux 3ameuanus u npedsoKeHus:.
Kpome moeo, 5 61a200apen Cunmuu Koy 3a yeHHvie
Kommenmapuu 6o Bpems dopabomxu cmamvi.

! TloMrMO IpoOYero, IMPUHIININAIN3M KPUTHUKYIOT 3a
HEJIOCTaTOYHYI0  CUCTEMATUYHOCTb, ITOCKOJIBKY — €ro
ameIUIAIVS K 3/IpaBOMY CMBICITY He VIMeeT efVTHOVI Teope-
TIUYeCKOVT OCHOBBI 1, TaKM 00pa3oM, IIPUBONUT K IIPO-
tBopeunseiM BeiBogaM (Clouser, Gert, 1990). DTo pumck
TUTs TTE06071 (POPMBI MOPAITFHOTO TUTIOpasi3Ma. brraamrr
Ywnripece caMyt He PeITaroTcs Ha3bIBaTh ITPUHITHTIAIVI3M
Teopuert Mopant: «MBI IIpeACcTaBIIsieM YIIOPSALOYeHHYIO
CUICTEMy IMPWHIIAIIOB VI 3aHMMAaeMCs CUCTeMaTIecKo
pediiexcmert n pa3dbopoM IOBOHOB; HO MBI IIpeICTaBIIs-
€M JINIIIb HEKOTOPbIe 37IeMeHThI OOIIelt TeOpMM MOpasIn»

(Beauchamp, Childress, 2019, p. 385).
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attention to the principles we actually use in
addressing our moral challenges, including the
special challenges we face during the coronavi-
rus pandemic.
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YAOK 1(091):17
HATYPAJINI3UPYI KAHTA

@. Kumuep'

Tpembva hopmyaupoba Kameaoputecko2o umnepani-
6a pedko nosyqaem cmoabko BHUMAHUS, CKOABKO Yoeasen-
cs ee npeduiecrnbernuyam. Leaw dannotl paboms. — paspa-
bomka Hamypasucmuieckozo 100xooa xk Mopaiu, 600xHob-
AeHH020 Konyenyuel Kanma o MopaivHbix azenmax Kax 3a-
KoHoOamensax 6 yapcmbe yeaeil. Boimexatousue u3 mpembveil
hopmyaupobxu kanmobBexuil koHcmpyxmubusm [Dx. Poasa
u koumpaxmyasusm T. M. Cxanaona bausku x Kanmy no
uacmu  udeaiusayuu npoyecca 3axoxooamerscméa. i
Poasa epaxoane kanmobekoeo «yapcmbBa» moeym 0Ovimob
cBedenvl K 00HOMY-e0uHcmBenHomy npedcmabumento Geex,
KOMOopowlil pasmvluiisiem 3a 3anabecom Hebedenis, npume-
HASL MuHumaxcroe Moiusenue. CKaHioH npednosaeaem u
Opyeux 3axonodameseil, HO A1000e NOMeEHYUALLHOE PASHO-
obpasue cpedu HUX OMMEHACMCS MPAHCUCIIOPUHECKUMU
KanoHamu pasyma. A, nanpomub, paccmampubaro mopars
Kkak ucmopuvecku pasbubaroujyloca nocpeocmbom  63a-
umodeicmbus mexoy A00bMU ¢ pasHuiMu 632420amMu U
KOHbAuKmyowumu. yeasimu. 3a0a4a meopuu MOpaiu co-
cmoum 6 mom, 4mobv. nocmpoums coombemcmbyousyio
Memodos02uio 045 ynpabrenus ux ouckyccuamu. Mot Ha-
mypaiusoBannviii Kanm desaem nepBuie wiaeu. Mopaas 6o3-
Huxaem 6 pesyavmanme NPUSHAHUA NPoOAEMHbIX CUMYAY U,
Komopole Buiabasiomea npexde Bceeo nymem paccmompe-
HUSA XKAA00 peasvHblx A100eil, oyeHku ux obocHoBanHocmu
U noucka nymetl ux ucnpabrenus, xo20a 000cHoBanHoCHb
nooméepsxoaemca. Obuecmba (1 omoesvtvie A100u) 000U-
Baromecs MopasbHo20 npoepecca, k020a oHu 0dcyxoatom (uau
umumupytom obcysoerue) 6 coombemcmbuu ¢ mpems Hop-
mamu. B obcyxdenue doaxHbL 0bims Bobaeuenst Bce, Ha K020
OHO NOMEHYUANLHO MOXKeN NoBAUAMY, 00AKHA UCNOAb30-
Gamvea HauAyUUAA O0CIYNHAS UHDOPMAUUA; YHACTIHUKU
00/KHbL CIPEMUMBCS. K PesyAbmanty, Komopuii 6ce mo2ym
npunamo. Hackoavko darex namyparusobannsii Kanm om
camoeo Beauxozo gpusocogpa? £ ocmabasto amom Bonpoc Ha
ycMomperue cneyuaiicnob-kanmobedos.

KatoueBuie cro8a: kameeopuueckutl umnepamub, mpe-
Mo opMyAUpoBKa, MOpatbHAS PUAOCOPUA, HAMYPAAU3M,
MOpALBHYITL NIpogpecc, MopatbHas Meno0oaoeus, Poas, Ckamaon

! dutocodpekmit dpakysbreT, Kommymouiickmin
VHVIBEPCUTET. ~

CIIIA, 10027, Hero-Vopk, AMmcrepram-aBeHnto, 1150,
®drtocodpu-xorwi, 708.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 02.09.2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-1-5

NATURALISING KANT
Ph. Kitcher!

The third formulation of the Categorical Imper-
ative rarely receives the attention devoted to its pre-
decessors. This paper aims to develop a naturalistic
approach to morality inspired by Kant’s conception of
moral agents as legislating in a Kingdom of Ends. Posi-
tions derived from the third formulation, John Rawls’s
Kantian Constructivism and T. M. Scanlon’s Contrac-
tualism, cleave closely to Kant in idealising the process
of legislation. For Rawls, the citizens of the Kantian
Reich can be reduced to one, a representative of all, who
deliberates behind the veil of ignorance using minimax
reasoning. Scanlon includes other lawmakers, but any
potential diversity among them is overridden by trans-
historical canons of reason. By contrast, I view moral-
ity as developing historically through the interactions
among people with different views and conflicting
aims. The task of moral theory is to construct an appro-
priate methodology to govern their deliberations. My
naturalised Kant takes the first steps. Morality arises
from the recognition of problematic situations, identi-
fied first by listening to the complaints of actual people,
by judging whether they are warranted, and by seeking
to amend them when the warrant is confirmed. Societ-
ies (and individuals) make moral progress when they
deliberate (or simulate deliberations) in accordance
with three norms. All those potentially affected should
be included; the best available information should be
used,; and participants should aim for an outcome all
can accept. How far is naturalised Kant from the great
philosopher? I leave the answer to the scholars.

Keywords: Categorical Imperative, third formu-
lation, moral philosophy, naturalism, moral progress,
moral methodology, Rawls, Scanlon
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Hauny c¢ npusHanus®. 51 He SBIISIOCH CIIEIV-
armmcroM no Kanty. Ho, kak m ciiemyeT oXuaaTs,
g TIOHMMAIO, UTO JeJIaioT (1 He [IeJIaloT) yueHble-
KaHTOBeIBbL B 3TOT «30510TOM Bek M3yueHms Kan-
Ta» s MOT'y TOJIBKO BOCXMIIIAThCSI TIOSIBJISIOIIVIMI-
Csl VICTOPMYeCKM OOOCHOBaHHBIMM ¥ pryiocod-
CKM CJIOKHBIMM paboTamy. CoBpeMeHHasl HayKa O
Kanrte — 310 0Ha 113 )keMuy>XIH He IIPOCTO UCTO-
pum dpvstocodrn, HO 1 Beent prstocodpmm BooO1Ie.

[IaTbaecsaT vIM OKOJIO TOTO JIeT Hasaj, duiio-
codel MHOTIA 3a0penany B TekcThl KaHTa, BBIOO-
POYHO IIPOCMATPUBAIIVI VX M IIMCAJIVI CTaThU O
KaKOM-TO KOHKPETHOM IIOHSATWM, Te3Vce VIV ap-
ryMeHTe, KOTOPBIVI IIpVBJIeK MX BHUMaHMe. [Xo-
HataH benner n ITurep ®. Crpocon cranu nuo-
HepaM1 HalIpaB/IeHVs, KOTOpOe BOCIIPVHIMAJIO
KaHTa Kak coBpeMeHHUKa 1 VCIIOJIb30BaJIO €ro B
CBOMX COOCTBEeHHBIX prtocodckmx 1essax (Ben-
nett, 1966; Strawson, 1966). MeHee 13BecTHBIE aB-
TOPBI ITOCTIEIOBAJIV VX TIpUMepY. 51 ObLT oqHIM 113
HUX — 3afHTPUTOBaHHBIV HEKOTOPBIMU MMM
Kanra o MaremaTike, ero oH4TIEM alIPUOPHOTrO
1 ero cOOOpakeHSIMI O eMHCTBe HayK. Bo3Mox-
HO, KOe-4TO M3 TOrO, UTO IIOJIy4YMJIOCh B Pe3yilb-
TaTe, OKa3aJIOCh TI0JIE3HBIM JIa’ke IS HACTOAIIIVIX
crreraycTos. Ho, kakoBbsl Obl HM OBUIN IOCTO-
VHCTBA 3TOTrO KaHpa, 3Ta CTaThs IIpefjlaraeT pas-
MBIIIUIEHNISI B TOM e JTyXe.

II

OOBEKTOM MOVIX M3bICKAHVIVI SIBJISIETCSI KaHTOB-
CKMW TelITaJIbT, KOTOPhIV, KaK MHe KaXXeTcs, He
MOJIy4YWJI JOJDKHOro BHMMaHwms. Ha mont B3rran,
TpeTbsd (POPMYJIMpPOBKa KaTeropudeckoro vmile-
patuBa (AA 04, S. 431; KanT, 1997, c. 177) — 3T0
TaKWI YTEHOK Cpeay Tpex KaHTOBCKVIX BapyaH-
TOB, OTOPOIIIEHHBIVI B IIOJIb3y CBOVIX, OUeBUIHO 00-

2B moxiIaz;, KOTOPBIN 5 9iTal, ObUIV BHECEHBI HEKOTOPbIe
V3MEHEeHVsI, HO s IOoCcTapasicsl COXPaHUTh IlepBOHaYasIb-
HBIVI TOH. 3a IOIIePXKY, IPEeJIOKEHNS M KOHCTPYK-
TMBHBIe COBETHI 5 OitaromapeH [ssuny bakxépcry, Hune
Hmvurpuesont, Maptuny Ltuxkepy n Tomacy ITypmy.

Ph. Kitcher

I begin with an admission.? I am not a Kant
scholar. As you might expect, I know what
Kant scholars do (and do not do). In this “gold-
en age of Kant studies”, I can only admire the
historically informed and philosophically so-
phisticated work that is appearing. Contempo-
rary scholarship on Kant is not only one of the
jewels of the history of philosophy, but of phi-
losophy, period.

Fifty or so years ago, philosophers some-
times wandered into Kant’s texts, scavenged
selectively and wrote articles about some par-
ticular concept or thesis or argument that
caught their fancy. Jonathan Bennett and
P.F. Strawson pioneered the genre, treating
Kant as a contemporary, and using him for
their own philosophical purposes (Bennett,
1966; Strawson, 1966). Lesser folk followed suit.
I was one of them, intrigued by some of Kant’s
ideas about mathematics, by his notion of the
a priori and by his suggestions about the unity
of the sciences. Perhaps some of what resulted
was useful, even for real scholars. But, whatev-
er the merits of this genre, in this essay you are
fated to get more of the same.

II

The target of my scavenging is a Kantian Ge-
stalt that I consider not to have received its due.
To my mind, the third formulation of the Cate-
gorical Imperative (GMS, AA 04, p. 431; Kant,
2011, p. 91) is the ugly duckling of Kant’s three
versions, slighted in favour of its apparently

2Some changes have been made to the lecture I gave,
but I have tried to retain the original tone. For encour-
agement, suggestions, and constructive advice, I am
indebted to David Bakhurst, Nina Dmitrieva, Martin
Sticker, and Thomas Sturm.
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®. Kuruep

Jlee ITpuBJIeKaTesIbHBIX, cecTep. [11s rmocseiopare-
JIeVl HaTypasiu3Ma Bpore MeHsi 9Ty Oojiee TIOITy-
JpHbBle POPMYJIVPOBKI ropas/io MeHee ITpUBIIe-
KartesibHBL. [lepBasi pesijiaraeT TecT Ajisd MakCuM,
Ipe/rosIararX HaCTOJIBKO paslyToe IIOHSTe
pasyMa, 4TO IOIBITKV OOBIYHBIX JIFOIEN ITpuMe-
HUTB €r0 Ha IIpaKTVKe KaXyTcsl 0OpedeHHbIMI Ha
nposajl. Bropasi He MOXeT He BBI3BIBATh TEILJIBIX
UyBCTB, HO, KaK 1 ee Ky3WMHa, BTOpas XpUCTHUaH-
CKas 3aIloBe/lb, OHa KpariHe TyMaHHa B OTHOIIIe-
HUM TOTO, KaK paspeliaTs OecuricjieHHbIe MOpaJlb-
HbIe IIpo0JIeMbl, B KOTOPbIX OTPeOHOCTN M VHTe-
pechl pasHBIX JIIOIeVl IIpOTHUBOpeYaT IpyT APYTY.
HebrarockyioHHOe HaTypaICTUecKoe IIpouTe-
HMe 3TUX YacTey MopayibHOV Teopun KanTa Mo-
XKeT IpeICTaBUTh ero Kak 4esloBeKa, COXpaHsIo-
IIIETO CTPYKTYPY OPTOIOKCAJIBHBIX XPUCTMAHCKIX
IIpeficTaB/IeHny O Mopan. Buerrnee GoxxecTBo
yCTyIaeT MeCTO BHYTpeHHeMy OOBeKTy IIOKJIO-
HeHVs. MBI JOJDKHBI JIIOOUTBH ¥ HOYUTaTh OOXe-
CTBeHHBIVI Pasym 11 BHYTpeHHMVI HPaBCTBEHHBIV
3aKOH. MBI JIOJDKHBI OTHOCUTBCA K APYTVIM JIFOIISIM
Kak K J1eTsiM Pasyma, Bce MBI, OpaThbsi 11 cecTphl, Ha-
JieJIeHbl 3TOV TPaHCLIeHJeHTHOV CIIOCOOHOCTEIO.

3areM, C IIOsIBJICHVEM TpeTher (popMyJIMpoB-
KM, BO3HMKaeT 3axBaThIBaromias myes. Yesiopeue-
CTBO IpeJiCTaBJIsieT COOOVI MOJIUTUYECKYIO eV HI-
11y, «IJapCTBO» VIV (BO3MOYKHO) pecIyOsnKy, B KO-
TOPOW KaXIBIVI M3 Hac SIBJISIETCS IIOTEHIIVaIbHBIM
3aKoHO#aTesieM. Mos 1eJlb ceromHss — Cepbe3HO
OTHECTVCh K 3TOVI MBICJIVI, paCCMOTPeTh pas3JInd-
Hble BO3MOXXHOCTV ee VHTepIpeTalyii ¥ IIOIbI-
TaTbCd HaWTW JIJIs Hee MecTo He B KaKOM-TO Jia-
JlekoM I1apcTBe Pasyma, a B IIOBCe[THEBHOM MUpe.
Wtak, g vy HaTypajM30BaHHYIO BepCUIO Tpe-
Thell POPMYITNPOBKIAL

W x0T4, Kak s yXe ceToBajl, 9TOT KOHKPeTHBIV
pasnen «OCHOBONOJIOXKEHWSI. ..» IIPUBJIEK MeHbIIIe
dmtocodpckoro BHMMaHMs, YeM JIpyTrvie OTPhIB-
K11, OH BCe >ke He OBbIT HOJTHOCTHIO 3a0bIT. OH BIOX-
HOBWJI OJTHOTO U3 BeIMYalIINIX MOPaIbHBIX pu-
s0copoB (1, HECOMHEHHO, BeJIMYariiiero Ioju-
THUYecKoro dwiocoda) MpoIuoro Beka. Bepcms
KaHTOBCKOI0 KOHCTpyKTuBM3Ma [I>xoHa Porisa, Ha
MOVI B3IJISi/], ABJISIeTCS He TOJIBKO Ba’KHBIM ITPOW3-
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more attractive siblings. For naturalists like me,
those more popular formulations are far less
appealing. The first offers a test for maxims, in-
voking so inflated a notion of reason that the ef-
forts of ordinary people to put it to work seem
doomed to go awry. The second can hardly fail
to generate a warm glow but, like its cousin, the
Christian second commandment, it is woeful-
ly vague about how to handle the innumerable
moral issues in which the needs and interests of
different people are in tension. An uncharitable
naturalist reading of these parts of Kant’s moral
theory might view him as retaining the struc-
ture of orthodox Christian ideas about morali-
ty. The external deity gives way to an internal
object of worship. We should love and revere
divine Reason and the Moral Law Within. We
should treat other human beings as children of
Reason, all of us siblings imbued with this tran-
scendent capacity.

Then, with the third formulation, comes
an exciting idea. Humanity comprises a polit-
ical unit, a “kingdom” or (maybe) a republic,
in which we are all potential lawmakers. My
aim today is to take that thought seriously, to
attend to various possibilities for interpreting
it, and to try to find a home for it, not in some
distant Realm of Reason, but in the everyday
world. I am looking, then, for a naturalised ver-
sion of the third formulation.

Although, as I have lamented, this particular
part of the Groundwork has excited less philo-
sophical attention than other passages, it has
not been entirely neglected. It has inspired one
of the greatest moral philosophers (and surely
the greatest political philosopher) of the past
century. John Rawls” version of Kantian Con-
structivism is in my view not only a major
work of moral theory, but also deeply attuned



BefIeHVeM B 00JIacTV TEOpPMM MOpaiv, HO U Teo-
puert, IJ1y0OKO CO3BYUHOV Pa3BUTIIO 3TOM MAEU Y
camoro Kanra (Rawls, 1980). Tomac M. CksHII0H
HeCcKOJIBKO oTxoauT oT KaHTa, HO Imponioirkaer co-
XpaHSATb €ro OT/HeJIbHble OTINYNTEIbHbIE TeMBI,
B IepPBYIO OYepelb aKIeHT Ha IOoHsATUM Pasyma
1 PasyMHOCTY, KOTOpBIE BBIXOAAT 3a PaMKM UCTO-
puM ” coumasbHOro KoHTekcTa (Scanlon, 1998;
2014). ITaysmmua KisayiHresiba, oueHb TIIaTeIbHO 1
TOHKO VICCJIe[IOBAJIA TIOJIUTIYECKVIE acIIeKThI Kap-
tnHbl KaHTa, mpenyioxms Hanboslee siCHOe M3J10-
xeHme Tpetbent popmyimmposkn (Kleingeld, 2015)
3 TeX, 0 KOTOPBIX 5 3HAIO.

Ho, Oymyum cobOuparesieM pemkocTers, s He
xouy crefioBaTh KaHTy Tak e CTpOro, Kak JIfO-
6011 13 3TMX aBTOPOB. B TOM ke 1y Xxe, KOTOPBIV IT0-
Oy>xman bennera n CTpocoHa, 51 Xo4y ITOrOBOPUTH
¢ KaanToM 0 Xxapakrepe 3TOro mpesriosaraemMoro
«IJapcTBa» M O TOM, KaK MMEHHO B HeM ITPOVICXO-
IWUT 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBO. TeKCT IOCIYXWUT Tpam-
rHOM. Kakie BO3SMOXXHOCTV OTKPBIBAIOTCS [IJIs
TeX, KTO 3aX04eT IPBITHYTh?

apaviTe HauHeM He ¢ TekcTa «OCHOBOIIOIOXKe-
HVIS...», & C BUIIOB ITOJIMTUYECKMX 00pa3oBaHMIA, C
KOTOPBIMV MBI 3HAKOMBIL

I11

@DaKTHUecKy 3aKOHBI IPUHVMAIOTCI ¥ VCHOJ-
HSIOTCSL JIVIIb OYeHb HeOOJIBIION I'PYIHIION TeX,
111 KOro oHM npuMeHMMEBL HekoTopele rocyap-
CTBa B VICTOPUN JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT KpavtHWUI Bapy-
aHT o00HOV cycTeMbl. EnyHOIMIYHBIN TVIKTATOP
obJ1aztaeT abCOTIOTHOV BJIACTHIO: OH (IIOYTM BCer-
Jla 3TO «OH») pelllaeT, YTo OyZeT 3aKOHOM, a Hace-
JIeHVe NOJDKHO NOAUYMHATBCA. [leMoKpaTdecKkye
rocyfgapcTBa IIBITalOTCS OrPaHMYUTDH BJIacTh 3a-
KOHOJIaTesIe, cesiaB MX MOTOTUYETHBIMM OCTasIh-
HBIM I'pak[IaHaM. YaeTcs JIu IIpy 3TOM IIpuosIn-
3UTB peasIbHble 3aKOHBI K TeM, KOTOpble 0100pniIo
ObI OOJTBIIVIHCTBO Ipak[IaH, — CIIOKHBIV BOIIPOC.
Camble I1yOOKIe 1cciIefoBaHMs B 00JIacTi IOJIN-
TWYECKOVI TEOPWY BBISBIISIIOT IIPUYMHBI 151 CKell-
TrimsMa (em.: Dahl, 1956; 1982).

Ph. Kitcher

to Kant’s own development of the idea (Rawls,
1980). T. M. Scanlon moves a little further from
Kant, but continues to maintain some distinc-
tive themes, most notably in his emphasis on
a notion of Reason and of Reasonableness that
transcends history and social context (Scanlon,
1998; 2014). Pauline Kleingeld has explored
the political dimensions of Kant’s picture with
great care and subtlety and offers the most lu-
cid account of the third formulation of which I
am aware (Kleingeld, 2015).

But, scavenger that I am, I do not want to
hew as closely to Kant as any of these authors.
In the spirit that motivated Bennett and Straw-
son, I want to have a conversation with Kant
about the character of this supposed Reich and
of the way in which law-making occurs in it.
The text serves as a springboard. What are the
possibilities for those who want to leap?

Let us start, not with the text of the Ground-
work, but with the kinds of political units with
which we are familiar.

IT1

Actual laws are made and enforced by
a very small sample of those to whom they
are intended to apply. Some historical states
show the extreme version of this system. A
single dictator has absolute power: he (it al-
most always is “he”) decides what is to be
law, and the populace must conform. Democ-
racies attempt to limit the power of the law-
makers by making them answerable to the
rest of the citizens. Whether this succeeds in
bringing the actual laws closer to those a ma-
jority of citizens would endorse is a complex
issue. The deepest explorations in political
theory expose reasons for scepticism (cf. Dahl,
1956; 1982).
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B peasibHBIX TIONIMTUYECKMX TOCYdapCTBax
JIVTYHOCTD 3aKOHOJIaTeJIelt BIMSIeT Ha XapaKTep 3a-
KOHOB. [ToaTOMY Ba’kHO, KTO VIMEHHO yIIpaBJIsieT.
Ecymi MBI ipeficTaByM cebe, YTO K BIIACTVI IIPUIIIIN
pasHble JIIOOM VIV TPYIIIBL JIOEV, MBI MOXKeM
OXMIATh pa3sHOOOpasus M B IIPaBOBOM KOIEKCe.
VITaK, mepBBIvI BOITPOC, KOTOPBIVI CJIMIyeT 3amaTh O
JII000M 00111eCTBe C peasIbHOV VIV BOOOpaskaeMovl
IIPaBOBOVI CUICTEMOVI, — 3TO BOIIPOC O 3aKOHOa-
terrsix. HasoBem ero Borpocom 06 udenmuunocmu.

Broport Borrpoc kacaeTcst TOro, Kakum oopasoM
3aKOHBI OTPAaHMYMBAIOT VIIV PACIIVIPSIIOT CBOOOTY.
HamBHo moraraTh, 9TO 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBO — 3TO
HeSITeJIbHOCTh, B KOTOPOVI IIPOSIBIISIFOTCSL CBOOOI-
HBle pellleHNs IIpaBuTesel], a CJIeOBaHVe 3aKO-
HaM — 3TO OrpaHMYeHVie CBOOOBI YIIPaBIIsieMBbIX.
Opnako HaM cJleflyeT 3a4aThCsl BOIIPOCOM, CYIIle-
CTBYIOT JIVI IeJIIKaTHBIE CIIOCOOBI, C TIOMOITBIO KO-
TOPBIX OIPAaHMYMBAETCS BCS UYesIoBeYecKasl CBO-
Ooma. /lake HaMMeHee OrpaHVYEHHBIVI OUKTATOP
pOXIaeTcsl B OOITIecTBe C TPagUIIVSMU U KyJIBTY-
POV, 13 KOTOPBIX OH HeM30e)XHO YepIiaeT CBOV OC-
HOBHBIE IICVIXOJIOTMYecKye KadecTBa. Ero crioco6-
HOCTB pacCy’K[IaTh, KaK M €ro XejaHus, ¢popmu-
pyeTcsi ¢ MOMEHTa ero POXIIeHVs II0f] BIIVSHEM
colVasIM3alyy, KOTOpyo oH noydvaeT. Hacryrmr
JIV KOrja-HuOy/b MOMEHT, KOTIa OH CMOXKET OCBO-
GOINTECSA OT BCErO 3TOrO W CTATh ITOJTHOCTHIO aB-
ToHOMHBIM? CoMHMTeTbHO. KoHeuHo, 3auacTyio
JIIONIV OTPEKAIOTCS OT HEKOTOPBIX TPaJWIIV, B
KOTOPBIX OHVM OBUIVM BOCIIMTAHBI, HO MX peaKIni
TIO-TIPEXXHEMY OIIPeLIeIISIOTCS JKeJIaHMSIMU M Ka-
HOHAMV IIPVHSITUS PeIIeHN I, KOTOPble BOCXOISAT
K VIX JITYHOV VICTOPU. [IVIKTaTOp BIIOJIHE MOXKET
OTJINYATBHCS OT TeX, KM OH KOMaH/YeT, B CTEIIeHN
oIpeJIesIeHHBIX CBOOOII, HO, KaK VI CaMBIVI IIPOCTOV
I'PaXIaHMH, OH OrPaHYeH CBOVIM ITPOIIIIBIM.

[lonoxxeHne yIpaBiIsieMbIX TaKXe He CTOJIb
IJTa9eBHO, KaK MOXXeT IIOKa3aTbCd Ha IIePBHIN
B3IJVISAM. YUWUTBIBaS JKeJIaHMs, BOCIIMTAHHEIE B HVIX
comyain3anyer, M OproOpeTeHHble VMU CIIO-
COOHOCTM K PpacCy KIIeHWIO, 3aKOHBI, YCTaHOBJIEH-
HBle T0OpOXKeITaTeTbPHBIM IMKTAaTOPOM, CIIOCOOHBI
YCTPaHUTD MPEIITCTBNS, KOTOpble B IIPOTVBHOM
CJlydae IOMeIayv Obl TpaXkIaHaM pean3oBaThb
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In actual political states, the identity of the
lawmakers affects the character of the laws.
It matters who governs. If we imagine differ-
ent individuals, or groups of individuals, as-
suming power, we expect variation in the legal
code. So, a first question to ask about any so-
ciety with a legal system, real or imagined, fo-
cuses on the lawgivers. Call this the identity
question.

A second question concerns the ways in
which laws constrict or enhance freedom.
Naively we might suppose law-making to be
an activity in which the free decisions of the
governors are made manifest, and law-follow-
ing to exhibit a curtailment of the freedom of
the governed. Yet we should ask whether there
are subtle ways in which all human freedom is
limited. Even the least restricted dictator is, af-
ter all, born into a society with traditions and
a culture from which he inevitably acquires
his basic psychological capacities. His pow-
ers of reasoning, as well as his desires, are
shaped from the time of his birth by the so-
cialisation he receives. Does there ever come
a point at which he can extricate himself from
this, becoming fully autonomous? That seems
dubious. To be sure, people often repudiate as-
pects of the traditions in which they have been
reared, but their reactions continue to be in-
formed by desires and canons of decision-mak-
ing that can be traced back through their
personal histories. The dictator may well differ
from those whom he commands in the extent
of particular freedoms, but, like the humblest
citizen, he is constrained by the past.

Nor is the predicament of the governed as
dire as we might initially think. Given the de-
sires their socialisation has bred in them and
the reasoning capacities they have acquired,
the laws laid down by a — benevolent — dic-
tator may remove obstacles that would other-
wise have prevented them from realising their



csou riesint. ITiaron n T'o66¢ yxxe mipemycMoTpern
TaKyI0 BO3MOXKHOCTB. B ogapoBaresibHOM MeTado-
pe TIOCJIeIHero 3aKOHBl — 3TO M3TOPOAM, TI03BO-
JISFOIIIVIE JTEOMISIM TIePeBUTaThCS IO JoporaM, He
VICTIBITBIBAS 3aTpyaHeHu (cM.: [060c¢, 1991, c. 270).
VITak, MBI MOXXEM CIIPOCUTH, HACKOJIBKO CBOOOTHBI
OTHe/IbHBbIe TPyIIIbI Jitofeit? Kakue Tuibl co0oz,
VI OTpaHMYEeHNTI CBOeVI CBOOOIBI OHM VCITBITHIBA-
101? Ha3oBeMm 3T0 Borrpocom aémonomuu.

Ectb ere ogHa oueBumiHas 0COOEHHOCTD pak-
TUYeCKOr0 3aKOHOTBOpYeCTBa. Bo Bcex monmmTu-
YeCKMX eIMHUIIAX, O KOTOPbIX MBI 3HaeM, Te, KTO
IIPVHMMAET 3aKOHBI, SIBJISIOTCS YaCThIO HeIIpepPhIB-
HO JIeVICTBYIOIero npennpvsiTis. OHM BHOCAT IIO-
IIPaBKM B yKe CYIIeCTBYIOIINT IIPaBOBOVI KOPITYC.
BeposTHO, Kora-To ObIIIV IIMOHEPBI, KOTOpPbIe Ha-
YaJIvi 3TOT IPOLIeCC C HYJIS, HO MBI MOXXEM TOJIBKO
IIpe/IosiaraTe, KaK OHV JIEVICTBOBAJIV VUIV KaKyie
yCJ10BMsL ObUIV HEOOXOIMMEBI /151 TOro, YTOOBI 3a-
JIOKVUTB OCHOBBI IS TIOCJIEYIOIIEro pasBUTMSL
[TosToMy, paccMaTpmBasi 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBO, MBI
IOJDKHBI YeTKO IIOHVMATh 3ajiady, KOTOPYI HaM
IIPeCTOUT peltnTh. [IpencrasisieM v Mbl cebe
3aKOH, MOJTHOCTBIO CO3MAaHHBIN M3 HEKOero MCXO]I-
HOT'O COCTOSIHVIS, B KOTOPOM €r0 ellle He CyIIeCTBY-
eT? Vi XXe MBI ITpeAirioIaraeM, 4YTo 3aKOHOAATeI IV
OymyT 3aHMMATBCS IIPAaBOBBIMU USMEHEHUAMU, Tie-
pecMaTrpuBasl CBOJI, 3aKOHOB B TIOIIBITKE JTOOMTHCS
mporpecca? HazoeMm 310 Borpocom 00 ocHoBanux.

[TogpITOXMM: B peasIbHOM 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBE
yd4acTByeT KpollledHasl BEIOOpKa 3aKOHOIATesIeVI,
Ubl pellleHNs JajleKo He MHBapUaHTHBI IPU 3a-
MeHe; OHVI ¥ Te, KeM OHU YIIPaBJISIOT, IIPOBEPSIIOT-
Csl B PA3/IMYHBIX VI CYIIIECTBEHHBIX aclleKTaX; OHV
paboTaroT ¢ IopuANYecK M KOPITyCOM, YHacIIeIo-
BaHHBIM OT ITPOIIUIOrO, IBITASICh, ITO VX COOCTBEH-
HOMY MHEHWUIO, YJIyYIIUTb €To.

KaHT BUANT cBOE «I1apCTBO IeJiev» COBEpPITIeH-
HO MHaye.

IV

Haxe coBceM mHaue. [laBaviTe HauHeM ¢ BOIIPO-
ca 00 MIOEHTUYHOCTV ¥ CIPOCUM, SIBJISETCS JIU
KaHTOBCKOE «I[apCTBO» IeMOKpaTVen VIV JUKTa-

Ty POTL
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goals. Plato and Hobbes already envisaged the
possibility. In the latter’s charming metaphor,
the laws are the hedgerows enabling people
to travel along the highways without encum-
brance (cf. Hobbes, 1998, p. 230 [182]). So, we
might ask, how free are particular groups?
What kinds of freedoms and limitations on
their freedom do they experience? Call this the
autonomy question.

There is another obvious feature of actu-
al law-making. In all the political units about
which we know, those who make the laws are
parts of a continuing enterprise. They amend
a pre-existing legal corpus. Presumably, there
were once pioneers who started the enter-
prise from scratch, but we can only specu-
late about how they proceeded or about the
conditions that were needed for them to lay
the foundations of what later evolved. So, as
we consider law-making, we should be clear
about the task to be discharged. Are we imag-
ining the law constructed in full from an orig-
inal state in which it does not yet exist? Or are
we supposing the lawmakers to engage in le-
gal change, revising a body of statutes in an
attempt to make progress? Call this the foun-
dations question.

To summarise: actual law-making features a
tiny sample of lawmakers whose decisions are
far from invariant under substitution; they and
those they govern are checked in varying and
significant ways; they work with a legal corpus
inherited from the past, trying, by their own
lights, to improve it.

Kant’s vision of his “realm of ends” is rather
different.

v
Other-worldly, even. Let us begin with the

identity question, and ask if the Kantian Reich
is a democracy or a dictatorship.



®. Kuruep

KanT pgaer MHTpuUryommin oTBeT Ha 3TOT BO-
poc. B mevicTBUTENIBHOCTM 3TO He MMeeT 3Haue-
Hus. JI1000e pasyMHOe CyIIecTBO CIIOCOOHO B3SITh
Ha ce0st posIb AMKTATOpPa, KaK Ha JIeHb, TaK ¥ Ha
BCIO XV3Hb. KTO OBI HU MI'paJl 3Ty Poiib, HET HU-
KaKOVI pasHMUIIBL. 3aKOHOIATe IV COBEPIIIEHHO B3a-
VIMO3aMeHSIeMBL.

CorytacHO MoeMy ITpoYTeHMIO TeKcTa «OCHOBO-
TIOJIOXKEHMSL. . .», 3TOT ITPOBOKALIVIOHHBIV Te3VC CO-
HIepXUT IABYCMBICJIEHHOCTb. O4eBUIHOe IIpouTe-
HMe IIpefiosiaraeT IOJIHOe eqMHOOYIIe B OTHO-
LIeHU YHOpsiioueHHOCTH IipennodTeHunt. [pen-
TIOJIOXKIM, YTO BBl U 51 — JIBa COBEpPIIIEHHO parlyio-
HaJIBHBIX CyIIlecTBa. MBI cocTaBIsieM IOJIHbIV CIIV-
COK TIOTEHITMAJIBHBIX 3aKOHOB (7100 OT/IeTbHBIX
IIPeJIOKeHNMVI, OTHOCSIINXCS K KOHKPETHOMY BO-
IIpocy, JIMOO I1eJI0ro IOPUANYIecKoro Kojekca). 3a-
TeM MBI parXupyeM ux. ITpu nx cpaBHeHUM paH-
JKMPOBaHHBIE CIIVICKV OKaKyTCs MAEHTUYHBIMIAL.

MeHee oueBMIHas MHTEPIpeTALIV IIPeTIoa-
raeT, YTO MBI IIO-Pa3sHOMY HOIOVIIEM K CBOEV 3a-
pade. KaXapIii cocTaBUT COVICOK npuemAeMblx 3a-
KOHOB. MBI flejiaeM ero, sIBHO paccMaTpuBas ceOst
KaK corpaX[laH C APYTMMM PasyMHBIMU CyIIle-
cTBaMn. MBI IIpy3HaeM pasiinuus MeXly pasyM-
HBIMM CyIIleCTBaMM B OTHOIIEHUV CTpeMJIeHUT],
JKeJIaHWV U )KM3HEHHBIX TpoeKToB. I Ipremrtemble
3aKOHBI — 3TO Te, KOTOpbIe, I10 HallleMy MHEHMIO,
IpvieMJIeMBbl 1JIs BceX PasyMHBIX CYIIecTB, He3a-
BUCMMO OT XapakTepa MX IpennoureHwit. Eciam
BCe HaIllI MHEHVS BEPHBI, TO BCe PallVIOHAJIBHBIE
CyIlIecTBa COVIIyTCs Ha OITHOM M TOM e IIpreMJle-
MOM Habope, JaXke eIV COCTABIISAIONIVIE STOTO Ha-
Gopa nosydar pasHble perTMHIN. bostee cabbint
BIJI, KOHCEHCyca TpebyeT TOJIBKO TOro, YTOOBI cpe-
AV BCeX pallViOHaJIbHBIX CYIIECTB IIpyiemieMble
MHOXeCTBa VMeJIn HellycToe IiepecedeHue. [laxe
€CJIV BBl HaXOAMTe IIpVieMJIEMBIMI 3aKOHBI, KOTO-
phBle sl He MOI'y TepIieTh (VI HaoOOpOT), BCce XOpo-
IO IIPV YCJIOBUW, YTO €CTh XOTsi ObI OAMH Bapu-
aHT, C KOTOPBIM MBI 00a MOIJIV OBI XITb.

Ecin To, uTo nipenyiaraetr Kant, — oueBuaHas
VIHTepIIpeTallNs, OCTaeTCsl HEeSICHBIM, UTO Xe J10-
OaBiisteT TpeThs popMympoBKa. Vimes o Tom, 9To
MBI SIBJIIeMCSI COT pakKIaHaMV APYTVX JIfofeit (VI
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Kant provides an intriguing answer to that
question. It really does not matter. Each ration-
al being could assume the role of dictator, ei-
ther for a day or for a lifetime. Whoever played
the part, it would make no difference. Lawgiv-
ers are perfectly intersubstitutable.

As | read the text of the Groundwork, this
provocative thesis contains an ambiguity. The
obvious reading supposes complete unanimity
on preference orderings. Suppose that you and
I are two perfectly rational beings. We enumer-
ate a complete list of potential laws (either sin-
gle propositions pertaining to a specific issue
or an entire legal code.) We then rank them.
When they are compared, the ranked lists are
identical.

The less obvious interpretation imagines us
approaching our task differently. Each draws
up a list of the acceptable laws. We do so by ex-
plicitly considering ourselves as fellow-citizens
with other rational beings. We recognise dif-
ferences among rational beings with respect to
aspirations, desires, and life projects. The ac-
ceptable laws are those we take to be acceptable
to all rational beings, whatever the character
of their predilections. If we are all correct, all
rational beings will converge on the same ac-
ceptable set, even though the members of the
set receive different rankings. A weaker kind
of consensus would require only that, among
all rational beings, the acceptable sets have a
non-empty intersection. Even though you find
acceptable laws I could not tolerate (or vice ver-
sa), all is well provided there is at least one can-
didate we can both live with.

If what Kant proposes is the obvious inter-
pretation, it is far from clear what the third
formulation adds. The idea of our being fel-
low-citizens with other people (or other ra-
tional beings) reduces to the thought of us as
carbon copies of one another. The kingdom of
ends becomes a monarchy or a democracy of



JIPyTVX PasyMHBIX CYIIIeCTB), CBOIUTCS K MBICIIV O
Hac Kak 00 yIyIepomHbIX KOIMSIX ApyT Apyra. Llap-
CTBO 1leJIeVl CTAaHOBUTCSI MOHApXVe VIV IeMOKpa-
THen KJIOHOB. Pori3 coxpaHseT 3Ty CTPpyKTypYy, KOr-
7la BBOAUT eIVHBIV COoBelllaTe/IbHBIVI OpraH 3a 3a-
HaBeCcoM HeBeJleHMs1. YestoBeuecKoe pasHOOOpasie
yCcTyHaeT MeCTO MaKCUMMHHOMY pPacCyXIeHUIO
B YCJIOBUSIX KpaliHe OrpaHMYeHHOV WMH{OpMa-
. beciopsiouHOCTD TeMOKpaTIYecKOV XKM3HNI
TpaHcpOpMUpPYeTCcs B COBEpIIeHHO IIpOCBellleH-
HYIO — a 3HA4YNT, OJIarofieTesIbHyI0 — AUKTATypy.

Tak uTo masaviTe mpencrasuM, uro KanT muer
Ha IIIar JlaJIbllle, JIOIyCKasl peaslbHble pas3/Inylis B
IIPaBOBOM BBIOOpE, K KOTOPOMY CKJIOHHBI pa3Hble
palVoHaIbHBIE CYIIIeCTBa, HO PUIIBTPYs 9TU pas-
JIMYMS Yepes3 pacCy>kKIeHV O IMPOTVBOIIOJIOKHBIX
CKJIOHHOCTSIX [IPYyTMX palVOHaJIBHBIX CYIIIeCTB.
Kaxapmmm 3akoHomaTeslb [IOJDKeH yYWUTHIBAaTh —
VIV IPEZICTABIIATh cebe — TO, KaK corpaxaHe Oy-
IIyT OLleHVBaTh ero IoTeHIIaIbHble 3aKOHBL [ Ipu-
emIeMble HabOPBbI TTOSBIISIIOTCS B pe3yJsIbTare 0T00-
pa B COOTBETCTBUM C TEM, Yero pa3yMHO ObUIO Obl
TpeboBaThb OT 3TUX TpaxdaH. TpaHClleHIeHTHas,
ancTopryecKkas KOHIIEIIVS pasyMa M pa3yMHOCTH
HOpOXKAaeT 3aKOHBI, YUUTBIBAIOIIE «TO, UTO MBI
JIOJDKHBI IpyT Apyry». Kak g nonvvaro, CK3HIIOH
dopmMmyMpyeT 3TO HalpapjieHVe B MBIIUIeHUN
Kamnra. B urpy Bcrymaer coseraresibHast JeMOKpa-
TUSL, XOTS VI B CWJIBHO MeaJIn31pOBaHHON popMe.

Harypanmmsamms Kanra TpeOyer, uTOOBI MBI
OPOABUHYJIVCE JlajIbllle B 3TOM HallpaBJIeHUV,
yXoAs OT OAMHOKOIO KaHTMAHCKOro / pos3uaH-
CKOro / CK3HJIOHVMAHCKOTo CyOBbeKTa, HazleJleHHO-
IO aBTOPUTETOM B OTHOLIEHMI MOPaJIbHBIX IIPVH-
unnos. HaMm Hy>XHO OyzeT 3aMeHUTB abcTpaKTHOe
orpaHuueHne, oOyCsIOBJIeHHOe pa3yMHOCTBIO, Ha
TOCIOCTOPOHHIOK KOHLIEIIIIUIO PacCy KAeHMs KaK
TleTeJIbHOCTY, He OrpaHMYeHHOV Pa3yMOM IIpe]l-
I10JIaraeMoro 3aKOHoflaTesls, HO OCYIIeCTBIIsieMO
cpeaw corpakaaH, UbM B3IJISAIBL pacxogaTcs. Pac-
CyXIeHue — 3TO TO, YTO JIIOAV YMeIOT JelaTh,
XOPOIIIO VUIV IVIOXO, VI ICTOPMS JIOTMKM (a Takxke
Opyrux pasmesios gpwiocodun M IpaBoOBON TeO-
PpWM) HIOKa3bIBaeT pa3BUTYIE IIOIBITOK PacIIO3HATB,
UTO Xe JleslaeT (POPMBI pacCy KIeHWs JIydIlle VIN
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clones. Rawls preserves this structure when
he introduces a single deliberator behind the
veil of ignorance. Human diversity gives way
to maximin reasoning with highly limited in-
formation. The messiness of democratic life is
transformed to fully-enlightened — and there-
fore benevolent — dictatorship.

So let us view Kant as going one step fur-
ther, allowing real differences in the legal
choices to which different rational beings are
inclined, but filtering those differences through
reflection on the counterpart inclinations of
other rational beings. Each lawmaker must con-
sider — or envisage — the ways in which fel-
low-citizens would assess the potential laws.
The acceptable sets emerge from filtering ac-
cording to what it would be reasonable for
those citizens to demand. A transcendent, ahis-
torical, conception of reason and of reasonable-
ness generates laws that take account of “what
we owe to each other.” As I read him, Scanlon
articulates this strand in Kant’s thinking. Delib-
erative democracy enters the picture, albeit in a
highly idealised form.

Naturalising Kant will require us to go fur-
ther in this direction, moving away from the
lone Kantian/Rawlsian/Scanlonian subject
credited with authority about moral principles.
We shall need to replace an abstract constraint
imposed by reasonableness with a this-world-
ly conception of reasoning, an activity not re-
stricted to the mind of the putative lawgiver,
but carried on among fellow-citizens whose
perspectives diverge. Reasoning is what peo-
ple do, well or badly, and the history of logic
(and of other parts of philosophy and of legal
theory) shows the evolution of attempts to rec-
ognise what makes forms of reasoning bet-
ter or worse. Out of this history come canons
of reasoning, often hailed as a priori, to which
Kantians — and others — want to add further
forms worthy of a similar status.
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xy>ke. VI3 aTovi MCTOpMY BO3HMKAIOT KaHOHBI pac-
CY)XEeHNsI, 4acTO HasblBaeMble allpVMOPHBIMY, K
KOTOPBIM KaHTMaHIIbl — U [Ipyrue ¢pnmiocodpl —
XOTAT 100aBUTH HOBBIE (DOPMBI, [JOCTOVIHBIE aHa-
JIOTVIYHOTI'O CTaTyca.

CrnenoBarh OmKTaTy 3TMX (POpM pasyma —
3HAYUT SIKOOBI 0OpecTn Hekyio popMy CBOOOJIBI.
ABTOHOMMS COCTOUT (ITMMOJIOrMYecKu!) B ycTa-
HOBJIEHUN 3aKOHOB ISl ce0si mocpencTBoM Pasy-
Ma. OgHaxko To, yTo KaHT v xro-ymbo npyron
oITpeziesIsieT KaK COCTaBJISIOIIVE YMCTOTO Pa3yMa,
ABJISIETCSL Pe3yJIbTaTOM IJINTEJIBHOrO VICCIIeIoBa-
HVISI, KOTOPOE ITPOBOITCS BUIOM C OCOOBIMYI CITO-
cobHOCTSIMU (V1, DOTTEe TOTO, Pa3IMIHBIMMU Npedko-
BviMu BUZIaMM, OT KOTOPBIX IIpOM3OIIest homo sa-
piens), B pa3sHOOOpa3HBIX COLIMAJIBHBIX YCIIOBUAX,
VI BCE 9TO B 3HAYMTEJIBHOV CTEIIeHM OIIpeerIseT-
Cs1 TIOIBITKaMV YIOBJIETBOPUTBH CaMble OCHOBHBIE
Ouosiornmyeckne MOTPeOHOCTY, a TaKXKe CIJIOKHBI-
MW TICHIXOJIOTTYECKVIMY VI COLIMQJIBHBIMY YCIIOBVI-
sIMU, BBI3BAHHBIMM VICTOPUYECKN 00YCIIOBIIEHHOV
3BOJTIOLIVIENT KYJIBTYPbI .

To, 9TO MBI JOIDKHBIM 00pa3oM IIpMHMMaeM B
Ka4yecTBe IIPaBVJI PacCy KIIeHMs B KaKOVI-TO KOH-
KpeTHOV 00/1acTV — CKakKeM, VCCiIeOBaHVie IIpy-
POIBI WJIV JTIOKA3aTeJIbCTBO TEOPeM B MaTeMaTw-
Ke, — 3aBMCUT OT LeJIeV VICCJIEMOBAaHMI B 3TOW
obsracTv. DTy IIpaBwIa He CITYCKAIOTCS K JIFOISM,
VICTIOJIB3YIOIIVIM MX, C HEKVMX MEeTOIOJIOTMYeCKIX
Hebec. OHUM BBIpaOATHIBAIOTCA ITyTEM OCMBICIIE-
HWS yCIIeX0oB 1 Heyaad. Heymaumble pesysbraTsl
MEIIVITMHCKVX VICCIIEIOBAaHWMII Hay4MiIM Hac He-
0OXOVIMOCTYM JBOVIHOTO CJIETIOTO TECTVPOBAHMIS;
IIpezirioyiaraeMble TeOpPeMbI ¢ KOHTPIIpYMepaMu
BIIOXHOBVUIVI Ha CO3[aHVIe JIOIMTYECKOVI CVICTEMBI,
B KOTOPOV MOXKHO pasjIfyaTh IOPSIOK KBAHTO-
pos. CrreoBaTesIbHO, IIpaBwIa IS VICCIIeIOBaHS
MOpas — 3TO Te IIpaBWIa, KOTOpPbIe CCTEMATV-
4ecKy OOBSICHSIOT 3aKOHOMEPHOCTVI MOPaIBHOTO
Hporpecca ¥ MOpPaJIbHOTO perpecca. Becbkma com-
HUTeIpHO, yTo KaHT v KTo-ymmbo apyromn crio-
coOeH IIPeJIOKUTh UTO-TIMOO0 IPUOIIVDKEHHOe K
TIOJTHOVI CVICTEME STVMX IIPaBUIL.

* [IS 3ammnTel  YTBEpXKOEHWV, CTOIb IHPSIMOJIVHEVHO
BbICKa3aHHBIX 371ech, cM.: (Kitcher, 2011; 2021a).

To follow the dictates of these forms of rea-
son is, allegedly, to attain a form of freedom.
Autonomy consists — etymologically! — in
giving laws to yourself, through the exercise of
Reason. Yet what Kant, or anyone else, iden-
tifies as the constituents of pure reason is the
outgrowth of a long enterprise of inquiry, pur-
sued by a species with particular capacities
(and, indeed, by the different ancestral spe-
cies from which Homo sapiens emerged), un-
der a variety of social conditions, all of this
profoundly shaped by attempts to satisty the
most basic biological needs, as well as by the
complex psychological and social conditions
brought about by the historically contingent
evolution of culture.?

What we properly accept as rules of reason-
ing in some particular domain — inquiry into
nature, say, or theorem-proving in mathemat-
ics — depends on the goals of investigation
in that domain. These rules do not descend to
human users from some methodological heav-
en. They are worked out by reflecting on suc-
cesses and failures. Unfortunate outcomes of
medical research teach us the importance of
double-blind testing; alleged theorems with
counter-examples inspire a logical system in
which the order of quantifiers can be distin-
guished. A corollary: the rules for moral in-
quiry are those that systematically explain the
patterns of moral advances and moral regres-
sion. It is highly doubtful that Kant, or anyone
else, can offer anything close to a complete sys-
tem of those rules.

These points have an important bearing on
the autonomy question. To declare that we are
free through our acts of self-legislation is only
plausible if those acts are governed by appro-

*For defence of the claims so bluntly asserted here, see
Kitcher (2011; 2021a).
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DTV MOMEHTBHI IMEIOT BaXKHOe OTHOITIeHe K BO-
rpocy o0 aBToHOMUM. 3asiBJIeHVIe O TOM, YTO MBI
cBOOOTHBI O71arozaps CBOVIM aKTaM CaMO3aKOHOIa-
TeJIbCTBA, IIPAaBOMEPHO TOJIBKO B TOM CJIyvae, ecyIn
3TV aKThl PEryIMpYyIOTCS COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIMIL
CTaHAapTaMy MOpaIbHOro wccreoanms. Iloka
1riepBble J1Be POPMYJIVPOBKI KaTeropruyecKoro M-
IeparuBa IpeiaraloT TaKye CTaHIapTHl, OH He
B COCTOSTHUVI IIPVHSTE U000 CTOPOHY B Haui-
Gostee OUEBMIHBIX MOPaIBHBIX JIOCTVIKEHMSIX I10-
CTIETHVIX [IBYX CTOJIeTUV. AGOIMIIVOHVICTEI U pa-
OoBJ1azIeIbIIbl, (PEMUHMUCTKN M MY>KCKMe IIOBVHM-
CTBI, OOpIIEI 3a IIpaBa reeB ¥ TOMO(OObI — Bce OHM
MOI'yT OTCTaVBaTh COBMECTVMOCTH CBOVIX B3IJIS-
IIOB, VICTIONIBb3ysl KAHTOBCKME TEKCTBL. DTO IIPOCTO
BOIIPOC BBeMIeHVs SIKOObI OOOCHOBAHHOV TaKCOHO-
MU 1715 pasfiesleHNsi COOTBeTCTBYIOIIero Hacesle-
Hus. 11 npekpartieHns medaTos TpeOyeTcss Me-
TOJI, TIO3BOJISIONINI pa3pyIINTh HEKOTOpBIE CIIO-
COOBI yCTaHOBJIEHUS PasIN4uil, — U 3TO TO, Yero
He JaI0T ITOJ0OHbIe KOHIIETIIINI «pa3yMay.

Onnako TpeThbst POPMYIIMPOBKa yKas3bIBaeT Ha
Oorlee IepCIIEKTVIBHOE HallpaBJIeHVe, II0CKOIIb-
Ky paccMaTpvBaeT desioBeKa KaK COrpakIaHVHa.
Ecrmut MBI nipericTabrisiemM ceGe TIONMTUIO KaK TOCY-
IapCTBO, B KOTOPOM HOBOE ITOKOJIeHVe T'pakKIaH
Hen30eXHO popMUpYyeTCs TIOfL, BIIMSHVIEM MHCTY-
TYTOB U KYJIBTYPHBIX TPaAWIINY, yHaceoBaH-
HBIX OT IIPOIIIIOrO, TO VIX OrpaHMYeHHas aBTOHO-
MU OylleT 3aKJIodaTbCsd B CIIOCOOHOCTM HamMTU
HalIpaBJIeHVe CBOeVI KM3HW ¥ TOJIy4NUTh HeoOXo-
OVIMYTO TIOIJIEPXKKY B JOCTVDKEHUM IIesieVi, KOTO-
PBle OHM CTaBST Ilepert, cobot. BmecTo Toro 4yToObI
paccMaTpuBaTh MX KaK IPUHYKIaeMbIX K BBITIOJI-
HeHVIO KOHKPeTHBIX 3apaHee Ha3HAYeHHBIX pPO-
J1eV1, ITPOLIECCHI, TIOCPENICTBOM KOTOPBIX OHVI COLIVa-
JIM3UPYIOTCS M BOCIIUTBIBAIOTCS, JIOJKHBI yUUTHI-
BaTh OCOOEHHOCTW, IIPOSIBIIsieMble VIMI Ha KaXKIOM
sTame pasBuTHA'. PaccMmarpwBariTe colyai3a-
VIO KaK ITPOoIlecc, B KOTOPOM OMOJIOTMUYeCcKUT Op-
raHW3M, HOBOPOXIeHHBIVI ujieH Homo sapiens, rpe-

* KoHrlenmst aBTOHOMIM, IIpelCTaBjieHHasl 371eCh, U
B3IJISAT Ha [IEMOKpPATITIeCKOoe TPaKIIaHCTBO, Pa3BUBaeMBIN
B CJIefIyIoIIeM raparpade, 0O BsACHSIOTCS M 3alUIIAfOTCS
Gosiee rtoyrpobHO B maBax 3 m 4 kuuru (Kitcher, 20216).
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priate standards for moral inquiry. Insofar as
the first two formulations of the Categorical
Imperative offer such standards they fail to
pick sides in the most obvious moral advanc-
es of the past two centuries. Abolitionists and
slaveholders, feminists and male chauvin-
ists, gay rights activists and homophobes can
all defend the compatibility of their attitudes
with the Kantian tests. It is simply a matter of
introducing a supposedly justified taxonomy
for partitioning the appropriate population.
Closing the debates requires a method for un-
dermining some ways of drawing the distinc-
tions — and that is something these accounts
of “reason” do not supply.

The third formulation, however, points in
a more promising direction when it views hu-
man beings as fellow-citizens. If we conceive
the polity as a state in which the new gener-
ation of citizens is inevitably shaped by the
institutions and cultural traditions that have
been inherited from the past, their limited
autonomy will consist in an ability to find
their own direction for their lives, and to re-
ceive the support they need in pursuing the
goals they set for themselves. Instead of see-
ing them as coerced into particular pre-as-
signed roles, the processes through which
they are socialised and educated should at-
tend to the features they exhibit at each de-
velopmental stage.* Think of socialisation as
a process in which a biological organism, a
newborn member of Homo sapiens, grows into
a person, through a dialogue in which those
who direct the growth are attentive to what-
ever inclinations they can discern. The degree
to which choices are autonomous depends on

*The conception of autonomy introduced here, and the
view of democratic citizenship developed in the follow-
ing paragraph are explained and defended in more de-
tail in Chapters 3 and 4 of Kitcher (2021b).
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BpallaeTcs B JIMYHOCTD B XOZIE /I1ajIora, B KOTOPOM
Te, KTO HaIIpaBJIseT ero pasBuUTHe, 00palliaroT BHY-
MaHVie Ha Bce ero CKJIOHHOCTV, KOTOpble OHM CIIO-
coOHBI pasmsaeTh. CTerleHb aBTOHOMHOCTYI BEIOO-
pa HaIpsIMyIO 3aBVCUT OT JIeJIMKAaTHOCTH, C KOTO-
POV BOCIIUTATe IV BCIYIIMBAIOTCS, HaIIpsras CBOM
OpraHbl YyBCTB [IJIsI TOTO, YTOOBI pacrio3HaTh MH-
IVIBUIyaIbHbIe KadeCTBa IIOIPaCcTAOIIero YeioBe-
Ka. Corpax/TaHCTBO OCHOBAHO, £ IT0JIararo, Ha vzle-
ajle paBeHCTBa: KaXXIIbIVl 13 HacC JOJDKeH PYKOBOZI-
CTBOBATHCSI CAMBIM [IeJIMKATHBIM I1aJIOrOM, Ha KO-
TOPBIVI MBI CIIOCOOHBL. B TOVT Mepe, B Kakom 3TOT
VJIeasl peajin3yeTcs, Mbl IPUOIVDKaeMcsi K KOHIIeTI-
LMY aBTOHOMMY, cPOpMYyIIMpoBaHHO MujieM, B
IOZIX07Ie, KOTOPBIVI OH TIOYEpIIHYII Y Butbresisma
don I'ymbonpaTa 11 B KOHIIE KOHII0B y KanTa: crio-
COOHOCTB BBIOVIpaTh CBOE COOCTBEHHOe 0r1aro 1 J10-
OuBaTbCS €ro CBOVIM COOCTBEHHBIM ITy TEM.

Kak MbI yBUAMM, Takoe HallpaBjieHVie MBICIIV
IIpV3HaeT BpeMeHHBIV XapaKTep HaIlX MOpaIib-
HBIX IIOVICKOB, (PparMeHTapHOCTb ¥ HEMOJIHOTY
MOpPaJIbHOTO MeTOa ¥ VICIIONIb3YeT OCOOBIV ITOf-
XOf], TIO OTHOIIEHMIO K AeMOKpPaTIIecKOMY OOIle-
CTBY /J1s TIOCTPOEHM s KAHTOBCKOI'O «11apCcTBa». 3a-
KOHOZIaTeJIV B 3TOM TOCyapCTBe HU B KOeM CITy-
4ae He B3anMo3aMeHseMbl. OHM MHOVBUIBL, C pas-
HBIMM CKJIOHHOCTSIMU ¥ pa3HBIMW yCTpeMJIeHNsI-
M. VIX 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBO He MOXKeT OBbITh [1eJI0M
omgHoro mpencrapuTeis. OHO JOIDKHO OBITH KOJI-
JIEKTVIBHBIM. Bojtee TOro, oHO IOJDKHO OCYIIIeCT-
BIISITBCSI B COOTBETCTBUM C OT/IMUMTEIBHBIM Xa-
PpaKTepoM corpa’kIaHCTBa — uepe3 IeIMKaTHBIN
AMAJIor IPYT C IPYTOM.

Taxke HeNp3sl paccMaTpyBaTh 3aKOHOTBOpUE-
CTBO KaK CO3[JaHMe IHeJIOCTHOIO KOmeKca, J0CTa-
TOYHOI'O JISL pelleHMsl BCeX BOIIPOCOB ¥ OCHO-
BaHHOTO Ha 3apaHee 3aJI0)keHHOM (pyHIaMeHTe.
MHuorme Beimatormecss dmIocodsl MoOpasy, OT
benrama 1 KanTa no Hepeka Ilapdura 1 Toma-
ca Haress, moxoxe, ripencrasiisiyii cebe abcorroT-
Hy1o cuctemy Mopanu (Parfit, 2011; Nagel, 1986) —
TaK e, KaK MeuTaTeIbHble (PU3VKY IIpeICTaBIIs-
10T cebe OKOHYATEJIBHYIO TEOPUIO, 3aBEePIIeHHYIO
«CUCTEMY MUpa», aKCHOMAaTUYeCKV OpraHM30BaH-
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the delicacy with which the educators listen,
straining their senses to detect the individu-
al qualities of the growing person. Fellow-cit-
izenship is, I suggest, grounded in an ideal
of equality: each of us is to be guided by the
most delicate dialogue we can achieve. To the
extent the ideal is realised, we approximate
a concept of autonomy formulated by Mill,
in the approach he drew from Wilhelm von
Humboldt and ultimately from Kant: the abil-
ity to choose one’s own good, and to pursue it
in one’s own way.

As we shall see, this line of thought ac-
knowledges the provisional nature of our mor-
al investigations, recognises the fragmentary
and incomplete state of moral method and uses
a particular approach to democratic citizenship
to construct the Kantian Reich. The lawgivers in
that polity are by no means intersubstitutable.
They are individuals, with different proclivi-
ties and different aspirations. Their law-mak-
ing cannot be an affair for any single member.
It must be collective. Moreover, it must be pur-
sued according to the distinctive character of
fellow-citizenship — through a delicate dia-
logue with one another.

Nor can the making of laws be viewed as the
construction of an entire code, sufficient to re-
solve every issue, based on foundations that
can be laid in advance. Many of the most em-
inent moral philosophers, from Bentham and
Kant to Derek Parfit and Thomas Nagel, seem
to have imagined a total moral system (Parfit,
2011; Nagel, 1986) — just as daydreaming
physicists envisage a final theory, a complete
“system of the world”, axiomatically organised,
in the way Newton famously hoped for. Both
ideas are fantasies. These days, the disunity of
the sciences should be a commonplace. Why
then think that, in the apparently less devel-



HOVI, KaK Ha 3To Hazlesiyict Heroron. OGe 3111 nen
ABJIAIOTCA paHTasUsIMI. B Hammm mHM pasobieH-
HOCTB HayK CTajla OOBIYHBIM SIBJIEHVEeM. 3aueM ke
TOrJla JlyMaTh, YTO B OYEBMIHO MeHee pa3BUTON
00JIacTV MOpaJIBbHBIX VCCIIeIOBAHWII CYIIIeCTByeT
aHaJIOr HecOBITOYHOV MeuThI (pn3mKoB? CroseTe
Ha3zajl [Ibion OTMeTWI 3TO:

..JKeCcTKye MOpaJIbHble KOIEKCHI, ITbITAOII-
ecs YCTaHOBUTH OIIpeie/leHHble ITPeAICaHIs
¥ 3aIlpeThl Ha BCe CIydan KM3HM, Ha Jiejle OKa-
3bIBAIOTCS PBIXJIBIMM ¥ CJ1aObiMm. Pactarmsan-
Te JecAThb 3arloBellelt VIV JIIoboe IpyToe Ymciio
CKOJIBKO YTOHO ITyTeM XUTPOYMHOW 3K3€re3bl,
BCe paBHO OyayT coBepIIaTbCd IIOCTYIIKM, He
IpeyCMOTpeHHble VMW. Hukakoe pasButie
CTaTyTHOTO IIpaBa He MOXKET IIPEIBOCXUTUTD He-
CTaHIAPTHBIE CIy4Yalr 1 HEOOXOOVMMOCTh TOJIKO-
BaHwus ad hoc (Dewey, 1988, p. 74).

ITocrreHee BBICKa3bIBaHVE CBA3bIBAeT MOpaJIb-
HBIVI KeVIC C peaJIbHOVI ITPaBOBOVI TPaKTMKOVL B pe-
aJIbHOVI JKM3HWM KaHTOBCKMe 3aKOHOMaTeIV Bcer-
7la HaxOOWIVCh M OyIyT HaXOOUTbCA B IIOJIOXKe-
HMV BHeCeHWs IOITPaBOK B YHaCIIeIOBaHHBIVI VIMU
IIPaBOBOVI KOPIYC (He TOJIBKO €ro paclIvpeHVs,
HO ¥ IIepecMOTpa) C 1eJIbIO ero yJIyYllleHs.

Ho uro mmMeHHO MOXeT o3Ha4aTh yJIydileHve?
MBI NOIDKHBI OTKa3aThCsd OT MBIC/IVE O TOM, UYTO MO-
PaJIBHBIVI VIV ITPABOBOVI ITPOTPecC TeJIe0sIorMyeH
(Kitcher, 2021a). Ho sT0 He o3HayaeT OTKasza OT
KOHIIEIIIIVTI IIpOrpecca B IIPVIMeHEeHW N K 3TUM 00-
JacTaMm. Benp cymmecTByeT MHOXKECTBO ITepejoBbIX
IIPOEKTOB, Yell IIpOorpecc He M3MepseTcs B TepMU-
Hax NpuOIvDKeHWs K 11eyin. Mosiofble My3bIKaH-
ThI fleytaroT ycrexu. VI TexHonorms cmapTdoHOB
Toxe. Hu B TOM, HU B IpyTroM ciTy4ae He CyIIecTBY-
eT HeKOVI COBepIIIeHHOV POPMBI, K KOTOPOV MOXKHO
IpUONV3UTBCA Ha IIOCTIAYIOMMX STallaX pas3Bu-
. [Iporpecc B Takmx cirydasix mparmaTmdeH. OH
JIOCTUTAeTCs ITy TeM ITPeOJI0JIeH Vs OrpaHVYeHVI V1
petreHms ripobsieM. Tak >ke 11 B MOpasIu, 1 B IIpaBe.

aBariTe 1tomBeeM UTOrM. B oTHOIIEHMM KaXk-
JIOTO M3 Tpex BOIIPOCOB BOIIpOCa WAEHTWY-
HOCTM, BOIIPOCa aBTOHOMMM ¥ BOIIpOCa OCHOBa-
HUVI — g XO4y OYUCTUTH TPeThio (pOpMyIMpOB-

Ph. Kitcher

oped domain of moral inquiry, there is an ana-
logue of the physicists’ pipe dream? A century
ago, Dewey recognised the point:

rigid moral codes that attempt to lay
down definite injunctions and prohibitions for
every occasion in life turn out in fact loose and
slack. Stretch ten commandments or any other
number as far as you will by ingenious exegesis,
yet acts unprovided for by them will occur. No
elaboration of statute law can forestall variant
cases and the need for interpretation ad hoc
(Dewey, 1988, p. 74).

The last sentence connects the moral case
with the actual practices of the law. Real-life
versions of Kant’s lawgivers are, and always
will be, in the position of amending — that is,
not only extending but revising — the legal cor-
pus they inherit, in an attempt to improve it.

But what exactly can improvement mean
here? Not increasing proximity to some fixed fi-
nal goal — the complete system of the law, the
final moral theory (whether or not it is based on
a single overarching principle). We must aban-
don the thought of moral or legal progress as
teleological (Kitcher, 2021a). That doesn’t mean
jettisoning the concept of progress with refer-
ence to these domains. For there are plenty of
progressive enterprises whose advances are
not to be measured in terms of approaching a
goal. Young musicians make progress. So does
smartphone technology. In neither instance is
there some perfect form approximated more
closely at later stages. Progress in such cases
is pragmatic. It is made by overcoming limita-
tions and solving problems. So too, for morality
and for the law.

Let us take stock. With respect to each of
the three questions — the identity question,
the autonomy question and the foundations
question — I want to liberate the third version
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Ky KaTeropm4eckoro MmIiepaTiba OT paayKaIbHO
noTycTopoHHMX Maeanm3anuy Kanrta. KaHToB-
CKO€ «IIapCTBO» — 3TO JIEMOKPATNsl, B KOTOPOVI He
MOXKeT OBITh OMKTaTopa (1 TeM Oosiee HEBO3MOX-
HO, YTOOBI KTO-TO 13 I'pak[IaH MOT B TOVI JKe Mepe
XOPOIIIO WCHOJIHATE POJIb AMKTaTopa). KaHTOB-
CKOe TIOHSITVe aBTOHOMMM YCTyIIaeT MeCTO HeKO-
eMy I'palyVpOBaHHOMY IIOHSITVIO, YeMY CIIOCO0-
CTBYIOT TIOIBITKM peain3oBaTb 0cobyio dopmy
COrpa’k[IaHCTBa, OCHOBAHHYIO Ha TOHKOM BHVIMa-
HUV K VHAVBUYaJIBHBIM CKJIOHHOCTSIM V1 Pas3Jivi-
umsM. DTa popMa B3aMMOJIEVICTBIS JIEKUT B OC-
HOBe HeopopMMBIIIEVICS VI (PparMeHTapHOV MeTO-
JIOJIOTMVI, BOSHMKAIOIIEV! B pe3yJIbTaTe IIOIBITOK
CUICTEMATV3MPOBATh VICTOPUYECKIEe TOCTVIKEHVIS
Mopasii, — 3Ta TeMa 3aliMeT Hac B OJvoKariiiiee
BpeMs. 3ajiava 3aKOHOATeIIeNl COCTOUT He B IT0-
CTPOEHMM 11eJIOCTHOVI CVICTEMBI (OKOHYATeIbHOIO
CBOJIa 3aKOHOB), @ B I3MEHEHW TOT'0, YTO ObLIIO VM
reperiaHo, IIyTeM pellleHs IIpo0sieM, BO3HIKATO-
IITMX B X KOHKPETHOV CUTYaIIVA

Porn3, Kak MHe KaXkeTcsl, OCTaeTcsl BepeH KaH-
TOBCKVIM ITPEIIIOJIOKEHVSIM — OH IIpaB, paccMa-
TPpWMBasi CBOV IIPOEKT KaK OOHOBJIEHVIe KAHTOBCKO-
ro. Ero oTBeTrI Ha Bce Tpu Borrpoca OJIv3KM K TeM,
KOTOpBIe yTBepHavuT KaHT, — 5 ocTaBiIto KaHTOBe-
JlaM IIpaBo pellaTh, MAeHTNYHBI 11 oHN. [Ipu Ta-
KoM npouTeHVY CK3HJIOH TOXe BBITTISAUT OPTO-
IOKCaJIBHBIM KaHTMaHIIEM, II0 KpaliHell Mepe B
TOM, UTO KacaeTcs BOIIPOCa MIEHTUYHOCTU U BO-
mpoca ocHoBaHMVL. JIroOovi M3 Hac MOXeT CTaThb
€IVIHOJIMYHBIM ITPaBUTeIeM B KAHTOBCKOM «Ilap-
CTBe», eCJIVI TOJIBKO OH COOTBETCTBYeT TpeOOBaHIIO
Pa3yMHOCTW; a IIOCKOJIBKY MOpaJIbHBIE MCTVIHBI —
3TO Te WICTVMHBI, KOTOPble MBI CIIOCOOHBI pasyM-
HO OTCTaMBaTh APYT Mepel IPyroM, CyIIecTByeT
KPUTEPWIT [JIsI IPOBEPKM JIFOOOTrO ITpesiaraeMo-
IO MOPaJIBHOTO ITPEIITVICAHMS ¥, CJIeZI0BaTeIBHO,
IS TIOCTPOEHVIsT MopasIv ¢ HyJs. Ecii M1 iHTep-
nperupyem CK>3HJIOHa TaKMM 00pa3oM, OH IIperl-
JlaraeT aJIbTePHATVBHYIO IIPOLIEly PY: BMECTO TOTO
4TOOBI pacCMaTpUBaTh IIPAKTUYECKII PasyM Kak
HpUIMeHeHVe IIPUHIINIIA MaKCMIHA B YCJIOBYSIX
YaCTMYHOIO He3HaHVs, OH BBIIBUTAET IIpefjIoxKe-
HMe O CyIeCTBOBaHWUM abCTPaKTHBIX CTaHIAPTOB
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of the Categorical Imperative from Kant’s rad-
ically other-worldly idealisations. The Kan-
tian Reich is a democracy in which there can
be no dictator (and a fortiori it cannot be that
any of the citizens can serve equally well in
the dictatorial role). Kant’s notion of autono-
my gives way to a degreed concept, fostered
by attempts to realise a particular form of fel-
low-citizenship, one based on delicate atten-
tion to individual propensities and individual
differences. This form of interaction lies at the
core of the inchoate and partial methodology
emerging from efforts to systematise histori-
cal moral advances — a theme that will occu-
py us shortly. The task of the lawmakers is not
to construct a complete system (the final code
of laws) but to amend what has been passed
down to them through solving the problems
arising in their situation.

Rawls, I suggest, remains faithful to the
Kantian assumptions — he is correct to view
himself as renewing Kant’s own project. His
answers to all three questions are at least close
to those Kant adopted — I will leave it to schol-
ars to determine if they are identical. On one
reading, Scanlon, too, figures as an orthodox
Kantian, at least as far as the identity ques-
tion and the foundations question are con-
cerned. Any of us qualifies to be sole ruler in
the Kantian Reich, so long as we conform to the
demands of reasonableness; since the moral
truths are those we could reasonably defend
before one another, there is a criterion for test-
ing any proposed moral prescription, and thus
for building up morality from scratch. If we in-
terpret Scanlon in this way, he offers an alter-
native procedure: instead of viewing practical
reason as applying maximin under conditions
of partial ignorance, he proposes that there are
abstract standards for reasonableness in de-



PasyMHOCTM B IIpOIlecCe 3alllThl KOHKPETHBIX
MOpaJIbHBIX YTBepXKAeHMt Tieper, Apyrumiu. Cco-
pa Mexnay CksniioHoM 1 Porsom mo-mipexxHeMy
OCTaeTCsl BHY TPV KAHTOBCKOVI CEMBIAL

Tem He MeHee, mpu3HaBas CyIIleCTBOBaHVE
OPYTMX JIOHEV, IIepell KOTOPBIMM IIPVHVIMAIO-
IIlee pellleHre pasyMHOe JIVIILIO MOXeT HeCTU OT-
BeTCTBEHHOCTH, CKOHJIOH CBS3bIBAeT CBOVI aHAaJIN3
C peaIbBHBIMM IIpoOLieccaMmy o0cykaeHms. Pasyme-
eTcsl, OH He CUMTaeT HY>KHBIM pacCMaTpWBaTh Jie-
TaJIVI VICTOPMYECKVX VIV COBPEMEHHBIX [IVICKYC-
cuii. [1o ero coGOCTBEHHBIM ITPECTaBIIEHSIM, 3TO
BIIOJIHE Pa3yMHO, ITOCKOJIBKY aOCTpaKTHOe, He3a-
BVICVIMO€ OT KOHTEeKCTa ITOHSTIE pasyMa (11 pasyM-
HOCTV) OIIPeJIesIsieT CTPYKTYPY JIFOOOro IIpaBuIb-
HOTO 00CY KIeHIs.

B sroM mpenmoroxeHWN S BVMDKY OCTaTKM
CBepXHaTypaymicTdeckort ¢aHTtasun. Harypa-
JIVICTBI BPOJIe MEHSI CTPEMSITCS VIX BBIUMCTUTD. [la-
BaviTe IIOCMOTPVIM, UYTO MOXXHO C/€JIaTh C TPeThe
dopmynmposkort Kanra, korga ounitieHve Oyer
3aBepIIIeHO.

\Y

3aueM BOOOIIe HyXXHa MopajbHas uIoco-
dws? MHorme coBpeMeHHbIe (PrI0codbl — BKITIO-
yas TaKVX BBITAIOIIVIXCS Y IIPOHMIIATeIIbHBIX, KaK
Harenps 1 Ck3HJIOH, — YacTo IUIIYT TaK, CJIOBHO
3TOT BOIIPOC BO3HUKAET VICKJIIOUUTEIEHO U3 VIH-
TeJUIeKTYaJIbHOTO VHTepeca. Mpbl cumTaeM, 4TO
MoOpaJIbHble YTBepX[IeHMs (BO BCAKOM CiIydae,
HEKOTOpBIe M3 HYX) MMEIOT VCTUHHOCTHYIO IIeH-
HocTh. Ho kak mmeHHO 310 BO3MOXHO? Cyiile-
CTBYIOT JIVI MOpaJIbHbIe PaKThI I MOpasIbHasl pe-
aJIbHOCTb, aHaJIOTMYHasl (PU3MUECKON peaslbHO-
CTV, KOTOPYIO OHVCHIBAIOT €CTeCTBOVICIIBITATeIN?
C aTOM TOUKM 3peHus cepilie MOpaIbHOM (pryio-
codpum — MeTasTHKa.

5l He TOJIIBKO He SBJISIOCH CIIEIVaJIICTOM IIO
Kanry. 41 BooGr1ie He crietimanmct. Ho puckHy BbI-
CKa3aThb MCTOpUYeCcKyIo oraaky. Ha mporsoxenum
GortbITiert 9acTy McTopum Prtocopryt MBICTITe-
M obpalasanch K Mopali, IIOTOMY 4YTO Hajles-
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fending particular moral claims before others.
The quarrel between Scanlon and Rawls re-
mains within the Kantian family.

Yet, in recognising the existence of others to
whom a — reasonable — decision-maker might
be responsible, Scanlon links his account to ac-
tual processes of deliberation. To be sure, he
does not think it necessary to look at the details
of historical or contemporary discussions. Rea-
sonably enough, by his own lights, since an ab-
stract, context-independent, notion of reason
(and of reasonableness) determines the struc-
ture of any proper deliberation.

In that assumption I trace the residues of
super-naturalist fantasy. Naturalists like me
want to scrub those away. Let us see what can
be made of Kant’s third formulation when the
cleansing is done.

\"

Why do we have moral philosophy at all?
Many contemporary philosophers — including
some as distinguished and insightful as Nagel
and Scanlon — often write as if the subject aris-
es as a matter of purely intellectual interest. We
think that moral claims (some of them at any
rate) have truth values. But how exactly can
that be? Are there moral facts, a moral reality,
analogous to the physical reality natural sci-
entists describe? On this account, the heart of
moral philosophy is meta-ethics.

Not only am I no Kant scholar. I am not a
scholar at all. But I will venture a historical con-
jecture. For most of the history of philosophy,
thinkers turned to morality because they hoped
to improve the societies they knew and the con-
duct of the citizens who lived in them. Plato
and Aristotle, Hume and Smith, Kant, Bentham
and Mill all wanted to show the world how hu-
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JICH YIIYUIINUTD OOITIecTBa, KOTOPbIe OHM 3HaJIN, U
IIOBeZIeH e T'PakIaH, KOTOpble B HUX XwIn. Iia-
ToH 1 ApuctoTesib, FOm 1 Cymut, Kant, bentam n
Mwuib — Bce OHM XOTeJIN ITOKa3aTh MUY, KaK de-
JIoBe4ecKasi XM3Hb U UeJjloBevuecKrie IIOCTYIIKI MO-
T'YT CTaTh JIy4llle, YeM OHU ecTh ceirdac. HazoBeM
3TO pehoOpMUCTCKUM UMY ALCOM.

B Hamre Bpemsi pedpOpMMCTCKUI MMIIYJIBC C
JIETKOCTBIO MOYKET IIOPOAUTH MeTasTI4ecKre BO-
IIPOCHL B KauecTBe IIPOM3BOLACTBEHHBIX IIPO0sIeM.
Ecim BBI He TIpeyIOKMTe abCTpaKTHOE WM3JIOXKe-
HVie MOPaJIbHOVI VICTUHBI, TO OOHApY>XITe, 9YTO BaM
He IO, CYUTY HaTH Iy Th K MOPaJIbHBIM VMCTVHaM
VIV BbI HECTIOCOOHBI 3allIUTUTh CBOIO yOeXXIeH-
HOCTBb B TOM, YTO MOpa/IbHble VICTUHBI — 3TO TO,
UTO BBl HAIUIM ¥ paspeKiIaMupoBaIn. VIHTeI-
JIeKTyaJIbHBIVI MIHTepeC IpouCcTeKaeT M3 IIpaKTu-
4ecKoVt Ipo0JIeMbl. Bbl JOJDKHBI 3HATB, UTO TaKoe
MopaJsIbHasl VCTMHA, IIPeXe YeM CMOXKeTe HalTu
ee V1 OTCTOSITh TIeper] COMHEBAOIIVIMICS.

41 momo3peBaro, YTO MMEHHO IIO3TOMY B HaIlIl
IHM TaK MHOT'O TOBOPUTCSI O MeTasTHKe ¥ I103TO-
My TaK SpPOCTHO BemdyTcs AebaTbl O MOpPaIbHOM
pearmzme. OIHAKO JIS JIIOZEV, JIBVDKVIMBIX pe-
opMUCTCKIIM MIMITYIJIBCOM, OOpallieHVe K MeTas-
THKe — 3T0 oOMaH M pa3odapoBaHMe. Berp oTBe-
TBI, IIpejlaraeMble Ha MeTasTI4ecKye BOIIPOCH,
He J1al0OT HauMHaloIeMy pedopMaTopy HUKaKMX
opveHTVIpoB. Homb. OHM He TOIBKO CIIMIIIKOM
pacIUIBIBYATBI, YTOOBI [IOMOYb B pellleH I HacyIIl-
HBIX MOPaJIBHBIX BOITPOCOB COBPEMEHHOCTV, HO U
HeCTIOCOOHBI OOBICHUTD HU yCIIeXi, HU IIpOBaJIbl
npornuioro. Kak Hu crpanHO, dmstocodsl, maro-
IIIVie TOHKIE OTBETHI Ha MeTasTIUecKyie BOIIPOCHI,
YacTo BHOCAT OOJIBIIION BKJIAZL B pellleHVie BO3HU-
KAaIOIIVX OCTPBIX MOPAJIBHBIX ITpo0sieM. Haresrs n
CKsHJIOH — SIpKMe IIpUMepBI 3Toro sBjieHns’. Ho
VIX HOPMaTVIBHBIE ITPO3PEHS ITOJTHOCTHIO OTOPBa-
HBI OT VIX METa3TUYeCKMX YOeKIeHML.

BocxoxieHne Ha MeTay poBeHb He J1aeT TOro, Ha
YTO pacCUMTHIBaJI pedOpMaTOPCKIIL MMITYIIbC. S
Ipejljlaralo CHOBa BepHYTbCS BHU3 U HaudaTh Bce
CHayaJIa.

> CM., HarpyMep, X MHOTOYVIC/IEHHbIe Ba’kKHbIe ITyOiIn-
Karym B XXy pHase «Duocodms 1 obIiecTBeHHEIE ieTTa»,
B CO3ZIaHMM KOTOPOTO OHM 00a ChIrPasIii BAYKHYIO POJIb.
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man lives and human actions could be better
than they currently were. Call this the Reformist
Impulse.

Now the Reformist Impulse might easily
generate meta-ethical questions as derivative
issues. You discover you cannot find your way
to the moral truths, or you cannot defend your
conviction that the moral truths are what you
have found and advertised, unless you offer an
abstract account of moral truth. The intellectu-
al interest stems from a practical problem. You
must know what moral correctness is before
you can locate it and defend it to doubters.

I suspect that is why there is so much meta-
ethics about these days, and why debates about
moral realism rage so fiercely. Yet for people
moved by the Reformist Impulse, the turn to
meta-ethics is a cheat and a disappointment.
For the answers offered to the meta-ethical
question seem to provide no guidance to the
aspiring reformer. Zero. Not only are they too
vague to help with urgent moral questions of
the day, but they do not seem to explain the
successes and failures of the past. Ironically,
philosophers who provide subtle answers to
the meta-ethical issues often make major contri-
butions to the burning moral issues that arise.
Nagel and Scanlon are shining instances of this
phenomenon.> But their normative insights
are completely detached from their meta-
ethical convictions.

The ascent to the meta-level does not gen-
erate what the Reformist Impulse hoped for.
I suggest that we come back down again, and
start over.

Reformers want to improve individual be-
haviour and social arrangements. Their em-
phases may fall in different places, but it is

>See, for example, their many important contributions
to “Philosophy and Public Affairs”, a journal in whose
founding they both played major roles.



PedopmaTops! XOTST y/IydIINTh KaK MHIVBY-
IlyajIbHOe IIOBefleHMe, TaK U COITMajIbHble Mexa-
HU3MBL VIX cTpemIIeHMsi MOTYT PacXOOUThCs, HO
11eJ1eco00pasHoO BBIAEIIUTD [IBa B3aMMOCBI3aHHbBIX
ypOBHs. MopasIbHBINI ITpOrpecc MOXeT OBITh [10-
CTUTHYT KaK OT/IeJIbHBIMM JIIO[IbMU, TaK U I1eJTbl-
My obmiectsaMu. VIHOrAa B MPOIIJIOM MoOpalb-
HBIVI ITIpOrpecc cIydasicsd — ¥ 10 Mepe M3ydeHwus
3TUX CJIy4yaeB CTaHOBUTCS OYEBUIHBIM, YTO OH,
KaK ITpaBuIo, ObUI HEITPOYHBIM M KpoBaBbIM. OT-
MeHa pabcTBa, paciIpeHye BO3MOXHOCTeN J1Is
JKeHIIVIH, IIPUHSATYE OHOIIOJION JII00BM — BCe
3TV JOJITVe M CJIOKHBIe ITPOLIeCChl JIEFKO MOIJIV
IOVITY CcOBceM Io-gpyromy. Korja mbuib ocesaer,
JIETKO BOCKJIMKHYTE: «KaK JIoy Mo J0 Tako-
ro gogymarbcsl» Ho, Kak IokaseiBaeT Jjirobas Xo-
polasi ICTOPWS, JIFO[M, KOTOpble KasaInch cebe 1
OKpPY>KaIOIIM VCKJIIOUNTESIBHO pa3yMHBIMU, 10-
OpomeTeTbHBIMM VI TIOPSIIOYHBIMY, JTaXKe MOpaJIb-
HO BBIJTAIOIIVIMICS, lyMaJIyi UMEHHO TaK.

PedopmaTopbl XOTAT OOpaTUTBCS K BOIIPOCY
[provt: Kak MBI MOXeM cieJlaTh HpPaBCTBEHHBIN
rporpecc 0osiee yBepeHHBIM U CUCTeMaT9eCcKM?
VicTopus 3acTaBUT MX IpOaBUTH: KaK MBI MOXXeM
BBISIBUTH HaIllVl COOCTBEHHBIE «CJlellble 30Hb»? B
TaKOM ITpMOaBJIeHNN JIeTKO OOHAPYXKUTh JIOBYIII-
Ky. MBI CKJIOHHBI CYUTATh ITPOIrpecc TeJjleosIorye-
CKVMM BO BCex CJIydasx, a 3Ha4uT, 1 B 9TOM. Y Hac
€CTb 11eJ1b: OTKPBITh MOPaJIbHYIO UCTUHY JIM0O 110
KaKOMY-TO BOITPOCY, JIM0O KaK 3aBepIlIeHHYIO CU-
cremy. ITporpecc coctont B TOM, YTOOBI COBEPIINTE
3TO OTKphITHe. Pazse HaMm He TpebyeTcs MOHSATH Xa-
paKTep MOpaJIbHOV MCTVUHBI? He TOIDKHBL JI MBI
CHOBa 3a0paThcsl Ha MeTasTUYecKyro Kapycesib?

Het. Ham crreyet BocmprHMMAaTh MOPasIbHBIN
Iporpecc Kak Iparmariudeckmy nporpecc. OH 3a-
KJIIOYaeTCsl B BbISBJIEHM MOPaJIbHBIX ITpo0sieM 1
B VIX IPeOoJIeHNN, KaK IPaBUJIO TOJILKO YacTuy-
HOM. VITaK, HaM Hy>KHa MeTOIOJIOrVs MOPaJIbHO-
ro uccneposanus. [logymarite o MeTogax B Tex 00-
JIaCTSAX, B KOTOPBIX OHM ObUIN Hambosiee IIVPOKO
pa3paboTaHBbI 1 CITeIMPUIVIPOBaHbL: B €CTECTBEH-
HbIX Haykax. OHM BO3HUKIV M3 IIpefBapuTeIIb-
HBIX IepBOHaYaIbHbBIX ITPeIIoJIOKeHN I, IpuMe-
HSUIVICh B KOHKPETHBIX VCCIIeIOBAHMSAX W TIOCTO-
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useful to recognise two connected levels. Moral
progress can be made by individual people and
by whole societies. Sometimes in the past moral
progress has occurred — and, as we investigate
the cases, it becomes evident that it is typically
hazardous and bloody. The abolition of slavery,
the expansion of opportunities for women, the
acceptance of same-sex love — all these long
and complex processes could easily have gone
very differently. After the dust has settled, it is
easy to exclaim, “How could people ever have
thought that!” But, as any good history reveals,
people who seemed to themselves, and to those
around them, eminently reasonable, virtuous
and decent, morally distinguished even, did
think like that.

Reformers want to address Dewey’s ques-
tion: How can we make moral progress more
sure-footed and systematic? History will move
them to add: How can we expose our own
blind-spots? This addition easily poses a trap.
We tend to think of progress as teleological, in
all cases and hence in this one. There is a goal:
discovery of moral truth, either about some is-
sue or as a complete system. Progress consists
in making the discovery. Is there, then, no need
to understand the character of moral truth?
Must we not climb back on the meta-ethical
carousel?

No. We should conceive moral progress
as pragmatic progress. It consists in identify-
ing moral problems and in overcoming them,
typically only partially. What we need, then,
is a methodology for moral inquiry. Think of
methods in the domains in which they have
been most widely developed and specified:
the natural sciences. These have emerged from
tentative initial suggestions, put to work in
particular investigations, and constantly re-
fined in the light of successes and failures. It



®. Kuruep

SHHO COBEpIIIeHCTBOBAJIVICh B CBeTe yCIIeXOB 11 He-
yIad. DTo Obljla Gy1aroTBopHast crimpasib. [lepsbie
VJIen ITPUBOIAT K ycIlexaM, BTOpble Mjlen — K ellle
GoJIBIIMM ycIlexaM, TpeTbU Men... 3ajada CoOCTO-
UT B TOM, YTOOBI 3aIlyCTUTh aHAJIOTMYHBIV IIPO-
11eCC B OTHOIIEHVVI MOPaJIbHOIO MCCIIeJOBaHIS.
VImeHHO 31ech «1lapcTBo» KaHTa BCTyIlaeT B

Urpy.
VI

Benb KaHTOBCKasi KOHIIEIIIVSI, COIVIACHO KOTO-
POV JIFOIIV CO34AI0T 3aKOHBI JIPYT I ApyTa — C [O-
IIPaBKOVI Ha TO, UTO OHM CO3[IAIOT 3aKOHBI coBMmeci-
HO, — 3TO OYeBMIIHBIV CIIOCOD JyMaThb O MOpayIu
KaK 00 MCTOPMYeCKOM SBJIEHWUM, B KOTOPOM IIPO-
rpecc IPOVICXOAUT BpeMsl OT BpeMeHU 1 Oecriopsi-
JIOYHO. B KOHIIe KOHIIOB, HOXOXe, IMEHHO 3TO IIPO-
VICXOOWT M B CaMOM 3aKoHe. JIOKK offHaKI1bl paccKa-
3aJ1 ITPaBIOIIO00HY O ICTOPWIO O ITPOVCXOXKIEHWU N
MIPaBOBBIX VHCTUTYTOB. [10 1300peTeHIs Cy/I0B, CY-
HeOHBIX CITyIIaHU Y MHCTUTYTa ITPUCSIKHBIX CIIO-
pBl pelanvch HaCWJIBCTBeHHBIM myTeM. JIrommy,
cumTaBIIIVe ceOsl yIleM/IeHHBIMIM, HaOpasIv COro3-
HVKOB W ITBITAJIVICh ITOJTyYUTh KOMIIEHCAIIVIO VIV
OTOMCTUTB IIpefriosiaraeMbIM OOVIUMKaM. 3aKOH
MOXeT OBITh HeCOBEepIIIeHHBIM W3-3a KOPPYIILIVW,
HeBeXXeCTBa VIV ITPOBOJIOYEK, HO pe3yJIbraThl, KO-
TOpBle OH, KaK IIpaBiJIo, obecriednBaeT, ¢ CaMOro
Hadajla ObUIM YJIydlIlleHVeM caMocCyjla, KOTOpPBIV
CylIecTBOBaJI JI0 3TOro. bosee Toro, B xofie 3BoJIO-
LIV 3aKOHa ITPOVICXOIAT JTaJIbHeVIIIe TIOIBVIKKIL.
ITerTKM GOJIBIIIE He VICTIONB3YIOTCA KaK OUITaIb-
HO OI0OpeHHBIN CIrIoco0d MoJTydyeHMsl MPU3HAHU,
KPVMMHAIMCTUIKA pa3pabaTbiBaeT Ooslee Haex-
Hble MeTOJIbI OITpeJie/IeHNsl BMHOBHOCTY, HaKasa-
HMSL CTAHOBSITCS MeHee YKeCTOKVMWM, IpeIIpyHM-
MalOTCs HeKOTOpPBIe IOIBITKY PeadviInTaIIAL.

1 TIpenIararo IIOCTPOUTD IapasuUIeJIbHYIO IIep-
CIIeKTUBY [IJIsI MOPaJIbHOVI ITpakTUKN. Ppenepnk
Jlyriac, HecoMHeHHO, ObUI IIpaB, yTBepXKiias, u4To
B MUPpe, I7le JOMUHUPYeT «[IorpaHUYHasd MOpaJIb»,

has been a virtuous spiral. First ideas lead to
successes, leading to second ideas leading to
more successes, leading to third ideas... The
task is to start an analogous process with re-
spect to moral inquiry.

This is where Kant’s Reich makes its en-
trance.

VI

For the Kantian conception of people, mak-
ing laws for one another — amended to insist
that they make laws together — is an obvious
way to think about morality as a historical
phenomenon, in which progress occasionally
and messily occurs. After all, that seems to be
what goes on in the law itself. Locke once told
a plausible story about the origins of legal in-
stitutions. Prior to the invention of courts, tri-
als, and juries, disputes were settled violently.
People who saw themselves as being harmed
recruited allies and tried to extract compensa-
tion from, or take revenge on, the perceived of-
fenders. The law may be imperfect — through
corruption, or ignorance, or delays — but the
outcomes it tended to deliver were, from the
beginning, an improvement on the “frontier
justice” that went before. Moreover, during its
evolution, there are further advances. Torture
is no longer favoured as an officially approved
way to secure confessions, forensic science is-
sues more reliable methods for judging guilt,
punishments become less savage, there are a
few attempts at rehabilitation.

I propose constructing a parallel perspec-
tive for moral practice. In a world dominat-
ed by “frontier morality”, Frederick Douglass
was undoubtedly correct to claim that, with-
out struggle, there is no progress. Societies
and individuals can try to make Douglass’ fa-
mous remark obsolete by developing methods
for collective moral inquiry, and by embed-
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6e3 OoprOBI HeT TIporpecca®. ObIIecTBa 11 OTAETB-
Hble JIIO[IVI MOT'YT IOIIBITaTbCs CAelaTh 3HaMeHU-
Toe 3aMedaHMe JlyrIiaca ycrapeBinm, paspaOoTas
MeTOIbI KOJUIEKTMBHOTO MOpPaJIBHOTO VCCIIe0Ba-
HU4 VI BHEIPUB VX B MHCTUTYTHI nopaepxkmn. [lo-
3TOMY MBI JOJDKHBI [IJIs1 Hadajla pacCMOTPeTh, KaK
IOJDKHBI IeVICTBOBATH 3aKOHOOATe I KAHTOBCKOI'O
«HapcTBa».

Memodosoeuneckuil HaTypaaIu3M peKOMeHITy-
eT COCTaBJISATh [lepBOHAYa/IbHBIVL OTUET O MOpaJlb-
HOV MeTOMOJIOTMM, paccMaTpyBasi MCTOpUUYecKye
3MM300bI, B KOTOPBIX, KaK IIPeNCTaBIIsIeTCs], ObLI
JIOCTUTHYT MOPaJIBHBIVI IIPOrpecc, M MpOTUBOMO-
CTaBJIsAsl MIX CJIydasiM, B KOTOPBIX TaKOW IIporpecc
ObUT IIpHMOCTaHOBIIEH. SI HauHY ¢ KPaTKOCPOYHOV
VICTOPVUYECKOV MepCreKTUBBL, C TeX M3MeHeHW,
0 KOTOPBIX COXPaHWJIVICh 3aIllCH, ITO3BOJIAIOIIVIe
COBpeMeHHBIM JIIO[AM OIpPeNeIUTh IeVICTBUS U
YCTaHOBKV COOTBETCTBYIOIINX CYObeKTOB. Monmu
rapaaurMaMm 371ech SBJISIIOTCS OTMeHa padcTBa
B Hosom CBete, pacimpeHve BO3MOXHOCTEV A1
KeHimyH ¢ koHua XVIII B. mo HacrosIee BpemMs
U pacTylliee IIpM3HaHMe JIIOOOBHBIX OTHOLIEHWT
MeX]1y IIpeiCTaBUTeIISIM OTHOTO I10j1a — ITOCIe]I-
Hee coObITVE g HaOJIIOal B TeUeHMe CBOEe XKI3-
H1. [IpociexmBasi 1ociieoBaTesIbHOCTE HeOOIIb-
VX MI3MEeHEeHWUVI, KOTOpble CIIOCOOCTBOBAIM [10-
CTVDKEHMIO KOHEYHOIO pesyJibraTa, a TakKke 0CO3-
HaBasi CIIOCOOBI, KOTOPBIMU 3TVIM M3MEHEHVSIM CO-
IPOTUBIISIVICh, MBI BITPaBe HaJleAThCs y3HaTh, Kak
3aTSHYBIINTICS, OecriopsIOYHBIN 1 BeCbMa yCJIOB-
HBIVI IYTh K IIPOrpeccy MOXeT CTaTb Oojiee Mpsi-
MBIM, MeHee 3aTpaTHBIM 11 OoJlee HaZleXKHBIM.

OnHa 13 04eBMIHBIX XapaKTEePUCTUK BCeX TPeX
IIPVIMEPOB — 3TO HECIIOCOOHOCTH IIPUCITyIIaTh-
CsL WJIVL Cepbe3HO OTHEeCTVCh K B3IVIsilaM OIlpere-
JIEHHBIX TUIIOB JIIOHEN. YViTbaM JIKerMc omHaX-
1Bl 3a51BVJI — C HeOoIlpaBIaHHBIM OHTUMM3MOM —
4uTO (Pr110c0POB-MOPAIIVICTOB OT OIIMOOK CITacyT
«KpVIKM paHeHbIx» (James, 1979, p. 158). Vcropus
IIOKa3bIBaeT, KaK uacTo 3TV KPUKM OCTaIOTCs Heyc-
JIBIIIIAHHBIMN. A MHOITIa paHeHble MOJIJar.

¢ Openepuk Hyrmac (1818 —1895) — amepmKaHCKUIT IIV-
caresIb-aboMIMOHNCT. YKa3aHHBIe CJI0Ba IIPO3ByYaIll B
ero peun «Ocpoboxrenne Bect-VHanm», ¢ KoToport oH
BeIcTyII 3 aBrycra 1857 r. B ropone Kananmaurya okpy-
ra Onrapwo mrara Heto-VMopk. — ITpumen. peo.
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ding them in supportive institutions. So we
should begin by considering how the lawmak-
ers in the Kantian Reich should go about their
business.

Methodological
drawing an initial account of moral methodol-
ogy by considering historical episodes in which
moral progress appears to have been made and
contrasting them with instances in which such
progress has been blocked. I will start with
short-term history, with the kinds of changes
for which there are records, enabling contem-
porary people to identify the actions and atti-
tudes of the agents involved. My paradigms
here are the abolition of chattel slavery in the
New World, the expansion of opportunities for
women from the late eighteenth century to the
present and the increasing acceptance of loving
relations between members of the same sex —
the last a development I have witnessed in my
lifetime. Through tracing the sequence of small
changes that promoted the eventual outcome,
as well as recognising the ways in which those
changes were resisted, we can hope to discover
how the protracted, messy and highly contin-
gent route to progress might become more di-
rect, less costly and more reliable.

One obvious feature of all three cases is a
failure to listen to, or to take seriously, the per-
spectives of particular kinds of people. William
James once claimed — with unwarranted op-
timism — that moral philosophers will be
saved from error by “the cries of the wounded”
(James, 1979, p. 158). History reveals how often
those cries go unheard. Also how, sometimes,
the wounded do not even cry.

I see these two aspects of the three par-
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adigms as providing a useful opening for
thinking about moral method. The first — the
“obvious feature” — consists in a habit of ex-
clusion. Certain kinds of complaints about the
moral status quo go unheard. The second con-
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1 camraro, 9TO BOT 3TM [IBa acIleKTa Tpex Iapa-
JVTM JIAOT TI0JIe3HOe HavaJIo IS Pa3MBIIIIEHN
0 MOopasIbHOM MeTofie. IlepBbIt — «oueBMIHAS Xa-
PaKTepuUCTMKa» — 3aKJIFOYaeTcsl B IIPVBBIYKE K
oruyxaeHmio. OmpeneleHHble BUIBI Xajlod Ha
MOPAJIbHBIV Status quo OCTAIOTCS HeyCIIBIIIaHHbI-
MM BTOpoV acrieKT COCTOUT B YCBOEHWMM UJIeHa-
MU OTUY>KIE€HHOVI IPYIIIbI IePCIEKTVBBI, ITPUHS-
TOVI TEMV, KTO VIX VICKJIFOUWIT: paObl COIIAIIAOTCS
CO CBOVIM HMB3IIVIM CTaTyCOM, >KEHIIVIHBI JOBOJIb-
CTBYIOTCSI TE€M, UTO BUIST cedsi XpaHWUTeIbHUIIA-
MU ouara v Jgoma, TeU ¥ JIeCOMSHKM COXaJIeloT O
CBOVIX «pa3BpaTHBIX HAKJIOHHOCTSIX». MOpasIbHBIN
MeTOJI MOXXeT HauyaTbCs C PasMBIIIIEHU O TOM,
KaK OCMBICJINTB IIPUBBIUKY OTUYXKIEHMS M Kak
PacKpBITh THUII JIOKHOTO CO3HAHMSI, KOTOpOe OCJle-
IIJIIeT YTHETEHHBIX B OTHOIIIEHMVI X COOCTBEHHO-
ro cocrostams (Kitcher, 2021a).

Kak kaHTOBCKMe 3aKOHOmATeIM [IOJDKHBI pe-
arupoBaThb Ha yIpo3y TOrO, YTO VX «IIapCTBO»
HO-TIpeXXHeMY OyZeT IIPOHM3aHO STVMU XapaKTe-
puctukaMu? Pa3BuBasi KOHIIEMITNIO COTrpakIaH-
CTBa, KOTOPYIO 5 IpefcTaBil paHee. OHa JOIDK-
Ha cofepXaTb WMHCTUTYTHI IJISL KYJIBTMBMPOBa-
HMsL OOMeHa MHEHVSMW MeXAy I'paXgaHaMu, B
KOTOPBIX ITOOIIPSIETCS IeTTMKATHOe OTHOIIIEHVE K
YCIIBIIIIAHHOMY, KaK uepe3 CoyuabHble CPelcTBa
co3maHmsg opyMa, Ha KOTOPOM BBICITYIIVBAIOT-
Csl KaJIoOBl, TaK ¥ 4depe3 BOCHIMTaHMe B UHOUBU-
0ax CIIocCOOHOCTM K ITTyOOKOVI BOBJIEUEHHOCTV BO
B3IVIABI Apyrux. Kpome Toro, HeoObxomymMo mecTo
171 M3y YeHMsl CyIIeCTBYIOIIIX CIIoco00B popmu-
POBaHMS OIpeieJIeHHBIX CaMOKOHIIEIIINTI, CUV-
TAIOIIVIXCS HEIIPVEMIJIEMBIMM J1JIsI OIIpelleSIeHHBIX
TVIIOB JIFOMIEVL.

B HenmaBHel1 paboTe s IOIIBITAICS OIPOOHO 13-
JIOKUTH JAHHBIV TIOAX0M. 3[1ech S MOTYy IIperIo-
KUTB JIVIIb KPAaTKui 0030p. Berpakenms crpana-
HMS 3aC/TYKMBAIOT Cepbe3HOro ortHoreHms. [lo-
CKOJIBKY 3aKOHYy HeJIOCTaeT PecypcoB ISl pac-
CMOTpeHMS Bcex [eJl, lepBOHavYaIbHbIe pelleHs

7 CorrmasibHBIE acTIeKTHI IIpefylaraeMovi MHOXO MeTOI0JIO-
v gByrsroTcs TeMont pabotst (Kitcher, 2021a). O6pasosa-
TeJIbHBIe IIpeyioxenst mpuserensl B (Kitcher, 20216).
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sists in the absorption by members of the ex-
cluded group of the perspective adopted by
those who exclude them: slaves acquiesce in
their inferior status, women are content to see
themselves as guardians of hearth and home,
gays and lesbians regret their own “depraved
tendencies”. Moral method can start by think-
ing about how to reflect on habits of exclusion
and how to uncover the type of false conscious-
ness that blinds the oppressed to their own
state (Kitcher, 2021a).

How should Kantian lawmakers respond to
the danger that their Reich continues to be per-
vaded by these features? Through developing
the concept of fellow-citizenship I introduced
earlier. It should contain institutions for culti-
vating exchanges among citizens in which del-
icate listening is promoted, both through the
social means of creating a forum in which com-
plaints are heard, and through fostering in in-
dividuals capacities for deep engagement with
the perspectives of others. Furthermore, it will
need a place for probing the existing ways in
which particular kinds of self-conceptions are
taken to be inappropriate for particular types of
people.

In recent work, I have tried to elaborate this
approach in some detail.® Here, I can only of-
fer a brief précis. Expressions of suffering de-
serve to be taken seriously. Just as the law lacks
the resources to hear all cases, initial decisions
must rank complaints in terms of their urgen-
cy. The prime candidates for investigation
are those which, if justified and if addressed,
would bring the greatest relief. The second
stage must explore whether those who feel op-
pressed by some current element of the moral

®The social aspects of my suggested methodology are
the topic of Kitcher (2021a). The educational proposals
are given in Kitcher (2021b).



IIOJDKHBL PaHXKMPOBaTh >KajloObl II0 CTEIeHM X
cpouHoCcTH. [T1aBHBIMM KaHAMIATaMM Ha pason-
paTesIbCTBO SIBJISIOTCS Te XKaJloObl, KOTOpBIe, eCiIn
OHI ODOCHOBaHHBI M OyyT pacCMOTpPEHBI, IIPU-
HecyT Hamborblllee obrierdeHve. Ha BTropom 3Ta-
I1e HeOOXOIVIMO BBISICHUTE, IMEIOT JIVI Te, KTO UyB-
CTByeT celbs yrHeTeHHBIM KaKMM-TO TeKYIIVM
3J7IEMEHTOM MOPAJIbHOIO KOIeKca, OCHOBaHVS IJIs
aroro. Eciim 310 mccnenosanme 3aBeplITCd B VX
II0/Ib3y, TO Ha TPeTbeM, 3aK/IIOUMTE/IbHOM 3Talle
CJIeyeT MCKaTh CpefiCTBa IIPaBOBOVI 3AITHIL.

Bce Tpu cermenTa ucciiemoBaHMS OHMPAIOT-
Csl Ha HPeIJIOKEHHYIO KOHLIEMHIMIO COrpakIaH-
cTBa. B yacTHOCTY, B MIea/IbHOM CiTy4dae pelleHs
IIPVHMMAIOTCS B pe3yJIbTaTe OOCYXKIEHWUI, yIO0B-
JIETBOPSIOIIVIX TPpeM YCJIOBUAM. Bo-TiepBbIx, B HUX
OOJDKHBI y4aCcTBOBATh IIPEACTaBUTEIIN BCEX B3IJIs-
OB, CYIIECTBYIOIIVIX Cpedu JIOeV, KOTOPhIX 3a-
TparmBaeT OCHOBHOVI IIpeaMeT O6Cy>K)IeHVI$L
Bo-BTOpPBIX, OHV HOJKHBI MCIIONIB30BATh MHMOP-
MAaIIVI0, XOPOIIO HOOKPEIIEHHYO MMEIOIIVMMVICS
JI0OKas3aTeJIbCTBaM¥, VM HVMKOITIA JOrMaTUYecKu He
areyIMpoBaTh K HPEeIIIOChlIKaM, JOCTOBEPHOCTH
KOTOPBIX SIBJIAeTCs CIIOPHOVL. B-TpeThunx, yuacTHI-
K11 00sI3aHBI CTPEMUTHCS K B3aIMOZEVICTBIIO APYT
¢ gpyroM. OHM HO/DKHBI CJIyIIaTh WM IIBITaThCS
IIPOHVIKHYThCSI TOYKOVI 3peHVsI APYT ApyTra, BCer-
A CTPeMSICh K pe3yJIbTaTy, KOTOPBIVI YCTPOWUT BCeX.
(BcrmoMHMTE MO€E «MeHee OUeBVIHOe» IIpOUTeHVIe
KaHTOBCKOVI KOHIIEIIITMVI COIJIAIlIeHNs O 3aKOHaXx.)

TOJIBKO YTO OHVCAHHBIN KOMMYHVKaTVIBHBIV
vjeasl JIydille BCero paccMaTpviBaTh — Kak, Ha
MOVI B3IVISI, VI TTofoDaeT vjeajiaM — B KauecTBe
OVAarHOCTVIYECKOIO MHCTPYMEHTA [IJI51 BbISIBIIEH VIS
HEIOCTATKOB CYIIECTBYIOIIErO IIOJIOKEH VS BeIen
V1 OITpefesieHNs HallpaBJIeHVs, B KOTOPOM CJIeIy-
eT MCKaTh yJIydlleHus. BcriomHuTe MO [IbrOV-
aHCKYIO 1IeJIb: cllejlaTh MOpasIbHBIV IIporpecc 0o-
Jlee CYICTeMaTUeCcKIM 1 YBepeHHBIM, YeM OH ObLT
victoprdecki. Eciim conoctaBuTh IIpejIoKeHHbI
naeaq ¢ MOMMM TpeMs IapagurMaMu, TO KOH-
TpacT oueByaeH. DakTrueckass MCTOPUS IIPOHU-
3aHa HEeCIIOCOOHOCTBIO OXBATUTH BCE 3aTPOHYThIE
CTOPOHBI HEIOATBEPXXIEHHBIM IIPEIIIOIOKEeHV-
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code are warranted in doing so. If that inquiry
concludes in their favour, the third and final
phase must seek a remedy.

All three segments of the inquiry are guided
by the suggested concept of fellow-citizenship.
Specifically, decisions ideally result from delib-
erations meeting three conditions. First, they
should include representatives of all the per-
spectives found among those people who are
affected by the focal issue. Second, they should
make use of information well-supported by the
available evidence, and never dogmatically ap-
peal to premises whose credentials are matters
of debate. Third, the participants are committed
to mutual engagement with one another. They
listen and attempt to enter into one another’s
perspectives, always searching for an outcome
that all can tolerate. (Recall my “less obvious”
reading of the Kantian concept of agreement on
laws.)

The conversational ideal just outlined is
best seen — as, in my view, ideals always
are — as a diagnostic tool for exposing flaws
in the existing state of affairs, and marking
out a direction in which improvements could
be sought. Recall my Deweyan aim: to make
moral progress more systematic and sure-foot-
ed than it has historically been. When the pro-
posed ideal is set against my three paradigms,
the contrast is plain. The actual history is per-
meated by failures to include all the affected
parties, by unsupported assumptions accept-
ed without question and, above all, by an al-
most complete lack of efforts to engage with
rival perspectives. Major agents of progressive
change are the few heroic figures who are rel-
atively free from these defects. Hence, I view
the ideal as grounding an appropriate first step
in moral methodology.



®. Kuruep

MV, TPUHMMaeMBbIMI Ha Bepy, U IIpeXie BCero
IIOYTY TIOJTHBIM OTCYTCTBYMEM YCVJIN IO ITpUBJIe-
UYeHMIO KOHKYPUPYIOMNX Todek 3peHus. OcHOB-
HBIMI VMHUIIYATOpaMM IPOTrPeCCUBHBIX V3MeHe-
HUVI SIBJISIOTCS Te HeMHOI'Me Teponyeckue pury-
PBl, KOTOpBIE OTHOCUTEIBHO CBOOOHIHBI OT 3TMX
HerjocTaTKoB. CJlefioBaTesIbHO, $I paccMaTpyBaio
ueayl KaK OCHOBaHMe [IJI COOTBETCTBYIOIIEro
IIepBOTO IIIara B METOHOJIOT VI MOPAJINL.

Onnako TOJIBKO 3TOro HefoCTaToO4HO. Benpb B
KasK/IOM 13 9TUX CJIydaeB HeKOTOpbIe UIeHbl IPyIl-
IIbI, PerMcTpUpYIOlIVe TlepBOHavYasIbHYO JKajlo0y,
He BBIPa)karoT ITpoTecTa. B pesysbraTe mobopHmKm
status quo TOJITy4YalOT BO3MOXKHOCTbH ITPEIICTaBUTh
GOVKMX VCTIIOB KaK HelpaBMJIbHBIX. Takas peax-
1Mt 0coOeHHO 3aMeTHa B flebaTax O pacIIpeHuN
BO3MOXKHOCTEV! JIJIs JKEHIIIVH, T7le HEMHOI'e, KTO
paryer 3a IlepeMeHbl, MOT'y T OBITh OTBEPTHY THI KaK
UyJIOBMIIA, KaK HEIIOJTHOIIEHHBIE TIOJTy KeHIIVHBI,
CKJIOHHBIe K ITpeJlaTeJIbCTBy COOCTBEHHOIO IToJIa.
CiiefoBaTtesIbHO, cepbe3Hoe 00CykIleH!e, BbI3BaH-
HOe TeM, YTO KaKas-TO TPyIIIa OpocaeT BBI30B Cy-
IIeCTBYIOIIell YacTy MOPaIbHOIO KOJleKca, Beer-
ia TIpefirosiaraeT BO3MOKHOCTh TOTO, UTO BHEIITHe
JIOBOJIbHBIE UJIeHBI TPYIIIBI CTPAJAIOT OT JIOXKHO-
ro camocosHaHMs. OUeBUTHBIM CIIOCOOOM pellle-
HUsI 3TOV IpobsieMbl Oy/ieT co3laHye IIOCTOSTHHO-
ro ITporiecca, B Xozie KOTOPOTo uoeasl «5I» — BUIBI
KOHIIEMITNI, C TIOMOIIBIO KOTOPBIX JIIOOV OpU-
eHTUPYIOTCS ¥ BbIPaOaThIBAIOT TO, YTO SIBJISETCS
Hanboslee BaKHBIM B VX XXWU3HU, — IIOfIBepraoT-
cs THIATeJIbHOMY aHasm3y. B uwactHocTH, Heobxo-
AVIMO KOJUIEKTVIBHO VICCIIENOBATD ITPEIIIOIOKEeH IS
O pacIipefieJIeHUI TaKVUX VeasioB M XUTEVICKYIO
MYJIPOCTB O TOM, UTO OIIpesieJIeHHbIe VjIeaIbl O-
XO[IST OTHMM, HO He monxonaT ApyruMm. Kak u B
cJlydae C OTUyXKJIeHUeM, MCCiiejoBaHue JI0JKHO
3alIMINATh OT IIPOBaJIOB MHKIIFO3MBHOCTY, HE00O-
CHOBAHHBIX (PaKTMIECKVIX ITPEITIONIOKEHNI 11 He-
JKeJIaHVSl YUUTBIBaTh TOUKY 3peHMs TeX, KTO Iy-
MaeT MHade. Bosiee Toro, Kak s yxke yTBepXXzail B
npyrom pabore (Kitcher, 2021a), perieHne Heko-
TOPBIX BO3HMKAIOIIVIX BOIIPOCOB MOXeT IT0Tpedo-
BaTh COLIVIAJIBHBIX KCIIEPVIMEHTOB, ITPOBOIVIMBIX
I0OPOBOJIBHBIMY yYacTHMKaMV. CaMbIVT IIPSMOV
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By itself, however, it is insufficient. For
in each of the instances some members of
the class registering the initial complaint do
not raise their voices in protest. In conse-
quence, the champions of the status quo are
able to portray the vocal plaintiffs as per-
verse. That reaction is especially evident in
the debate over expanded opportunities for
women, where the few who campaign for
change can be dismissed as monstrous, as in-
complete half-women, bent on betraying their
sex. Hence, a serious deliberation, sparked
by some group’s challenge to an existing part
of the moral code, should always consider
the possibility that the apparently content-
ed members of the group suffer from false
consciousness. The obvious way of pursuing
this issue is to create a permanent process in
which ideals of the self — the kinds of concep-
tion through which people orient themselves
and work out what is most central to their
lives — are scrutinised. In particular, assump-
tions about the distribution of such ideals, and
the everyday lore about how particular ide-
als are suited to some but not to others, must
be collectively investigated. As in the case
of exclusion, the investigation should guard
against failures of inclusiveness, unwarrant-
ed factual assumptions, and against unwill-
ingness to enter into the perspectives of those
who think differently. Moreover, as I have ar-
gued elsewhere (Kitcher, 2021a), settling some
questions that arise may require social exper-
iments, undertaken by willing participants.
The most direct way of addressing fears that
if current restrictions are relaxed the heavens
will fall is to allow those who want to abolish
the barrier to go ahead.

Articulating the concept of fellow-citizen-
ship in this way represents an enrichment of



criocob OOpwOBI ¢ OmaceHMsMM, YTO B CJIydae OC-
71abrIeHnsI CyIIeCTBYIOMIVIX OrpaHMYeHN1 HeOeca
PYXHYT, — IIO3BOJIUTB TE€M, KTO XOUeT JIMKBUIVIPO-
BaThb Oapbep, VAT BIIeper.

Takast dpopMmysmpoBKa IHOHSTUS COrpaKIaH-
CTBa sBJIsieTcsl oDoralieHyveM geMoKpaTuu. [ler-
CTBUTEJIBHO, 51 CKJIOHEH JIyMaTb, YTO 3TO HEOOXO-
IOVIMBIVI KOMITIOHEHT B YCTpaHEeHMUV M3BECTHBIX He-
JIOCTaTKOB, OYEBVTHBIX JIJISI MHOTVIX COBPEMEHHBIX
JIeMOKpaTUIecKmx pexmmoB. OcosHaHME STMX
HEeJIOCTAaTKOB, ¥ B OCOOEHHOCTM (paKTa IIOJISIPU-
3auy 7IeKTopara, MOXKeT BIIOJIHE OOOCHOBAaHHO
BBI3BATh CKEIITWIIV3M B OTHOIIEHWM IUIOHOTBOP-
HOCTY JTIOOBIX TIOIIBITOK KYJIBTVBUPOBAHS MYJTh-
TUIIEPCIIEKTUBHBIX PasroBopoB. CKymHBIE 3MIIN-
pUUecKye ITaHHBIE JTAf0T HEKOTOpble OCHOBAHIS
IJIS1 OIITVMM3MA: B HECKOJIBKIX MeCTaX B OTHOIIIe-
HWV HeOOJIBIIIOrO YNCiIa BOIIPOCOB OOCYKIEeHVIS B
IIpeayCMOTPeHHOM (pOpMe OKa3aIVICh YCIIeITHBI-
M. MOXHO OXMUIATh, YTO SIBHBIE OOIIeCTBEHHBIE
HOPMBI, BBIpaykaloIlyie SJIeMeHTHI COrPakIaHCTBa,
MOT'YT M3MEeHUTH IToBefieHme. [laske camble OyTiHbIe
U IITyMHBIe JIIO[IV CIIOCOOHBI OTKa3aThCsl OT CBOE
OOBIYHOVT MaHepPHI MOBeeHs Ha CBaJpdax M IIo-
xopoHax. OgHako g xody nonTtu gasblie. Obpaso-
BaTeJIbHAs IIPOrpaMMa, CBsi3aHHAs C IIPUBUTIIEM
HOPM COBMECTHOTO OOCY>KIAEHMsI, MOXXeT IO TOTO-
BUTb B3POCIIBIX, KOTOpBlEe OyAyT JIydllle BOCIIPW-
HyMaTh nosuymy apyrux (Kitcher, 20216). ITocte-
[IeHHO YCJIOKHSIOIINecs ITpo0sIeMBbl, co3/laBaeMble
Bce Oosiee pasHOOOpasHBIMM TPyIIlIaMi, CTaHyT
YaCcTBIO Pa3sBUTHS, BO3HMKAS B JIETCTBE, ITOIPOCT-
KOBOM BO3pacTe VI IIOBTOPSSICh Ha IIPOTSDKEHWV
BCeVl MOCTIeTyIoIIert XU3HM. DTa IporpaMma Mo-
JKE€T He TOJIBKO IIOMOYb B HAaMEUEeHHOV MHOW KOJI-
JIEKTVIBHOV paboTe, HO TaKyKe BOCIIUTATh 1 yCOBEP-
IIIEHCTBOBATh UYBCTBUTEIBHOCTH, HEOOXOIVMYIO
IS TeX, KTO, He IIpuOerast K ITOMOIIV IIpeCcTa-
BUTEJIBHOTO COBeTa YYaCTHMKOB OOCYKIeHMsI, TT0-
IIBITAeTCSI CMOJIETIVPOBATh IIPOIIEyPY, B KOTOPO
y4acTBOBaJjI ObI 3TOT COBET.

51 yTBepXK/aro, UTO M3JI0KEHHBIVI MHOFO B3IJISA]
Ha MOPaJIbHBIVI METOJI, — 3TO IIPSIMOVI CIIOCO0 II0-
HSTB ¥ YIOPSIOYNTD 3aIly TAaHHYIO ICTOPUIO Tpex
3HAYMUTEIBHBIX MOpPAJIBHBIX IOCTVDKEHMI. MHO-

139

Ph. Kitcher

democracy. Indeed, I am inclined to think of
it as a necessary ingredient in addressing the
familiar ills evident in many contemporary
democratic regimes. Consciousness of those
defects, and specifically of the polarisation of
electorates, may, quite reasonably, induce scep-
ticism about the fruitfulness of any attempts to
cultivate multi-perspectival conversations. The
scant empirical evidence offers some reasons
for optimism: in a few places, with respect to
a small number of issues, deliberations of the
envisaged form have proven successful. Ex-
plicit public norms, expressing the elements
of fellow-citizenship, can be expected to mod-
ify behavior. Even the most exuberant and the
rowdiest folk can amend their normal ways at
weddings and funerals. I want to go further,
however. An educational programme, tied to
inculcating norms for joint deliberation, can
prepare adults who are better able to engage
with the viewpoints of others (Kitcher, 2021b).
Progressively harder challenges, posed by ever
more diverse groups, can be a part of develop-
ment, through childhood and adolescence —
and recurrently through later life. Not only
would this programme help in the collective
work I have envisaged, but it would also instil
and refine the sensitivities required as individ-
uals who, without having recourse to a repre-
sentative council of deliberators, would try to
simulate the proceedings in which that council
would engage.

The view of moral method I have sketched
is, I claim, a straightforward way of under-
standing and tidying up the messy histo-
ry of three significant moral advances. Many
philosophers do not turn to history at all —
and thereby deprive themselves of important
resources for understanding, and sometimes
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rve drtocodsl BooOIIe He oOparrarTcs K MCTO-
PV — ¥ TeM CaMBbIM JIMIIAIOT ceOs BaXKHBIX pe-
CYpcOB [1jIg TIOHVMaHVs, a MHOITIA 1 IIepeoCMBbIC-
JIEHVSI BOIIPOCOB, KOTOPBIMM OHM 3aHVMMAIOTCS.
OpHako faxke Te, KTO CYMUTAET ceOsl MICTOPVKAM,
OOBIYHO MPUIEPXKMBAIOTCS CJIVIIIKOM YCeYeHHOTrO
B3IVIsI/Ia Ha MCTOpUYecKoe pasBuTHe. MBI CKIIOH-
HBI JIyMaTh, YTO MOpasIbHbIe ITPaKTVUKM HavaInCh
C TPEKOB WJIV, MOXeET OBITh, C €BpeeB, eTMIITSH, Ba-
BIWIOHSH... OITHAKO BCe 3TV JIIOAM — ITO3[IHVIE TO-
CTVL B JIOJITOVI 3BOJTIOLIVIV UeJIOBEUECKOVI MOPaJINL.
[laxe Tiput caMoM OerJioM B3ITIsi[Ie Ha Hanbosiee
paHHMe 13 JOMIeANX 10 Hac MVCbMeHHBIX JOKY-
MEHTOB MOXKHO YBU/IeTh, UTO OHU COIIePXKaT CIIOXK-
HBle IIpaBiJIa, OCHOBAaHHBIE Ha ITPeITOJIOKEHISIX
O IMIPABWIBHOCTY VI HEIIPaBVIJIBHOCTY Pa3JIMUHBIX
nevictBum. 1o m300peTeHMs MMCBMEHHOCTY, Be-
POSITHO, yKe CYIIeCTBOBaIM IIpeIeCTBeHHVIKN
3TUX IIpaBuJl, OoJlee IIPOCTBIE BEPCUN, B KOTOPBIE
IyTeM [100aBJieHVsI OFOBOPOK ¥ pa3Ivumil BHO-
CWIVICH VI3MEHeHMs], TIO3BOJISIOIINEe CIIPAaBUThCS C
OecriperieneHTHBIMM cuTyaumsMu. Kak manexo B
HpoIuIoe yXoauT uctopus? Hebosbior, Ho roka-
3aTeJIbHBIN PaKT. TOprossis MeXxy MajieouTye-
CKVMMU IpyIIIIaMy OXOTHVMKOB-cOOVpaTesier Havda-
J1ack 110 KpariHert Mepe 20 TBICSY JIeT Ha3a/l, a BIIOJI-
He BO3MOXXHO, uTo 1 30 ThIcad j1eT. Bpaxxma Mexty
rpyHIlaMy IIPOCIIeXBaeTCd He TOJIBKO Y HalIlyX
OJIVDKAVIIIIVIX 3BOJTIOLIVIOHHBIX POICTBEHHUKOB —
mMIaHse n 0oHo0o. OHa TakXxe oOdeBUIHA B
mcTopuy TOMMHHOB. CTIIOCOOHOCTH OOMEHVBATh-
csi ¢ cocerisiMm TpeboBasia Habopa IIpaBiJI VIV MO-
fiesIeV IToBefieH s, JAIOIIX B3aMHYIO TapaHTUIO
3amuThl. Takke HepaBHaOIoOmoOHO AyMarh, UTO
3Ta 4YeJloBedecKasl ITpaKTMKa BO3HMKIIA ab initio.
Benp, Kak maBHO IIpM3HaAIM IIPUMATOJIOTY, apXe-
OJIOTY VI aHTPOIOJIOr'Y, BHYTPUTPYIIIIOBbIe KOH-
IIMKTBI OBLIIV XapaKTepHBI 1151 MaJIbIX OOILIeCTB,
B KOTOPBIX XXWMJIV 4YeJloBeKooOpasHble 00e3bsiHBI,
TOMMHMHBI 1 BUAbl Homo. BHyTpeHHSST MOpaib-
Has IpaKTVMKa BO3HMKJIA ¥ pas3BMBaJIach 3a70JIr0
710 TOro, KaK y HalllMX IIpellecTBeHHUKOB I0s-
BUJIACh VMziesl TOProBaTh C JIIOIBMY, KVBYIIVIMI Ha
MIPOTVBOIIOIIOKHOM Oepery peKm.
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re-conceptualising, the issues with which they
are concerned. Even those who think of them-
selves as historicists, however, typically take
too truncated a view of historical development.
Moral practice, we tend to think, began with
the Greeks, or maybe with the Hebrews, or the
Egyptians, or the Babylonians or... Yet all these
people are latecomers in the long evolution of
human morality.

For the briefest glance at the earliest written
documents to have survived reveals how these
codicils to extant legal codes contain complex
rules based upon assumptions about the right-
ness and wrongness of various types of ac-
tion. Before the invention of writing there must
have been precursors to these rules, simpler
versions, amended by adding clauses and dis-
tinctions to cope with hitherto unprecedented
situations. How far back does the story go? A
small, but telling fact. Trade among paleolith-
ic hunter-gatherer bands began at least twen-
ty thousand years ago, and may well go back
thirty thousand years. Hostility among bands
is not only apparent in our closest evolution-
ary relatives, the chimps and bonobos. It is also
clear in the hominin record. The ability to ex-
change with neighbours required a set of rules
or patterns of behaviour, giving mutual assur-
ance of protection. Nor is it plausible to think
of that human practice as arising ab initio. For,
as primatologists, archeologists, and anthropol-
ogists have long recognised, intra-band con-
flict pervades the small societies in which great
apes, hominins and the species of Homo have
all lived. An internal moral practice originated
and evolved long before our predecessors had
the idea of trading with the people who dwelt
on the opposite bank of the river.

I claim, then, that human morality is be-
tween fifty thousand and one hundred thou-



VITak, s yTBep)Kaalo, UTO 4eJloBeuecKoy Mopa-
v ot 50 TeIicsay 1o 100 TeIcsu jteT. OHa TI0gBVIIaCh
B KauecTBe pellleHVs Ipo0JieM CIUIOUeHUs BHY-
Tpu YestoBeueckyx oOrrecTs. HampsokeHHOCTD U
KOH(PJIVIKTBI — 3TO CIMIITOMBI CKPBITOVI OIPaHM-
yeHHOCTW. JI0av1, TOMVHIHBI, IIIMMIIaH3€e 1 O0HO-
00 obsragaroT OOIIeN IICXOJIOIMYeCKOM CIIOCO0-
HOCTBIO IIPeICTaB/IATh HaMepeHs, CTpeMJIeHs
VI JKeJIaHMS CBOVIX COOpaTheB M KOPPEKTUpPOBATH
IOBEIEHVIE B COOTBETCTBUM C HUMI. DTa CIIOCO0-
HOCTb, & MIMEHHO OT3bIBUMBOCTD, IIO3BOJISIET UJjIe-
HaM 3TVX TPYIII XUTb B OTHOCUTEIBHO OOJIBIIIVIX
obmectBax (30—70 4sIeHOB), CMeITaHHBIX II0 BO3-
pacty n nosty. Ho aTu1 criocoGHOCTY HetocTaTOuHO
CUJIBHBI, YTOOBI CIeJIaTh 3TOT CIIOCO0 COBMECTHOW
KVISHU IVIAJKUM U JIeTKUM. JJaBHBIM-TABHO HAalll
BUJI HaIllesI BBIXOJ], M3 3TOVI JIOBYIIKU. Bblia 130-
OpeTeHa MoOpasIb, M3HAYAJIBHO I'py0dasi 1 IpocTasd,
HO IIOf, BO3IEVICTBMEM KYJIBTYPHOro oTOOpa 3BO-
JIIOITMIOHVIPOBABIIIAsl B CJIOXKHBIE (DOPMBI, Y3HaBae-
Mbl€ B BaBUJIOHCKVIX U €T MIIETCKIMX KOIEeKCax.

VIsHauasibHas IIpo0sieMa 3aKJII04aeTcsi B orpa-
HIUYEeHHOM XapaKTepe YesI0BeUeCKOV OT3bIBUVIBO-
cti. TlosTomy paccmarpuBariTe MOpaIbHBIVI Me-
TOJI KaK ITPUCIIOCOOIeHMe K 3TOM IIpo0dsieMe, 1o-
IOOHO TOMY KaK KJTFOU IOAXOOMT K 3aMKy. Kak
ZIOTDKHO ITPOVICXOIMTE MOPaJIBHOE VICCIIeOBaHVIe?
Ortset: myTem 00CyXeHMsI B FOMOBCKUW «IOJITVVL
IIpOXJIaJHBIV Yac», B KOTOPOM y4acTBYIOT BCe CTO-
POHBL, B X0fle KOTOPOrO yYacTHVIKV VCIIOJIB3YIOT
JIYYIIyI0 MH(POPMaIINIO U3 MMEIOIIeVICs B X pac-
HOPsKEHUN I B KOTOPOM OHV YUMUTBIBAIOT W IIbI-
TalOTCSL YIOBJIETBOPUTD JKeJlaHMs BceX. VIMeHHO
TaK IIOCTYTIAIOT COBpEMeHHbIe TPYIIIbl OXOTHMU-
KOB-coOViparesIert. S mymaro, 9TO TIOYTV HaBepHs-
Ka TaK ke IIOCTyTlaIM M Haim npenku. /1o Kako-
ro-TO MOMEHTa II03JHEr0 I1aJIe0JINTa.

Yro msmenmiocy? Ceemiast mpes, poXaeHHas
BEpOll B CyIIleCTBOBaHMe HEBUIVMBIX CYIIeCTB
VJIVL OKKYJIBTHBIX IIPVPOIHBIX CVJI, CAMTABIIIVIXCS
OTBETCTBEHHBIMV 32 HEOOBSICHMMBIE V3MEHEHS
B pupome. MopasibHasi IpaKTuKa HYyXIaeTcs B
criocobe, KOTOPBIM OOecIIeunBaeTCsi coOIoeH e
KOZIeKca, Jlake KOIZla WiIeHbI I'PYIIIbl HaxOHAATCs
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sand years old. It was introduced as the
solution to the problems of cohesion within hu-
man societies. Tensions and conflicts are the
symptoms of an underlying limitation. Human
beings, hominins, chimpanzees and bonobos
share a psychological capacity for representing
the intentions, aspirations and desires of their
fellows, and for adjusting behaviour to accom-
modate them. That capacity, responsiveness,
enables members of these groups to live in rel-
atively large societies (30-70 members) mixed
by age and sex. But the capacities are not suffi-
ciently strong to make this mode of joint living
smooth and easy. Long ago, our species found
a way out of the trap. Morality was invented,
initially crude and simple, but evolving under
cultural selection into the complex forms recog-
nisable in the Babylonian and Egyptian codes.

The ur-problem is the limited character of
human responsiveness. So think of moral meth-
od as attuned to that ur-problem, as a key fits a
lock. How should moral inquiry proceed? An-
swer: through deliberations in Hume’s “long
cool hour”, in which all parties are included,
in which participants use the best information
they have and in which they attend to, and try
to satisfy, the wishes of all. That is what con-
temporary hunter-gatherer bands do. I think it
is almost surely what our ancestors did. Up un-
til some point in the Later Paleolithic.

What changed? A bright idea, born of be-
liefs in the existence of unseen beings or occult
natural forces, held responsible for the inexpli-
cable changes in nature. Moral practice needs
a way of enforcing the code, even when band
members are out of sight of their fellows. The
initial solution, apparently adopted by all the
societies we know that most resemble our pale-
olithic ancestors, is to claim that the unseen
beings or occult forces respond to breaches of
the moral code, bringing severe repercussions



®. Kuruep

BHe IOJId 3peHus CBOMX ToBapwmileil. Ilepsona-
4JaJIbHOe pellleHle, IPUHATOe, O4eBUIHO, BCeMU
M3BEeCTHBIMYM HaM OOIllecTBaMy, Hambosiee II10XO-
JKMMM Ha HalllVIX I1aJIeOJIUTUYeCKMX ITPeIKOB, 3a-
KJIIOYaeTcd B YTBEPXKAEHVM, YTO HeBUIVMBIE CY-
I1IeCTBa VJIV OKKYJIBTHBIE CUJIBI PearnpyioT Ha Ha-
pyllleHre MOpaJIbHOIO KOZIeKca, BbI3bIBas Cy POBbIe
MOCJIeAICTBMS [JIs1 HapyIIuTelell 1 TeX, KTO Hau-
Gosiee TecHO ¢ HMMM cBs3aH (BeTxum 3aBet nipen-
JlaraeT, MOXKa/Iy¥l, caMoe OOIIVPHOe M CJIOXKHOe
pasBuUTIE 3TOM VIEN).

Kak TojIpKO 3TO IPpOM3O0ILII0, Hepel] KOHKpeT-
HBIMU YJIeHaMV TPYyIIIBI OTKPbLUIACh BO3MOXKHOCTD
VICKpeHHe 1JIV HeT IIpeTeH I0BaTh Ha JOCTYI K 0o-
JKecTBeHHOMY. Eciint mx BBICTYIUIeHMS JOCTaTOYHO
SAPKW, OHM MOI'YT JIOMMHWpPOBaTh B paHee JeMO-
KpaTU4ecKom AVCKyccuu. Y IaMaHa ¥ IIPOpoKa
pOXaeTcs maesd VHAVBUYaJIbHOIO MOPaJIbHOIO
aBTOpUTeTa.

Ona, KOHEYHO, MyTHpyeT, HpPOXOIsd CTaguu
CBAIIleHHMKa, IMaMa, paBBMHa, MyJpela, dpuio-
codpa m (HeMHOro cOmBasich) MpodeccroHaIBHOIO
sTuKa. Panee g yTBepxmas, orpyosss, uro KanT
ObUI HaCTIETHVMKOM TPaINIINI O0KeCTBEHHOTO MO-
paJIbHOrO aBTOpUTETa. B TO Mepe, B KaKovt OH I10-
MelllaeT MOpaJIbHBIVI aBTOPUTET B MHAMBIULIA, 3TO
yTBepXeHue, a1 cunraio, BepHo. Vl Bce xxe Kant
OT/INYaeTcs OT IPYTVMX VHAVBULYaJIVICTOB CBOEV
JeMOKpaTM4YeCKOV YCTaHOBKOV Ha TO, YTO JIIO0O0M
VI3 HaC MOXeT UIr'paTh pPOJIb aBTOPUTETA.

Mmue HpaButca pemokparus. Ilostomy wmom
TIOZIXOJ, 3aKJTI0YaeTCsl B TOM, UTOOBI pa3BUBaTh 3Ty
TeMy, BEpHYTb 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBO K €ro IlepBOHa-
YaJIbHOV HACBIIIIEHHO JeMOKpaTUIecKor dopMme.
AJIbTepHaTVBHBIVI Ty Th COYeTaHV ITpUBJIeKaTe Ib-
Horo sraymTapusMa KaHra ¢ ycraHOBKOVI Ha MHIV-
BIIyaJIbHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTB pas3/InyaTbh MOpaIbHbIe
IPUHLIVIIBI 3aKJII0YaeTCs B PacIIVIPeHMV IIOHSATVS
pasyma. PesynbsratoM, Kak s Iojararo, SBJISeTCS
dopMa cBepxHaTypasn3Ma, He3aBUCHMO OT TOrO,
pobmBasmck ym atoro VimManywin Kant, [IxoH
Poms vt Tum CksrutoH. HarypanmcTsl TOJDKHBI
COIPOTUBIIATHCA. B movickax HpaBCTBEHHOV MeTO-
JIOJIOr MV, KOTOpasi IIOMOXeT HallleMy MOPaJIbHOMY
Iporpeccy, OHM JOJDKHBI IIPU3HATh, YTO KOJUIeK-
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for offenders and those most closely associated
with them. (The Old Testament offers perhaps
the most extensive and sophisticated develop-
ment of the idea.)

Once that is in place, the way is open for
particular band members to claim, sincerely or
not, access to the divine. If their performanc-
es are sufficiently striking, they may domi-
nate a previously democratic discussion. In the
shaman and the prophet, the idea of individual
moral authority is born.

It mutates, of course, passing by stages to
the priest, the imam, the rabbi, the sage, the
philosopher, and (a bit of a come-down) to
the professional ethicist. Earlier, I claimed —
rudely — that Kant was heir to the tradition
of divine moral authority. Insofar as he locates
moral authority in the individual, that claim is,
I maintain, correct. Yet Kant is distinguished
from other individualists by his democratic in-
sistence that any of us can fill the authoritative
role.

I like the democracy. Hence, my approach
has been to develop that theme, to return
law-making to its original richly democrat-
ic form. The alternative way of combining
Kant’s attractive egalitarianism with insist-
ence on individual capacity for discerning
moral principles is to inflate the notion of
reason. The result, I suggest, is a form of su-
per-naturalism, whether pursued by Imma-
nuel Kant, or John Rawls, or Tim Scanlon.
Naturalists should resist. Seeking a moral
methodology that will help our moral pro-
gress, they should recognise how the collec-
tive deliberations I envisage are an apt way
to straighten out the kinks of human histo-
ry, short or long. Once we’ve appreciated the
ur-problem, this approach takes the obvious
first steps towards addressing it.



TVIBHBIE 06cy>1<;1eHV[ﬂ, KOTOpBIE s IIpe/Jiarar, siB-
JISIFOTCSI TIOJTXOJISIIIVIM CTIOCOOOM BBITIPABUTH IIepe-
KOCBI KOPOTKOW VIJTV JTJIMHHOV YeJIOBEYEeCKOV VICTO-
pvn. Kak TOJIBKO MBI OLIEHUM IlepBOHaYaJIbHYIO
Hp06neMy, STOT IIOIXOJI, IIO3BOJINT CHeJIaTh IIepBble
KOHKPEeTHBIE IIarii K €€ PeIleHVIIO.

VII

51 mpenBVIKy O4eBITHOE BO3pakeHMe. Tak MHO-
IO OTIMYNUTEIBHBIX MEeXaHV3MOB KaHTOBCKOV MO-
pasieHOM (prytocodpmm OpUTO pa3obpaHO B MOMIX
HaTypaIn3aTOPCKVX HauMHAHMAX, YTO TOBOPUTH
0 Kakom-mbo cepbe3Hom cBs3u ¢ KantoMm Oyner
JIOKHOVI pexyiaMon. Sl mpusHaro IIpaBOMepHOCTH
sToro obsrHeHMs. Ho 5 ;rymaro, 94To Te, KTO ero Bbl-
IIBUTaET, BBIHY KIEHBI CTOJIKHYTBCS C IVJIEMMOVAL

Tperbst popMyIMpOBKa KaTeropy4ecKoro M-
riepaTyiBa IOpbIBaeT ¢ Oe3ymep>KHBIM MHIVIBUIY-
aJIM3MOM COBpeMeHHOM dviocodnms, ¢ PoKycoM
Ha 000COOJIEHHOM WHAVBUIYaJIbHOM CyObeKTe,
KOTOpPBIVI [leKapT 3aBelljayl CBOMM IIpeeMHMKaM,
BIUI0TH 110 KanTa. Boamoxro, KauTt momectit Mo-
pajIbHOrO cyOBeKTa B coOOIIecTBO, HaXOIsICh IIOf,
BiugHueM Pycco (1 Amama Cvmra?). Kak Tomeko
abcTpakTHOe TIoHATVe Pasyma mosiBiisieTcst Ha clie-
He, eMy TpeOyeTcsi TOJIBKO OVMH CyOBeKT, 4TOOBI
CITY>KUTB €T0 IPpOBOIHVKOM. CollyiaIbHble VIV IT0-
JIUTVYECKVe OTHOIIEHNS C APYIVIMU CTaHOBSITCS
HeBaXHBIMI. Mopastb IIponcTeKaeT 13 TOro, Yero
TpeOyIOT MCTOPWYeCKN M COIMaIbHO 000co0IeH-
HbIe TIPVHIINIIBI [TPaKTUYeCKOV PaIlVIOHAJIBHOCTAL.
MpbI ocTaeMcsi ¢ MIeaJIbHO aBTOHOMHBIM pariuio-
HaJIbHBIM CyllecTBoM KaHTa, ¢ jmiioM, mpmHMIMa-
IOITMM pPellleHs 3a 3aHaBeCOM HeBeleHIs, CorIac-
Ho Poi3y, ¢ obpastiom pasymHocTr CKaHIIOHA.

Kak cirericTBue, TpeThs popMyIIMpOBKa Hitde-
ro He 00aBsIseT K IByM HpenirecTsyronmmM. Co-
IVJIBHO-TIOJINTMYECKVVI 3JIEMEHT, KOTOPbIVI OHa,
Kas3aJloch Obl, BBOIMT, He JIaeT HMKAKOro BKJIaJia.
Ecrmi mponmorpKaTe MBICIMTB B TEPMMHAX Tpex
dOopMYIIMPOBOK, TO TIOCIIEAHSIA 13 HUX — 3TO IIOo-
crtecsioue, mopop i Kanta cdopmyrmposars
TeMBl, IIPO3By4YaBle paHee B «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKe-
HUW...». HeyauBUTeIPHO MO3TOMY, UTO Yy4YeHBIe
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VII

I anticipate an obvious objection. So much
of the distinctive machinery of Kantian moral
philosophy has been dismantled in my natu-
ralising endeavours that it is entirely false ad-
vertising to suggest any serious connection
with Kant. I acknowledge the plausibility of the
charge. But I think those who level it must face
a dilemma.

The third formulation of the Categorical
Imperative breaks with the rampant individ-
ualism of modern philosophy, the focus on
the detached individual subject bequeathed
by Descartes to his successors, up to and in-
cluding Kant. Perhaps influenced by Rous-
seau (and Adam Smith?), Kant locates the
moral agent in a community. Once the ab-
stract notion of Reason appears on the scene,
it requires only a single subject to serve as its
vehicle. Social or political relations to others
become otiose. Morality flows from what his-
torically and socially detached principles of
practical rationality demand. We are left with
Kant’s ideally autonomous rational being,
with Rawls” decision-maker behind the veil of
ignorance, with Scanlon’s paragon of reason-
ableness.

In consequence, the third formulation adds
nothing to the two that precede it. The so-
cio-political element it appeared to introduce
makes no contribution. If we continue to think
in terms of three formulations, the last one is
an afterthought, an occasion for Kant to articu-
late themes sounded earlier in the Groundwork.
No wonder, then, that scholars concentrate on
interpreting the formula of universal law and
the principle of humanity. The ugly duckling
turns out to grow into an entirely unprepos-
sessing duck.

If, on the other hand, you take the intro-
duction of a socio-political entity seriously,



®. Kuruep

COCPeIOTOUVIIVICh Ha MHTepIpeTanuu opMyIisl
BCeoOIIero 3akoHa ¥ IIPVMHIIMIIA YeJIOBEeYHOCTM.
Tagxuit yTeHOK BbIpacTaeT B COBEPIIIEHHO HeIIpu-
BJIeKaTeJIbHYIO YTKY.

Ecsii, ¢ mpyrom cTOpoHBI, BBl Cepbe3HO OTHO-
CUTeCh K BBEIEHWUIO COLVaJIBHO-TIOIINTIYECKOrO
YCTPOVICTBA, TO 3TO OOBACHSIETCI TeM, UTO MeXITy
uJleHaMV 3TOrO YCTPOVICTBA CYIIeCTBYIOT MOpaJlb-
HO 3HauMMBble pasiaus. Hu oguH djleH KaHTOB-
CKOTO «I]apCTBa» He MOXKeT BBICTYIIaTh 3a Bcex. VIx
CHOCOOHOCTM pasyMa M pacCyaKa He MOTYT IIpeo-
J0JIeTh pasyIvMams MeXIy HUMM IS TOrO, YTOOBI
3TO MOIJIO TPOV30MTH. MBI BEIHYKIeHbI JIeMOHTH-
poBaTh 3HAUMTEIbHYIO YacTh TpaHCIIeHIeHTalb-
HOT'O MeXaHW3Ma, COCPeIOTOYMTLCS Ha JesloBede-
CKOM pa3sHO0Opasny, Ha MPaKTUYeCKMX IOIbITKaX
paspemiaTh KOHMIIVKTEI 1 IOTOBAPVBAThCS’.

51 He yTBepXXI1aro, YTO eCJIV IPeAIIPUHSTh 3TU
IIarv M cepbe3HO OTHEeCTWUCh K TpeTbelt hopMy-
JINPOBKE, TO 3TO Hem30eXHO IpuBeAeT K II03U-
IuM, KOTOpyIo o 31eck m3ioxmwi. Ho g He Biky,
KaK JBUTaTbCsS B 3TOM HaIIpaBJIEHWI, COXPaHSIs
LIeHTpaJIbHble KaHTOBCKMe IIOHSATUS TpaHCc-
LIeHJIeHTHBIN PasyM, coBepIlieHHYIO aBTOHOMMIO
U T. [, — OT KOTOPBIX MHe IIPUIIIIOCh OTKa3aThCSL.

BosmoxHO, s AomycTmii ocoOeHHO TpyOyio
dopmy Toro xaHpa, KOTOpPBIV OIVCal B CaMOM Ha-
yajie, OecllepeMOHHO TIOXXePTBOBAB 11€HTPaJIbHbBI-
MU 37leMeHTaMy MbIcii KaHTa, 9TOObI TOCTpOUTh
HEIIOHSATHBIV PasroBOp C BeJIMKUM (PrsIocodom.
KoneuHo, B 3TOM KpoeTcsl OIIaCHOCTb. B KoHIIe
cBoero Tpyza «OCHOBOIIOJIOKeHWS apydMeTVK»
@dpere 3aMeuaeT, UTO OH ObI He XOTeJI, UTOOBI ero
«YIpPeKHY/IM B MeJIOYHBIX HpUAMPKaX K TeHUIO,
KOTOPOMY HaM cJIeflyeT JIMIIb BHUMAaTh C Or1aro-
mapubiM BocxuiieHvieM» (Ppere, 2008, c. 222). s
TOoXe He xouy. KaHT, BO3MOXHO, sABJIsieTcs BeJlu-
yariier puUrypov B MICTOpUM 3aragHov (prsioco-

8 Bo3MOXXHO, MOVI M3BMHSIIOIINVICS TOH B 3TUX 3aMeYaHU-
SIX 3aXOJNUT CIMIIKOM Jrasieko. Maprtus tnkep n Tomac
HItypm yGemmm MeHs B ToM, uro KaHT nHorma meiaer
IIary B HarpaBJIeHNM COIMaIbHOTO BCTpavBaHWs, Ipe]l-
YCMOTPEHHOI0 MOEeVI HaTypaIM30BaHHOV BEPCUEV, CM.:
(Sticker, 2021; Sturm, 2017) u ccpuIKM B 9TMX paborax. 5
OCTaBJIAIO 33 KaHTOBeJAMU IIPaBO ONpeNeInTh, B KaKO
CTelleHM MOV HaTypann3oBaHHbIT KaHT aBisgercs rpo-
TeCKHOVI KapuKaTy POVA.
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that must be because there are morally signif-
icant differences among its members. No sin-
gle member of the Kantian Reich can stand for
all. In that case, his or her powers of reason and
reasoning cannot override the variation among
them. We are forced to dismantle large parts of
the transcendental machinery, to concentrate
on human diversity, on practical attempts to re-
solve conflicts and to negotiate.”

I do not claim that taking these steps, tak-
ing the third formulation seriously, will inevi-
tably lead to the position I have outlined here.
But I do not see how to move in that direction
while retaining the central Kantian notions —
transcendent Reason, perfect autonomy, and so
forth — that I have had to jettison.

Perhaps I have committed an especial-
ly brutish form of the genre I described at the
outset, cavalierly sacrificing central elements
in Kant’s thought to construct an uncompre-
hending conversation with a great philoso-
pher. Surely, there is a danger of that. Towards
the end of his Grundlagen der Arithmetik, Frege
remarks that he has “no wish to incur the re-
proach of picking petty quarrels with a geni-
us to whom we must all look up with grateful
awe” (Frege, 1968, p. 101°¢). Neither do I. Kant
is arguably the greatest figure in the history
of western philosophy, in part because less-
er thinkers, people who diverge from him in
many crucial points, are still able to find so

much inspiration in his ideas.

"Perhaps my apologetic tone in these remarks goes too
far. Martin Sticker and Thomas Sturm have convinced
me that Kant sometimes takes steps in the direction of
the social embedding envisaged by my naturalised ver-
sion. See Sticker (2021), Sturm (2017) and the referenc-
es in these papers. I leave it to the genuine scholars to
determine the extent to which my naturalised Kant is a
grotesque caricature.



(1)T/H/I, OTHacCTV II0OTOMY, YTO Me€Hee 3Ha4YMTeJIbHbIE
MBICJIVTEJIV, JIYOI VI, PACXOIAIIINECH C HVIM IT0 MHO-
I'VIM Ba>KHEVIIVM BOITpOCaM, BCe Xe CII0OCOOHBI Ha-
XOOUTD B €ro mnaesdax CTOJIBKO BIOXHOBEHMA.
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KAHT: PRO ET CONTRA

MEXOY KAHTOM "1 MAPKCOM:
ITPOBJIEMA PEBOJIIOIINN
Y AHTOHMO I'PAMIIIN

Ix. Kocnumo!

Pexoncmpyxyus s6oa0uyuu  cyxoenun I'pamuwu o
pycckoil  peboatoyuu  nodpasymebaem noaHoe mnepeoc-
Mbicaerue e2o cobcmbernnoeo omowenus xax k Maprcy,
max u x Kanmy. Voke ecron 1917 e. I'pamuiu npeobu-
des, umo DebBpasvckas peboatoyusa moxem nepepacmu 8
nposemapckyio peboaoyuio, gakmunecku ocyujecmbul
KaHmoBekyo Mopats: moavko 00uecmbo, MNOAHOCHIbIO
0cB000sx0eHHoe 0m YeHemeHus u AKCnayamayuu, nosBo-
AU A100AM 0b11me c60600HbIMU U aBmoHomHbIMU. TTocae
nadenus 3ummneeo 0bopya I'pamwiu nucas, umo peboaio-
yua npousowisa «6onpexu “Kanumary” Mapkca», uiu,
AyHule cxkasams, Gonpexu eeo 0yxBarvHoll uHmMepnpema-
Yuu, pacnpocmpanennoi nosumubUCccKuM MapKCcusMom
Bmopoeo Unmepnayuonara. B xonye 1910-x — wnauase
1920-x ee. I'pamuiu cuuman 6o3moxHvim 045 Vmasuu u
Bceit E6ponsl «cdeaamv kax 6 Poccuu»; oonaxo ¢ 1924 .
OH Hauaa paspabamsibams uxoe Buderue pebosroyuu 6
sanaonom mupe, komopoe 6 «Tiopemmvix mempadax»
peasusobasoce 6 npomubonocmabrenu MmarnebpenHon
Bounwl u Botinbl nosuyuonHou. B mo xe Bpems on pas-
paboman Konuenyuu uesapusma / Oonanapmusma u
naccubnotl peborroyuu, Komopvie 1no360AUAU AHAAUSU-
poBamy makue AbaeHUs, KAK AMEPUKAHUSM U (DAUWUM,
C mMouKy 3peHus KoHcepBamubHOu MoOepHU3AYUL, UAU
peboatoyuu 6e3 peboaroyuu. M Bce xe, umo ocoberHo
Baxcno, I'pamuiu paspabamvibas KOHUENYUO 2e2eMOHUL,
noduepkubas BaxrHocms MoMeHma koHceHcyca 6 bopvbe
3a 3a6oeBarue u yoepxkanue Gracmu. mo omoaIu0 e2o
011 MAPKCUSMA-ACHUHUSMA 111020 BpeMeHu KaK ¢ noAUmU-
4ecKkoil, mak u ¢ meopemureckoil MouKu 3peHus,; Hanpu-
mep, on ombepe «0ecxumpocmHwlil peaitusm» AeHUHCK020
«Mamepuaiusma u SMIUPUOKPUMUYUIMA» B 10Ab3Y
peromenarusma, A6no 3aumcmbobanroeo y Kanma.

KaroueBoie caoba: I'pamwiu, xanmobekas smuxa,
2e2eMOHUA, AeHUHU3M, Mapkcusm, Pycckas peBoaroyus,
meopus NO3HAHUA
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THE PROBLEM OF THE REVOLUTION
IN GRAMSCI
(BETWEEN KANT AND MARX)

G. Cospito’

Reconstructing the evolution of Gramsci’s judge-
ment about the Russian Revolution implies an overall
rethinking of his own relation to Marx as well as to
Kant. Already in the spring of 1917, Gramsci foresaw
that the February Revolution could become a proletari-
an revolution and that this would realise in fact Kant’s
moral: only a society completely freed from oppression
and exploitation would allow people to be free and au-
tonomous. After the fall of the Winter Palace, Gramsci
wrote that the revolution happened “against Marx’s
Capital”, or better, against its literal interpretation as
spread by the positivistic Marxism of the Second Inter-
national. Between the end of the 1910s and the begin-
ning of the 1920s, Gramsci thought it possible for Italy
and the whole of Europe “to do as in Russia”; yet, from
1924, he started elaborating a different vision of the
revolution in the Western World, which in the Prison
Notebooks became a contraposition between a war of
movement and a war of position. At the same time, he
developed the concepts of caesarism/bonapartism and
passive revolution which allowed the analysis of phe-
nomena such as americanism and fascism from the per-
spective of a conservative modernisation, or revolution
without a revolution. Still, and most of all, Gramsci
developed the concept of hegemony, highlighting the
importance of the moment of consensus in the fight for
gaining and maintaining power. This drew Gramsci
quite far from the marxism-leninism of his time, both
from the political and theoretical point of view; for in-
stance, he rejected the “ingenuous realism” of Lenin’s
Materialism and Empiriocriticism in favour of a phe-
nomenalism explicitly drawn by Kant.

Keywords: Gramsci, Kantian ethics, hegemony,
Leninism, Marxism, Russian revolution, theory of
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Jx. Kocruro

1. Beegeume

ITepBble HOBOCTM M3 peBOIIOLVOHHON Poccun,
nocTymasive B VTanio, OblIV Heollpe/esleHHbI-
MU Y Iy TaHbIMM, OTYACTY M3-3a 1IeH3Yy Pbl IIPecchl,
y>KecToumBIIIeVics ITocjle BeTyIuleHus Vramum B
IlepByto MupoByIo BoviHY. TeM He MeHee HauMHas
¢ BecHbI 1917 r. MOJIOOOVI )XY PHAJIVICT V1 BOVIHCTBY-
IOLINVA COLIMaINCT AHTOHMO ['paMIii aHaM3Mpy-
eT coObITIEe, KOTOpOe BOM/IET B MCTOpMIO Kak dDes-
pasibckasi pepormonys (oTpeueHne Iaps Huko-
nag 1I u dopmupoBaHe BpeMeHHOro JIdepab-
HO-Oyp>KXyasHoro mpasuTesibcTba KHs34 I E. JIbBo-
Ba), KaK «IIpojleTapcKoe JIeVICTBIIE, KOTOpoe 00si3a-
TeJIBHO JOJ/DKHO IIPUBECTV K COLMAJICTIYEeCKO-
My crporo» (Gramsci, 2015a, p. 255). B ommune ot
@paHIly3CKO PeBOIIOLINI, KOTOpasl BbIpakasia
crenydrueckrie MHTepeckl OAHOro Kiacca (Oyp-
XKyasuu), CTPEMMBIIIETOCS 3aMeHUTb coOov IIpy-
rOVI TOCTIONICTBOBABIINIL Kilace ((peomaIbHyIo apy-
CTOKpaTMIO), peBotons B Poccrm ObIa ocy1iiecT-
BJleHa CeJIbCKOXO3SVICTBEHHBIM 1 ITPOMBIIIIJIEH-
HBIM IIpoJIeTapraToM, IeVICTBOBABIIVM OT VIMeHU
BCEro Hapozia, O YeM CBUeTeIIbCTBOBaIN (00elaH-
HOe€) BBeZIeHIe BCeoOIIero 1301 paTesTbHOrO IIpaBa,
pacIIpoCcTpaHsBIIIerocss M Ha KeHIIUH, U pacTy-
mee BiavsiHVe CoBeToB m OosbiieBuKoB. Cpemnn
HOCJIeTHVIX Havasla BbIpMCOBBIBaThbcsA durypa Jle-
HVHa, KOTOPBIVI TOJIBKO YTO BEepHYJICA M3 SMUTPa-
LWV M OIyOJIMKOBAJI TaK Ha3blBaeMble «AIIpesIb-
CKM€ Te3VIChl», BbICKa3aB B HVX TEOPUIO HeOOXOmy-
MOCTVI BTOPOVI PeBOJIIOLNM 15 TIepexofia K COIV-
arm3My. ['pamimi no-ripexxHeMy HasbIBasI OOJIbIIIe-
BVMIKOB «MaKCMMaJIMCTaMI», CChUIAsiCh Ha TO, YTO
OHM IIpeCTaB/IsiIN OosbiHCcTBO B Poccuiickont
COIIMAJI-AEMOKpaTIYecKOoVl padoyer ITapTum 1 BO-
IUIOMIAJIV «IIpefe/IbHYIO A0 coLyaIi3Ma: MM
HY>XeH bect cotmanmam» (Gramsci, 20156, p. 397).

2. I'pamium v KaHTOBCKas 3TUKa

Kpowme Toro, mo muenwto I'paminm, mocrernen-
HOe yTBepXK[IeHVe IeMOKpaTu/ ¥ pPaBeHCTBa B
Poccun yxe «co3fajio HOBYIO MOPaJIbHYO aTMOC-
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1. Introduction

The initial news from revolutionary Russia
that arrived in Italy was uncertain and con-
fused, in part due to press censorship, which
became more rigid after Italy entered the First
World War. Nevertheless, beginning in the
spring of 1917, the young journalist and social-
ist militant, Antonio Gramsci, analysed what
would go down in history as the February Rev-
olution (the abdication of Czar Nicholas II and
the formation of the provisional liberal-bour-
geois government of Prince L'vov) as a prole-
tarian revolution “which must naturally lead
to a socialist regime” (Gramsci, 1975a, p. 126).
This was because, unlike the French Revolu-
tion, which expressed the specific interests of
one class (the bourgeoisie) which sought to
substitute its rule for that of another class (the
feudal aristocracy), the revolution under way in
Russia was animated by the agricultural and in-
dustrial proletariat acting in the name of the en-
tire collectivity, as testified to by the (promised)
introduction of universal suffrage (also extend-
ed to women) and the growing influence of the
Soviets and the Bolsheviks. Among these the
figure of Lenin began to emerge, who had just
returned from exile and published the so-called
“April Theses”, in which he presented the the-
ory of the need for a second revolution in order
to transition to socialism. Gramsci still referred
to the Bolsheviks as “Maximalists”, with refer-
ence to the fact that they represented the major-
ity in the Russian Social-Democratic Workers’
Party and embodied “the idea of socialism tak-
en to its limits: they wanted socialism in its en-
tirety” (Gramsci, 1975b, p. 132).

2. Gramsci and Kantian Ethics
Moreover, in Gramsci’s opinion the grad-

ual affirmation of democracy and equality in
Russia had already “created a new moral or-



depy», «ycTaHOBIMIIO CBODOY MTyxa Tak e, KaK 1
cBobony Tena» (Gramsci, 2015a, p. 259). B mexoTo-
PBIX OypXKya3HBIX ra3eTax, KaK MHOCTPaHHBIX, TaK
U UTAJIBIHCKIX, COODIIAIOCh, YTO HEeCKOJIBKO de-
JIOBEK, CMIIEBIIVX B TIOPbMaX 3a OOIIeyTroyIOBHbIE
IIPeCTYIUIeHNsI, OTKa3aJIVICh OT CBOOOBI, IIpeJIo-
JKEHHOVI IM VI TIOJIUTUYeCKMM 3aK/II0OYeHHBIM pe-
BOJTIOIVIOHEpaM, ¥ PEIIviIN 0 KOHITa OTOBIBATh
HaKaszaHle B TIOPbMax, KOTOpBIE OHM K& CaMU U
OynyT oxpaHsTb. VI3 sTOro I'pamimm cresasn BbI-
BOJI: «B pyccKovt peBosroLy OOBIYHBIV ITPECTYTI-
HVK CTaJl TeM YeJIOBEKOM, KOTOPOro ITPOIIOBEO-
BaJI TEOPETMK aOCOITFOTHOVI Mopasu VIMMaHyWII
KanT, — uenoBekoMm, KOTOpbIT TOBOPUT: “Heo0s-
gaTHOe HeDO Hallo0 MHOVI, MIMIIepaTuB MOeV COBe-
ctu Bo MHe»? (Ibid.). Tox crycrs, B 1918 1, Ta xe
VMHTepIpeTarys ObUIa IIpVIMeHeHa M K TIOHSTIIO
IIeMOKpaTuy, MBICJIVIMOV KaK «TOYKa Ilepecede-
HWS MOPAJIbHBIX IOKTPUH, KOTOpBIE pa3BViBa-
ek 1o, BivsgHMeM Vimvanywia KarTa, v onm-
TUYECKOV XM3HWU. [JeMOKpatTsi ByJIbrapvsmpyer
9TV JOKTPWHBI, JIeJlaeT X BOMHCTBEHHBIMIL LIS
Hee MBICJIb CTAHOBUTCS JIEVICTBYIEM, OHA CTPEMMUT-
Cs1 BOIUTOTUTB ceDOsl B TTOBCETHEBHO ITpaKTuKe. B
MOPAJIBHOV JOKTPVIHE JIIOIVI PaccCMaTPUBAIOTCS
KaK peasIbHO JIEVICTBYIOIIVE, KaK HecyIlue Ips-
MYIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a IIOCJIEZICTBISI CBOVIX [IEVi-
CTBWMVI [IJIs1 OTHOLLIEHWVI, CYIIECTBYIOMINX B YeJIO-
BegeckoM obmiecTBe» (Gramsci, 1982, p. 836).
Tesuc, mompasymeBaeMbINt B 3TVX 3asIBIIEHVSX,
KOTOpBIE, OUEBVIHO, SIBJISIIOTCS YAVIBUTEIIBHBIM,
€CJTVI He IIPOBOKAIIVIOHHBIMV, CTAHOBWTCS ITOHSIT-
HBIM B CBeTe TOro, YTO I'paMIImy HanmImmeT CIycTs
Bortee ueM mecsiTmieTrie B «TOPEMHBIX TETPAIISIX»:
B OOITIeCcTBe TOro BpeMeHM, pas/ieJIeHHOM Ha KJlac-
Cbl, «KaTeropmdeckas dopmyrna Kanra: “Ilocty-
I1avi TaK, 9TOOBI TBOE ITOBEJIeHVIe MOIJIO CTaTh HOP-
MOVI J1JIsI BCeX JIIOTIeV! B IOOOHBIX JKe YCIIOBVSIX »,
eCJIVI «ee aHaJIM3VPOBaTh PEAIVICTYHO, He BBIXO-
IIVUT 3a IperesTbl JaHHOV Cpellbl CO BCEMU ee MO-
PaJIBHBIMVI ITpeIpacCyIKaM VI BAPBAPCKIIMIL OOBI-

2B ma"HOM Citydae I'paminm, cyzs 1o BceMy, TepecKasbl-
BaeT M3BecTHBIV adpopmsm KanTa cBommm cytopamu. B cBsi-
31 C 3TMM IepeBoj], BhICKa3bIBaHMs CleIlaH He Tak, Kak B
m3panvm Kanra 1994 r. (Kaut, 1994, c. 562), a jocioBHO
nio I'pamrt. — Ilpumeu. nep.
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der and, in addition to the physical liberty of
the individual, has established the liberty of
the mind” (Gramsci, 1975a, p. 128). It was re-
ported in several bourgeois newspapers, both
foreign and Italian, that a few people who had
been imprisoned for common crimes had re-
fused the freedom offered to them and to the
political prisoners by the revolutionaries and
had decided to finish serving their sentences
in prisons which they themselves would guard
over. From this Gramsci concluded, “The man
who was a common criminal has turned into
the sort of man whom Immanuel Kant, the
theoretician of absolute ethical conduct, had
called for — the sort of man who says: ‘the
immensity of the heavens above me, the im-
perative of my conscience within me’” (ibid.).
One year later (1918), the same interpretation
would also be applied to the concept of de-
mocracy, understood as “the point of contact
between moral doctrines, such as have devel-
oped with Immanuel Kant, and political life.
Democracy vulgarizes these doctrines, makes
them militant: through it thought becomes ac-
tion, seeks to be translated into daily practice.
In moral doctrine, men are actually considered
as agents, as directly responsible for the con-
sequences brought about by their actions in
the relational life of human society” (Gramsci,
1975¢, p. 81).

The thesis implicit in these statements —
which are evidently surprising if not provoca-
tive — becomes clear in light of what Gramsci
would write more than a decade later in his
Prison Notebooks: in the society of that time, di-
vided into classes, “Kant’s categorical formu-
la: behave as you would want everybody else
to behave in the same circumstances”, if “ana-
lyzed realistically [...], is only applicable to a
specific milieu, with that milieu’s moral super-
stitions and barbaric mores; it is a static, emp-
ty formula into which one can pour any actual



Jx. Kocruro

4JasiMIf; 3TO CTaTMYHas, IycTasi popMyria, KOTOPYIO
MOYXHO HaIIOJTHUTB JIIOOBIM aKTyasIbHBIM VCTOPU-
4ecKMM coriepykaHvieM». Takast dpopmysia mapaIok-
CaJIBHBIM 00pa3oM IIPUBOANUT K «OTHOM 13 popM
pesIsSTVMBU3MA W, CJIeOBaTeIbHO, CKENTUIIM3Ma»
(Gramsci, 1977, vol. 2, p. 1035), B HapoHOM HOHU-
MaHUM ITOPOK/IAOIIETO «TPIOVI3M», COITIACHO KOTO-
POMY «KTO yOMBaeT HEBEPHYIO KeHY, CUMTaeT, YTO
BCe OOMaHYyTble MYXbs JOJDKHBI yOuBaTh» (I'pam-
i, 1991, c. 72) u 1. 1.° ['pamImm mMcriomne3syeT m3Me-
HEeHHYIO Bepcmio Tekcrta KaHTa, koTopas B en-
CTBUTEJIBHOCTY BBIIVISIAUT CJIEYIOIIM 00pa3oM:

Takum obBpasom, cyIecTByeT TOJIBKO OJVH-
€MHCTBEHHBIVI KaTErOpmUYeCcKmil VMIIEpaTvB W
IIPUTOM CJIEOYIOIIVVL: NOCIYNAtl MoAbKO N0 MAaAKoU
MaKcume, OMHOCUMEAbHO KOmMOopoul mul 6 mo xe Bpe-
MA MOXKewd XKeaams, umobvl ona cmasa Bceoduyum
saxonoMm. <..> Tak Kak BceoOILIHOCTb 3aKOHa, IO
KOTOPOMY IIPOVICXOISIT JIEVICTBYISI, COCTABIISIET TO,
YTO, COOCTBEHHO, Ha3bIBAeTCs IIPVIPOIOV B CAMOM
o0rreM cMmbIcTIe (1I0 popMe), T. e. ObITHEM Bellier,
IIOCKOJIBKY OHO OIIperieJIeHO II0 BCeoOIIuM 3a-
KOHaM, TO BCEOOIIMI MMIIepaTyB JI0JIra MOT OBl
3By4YaTh TakXKe ¥ CJIeyIOIIM o0pasoM: Iocynail
max, kax ecau 0v. maxcuma mboez2o nobederiis no mbo-
eti Bose 0oaxHa Oblaa cmams Bceobuum 3aK0HOM
npupoder (AA 04, S. 421; Kanr, 1997, c. 143, 145).

OnHako cileffyeT OTMETUTB, UTO TaKasl peJis-
TUBWUCTCKasl ¥ PeAyKIVIOHHasl VHTepIIpeTallus
sty KaHTa ObUTa IOBOJIBHO pacIipocTpaHeHa B
MapKCUCTCKOVI TpauLINI: HalpuMep, ee MOXKHO
HalTV B HecKOJIbKMX TekcTax I. B. Iiiexanosa, omy-
OsmmkoBaHHBIX B KoHITe 1800-x — Hauvaste 1900-x rr.
B scce 00 16cere oH dakTrruecky mvicast:

Ilo ciioBaMm I'eresisi, TakoVl 3aKOH «yKasbIBaeT
JIVIIIB, Yero HeJjlb3s JeJlaTh, HO He TOBOPUT, UTO
cenyeT genarb. OH abcomoTeH He IIOJI0XKNUTe b
HO, a OTpUIIaTeIbHO; OH VIMeeT HeoITpe/le/IeHHbIVI
Wi GecKOHeUHBIVI XapakTep, TOrJla KakK Hpas-
CTBEHHBIVI 3aKOH II0 CBOEMY CYILECTBY JIOJDKeH
OBITH aOCOITIOTHBIM ¥ TIOJIOXUTeIbHBIM. [To3TO-
My HpaBCTBeHHBIV 3aKoH KanTa He nmeeT HpaB-
CTBEHHOTO XapakTepa» (I Ttexanos, 1906, c. 6).

®T1o stov Teme cMm. Takxke: (La Porta, 1990).
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historical content”. Such a formula falls para-
doxically into “a form of relativism and there-
fore of moral scepticism” which, in popular
common sense, gives rise to the “truism” ac-
cording to which “a jealous husband who kills
his unfaithful wife thinks that all husbands
should kill unfaithful wives”, and so on (Gram-
sci, 2011c, pp. 323-324).? Gramsci provides a
modified version of Kant’s text, which in real-
ity reads:

There is, therefore, only a single categorical
imperative and it is this: act only in accordance
with that maxim through which you can at the
same time will that it become a universal law. [...]
Since the universality of law in accordance with
which effects take place constitutes what is
properly called nature in the most general sense
(as regards its form) — that is, the existence of
things insofar as it is determined in accordance
with universal laws — the universal imperative
of duty can also go as follows: act as if the
maxim of your action were to become by your will
a universal law of nature (GMS, AA 04, p. 421;
Kant, 1998, p. 31).

It should nevertheless be observed that
this relativistic and reductive interpretation of
Kant's ethics was quite common in Marxist tra-
dition: for example, it can be found in several of
Plekhanov’s texts, published between the end
of the 1800s and the initial years of the 1900s. In
an essay on Ibsen, he in fact wrote that

in Hegel’'s words, such a law does not
say “what must be willed and done in all
circumstances, but what must not be willed
and done. It is absolute not in a positive sense
but in a negative sense: it is utterly indefinite
or ‘infinite’. Moral law must, according to its
nature, be absolute and positive: for this reason
Kant’s moral law is not moral” (Plekhanov,
1908, pp. 38-39).

20On this topic see also La Porta (1990).



W Bce e s 4yBCTBYIO, uTO I'pamMInt ocosHaBall,
HACKOJIBKO 3Ta MHTEPIIpeTaLVis Jajleka OT IIePBO-
Ha4yaJIbHOTO CMBIC/Ia MOpaJIbHOro mpoekTta Kamn-
Ta, KOTOPBIVI IIPEICTABIISAIICS. €MY, C OIHOV CTOPO-
HBI, CBA3aHHBIM C «COKPaTMYeCKOVI STUKOVI, B KO-
TOpoN “MopasibHass” BOJIS VIMeeT CBOe OCHOBaHUe
B MHTEJUIEKTE, B MYAPOCTM, TaK YTO IIPOCTYIIOK
00yCJI0BJIeH HeBeXXeCTBOM, a IOVCK KPUTUYEeCKOro
3HaHWs SIBJISIETCSI OCHOBOVI BBICIILIEVT MOPasIvi VI
MopaJIu kax maxoBoii», a ¢ APyToV CTOPOHBHI,

C... KOCMOIIOJIUTMYECKUM  ITPOCBETUTEIIb-
CTBOM U KPUTUYECKOV KOHIIEIIIVEN aBTopa... C
drtocodment MHTEIUIUTEHITNY KaK KOCMOIIOJIVI-
Tdeckoro cios. IloaToMy caMm [eVicTBYIOIINI U
eCTb HOCUTeJIb «IIOO0OHBIX YCIIOBUTI», IHAYe TO-
BOp#, X cO3/1aTellb. 3HAUUT, OH «JOJDKeH» Jie-
CTBOBAaTh B COOTBETCTBUM C TeM «00pas3IioM», KO-
TOPBIVI OH XOTeJI OBl BUIETh 0Opas3IoM IS BCexX
JIOfIeVl, B COOTBETCTBUM C TeM TWUIIOM IIVBIUIN3a-
UM, pafy Ipuxoga KOTOPOVl OH TPYAWUTCS VI
IUIS COXpaHeHMsSI KOTOPOWV «COIPOTUBIISIETCS»
pasiararormM ee cwiaM... (I'pamrmm, 1991, c. 73).

Tem He MeHee OCHOBHasI ITpoOOIIEMa 3aKJTIOYAET-
Csl B TOM, YTO /IO TeX IOp, IIOKa CoXpaHsdeTcs Kilac-
COBOe JleJIeHVe, YTHeTeHVe M 3KCILTyaTaliys ITof-
YUHEHHBIX KJTacCOB, HEBO3MOXHO, 3a VICKITIOUeHU-
eM OT/eJIbHBIX CJIy4aeB, IIPelOCTaBUTh 3TUM KJlac-
caM ¥ COCTaBJISTFOIIIVIM VIX VHIVIBUIIAM a6 0HOMUI0,
KoTOpad, 1o KaHTy, sBjIgeTcss OCHOBHBIM YCJIOBU-
eM HpaBCcTBeHHoro nosefeHmns*. OgHaxo [pamrmm
CUMTaJI, YTO BCE M3MEHMTCS, KOra ITOSBUTCS «BCe-
MVIPHBIV KOH(POPMIM3M», KOTOPBIV CTAHET BO3MOXK-
HBIM II0CJIe TIpeKpallleHs pasziesleHis olIecTsa
Ha KJIacChl U HallUM ¥ KOTOPBIVI OH YacTO YIIOMMU-
HaJl, MCHOJIb3ysd (popMysly DHrejibca O «Ilepexo-
Ile 13 LIapcTBa HeOOXOOVIMOCTH B IIapCTBO CBOOO-

¢ Cm., Hampmmep: «VIcTopwsi ITOMUYMHEHHBIX KJIacCOB
o0si3aTesIbHO (pparMeHTapHa W 3MM3oaMYHa... [lomum-
HeHHBIe KJIACCHI IOJIBJIaCTHBI MHUIIMATHBAM TOCIIOfICTBY-
IOITIET0 KJTacca, /Take KOT/Ia OHVI BOCCTAIOT; OHV HaXOIISATCS
B COCTOSTHVVI TpeBOXHOV 000poHBI. [TosTOMy KaKIeIii
cjlefl aBTOHOMHOV WHMITMATVBEI OecrieHeH» (Gramsci,
1977, vol. 1, p. 299—300). DddeKTnBHYIO PeKOHCTPYK-
IIVIFO VICTOPUVI KOHIIENIIIVY aBTOHOMIUY MOXKHO HaWTU Y
®onnecy (Fonnesu, 2014).
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Nevertheless, I feel that Gramsci was aware
of how far this interpretation was from the
original meaning of Kant’s moral proposal,
which appeared to him to be linked, on the
one hand, to “the Socratic ethic, in which the
‘moral” will has its base in the intellect, in wis-
dom, so that wrongdoing is due to ignorance
and the search for critical knowledge is the
basis of superior morality or of morality fout
court” and, on the other, to

the cosmopolitan Enlightenment and the
critical conception of the author, [...] linked
to the philosophy of the intellectuals as a
cosmopolitan stratum. Therefore, the agent is
the bearer of the ‘similar conditions” and indeed
their creator. That is, he ‘must’ act according to
a ‘model” which he would like to see diffused
among all mankind, according to a type of
civilisation for whose coming he is working
or for whose preservation he is ‘resisting’ the
forces that threaten its disintegration (Gramsci,
1971, pp. 373-374).

Nevertheless, the fundamental problem
is that, as long as class division, oppression
and the exploitation of the subaltern class-
es persisted, it would not be possible, except
occasionally, to give these groups, and the in-
dividuals that comprise them, that autonomy
which, for Kant, was the basic requisite for
moral behaviour.? However, Gramsci (2011b,
p- 189) held that this would change once the
“worldwide conformism”, made possible by
the end of society’s division into classes and na-
tions, had been created, to which he often re-
ferred using Engels’” formula of the “transition
from the realm of necessity to the realm of free-

3See, for example, Gramsci (2011b, p. 21): “The history
of the subaltern classes is necessarily fragmented and
episodic [...]. Subaltern classes are subject to the initia-
tives of the dominant class, even when they rebel; they
are in a state of anxious defense. Every trace of autono-
mous initiative, therefore, is of inestimable value.” An
effective reconstruction of the history of the concept of
autonomy can be found in Fonnesu (2014).
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e (Ipamim, 1991, c. 124)°. BHoBb MOXHO Oymer
TOBOPUTH 00 YHVBEpPCAJIbHBIX IIeHHOCTSX, IIpeo-
fiorieBas TeM CaMbIM TOT Pa3pblB MeXly Teopwer
VI IIPAKTMKOVL, O KOTOPOM, IO €r0 MHEHMIO, CBIJIe-
TeJILCTBYeT pacxoXkzeHue «Mexay “KpuTikort um-
croro pasyma’ n “KpuTukon IpakTudeckoro pa-
3yma” 1o Bompocy o bore u penurum» (Gramsci,
1977, vol. 2, p. 1007). B 11iestom I'pamirit cumrasi, 94To
«HEKOTOPBIE aCIIeKThI» MIeJIVCTITYECKIX (PryToco-
dun (BxIrouass KaHTMAHCTBO), KOTOpPbIe KaXKyTCs
CHOPHBIMM VJIVI YTOIIMYHBIMY, «KOTZa OOIeCcTBO
HEITNTCS Ha Pl TPYIIID», «CMOT'YT CTaTh “MCTUHOV
I1ocyie 3Toro repexoma» (I'pamrm, 1991, c. 124).
bortee Toro, B «Ierpagsx» cpaBHeHMe C 3TU-
Ko-nonmuTndeckuM  KaHToM — paccmaTpuBaercs
KPUTWYeCKM ¥ IIOMeIllaeTcs B Ooslee IIMPOKYIO
TeMy IIpojleTapyaTa KaK 3aKOHHOIO HacJIe[qHV-
Ka HeMeIIKOV Kylaccudeckom pviocoduu BBUILY
B3aVIMHOVI TIepeBOAVIMOCTY HaI[VIOHAJIBHBIX KYJIb-
Typ. ['pamimm gacTo pasMbIIUISTI Ha 3Ty TeMY, Ha-
unHas co «commkenns Kanra ¢ Pobecribepom»,
ynomsHyToro «B nvceMe lererra k IleyumHary ot
21 mron 1795 ropa» (I'paminm, 1991, c. 93) u passu-
TOro MapkcoM B J1yxe MCTOPUYeCKOV B3arMOCBsI-
311 Mexxy PpaHITy3CcKOV peBoJIIoLViel], HeMeIIKM
VOeanav3MOM ¥ aHIJIMVICKOM KJIaCcCHMYeCKOV IIO-
JIMT3KOHOMMEV, KOTOpBle Bce TP OBLIV BBIpake-
HMEeM OXMIaHWV BOCXOISIIEV €BPOIIEVICKOV 6yp—
Kyasun. Ha camom pneste, corstacHo I'pamiy, me-
PEeBOAVIMOCTB, XOTS OHA ¥ BO3MOYKHA JIVIIIB B OIIpe-
IleJIeHHBIX IPaHMIIaX KaXXI0ro BeJIMKOIO SA3bIKa 1
HaIMOHAJILHOVI KYJIBTYPBI, SBJISIeTCS yHMKalb-
HOVI IIpeporaTmBout pu.socogpuu npakcuca, pop-
MyJly KoTopom I'paminmy Takke MCIIOIb3yeT [JIs
«I1epeBofia» MCTOPMUYECKOTO MaTepuaIni3Ma, IOf-

> Kak m3BecTHO, 3Ta IMXOTOMMS IPUCYTCTBYeT U B Tpe-
Thert kaure «Kamrana» Mapkea, ogHako B «Terpamsax»
I'paMIM HPUITKCHIBAET €e TOIBKO DHIeJIbCY, IO OTHO-
IIIeHNI0 K KOTOPOMY B JIPYTMX MecTaX OH 3aHWMaeT He-
CKOJTBKO KPWUTUYECKYIO TIO3UITNIO, JlaXke 3asBiIdsd, UTo B
«AHTH-[IfopVHre» «HEeMaJo MCXOIHBIX TOYeK, OT KOTO-
PBIX MOXXHO TIPUMTU K OTKITOHEHWVSIM, AOIYIIeHHBIM B
“Ouepxre” [Byxapunal» (I'pammm, 1991, c. 175) — xuure
«Teopust McTOpUUecKOro MarepuasmsMa. [lomyIIsipHbIT
y4eOHIMK MapKcucTcKom comyoriormm» (1921), xoTopyro
I'pami TofIBepTraeT pe3Kovt KpUTHKe B « [TopeMHBIX Te-
Tpazsx».
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dom”.* Universal values could again be spo-
ken of, thereby overcoming that hiatus between
theory and practice that he saw evidenced in
the difference “between the Critique of Pure Rea-
son and the Critique of Practical Reason on the
question of God and religion” (Gramsci, 2011c,
p- 298). In general, Gramsci (2011b, p. 189) held
that “certain aspects” of the idealistic philos-
ophies (including Kantianism) that appear
disputable or utopian “as long as society is di-
vided into groups [...] could become “truth” af-
ter the transition from one realm to the other.”
Moreover, in the Notebooks the comparison
with the ethical-political Kant is critically ex-
amined and placed within the broader theme
of the proletariat as the legitimate heir to Ger-
man classical philosophy in view of the mutu-
al translatability of national cultures. Gramsci
would reflect often on this topic, starting with
“the comparison between Kant and Robes-
pierre”, mentioned “in a letter of 21 July 1795
from Hegel to Schelling” (Gramsci, 2011c,
pp. 355-356), and developed by Marx in the
historical nexus between the French Revolu-
tion, German idealism and English classical
economics, all three of which were expressions
of the aspirations of the ascendant Europe-
an bourgeoisie. In fact, according to Gramsci,
translatability, though possible only within cer-
tain limits between each great language and
national culture, is a unique prerogative of
the philosophy of praxis, a formula he also uses
to “translate” historical materialism, stressing
the inseparable link between theory and prac-

* As is well-known, this dichotomy is also present in
the third book of Marx’s Capital; however, in the Note-
books, Gramsci (1971, pp. 446-448) attributes it to Engels
alone, toward whom elsewhere he takes a somewhat
critical stance, even stating that in the Antidiihring
“there are many ideas that can lead to the deviations of
[Bukharin’s] Essay”, i.e. his Teorija istoriceskogo materi-
alizma. Populjarnyj ucebnik marksistskoj sociologii (1921),
that Gramsci severely criticises in the Prison Notebooks.



yepKuBasl Hepa3phIBHYIO CBSI3b MEXJIy Teopuen U
IIPaKTVKOV, MBICIIBIO U JievicTBreM’. ToT dakT, uTo
['paMInIV BHOBB IIpeJIOXKIII CBSA3b Mexxly KaHnTom
v OpaHITy3CKOV PEBOJIIOLIVEN], TAKXKe TTopasyMe-
BaeT IepeocMbIciieHe coOprTui 1789 r., B yacTHO-
cTu IBvDKeHMs sitkoOomHIeB. [ Ipasia, B ero paboTax
1917—1918 rr., BCsien 3a HeraTMBHBIM BBICKa3bIBa-
HueM JKopka Coperis B «PasMBIIITIEHNSX O HACK-
> (1905), sitkoOmHCKOe IBVIKeHMe paccMaTpu-
BaeTcs KaK CMHOHMM HacVJILCTBEHHOTO JIeCTIOTM3-
Ma ¥ aOCTPaKTHOrO IIOKTPMHEPCTBa, HEIIOTHOV
UJ1e0JIOT MU B CUJTY ee Oyp)KyasHOro xapakrepa —
KaK YTO-TO, YTO JOJDKHO OBLJIO OBITH ITPOTMBOIIO-
CTaBJIEHO YHMBEPCaIN3My O0sIbIeBKOB. OgHaKO
HaumHas ¢ 1921 1. oH Bce Yallle HogUepKMBaJl CXOMI-
CTBO MEXy [BYMs PEBOJIIOLIVIOHHBIMU IBIIKe-
HUSMY, OT4acTy O1aromapst TOMy, 4TO IIpOYmTall
acce Anbbepa Matwesa «bostbireBrsM 1 sSIKOOMH-
cTBO» (1920). DTN aHAIOrMY HECKOJIBKO pa3 I0sIB-
sr0TCA B «TeTpasisix», re, MOMMMO pelTeIbHO-
CTW ¥ SHepIrUi SKOOWHIIEB, OH OOHAPYXMBaeT MX
(paBHO KakK 11 OOJIBIIEBMKOB) 3aC/Iyry B TOM, UTO
OHI CMOIJIVI OOBEAVHUTH TOPOL, M ITPOBMHIINIO,
NIPVIMUPVIB CTPEeMJIEHNSI TOPOACKMX VI CeTIbCKMX
KJIaCCOB Hapoa, YTO ITO3BOJIVIIO IIPUBS3aTh OXKM-
IaHVIS 3TUX KJIACCOB K Pe3yJIbTaTaM PeBOJIIOIIL.

3mec He MeCTO OOCYXXOaTh ITPaBVJIBHOCTH
rpaMInvaHcKor mHTeprpeTatyy Kanra. 'pamin,
KOHEYHO, He ObUI HI ITpodeccroHaIbHBIM (prto-
codoM, HI [1ake MCTOPUKOM prstocopmm; cKopee,
II0 ero cOOCTBEHHOMY oIpesiesieHNIo JIeHrHa, oH
OBUI «IIOJINTVMKOM, [KOTOpPBIVI| IUIIeT O (PrsIoco-
v (Ipamrrn, 1991, c. 120)°. boree Toro, Kak Mbl
3HaeM, «Terpamm» — 310 pparmMeHTapHas padboTa,
HaIlVICAaHHAs TIOJIMTUYEeCKVM 3aKJIIOUYeHHBIM, KO-
TOPBIN ObUI Cepbe3HO OOJIeH M MMeJl OYeHb Orpa-
HVYeHHBIV JJOCTYTI K KHUTraM 1 Xy pHatam. Kpome
TOTO, OH CTPeMWICS He ITOHVIMATh BOIIPOCH, KO-
TOpble MOIJIM Obl BBI3BATh IIOIO3pEHNE y TeX, KTO
OTBeYaeT 3a TIOPEMHYIO LIEH3Ypy, VIV JaXe Ipu-
BeCTV K TOMY, YTO BJIaCTVI JIIIIAT €0 PaspereHvis

®Cwm., B wactaocTw: (['pamrm, 1991, c. 90—99). O nepeso-
nymocTyt cM.: (Boothman, 2019).

7Cw., HantpuMep: ([pamrn, 1959, c. 344 —450).

851 passwt aTy Temy B pabore (Cospito, 2012).

G. Cospito

tice, thought and action.” The fact that Grams-
ci again proposed the connection between Kant
and the French Revolution also implied a re-
thinking of the events of 1789, in particular the
Jacobin movement. It is true that his writings in
1917 —1918, in the wake of the negative judg-
ment by Georges Sorel in his 1905 work Ré-
flexions sur la Violence, consider Jacobinism as
synonymous with violent despotism and ab-
stract doctrinarism, a partial ideology on ac-
count of its bourgeois character, — something
to be countered with the universalism of the
Bolsheviks. However, beginning in 1921, he
increasingly underscored the similarities be-
tween the two revolutionary movements, in
part thanks to his having read Albert Mathiez’s
essay on Le Bolchévisme et le Jacobinisme (1920).
These analogies appear several times in the
Notebooks, where, in addition to their resolute-
ness and energy, he recognises the Jacobins’ (as
he had the Bolsheviks’) merit in being able to
unite the cities and countryside by reconciling
the aspirations of the urban popular classes and
the rural ones, thereby tying the latter to the
outcome of the revolution.®

This is not the place to discuss the correct-
ness of Gramsci’s interpretation of Kant; Gram-
sci was certainly not a professional philosopher
nor even a historian of philosophy; rather,
to use his own definition of Lenin, he was “a
politician [who] writes about philosophy”
(Gramsci, 2011b, p. 196).” Moreover, as we
know, the Notebooks are a fragmented work,
written by a political prisoner who was serious-
ly ill and had very limited access to books and
journals. Furthermore, he was concerned not
to take up questions that could rouse the sus-
picion of those responsible for prison censor-

®See, in particular, Gramsci (1995, pp. 306-313). On
Translatability see Boothman (2019).

¢See, for example, Gramsci (2011a, pp. 136-139).

71 developed this topic in Cospito (2012).
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fepXarb B Kamepe Oymary m pyuky (Francioni,
2016). Bmecto aT0ro 6610 OBI MHTEPECHO 1 TI0JIe3-
HO PpacCMOTpeTh VICTOUYHMKM 3TOV MHTepIIpeTa-
nyn. C OHOV CTOPOHBI, OHA VICXOOWUT M3 BOCIPU-
ATU KaHTraHcTBa B Vtasimm xkoHiia XIX — Haua-
na XX B. (o1 beprpanno CriaBeHTs! 110 [I>)KOBaHHU
[xeHTNIIE), CrIelpVIKOV KOTOPOTO, B OTJIVIYME OT
OPYTMX IIKOJI €BPOIIEVICKOVI MBICIIV, OblJIa CKJIOH-
HOCTb IIOJYepKMBaTh 3JIeMeHTHI ITpeeMCTBeHHO-
CTV MeXJTy KPUTULIM3MOM W W/ieasIi3MOM B ITpO-
TUBOBEC 37IeMeHTaM aucKoHTrHyuTeTa’. C mpyron
CTOPOHBI, OHa CBsI3aHa V1 C MHTepIIpeTalyen KaH-
TnaHcTBa y [Ibepo Maptunertn. XoTst MapTuHeT-
TV HUKOI7Ia He ITperiofasal B Ty prHCKOM yHUBep-
cutete (rae I'paminm yuwica B Havaste 1910-x rr,
TaK ¥ He OKOHYNB €r0), OH JI0JIT0e BpeMsi OKas3bl-
BaJl BJIVIgHVIe Ha YHVBEPCUTETCKIX ITperiojiaBare-
J1eV1, TIo9epKiBas CyIITHOCTHYIO ¥ ITyOOKYIO 9TH-
KO-PeJINTMO3HYIO0 BIOXHOBJICHHOCTH KaHTOBCKOIO
KPUTHUIIV3MA VI TeOpeTndecKy 00OCHOBBIBasI IIpe-
BOCXOJICTBO ITPaKTMYEeCKOro pasyMa HaJl TeopeTu-
YeCcKMM, ITOCKOJIBKY IIepBbIVI MOXET YJIOBUTH VIC-
TUHHYIO CYIITHOCTb PeayIbHOCTM 3a ee PeHOMEeHO-
JlorvyeckuM ropmsonToM (Bobbio, 1993). B 1925 r.
ero «AHrororusa Kantnana» Ovliia omyoskoBaHa
vsnarebcTBoM «llapaBus», 1 I'paMimm BKITIOUMIT
ee B CIIVICOK KHWI, KOTOpbIe OH XOTeJI IIpoYnTaTh B
TIopbMe. OITHAKO MBI He 3HaeM, YAaJIoCh JIVL eMy ee
KOrja-HuOy1b IOy YU Th.

3. «PeBosronmst nporms “Kanmrana”»

Bepnemcs k 1917 r.,, B 4acTHOCTM K TOMY MOMEH-
Ty, KOIZla, Ka3ajloch Obl, IperckaszaHve ['pamrrm
0 IlepepacTaHMM PYCCKOV PeBOJIIOLNU U3 Oy pXKy-
a3HOW B IIpoJleTapcKyo cObutock. Kak oH mmcas B
HauaJle JJeKadpsi, «peBOJTIOLS OOJIBIIIEBIKOB ObITa
0e3ycIIOBHO YacThIO OOIIert peBOJIIOLNUIM PYCCKOrO
Hapopa» (Gramsci, 20158, p. 617). PakTdecKu pyc-
CKIe PeBOJIIOLVIOHePBl «3aXBaTWIN BJIaCTh, yCTa-

° I Txosarum (Di Giovanni, 1996), Harrpumep, rmogep-
KMBaeT, 4TO B UTAJIbSHCKOV KyJIBType BO3BPAIlleHUIO0 K
l'ereyro HauMHas co BTopom mostoBuHBI XIX B. mpepiire-
CTBOBAJIO M, I10 KpaviHell Mepe Ha OJHOM 3TaIle, COIIPOBO-
K[1aJ10 Bo3ppalieHue K Kanry.
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ship or even lead the authorities to take away
his permission to keep paper and pen in his
cell (Francioni, 2016). It could instead be in-
teresting and profitable to consider the sourc-
es of this interpretation. It derives, on the one
hand, from the late nineteenth-century and
early twentieth-century reception of Kantian-
ism in Italy (from Bertrando Spaventa to Gio-
vanni Gentile), which, unlike other schools of
European thought, tended to underscore the
elements of continuity between criticism and
idealism as opposed to the elements of discon-
tinuity.® On the other hand, it comes also from
Piero Martinetti’s interpretation of Kantianism.
Though he had never taught at Turin Univer-
sity (where Gramsci studied at the start of the
1910s, without ever graduating), Martinetti had
a long-time influence on the faculty, emphasis-
ing the essentially and deeply ethical-religious
inspiration of Kantian criticism and theorising
upon the superiority of practical reasoning over
theoretical reasoning, since the former can cap-
ture the true essence of reality beyond the phe-
nomenological horizon (Bobbio, 1993). In 1925
his Antologia Kantiana was published by Para-
via and Gramsci included it in a list of books he
wanted to read in prison. However, we do not
know if he ever received it.

3. “A Revolution against Capital”

Let us return to 1917, in particular to the mo-
ment when Gramsci’s prediction regarding the
transformation of the Russian Revolution from
a bourgeois to a proletarian struggle seemed
to be taking place. As he had written at the be-
ginning of December, “the Bolshevik revolu-
tion has become a definitive part of the more

8 See, for example, Di Giovanni (1996), which under-
scores that in Italian culture the return to Hegel, begin-
ning in the second half of the nineteenth century, was
preceded and, at least during one phase, accompanied
by a return to Kant.



HOBIJIM CBOIO IOMKTATypy ¥ pa3padaTbIBaioT CO-
HaJIVICTIIYecKie POPMBI, B KOTOPBIX B KOHEYHOM
UTOre JIOJDKHA Oy[eT YCIOKOWUTBCS PEeBOJIIOIINS,
4TOOBI IIPOO/DKATh TapMOHWYHOE pasBuTHe 0Oe3
CJIVIIIIKOM CMJIBHBIX IOTPSICEHMTI Ha OCHOBE BeJIN-
KVIX 3aBO€BaHUTI, IOCTUTHYTBIX K TOMY BpeMeH1»
(Ibid.). DTo ObLIA peBorTIONIIS, KOTOpPAS, IO CJIOBAM
['pamimm, «ocHOBaHa OOJIBIIIe Ha MAEOJIOTVIN, YeM
Ha dpakTax» (Ibid.), HO TIpexxe Bcero — v MMEHHO
3TO CKaHIAJIM3VPOBAJIO €r0 COOCTBEHHBIX TOBAPI-
ITIeV1 IO TapTUY, OT pedpOpMICTOB, TaKMX Kak Kira-
yavio Tpesec, 10 HETPUMUPVIMBIX, TaKMX KaK AMa-
neo bopryra, BKiIIogasi «MapKCucTa YHUBEPCUTET-
ckom Kadpenpol» Pomonbdo Monmoribdo, — oHa
nponsonuia nporus «Kanmrama» Kapra Mapk-
ca WIu, JIydllle cKa3aTb, IIPOTUB ero OyKBaJIbHOM
MHTepIIpeTalyy, KOTopas pacIpocTpaHIach IIo-
CPeIICTBOM IO3UTMBUCTCKOTO MapKcm3Ma Broporo
VHTepHAIIMOHAIA, BUIEBIIIETO B 3TOVI KHUTE «pe-
IITAIOIIYIO JIEMOHCTpaluio paTaIbHOVI HeoOXo-
aymocT popmupoBaHms Oypxkyasum B Poccn,
HaJala KallMTaIMCTUYECKOV 3Pbl, YCTaHOBJIEHVIS
LIMBWIM3AIMY 3allaJHOro o0pasiia, IIpexie 4yeM
IIposieTapuaTr CMOT Obl JTake ITOyMaTh O CBOEM OC-
BOOOX/IEHMM, O CBOMX KJIACCOBBIX TpeDOBaHMSIX, O
cpoent pepoymroriui» (Ibid.). Tlostomy Gosibiiesn-
KV «He “MapKCUCTBI », B TOM CMBICJIE UYTO «OHU He
U3BJIEKJIV U3 TPYy0B MacTepa IOKTpUHY C JIorMa-
TUYeCKMMV I HeoCTIopMbIMM Te3vcamy» (Ibid.,
p. 617—618). Tem He MeHee «OHM XXUBYT MapKCUCT-
CKOVI MBICJIBIO — MBICJIBIO, KOTOpasi HUKOIZIA He
yMUpaeT, KOTopasi IPOAODKaeT UTaIbSHCKYIO U
HeMeIIKYIO MIeaIICTUYeCcKyI0 MBICJIb ¥ KOTOpast
B Mapkce Obljla 3acopeHa TO3UTUBUCTCKUMI V1 Ha-
TypanucTdeckumm Hapoctamm» (Ibid., p. 618).
DTO TOYKa 3peHVIs], B KOTOPOW

BeJIMYANIINM (PAaKTOPOM VCTOPUIN SIBJISIOTCS
He pr6He SKOHOMMYecKre (paxTel, a UejIoBeK,
obiiecTBa Jjrofiert — JIofer;, KOTopble cOrmvxa-
OTCsSL Opyr C OPyroM, MOHUMAIOT IPYyTr OpyTa,
pasBMBAIOT Yepe3 3TV KOHTAKTHI (depe3 IIMBU-
JI30BaHHOCTB) COLIMAIbHYIO ¥ KOJUIEKTUBHYIO
BOJIIO, [IOHMMAIOT 3KOHOMMYecKre pakThl, Olle-
HMBAIOT X ¥ COIVIACYIOT CO CBOEV BOJIeVI, ITOKa
3TO He CTAaHOBUTCS ABVDKYIIEV CHJIOVI 9KOHOMVI-
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widespread revolution of the Russian peo-
ple” (Gramsci, 1975d, p. 123). In fact, the Rus-
sian revolutionaries “have taken possession
of power, they have established their dictator-
ship, and they are developing forms of social-
ism that mean the revolution will finally have
to ease off in order for things to continue har-
moniously without too many great conflicts,
having as its basis everything that has already
been achieved” (ibid.). It was a revolution that,
according to Gramsci, “is based more on ide-
ology than actual events” (ibid.), but above
all — and this is what scandalised his own fel-
low party members, from reformists such as
Claudio Treves to intransigents such as Ama-
deo Bordiga, and including the ‘Marxist of the
university chair’, Rodolfo Mondolfo, — it took
place against Karl Marx’s Capital or, better yet,
against its literal interpretation, which spread
through the positivist Marxism of the Second
International, which saw in it “the crucial proof
needed to show that, in Russia, there had to be
a bourgeoisie, there had to be a capitalist era,
there had to be a Western-style of progression,
before the proletariat could even think about
making a comeback, about their class demands,
about revolution” (ibid., p. 124). Therefore, the
Bolsheviks “are not ‘Marxists’”, in the sense
“they have not used the Master’s works to
draw up a superficial interpretation, dictatori-
al statements which cannot be disputed” (ibid.).
Nevertheless, “they live out Marxist thought,
the one which will never die; the continuation
of idealist Italian and German thought, and that
in Marx had been corrupted by the emptiness
of positivism and naturalism” (ibid.). This is a
view in which

the main determinant of history is not lifeless
economics, but man; societies made up of men,
men who have something in common, who
get along together, and because of this civility
they develop a collective social will. They
understand economic matters, they evaluate
them and adjust them according to their will,
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K11, popMupyIOIIert 00BEKTUBHYIO PeaIbHOCTB,
KOTOpasi >KMBET, IIBVDKETCS, M IpurodpeTaeT Xa-
paKTep KWMIIINEV 3eMHOV MaTepuy, KOTopas
MOJKeT OBbITh HallpaBJIeHa TyZa, Kyda II0XeslaeT
BOJIS M Kak rioxerstaeT Boyrs (Ibid.)™.

VneanmicTideckte Cilefibl 3aMeTHBI B 3TUX U
apyrux paborax Mosomoro I'pamim, KOTOpBI
B cBomx «TeTpajsix» CaMOKPUTUYHO IIPU3HAET,
YTO B TO BpeMsi OH ObUT «HAaCTPOEH KPOUYeaHCKV»
(Gramsci, 1977, vol. 2, p. 1233), a IpOTMBHUKM Ha-
4aJivi OOBMHSTE €T0 B BOJIIOHTApW3Me V1 OeprcoHms-
Me''. OgHaKO HEKOTOPBIM M3 3TUX CJIEIIOB CY KIIeHO
OBLIO OCTaTBCS PA3BUTHIMM U YTOYHEHHBIMM Jake
B ero Ooslee 3pesIoV MBIC/IV, OTHOCSIIEVICS K TIO-
PeMHBIM pacCyXIIeHMSM, B KOTOPBIX ero Iepeoc-
MBbICsTeHVe Mapkca ObUIO OTYacTV CBS3aHO C Iepe-
BOJIOM C HEMEIIKOT'O TaKMX (PyHIaMeHTaIBHBIX pa-
60T, KaK «Tesncer o Deviepbaxe» n «[Ipenyiciiosue
K “K KpuTHKe monmTirdeckon skoHommm » (1859),
BOIIIeIIIIee B aHTOJIOIMIO II0M HasBaHmeM «“Haem-
HbBIVI TpyA 1 Kanutasn”, “K esperickomy Borpocy”
U JIpyrve paHHMe ITpomsBerieHus» («Lohnarbeit
und Kapital. Zur Judenfrage und andere Schrif-
ten aus der Friithzeit») (Gramsci, 2007, p. 743 —828).
W3 «Tesncos» I'paMIny BEIBEII CBOXO KPUTHKY BYJIb-
rapHOro MarepuasvsMa (IOHMMaeMoro Kak IIpo-
CTOe OIIpOBep)KeHMe Weaan3Ma), CBoe yOexie-
HVIe B IIPaKTVKO-OIIePaIiVIOHaIbHOVI IIPVPOTIe JT0-
6011 popMBI 3HaHMS 1 BO B3aIMHOM BJIVSIHUM, CY-
IIIEeCTBYIOIIEM MeXKy YeI0BeKOM ¥ OKpY KaloIert
cperoit. B camom [ierte, B TIepBOM Te3vice MBI UM-
TaeM: «[JIaBHBIVI HEOCTAaTOK BCErO ITPeIIIIeCcTBY-
IOIIero MarepuasMsMa — BKJIodas U dertepba-
XOBCKUII — 3aKJIIOYaeTCs B TOM, UTO IIpefMeT [der
Gegenstand], HeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTb, YYyBCTBEHHOCTH
Gepertcst ToribkO B popMme obbekTa [Objekt], nim B
dopme cozeprianms [Anschauung], a He Kak 4esio-
BedecKasl YyBCTBEHHAs AeSITeIbHOCTb, IpaKTVKa
[Praxis], He cyOBexTMBHO. OTCIOA M IIPOM3OIILIO,
UTO JlesATeJIbHAasi CTOPOHA, B IIPOTUBOIIOIOKHOCTD
MaTepuajn3My, pas3BUBajach WIeaJIn3MOM, HO
TOJTBKO abcTpakTHO» (Mapke, 1955, c. 1).

10371y B3DISIIBL OBUTV BOCIIPVHSITHI M PA3BUTHI [ paMmIti BO
MHOTTIX JIPYTMX paboTax TOro BpeMeHW; CM., HalIpyMep,
crarpio «Hamr Mapke» (1918) B msmarmm (Gramsci, 1984).
1O mortoom I'pamriii em.: (Rapone, 2011).

until it is this which becomes the driving force
of the economy, that which shapes objective
reality and lives and moves; it takes on the
characteristics of a scalding hot sheet of metal,
which can be sculpted in any way they so
choose (ibid.).?

The idealistic traces are evident in these and
other writings of the young Gramsci, who, in
his Notebooks, is self-critical in recognising he
was “tendentially Crocean” (Gramsci, 1995,
p. 355) at that time and whose adversaries be-
gan to accuse him of voluntarism and Bergson-
ism.'® Nevertheless, several of these elements
were destined to remain — developed and
clarified — even in his more mature thinking,
which belongs to his prison reflections, where
his rethinking of Marx was partly due to the
translation from the German of such funda-
mental works as the “Theses on Feuerbach”
and the 1859 “Preface” to the Contribution to
Critique of Political Economy, part of an antholo-
gy entitled Lohnarbeit und Kapital. Zur Judenfra-
ge und andere Schriften aus der Friihzeit (Gramsci,
2007, pp. 743-828). Gramsci derived from the
“Theses” his criticism of vulgar materialism
(understood as the simple overturning of ideal-
ism), his insistence on the practical-operational
nature of any form of knowledge and the rec-
iprocity in the relations of influence between
the human being and the environment. In fact,
in the first thesis we read, “The chief defect of
all previous materialism (that of Feuerbach in-
cluded) is that things [der Gegenstand], reality,
sensuousness, are conceived only in the form of
the object [Objekt], or of contemplation [Anschau-
ung], but not as sensuous human activity, practice
[Praxis], not subjectively. Hence, in contradis-
tinction to materialism, the active side was set
forth abstractly by idealism”. The second the-

9 These views were taken up and developed by Gram-
sci in many other writings from those months; see, for
example, the article Our Marx (1918), now in Gramsci
(1975e, pp. 9-12).

On the young Gramsci see Rapone (2011).
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Broport Tesuc rimacut: «Borpoc o ToM, obrtazmaer
JIV1 4eJIoBeueCcKoe MBIIIUIeH e ITPeIMeTHON VCTIH-
HOCTBIO, — BOBCE He BOIIPOC TEOPU, a IIpaKTIde-
CKMT BOIIpOC. B IIpakTiKe IOJDKeH JOKa3aTh YesIo-
BeK VICTMHHOCTB, T. €. JIeVICTBUTEJIbHOCTb VI MOIIIb,
ITOCIOCTOPOHHOCTE  [Diesseitigkeif] cBoero MBbIIII-
JIeH V. Cnop O OEeVICTBUTEJIbHOCTU WIJIV HeOel-
CTBUTEJIBHOCTV MBIIIJICHVS, M30JIPYIOIIerocs OT
IIPaKTUKY, €CTh YVCTO CXOJIACTUYECKMII BOIIPOC»
(Mapkc, 1955, c. 1-2). B I Ipenmciosum» 1859 r.,
OTHOCSIIIEMCS K 9MCITy paboT, Ha KOTOPBIX ObliIa
OCHOBaHa pacIIpoCTpaHMBIIAsACA B KoHIe XIX —
nepsble JecATuiIeTrs XX B. MexaHUCTUYecKas v
JIeTEPMUHVCTCKAs VHTEPIIpeTamisl MBIIIIeHVIS
Mapxkca, I'pamiy noguepkuBaeT TOT PakT, 4TO
ueosoruyueckyie opMbl, KOTOpbIe IIPOCTO OTpa-
JKalOT MaTepuasIbHyI0 OCHOBY oOOIIlecTBa, IIpe]l-
CTaBJIAIOT COOOVI Ty TePPUTOPUIO, Ha KOTOPOVL Ue-
JIOBEK OCO3HaeT IPOTMBOpedms MeXy IIPOu3BO-
IUTEIBHBIMY CUJIaMM U IIPOV3BOICTBEHHBIMI OT-
HOIIIeHVSIMMY, a 3aTeM paspeliaeT MX.

B xome cBOVIX TIOpeMHBIX Pa3MBIIIJIEHNII OTKa3
['pamMimm ot 71000V MHTEPIPETAIINY OTHOIIIEHI
MeXIy SKOHOMWYECKOV CTPYKTYpOM M HOJIIUTU-
KO-M/1e0JIOrMYeCcKMM HaZICTPOVIKaMy B TOM KJTFO-
4e, UTO IIepBoe SBJIgeTCs [IPUUMHOV BTOPOro, IIPY-
BeJI ero K OTKasy OT ITOJI0OOHOro OIVCaHMS VICTO-
PVIYeCKOro JIBVDKeHWS B BUJe apXUTEeKTYyPHON Me-
Tadopbl 1 K 3aMeHe ero MHOr0(paKTOPHBIM 00bsIC-
HeHVieM COOBITII KaK pe3yJsIbTaTa MHOXXeCTBEeHHO-
r'O VI MEHHIOIIerocsi COOTHOIIeH VS CWJI, B KOTOPOM
«3KOHOMWVIKA TOJIBKO “B KOHEUHOM cYeTe” CITyXKWUT
JBVDKYIIeN IIPy>XXrHoM uctopum» (I'pamim, 1959,
c. 150; cm. Taxke: Cospito, 2016a, p. 3—48).

4. OT maTepuanm3Ma oo ¢peHoMeHasIM3Ma

Teopuist nosHaHMS, IpeXkie BCero B OTHOIIIEHWUN
Toro, yrto ['pamimm ompenenns Kak «yOurmicTBeH-
HyIO» IIpo0JieMy 00 «OOBEKTMBHOV PeaTbHOCTV
BHeITHero Mupa» (1991, c. 168), mpencrasiser co-
G011, O Bcel BepOSITHOCTY, acIleKT HauOoJIbllle-
ro pacxoxaeHus Mexiy duiocoduen mpakcuca
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sis states that “the question whether objective
truth can be attributed to human thinking is not
a question of theory but is a practical question.
Man must prove the truth, i.e., the reality and
power, the this-worldliness [Diesseitigkeit] of his
thinking in practice. The dispute over the re-
ality or non-reality of thinking which is isolat-
ed from practice is a purely scholastic question”
(Marx, 1845, p. 3). In the 1859 “Preface” —
which, moreover, was among the works on
which was founded the mechanistic and de-
terministic interpretation of Marx’s thinking,
which spread from the end of the 1800s to the
first decades of the 1900s — Gramsci empha-
sises the fact that the ideological forms, which
simply mirror the material basis of society, rep-
resent the terrain on which the human being
becomes aware of the contradictions between
the forces of production and the relations of
production and then solves them.

In the course of his prison reflections,
Gramsci’s rejection of any interpretation of
the relations between economic structure and
political-ideological superstructures in terms
of the former’s direct causation of the latter
led him to overcome the same description of
the historical movement in terms of the archi-
tectural metaphor, replacing this with mul-
ti-factor explanations of events as a result of
the multiple and changing relation of forces in
which “the economy is only the mainspring of
history ‘in the last analysis”” (Gramsci, 1971,
pp- 158-167; see also Cospito, 2016a, pp. 3-48).

4. From Materialism to Phenomenalism

The theory of knowledge, above all in rela-
tion to what Gramsci (1971, p. 440) defined as
the “fearsome” question of the “objective re-
ality of the external world”, represents in all
likelihood the aspect of greatest distance be-
tween the philosophy of praxis and Soviet
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VI COBETCKMM MapKCM3MOM-JIeHMHM3MOM"?. ['pam-
IV SIBHO KPUTWMKOBaJI JIOTMaTMYeCKUI MaTepyia-
mmsMm «llonyssiproro odepka» H.VI. byxapuna, a
KOCBEHHO — ¥ «OecXUTPOCTHBIN peaymsm» «Ma-
TepuasI3Ma ¥ SMIOVPUOKpUTUIIM3Ma» B. V1. Jlenn-
Ha (1909), BpaxxebHbIv «HOBOV pusmke» XX B. OH
yTBepXKasl, YTO TaK OTOXIECTBJISeTCS HEKPUTU-
YecKoe MPeJITIoNIoKeH e O peaTbHOM ¥ OOBeKTVIB-
HOM CyIIIeCTBOBaHWI BHEIITHETO MIpa, He3aBVCH-
MOTO OT HaOJTIofIaTesIsl, C TeM, YTO MOKHO HayTH
B OOBIZIEHHOM 3[IpaBOM CMBICJIe, B KOTOPOM OCTaT-
KV apViCTOTEeJIeBCKO-ITTOIIEMEeeBCKIX KOHIIETIITVT
CJIVIBAIOTCS C PEJTUTVIO3HOVI Bepovl B O0XkecTBeHHOe
TBOpeHVe Mypa. DTy Ho3uluIo cam I'paMimm cau-
TaeT yCTapeBIIIert He TOJIBKO C TOUKM 3peHNs pa3By-
Tyt prtocodprm v Haykm XIX m XX BB., HO 1 ¢ TOU-
KV 3peHVIsI TOVI CaMOVI «KOIIEPHMKAHCKOVI PEBOJIIO-
V>, KOTOPYIO COBEpIIIIa KAaHTOBCKask KpUTMKA.
Ot nocyiesiHeVt OH HaMepeBaJiCs [epeHsITh, ITyCThb 1
B IIpo0sIeMaTnaHOM popMe, TOT PeHOMeHaIIN3M, C
KOTOPBIM Yy>Ke VMeJI Jlejio Mostofort Mapkce. I'pam-
M OUIIeT 110 3ToMy Iosofy: «B “Cearom cement-
cTBe” TOBOPUTCS, UTO JIeVICTBUTEJIBHOCTD BCS VIC-
4UepIIbIBaeTCa B SBJIEHMSX VM YTO IO Ty CTOPOHY
ABJIEHNVI HUYero HeT. Tak OHO, KOHEYHO, 1 eCTh»
(Ipamimm, 1959, c. 60). VI mpoporrkaert:

OpHako JIoKasaTh 3TO He TaK-TO JIErKO. YTo
IIpe/ICTaBIISAIOT cobovt siBeHms? ITpencrasisror
JIVI OHV HeuTO OOBeKTVBHOE, UTO CYIIIECTBYeT B
cebe m 111 celst, VUIM XKe 9TO KauecTBa, KOTOPbIe
4eJIOBeK BBIIEIVUI B pe3yJibTaTe OOpbOBI 3a CBOU
IpaKTUJecKne (CTPOUTEIIbCTBO COOCTBEHHOV
SKOHOMIYECKOV >KM3HW) I Hay4Hble VHTEPeCHI,
TO eCTh B pe3yJIbTaTe HeOOXOAVIMOCTV HaWTU B
MUpe HEeKU TOPSIOK, ONMcaTh M Kilaccuduim-
poBaTh BeIM BOKPYT Hac (3Ta HEOOXOOVMMOCTH
TaKXXe CBSI3aHA, KOCBEHHO, C IIPAKTVYECKVIM VH-
Tepecamm, ¢ MHTepecamm Oymyiiero)? Beickasas
yTBepk7IeHVe, 9TO TO, 9YTO MBI II0O3HaeM B Belljax,
€CThb He YTO MHOe, KaK MBI CaMV, HaIlIy HYXXIIbI
VI HalllVl VIHTePeChl, YTO HAIllV [I03HAHWS, HaYe
rOBOPSL, €CTh HaACTponKu (vwm dprutocodnn, He
IIpeTeHIyIoIIyie Ha OKOHYAaTeIbHOCTh, 3aBep-
IIIEHHOCTH), TPYAHO OTKA3aThCSI OT MBIC/IV, UTO
YTO-TO peaJyIbHOE BCe JKe CYIIIEeCTBYET I10 Ty CTOPO-

12006m1yto TpakToBKY Borrpoca cMm.: (Cospito, 2008).
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Marxism-Leninism." Gramsci explicitly criti-
cised the dogmatic materialism in Bukharin’s
Popular Essay, but implicitly also the “ingenu-
ous realism”, hostile to the twentieth-century
“new physics”, of Lenin’s Materialism and Em-
pirio-Criticism (1909). He argued that this iden-
tifies the acritical assumption of the real and
objective existence of the outside world, in-
dependent of the observer, with that found in
popular common sense, in which the remains
of Aristotelian-Ptolemaic concepts merge with
the religious belief in the divine creation of the
world. This is a stance which Gramsci himself
considers outdated, not only in terms of devel-
opments in nineteenth- and twentieth-centu-
ry philosophy and science, but also in terms of
the same “Copernican revolution” achieved by
Kantian criticism. From the latter he intended
to regain, even though in problematic form, the
phenomenalism which the young Marx had al-
ready dealt with. Gramsci (1971, p. 368) writes
in this regard: “In the Holy Family it is said that
the whole reality is in phenomena and that be-
yond phenomena there is nothing, and this is
certainly correct.” However, he continues:

It is not easy to demonstrate. What are
phenomena? Are they something objective,
existing in and for themselves, or are they
qualities which man hasisolated in consequence
of his practical interests (the construction of his
economic life) and his scientific interests (the
necessity to discover an order in the world
and to describe and classify things, a necessity
which s itself connected to mediated and future
practical interests)? Accepting the affirmation
that our knowledge of things is nothing other
than ourselves, our needs and interests, that
is, that our knowledge is superstructure (or
non-definitive philosophy), it is difficult not to
think in terms of something real beyond this
knowledge — not in the metaphysical sense

"' For an overall treatment of the question see Cospito
(2008).



Hy HaIllero Mo3HaHWs, CyIIeCTBYeT He B BuUIe Me-
TapU3MUeCcKOro «HOyMeHa», WIN «HeBeJOMOIro
Gora», WIN «Heo3HaBaeMOIo», a B CMbIC/le KOH-
KpeTHOW, «OTHOCUTEJIbHO HEBETOMOVI» JIeVICTBU-
TEJIBHOCTY, Yero-TO, UTO elle «He II03HaHO», HO
YTO CMOXeT OBITh ITO3HAHO B OJIVH IPeKpacHbIN
JleHb, Korjla «(pu3ndecKyie» 1 «yMCTBeHHbIe» VH-
CTPYMEHTHI JIIOfIeVl CTaHyT OoJlee coBepIIIeHHbI-
MW, TO €CTh KOIZIa M3MEHSTCs B IIPOrPeCcCMBHOM
HaIpaB/IeHMVI COLVIAJIbHbBIE VI TEXHUYECKIEe YCII0-
Byt yestopedecTsa (I'pamrmm, 1959, c. 60 —61).

DTO, O-BUAVIMOMY, VICKJTIOYAET JIIO0YIO JOrMa-
TUYECKYIO WHTepIIpeTalio KaHTOBCKOV «BeI
camor 110 cebe» (Ding an sich), KoTopyro, ka3aocs,
B HEKOTOPOM POJIe IIOATBEPKIasIo ITePBoe M3IaHe
«KpuUTHKI 91CTOro pasyMa» C €ro orpeesieHveM
HOYMeHa KaK «TPaHCIIeH/IEHTaIbHOIO IIpeIMeTa»
(transzendentaler Gegenstand), To ecTb peasrbHO-
CTM (HEeII03HaBaeMoW), JIeXKalllell B OCHOBe SIBJIeHU
(A 235—262; Kant, 20060, c. 309—341), 1 KoTOpyIO
['pamimm Bce >ke paccMaTpmBajl KakK «OOSI3aHHYIO
CBOVIM IIPOVICXOXKIeHVEM “O0BbEeKTMBHOCTY BHEIII-
Hero Mypa’ ¥ TaK Ha3blBAEMOMY I'PEKO-XPUCTV-
aHCKOMy peannsMy (Apucrorens — cB. Poma)»
(Fpamrm, 1959, c. 60). On npenypexxaasl, 4To Bes-
KWV, KTO TIOHSI KOHIIEMIINIO MaTepuy, O KOTOPOM
TOBOPUT VICTOPWYECKUVI MaTepuasii3M, «B 3Haue-
HWVI, BBITEKAIOIEM 13 eCTeCTBEHHBIX HayK» VIV
«B 3HAYEHWV, KOTOpOe eyl IIPUIAIOT BCEBO3MOXK-
Hble MeTapM3MKIU-MaTepuaavcTe (I'paminm, 1991,
c. 192), mpumert ee no ommbke. C 3TOV TOUKM 3pe-
HVISI MOKHO CKa3aTh, 4To ['pamirm vmert B Bumy 60-
Jlee VI MeHee CyTry0o HeraTVBHYIO KOHIIEIIIIVIO
HoyMeHa (Oostee OIM3KYI0 K KOHIIENIIMM IIpefieria,
KOTOpasi BCTpedaeTcss BO BTopoM m3gaHum «Kpu-
K> (B 294—315; Kanr, 20064, c. 391—415)).

Ms1 He 3HaeM, CMOT JIVI OH B TIOPbMe OCYIIle-
CTBUTBH CBOe HaMepeHMe «n3ydaTh KaHTa M TIIa-
TeJIbHO IIepeCMOTPeTh BBIABMHYTEIE VM TIOJIOXKe-
Hus» (Ipamrmm, 1991, c. 66)F; omHako HECOMHEHHO,
YTO, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, OH ITPOAOJIKa/I PasMBIIII-
JIATHh HaJ IIpo0JieMaMy, IIOCTaBJIeHHBIMM pas-
MelieHnsMy KaHTa, a ¢ Apyrom — cumuTasl He-

B3 [TokazaTeIbCTBOM B TTOJTB3Y STOTO Te3Vica CITy>KUT MHTe-
pec K yke ouTuposaHHOM «Antologia Kantiana» MapTu-
HeTTU.
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of a “noumenon”, an “unknown God” or an
“unknowable”, but in the concrete sense of a
“relative” ignorance of reality, of something
still unknown, which will however be known
one day when the “physical” and intellectual
instruments of mankind are more perfect, when,
that is, the technical and social conditions of
mankind have been changed in a progressive
direction (ibid.).

This appears to exclude any dogmatic in-
terpretation of the Kantian Ding an sich which
the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason,
with its definition of the Noumenon as trans-
zendentaler Gegenstand: the reality, (unknowa-
ble) underlying the phenomena, appeared in
some way to corroborate (KrV, A 235-262) and
which Gramsci (1971, pp. 367-368) still viewed
as “a derivation from the ‘external objectivity
of the real’” and from so-called Graeco-Chris-
tian realism (Aristotle, Aquinas)”. He warned
that all those would wrongly embrace this con-
ception who understood the concept of mat-
ter which historical materialism refers to “in
the meaning it has derived from the natural
sciences”, or “in the meaning it has derived
from the various materialist metaphysics”
(Gramsci, 2011b, p. 165). From this point of
view, we could instead say that Gramsci had
in mind a more or less purely negative concep-
tion of the Noumenon (closer to that of a limit
concept, which is found in the second edition
of the Critiqgue (KrV, B 294-315)).

We do not know if while in prison he was
able to follow through on his intention to
“study Kant and re-examine his concepts ex-
actly” (Gramsci, 1971, p. 368);'> however, it is
certain that, on the one hand, he continued to
reflect on the problems raised by Kant’s think-
ing and, on the other, to consider some of his
philosophical innovations as definitive. From

2 Proof to support this thesis is the interest in the al-
ready-cited Antologia Kantiana by Martinetti.
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KOTOpbIe 13 ero prIocoPCKmX MHHOBALIV OKOH-
uvaTesibHbIMI. C 3TOV TOUKM 3peHusl OH JIVCTaH-
LMpOBaJics, IIyCTh U HeIBHO, OT TOCIIONCTBYIOIIEN
MapKCHCTCKOV MBIC/IV, KOTopas, HaumHas ¢ [lie-
XaHOBa 7 BCJIe], 3a DHTeIbCOM, KJIeVMIyIa KaHTOB-
CcKuM peHOMeHasIM3M KakK OypXKyasHyo uioco-
duro, IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBIISAA €My MaTepuaIn3M, Oc-
HOBAaHHBIVI Ha HAOIIOOEHWN ¥ 3[IPaBOM CMBICIIE,
COITIACHO KOTOPOMY «4TOOBI OLIEHWUTBH ITYIVIHI,
Hazo ero checTh»'!. Tem He MeHee crremyeT OTMe-
TUTB, 4TO ccpUIKM I'pamimm Ha KanTa He mompa-
3yMeBaloT ero cONMVDKeHMsI ¢ HeOKaHTMAHCTBOM B
CTPOTrOM CMBICIIe, KOTOpPOe OH MHTEPIIPETVPOBal
KaK peakINIo Ha «TeHIeHIIMIO ByJIbfapHOI'o MaTe-
puanmsMa 1 nosuTususMa» (Ipamirm, 1959, c. 60).
OHM Takke He TIOfIpa3yMeBalOT HMKAKOV TeHIeH-
LWV K CMEITIeHVII0 MapKCH3Ma VI KaHTMAHCTBa (Ha-
4JMHas C TaK Ha3blBaeMOr'o aBCTpOMapKcr3Ma Mak-
ca Amgyiepa 1 OtTo bBayspa), xoropyio I'pamimm
OOBSICHSUI ITOTPEOHOCTBIO HEKOTOPBIX «OdpuIy-
aJIbBHBIX» MapKCUCTOB «HANTM PVII0COPIO, KOTO-
pas BKJIodasia Obl B ceOsi MapKcu3m». BmecTo aT0-
O OH, KaK M UTaJIbSTHCKMI MapKcucT AHTOHMO Jla-
Opworta, camTal, 9TO MapKCU3M CaM II0 cele «sB-
JIsieTCs He3aBVICVIMOV VI OPUTMHAJIBHOM (PIIoCo-
Juern» (Ipamrn, 1991, c. 108), 11€710CTHBIM MIPO-
Bo33peHmeM (Weltanschauung), He Hy>XIaromIM-
Csl HU B KaKOV [IPYTrovi IOMJIePXXKe, KpoMe CBOen
cobcreenHom. CortacHo I'pamiiv, TOJIBKO IpM3Ha-
Hie 3ToV PyHIaMeHTaIbHOV 0COO@HHOCT, KOTO-
pas [ieriaeT MapKCH3M BBIIIIE JTFO00VI IPyTo (PVITO-
codpcKovI JOKTPVHEI, a He IPUBEPKEHHOCTD «TOMY
VIV PyroMy TIociIefoBaTesIo pviocodpmm mpak-
k> (Ipamimm, 1991, c. 188) nmpencrasiisieT cobont
VICTUHHYIO MAapKCUCTCKYIO OpTomokcuio. Heco-
MHeHHO, I'pamim cMor, oTdacTyt Or1aromapsi Ombl-
Ty KaHTMaHCTBa, BBIVITU 32 PaMKM COIIOCTaBJIeHVS
OO0BEKTMBHOIO 3/IeMeHTa (KOTOPBIV OH M3Ha4YaIb-
HO OTOXXIIECTBJISUI ¢ SKOHOMMKO-MaTepyaIbHbIMI
cwIaMU, CTPYKTYpPovi) U CyOBeKTMBHOTO (ITOJIUTH-
KO-1J1e0JIOrMYeCKOro, Ha/ICTPOEYHOro), IIPU3HaB,

4 Cm. y Ilnexanosa (1956a), KOTOpEI, B CBOIO Ode-
penb, IUTUPYeT BBeleHMe DHresbca K KHure «Paspurie
colMasmMsMa OT YTOIUM K HayKe» (DHrelibe, 1962, c. 194).
ITiexaros (19560) paccMaTpmBaeT 11 pa3BMBaeT STV TEMBI
B paboTe «Marepnasmsm Wi KaHTUAHU3M».
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this point of view, he distanced himself, even
though implicitly, from the dominant Marx-
ist school of thought, which, beginning with
Plekhanov and in the wake of Engels, branded
Kantian phenomenalism as bourgeois philos-
ophy, countering it with a materialism based
on common sense observation according to
which “the proof of the pudding is in the eat-
ing”.® Nevertheless, it should be noted that
Gramsci’s references to Kant do not entail any
convergence towards neo-Kantianism in the
strict sense, which he interpreted as the reac-
tion of a “tendency of vulgar materialism and
positivism” (Gramsci, 1971, pp. 367-368). Nor
do they entail any tendency towards a blend-
ing of Marxism and Kantianism (starting with
the so-called austromarxism of Max Adler and
Otto Bauer), which he attributed to the need on
the part of several “official’ Marxists “to find a
philosophy that comprised Marxism”. He in-
stead held, along the lines of the Italian Marx-
ist, Antonio Labriola, “that Marxism is itself an
independent and original philosophy” (Gram-
sci, 2011b, p. 141), an integral Weltanschau-
ung without need of any other support than
its own. According to Gramsci (2011b, p. 156),
only the recognition of this fundamental fea-
ture, which makes Marxism superior to any
other philosophical doctrine, and not the ad-
herence to “this or that disciple of Marx”, rep-
resents true Marxist orthodoxy. What is certain
is that, thanks in part to the lessons of Kantian-
ism, Gramsci was able to go beyond the juxta-
position of the objective element — which he
initially identified with the economic-material
forces, the structure — and the subjective one
(political-ideological, superstructural), recog-
nising that the only possible form of objectiv-

1BSee Plekhanov (1898a) which in turn quotes from En-
gels’ introduction to Socialism: Utopian and Scientific
(Engels, 1892, p. 287). Plekhanov (1898b) takes up and
develops these topics in “Materialism or Kantianism”.



YTO €IVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXHas popMa OOBEeKTVB-
HOCTV TapaHTMPYeTCs MHTePCYObEeKTVBHOCTRIO, a
He CCBUIKOV Ha (IIpefriojiaraeMylo) abCOIIOTHYIO
peastbHOCTB: «OOBEKTMBHOE 3HAauUUT Bcerjga “de-
JIOBEUeCKM OOBEKTMBHOE”, UTO MOXET B TOYHOCTV
COOTBETCTBOBAThL “MCTOPUYECKN CyOBeKTUBHOMY
TO €CTb OOBLEKTMBHOE JOJDKHO OBLIO OBl O3HAYaTh
“Bceobiie cyObekTmBHOE”. 3HaHMe YesloBeKa 00b-
€KTVMBHO, TIOCKOJIbKY TTO3HaHVIe PeasTbHO IS BCETO
YeITI0BeYeCKOrO POIIa, ICTOPUYECKN OO beIVIHEHHO-
IO B €VHYIO CUCTeMy KysbsTypb (I'pammm, 1991,
c. 172). Tem He MeHee peub CHOBa MIET He O CTaTIY-
HOVI KOHIIenIIu ((paKT), a 0 AMHAMIYHOM (IIPOEKT,
KOTOPBIVI HeOOXOAMMO OCYIIeCTBUTE): «boppOa 3a
OOBEKTMBHOCTb. .. I 3TO 1 eCTh Oopbba 3a 00Bey-
HeHVe KyJIBTyPbl pofia uesioBedeckoro» (Tam xe).

5. OT mapkcusma K pnstocodpun mpakcmca

DTO TeopeTudeckoe yriyOreHue I'pamim, ot-
YacT¥ CaMOKPUTWYHOe, TakKXe VMeeT IOJINTIYe-
CKOe 3HaueHVe, TIOCKOJIBKY BJIeUeT 3a coDovr Tiepe-
OCMBICJIeHVe caMoVl Pycckovt peBosTIonyv B CBS3M C
COOBITVSIMM, C KOTOPBIMM OHA CTOJIKHYJIach B Teue-
HVe IBa/IllaTWIeTHero meprora Mexy OKTaopeM
1917 r. vt nepBBIMM IPM3HAKaMM TOT'O, YTO BIIOCIIEI-
cTBum OyzeT omperesieHO Kak craiavHmsM. Harm-
caame «Terpaner», Hadaroe B 1929 r., Ob10 IpepBa-
Ho B 1935 r; omHako ['pamiim ripogormkait cjiequThb
II0 TaszeTaM ¥ Ky pHajlaM 3a COOBITUSMU «BEeJIVIKO-
ro ¥ y>KacHOro Mupa»"® U B KJIIVHVKe, I7ie OH, Oy-
Zly4¥ TIOCTOSHHO B YCJIOBMSX OrpaHWYeHHON CBO-
Gor1bl epeBIKeH Vs, ITPOBeJT IIOCIIeTHIIe TOIBI 10
cBoert cMepTn 27 amperts 1937 1.6 [levicTBUTEIIBHO,
B KoH1Ie 1910-x — mauvaste 1920-x IT. OH, KaK 1 0OJIb-
LIVHCTBO JIUIEPOB MEXIyHapOIHOIO KOMMYHU-
CTUYECKOTO IBVDKEeHWS, ObUI YOeXIeH B BO3MOX-
HOCTW 3KCIIOpTa OOJIBIIIEBUCTCKON PEBOJIIOIMI Ha
3arragi — BO3MOXHOCTU «CaelaTh KakK B Poccrm»,
COIVIaCHO cJioraHy Toro BpemeHu. IlpemioxeHue

1 Dro 3HaMeHWMTOe BBIPaKEeHMe TMOETCKOTO JlaMbl W3
«Knma» P. Kurinra I'pamInm moBropsieT HeCKOJILKO pas
Ha4MHas ¢ PabOT, HANVMCAHHBIX 0 €ro TIOPEMHOIO 3a-
wioueHus (['pammn, 1957).

1600 sToNt mocienHet pase MHTEIUIEKTyaIbHO OMorpa-
v I'pamrm cm.: (Cospito, 201606).

G. Cospito

ity is guaranteed by intersubjectivity and not
by reference to a (supposed) absolute reality:
“What does “objective” mean? Does it not mean
‘humanly objective’” and therefore also human-
ly “subjective’? It follows, then, that objective
means universal subjective. In other words: the
subject knows objectively, insofar as knowl-
edge is real for the whole human race, histor-
ically unified in a unitary cultural system”.
Nevertheless, it is not a case again of a static
conception (a fact), but a dynamic one (a pro-
ject to carry out): “The struggle for objectivity is
thus the struggle for the cultural unification of
the human race” (Gramsci, 2011c, p. 337).

5. From Marxism to Philosophy of Praxis

This theoretical deepening by Gramsci, in
part self-critical, also has political relevance
to the extent it entails a rethinking of the Rus-
sian revolution itself in relation to the events
it encountered during the twenty-year period
between the events in October 1917 and the ini-
tial signs of what would subsequently be de-
fined as Stalinism. The writing of the Notebooks,
which began in 1929, was interrupted in 1935;
however, Gramsci would continue to follow
the events of the “great and terrible world”* in
newspapers and magazines from the clinic in
which he spent, always under limited freedom
of movement, the last years until his death on
27 April 1937.% In fact, between the end of the
1910s and the start of the 1920s, he, like most
of the leaders of the international Communist
movement, was convinced of the possibili-
ty of exporting the Bolshevik revolution to the
West, “to do as in Russia”, according to a slo-

4 This famous expression by the Tibetan lama in
Kipling’s Kim is repeated several times by Gramsci, be-
ginning with the writings predating his imprisonment
(cf. Gramsci, 2014).

On this last phase of Gramsci’s intellectual biography
see Cospito (2016Db).
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HIpeBpaTUTh «(abpIIHbIe COBETB» 3 IPeICTaBN-
TeJIbHBIX OPraHoB IIPO(COI030B B IIEHTPBI pabode-
ro caMoyIIpaBJleHNs, BblB/HYyToe ['pamimm n ero
coaBropamu 1o «Opnuee HyBo» (Ilasmemupo To-
mesaTTH, YMOepTo Teppaumum, Anmxeno Tacka),
ObUIO IIpeJICTaBIIeHO KaK «IIepeBO» (C CAHKIIVN ca-
Moro JleHnHa) cOBETCKOV ITPaKTMKV Ha MUTasIbsH-
cKkyto mouBy. B 1922—-1923 rr. I'paminm vimest Bo3-
MOXXHOCTB HeIOCPe/ICTBEHHO HaOJIIofiaTh 3a Jiesi-
TeJIbHOCTEI0 COBETOB BO BpeMs CBOeV ITOe3IKW B
Poccuro B KauecTBe ITpeicTaBUTeIIsI HENABHO CO-
spanHo KommyHwmcrrdeckon naptum ViHTepHa-
nyonana Virayvm. Tem ne menee yxe B 1924 1. on
Hayajl paspabaTblBaTh VMHOEe BUJIeHVe PEeBOJIIOLN
Ha 3amajie, KOTopoe BbIIeJIsIeT ero B IlaHOpaMe eB-
pomerickoro KOMMyHM3Ma 1 Kotopoe B «leTpaisx»
(momep>xuBaroIX OHbIT «OpayHe HYBO» HO B
TO K€ BpeMsl MOKa3bIBaIOIIMX OCO3HaHVe Hellpu-
MEHVIMOCTH CXeM, KOTOpble ObUIV ObI [IeVICTBEHHBI
TSI BCeX 3TI0X U CTpaH) OyZeT pa3BUTO B TEPMIHAX
IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIIEH NS IIO3VLIMOHHOV BOVIHBI U1 BO-
VIHBI IBVDKEeHM (TaKKe Ha3bIBaeMOV MaHEBPEHHO
BOVIHOVI). DTOVI KBa3VIMVJINTAPVICTCKON JIEKCHKOV
I'pamrmm xoTesn ckasaTh, 4To OKTSIOpbCKasi peBOIIIO-
LIV ABWJIACh TIOCIIeTHVIM 3IIM30JI0M, KOI7la BJlacThb
ObUIa 3axBayeHa MaccaMy ITyTeM «JI00OBOVI aTaK»
Ha roCy/IapCTBeHHYIO CTPYKTYpY (B3ATVie 3IMHero
JIBOPIIA), CTaBIIIeVl BO3MOXKHOVI OJ1arofapst TOMY, 4TO
«Ha BocToke rocyapcTso ObIJI0 BceM, Fpak/IaHCKoe
00111ecTBO OBIIO TOJIBKO 3aPOXKIAIOIIVIMCS W JKeJle-
obpasabeiM» (Gramsci, 1977, vol. 2, p. 866). OgHako,
KaK 3TO TeOopeTndecky NoHmMasl caM Jlenun, a Ha
IpaKTUKe IoKasal IIpoBajl pesoonuii B [epma-
HUM 1 BeHrpum, a Taxxke 3aTsHYyBIIIeecs ITPOABY-
xenme KpacHovt apmun Ha 3anaf, B 1921 1. (pa3s u
HaBcer/la OPOBepPrHyBIIee «[lepMaHeHTHYIO PeBO-
ymonyio» Tporikoro), Oosiee pasBUTBHIM CTpaHaM Ka-
OuUTaICTIYeckov EBpornel TpeboBastiock «1peBpa-
TUTh MaHeBPEHHYIO BOVIHY, TI00€JOHOCHO ITpIMe-
HeHHYI0 Ha Boctoke B 1917 romy, B BOVIHY HO3MIIV-
oHnyto» (I'pamin, 1959, c. 199). INocnenuss npen-
ToJIaraeT JIJTUTETbHYIO U VI3HY PUTEeJIbHY0 O0pr0y
C HeoITpe/ieTIeHHBIM VICXOIOM, YTOOBI 3aBOeBaTh I10-
CTeIleHHO «TpaHIley U KperocTu», IpecTaBJieH-
Hble HAOOPOM MHCTUTYTOB, CTPYKTY P VI OpraHm3a-
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gan of that time. The proposal from him and
his companions in the “Ordine Nuovo” (Palmi-
ro Togliatti, Umberto Terracini, Angelo Tasca)
to transform the “Factory Councils” from un-
ion representative bodies into nuclei of worker
self-government was presented as the “transla-
tion” (authorised by Lenin himself) of the sovi-
ets into the Italian context. Between 1922 and
1923 Gramsci was able to directly observe the
soviets in operation during his trip to Russia as
a representative of the newly-founded Commu-
nist Party International of Italy. Nevertheless,
already in 1924 he began to develop a differ-
ent view of the revolution in the West, which
set him apart in the panorama of European
communism and which in the Notebooks (which
support the Ordinovist experience, but at the
same time reveal an awareness of the inapplica-
bility of schemas that are valid for all eras and
countries) would be developed in terms of the
opposition between a war of position and a war of
movement (elsewhere referred to as a war of ma-
noeuvre). With this military-like image, Gram-
sci wanted to say that the October Revolution
was the last episode involving an acquisition of
power by the masses through a “frontal attack”
against the state structure (the taking of the
Winter Palace), made possible by the fact that
“in the East, the state was everything, civil so-
ciety was primordial and gelatinous” (Grams-
ci, 2011c, p. 169). Nevertheless, as Lenin himself
had understood theoretically, and the failure
of the revolutions in Germany and Hunga-
ry, as well as the stalled advance west by the
Red Army in 1921 had demonstrated in prac-
tice (once and for all refuting Trotsky’s “perma-
nent revolution”), the more advanced nations
in capitalist Europe required “a shift from the
war of manoeuvre that had been applied vic-
toriously in the East in 1917, to a war of posi-
tion, which was the only viable possibility in
the West”. The latter entailed a lengthy and ex-
hausting struggle with an uncertain outcome



LIV (TOCYAApCTBEHHBIX M YaCTHBIX), KOTOpbIe BMe-
CTe COCTABJIAIOT «I'pakIaHCKoe obmrectBo» (I'pam-
1, 1959, c. 200). I'pamitin, B cBOIO ouepers, MHTep-
IIpeTupoBaJl rpakJaHCKoe OOIIeCTBO He B IIPOTH-
BOIIOCTaBJIEHUV TOCYIAPCTBY, a C rerejieBCKOV TOu-
KM 3peHMss — KakK OOHy 13 yHOaMeHTaIbHBIX,
HeOTheMJIEMBIX YacTell TOCydapcTBa, (PaKTIIecKm
«KaK 3TI4ecKoe cofepskaHye rocyaapcrsa» (Gram-
sci, 1977, vol. 2, p. 703—704).

Bortee Toro, Bce ero TIopeMHble pasMBIIIIIEHVIS
ABJIAIOTCA He TOJBKO INPAMBIM Pe3yJIBTaTOM ero
JIMYHOTO IIOpa’keHWsl, KOr/la OH OKa3aJICsl B TIOPb-
Me U OBUI OCyX[IeH PeXVMOM, IIPOTUB KOTOPO-
rO SPOCTHO BBICTYTIaJI, HO TaKXXe TeCHO CBsI3aHbI
C MNopakeHVeM HaIVIOHaJIbHOIO ¥ MeXXIIyHapoyl-
HOro pabovero ABVDKEHMS OT HEVICTBUN peaKIIV-
OHHBIX CWJI: YCJIOBHME, KaK y>ke OTMedasloch, cOm-
Katomlee «Terpanm» ¢ «KoMMyHMCTHYeCKMM Ma-
HudecToMm» Mapkca, KOTOpBIVI — HecjlydanHo! —
Ha4lMHaeTCsl CO 3HAMEHWUTOI'O BbI3bIBAHMS O «IIPU-
3pake KoMMyHM3Ma» (Mordenti, 2007, p. 39). Kpo-
Me TOTr0, OH IepeXXVBaJl Bce OOJIBIIYIO M30JIAIINIO
B COOCTBEHHOV IIapTUM B TO BpeMsi, KOI7a, BbICTY-
Ias ¢ HesIBHOVI KPUTUKOV ellle B mvcbMe 1926 r. B
LlenTpanpHb koMuTeT Poccuiickort KOMMYyHU-
CTUYeCKOVI ITapTHW, OH IIIeJI JaIbiiie. B aToM mice-
Me OH OCTIapVBal METOIbI CTAJITHCKOTO OOJIBIIIVIH-
CTBa, IpenyIpexyas 00 OIacHOCTU paspylIeHVs
e[IVHCTBa PyKOBOJISIIel IPYIIIbI 1, TaKuM oOpa-
30M, PEBOJIIOIIMIOHHOIO Hacjlefusi IIyTeM OT/eJie-
HusA nHTepecoB COBETCKOro rocyjapcrsa OT MH-
TepecoB MMPOBOTrO pabodero nBvoKeHMs. Takmm
00pa3oM OH HeIBYCMBICJIEHHO II0Ka3ajl CBoe Heo-
nobpenme s1o3yHra «Kjacc IIpoTmB Kilacca» U sip-
JIbIKa «corma-pammism» (Gramsci, 2014, p. 369—
376). Ha BHYTpeHHeM (ppOHTe, He OTpHUILIasi IIPO-
I'PEeCcCBHOIO XapaKTepa COBETCKOrO peXkyMa, OH
IpeayIIpeXaasl O prcKax aBTOPUTAPHOV MHBOJIIO-
LIV, OPUTVHAIBHO Y TBOPYECKM WCIIOIB3Ys IIO-
HATYSA 1le3apr3Ma ¥ OOHaIlapTV3Ma, KOTOpbIe II0-
3aMMCTBOBaJI 13 «BoceMHaniiaroro 6promepa Jlym
bonanapra» Mapkca m mprMeHMII Takke K darim-
CTCKOMY peXMMy (OIpeiesisieMOMy VM, BIIpodeM,
KakK popMa perpeccrMBHOIO, a He IIPOrpecCBHOIO

G. Cospito

to conquer one by one “the elements of trench
and fortress”, represented by the set of institu-
tions, structures and organizations (public and
private) that together made up “civil society”
(Gramsci, 2011c, pp. 168-169). Gramsci (2011c,
pp- 20-21), in turn, interpreted civil society not
in opposition to the state but from a Hegelian
perspective as one of the state’s fundamental,
integral parts, in fact “as the ethical content of
the state”.

Moreover, his entire prison reflections are
not only the direct result of his personal defeat,
being imprisoned and condemned by a regime
he had fiercely opposed, but are closely linked
to the defeat of the national and international
workers” movement at the hands of the forces
of reaction: a condition, as has been noted, that
brings the Notebooks closer to Marx’s Manifes-
to, which — not a coincidence — begins with
the famous evocation of “the spectre of com-
munism” (Mordenti, 2007, p. 39). Furthermore,
he was becoming increasingly isolated with-
in his own party at a time when, through his
implicit criticisms as early as his 1926 letter to
the Central Committee of the Russian Com-
munist Party, he went further. In this letter
he contested the methods of the Stalinist ma-
jority, warning against the danger of destroy-
ing the unity of the leadership group and, in
this way, the revolutionary legacy by separat-
ing the interests of the Soviet State from those
of the world workers” movement. Thus he ex-
plicitly revealed his disapproval of the watch-
words of the struggle: “class against class”
and of “socialfascism” (Gramsci, 2014, pp. 369-
376). On the internal front, without denying
the progressive nature of the Soviet regime, he
warned against the risks of an authoritarian in-
volution by making original and creative use
of the concepts of caesarism and bonapartism,
which he borrowed from Marx’s The Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte and applied also to
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1esapmsMa)’. @aKTIgeckn B 000X CITydasix MOX-
HO HaOJIrofIaTh MOsIBJIEHNe CYUIBHBIX U Xapy3MaTy-
YecKMX JIMYHOCTEV, KOTOpble IpPeCTaBIIsIv CO-
6o (BpéMeHHOe) pellleHie Cepbe3HbIX TOINTIYe-
CKVIX M COLVIaJIBHBIX KOH(IVIKTOB Oraromaps pe-
IIaloIIer IMOoep)KKe BOeHHO-OIOpOKpaTUecKo-
TO amrapara, IIOCKOIbKY «Ha OIperleJIeHHOM 3Ta-
Ile X VICTOPMYECKOro Iy TV COllViaJIbHble I'PYIIIbI
MOPBIBAIOT CO CBOMMM TPaAUIIVIOHHBIMY ITapTWs-
MI», KOTOpPbIe, TaKM 0OpasoM, «Dosibllle He pac-
CMaTpUBAOTCS KakK JIeVICTBUTeSIbHbIe BblpasuTeIn
Kjacca v ero 4dactu. Korjga BO3HMKAIOT Takuye
KPWS3VICh], MOJIOKEeHVe CTaHOBUTCS O4YeHb 3aTpy/-
HUTeJIbHBIM, JlaXe OIlaCHBIM, TaK KaK CO3/laeTcs
BO3MOXXHOCTB JIJIsl paspelleHns 3TUX KPU3KCOB C
IIOMOIIIBIO HACWIIVISl, BOSMOXKHOCTB JIeVICTBUS TeM-
HBIX CWI, MIpeCcTaBJIeHHbIX POBUIeHIIVaIbHbI-
MU JIMYHOCTAMIL .. [lepexor dsileHOB MHOTMX T1ap-
TV TIOZ], 3HaMsI eIVIHCTBeHHOVI ITapTuUM, KOTOpasi C
GOJIBIIINIM yCIIEXOM ITpefICTaBIIseT U BbIpaykaeT I10-
TpeOHOCTY 11eJI0r0 KJlacca, eCTh gBJIeHVe OpraHu-
JecKoe U BIIOJIHe HOPMaJIbHOE, JTake eCJIV OHO OCY-
IIIeCTBJIETCS B Upe3BbIUaliHO OBICTPOM TeMrIle...»
(I'pamimm, 1959, c. 174—175). Tem He MeHee «eciu
paspelieHne Kpusyca He HOCUT TaKOro OpraHu-
YeCKOro xapakTepa, a IIPOVCXOAWT B pesysibraTe
yTBepXKIeH s ITPOBUIeHIIVaIbHOIO BOXK/IS, TO 3TO
CBUIETEJIbCTBYET O CYIIeCTBOBAHMM CTaTYeCKOro
paBHOBeCHsL. .. 3TOT PaKT CBUIETeIbCTBYeT TaKxkKe
O TOM, UTO HM OffHa IpyIllla — HW KOHCepBaTWB-
Hasi, HY IIporpeccuBHas — He o0J1afiaeT CJIov, J10-
CTaTOYHOVI JIJIs 3aBOeBaHMs TI00eIbl, 11 UTO Jaxke
KOHCepBaTMBHas T'PyIllia HYXXJaeTcsl B XO3SVHe»
(I'pamin, 1959, c. 176).

Opnako aHanMTUYecKas KaTeropus, KoTopas
TIOCTEITeHHO CTaJIa IIpeo0sIaiaTh B TFOPEMHBIX pas-
MbinteHnsx I'pamim o XIX n XX BB, — 3TO nac-
cubnas peboaioyus, VIV PEBOJIIOINS Oe3 peBoJIio-
nun. OHa nopgpasyMeBaeT ITPOLIecC MOIepHM3a-
LMV, HaBsI3aHHBIVI TOCIIOACTBYIOIIVIMM KJIaccaMu
VI He COITPOBOXKIAIOIINTICA KaKMMM-TINOO0 13MeHe-
HMSAMM BO BCex aKTMBax OOIIecTBa, KOTOpble Ipu-
3HaBasl I'pamimm. [Ij1g onmicaHmss 3TOro mporecca
OH VICHIOJIB3YeT POPMYIly, 3aMMCTBOBAHHYIO VIM Y

7Ha oty Temy cM.: (Antonini, 2020).
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the Fascist regime (defined, nevertheless, as a
form of regressive rather than progressive cae-
sarism).'® In fact, in both cases one could ob-
serve the emergence of strong and charismatic
personalities that represented the (transitory)
solution to serious political and social conflicts,
thanks to the decisive support of the bureau-
cratic-military apparatus, since “at a certain
point in the course of history, classes become
detached from their traditional parties”, which
thus “no longer represent their class or their
class fraction. This is an extremely delicate and
dangerous crisis because it opens the field to
men who are charismatic or claim to have been
sent by providence.” This occurs “when the
rank and file of one or more parties does not
very quickly go over to another party that bet-
ter epitomises the general interest. The passage
from one party to another is an organic [and
normal] phenomenon”; nevertheless, “when
the crisis is not resolved in this organic manner
but, instead, produces the man sent by provi-
dence, it means that a static equilibrium exists,
it means that no class, neither the conserva-
tive nor the progressive class, has the strength
to win; but it also means that even the conser-
vative class needs a master” (Gramsci, 2011b,
pp. 241-242).

However, the analytic category that grad-
ually came to predominate in Gramsci’s ni-
nenteeth- and twentieth-century analysis from
prison is that of passive revolution, or revolu-
tion without revolution. This entails a process
of modernisation imposed by the dominant
classes without any change in the overall as-
sets of the society recognised by Gramsci. To
describe this process he uses a formula he took
from the moderate Italian thinker, Vincenzo
Cuoco, but “in a slightly different sense from
that which Cuoco intended” (Gramsci, 1971,

16On this topic see Antonini (2020).



yMepeHHOTO MUTaJIbsSHCKOrO MBICTIUTeNIs BruHyeH-
110 Kyoko, HO «B cMBbIcile, HEMHOTO OTJIMYHOM OT
TOrO, KaKoVI OH caM B Hero BKJIafbIBaeT» (['pamii,
1959, c. 346)®: oTMume B CpencTBax, ¢ MOMOIIBIO
KOTOPBIX IPOM3OIUIO oOBenuHeHue Vramwm, u,
TakMM 00pa3oM, B IIPEBOCXO/ICTBE aMepUKaH3Ma
B I100asIbHOM Maciitabe 1 darmsma B Esporie B
Havasie 1930-x rr. OOIIMM 371eMeHTOM B 3TUX JIBYX
deHOMEHAX SBIISETCS TO, YTO, IO MHEHMIO ['pam-
1T, OHM 004, XOTS YaCTUYHO VI IT0-Pa3sHOMY (KeviH-
CMAHCTBO, KOPIIOPATMB3M), OTBEUAOT Ha VICTOPU-
YecKyl0 HeOOXOIMMOCTh 3KOHOMMYECKOro pery-
JMpoBaHMs B pesysibraTe Kpusuca 1929 r, xoto-
pein ['paminm, oTBepras mo0yro popMy KaTacTpo-
dv3Ma, He MHTepIIpeTUpYyeT, B OTINYMEe OT MHO-
T'MX COBPeMeHHBIX MapKCUCTOB, KaK IIpefi3HaMe-
HOBaHVIe HeM30eXXHOro Kpaxa KaryTaI3Ma.
[TopaxxeHre MeXIyHapOOHOIo paboyero OBu-
JKEHVSI OT 3TUX KOHTPPEBOJIIOIIVIOHHBIX CVUT ITPeI-
cTaBiIsIoch ['pamirt oOycIIOBIIeHHBIM He TOJIBKO
SKOHOMWYECKVIMU, TIOJIMTUYECKMMY 1 BOEHHBIMU
daxTOpamm, HO ¥, BO3MOXXHO, ITpeX[ie BCero He-
CIIOCOOHOCTBIO KOMMYHVICTYECKVX [TapTU 3aIlo-
JIy9UTBb VI OCYIIIECTBUTH TeTeMOHMIO ellle /10 TOro,
KaK OHM IOJIy4nJIv BJIacTb. Kopoue rosops, oHU
He ObUIN CITOCOOHBI YCTAaHOBUTH KOHCEHCYC MHaue,
yeM C TIOMOIIIBIO CIJIBL, VI He YMeJIN JIeMOKpaTiJe-
CKM PeryJvMpoBaTh OTHOIIEHMS MeXAy YIIpaBu-
TeJISIMU U yIIpaBiigeMbIMIL. TeM He MeHee reremo-
HVIO HeJIb3sl pacCMaTpMBaTh TOJIBKO KaK ITPOTVBO-
IIOJIOKHOCTD AMKTAType IIposieTapyiara, HO MOX-
HO KaK OfIVIH 13 ee nepe000f (BapviaHTOB), BKJIIO-
YaIoIMINII CYITY ¥ KOHCEHCYC Ha IIpUBIJIerIpOBaH-
HOVI TEPPUTOPUN I'PakIaHCKOro obIecTBa 1, KaK
ObUIO CKa3aHO BBIIIIE, ITPECTaB/ IO OO0 He
OTpwuIlaHVe PEBOJIIOLININ, a «YCJIOBUE W (hopMy pe-
BosTonMM Ha 3amazge» (Mordenti, 2007, p. 64). bo-
jlee TOTO, 2e2eMOHUA TaXke He IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIIS-
€TCsl JIEMOKPATM, eCJIV TOJIBKO OHA He SIBJISIeTCS
CMHOHVIMOM ITapJIaMeHTapy3Ma (OIIbIT KOTOPOIro y
['pamIin, ¢ ero esTeTbHOCTHIO B KauecTBe IIOJIV-
TU9ecKoro bopma v ivaepa, ObUT MHBIM, YeM B 3a-

8B npyrux ciay4asix ['paMImm MCIIONB3yeT ¢ TeM XKe CMbIC-
710M POpMYITy PPaHITy3CKOTO MICTOPUKA VI TIOIUTHKA DI~
rapa Kums «pesomonmg-pecraspamysi» (I'pammm, 1991,
c. 250). Cum. Taxxke: (Crisi e rivoluzione..., 2021).
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p. 49):" first, in the means by which Italian uni-
fication occurred and, thus, in the supremacy
of americanism on a global scale and of fascism
in Europe in the early 1930s. The common ele-
ment in these two phenomena is the fact that,
according to Gramsci, they both respond in
part and in a different way (Keynesianism, cor-
porativism) to the historical need for economic
regulation as a result of the 1929 crisis, which
Gramsci, rejecting any form of catastrophism,
does not interpret, unlike many contemporary
Marxists, as foreshadowing the inevitable col-
lapse of capitalism.

The defeat of the international workers’
movement by these counter-revolutionary forc-
es did not appear to Gramsci as being due sole-
ly to economic, political and military factors,
but also, and perhaps above all, to the inabili-
ty of the communist parties to achieve and ex-
ercise hegemony even before they had gained
power. In short, they were not able to establish
consensus other than through the use of force
and could not manage democratically the rela-
tion between the leaders and those who are led.
Nevertheless, hegemony cannot be seen merely
as the opposite of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, but as one of its translations, which in-
cludes force and consensus in the privileged
terrain of civil society and, as has been stated
above, does not represent the denial of the rev-
olution but “the condition and the form of the
revolution in the West” (Mordenti, 2007, p. 64;
tr. G.C.). Moreover, hegemony is not even op-
posed to democracy, provided this is not syn-
onymous with parliamentarianism (of which
Gramsci, in his activities as a political militant
and leader, had a different experience com-
pared to that of the Western nations in the

70n other occasions Gramsci (2011c, p. 252) uses with
the same meaning the formula of the French historian
and politician Edgar Quinet: “revolution-restoration”.
See also Cospito, Francioni and Frosini (2021).
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HaJHBIX CTpaHax BTOPOV HOJIOBMHBI XX B.. Orpa-
HUYeHHOe 130upare/IbHOe ITpaBo, IpeodsiagaHye
VICTIOJTHUTEJIBHOV BJIaCTV HaJl, 3aKOHOATeJIbHO,
LIeH3ypa IIPecchl, OrpaHWdYeHVe I'PakTaHCKIX
IIpaB, ceKcyaIbHasl, pacoBasi, peJIUrio3Hasl, SKOHO-
MIUecKasi M coluyasibHas JUCKPUMMHAIIVS U T. I1.).
Ha camowm fieste, xak mmiiet I'paminm B pabore «[e-
TeMOHV V1 JeMOKPaTVIsT»,

cperyi MHOYKeCTBa IOHVIMaHUV JIeMOKPaTUM
Hanboslee pealMCTUYHBIM ¥ KOHKPETHBIM, Ha
MOVI B3IJISH, SBJISETCS TO, KOTOpOe MOXKHO ITpO-
SICHUTB Yepe3 CBsA3b MeXly J1eMOKpaTuet 1 KOH-
LIeTIIVierl TereMOHMN. B reremMoHmcTcKOM crcTe-
Me CyIIecTByeT JeMOKpaTusi MeX[y BemyIler
TPYIIION ¥ TPYIIamMy, KOTOPBIMU PYKOBOZST,
B TOVI Mepe, B KaKoW [pa3BuTiie SKOHOMWKN ¥,
COOTBETCTBEHHO,| 3aKOHOMATENILCTBO [, KOTOpoe
sBJIsieTCsl BbIpakeHMeM 3TOro passuTys,| Oria-
TOIIPUATCTBYeT [MOJIeKy/IsipHOMY| Tepexosy OT
TPYIII, KOTOPBIMV PYKOBOJIST, K BeyIleVt IpyIl-
te (Gramsci, 1977, vol. 2, p. 1056)*.

6. 3akJIroueHue

I'pamim MHTepHpeTHpyeT IIPOIUIble, HacTO-
diye 1 OyayIue coObITHS B aHTUAETepMUHU-
cTckmx ToHsATHsAX. OTBepras 1000V (PVHAINCT-
CKMVI B3IJISI/], HA VICTOPWIO, OH BHOBb OIIMIPAETCs Ha
KaHTMAHCKVe IIPeIJIoKeHIsl, TI0 CPaBHEHMIO C KO-
TOPBIMI TeJIeoJIorn3M bByxapuHa IpercTabiseT-
Csl 3HAUMUTENTBHBIM IaroM Hasay (Gramsci, 1977,
vol. 2, p. 1056). B 11e;toM ocosHaHMe oO1IeN mpu-
POZIBI YesioBeKa KaK MHAVBVIYaIbHOIO areHTa OT-
HOCUTCS K aHTPOIIOJIOI I, KOTOpasi B HEKOTOPBIX
OTHOIIIEHVISIX MOXET OBbITh OIlperiesieHa, KaK 1 aH-
Tpononorus KaHTa, ¢ npaemamuueckoi mouxu 3pe-
HUA VI B JIIOOOM CJTy4ae 3acTaBJIsieT BCIIOMHUTB CJI0-
Ba dumstocodpa m3 Kénurcbepra o ToM, 4TO «Baxk-
HeVIINT IIepeBOPOT BO BHYTPeHHEM M1Ipe YeJIoBe-
Ka — 9TO “BBIXOJ] €r0 M3 COCTOSIHWS HeCOBepIIIeH-
Hostetnss » (AA 07, S. 229; KanT, 1994, c. 259). DT0
MBIC/IV, 3aBepIlieHNe KOTOPbIX I'paMIy HesBHO
paszernseT (MaJIOBepOsITHO, YTOOBI OH B JIEVICTBVI-

O morsTNM Teremonvm cM.: (Cospito, 2016, p. 49—90;
Crisi e rivoluzione..., 2021).
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second half of the twentieth century: limited
suffrage, predominance of the executive over
the legislature, press censorship, limits to civ-
il rights, sexual, racial, religious, economic and
social discrimination, and so on). In fact, as
Gramsci writes in a work entitled Hegemony and
Democracy:

among the many meanings of democracy,
the most realistic and concrete one, in my
view, is that which can be brought into relief
through the connection between democracy
and the concept of hegemony. In the hegemonic
system, there is democracy between the leading
group and the groups that are led to the extent
that [the development of the economy and
thus] the legislation [which is an expression
of that development] favours the [molecular]
transition from the groups that are led to the
leading group (Gramsci, 2011c, p. 345)."®

6. Conclusion

Gramsci interprets past, present and fu-
ture events in anti-deterministic terms. Reject-
ing any finalistic view of history, he once again
draws on Kantian suggestions, in comparison
with which Bukharin’s teleologism appears as
a significant step backward (ibid.). More gen-
erally, the awareness of the overall nature of
the human being as an individual agent refers
to an anthropology that, in certain respects,
can be defined, like Kant’s anthropology, from
a pragmatic point of view, and which, in any
event, brings to mind the words of the philoso-
pher from Konigsberg, according to which “the
most important Revolution from within the
human being is ‘his exit from his self-incurred
immaturity’” (Anth, AA 07, p. 229; Kant, 2006,
p- 124). These represent thoughts whose com-
pletion Gramsci implicitly shares (it is unlike-

#On the concept of hegemony see Cospito (2016, pp. 49-
90; 2021).



TEJIPHOCTY UMUTaJI 3TM cJI0Ba)”: «YesioBeK IIpen-
Ha3Ha4eH CBOVIM pPa3yMOM K TOMY, YTOOBI IIpe-
ObIBaTh B OOIIECTBe JIIONIEV 11 COBEPIIIEHCTBOBATH
B HEM C IOMOIIIBIO VICKYCCTBa ¥ HayK CBOIO Kl./1b-
mypy, yubuiusobannocms vi mopassHocmv» (AA 07,
S. 324; Kant, 1994, c. 366). Takoe 00I11eCTBO COCTOUT
M3 «MHOXKeCTBa CYIIECTBYIOIINX APYT IIOCIIe IPy-
ra VIV JpyT TOfjle ApyTra JIVIl, KOTOpble He MOTyT
obotimucy ©6e3 MWPHOTO COBMECTHOIO CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHWS VI BMECTe C TeM He MOT'yT M30eXarhb II0CTO-
SIHHOTO IIPOTMBOMAEVICTBUS IPYT IPYTy»; OIHAKO
YeJIOBeUeCKMVl POJI Hall0 pacCMaTpuBaTh He «Kak
37I0¥1, a KaK pojl, PasyMHBIX CyIIeCTB, TIOCTOSTHHO
CTPeMSIINTICS, TIpeoyIosieBas P TCTBI, OT 371a
K 1oopy» (AA 07, S. 331-333; Kant, 1994, c. 373,
375—376). Hns I'pamimm (KOTOPBIT 37eCh WET
nasnpie KanTta n Mapkca) 3TOT Iporpecc mpuBo-
IOWUT K pacliajly HaIlMOHAJIBHOTO OCYIapCcTBa Kak
IIOJTNTUKO-COIMAIBHOTO  BbIpaskeHMsl KaIluTaIu-
CTUYECKOV 3KOHOMVIKM, XOTsI 3TO ITpOM3OMIET B
KOHIIE «VICTOPVMYECKOV 3TI0XM, KOTOpPasi, BEPOSTHO,
IIPOJINTCS BeKa — JI0 TeX Iop, IIoKa He VCUe3HeT
HOJIUTIYEeCKoe OOIIecTBO M YCTaHOBUTCS OOlile-
CTBO ynopsioueHHoe» (I'pamiin, 1991, c. 100—101),
U 5TOT IIpoIiecc OyIeT MPOXOAUTD «depe3 MHOXe-
cTBO pa3, Ha KOTOPBIX MOTYT BO3HUKHYTb Pas3Ind-
Hble pervioHaJIbHble KOMOVHAIIMI OTAEITbHBIX Ha-
IIVOHaIBHBIX rpymn (Ipamiim, 1959, c. 236).

Crmcok nureparypbl

I'pamuu A. IviceMma n3 TIopbMsbl // V30p. mpoussert. : B
3 1. M. : V3maTenscTBO MHOCTpaHHOM JINTepaTy pel, 1957,
T 2.

I'pamuwu A. Tropemuele Terpanmu // VI30p. mponsseq.
B3 T. M. : VI3/1aTesIbcTBO MHOCTPpaHHOM JInTepaTyphbl, 1959.
T.3.

I'pamuiu A. TropemHsle TeTpamn : B 3 u. M. : [Tonmutms-
mat, 1991. Y. 1.

Kanm V. ABTpOMIOnorus ¢ mparMaTidecKoit TOUKM 3pe-
Hus // Cobp. cou. : B8 T. M. : Hopo, 1994. T. 7. C. 137—376.

2 « AHTPOTIOJTOT MO C IIParMaTNYeCcKOVI TOUKY 3PEHNST» B TO
BpeMsd, KaK ¥ ceydac, He UMTaIi 3a IIpefie/laMy 3aMKHY-
TOTro KpyTa VccrieoBaTesient priocodvn; HalpyuMep, OHa
He BKJTIOUeHa B paHee IUTHpPOBaHHYIO «Antologia Kantia-
na» MapTuHeTTV, Ha KOTOPYIO IIPsIMO cchbUlaeTcs ['pamii.
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ly that he had actually read these words):'* “the
human being is destined by his reason to live
in a society with human beings and in it to cul-
tivate himself, to civilize himself, and to moral-
ize himself by means of the arts and sciences”
(Anth, AA 07, p. 324; Kant, 2006, p. 229). Such a
society is made up of “a multitude of persons,
existing successively and side by side, who can-
not do without being together peacefully and
yet cannot avoid constantly being objectionable
to one another”; however, this cannot be con-
sidered “as an evil, but as a species of ration-
al beings that strives in the face of obstacles, to
rise out of evil in constant progress toward the
good” (Anth, AA 07, pp. 331-333; Kant, 2006,
pp- 236-238). For Gramsci (who here goes be-
yond Kant to Marx), this progress will lead to
the breakdown of the nation-state as a polit-
ical-social expression of the capitalist econo-
my, even though this will occur at the end of “a
historical era that will probably last for centu-
ries, that is, until the demise of political society
and the advent of regulated society” (Gram-
sci, 2011c, p. 183), passing “through multiple
phases in which the regional combinations (of
groups of nations) may be of various kinds”
(Gramsci, 1971, pp. 240-241).
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OB30P XIII MEXKOYHAPOOHOI'O
KAHTOBCKOI'O KOHIPECCA

C.J1. Kampeuxo'

XIII MexoyHapoorwiii KanmoBekuil konepecc cocrmo-
aaca 6 —9 abeycma 2019 e. 8 Ocao (Hopbeeus). OcHob-
Hble 300auu 0030pa — AHAAU3 eAABHOLL 1eMbl KOHepecca
«Cyo pasyma» u makux c6a3aHHblx C Hetl cgpep puio-
coghckoeo uccaedobanus, kak memagpurocodpus u guio-
cogpckasn memodonoeus; Bviabaenue 0CHOBHbIX 100X0008
U meHOeHyutl paséumus kKax mpaHcyeHOeHmaibHoul ¢u-
A0copuu 8 «meopemuneckoi» U «Npakmuueckux» cge-
pax, max u coBpemenroeo kanmobedenus, 8 uacmocmu
MpAHCYEHOeHMAALHOTL (PUA0COPUU A3bIKA U COSHAHUA.
Peaausayus smux 3a0au nosbossem nocmabums 6onpoc
0 OasvHedwiux nepcnekmubax pasbumus kanmoBckoeo
MpAHCYEHOeHMAAUSMA NPUMEHUTHEALHO K HACYUsHBIM
npobaemam coBpemernocmu (ocoberto 8 obaacmu noau-
muueckotl ghusocopuu u pusrocogpuu npaba), a maxxe
HAMemums nymu 1no0o0Ho20 pasBumus.

XIII MexnynaponHbet KaHTOBCKMII KOHIpecc
6bu1 opranmsoBaH Hopsexxckiim KaHTOBCKIIM 00-
mectBoM (pencenarentb — Kammoia Cepk-Xan-
ceH) 1 mposoawics B Ocyo (Hopsermnst) ¢ 6 mo 9 as-
rycra 2019 r.? On 6bu1 nocBsIeH Teme «Cyp pa-
3yMa». 3aMeTMM, YTO JlaHHasl IopuanNdecKasi Me-
Tadpopa MrpaeT BaXXHYIO poJIb B KAHTOBCKMX TeK-
CTax: MOXKHO BCLIOMHUTB XOTsI OBl pa3fiesieHve BO-
IpocoB Ha quid facti vi quid juris, OTKpbIBalOIllee
LIeHTPaJIbHyl0 YacTh KaHTOBCKOVI CHUCTEMBI —
TPaHCIEHIEeHTAIPHYIO JeIyKIWIO KaTeropuir.

! TocymapcTBEeHHBIVI — aKaJeMITIecKur
rymaauTapHbIX Hayk (CAYTH).

119049, Mocksa, MapoHOBcKmiz T1ep., f. 26.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 05.10.2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-1-7

2 Cm. mHpOpMaImMio o KoHrpecce: https://www.hf.uio.
no/ifikk/english/research/news-and-events/events/
guest-lectures-seminars/norwegian-kant-society/ pre-
vious-kantseminars.html

*ITompobHee 0 «IOPUAMIECKOVI» COCTABIISIONIEV KAHTOB-
CKOVI TPaHCIeHIeHTaTbHOV AeMYKIUV CM. VICCTIeJOBaHIS
[. T'enpuxa: (Henrich, 1969; 1989).

YHUBEPCUTET

EVENTS

REVIEW OF THE 13" INTERNATIONAL
KANT CONGRESS

S. L. Katrechko!

The 13™ International Kant Congress was held on
August 6-9, 2019 in Oslo, Norway. The main tasks
of this review are to analyse the central theme of the
Congress, “The Court of Reason”, the related spheres
of philosophical inquiry such as metaphilosophy and
philosophical methodology, as well as to reveal the main
approaches and development trends of transcendental
philosophy in “theoretical” and “practical” fields and
modern Kant studies, notably transcendental philos-
ophy of language and consciousness. The solution of
these tasks will make it possible to raise the question of
the prospects of Kantian transcendentalism in relation
to the pressing problems of our time (especially political
philosophy and the philosophy of law) and to chart the
paths of such development.

The 13" International Kant Congress, organ-
ised by the Norwegian Kant Society (chaired
by Camilla Serck-Hanssen), was held in Nor-
way (Oslo) on August 6-9, 2019.? Its topic was
“The Court of Reason”. It has to be noted that
this legal metaphor plays an important role in
Kant’s texts: we only have to think of the dis-
tinction between quid facti and quid juris, which
reveals the central part of Kant’s system, the
transcendental deduction of categories.” The
court of reason metaphor is used in the Critigue
of Pure Reason several times (KrV, A XI / B XIII,
A 669 / B697, A 740 / B 768, A 751 / B 779,

1State Academic University of the Humanities.

26 Maronovsky pereulok, Moscow, 119049, Russia.
Received: 05.10.2021.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-1-7

2See the information about the Congress: https://www.
hf.uio.no/ifikk/english/research/news-and-events/
events/guest-lectures-seminars/norwegian-kant-
society / previous-kantseminars.html

*For more on the “legal” aspect of Kant’s transcendental
deduction see the works of Dieter Henrich (1969; 1989).
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Metadopa cyda pasyma rctionbsyetcs Kanrom He-
CKOJIBKO pa3 B «KpuTuke umcroro pasyma» (A XI,
B XIII, A 669 / B 697, A 740 / B 768, A 751 / B 779,
A 787 / B 815) u aBisieTcsl BayXHOM IS TIOHVIMa-
HMs O0IIero 3aMbICiIa TpaHCIeHJeHTaIbHO pu-
socodpmm*. Bo pparmenTax A XI—XII Kaut nimmer
0 TOM, YTO pa3’yM JIOJDKEH B34ThCs «3a CaMOe TPY/-
HOe 13 CBOVIX 3aHSTUM — 3a CaMOIIO3HaHMe U yu-
penu[Ts]... cyd, KOTOpPBI ObI[, ¢ OHOV CTOPOHBL
HOATBEPAWI CIIpaBelljIvBble TpeOoBaHMsS pasyMa,
a C Ipyrov CTOPOHBI, ObUT ObI B COCTOSHUM yCTpa-
HUTB BCe HEOCHOBaTeJIbHbIe IIPUTSA3aHMs — He ITy-
TeM IIpMKa3aHVs, a OIMpasdCh Ha BeuHble 11 Heus3-
MeHHBIe 3aKOHBI CaMoro pasymMa. Takom cyn ecTb
He 4TO MHOe, KaK Kpumuka caMord uucmoeo pa-
3yMa» B KauecTBe «KPUTMKM CIIOCOOHOCTM pasyMa
BOOOIIIe B OTHOITIEHMV Bcex 3HaHM» (KaHT, 2006a,
c. 15). A Bo dpparmenTe B XIII KanT nnoguepknsaer,
UTO «pa3yM JI0JDKeH HOAXOAUTH K IIpUpoze. .. He B
paHre IIKOJIBHMKA... a B KauecTBe CyJIbl, 3acTaB-
JISIOIIEro CBUeTeIsl OTBeuaTh Ha IIpefijlaraeMble
cyawent Borrpocsl» (Kant, 20060, c. 15), To ecTb Ha
OCHOBe ITPMHIIUIIOB, KOTOpPble pa3yM caM CO3[1aeT
10 COOCTBEHHOMY IUIaHy U BKJIa[bIBaeT B IIPUPO-
Ay (Cp. ¢ KAaHTOBCKMM «KOITePHMKaHCKVM IlepeBo-
porom» (B XVI; B XXII, mpumeu.)). Kak mumryT op-
raHM3aTOPbl KOHIpecca B aHHOTAIIVW, KAHTOBCKMT
TE3MC O TOM, YTO pasyM SIBJISeTCS Cy/Ibell CaMOMY
cebe, BaskeH He TOJIBKO 151 afleKBaTHOTO TIOHVIMa-
Hus coOcTBeHHO prytocodmmt KaHTa, HO 1 11141 Ta-
K1x cdep dpriocodcKoro mccireoBaHms, Kak Me-
macgpurocogpus vi pusocogpckasn memodosoeus (Cp. ¢
Has3BaHeM COOTBeTCTBYIOIIIEel! CeKIII KOHIpecca).
CooTBeTcTBeHHO, O0sIBITIOE BHMMaHVe Ha (popyme
ObUTO y/ielleHO KaHTOBCKOVI MeTOHOJIOrMM ¥ KaH-
TOBCKOVI KOHIIEIITYaJTbHOVI KpUtiuKe, a TaKXXe aKTy-
aJIBHOCTY KAHTOBCKVIX VIJIeVI, OCOOeHHO /15l TI0/IN-
Tdeckon prtocodpum n pustocodpmm mpasa.

* Hakanyne koHrpecca /1. TpesucaH omy6rmKoBas CBOO
paboTy, B KOTOPOV IIPOBeNT MCTOPUIeCKOe U CUCTEeMaTH-
yeckoe mccreioBalve aront Metadopst (Trevisan, 2018),
a B 2020 r., yxe nociie koHrpecca, C. Ménep niperncrasu-
Jla Pe3yJIbTaTEl CBOETO VICCTIeTOBAaHNISL TOVI Ke MeTadpophl
(Meller, 2020).
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A 787 / B 815) and is important for understand-
ing the concept of transcendental philosophy.*
In fragments A XI—XII Kant writes that “rea-
son should take on anew the most difficult of
all its tasks, namely, that of self-knowledge,
and to institute a court of justice by which rea-
son may secure its rightful claims while dis-
missing all its groundless pretensions, and this
not by mere decrees but according to its own
eternal and unchangeable laws; and this court
is none other than the critique of pure reason
itself”, or “a critique of the faculty of reason in
general in respect of all the cognitions” (Kant,
1998, p. 101). In B XIII Kant stresses that “rea-
son [...] must approach nature [...] not like a
pupil [...] but like an appointed judge who
compels witnesses to answer the questions he
puts to them” (Kant, 1998, p. 109), i. e. the prin-
ciples reason creates according to its plan and
introduces into nature (cf. the Kantian “Coper-
nican turn” — KrV, B XVI; B XXIIn). As the
Congress organisers say in their abstract, the
Kantian thesis that reason is its own judge is
important not only for a proper understanding
of Kant’s philosophy, but also of such spheres
of philosophical investigation as metaphilos-
ophy and philosophical methodology (cf. the
title of the corresponding Congress breakout
group). Accordingly, the Congress devoted
much attention to Kantian methodology and
Kantian conceptual critique as well as the rel-
evance of Kant’s ideas, especially for political
philosophy and the philosophy of law.
International Kant Congresses are held once
every five years. The 13" Congress had 18 tradi-
tional sections and one round table. The meta-
philosophy and philosophical methodology

*On the eve of the Congress Diego Trevisan (2018)
published a historical and systematic study of this
metaphor and in 2020 (after the Congress), Sofie Moeller
(2020) presented the results of her study of this legal
metaphor.



MexnyHaponrble KaHTOBCKVIe KOHIPeCcChI ITPo-
BoATcs pas B 1Tk jieT. Ha XIII xoHrpecce 6putm
npeficTaB/ieHbl 18 TpaJUIIMIOHHBIX CeKIUI U KPY-
I71bI71 cTOJ1. OCcOOBIVI CTAaTyC MOJTyYnyIa CeKIVs TI0
MeTadwiocopum 1 PrI0codpCcKort MeTOHOIOI N
(5 cexmmonHbIx 3acemaHmuy). CeKluy II0 Teope-
TUYecKon (MeTadpm3mKa, SIMCTEMOJIOrNs, JIOIM-
Ka, prutocodpuist HayKu) U IIpaKTIIecKo prioco-
dnu (3TMKa, IIPaBo, MOIMUTHKA) OBLIIN pacrpererie-
HBI MeX/Ty JTHIMM KOHTpecca IIPVIMEPHO TOPOBHY.
Kpyribmi cror «KanT B A3um» 3acBUIeTesIbCTBO-
BaJI MHTEpeC K KAHTOBCKOMY TpPaHCIIeHIIeHTasIN3-
My B 3ToM permone’. Ha KanToBckOM KOHTpecce
B 2019 r. GbUIM TTpeJICTaB/IeHbl YUYaCTHUKM CO BCeX
IISITVI KOHTVHEHTOB 13 Oosiee yeMm 35 cTpaH, oOree
VX KOJIMYeCTBO COCTaBIJIO ITpyMepHO 250 yesioBek,
Cpeny KOTOPbIX OBbUIM TaKye VM3BeCTHble KaHTOBe-
1b1, Kak K. Amepukc, I1. Tantep, I TIpaycc, M. ®pun-
maH?®. [1o pe3ysibTaTam paboTHI M31aH COOPHMK Ma-
tepuasio (The Court of Reason..., 2021).

V3-3a pasHOOOpasus TeM He IIpeCTaBiIsSeTCs
BO3MOXXHBIM yIeJIUTh JIOJDKHOe BHMMAaHMe BCeM
IIOKJIalaM ¥ BBICTYIUIEHMSIM Ha KOHI'pecce, II03-
TOMY B 0030pe g OCTaHOBJIIOCH ITpeXle BCero Ha
OITpeeISIONINX TeHIEHIIVSIX COBPEMEHHOT0 KaH-
TOBEJIeH ST, KOTOPbIe CBS3aHbI C KAHTOBCKUIM «¥13-
MEeHEHHBIM MEeTOHOM [caMoro] crmocoba MBICIII
(B XVIIL; KanT, 20060, c. 19), TO ecTh C TpaHClIeH-
JIeHTaJTIBHBIM METOJIOM.

OnuH 13 1IeHTpasIbHbIX IVIEHAPHBIX JI0K/Ia0B
KOHTpecca Ha TeMy «IpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBIN Hle-
aJIM3M KakK (popMasIbHBIV MfIeasIv3M: aHTVMeTa-
dusndeckas mHTepHperanus» craenan PJI An-
nepcoH (Anderson, 2021)". B moxsiame Gbuia mIpe-
CTaBJIeHa aHTUIICVXOJIOTMYeCKasl, BOCXOIAIIAs K
HEOKaHTMAHCTBY TPaKTOBKa KaHTOBCKOTO TpaH-

> Cum. pasmen «KauTt 1 dpwrocodns HesanagHOro Mupa»
B MaTepuasiax KoHrpecca (The Court of Reason..., 2021,
p. 1317 —1358).

*C coxxaJteHmeM IPVIXOIMUTCS KOHCTaTUPOBaTh, 4To Poccrs
ObUIa IIpefIcTaBIeHa JIUIITb HeCKOJIBKVIMM YUaCTHUKAMIA

7 AHTIepCOH Ha OCHOBE CBOETO JTOKJIa/Ia Ha KOHIPecce OITy-
OIMKOBal «pacllMPeHHY0» CTaThio, B KOTOpPoOW Ooree
YETKO W3JIOKWI CBOIO 2UAeOMOPGHHYI0 VIHTEPIIPEeTaLIVIO
KaHTOBCKOTO TpaHcleHteHTam3Ma (Anderson, 2022).

S. L. Katrechko

group enjoyed a special status (5 meetings). The
groups on theoretical philosophy (metaphysics,
epistemology, logic, philosophy of science) and
practical philosophy (ethics, law, politics) were
distributed fairly equally over the Congress
days. The “Kant in Asia” round table signaled
an interest in Kantian transcendentalism in that
region.” The 2019 Kant Congress hosted more
than 250 participants from 35 countries on all
the five continents. Among them were such
prominent Kant scholars as Karl Ameriks, Paul
Guyer, Gerold Prauss, Michael Friedman and
others.® The results of the Congress were pre-
sented in its proceedings (Serck-Hanssen and
Himmelmann, 2021).

Since the diversity of topics makes it impos-
sible to devote equal attention to all the contri-
butions and interventions, I will focus on the
main trends of modern Kant scholarship con-
nected with the Kantian “altered method of
our way of thinking” (KrV, B XVIIL; Kant, 1998,
p- 111), i. e. transcendental method.

A keynote contribution was delivered at the
Congress plenary session by R. Lanier Ander-
son (2021) “Transcendental Idealism as Formal
Idealism: Anti-Metaphysical Interpretation”.”
The speaker set forth an anti-psychological in-
terpretation of Kantian transcendentalism as
formal idealism going back to Neo-Kantianism
(see Kant’s Prolegomena). Of special interest is
Anderson’s conceptual breakdown of modern
interpretations of Kantian idealism. Whereas
in the 1980s and until the end of the twentieth
century Kantian scholarship was dominated by
the juxtaposition of the theory of “two worlds/

®See the section “Kant and the Philosophy of the Non-
Western World” (Serck-Hanssen and Himmelmann,
2021, pp. 1317 —1358).

¢ Regrettably, Russia was represented by only a few
participants.

7 Anderson, proceeding from his presentation at the
Congress, published an “enlarged” article in which
he elucidated his hylomorphic interpretation of Kant's
transcendentalism (Anderson, 2022).
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CIIeH/IeHTa/I3Ma B KaudecTBe (hopmaibHo20 uded-
Au3ma (cM. KaHTOBCKMe «[ IporieromeHsr. ..»). ITpen-
CTaBJIsieT OCOOBINI MHTEepeC JaHHas B [JOKJIazie KOH-
LIleNTya/IbHas pa3MeTKa COBpeMeHHBIX MHTepIIpe-
Talmy KaHTOBCKOIO Maeam3Ma: eciiv B 1980-e rr.
Y BIUIOTH 10 KOHIIa XX B. OIIpeAesIsaioniM B KaH-
TOBeZIeHMM OBbUIO IIPOTMBOIIOCTAaBJIEHVE TEOPUN
«IByX MUPOB / 00BeKTOB» (PpeHoMeHasCcTCKoe
npouteHe Kanra) 1 60jiee HOBOVI TeOpuUN «IByX
acriektoB» (IIpaycc, I. Dmmcon)®, To Arpmepcon
Hapsily ¢ STUMM TPaKTOBKAMV BBIJIEJISIET HOBYIO
«yMepeHHY0» MeTadu3nIecKyo TpakToBKy Kan-
Ta (IIpercraBieHHyIo yxe B Hadasle XXI B., Ha-
pumep, padoramn Amepukca’, T. Pozedpernrparal’®,
JI. Drmanc! m mgp.), a Takke Onm3Kme TOKJIagdm-
Ky «peacTuyecKre» (aHTMMeTadm3mdecKe)
TPaKTOBKM TpaHCILIeHIIeHTasI3Ma, KOTOpble MOX-
HO paccMaTpuBaTh KaK CMHTE3 KaHTOBCKOTO 3M-
NVPUYECKOro peasiniMa 1 ero TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIb-
Horo npaeanmsMa (A 370 n nanee)'?. CoBpeMeHHBIM
TPaKTOBKaM KaHTOBCKOTO TpaHCIeHAeHTaIn3Ma
OBIJIM TIOCBSIITIEHBI Takyke okiIazabl [, Xammema-
Ha «Cj1abple MeTadm3sMuecKye IIpouTeHns TpaH-
cLeHgeHTa/IbHOro wmaeasmmsma Kaurta»'®, K. mge
bép «HeynoBumasi mpupoma TpaHCIeHIeHTalb-
Howm durtocodpum», D. YoTkuHca «Pasym 1 oObek-
ThI TPaIUIIVIOHHON MeTadu3MKI» U sl APyTUX
JIOKJIaZIOB Ha Ty Ke TeMy. B wacTHOCTM, M3BecT-
HBIV KaHTOBe PprIMaH B CBOeM IIJIeHapHOM JI0-
xiage «Cyn Pasyma u ero nosHoMoums» (Fried-

8 CM., HarIp., M3BeCTHYIO 0030PHYIO CTaThI0 AMepuKca Ha
3Ty TeMy: (Ameriks, 1982).

?Cm. craTbio AMeprkca «KaHTOBCKMIL MieayIvisM B yMe-
PeHHOI MHTepIpeTalun» C TOJ00HOV TPaKTOBKO
TpaHCLIeHJIeHTaJI3Ma, KOTopasi IlepeliedaTaHa B HeJlaBs-
HeM IIpeZICTaBUTe/IbHOM COOPHMKe 10 KAaHTOBCKOMY MJle-
armMy (Ameriks, 2011).

¥ Ha xonrpecce PozederbaT mpecTaBmil MHTEPECHBIN
noxitan «KaHT o cuHTe3e 1 coszepliaHMM OeCKOHEUHOTo
IIPOCTPAHCTBa.

1Cum.: (Allais, 2015).

2[TompoOHee 0 KAHTOBCKOTI «Viflee TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTT
dwtocodpmrr» (A 1) 1 ee COBpeMEHHBIX peaIMCTIIeCcKIIX
TpaKTOBKax cM. Moo craThio (Karpeuxo, 2020).

13 Cw. Taxxe ctaThio . XarimemaHa (C HECKOJIBKO OT/IYa-
ommMcs HaspaHMeM) «[Ipenronaraemsii peasmsm Kan-
Ta 0 Belllax B cebe» B MaTepuaiax KoHrpecca (Heidemann,
2021).
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objects” (phenomenalist reading of Kant) and
the later theory of “two aspects” (G. Prauss,
H. Allison),® Anderson, along with these in-
terpretations, singles out the “moderate” met-
aphysical interpretation of Kant (represented
already at the beginning of the twenty-first cen-
tury, for example by the works of Karl Amer-
iks,” Tobias Rosefeldt,'® Lucy Allais (2015) and
others), as well as Anderson’s favourite “re-
alistic” anti-metaphysical interpretations of
transcendentalism which can be seen as a syn-
thesis of Kantian empirical realism and his
transcendental idealism (A 370 and further).!
Contemporary interpretations of Kantian tran-
scendentalism were the subjects of papers
by Dietmar Heidemann: “Elusive Metaphys-
ical Readings of Kant’s Transcendental Ideal-
ism”,"? Karin de Boer: “The Elusive Nature of
the Transcendental Philosophy”, Eric Watkins:
“Reason and the Objects of Traditional Meta-
physics” and some other contributions on the
topic. In particular, Michael Friedman (2021), a
noted Kant scholar, in his plenary presentation
“The Court of Reason and its Authority” pro-
posed an interpretation of Kant (transcenden-
talism) that continues the line of the Marburg
School of Neo-Kantianism and logical positiv-
ism (H. Reichenbach, R. Carnap).” In my opin-

8 See, for example, the well-known Ameriks (1982)
review article on this topic.

?See Ameriks’ article “Kant’s Idealism on a Moderate
Interpretation” with a detailed treatment of transcen-
dentalism, reprinted in a recent authoritative sympo-
sium of articles on Kantian idealism (Schulting and
Verburgt, 2011, pp. 29-54).

"Rosefeldt delivered an interesting lecture, “Kant on the
Synthesis and Intuition of Infinite Space”.

' For more on the Kantian “idea of transcendental
philosophy” (A 1) and modern realist interpretations see
my article (Katrechko, 2020).

2See also Heidemann's article (under a slightly different
title) “Kant’s Supposed Realism about Things-in-
Themselves” in the Congress proceedings (Heidemann,
2021).

1¥See Friedman ef al. (1998) and his numerous Kantian
works.



man, 2021) mpensioXxmil Takyloo TpakToBky Kamn-
Ta (TpaHCLeHAeHTaIM3Ma), KOTopasl IpoIosIKa-
eT JIMHUIO HeoKaHTMaHCTBa MapOyprckot IKo-
sb1 1 jtormdeckoro nosutmsmusMa (I. Perixenbax,
P. Kapran). Kax MHe mpecraBisieTcs, 3TO CBU-
JleTeJIbCTBYeT O TOM, UTO COBpeMeHHOe KaHTOBe-
ZleHVe IIepeluIo OT HelaBHero IIpOTHBOIIOCTaBIIe-
HUS paaVKaJIbHBIX TPaKTOBOK TpaHCIIeH/IeHTa-
JIM3Ma K IOVCKy OoJlee «yMepeHHBIX» U1 B3BeIlleH-
HBIX CMHTeTUYeCK/X MHTepIIpeTallnil, KOTOpble B
cBoe BpeMs ObUIN XapaKTepHBI [IJIsI HeOKaHTMAaH-
CKVIX KOHLIEIILIVL.

Eime omHOM MHTepecHOM TeHAEHIIVe KaHTO-
BefIeHVsl ITOCIJIeIHNIX JIeT, KOTOpasi TaKXXe ITPOsBU-
Jlach B paboTe KOHTpecca, CTajlo COBMECTHOe pac-
CMOTpeHMe TeOpeTIYeCcKON U IIpaKTIdecKon du-
sococdpmm KanTa. Briepssie 06 3TOM cTasi TOBOPUTH
Y. Cestapc B cBoem MeTadpope 102utecko2o npo-
cmpancmba pasyma. PasButurio sTovt MeTadopbl
ObUI TOCBsIIleH IUIeHapHBIV Ookian M. Buuia-
mreka «CTpyKTypa HOpMaTMBHOIO IIPOCTpaHCTBa:
KaHTOBCKasl CUCTeMa PallMOHAJIBHBIX MIPUHIIN-
rios» (Willaschek, 2021), a Taxxe 1uieHapHBIE 110-
Kiagel AMepukca, A. Yurnesuia, @punmaHa.

Beizenio elle omHY MHOroo0OeIarollyio TeH-
JIeHIIVIO MOCJIeTHMX JIeT, KoTopas HojIydma XO-
polilee ocBellleHVIe Ha KOHTpecce, — KaHTOBCKU
B3IJISAZL Ha IPpUPOAyY sA3blKa. B mociienHue spems
PSII1 aBTOPOB Clieslajl Cephe3HBbIN BKJIa/l, B 00CyKie-
Hie 3Tou TeMbl (cM., Hatip.: Forster, 2012; Capozzi,
1987; 2011). M. Kamoriiii Ha KOHTpecce IIpOIOIIKI-
Jla pa3BMBaTh BOIIPOCH (Prytocodumm s3bIKa B CBO-
eM nokiaze «[logeMy sI3BIK VIMeeT 3HaueHMe IS
KaHTOBCKOM dwtocodpum n joruku?» (Capozzi,
2021). ITpvumMedaresbHO, YTO 3TO OBUI He eIVH-
CTBEHHBIV IUIEHAPHBIV [IOKJIA[, ITOCBAIIEHHBIN
rpobsieme s13bIKa®.

Mo xorutera M.JI. EBcTuraees npm aHasmu-
3e MaTepuasIoB KOHIpecca oOpaTijl BHMMaHMe Ha
elrie OJIHYy TeHJIeHIIVIO COBpeMeHHOro KaHToBezle-

4 Cm.: (Friedman, 1998) u ero gpyrue MHOro4MCIIeHHbIE
«KaHTWaHCKMe» paboThL

1> Cm., Hamp., noxitag . B. Bypokep «MbIcie u S3BIK B
kpuTnueckon dpumiocopum» (Buroker, 2021).
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ion, this shows that modern Kant scholarship
has moved from the recent juxtaposition of rad-
ical interpretations of transcendentalism to the
search for more “moderate” and balanced syn-
thetic interpretations which once characterised
Neo-Kantian thinking.

Another interesting trend of modern Kant
scholarship in recent years, which was also ev-
ident at the Congress, was the conjoint study
of Kant’s theoretical and practical philosophy.
This was first mentioned by Wilfrid Sellars
in his metaphor of the logical space of reason.
The metaphor was elaborated in Marcus Wil-
laschek’s plenary presentation “The Structure
of Normative Space: Kant’s System of Ration-
al Principles” (Willaschek, 2021), and the ple-
nary contributions of Karl Ameriks, Andrew
Chingell and Michael Friedman.

Another promising recent trend that was
well-covered at the Congress is the Kantian
views on the nature of language. A number of
authors have recently made a serious contri-
bution to the discussion of this topic (see, for
example, Forster, 2012; Capozzi, 1987; 2011).
Mirella Capozzi (2021) at the Congress advo-
cated the study of the philosophy of language
in her presentation “Why Language Matters for
Kantian Philosophy and Logic”. It should be
noted that this was the only plenary presenta-
tion on the problem of language.*

My colleague, Maksim D. Evstigneyev, ana-
lysing the Congress proceedings, drew at-
tention to yet another modern trend in Kant
scholarship: “the return” to major Kant con-
ferences of Kant’s well-known argument on
non-congruent likenesses, which has to do
with the figures which are equal in terms of
“conceptual” parameters but do not coin-

4See, for example, Buroker’s presentation “Thought and
Language in Critical Philosophy” (Buroker, 2021).
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HUS: «BO3BpallleHVe» Ha KpPYIIHble KaHTOBeIJe-
CKVe KOH(epeHIINM M3BecTHOro aprymenTa Kan-
Ta O HEKOHTPY3HTHBIX ITOFOOVIIX, CYyTh KOTOPOrO
COCTOWT B TOM, UTO CYIIIeCTBYIOT (PUTYPbI, paBHbIE
II0 CBOVMIM «KOHIIENITYa/IbHbIM» IIapaMeTpaM, HO
PV 3TOM He COBIIajlaioliye IIPpU «4yBCTBEHHOM»
HaJIokeHUN. B KaHTOBeIeHNY 3TOT apryMeHT 00-
CyXXgaeTcs yXke JIaBHO, OJHAKO CIIOPBI O ero 3Ha-
UeHUM BeyTcs A0 CUX MOp: OOHM aBTOpPHI II0jIa-
rafoT, YTO HEKOHT'PYSHTHBIE OI00Ms JIeXXaT B OC-
HOBe KaHTOBCKOro wpaeanmsma (Buroker, 1981),
ApyTve — YTO apryMeHT ObIJT MaTeMaTV4ecKO
ommbkont Kanra (Rusnock, 2004). Ha xoHrpec-
ce aprymeHT obcyxnanv H. Anp0uity B gokiiaze
«OpueHTalys 1 CBOVICTBa IIpocTpaHCcTBa» (Albi-
zu, 2021) u K. ®pube B nokitaze «HekoHrpysHT-
HBble M0Io0Ms 1 HepasIMuMMble: IIpsMast pede-
peHI1IMs mocpencTBoM co3eprianms» (Friebe, 2021),
a HeCKOJIbKO aBTOPOB ITOCBSITUIIV CBOV BBICTYIIJIe-
HVSI POJICTBEHHOVI ISl IIPO0JIeMbl HEKOHIPYIHT-
HOCTM TeMaTuKe KaHTOBCKOW Mepeoyiornm (Io-
Kkiaael A. Xypkesnda «KaHT 11 MepeosIorus Tejia
BocIpyHMMartorero» (Jurkiewicz, 2021) n I'1. Tr-
Ke «Peasn3m, maeansm 11 MEpPeOoJIOTVsI COOBITIT»).

Poccuickie y9acTHMKY KOHT pecca BBICTY VI
Ha ceKIMsx 110 MeTadprtocodpmm 1 Ppryiocod Ko
Metonortornmu (C.JI. Karpeuko, «/1BOVICTBEHHBIN
(aMOMBasIeHTHBIV) XapakKTep KaHTOBCKOIO KOH-
lLleniTa sABJjleHns: oobekTnBHas (‘gegenstandlich”)
npupona sIBJleHuN Kak “IrpeameTos onbita™» (Ka-
trechko, 2021)), mo d¢urtocodnm obpaszoBarms
(A. V. Tpouak, «Bo3MOXHOCTb BXOXIEHWS €BpPO-
IIeviria B KAHTOBCKOe “IIapCTBO Iiejieit”: MBICIIEH-
HBIVI 3KCIIEPVMEHT II0 TONTBEPXKIEHWMIO KBaIui-
Puxammm» (Trotsak, 2021)) 1 110 HEOKAaHTUAHCTBY
(H. A. ImuTpuesa, «KaHT 1 paHHee pycckoe Heo-
KaHTMaHCTBO» (Dmitrieva, 2021) u JI. IO. Kopxu-
naeB, «“KonepHukanckun nosopor” KaHra: nH-
Tepripetanys DM Jlacka u ee xputnka B Poc-
cum (Kornilaev, 2021)).

ITporemimm KOHIpecc ChIrpasl BaXHYIO POJIb
B JlaJIbHeVIIIIeM pa3BUTUM KaHTOBCKOVI TpaHCIIeH-
IleHTaJIbHOM pviocodum 1 ee peliellnu B pas-
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cide in “sensible” superimposition. This is a
long-standing argument and it is still moot-
ed today, with some authors claiming that
non-congruent likenesses form the basis of
Kantian idealism (Buroker, 1981), while oth-
ers consider it to be Kant’s mathematical error
(Rusnock, 2004). The argument was discussed
at the Congress by Natalia Albitsu (2021) in
the paper “Orientation and the Properties of
Space”, by Cord Friebe (2021) in “Non-Congru-
ent Likenesses and Indistinguishables: Direct
References Through Intuition”, while sever-
al authors focused on the problem of Kantian
mereology, which is related to the problem of
non-congruence: Adam Jurkiewicz (2021) with
“Kant and the Mereology of the Perceiver’s
Body” and Peter Thielke with “Realism, Ideal-
ism and Mereology of Events”.

The Russian participants made presenta-
tions at the sections on metaphilosophy and
philosophical methodology: Sergey L. Katre-
chko (2021) with “The Ambivalent Character
of the Kantian Notion of the Appearance: the
Objective-Objectual (“gegenstindlich”) Nature
of Appearances as “Objects of Experience”,
on the philosophy of education: Aleksey I.
Trotsak (2021) with “The Possibility of a Euro-
pean Entering the Kantian ‘Kingdom of Ends”:
Mental Experiment in Verifying Qualifica-
tion”, on Neo-Kantianism: Nina A. Dmitrieva
(2021) with “Kant and Early Russian Neo-Kan-
tianism” and Leonid Yu. Kornilaev (2021)
with “Kant’s ‘Copernican Turn’: Emil Lask’s
Interpretation and its Critique in Russia”.

The Congress has played an important role
in developing Kant’s transcendental philoso-
phy and its reception in various areas of con-
temporary philosophical knowledge. Let us
hope that by 2024 the presence of Russian par-



HBIX 00JIaCTSIX COBPEMEHHOro PryTocOPCKOro 3Ha-
Hu4. bygem nagesarsced, uto kx 2024 r. nmpucyTcTBIe
POCCUVICKMX yYacTHVMKOB Ha KaHTOBCKMX KOH-
rpeccax BO3pacTeT ¥ POCCUVICKOe KaHTOBeleHle
BHeCeT CBOVI BKJIa/] B pa3sBUTUM TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
HOTO TTOIXO0/aA.

Baaeodaprnocmu. [annwii 0030p 10020mob-
AeH 8 pamxax npoexma «Kanmobexuii npoexm dec-
KpunmubHotl Memagusuku: ucmopus u cobpemen-
Hoe pasbumue», noddepxannozo epanmom PDDU
(npoexm Ne 19-011-00925).
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ticipants at Kant Congresses will increase and
Russian Kant scholars will make their contribu-
tion to the development of the transcendental
approach.
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