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KAHTUMAHCKME ITOOXOObI
K PEITPOOYKIIMM YEJIOBEKA

JI. @. Muaaep'

B nocaeonue 200vt Habatodaemcs Benieck unmepeca K
Bonpocy o mom, 0o4xHbL A1 A100U Bochpousbodumscs. He-
Komopble 2060psAMm, UMo HKU3Hb CAUUKOM CYpoBa U xecno-
Ka, umobbl HABA3bIBaMb ee Hu 6 uem He noBuHHoMY UesoBe-
Kky. Ipyeue cuumatom, umo nododHvie HENPUANTHOCTU He
nodpuibarom Beaukyro u, 603M0KHO, YHUKAALHYIO YEHHOCHTD
uen0Beueckoil KusHU. B ucmopuueckom acnekme omcaexu-
Barue smux 63214008 6 Ouckyccusx mMoAbKO HAUUHACHICA.
Umo moeau Obl ckazams gpuaocogpol u umo oHu 2080puiu
0 ues0Beueckorl Ku3Hu camoil no cebe u ee yeHHoCMU, 00-
cmotionl BocnpousBodcmBa? 30ecy n04e3HO 00pamumsCs K
Kanmy, komopuiil MHO20 niicas 0 mom, npaduibHo UAU He-
npaBuAbHO C MOPAABHOT MOYUKY 3PEHUA NOCHIYNAON A100U,
PAsSMHOXAACH. S Bvi0Bueato u anasusupyo 06a ocHoBHbBIX
apeymenma: o0uH kacaemcs Bonpoca o mom, cobepuien-
Hble uAu HecobepuieHHbie 00a3anHocmu nombopcmbyrom
BocnpousBoocmBy, Opyeott — Moeym Au meseos0euteckue
uau, Hanpomub, scxamosoeuneckue Bseasdv. Kanma cna-
cmu Bocnpousboocmbo. Imu 08a apeymerma HeodX00UMbL
o1a nocmpoenus Bceeo paccyxoenus. S obHapyxubato,
umo, xoms apeymenmst Kanma npomu8 6ocnpousbodcmba
CUABHDBI, HeKOmopble U3 eeo padom, no-Budumomy, noodep-
sxubarom Bocnpousboocmbo kax 61ae0. O0Haxo ciedyem Au
npeonoaaeamy, 4mo abmop, 0axe CMpeMAUUtLCA K cucme-
MAMUMHOCMU, 004xeH 0bimb nociedobamesvhvim 6o Bcem
mbopuecmBe no xaxoomy Bonpocy, ocoberHo ecau 3mom Bo-
npoc He paccmampubaemcs HenocpedcmBenHo 8 00HoM npo-
usBederuu? 4 0eaaro 61600, umo Kanm ne 6 docmamounoil
Mepe cucmemamuyecku no00epkubas aHmuHaAmalusm Kax
00.16€ MOPAALHYIO NO3UUUIO 110 OMHOUAEHUIO K NPOHAMAAUS-
my. JIyuwuil nymo 044 coBpementvix 0ebamoB — 3mo paso-
Opambcs ¢ mott camotl Ou1eMmot, komopas nyeasa Kanma.

KatoueBote caoBa: anmunamaiusm, uesoBeueckoe
demopoxderue, Kanm, o0a3anHocmu 1o omHouleHuo x
Opyeum, 00A3aHHOCHIU 1O OMHOUWIEHUI0 K camomy cebe,
HecoBepuienHbll 0042, coBepuieHHblll 0042, SMuKa 0ermo-
POKOEH1LS, NPOHAMANUSM, T1eAC0A0RU.

! YauBepcuTeT Ammoka.

WMunms, 131029, Xapesina, Parn, CoHemnar,
Ob6pasosatenbHbiit cuti PampkiBa [asmy, yuactok Ne 2.
Ilocmynuaa 6 peoaxyuro: 12.09.2020 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2021-1-2

KANTIAN APPROACHES TO HUMAN
REPRODUCTION: BOTH FAVOURABLE
AND UNFAVOURABLE

L. F. Miller!

Recent years have seen a surge of interest in the
question of whether humans should reproduce. Some
say human life is too punishing and cruel to impose
upon an innocent. Others hold that such harms do not
undermine the great and possibly unique value of hu-
man life. Tracing these outlooks historically in the de-
bate has barely begun. What might philosophers have
said, or what did they say, about human life itself and
its value to merit reproduction? Herein it is useful
to look to Kant, who wrote much on whether, by re-
producing, humans do wrong or right morally. Two
main arguments are put forward and assessed: one ex-
amining whether perfect or imperfect duties condone
reproduction, the other whether Kant’s teleological or,
in the opposite sense, his eschatological outlooks can
salvage reproduction. These two arguments are es-
sential for building the entire arqument. I find that,
although Kant’s arquments against reproducing are
strong, some of his writing seems to support reproduc-
tion as a good. Yet, must we assume an author, even
one who strove for systematicity, is consistent over an
entire life’s work on every issue, especially if it is not
handled directly in a single work? I conclude that Kant
does not sufficiently, systematically support anti-na-
talism as more moral than pro-natalism. It is best for
the current debate to grapple with the very dilemma
that daunted Kant.
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1. Beegeume

LleHTpaIbHBIV BOITPOC 3TOVI CTAThV 3aKJTIOYaeT-
Cs1 B CJIeIYIOIIEeM: MOYKHO JIVI, OpVeHTUPYSICh Ha I1IV-
POKIIe 3TIYecKie paMKi, OCOOEHHO BOCXOSIIE K
JaBHO CYIIECTBYIOMIMM (PYIIOCOPCKUM B3IIIsIAaM,
yOenuTeIbHO YCTaHOBUTD, SIBJISIETCS JIV MOPaslb-
HBIM BOCIIPOM3BOZICTBO Kak Takosoe? [1jist adpdek-
TVBHOV pabOTHI ITO CO3JaHVIO TaKOro o0Irero 0oo-
CHOBaHMS 3TUIKV [IeTOPOXIEHWS, IO-BUIVIMOMY,
JIydllle BCero HayaTh C IPUCTAJIBHOTO paccMOTpe-
HVIL KOHKPETHBIX, JaBHO CJIOXKMBIIIVIXCS STUUECKIIX
pamok. [laHHas cTaThs oOparaeTcss K KaHTOBCKO-
My [I€OHTOJIOIMYECKOMY B3Iy Ha TO, SIBJISeTCS
JIVI BOCITPOV3BOICTBO AOITOM. 17151 Hadasia KpaTkoe
V3JI0KeHVie COBPeMEeHHBIX JIVICKYCCHTI 10 BOIpOcaM
STVIKM TIPOIOJDKEHMS Pofia JOIDKHO IIOMOYb OIlpe-
JeJIVTh IIOAXO0M, ITPVIMEHSIEMBIVI B JaHHOV CTaThe.

1.1. [Toa2uii cnop

DHCKOM, BO3MOXKHO, HanOoslee 4eTKO cpopmy-
JIMpoBajla IIVMPOKO PacIpOCTpaHEeHHOe OTHOIIIe-
HMe K 3TUKe BOCIIPOM3BOCTBA dYesloBeKa (Ans-
combe, 1989, p. 48). CTaBuTh I107] BOIIPOC MOpaIb-
HOCTb IIPOAOJDKEHMs pola CTOJIb e aOCyprmHo,
KaK CITpalllVBaTh: «3adeM IlepeBapyBaTh NIy ?»
JTromm, Kak u apyrvie POPMBI XXU3HM, IIPOCTO pas-
MHOXatoTcs. OHUM XOOAT, €IsT, PasroBapvBaioT,
HEKOTOpBIe COBEPIIIAOT IIPeCTYIIeHNs, X PoXKa-
10T. @utocodrl, B wactHocTM ITnaron B «locynap-
cTBe», Pycco B «DOmmte», KanT (cM. paboTeL, IIATH-
pyeMmsble B 3TOV cTaThe), berTam Bo «BBemennm B oc-
HOBaHMSI HPaBCTBEHHOCTV VI 3aKOHOHIATEITbCTBAY,
YorcroukpadT B pabore «B 3ammry Ipas KeH-
myEH» 1 Mot B counHeHmn «O cBobome» (1993
[1859]), yacTo momHMMAaIIM BOIPOCHI OOy4YeHMs U
BocrintaHus Aetent. lllonenraysp B xHuUre «Mmp
KaK BOJII ¥ IIpefCTaB/IeHMe» IIPOHVUK B CaMyIO
CYThb YeJIOBEUYeCKOTO HeCYacThs, IIPEeITIONIOKNB,
UTO BO3[Ep’KaHMEM MOXKHO 00OITY OeCKOHEUHBIN
LIVIKJT YeJIOBEYeCKOTr0 BOCITPOVM3BOZICTBA VI CTpaia-
Hu1s. Ho HerrpocTo HaiTii aBTOPOB, KOTOPBIe HeITo-

1. Introduction

This article’s central issue is: Can a broad
ethical framework, especially that of long-
standing philosophical outlooks, cogently es-
tablish whether it is moral or not to reproduce
tout court? For an effective effort at establish-
ing such a general grounding of procreation
ethics, it seems best to start by looking careful-
ly at a single longstanding ethical framework.
This article focuses on a Kantian deontological
perspective on whether procreation is a duty.
First, a brief summary of the pertinent current
debate on procreation ethics should help posi-

tion this article’s approach.

1.1. A Long-Developing Debate

Anscombe (1989, p. 48) may have most
clearly articulated a widespread attitude
about the ethics of humans’ reproducing.
Morally doubting procreation is as absurd as
asking “Why digest food?” Humans, like oth-
er life forms, simply reproduce. They walk,
they eat, they converse, some commit crimes,
they are born. Philosophers, notably Pla-
to in the Republic, Rousseau in Emile, Kant
(see works cited in this article), Bentham in
An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and
Legislation, Wollstonecraft in A Vindication of
the Rights of Woman with Strictures on Politi-
cal and Moral Subjects, and Mill in On Liberty
(1859), did often bring up issues of educat-
ing and upbringing children. Schopenhauer
in The World as Will and Representation pene-
trated to the very marrow of human unhap-

piness, suggesting that one can circumvent
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CpeiCTBEHHO 3aHVMMaJIVICh BOIIPOCOM O TOM, SIBJIS-
eTcsl JIV co3/TaHIe YesIoBedecKX KU3Her Mopalb-
HO HellprieMJIeMBIM. Besip, B KOHITe KOHIIOB, MOYKHO
CKa3aTh, UTO AEVICTBYIOIINI CyObeKT, VIV areHT,
cosJlaBasi HeCUaCTHYIO XI3Hb, 110 CYTH, ITPUYHS-
eT Bperl. KpoMme Toro, siBjisercs: jim cosmaHue de-
JIOBEUeCKMX XKI3HeV, KOTOpble HeCUaCTHBI JIUIIb B
He3HA4YMTeJIbHOVI CTelleH!, HellpaBUJIbHBIM, Bedb
areHT Bce ke IIPOBOLIMPYeT HeVICTBIS, BedyIye K
(HexOoTOpPBIM) HecuacTbsaMm? Kopoue rosopsi, sBiIs-
eTcsd JIM 4YeJloBeYecKoe BOCIIPOM3BOACTBO HeIlpa-
BWIBHBIM C MOpaJIbHOV TOUYKM 3peHms? MHorue
KOMMEHTATOpbl, y4acTBYIOIIVie B BO3pacTarolient
COBpEMEHHOVI MVICKYCCWV, OTHO3HAYHO OTBeYa-
IOT Ha 3TOT BOIpPoC «aa» (Shiffrin, 1999; Benatar,
2006). MHorme rosopsT «HeT» (Anscombe, 1989), B
TO BpeMsl Kak Apyrue koseomorcs (Overall, 2012;
Conly, 2016; Weinberg, 2016).

TpyaHo TouHO ompernenTh, KOI7la HavdayIvch
3TV coBpeMeHHBble nebaThl. MasbTy3naHCKme IIo-
HATIS BeKaMU IIpecileloBaIl IIepCrieKTUBY Oyiy-
miero. TeM He MeHee TPV Ba)KHble KHUTY BBIJIeJIs-
IOTCS TeM, UTO IIPVBEJIM K HOBBIM OITaceHMsIM TI0
IIOBOJIY MOpaJIbHBIX IIOCJIeZICTBUV YeJIOBeYeCKOro
coctosiHMA. KpaTko ckaxy o Hux — He g dpu-
JI0COPCKOVI OLIeHKM, a B KadecTBe MCTOPUYECKIIX
opueHTNpoB. DTO «besmoBHas BecHa» P. Kapcon
(1965 [1962]), roe mokasaHa CTOJIb sipKasi KapTHHa
rubes IVKUX OTULL B pe3ysIbTaTe IIPOMBIITIIEH-
HBIX 3arPs3HEHNV, YTO BBIXOJ, 3TOVI KHUTU IIpU-
BeJI K BO3SHVKHOBEHUIO 3KOJIOIMYECKOTrO JIBVIKe-
HVs, IIOCTaBMBIIIETO BOIIPOC O pa3pyLINTeIbHOM
XapakTepe IIpelIiojlaraeMoro Irporpecca 4esiose-
yectBa. [Ipenynpexnenvie Kapcon 06 omacHocTr
yeJI0BeUeCcKOV 3KCIIaHCUM BbI3BaJIO HOBble COMHe-
HMS B MaTeprajIbHOM JOMVHVPOBaHMM Halllero
sua. . Tlapdur nmomectns pasimyaHble Teopun
9KOJIOTMYeCKOV OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 11071, prstocod-
CKMVI MUKPOCKOII, OXKMBJISIS IIpo0sIeMbl foJjIra Iie-
pen, Oynyiiymn nokosteHmsamu (Parfit, 1984). Onny
13 MOIITHBIX MOpaJIbHBIX IIePCIIeKTUB ccpopMIUpo-
BaJI0 BO3HVIKIIIEE 13 yTUJIUTAapM3Ma «y>KacHoe 3a-
KJIIOUeHe», B COOTBETCTBUM C KOTOPBIM IIOIBITKA
MaKCUMM3aIy OOIIeNt MOJIe3HOCTV MOXeT ITpu-
BECTHU K IIOSIBJIEHVIO OIPOMHOIO KOJIYecTBa HO-
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the endless cycle of human reproducing and
misery by abstention. But one has to look far
for authors who directly seized and wrestled
with the issue of whether creating human
lives is morally wrong. After all, in creating
a miserable life, an agent may in essence be
said to inflict harm. Further, is creating hu-
man lives that are only marginally miserable
wrong because still the agent instigates acts
that lead to (some) misery? In brief, is human
reproduction tout court morally wrong? Many
commentators in the growing contemporary
debate answer the question unequivocally
“yes” (Shiffrin, 1999; Benatar, 2006). Many
say “no” (Anscombe, 1989), while others wa-
ver or qualify (Overall, 2012; Conly 2016,
Weinberg, 2016).

It is hard to pinpoint exactly when this
contemporary debate began. Malthusian no-
tions for centuries had haunted the prospect of
the future. However, three recent milestones
stand out for having guided a newer worry
about moral ramifications of the human condi-
tion. I mention these briefly as historical orien-
tation, not for philosophical assessment. One
is Carson’s Silent Spring (1962), whose vivid
depiction of the deaths of wild birds due to
industrial contaminations sparked an envi-
ronmental movement, questioning whether
presumed human progress is ruinous. Car-
son’s warning of the dangers of human ex-
pansion galvanised a new doubt about our
species’” material dominance. Parfit (1984) put
the various theories of environmental respon-
sibility under the philosophical microscope,
vivifying the problems of duty to future gen-

erations. One powerful moral prospect is that
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BBIX YeJIOBeUeCKMX JKV3HeV, KaX/asl U3 KOTOPbIX
OymeT MMeTh MMHMMAJIBHOE 0J1aro HecMOTps Ha
OOIIIMIT BBICOKUTA YPOBEHb CYACTH, 06ycn013neH-
HBIVI TaKMM OOJIBIIVMIM YMCIIOM Jiofent. TpeTbum
dakTOpOoM, TOBIMABIINM Ha /1e0aThl, cTajla KHUTa
. benarapa «Jlydrite HuKorjga He ObITh» (Benatar,
2006), pe3Ko 1 OTKpPBITO yTBepKIaBlllas aHTMHa-
TaJIVI3M, YTO IIOMOIJIO CIBVHYTb OJIHY JIMHUIO pas3-
BUTNSA 1e0aToB Ha IIPOTMBOIIOCTaBIIeHVe aHTMHa-
TaJIVi3Ma IIPOHATAJIV3MY?.

J1Be OCHOBHBIE HUTV ITeperIeTaroTcs B edaTax
II0 3TVIKe BOCITPOM3BOIICTBA YeJIoBeKa: BO-TIEPBBIX,
JIIOY B CBOEM Ilepen30bITKe M TeXHOJIOT MUeCcKOv
1300peTaTesIbHOCTY CTaJIV YTPOXKATh U IIOTEHIIV-
aJIbHO IIPUYMHATE Bpe, BceMy XMBomy. Bo-Bro-
PBIX, Ha ypOBHe WHAVBUIYaIbHOWM 3TUKM BOC-
IIPOV3BOJICTBO UesIoBeKa HAaHOCUT OCOOBIN yIIepO,
BBI3bIBas JIIOJIENl K CylllecTBoBaHMIO. Ecim werio-
BeK HeceT OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a TO, UTO OH IIOpO-
AVUT XKU3HB, Y CJIM 3Ta XMU3HB IIpeJIiCcTaBIIseT Co-
Gort cTpazaHye, TO OH HeceT OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a
TO, YTO OH IPWYVHWWI 3TO CTpajaHme’. A nmpmau-
HSITB CTPaJIaHMs — JKeCTOKO*

Obparrenne x Oostee paHHUM (PrII0COPCKIM
B3IVIA/JaM Ha 3TOT IIpeMeT MOXXeT IIOMOYb JIyd-
me ccopMy/IMpoBaTh apryMeHTallio LIS Ha-
CTOSIIIIET0 MOMeHTa. A BOIIPOCOB IIPeIOCTaTOuHO.
SIBjisgeTcs v caMo 110 ceGe BOCITPOM3BOJICTBO [10-

2 CMm. olremyiomye myOIMKaidy, BKIOYAIONIVE BHY-
IUTEITbHOE KOJIMYECTBO PaboT B CIMCKAaX JIUTEPATYpPBI:
(Overall, 2012; Benatar, Wasserman, 2015; Permissible
Progeny..., 2016; Conly, 2016; Weinberg, 2016; Miller, 2017).
* Tlapdur mcctemyeT uiIero o TOM, YTO HeBO3MOXKHO IIPU-
YMHUTB BpeJl, BbI3BaB CyIIleCTBOBaHIE OOpeYeHHOro Ha
cTpapganme uenioBeka (Parfit, 1984). MoxxHO mpocTO BBI-
3BaTh CYII[eCTBOBaHNE UeJIOBeKa, KOTOPBIVI OyHeT JIVIIIb
IIOCPEIHVIKOM, 4epe3 KOTOPOrO IIPOVCXOHSAT COOBITVAS,
OHV 3 KOTOPBIX IIPUBOMST K BPeLy, ApyIre — K yaIo-
BoJIbCTBIIO. [lomoOHO 00ecIIOKOeHHOCTBIO W3001IIy-
€T JINTepaTypa, HOCBSIEeHHAsT PENPOAYKTUBHOV STUKE.
CMBICIT 371eCh TOJIBKO B TOM, UTOOBI MOKa3aTh, UYTO CBSI3b
MEXy IOPOXIEeHVEM XVU3HM ¥ IPUYMHEHNEeM CTpaza-
HWUV BO3MOXHa, HO g He IPWUHMMAIO B 3TOV OWUCKYCCUN
YBIO-TTNO0 CTOPOHY.

* MOXHO IIPeNIIoIOXNUTh, YTO CBOVICTBEHHOE SIEPHO
a10Xe GeCIIOKOVICTBO O Oe3pacCyIHBIX YeJIOBEYeCKIIX pas-
PYLIEHMSX WCTOPUYECKN, BO3MOXKHO, CII0CODCTBOBAJIO
BO3HMKHOBEHWMIO COMHEHWUV B 0JIarOCTV YeIoBeYecKOw
JmaHOCTY BooOe. Tak o BoIpocoM okasaach M 3THU-
HOCTB TIPWHIIAIIOB BOCITPOM3BOICTBA YeoBeKa. [10mo0-
HbIe TUIIOTETIYECKVIe CBSI3U SI OCTABJISIIO ICTOPMKAM.
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of the utilitarian-derived “Repugnant Con-
clusion”, whereby the attempt to maximise
total utility could lead to vast amounts of hu-
man lives being generated, each for a minimal
good, despite the high total amount of happi-
ness due to there being so many people. Be-
natar’s Better Never To Have Been (2006), as a
third influence on the debate with its blunt,
explicit affirmation of anti-natalism, has
helped shift one line of debate into anti-natal-
ism vs. pro.? Two main threads weave through
the debate about the ethics of humans’ repro-
ducing: Humans in their overabundance and
technological cleverness have come to threat-
en and potentially harm all life. Secondly,
at the individual level of ethical considera-
tion, human reproduction specifically harms
by bringing individuals into existence. If an
agent is responsible for causing a life, and if
that life is misery, then one is responsible for
having caused that misery.® Causing misery is
cruel.* Looking to earlier philosophies on this
subject may help better frame the current ar-

guments. Questions abound. Is reproducing

2 Further literature with bibliographies directing to
more works include Overall (2012), Benatar and Was-
serman (2015), Hamman et al. (2016), Conly (2016),
Weinberg (2016) and Miller (2017).

* Parfit (1984) examines the notion that one cannot
cause harm by causing the harmed person’s existence.
One may simply cause that person’s existence which
is but the medium by which events come about, some
of which lead to harm, others to pleasure. Such a con-
cern is rife in ethics of reproduction literature. The
point here is only to show that the connection be-
tween causing misery via a life is possible, but I do
not take sides here.

* One may speculate that, historically, the nuclear-era
worry about reckless human devastation may have
helped prompt the doubt about the goodness of be-
ing human at all, thus ethically questioning humans’
reproducing. I leave such hypothetical connections to
historians.



OpomeTestpio, I OHO KaKMM-TO 0DOpa3oM yKpe-
wisgeT gobponerens? ITpuHOCHT M OHO OoOJTBIIIE
cYacThs B 3TOT MuUp? VIyin ke BOCIIPOM3BOICTBO Ha
caMoM Jiejle He JieJIaeT ero Oosree CYacTIIMBBIM Me-
croMm? PasBe pasMHOXeHMe ¥ BOCIIUTaHUe JeTen
He HeOOXOIMMBI IS TOTO, YTOOBI JIIoAN 3a00TH-
JIUCH OpyT o Apyre? Passe poamuTeIbCTBO CTABUT
iof;, yrpo3y godponererns? EcTb s y Hac o0si3aH-
HOCTB BOCIIPOVI3BOIIVTBCS, BEIlb B VIHOM CJTydae He
CYIIeCTBOBaIO OBl HMKAKVX IIPeIIIOIOKUTeIBHO
Pa3yMHBIX CyIIeCTB, CIIOCOOHBIX IIPVHMMATh Ta-
K1e pellleHNs, KaK pellleHne O TOM, CJIedyeT JIn
MM pa3MHOXaTbcst? VI, HaImpoTuB, MbI 00g3aHbI
BO3/IepXKMBATHCS OT BOCITPOV3BOIICTBA?

1.2. louemy octoBnoe Bnumanue
yoeasemcsa 0eoHmMoA02UU

OnHa 13 NpuYMH OpMeHTal Ha JeOHTOJIO-
TMYeCcKYI0 MepCIeKTUBY 3aKJ/IIoUaeTcsd B TOM, YTO
B pasHbIX paborax KaHTa MOXHO OOHapyXuTb
JIOCTaTOYHO MHOI'O peJIeBAaHTHOIO I TaHHOW
CTaTbV MaTepuasia, XOTs M PacCesTHHOIO U 4acTo
TOJIBKO ITOJIpa3yMeBaeMOro, HO KacaroIerocs Ipo-
OrremaTtmkm craTei. XoTsd cyioBo KaHTa He ObLIO
IIOCJIOIHMM B IEOHTOJIOI N, OHO SIBJISIETCSI 3HAKO-
BBIM JIJISI TOIO MUPOBO33PEeHs.

Kpowme Toro, ocHoBHas JeOHTOJIOrMYecKas KOH-
LIeMIIV [T0JITa IIpeICTaBIIseTCs, 110 KpariHell Mepe
B MOEM ITOHVIMaHUV, KJTIOUEBOV, ITPOXOISIIIEN ve-
Ppe3 MHOXeCTBO TOYeK 3peHMs B pelpOoayKTVBHOM
3THUKE: pa3Be 4YeJIoBeK OOBIYHO He CUMTaeTcs IeH-
HBIM 3a TO, UTO OH — YeJIOBeK, M y>ke TOJIbKO I10-
3TOMY Ha Hero He BO3JIOKeH [JOJIT ITOAIepK1BaTh
CBOe cyllecTBoBaHMe? MoxeM JI Mbl He MMeThb
JloJIra Iiepes] HeCyIecTBYIOIIVMMM CYIecTBaMu,
TO ecTb OyAymmmu JrompMu? SBriseTcs: am Boc-
IPOM3BOACTBO HAIIVMM JOJITOM IIO0 OTHOIIEHVIO
K HBIHEIIHVM JIIOOAM, HallpuMep K POACTBeH-
HMKaM, K caMomy cebe v K mapTHepy? C Tou-
KV 3peHWs TOTO, CJIe/lyeT JIVl BOCIIPOU3BOANUTLCS, B
11eJI0M JIOJIT Iepef], ceMbert OObIYHO IIPUHSTO CUM-
TaTh MOTHBOM. HakoHell, yHUBepcam3upyomas
IIpVpoa KaHTOBCKOVI JIEOHTOJIOT VIV CTaBUT Ce0s B
3aTpyIHUTEIIbHOe IIOJIoKeHVe TeM (paKToM, 4YTO
He Bce JIIO[IY KaK areHThl CIIOCOOHBI BOCIIPOV3BO-
IVTHCS, XOTST OHM TOI'O VIV HeT.
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in itself virtuous, or does it somehow sharp-
en virtue? Does it bring more happiness into
the universe? Or does reproduction not actual-
ly make the universe a happier place? Are not
reproduction and child-rearing necessary for
the nurturing of care in humans? Does being
a parent threaten virtue? Do we have a duty to
reproduce because otherwise there would be
no presumably rational beings to make such
decisions as to whether to reproduce? Or, by

contrast, do we have a duty to refrain?
1.2. Why Turn the Focus on Deontology

One reason for concentrating on the deon-
tological perspective is that among his various
writings, Kant provides a good amount of rel-
evant material, if scattered and often only im-
plicit, pertaining to the article’s concern. While
Kant’s word is not the last in deontology, it is
iconic of that outlook.

Secondly, the basic deontological concept
of duty seems, in my understanding so far, a
core one running through many viewpoints
in reproduction ethics: Is not the human com-
monly esteemed for the kind of being it is and
so one has a duty to sustain its existence? Can
we not have a duty to nonexistent beings, that
is, future humans? Do we have a duty to cur-
rent persons, such as relatives or one’s self or
partner, to reproduce? In terms of whether one
should reproduce, usually duty to family is
evoked as a motive. Finally, the universalising
nature of Kantian deontology leads of itself to
a quandary, in that not all persons, as agents,
can reproduce, willing or not.

A key goal for this article, then, is not so
much to answer these questions as to see
whether Kantian views pertaining to the cen-
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Taxum obpasoM, KiIrodeBas 3ajjada 3TOVI CTa-
TBU COCTOUT He CTOJIBKO B TOM, UYTOOBI OTBETUTH
Ha IIOCTaBJIeHHbIe BOIIPOCHI, CKOJIBKO B TOM, UTO-
ObI yOenMThCs, JOCTATOUHO JIV BHyTPeHHe IocJle-
ZIOBaTeJIbHBbl KAHTOBCKME B3IJVISIbl, OTHOCHIIVe-
Csl K IIeHTpaJIbHOMY BOIIPOCY CTaTbi, YTOOBI OHM
MOIJIVI BHECTH II0JIe3HOe coflep’KaTeJIbHOe [I0I10JI-
HeHVe B COBpeMeHHYI0 AucKyccuro. VI, ecsnt ero
B3IVISIBL B Pa3sHBIX paboTax 137105KeHbI HAaCTOJIBKO
PasIMYIHBIM 00pa30M, YTO He O4eHb COITIaCyIOTCs
Me>X11y coDOVI, CMOT'YT JIVI OHU BCe e c/ieJIaThb CTOsI-
11ee goriosiHeHMe? CyIIiecTBYeT CBOero pofa ciefl-
CTBUE TUIV MeTapvyIOCOPCKM TTOOOUHBIV IIPO-
AYKT TaKOr'o VcCyle[IoBaHMs IIeHTPaJIbHOI'O BOIIPO-
ca cTaThU: JO/DKHBI JIVI MBI pacCMaTpMBaTh TBOpUe-
CTBO aBTOpa KaK CUCTeMaTI4uecKoe, CBA3HOe 11eJI0e,
YTOOBI YCIIEIIHO OTBETUTH Ha TaKOW IUCKPETHBIV,
HNPpUKJIaTHON PVIIOCOPCKIMI BOIIPOC, KaK 3TUKa
YeJI0BeYeCKOro BOCIIPOM3BOICTBA?

INonxor cTarey OBosIKMIL. B crienyroriem pasme-
71e (§ 2) B 0CHOBHOM paccMaTpuBaioTcs «OCHOBOIIO-
JIOKeHWMs K MeTadv3Vike HpaBoB» 11 KOMMeHTapui
K HVIM, YTOOBI BBISICHWUTB, YTO KAHTOBCKVIE [IOHSATS
COBEpIIIEHHOI0 ¥ HEeCOBEpPIIIeHHOIo [0Jjira MOIYT
CKaszaTb HaM O MOPaJIbHOCTV UeJI0BeYeCKOro BOC-
IIPOU3BOJICTBa Oe3 MHTeprosayu B padoTel KanTta
VIV SKCTpanioysaymy n3 Hux. Kak okakercss, Takon
IIOIXOM, BHOCUT TOJIBKO JIBYCMBICJIEHHOCTB, €CJIV He
IIPOTMBOPEYMBOCTb. Bropovt nomxors (§ 3) oOparria-

® Borpoc MHTepIIpeTaIyy Toro, 4To HeKMit aBTOP MOT CKa-
3aTh 10 KaKOMY-JT00 BOTIpocy Ge3 SIBHOTO OITMCAHVS VTN
OTCTaVBaHVIs HEKOV TIO3UIIVV, MOXKeT BK/TIOUaTh MHTEPIIO-
JISALVIEO VUM SKCTParosisityio. YToOb! 3a0IHUTE IIpoOeITbl
B paboTe aBTOpa IO paccMaTpMBaeMOMY BOIIPOCY, MMeeT
CMBIC/I TIOTIBITAThCSl MHTEPIIONIMPOBAaTh MaTepuas, KOTOo-
PBIV MOXKET IOKa3aThCs XKM3HECIIOCOOHBIM IV aOayKTMB-
HO JIYYIIVIM Cpeayt Apyrux. VI ke MOXHO ITOIBITaThCS
9KCTPAIIOJIMPOBATh M3 IIPEIOCTaB/IEHHOTO aBTOPOM MaTe-
pvasia v MIHTepPIIPeTNPOBaTh TO, KaK 3TOT MaTepual MOXKeT
CJIOXXUTBCSA B KOHKPeTHYO nosumyro. Ho Takoe vcnibrranme
MOJKeT OKa3aTbhCsl O4eHb PUCKOBAHHBIM B OTHOIIIEHUV TBOP-
4JecTBa HEKOTOPBIX aBTOPOB, CJIOBHO y HIX €CTh II0CIIeI0Ba-
TeJIbHAsI CUICTEMa, BbICTpanBaeMasl MMM BCIO JKM3Hb. Prck
nofaTBepXKIaeTcs cirydaeM Xwiapu IlatHama v @dpsHka
JIkekcoHa (KOTOPBIV OTKa3aJICsl OT CBOEVI TIO3UIINVL B OTHO-
IIeHWV 3HaHVS Y BOCIIPVATIS Ha IIpuMepe yueHor Mapu,
He CIIOCOOHOVI BueTh 1BeTa). KaHT Xe, viMes perryTamyio
4pe3MepHOIOo CHCTeMaTH3aTopa, CO3IaeT 3aMaHuMBYIO -
TYPY LISl IHTEPIIOJISIIIVIVI VUIV SKCTPATIOJISIIINM 110 TeMaM, B
KOTOPBIX HET OKOHYATEIIbHBIX, SICHBIX [TO3MLIVIA.

tral issue are consistent enough internal-
ly to make a useful, insightful addition to
the current debate. Or, if his views are scat-
tered among his works to the extent they do
not quite cohere, can they still make a worth-
while addition? There is a sort of corollary
to, or metaphilosophical byproduct from,
such inquiry into the central issue: Must we
treat an author’s oeuvre as a systematic, Cco-
herent whole in order to respond effectively
to such a discrete, applied-philosophical mat-
ter as that of ethics of humans’ reproducing?’
The article’s approach is twofold. The follow-
ing section, § 2, looks mostly to the Grounding
for the Metaphysics of Morals and commentar-
ies to inquire into what the Kantian notion of
perfect and imperfect duties may tell us about
the morality of human reproduction, with-
out interpolating into or extrapolating from
Kant’s works. This approach, it turns out,
only renders an ambiguity, if not inconsis-
tency. The second approach, in § 3, turns to
Kant’s various practical philosophical writ-
ings to examine two mutually exclusive per-
spectives on fate vs. freedom. One attitude is
dark, fateful and pessimistic, the other is en-

> This matter of interpreting what an author may have
said on an issue without having explicitly described or
stated a position may involve interpolation or extrap-
olation. One may attempt to interpolate material that
may seem viable or, abductively, the best among other
candidate material, to fill in holes in the author’s work
on the subject-matter pursued. Or one may try to ex-
trapolate from available material by the author and
interpret how this material can add up to a particular
position. But such an exercise may prove very precari-
ous in treating some authors” work as if they had a con-
sistent system built up over a lifetime, as in the case of
Hilary Putnam or Frank Jackson (who performed an
about-face in the case of the colour blind scientist Mary
concerning knowledge and perception). Kant, though,
with such a reputation for long drawn-out systemati-
sation, makes a tempting figure for interpolation or ex-
trapolation on topics where no final, explicit positions
are held.
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eTcsl K pa3iIngHbIM pabotam KanTa 1o ripaxTige-
cKom pmstocodmyt, YTOOBI PaccCMOTpPETh JiBe B3au-
MOVICKJTEOUAFOIIIVie TOUKYM 3peHVIsl Ha CyApOy VI CBO-
6omy. OmHa o3I — TeMHasi, POKOBasi V1 I1eccy-
MUCTIYecKasi, ApyTasi — IIpOCBellleHHasl, TeJleosIo-
rydecKkas v onTumucTideckast. Ileppas Taroreet x
aHTMHATaIN3My, BTOpas — K IIPOHAaTaIM3My. DTOT
BTOPOVI TTOZIXO]], B 11€JI0M ITpeJiriojlaraeT HeKOTOPYIO
SKCTpaNoJIAnyio 13 TBopuectBa KaHTa mis wmH-
TepIIpeTaru M AOCTVDKEHMS TIO3UITAN «3a» VTN
«1poTuB». Obe YacTy 3TOro JABOVICTBEHHOTO IIOf-
XOJla CyIIIeCTBEHHBI ISl IIEHTPaJIbHOTO apryMeH-
Ta, OHVI AOMOJIHSIOT APYT IpyTa U He IOJDKHBI pas-
HeTIATBCS, XOTS VI JIEVICTBYIOT IIO-pa3sHOMY. BeiBor
COCTOUT B TOM, 9TO 00a IIOIX0Ia, XOTs OHVI pas3JIid-
HBI ¥ He BIIOJIHE II0CJIe[JOBAaTe/IbHb], MOI'YT BHECTI
CYIIIeCTBEHHBIVI ITO3UTVBHBIVI BKJIAJ] B HBIHEIITHIOK
JIVICKYCCHIIO, BBIXOIIAIIYTO 3a PaMKI YVICTO MICTOPU-
4yecKoro mMHTepeca. HamexxHsbIit oTBeT Ha ccpopmy-
JIVIPOBAHHBIVI B CTaThe BOIIPOC MOT OBI B TAKOM CJTy-
YJae TIOCTaBUTh HOBBIe Cepbe3HBIe 3afaull Iiepe]l
y9acTHUKaMM AVICKYCCVV, @ BO3SMOXKHO, VI BBIBECTU
caMy JIVICKYCCHIO Ha HOBBIVI YPOBEHb.

2. KaHTOBCKasI MeOHTOJIOIMA

HecMmoTpst Ha pasroBopbl O HaIIMX IIpaBax U
00513aHHOCTSIX B OTHOIIIEHWI BOCIIPOM3BOICTBA,
pOXmeHvie JeTevi AJIsi MHOI'MX JIFOIEV YacTo SIBJISI-
€TCs1 JIOJITOM, BBIXO[SAIIVIM 3a PaMKU VX, areHTOB,
JIMYHOIO yIOBOJIBCTBUS. B OIbITe MHOIMX JIIOfIeN
BOCITPOM3BOICTBO BOCIIPMHIMMAaeTCs Kak J0JIT BHe
3aBVCHMOCTY OT Bpefia MJIV CUacTbhsi, KOTOpbIe OHO
OpuHOCUT. JItofgy IIpoAoiDKaioT pa3sMHOXATbCs
Zlake BO BpeMs y>KacHBIX Oerctsuii. KaHT, mo-Bu-
JIVIMOMY, He BBICTyIIaeT OTKPBITO C OKOHYaTesIb-
HBIM ¥ OJHO3HAUYHBIM yTBepXieHueM «Bocrpo-
M3BOINUTBECA — 3TO aMOpaIbHO» 1y «He BocIipo-
M3BOOMUTBECSI — aMOpasIbHO». leM He MeHee ecTe-
CTBEHHO VICKaTh OTBeT B €er0 MMPOBO33peHNM, OC-
HOBaHHOM Ha JI0JITe VI IIPM3BAaHHOM pelaTh IIpo-
6s1eMbI ITpakTIYecKoro pasyma. Ho rie vickats?

B «OcnoBononoxxenun...» Kant mopm paccmo-
TPpeHUN HOCTYJIMPYeMOro KaTeropru4ecKoro vumile-
patusa (KVI) mpuBoauT 1o KpaviHer Mepe JeThIpe
ero oopMyJibl, KOTOpbIe JJaBHO O3aJauMBaloOT Yu-
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lightened, teleological and optimistic. The
former attitude tends toward the anti-natal,
the latter to pro-natal. This second overall
approach involves some extrapolating from
Kant’s oeuvre to interpret and derive a yea-
or-nay position. Both parts of this twofold ap-
proach are essential to the central argument,
work complementarily and should not be sep-
arated, although they operate differently. The
conclusion is that both, while between them
varying and not entirely consistent, can make
a positive, substantial contribution to the
present debate beyond the historical interest.
A solid answer to the article’s question could
then provide significant new challenges for
the debate participants, if not usher the de-
bate to another level.

2. Kantian Deontology

Despite talk of our rights to and responsi-
bilities after reproduction, having children is,
for many people, often a call to duty beyond
an agent’s personal pleasure. In many people’s
experience, reproduction is a duty, whatever
the harms or happiness that result. Humans go
on reproducing even during dire tribulations.
Kant appears not to come out overtly, finally,
and unambiguously asserting “It is immoral
to reproduce” or “It is immoral not to repro-
duce.” Yet, his duty-based outlook, fashioned
to answer problems of practical reason, is a
natural place to look. But where?

In the Grounding, Kant presents at least
four formulae for approaching the postulated
Categorical Imperative (CI) which have long
puzzled readers: the Formula of Universal
Law, the Formula of Humanity, the Formula
of the Kingdom of Ends, and the Formula of
Autonomy or of Autonomous Legislators. Un-
til recently, commentators increasingly criti-
cised the Formula of Universal Law as unclear
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TaTesiert: popMyJia yHMBepCcaIbHOIO 3aKOHa, op-
MyJla 4eJIOBeYHOCTV, popMyJsia LapcTBa Iiesient 1
dopmysia aBTOHOMMM, MJIV aBTOHOMHOTI'O 3aKOHO-
maTenbeTBa. 1o HemaBHero BpeMeHM KOMMeHTa-
TOPBI BCe Yallle KpUTMKOBaIM popMyily YHUBEp-
CaJIBHOTO 3aKOHa WJIV KaK HesCHYIO, VIV KaK MO-
UMHSIONTYIOCS IIPUXOTAM, WJIM KaK OIlpaBIbIBa-
IOITYIO JIMYHBIE MHTEPecHl (Kak y Mmyuist; cMm. 00
ston kputuke: (Sheffler, 2011)). Tem He Menee Ilap-
ur (Parfit, 2011) HemaBHO COBEPIINIT BaXKHBIVI ITO-
BOPOT B IlepecMOTpe (POPMYIIbl YHUBEPCATIBHOIO
3aKOHa, ITOKa3aB ee >XM3HeCIIOCOOHOCTh B HaIlen
HBIHEIITHeVT MopasibHO-dmtocodckont cpere. Yie-
1B OOJIBITTYIO acThk 1-ro ToMa «O ToM, U4TO MIMeeT
3HaueHVe» Ha KaHTUaHCKYIO [JeOHTOJIOI IO, OH pe-
nyuupyet KU B peBusum popMysisl yHUBepCaslb-
HOT'O 3aKOHa, KOTOPYIO CUMTaeT OTHWM W3 BUIOB
KOHTpaKTyam3Ma (cBa3aHHBIX ¢ Poirsom): «Kax-
IBIVI IOJDKEH CJIeI0BaTh IIPUHIINIIAM, YHUBEpCaslb-
Hoe coOJTrofIeH1ie KOTOPBIX KaXKIbIVI MOT ObI pa3yM-
HO >XeJIaTh v BeIOMpare» (Parfit, 2011, p. 405). K
JPYTVIM «peBU3MOHMCTaM» oTHOCATCsE V. BostHOB-
cku (Bojanowski, 2018), KoTopeIlt criacaeT MBICIIb
KanTa o TOM, uTO popMyIIa yHMBEpCaIbHOIO 3a-
KOHa BbIpakaeT (POpPMY OTHeJIBHBIX MOPasIbHbIX
cyxnaeanit; I Kizaarensn, (Kleingeld, 2017), xo-
TOpas yTBepXaeT, uTo popMyJia YHUBEpPCaIbHO-
ro 3aKOHa Ha caMoOM iejle TpeOyeT, 4TOOBI areHT
MOT' OJTHOBpPeMeHHO COBepIIaTh JBa JIeVICTBI: Oe3
BHYTPEHHEro IIPOTMBOPeUNsi, TO €CTh YTO MaKCH-
Ma MOXeT OBITb U COOCTBEHHBIM, I yHUBEpCaIb-
HbIM 3aKoHOM; 1 C. HroxormeM (Nyholm, 2016), xo-
TOPBIVI CUMTAET, UTO KpUTHKa POpMYIIBl YHUBEP-
CaJIBHOTO 3aKOHa MIHOPUpPYyeT KOHKpEeTHble KaH-
TOBCKMeE OIpenesieH sl TIOHSITUM 1 UTO IIO0CTIe VC-
IIpaBJIeHNs] MHOTVIX HEBEPHO ITOHSATHIX HIOAHCOB
dopMyIia yHMBEpCaIbHOIO 3aKOHaA He IIofjaeTcs
MHOTVIM CTaHJapPTHBIM BO3PaKEHUSIM.

Most 1es1b He B TOM, YTOOBI OLIEHUTH, IIOJIHO-
CTBIO JIVI He[IaBHME IIePeOCMBICTIeHNS (POPMYIIbI
YHMBepCaJIbHOTO 3aKOHa, chetaHHble Ilapdurom
Y OpyrvMM, criacaroT ee oT KpuTukmu. Ckopee, s
X04y yKasaTb Ha TO, UYTO IJIaBHas TPYJHOCTB 3TOrO
pasferna, cBsizaHHas ¢ gaHHou dpopmyson KU n3
«OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHSL...», He [IOJDKHa cpasy e cOpa-
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or subject to whimsy or excusing self-inter-
est (as in Mill (1859); see Sheffler (2011) about
this criticism). However, Parfit (2011) has
been an important recent pivot in reconsider-
ing the Formula of Universal Law as viable in
our current moral-philosophy milieu. While
spending a good part of On What Matters,
Volume I, on Kantian deontology, he reduces
the CI to a revision of the Formula of Univer-
sal Law which he feels is a type of contractu-
alism, (not unrelated to Rawls’): “Everyone
ought to follow the principles whose being
universally followed everyone could rational-
ly will, or choose” (Parfit, 2011, p. 405). Other
“revisionists” include Bojanowski (2018), who
rescues Kant’s notion that the Formula of Uni-
versal Law articulates the form of particular
moral judgments; Kleingeld (2017), who ar-
gues that the Formula of Universal Law actu-
ally requires that an agent can will two acts
simultaneously without self-contradiction,
viz. a maxim may be one’s own and be a uni-
versal law; and Nyholm (2016), who holds
that the criticisms of the Formula of Univer-
sal Law ignore Kant’s particular definitions
of concepts and that, upon correcting many
misunderstood technicalities, the Formula of
Universal Law is not subject to many of the
standard objections.

My point is not to assess whether Parfit’s
or other recent reconsiderations of the Formu-
la of Universal Law fully rescue it from crit-
ics. Rather, I want to indicate that this section’s
brunt on the Grounding’s Formula of Univer-
sal Law of the CI should not immediately dis-
count its argument’s soundness. After all, the
CI, in whatever formulation, is under constant
barrage but also ongoing support. This sec-
tion’s point is not even to support or criticise
Kant’s moral philosophy. Rather it is to say,
“Given Kant’s deontology, limited for simplic-
ity’s sake to his Formula of Universal Law of



CBIBAaTh CO CUETOB OOOCHOBAaHHOCTH apI'yMEHTOB B
nosnb3y KV. B xonie xonnos, KV, xakoit Obl HI
ObUTa ero popMyJIMPOBKA, IIOCTOSIHHO IIOJIBEpra-
eTCs aTaKaM, HO TaKKe MMeeT VI [IOCTOSTHHYO TTOfI-
nepxKy. Lless aToro pasmerna maxe He B TOM, UTO-
ObI HoxepXaTh MopaibHyIo dusocodpuro Kanra
VIV TIOBEPrHY T ee KpuTrke. OHa COCTOUT B TOM,
YTOOBI ITOHSTH, MOYKHO JIV OITHO3HAYHO Pa3peInTh
IIEHTPaIBHBIVI BOIIPOC CTaThVI O MOPAJIBHOCTY Ue-
JIOBEYECKOT'O BOCITPOVM3BOJICTBA, YYWUTHIBAS [I€OH-
Tostormio KaHTa, orpaHn4eHHYI0 pajiyi IPOCTOTEI
ero popmysion yHMBepcaIbHOro sakoHa K.
Kpome TOro, KaHTOBCKasl I€OHTOJIOTMSI U ee
yHuBepcanbHbIt Kl MOryT mokasarbcs MHOTrOO-
OermIatoINM CIIOCOOOM pPeIIeHNs STUUeCKIX IIpo-
OsleM dYeJIOBeUeCcKOro BOCIIPOM3BOACTBA. B KoHIle
KOHIIOB, MaKCVIMa, IIpeAIVChIBAOIasl areHTy He
BOCITPOVI3BOIMTBCS, KaXKeTCs, HaTaJIKVMBaeTCs Ha
nporusopeure. BosbmMem Makcnmy «He pasmHO-
JKaviTech» M IIPpUOaOVIM eV YHVIBEPCAIbHBIV Xapak-
Tep. Bckope crtenoBaTh 3TOV MaKCHIMe OKaKeTCsT He-
KOMY, TeM CaMbIM MaKCVIMa IOApPbIBaeT caMy ceOsl.
Ecrim ©bl  pariMoHasIbHOCTE IOApasyMeBasia OT-
Kas3 OT JIEeVICTBIMS Ha OCHOBE CaMOpa3pyILIAIOIIVIXCS
MaKCVM VI TIOTOMY OTKa3 OT CaMOIIPOTMBOpeuNs,
CJIeToBaHVE TaKOVI MaKcyMe He ObUIO ObI parivio-
"HabHBIM. Kak ormeuaer O. O'Hwl, 310 ObU1a OBI
«MaKCMMa, KOTOpas MOXXET IIPUBECTU K ITPOTUBO-
peursiM B KOHIIEIIIINY, KOITIa MBI IIbITaeMCSI YHVI-
Bepcamsuposath ee» (O'Neill, 1998, p. 119). Mak-
CrMa caMa IIo ceOe MOXeT He MMeThb IIPOTUBOpe-
Ymil, KakK, ckaxeM, Takas: «CraHp pabom». Torbko
KOI'7la MBI YHMBEpCaIM3MPYyeM ee, OHa TepsieT IIo-
CJIETIOBATENTFHOCTD, IIOIPhIBaeT Ceds, CTAaHOBUTCS
BHYTpPeHHe IIPOTVBOPEUVIBOVI 11 BBIXOIWT 3a IIpefie-
JTBI PaIVIOHATBHOCTY. TO JKe IIPMITOXKVIMO ¥ K TaKOV
Makcume, Kak «PasmHoxamrecs»®. Ho mericrBu-

¢ O’Hwt moBoiIbHO ITOAPOOHO OIMCHIBaeT IIPOBEPKY MakK-
CVIM Ha JIEVICTBYIE ITyTEM VX YHVUBEPCAIM3alINI, YTO He BCer-
J1a ripocrast 3aza4a. «[IpoBepka MOpaIbHOV IIPUEeMIIEMOCTI
IIOCTYIIKOB, IIpeyIaraeMasi KaHTOBCKOV (pOpMyJION Bceob-
IIIETO 3aKOHA, VIMEET JIBa acIleKTa. Bo-IIepBbIX, OHA IIpesi-
HuceIBaeT HaM oOeiicmbobams 6 coomBemcembuu ¢ MAKCUMOIL;
BO-BTOPBIX, OHa CIOEpXKMBaeT HaC OT HEVICTBUI B COOTBET-
CTBUM C TeMV MaKCHMaMV, TIOCPEICTBOM KOTOPBIX Mbl MO-
JKeM OJTHOBPEeMEeHHO >KeJIaTh, YTOOBI OHV OBUIVM BCEOOIMM
3aKOHOM» (%’Neill, 1998, p. 105). [levicTBMe cOIIacCHO MaK-
CVMe, YHWBEPCAIM3UPOBAHHOV B KadecTBe MOPaIbHOIO
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the CI, can it clearly resolve the article’s cen-
tral issue concerning the morality of humans
procreation?”

In addition, Kantian deontology and its
universal categorical imperative may seem
to be a promising way to handle the ethical
quandary of humans’ reproducing. After all,
a maxim that enjoins an agent not to repro-
duce seems to run into a contradiction. Take

'II

the maxim “Do not reproduce!” and univer-
salise it. There would soon be no person to
follow the maxim, and the maxim thereby un-
dermines itself. If rationality would entail not
acting upon self-undermining maxims and
thereby contradicting oneself, following such
a maxim would not be rational. As O’Neill
(1998, p. 119) observes, it would be “a maxim
that may lead to contradictions in conception
when we attempt to universalise it.” A max-
im alone may have no self-contradiction, e.g.
“Become a slave!” Only when you universal-
ise does it lose consistency, undermine itself,
become a self-contradiction and find itself be-
yond the pale of rationality. The same is true
of a maxim such as “Reproduce!”® But does

¢ O’Neill describes in some detail testing maxims for
action by universalising them, not always a straight-
forward task. “The test that Kant’s Formula of Univer-
sal Law proposes for the moral acceptability of acts has
two aspects. In the first place it enjoins us to act on a
maxim; secondly it restricts us to action on those max-
ims through which you can will at the same time that
they should be universal law” (O'Neill, 1998, p. 105).
Acting on a maxim that, when universalised as mor-
al law, leads to a self-contradiction entails a world
that cannot be conceived of. As O'Neill observes, such
universalising would render “contradictions in con-
ception” (ibid., p. 119). A resulting world that is in-
consistent and self-contradictory cannot, as I prefer to
state the matter, even be conceived of. But this concern
applies to perfect duties. As seen in the next section on
imperfect duties, the world resulting from testing the
maxim by universalisation may be conceivable but not
rationally acceptable.
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TeJIBHO JIV 9Ta MaKC/Ma caMOyHUYTOXaeTcs? SIB-
JISIeTCA JIV OHA WJIV TaKasl ee VHTepIIpeTaryis CIio-
coOoM yIIpaBJIeHVs paccMaTprBaeMbIM JIeVICTBYIEM
B paMKax KaHTOBCKOro noaxopa? OcTajibHast 4acThb
3TOrO pasiesia MccjieyeT BOIIPOCHI O YeJIOBEYeCKOV
PerpoAyKTMBHOV 3TUKe M JoJIre CHadajla B KaH-
TOBCKMX TePMWHaX COBEpPIIEHHBIX 00s3aHHOCTE,
a 3aTeM HecoBepIIIeHHBIX. DTV 00s13aHHOCTY Oy 1y T
00Cy>XJ1aTbCs B OCHOBHOM C TOUKM 3peHMs (PopMy-
JIBl YHUBEPCAJIbHOTO 3aKOHa, YTOOBI CcOKyCHpo-
BaTh VI YIIPOCTUTH AVICKYCCUIO V1 TeM CaMbIM yCU-
JINTB ee, a He 00OVITV CTOPOHOV MHOTOYVICIIeHHbIe
BOIIPOCHI K caMoVi 3Tom popmyrie. B KoHIle KOHIIOB,
KanT HacTavBaeT Ha TOM, UTO pasjInuHble (POpMy-
711 KV B3avIMHO ITpe/IiosiaraloT pyT gpyra.

2.1. Kamezopuueckuit umnepamub:
coBepuennan 00A3anHOCMY

B «OcnoBononoxennn k MeTadusvike HpaBOB»
KanTt onmceiBaeT yeTkIpe Buia 00si3aHHOCTEV, B KO-
TOPBIX cofiepXXUTcsl cchlika Ha KI: coBepiieHHbIe
VI HecoBepllleHHble, 110 OTHOIIeHUIO K JIPyTUM
VJIM TI0 OTHOIIIeHNMIO K caMoMy cebe. B HekoTOpBIX
CJTydasix 4esioBeK oOsi3aH He JIeVICTBOBaTh B COOTBET-
CTBUI C MaKCMMOW, TIOTOMY YTO IpV YHUBepcaIu-
3allMV OHa IIPUBOANUT K CaMOITPOTMBOPEUNIO, a JIeVi-
CTBOBaTh CaMOIIPOTMBOPEUMBO, He palliOHaJIBHO.
Takass 00s3aHHOCTH «He AOITyCKaeT HMKAKOIO VIC-
xnoueHs» (AA 04, S. 402, 421 Anm.,; Kant, 1997,
c. 145 mpumeu.). B mpyrux ciydasix pariioHaIbHbIN
areHT 00s3aH JIeVICTBOBAaTb B COOTBETCTBUM C MakK-
CMMOVI, KOTOpasl SBJISeTCS CaMOCOITIAaCOBAHHOW U
yMecTHa B JaHHBIX 00cTosiTe/IbcTBaxX. O0a 3THX CITy-
4as MPeJICTABIIAIOT COOOVI COBEpPIIIEHHbIe 00sI3aHHO-
CTM IIO OTHOIIeHMIO K ApyruM. Ilepspii — 3TO He-
raTuBHasi 00g3aHHOCTL He JIeVICTBOBaTh B COOTBET-

3aKOHa ¥ IIPMBOJAINEN K BHYTPEHHEMY IIPOTMBOPEUNIO,
BJIeYeT 3a cO0OV MUD, KOTOPBIV He MOXXeT OBITh IIpeICcTaB-
steH. Kak ormeuaer O’'Hwil, Takasi yHMBepcam3alis n§) -
BeJa Obl K «IIpoTnBopeunsiM B Koutenrmm» (Ibid., p. 119).
B pesyibprare Mup, KOTOPBIVI IIOJIYYIWICS HEIOCIIeIOBa-
TeJIbHBIM I BHyTpeHHe IIPOTVMBOPEUMBBIM, He MOXeT, KakK
s1 IPeIIIIOYNTAI0 YTBEPXXAaTh, Jake ObITh IIpericTaiieH. Ho
3TO COO6Ea)KEHVIe OTHOCUTCSI M K COBEpIIIeHHBIM O0sI3aH-
HocTsiM. Kak BuiHO 13 pasperia, MOCBSIIEHHOrO HecoBep-
IIeHHBIM 0053aHHOCTSIM, MIP, SBJISIOLINTICS Pe3yJIbTaToM
IIPOBEPKM MAKCVM ITyTeM YHVBEpPCaIM3aIN, MOXET OBITh
MBICJIVIMBIM, HO He PallfiOHAJIBHO IIPVIEeMJIEMbIM.
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the maxim indeed self-destruct? Is this maxim
or this interpretation of it the way to handle
the act in question within the Kantian frame-
work? The rest of this section considers these
questions about human reproductive ethics
and duty, first in terms of Kant’s perfect du-
ties, then of imperfect duties. These duties
will be discussed mostly in terms of the For-
mula of Universal Law, to focus and simplify
the discussion and thereby enhance it rath-
er than detour into the many concerns about
this formula itself. After all, Kant insists the
various formulae of the CI mutually entail
one another.

2.1. The Categorical Imperative:
Perfect Duty

In the Grounding for the Metaphysics of
Morals, Kant describes four kinds of du-
ties that invoke the CI: perfect or imperfect,
to either others or to oneself. In some cases,
one has a duty not to act upon a maxim be-
cause when universalised it would lead to a
self-contradiction and it is not rational to act
upon a self-contradiction. Such duty “per-
mits no exception” (GMS, AA 04, p. 402, 421n;
Kant, 1993, p. 15, 30). In other cases, a ra-
tional agent has a duty to act upon a maxim
that is self-consistent and pertinent to given
circumstances. Both of these cases represent
perfect duties to others. The former is a neg-
ative duty, to not act upon a maxim; the lat-
ter a positive duty to act upon a maxim in the
pertinent situation. The example of perfect
duty to others that Kant offers is, on the posi-
tive side, that of keeping a promise made; the
negative side is not to make a promise you
cannot meet.



CTBUM C MaKCVIMOVL; BTOPOVI — IIO3UTVBHAS 00s3aH-
HOCTb JIeVICTBOBaTh B COOTBETCTBMM C MaKCHMOW B
HofIXofsAIIert cuTyanun. B xauectse mpumepa co-
BepIIIeHHOVI OOs3aHHOCTY I10 OTHOLIEHWIO K JIpy-
rum, KaHT 1ipefijiaraeT ¢ 1osIoKuTesIbHOV CTOPOHEI
BBITIOJTHeHMe JJaHHOro olelllaHNs, a C OTpuLiaTesIb-
HOVI — He JIaBaTh HeBBIIIOJIHVIMOe olellaHue.

HecoBepiiieHHBIe 00513aHHOCTI B OTPUIIaTeIbHOM
CMBICJIe — 3TO TaKye 0OsI3aHHOCTY, MaKCVIMBI KOTO-
PBIX IIpY yHUBEpCcasI3aluy He BXOAUIV Obl B IIpo-
TUBOpeYle ¢ cCaMVMI COOOVI, MUp OBl He CTaJI HeMBbIC-
JIVIMBIM ¥ «9eJIOBeYecKiil poyi Mor Obl Gr1arorosryy-
HoO cyilectBoBaTh» (AA 04, S. 423; Kanr, 1997, c. 151).
Tem He MeHee «HEBO3MOXKHO Jke/1a1Mb, YTOOBI TaKOVI
HNPVHLINII VIMeJT TIOBCeMEeCTHO CWITy 3aKOHa IIpypo-
me> (Tam xe). Harrpymep, Mup, B KOTOpoM He ObIO
OBl HMKAKOVI TIOMOIIIM, MOXeT ¥ He ObITh CaMOIIPO-
TUBOPEUNBBIM, HO 13-3a BEPOSITHOCTH, UTO areHTaM
TIOHaI00MTCS TIOMOITIb APYTHX, Oy/ieT HacTOJIBKO J1e-
rpajipoBaTh, co3aBas HeJIOCTaTOK «IH0OBU U y4a-
crvst apyrmx» (Tam ke), 94TO HM OAVIH pallViOHAIIb-
HBIVI areHT He cMoT Obl O0OPUTH TaKOVI MVIP.

KanT mpoTtuBoriocTassisieT HecoBepilleHHble 00s-
3aHHOCTY B TIOJIOKMTEIIBHOM CMBICJIe COBEPIIIEHHBIM.
Te n gpyrue mpuBOIATCS B JIEVICTBIe, KOI/Ia areHThl
JKeJIaroT TOCTYIIUTE COIVIACHO MaKCVMe, KOTopas MO-
et OBITh cpasy ke YHMBepcamsposaHa. Ho cosep-
IIIeHHble 00s3aHHOCTY 3aBUCAT OT BHYTpeHHeVl He-
CIOCOOHOCTM, KOTOpasi B HeCOBepIIIeHHbIX He BCTpe-
YaeTcs, HO «TeM He MeHee HeBO3MOXKHO Xe1arb, YTo-
OBl 11X MaKCMMa BO3BBIIIIAJIaCh 10 BCEOOIITHOCT 3aKO0-
Ha TIPVPOMIbL, TaK KaK TaKas BOJIS IIPOTMBOpedrIa Obl
camort cebe» (AA 04, S. 424; Kant, 1997, c. 153). Dror
BTOPOVI BUJI, JIEVACTBUVI MOXXET BCTYIIaTh B KOH(PIIVIKT
TOJIBKO «C IIMPOKIM [HecoBepIlieHHbIM| (BMEeHSIeMbIM
B 3aCJIyTy) HOJITOM». B Tabrmiie 1 naHo omnvicaHue co-
BEpIIIEHHBIX 1 HECOBEpIIEHHBIX OOS3aHHOCTEVI CO-
IJIaCHO KaHTOBCKOVI «MeTadmsiike HpaBoB»; B TaO/IV-
1le 2 IpeficTaBIIeH JPYTOVI CIIOCO0 cxeMaTi3aliim oos-
3aHHOCTEV1, OCHOBAaHHBIIT Ha «OCHOBOITOJIOKEHATA...», C
HpyIMepaMI pas3/INIHbIX BUIOB 00sS3aHHOCTEVI.

7 Takyto curyamyro O'Hwi cumraeT IIpoTMBOpedneM B
JIeVICTBUM, B OTJIVUMe OT IIPUHSTIA MaKCUMBI, KOTOpasl B
KOHIIEIIIMI He CAaMOITPOTUBOPeYBa, HO CTAHOBUTCS TaKOW
npu gevictsum B cootseTcTBuM C Hetr (O'Neill, 1998).
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Imperfect duties are, negatively, those
whose maxims, once universalised, may
not usher in self-contradiction, the world
would not become inconceivable and “the
human race admittedly could very well sub-
sist” (GMS, AA 04, p. 423; Kant, 1993, p. 32).
Nonetheless, “still it is impossible to will that
such a principle should hold everywhere as
a law of nature (ibid.).” Because of the pos-
sibility that agents would need the aid of
others, a world, for example, in which no
aid were given may not be self-contradicto-
ry but would so degrade, rendering lack “of
love and sympathy of others” (ibid.), that no
rational agent could endorse such a world.
Kant contrasts a positive imperfect duty with
a perfect one. Both are invoked when agents
will to act upon a maxim that can simulta-
neously be universalised. But perfect duties
hinge on internal impossibility which in im-
perfect duties “is not found, but there is still
no possibility of willing that their maxim
should be raised to the universality of a law
of nature, because such a will would contra-
dict itself” (GMS, AA 04, p. 424; Kant, 1993,
p. 32). This second kind of action may con-
flict “only with broad [imperfect] (meritori-
ous) duty” (ibid.). (See Table 1 for the table
of perfect and imperfect that Kant provides
in The Metaphysics of Morals. Table 2 pro-
vides a different way of schematising the du-
ties, based on the Grounding with examples of

these various kinds of duties.)

7 Such a situation is what O'Neill (1998) deems a
contradiction in act, contrasted with a adopting a
maxim that is not self-contradictory in conception but
becomes so upon acting on the maxim.



JI. ®. Munnep

Tabauya 1

KanTOoBCKOe TereHMe MeTadpM3MKM HPAaBOB B COOTBETCTBUM € 00beKTMBHBIM OTHOIIIEHIEM
K 3aKOHYy 1oJIra (Ha ocHoBe «MeTadm3MKi HpaBOB»)

IOpuanaeckne
o0g3aHHOCTI

I'To orHOIIEeHMIO K cebe

ITo oTHOIIEHWIO K OPYIVIM

I. ITpaBo uesroBeuHOCTM.

camMmM coOov1)
II. ITpaBo yestoBedecTBa.

10 OTHOIIEHUIO K IPYITIM)

B HareM cobCcTBEHHOM JIMLIe
(ropuaMyaecKe 00s13aHHOCTY IIeper,

B npyrux (ropvmamdecKkiie 00s3aHHOCTI

CosepirenHas
003aHHOCTD

DTueckue
00g3aHHOCTI

I'To oTHOMIIEHMIO K cebe

I'To oTHOIIEHMIO K IPYyTIUM

III. Llesp yestoBeyHOCTN.

K caMoMy cebe)

IV. Llenp uennoBeuecTBa.

OTHOIIIEHNIO K JIPYTVIM)

B ojtHOM YestoBeke (BTVI‘IGCKT/IG
00SI3aHHOCTVI I1I0 OTHOILIIEH IO

B npyrux (3Tmdeckiie 00s3aHHOCTY TI0

Hecosepiiennas
00s13aHHOCTD

Tabauya 2

IIpuMepsI KaXK/IOTo 13 UeThbIpex BUI0B 00s13aHHOCTeT1,
paccMOTpeHHBIX BO BTOPOM paszaeiie «OcHoBomosiookenms...» Kanra

By obs13aHHOCTI

I'To oTHOIIEHUIO K APYyTIUM

TTo oTHOIIEHMIO K cebe

0aaz0mBopumessHoCIb.

OrputiatesibHas: JIEVICTBIE B COOTBETCTBUN C
MaKCMMOTI CO3/Iae€T MUP, KOTOPHIV HE MOXET
07100pUTh HI OIIMH PalOHATIbHBIV areHT.
ITpumep: Bo30eprxarue om
01ae0mbopumessHocHU

CoseprreHHas ITonoxwurenpHas: gevictsue B coorBeTcTBum | IlosoxxurenpHas: mevicTue
(HerpemeHHast) C MaKCVIMOVI COTTIACYeTCs C BOJIeVt K B COOTBETCTBUVI C MAKCUMOTI
00s13aHHOCTD YHVBEpCaJIM3aIIM ee B 3aKOH. COryIacyeTcs C BOJIeVt K
ITpumep: cdepxams obeujarue. yHUBepCca/IM3aliyn ee B 3aKOH.
ITpvimep: Bo3depsxanue om
OrputiaresbHas: IeVICTBIE B COOTBETCTBUML | camoybuticméa.
C MaKCVMOTI IIpUBeIeT K BHyTPeHHEMY
MIPOTVBOPEUNIO VI CO3IaCT HETIOCTVDKMMBINT | OTpuliaTesbHas: JeVICTBIE B
MUp. COOTBETCTBUM C MaKCVIMOVI IIPVBELIET
ITpumep: napyuierue obewanus, 0anHo20 1o K BHyTPeHHEMY IIPOTMBOPEYUVIO
npesymnyuL e2o HapyuleHus CO31aCT HETIOCTVIKMUMBIV MUP.
IMpumep: cobepuienue camoybuiicmba
Hecosepiennas IMonoxxwurenbHas: gevicTBye B coorBeTcTBum | [lonmoxxmuTenbHas: nevicTsme B
(zacimyxmBaroras C MaKCMMOTI CO37IaeT MUP, KOTOPBIN COOTBETCTBUM C MaKCVIMOVI CO3/IaeT
ITOOITPEHIA) PpalVOHaJIbHBIVI areHT MOT ObI OTOOPUTS. MUP, KOTOPBIV PaIlIOHaIBHBIV areHT
00s13aHHOCTD [Tpvmep: noxepmbobanue na MoT OBbI OZTOOPWUTB.

[Mpvmep: pasbumue maranmoé.

OrpuriaTesbHas: IeVICTBIE B
COOTBETCTBUM C MaKCMMOW CO3/1aeT
MMP, KOTOPBIVI He MOXXeT OoOpmUTh
HVI OFIVH PaIlVOHAJIbHBIV areHT.
[Mpumep: npenebpesxerue maianmamu
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Table 1,
derived from Kant's Metaphysics of Morals,
on the division of the metaphysics of morals according to the objective relation of the law of duty

Juridical Duties Oneself 1. The Right of Humanity Perfect Duty
In our own person (juridical duties to
oneself)
to/or
Others II. The Right of Mankind
In others (juridical duties towards others)
Ethical Duties Oneself III. The End of Humanity. Imperfect Duty
In one person (ethical duties towards
oneself)
to/or
Others IV. The End of Mankind

In others (ethical duties toward others)

Table 2.
Examples from each of four kinds of duties discussed in Kant's Grounding, Second Section

Kind of Duty Duty to Others Duty to Oneself
Perfect (Irremissible) Duty |Positive: Acting on the maxim is consistent | Positive: Acting on the maxim is
with the will to universalise into law. consistent with the will to universalise
Ex.: Keeping a promise. into law.

Ex.: Resisting suicide.
Negative: Acting on the maxim would
lead to internal contradiction and create an | Negative: Acting on the maxim would

inconceivable world. lead to internal contradiction and
Ex.: Breaking a promise made upon the create an inconceivable world.
presumption of breaking it. Ex.: Committing suicide.
Imperfect (Meritorious) |Positive: Acting on the maxim renders a Positive: Acting on the maxim renders
Duty world a rational agent could endorse. a world a rational agent could endorse.
Ex.: Giving to charity. Ex.: Developing talents.
Negative: Acting on the maxim rendersa | Negative: Acting on the maxim renders
world no rational agent could endorse. a world no rational agent could
Ex.: Abstaining from charity. endorse.

Ex.: Neglecting talents.
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B «Ocnosononoxenun...» Kanrt He nenmt nipu-
MephbI Ha «II0JIOKWTEIIbHBIe» V1 «OTpPUIIaTeIbHbIe»
00s13aHHOCTY, KaK 3TO YKa3aHO B Tabsuiie 2 1 B CO-
IIPOBOIMTEILHOM TeKCTe. 51 IIPOM3BOXY 3TO ferle-
HMe, TIOTOMY YTO B KaHTOBCKOM «OCHOBOITOJIOXe-
HV...», C MOV TOUKV 3peHMs], Tofipa3yMeBaeTcs,
OynTo HeKOoTOpble O0sS3aHHOCTY IIperCcTaB/IeHbI
KaK Te, B COOTBETCTBUM C KOTOPBIMV areHT JI0JI-
JKeH JIeVICTBOBaTh, a Jpyrue — Kak Te, VICIIOJIHe-
HVISI KOTOPBIX eMy ciiefyeT n3berars. Kpome Toro,
I yaodcTBa MaeHTUdVMKaIUM BUIOB O0si3aH-
HOCTeV! B TaOJIVIle BMECTO ITOJTHOrO OOBSICHEHWS
MIPUBOAMTCS KpaTKoe OMvicaHVe KaxXIoro Buja.

VI3HauaIbHO 3a7lada COCTOUT B TOM, UTOOBI pas-
paboTaTh YHVBEpCaIbHYIO 3aKOHOIATEITbHYIO MaK-
CVIMY, COIJIACHO KOTOPOVI He HY)KHO BOCIIPOVI3BO-
IIVTBCS, VIHAYe 3TO IIPVUBEIET K CAMOIIPOTVBOPEYIIIO
VI HeMbICTIMoMY Mupy. Ecrv Ol Bee crienoBam
NOZTOOHOVI MaKCVIMe, TO MVP ITPOIOIDKasl ObI CyIiie-
CTBOBATh KaK €CTh; MaKCVIMa He CaMOyHITITOXXVIIAch
OBI TaK, KaK 3TO IIPOV30IIIIO OBI C yHVBEPCATI3MPO-
BaHHOVI MaKCVMOVI caMOyOuvicTBa: eyt Obl Bee et
C7IefIoBasIv, TO BCe OKasasIvchk Obl MepTBBl. [Ipw cite-
JIOBaHMV MaKCVMe, TIO3BOJISIOIIEV He BOCIIPOM3BO-
JIVITBCS, BCE OCTAJIVCH OBI XKMBBL [ TOCKOJIBKY B TAKOM
cJTydae y Hac He ObUIO ObI 00SI3aHHOCTVI BO3IEPKI-
BaThCS OT BOCITPOM3BOJICTBA, KaXKeTCs, 9UTO MaKCHIMa,
TpeOyrortias ero, He ObLyIa ObI COBEPITIEHHOVI 00sI3aH-
HOCTBIO. BcKope s IIpuIiiest K BO3paskeHsIM U IIPO-
TUB 3TOro coodpaxeHms. CHadasIa s JeTaJIbHO pac-
CMaTpuBalO pa3ITIHble BO3MOXKHBIE COBEPIIIEHHbIe
00s13aHHOCTW, CBSI3aHHBIE C BOCIIPOVI3BOICTBOM.

Kak poxmeHve feteit MOXeT OBITH COBEpIIIEH-
HOVI OOA3aHHOCTBIO TI0 OTHONIEHUIO K APYyrum?
OnHo MOXeT ObITh 00A3aHHOCTBIO IO OTHOLIEH IO
mbo x 1) Oymyiiemy pebeHKy, 4TOOBI HaTh eMy
BO3MOXKHOCTB TIOSIBUTBCS Ha CBET, JIM0O0 K 2) Ipy-
I'VIM, KTO VB, HaIlpyMep pOACTBeHHMKaM U [py-
3psIM. B mepBoM ciTydae BO3HMKaeT OOsS3aHHOCTH
II0 OTHOIIIEHNIO K TOMY, KTO He CyIecTByeT. Mox-
HO C ITOJTHBIM ITPaBOM T'OBOPUTH 00 O0sI3aHHOCTSIX
riepert, OyAyIIMMy TIOKOJIEHMSIMY B TEPMMHAX YC-
JIOBHBIX BBICKa3biBaHUTL: «Ecim 6bl sromyt X cytie-
CTBOBaJIV, IM TIOTPeboBasiCch OBl OIpesieieHHbIe
6a3oBble pecypchbl». Ecau Mbl coOvpaeMcs obectie-
YUTh MX CYIIeCTBOBaHWME, TO Y HAaC MOTYT OBITH
00s13aHHOCTYM II0 TapaHTMPOBAaHHOMY obecrieue-
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In the Grounding Kant does not further di-
vide the examples into “positive” and “neg-
ative” duties as done in this chart and the
accompanying text. I make this division be-
cause it seems implicit in Kant's Grounding
text that some duties are provided as ones
that an agent should act upon, and other du-
ties are those one should avoid acting upon.
Furthermore, note that the brief description of
each kind of duty in the chart is provided for
convenience of identifying the kinds of duty
in the chart, not as complete explanations of
each duty.

Preliminarily, it is a challenge to devise a
universalisable maxim legislating that one
need not reproduce yet which would lead to
self-contradiction or an inconceivable world.
If everyone were to follow such a maxim, the
world would continue to exist as it is; the max-
im would not self-destruct in the way that a
universalised maxim to suicide would. In fol-
lowing the suicide maxim, everyone would be
dead. In following a maxim allowing non-re-
production, everyone would still be alive. Inso-
far as we would then have no duty to refrain
from non-reproduction, it seems that a maxim
requiring reproduction would not be a perfect
duty. I soon come to objections to this notion.
First, I examine piecemeal the different possi-
ble perfect duties for reproduction.

How may having children be a perfect duty
to others? It may be a duty either to 1) the
child to come, or 2) to others who are alive,
such as one’s relatives and friends. In the first
case, the duty would be to something that does
not exist. One may plausibly speak of duties
to future generations in terms of conditional
statements: “If persons X were to exist, they
would need certain basic resources.” If we are
going to bring about their existence, then we



HUIO OIIpefieJIeHHBIX CTapTOBBIX YCJIOBUWM (Cp.:
KanT, 1994), cpaBHMMBIe ¢ 00s3aHHOCTSIMM, KOTO-
PBle MBI BBITIOJTHSIEM ITeper] CyIeCTBY IOIIVIMI JIVI-
1amm. [Ipyroe 1erio, ofHaKo, CKa3aTh, YTO HeCYy-
IIIeCTBYIOIIVIE JIFOIM MMEIOT IIpaBoO Ha CYIIeCTBO-
BaHMe 11 MBI 00s13aHBI IaTh MM XV3Hb. [JOCKOIBKY
CyIIecTByeT OeCKOHEYHOe KOJIMYeCTBO MBICTIMIMBIX
HeCyIIIeCcTBYIONINX CyIIecTB 1 y Hac Obu1n Obl Oec-
KOHeUHble 00SI3aHHOCTI [0 OTHOILIEHIO KO BCEM
HMM, He OCTaJIOCh ObI MecTa IS HaIIMX 00g3aH-
HOCTeV II0 OTHOIIIEHVIO K CYIIIeCTBYIOIIVM BelllaM,
IIOTOMY OOSI3aHHOCTVI ITO OTHOIIEHMIO K HecyIIle-
CTByIOIIeMY Iofyiexar pexykummt. [Togsomst vitor,
MOXXHO CKasaTh, YTO IETOPOXIIEeHVe He MOXeT
OBITH 003aHHOCTEIO 10 OTHOIIIEHWIO K TEM JIeTSIM,
KOTOPBIE CTaJIV ObI pe3yJIBTaTOM 3TOTO IEeVICTBISL.
MosxeT 111 poXKIIeHe feTelt ObITh JOJITOM TIeper],
porcTBeHHMKaMM 1 coobrrectBom? CkakeM, pori-
CTBEHHMKM VI COODITIECTBO XOTAT, 4TOOBI Y N ObUTI
metn, a N He cileftyeT >KeJIaHVSIM POJICTBEHHVIKOB.
MaxkcrMa 117151 3TOTO JIeVICTBISI MOXKET OBITh CIIeTy-
forrient: «Korza Movt poricTBEHHMKM 1 COODIIIeCTBO
XOTSIT, YTOOBI Y MeHsi ObUIN JIeTV, MHe He HY>XKHO
CIIeZIOBATh VX JKeJIAaHWSIM». DTa MaKCMMa, Oymydn
yHVBepCaIM3MpPOBaHHOV, He BeleT K CaMOIIPOTH-
BOPEUVMBOCTU VI HENOCTVDKMMOMY MUPY: MUP
KaKoOV OH eCThb, 0e3yCJIOBHO, MOXeT ITPOIOJIKATh
CYIIIeCTBOBaHME, IIPOCTO C KaXXIbIM JTHEM B HeM
OyzeT Bce MeHbIIle 11 MeHbIIIe fgeTert. MOXHO maxe
IIPENITIONIOKITh, YTO MVP BCe PaBHO OyJIeT Cylile-
CTBOBATh C JIETBMI: POACTBEHHVIKV VI WIEHBI CO-
oO1iecTBa MOT'yT Ha KOPOTKOe BpeMs IIpeHeOpeub
JKeJITaHVIEM TTOPOXX/IaTh IIOTOMCTBO, VI B TaKOV MO-
MEHT MOXeT Hellpe[JHaMepeHHO HaudaTbCs [IeTO-
poxnaenue. VimeTs meTert He MOXeT OBITH COBEp-
ITIEHHOVI 00S13aHHOCTBIO ITepet IPYTVIMIAL
BospakeH1e COCTOMT B TOM, UTO pacCMaTpViBae-
Masi 00s13aHHOCTbD He SIBJISIeTCS COBEPIIIEHHOV TOJIb-
KO 1Tt HeOOJTBITION TPYTIIIIbI, TAaKOV KaK CeMbs U CO-
o0111ecTBO. DTO 00s13aHHOCTH 0 OTHOILIEHWIO KO
BCEMY UeJIOBEYeCKOMY BVILY, IIOTOMY YTO CaMO €ro
CyIIlecTBOBaHMe 3aBVUCUT OT BOCIIPOM3BOICTBA VIH-
OVBUIYYMOB (KaK ¥ IIPEIIVICBIBAIOT B TOW VUIU
vHOM popme MHOrMe permrvvt: « Imomyrecs u pas-
MHOXavTech» (BeIT. 1: 28)). OgHa 13 pobdreM, cBs-
3aHHBIX C 3TVIM BO3pakeHVeM, 3aKJIF0UaeTcsl B TPy/l-
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may have duties to ensure the provision of cer-
tain basics (¢f. Kant, 1996), comparable to the
duties we have to existing persons. It is anoth-
er matter, though, to say non-existent persons
have a right to existence and we have a duty
to give them existence. Insofar as there are in-
finite conceivable nonexistent entities and we
would have infinite duties to all these, with no
room left for our duties to extant things, claim-
ing duties to nonexistent entities is subject to
a reductio. To sum up, procreating cannot be a
duty to those children who would result from
the act.

Could having children be a duty to one’s
relatives and community? Suppose the rela-
tives and community want K to have children
and K does not follow the relatives’” wishes.
The maxim for this action may be, “Whenever
my relatives and community want me to have
children, I need not follow their wishes.” This
maxim does not lead, when universalised, to
self-contradiction or an inconceivable world:
The world as it is could certainly go on, simply
with fewer and fewer children. It is even con-
ceivable the world might go on anyway with
children: the relatives and community mem-
bers may briefly neglect to will to reproduce,
and at such a moment might inadvertently
commence reproducing. Having children can-
not be a perfect duty to others.

An objection holds that the duty in ques-
tion is not a perfect duty simply to a small
group such as family and community. It is a
duty to the species because the species” very
existence depends upon individuals’ repro-
ducing. (As many religions enjoin in one form
or another, “Be fruitful and multiply” (Gen-
esis I, 28).) One problem with this objection

is the difficulty of finding a coherent max-
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HOCTVI HAXOXXIEHVIST COITIACOBAHHOW C 3TOVI O0sI3aH-
HOCTBIO MakcuMbI'. CKakeM, s OTKa3bIBalOCh pas-
MHOXaTbCSL SIBiisieTcst y Moert Makcmmont «Korma
BUJT TpeOyeT, UTOOBI BBI Pa3sMHOXKaJIVICh, He JieJIalTe
aToro»? Ho 31eck HeT KOHKPeTHOTO IIprMepa Ipu-
3bIBa K JOJITY: k0204 BUAJL, JKeJIaeT, YTOOBI S IEVICTBO-
BasT?? I/l KaK MOXXHO CKa3aTh, UTO #10 XOUeT, UTOOBI S
nmevictBoBauT? Ha MIrHOBeHVIE 3[eCh BO3HIMKAET HeKas
KOJUIEKTVIBHas BOJIA. Eciin ke, JOCTUIHYB MOJIOBOV
3peJIocTy, s He AeVICTBYTO, 3HAUUT, 51 HapyILJI CBOV
monr? EcTe 11 y MeHsI, CKakeM, JIecsITUIIeTHSIA Tiepe-
IBIIIIKA B TIEPVIO]I TIOJIOBOVI 3peJIOCTH, IIPEXK/Ie YeM s
OKa)XyCh B MOpaJIbHOM 3aTpyaHeHnn? Ecian s ympy
JI0 TOTO, KaK Pa3sMHOXYCh, BUHOBEH JIV 51?7 DTOT CITy-
yayl He IIOXOX Ha IIprMepP C JIOXKBIO, B KOTOPOW II0-
BMHHO BCe JestoBedecTBo. B jexktmsx KanTa 1o sTm-
Ke B CTaTbe O JDKM U IIPABAMBOCTY PACKPBbIBAETCS
BOITPOC O crielydpyiKe AeVICTBUT PV OIIpeieIeHII
VIX MOpaJIbHOV olleHKu (AA 27, S. 444—455; KaHr,
2000). HackompKo $I TIOHMMAIO, IIpV JDKY, Hallpy-
Mep, JOJDKEH CyIIeCTBOBaTh KOHKPETHBIVI MOMEHT
B JEVICTBMSIX areHTa, ITO3BOJIAIOIIVVI OIIPEIeIINTh,
VIMeJIa JI MecTO JIOXKb. B ciTyuae joku cyliecTBoBasia
ObI MaKcVIMa 1711 KOHKPETHOTO JEVICTBISL, KOTOPOe,
CTaB YHVBepCaJIbHBIM, IIPOTVBOPEYMIIO Obl OCHOBaM
3HaHMS U peunt. Vlcxomst 13 3Toro paccyskaeHns 00
OTHEIBHBIX, VIV AVICKPETHBIX, HEVICTBISIX, S TIpell-
Toj1aralo, 4To OTCYTCTBIe peDeHKa He sIBJIsieTCs Ta-
KM JVCKpPeTHBIM fAeiicTBreM. Ecimt 310 cumTarh
IIPOCTYIIKOM Oe3[IeVICTBYIS, TO, B OT/INYMe OT APYIIX
IIPOCTYIIKOB Oe3/eVICTBIIs, He CYIleCTByeT CIydaeB
VJIV CUTYallnVi, B KOTOPBIX 3TO OesrevicTBie ObLIo
6b1 3aMeTHO. [TogOOHBI ITPOCTYTIOK — OITYCTVIM,
OTKa3 OT HEVICTBUSI IO CITACEHVIIO KV3HVI — BKJIIO-
4JaeT B ceDs VICKpeTHBIE EVICTBIS 110 BO3IEpiKa-

! Coo011ecTBO MOXKeT Hy XKIaThCsl, CKaXkeM, B BomHax. Kak
Ob1 HM OBITa HaCyIITHA 3Ta TIOTPeOHOCTH, OHa ITPUBOINUT K
TOW Xe IIpo0JieMe, 0 KOTOPOI MBI IIOTOBOPYIM HIDKE, — K
KOTepeHTHOV MaKCVIMe.

2 3pmech pedb MIET O TOM, KaKasl MaKC/Ma MOXXeT MeTh
OTHOIIIeHMe K Mjlee coxpaHeHMs Buja. byaer i makcrma
«Ecymm Bup, XoueT coxpaHAThCs, pasMHOXKaTeCh!» yMecT-
Hom MakcuMmort? ITouemy mpocto He «CoxpaHuTe BUm!»
WIV 49TO-TO B 3ToM popme? IloueMy ciemyeT cchuIaThCS
Ha To, 4ero xoueT Bup? [leso 31eck, OfHAKO, B TOM, UTO-
ObI paccMaTpuBaTh BUJL TaK, Kak ecyii Obl OH MOT MMeThb
€IMHYIO0 MaCCOBYIO BOJIIO, C LIeJIbO ITOKa3aTh, KaK [1ajIeKo
HY>KHO 3a/TV, 9YTOOBI OOBSICHUTD IIOJIT B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe.

im for the duty.! Say I refuse to reproduce. Is
my maxim, “When the species wants you to
reproduce, do not”? But there is no particu-
lar instance here of a call to duty: When does
the species want me to act?? And how can the
species be said to want me to act? Grant for a
moment there is some kind of collective will.
Then if, upon coming into sexual maturi-
ty, I do not act, have I broken my duty? Do
I get perhaps ten years’ respite into my sex-
ual maturity before I am in moral trouble? If
I die before reproducing, am I culpable? This
case is unlike that of lying, which transgresses
all humanity: In Kant’s Lectures on Ethics, the
article on lying and truth-telling brings out
the issue of specificity of acts in determining
their moral assessment (V-Mo/Collins, AA 27,
pp. 444-455; Kant, 1997, pp. 200-209). As I un-
derstand the matter, in lying, for example,
there must be a specific instance of an agent’s
acting in order to determine whether a lie has
occurred. In an act of lying, there would be
a maxim for a specific act, which, once uni-
versalized would contradict the foundations
of knowledge and speech. I suggest, follow-
ing upon this reasoning about discrete acts,
that not having a child is not such a discrete
act. If it were a transgression of omission,
then unlike other transgressions of omission,
there are no instances or situations in which

! A community’s need may be e.g. for warriors. How-
ever pressing, this need leads to the same problem dis-
cussed below of a coherent maxim.

2 The discussion here concerns what maxim could be
relevant in relation to the idea of preserving the spe-
cies. Would the maxim, “If the species wants to be pre-
served, reproduce!” be the relevant maxim? Why not
just “Preserve the species!” or something of that sort?
Why a reference to what the species wants? The point
here, though, is considering the species as if it could
have a single massed will, with the aim of showing how
far one must stretch in order to account for the duty in
this context.
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HVIO OT JIEVACTBYSL VI JIICKPETHO 3aMeTHBIe MOPaJIb-
Hble ITOCIIEZICTBIS . BOCITPOM3BOICTBO KaK IIOXKM3-
HEeHHBIVI JIOJIT TIepeJ] BUIOM, KOTOPBIVI JOJDKEH OBbITh
VICIIOJTHEH JI0 CMePTV VIV MeHOIIay3bl, I1o11asio Obl
B HOBYIO, C TOUKV 3peHVsI KAHTOBCKOVI apryMeHTa-
1MV, KaTeropmio oOsi3aHHOCTelt. Herrpasnonomoo-
HO, YTOOBI CyIIIeCTBOBasIa 00sI3aHHOCTB, 32 KOTOPYIO,
TIOKa MBI BO3IEP)KMBAEMCS OT ee BBIIIOJTHEHVIS, Mbl
ITOCTOSIHHO, KaK/I0e MTHOBeHVe (11, CIe[IOBaTeITHHO,
GeckoHeuHO) ObUIM OBl BUHOBHBEL HeymysuTebHO,
YTO MaKCVMa BO3IEpyKaHVs He BeleT K CAaMOITPOTH-
BOPEUNIIO VIV HETIOCTVDKVIMOMY MVIPY.

Yro KacaeTcsi BOIIPOCa O TOM, SIBJISIETCSI JIV BOC-
IIPOV3BOIICTBO COBEPIIIEHHOV OOSI3aHHOCTBIO TI0
OTHOIIIEHWIO K caMoMYy ceDe, TO ero, I10 BCeVt BU/IV-
MOCTV, XOPOIIIO VJUTFOCTPUPYET KaHTOBCKIV ITPY-
Mep ¢ caMoyOmmcTBOM 13 «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVSL...»
(AA 04, S. 422; Kawnr, 1997, c. 145—147; cm. Tabo. 1):
ec/n ObI MaKcuMa /ISl caMoyouricTBa Obljla yHU-
BEpPCaJIbHOVI, TO CKOPO CTaJIO OBI SICHO, «4TO IIPU-
pora, ecymn Obl ee 3aKOHOM OBbUIO paspyIlaTh
KVI3HB TIOCPE/ICTBOM TOTO Ke OINYIIleHVs, Ha3Ha-
YeHVe KOTOPOro — HoOyXaaTh K IOAAepKaHWIO
KM3HM, IPOTMBOpednIIa Obl camon cebe w1, cireio-
BaTeJIBHO, He MOIJIa Obl CYIIIeCTBOBATh KaK IIPUPO-
na» (AA 04, S. 422; KanTt, 1997, c. 147).

MokeT okasarbcst, YTO ecyIv ObI MaKCMa OTKa-
3a OT BOCITPOVM3BOJICTBA, TPV YCIIOBU UTO YeJIOBEK
dusmyeckn ciocobeH K HeMy, ObUIa yHMBepcalb-
HOVI, TO UeJIOBEUeCKMVI POI YHIUUYTOXMII ObI ceds,
a 3HA4MT, VI MaKCMMa Obl caMOyHMUTOXIIIach. Ha-
30BEM 3TO BO3Pa’kKeHVIEM «3[IPaBOro CMbICiIa». 11o-
IOOHO TOMy KakK CaMOyOMVICTBO YHUYTOXAeT VIH-
IOVIBUIYaJIbHYIO XKV3HB, IIpeKpaltieHye BOCIIPOV3-
BOZICTBA YHIYTOXWMIIO OBI JKM3HB BCETO BIIA.

* IIpyrme rpexu Oe3fevicTBus, Takue KaK OTKa3 OT Oria-
TOTBOPUTEJIBHOCTII — OTHOCWUTEIBHO HECOBEPIIEHHBIX
obsi3aHHOCTe — JIMCKpeTHbI; ofiHako KaHT obcyxia-
eT TI0 KpaViHell Mepe OJIH HeCOBePIIeHHBIN JIOJT, KOTO-
PBIVI He IIVCKpPeTeH, — pasBUTIE CBOMX TajlaHTOB. Hioke
sl CpPaBHIO BOCITPOM3BOJICTBO € 3TOW 00sisaHHOCTHIO. Co-
BepIeHHbIe O69[3aHHOCTVI, II0-BUMAVIMOMY, IIPVIMEHVMBI
K [IEVICTBVISIM, KOTOpBIE, BHE 3aBVUCHMOCTV OT TOTO IIpa-
BIVUIBHBI OHVI VIV HEITPaBWJIbHBI, IVICKPETHBI, a HE K nen-
CTBVIsIM, KOTOPbIE€ OVICKPEeTHBI, KOTda IIpaBUJIbHbI, HO He
IIVICKPETHBI, KOITIa HeIIPaBIUIbHBIL.

L.E Miller

its omission is discernible. A transgression
of omission such as withholding a lifesaving
action involves a discrete act of withholding,
with discretely discernible moral repercus-
sions.> A standing lifetime duty to the spe-
cies to reproduce, which must be filled before
death or menopause, would fall under a cate-
gory of duty new to Kant’s argument. It is im-
plausible there should be a duty for which we
are continuously, instantaneously (and, by ex-
tension, infinitely) culpable as long as we ab-
stain. Not surprisingly, the maxim to abstain
does not lead to self-contradiction or an in-
conceivable world.

As for whether reproduction is a perfect
duty to oneself, Kant’s case of suicide (GMS,
AA 04, p. 422; Kant, 1993, p. 31; and see Table 1
above) appears to be a good parallel. In this
first illustration in the Grounding, if the maxim
for suicide were universalised, then: “It is [...]
seen at once that a nature whose law it would
be to destroy life itself by means of the same
feeling whose destination is to impel toward
the furtherance of life would contradict itself
and would therefore not subsist as nature”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 422; Kant, 1993, p. 32).

It may appear that if the maxim not to re-
produce, when one is physically capable,
were universalised, the human race would ex-
tinguish itself and hence the maxim would
self-destruct. Call this the “common-sense” ob-
jection. Just as suicide destroys an individual
life, cessation of reproduction would destroy
the entire species’ life.

% Other sins of omission such as withholding charity —
regarding imperfect duties — are discrete; however,
Kant discusses at least one, an imperfect duty, which is
not discrete: developing one’s talents. Later, I compare
reproduction with this duty. Perfect duties appear to ap-
ply to acts which, whether right or wrong, are discrete,
rather than acts that are discrete when right but not dis-
crete when wrong,.

67



JI. ®. Munnep

Onnako HeoOXofyIMa OCTOPOXKHOCTH B OLIeH-
Ke CXOJICTBa MeXJIy CaMOyOUTICTBOM 1 OTKa30M OT
BocriponsBozicTBa. PaccMorpuM N, KOTOPBINT BBI-
OupaeT He BOCIIPOV3BOIUTHCS, IIOTOMY YTO pas-
BUTHeE TajlaHTa ObIJI0 OBl JIYUIIIMM MCTIOJIb30BaHY-
eM ero sHeprun. KakoBel KOHKpeTHBIE CUTyalum
Kak B ciydae N, Tak U B cjIydae caMoyouvicTsa?
MoxxHo 51 cumTaTh, 9To N, He IIprOaBiIsis XMU3HNI
B MUpP, KaKMM-TO 00pa3oM 3pPeKTMBHO OTHMMa-
eT OT XXM3HU TO e caMoe, 4YTO OTHVMMaeT U CaMOy-
6urictso? B mpumepe ¢ cynumgom y Kanra ciox-
HOCTb 3aKJII0YaeTCsl B TOM, UTO YeJIOBeK ITbITaeTCs
YIJIY4YIIUTB CBOIO XM3Hb, YHUUYTOXMB ee. Takoit Me-
TOJ], YJIyYLlIeHWs SIBJIeTCSl CAMOIIPOTUBOPEUVBBIM
VI HEMBICJIVIMBIM, B JIy4llleM cJIy4dae 3TO HapaloKcC:
KaK TOJIBKO areHT YHUUYTOXeH, HeT XXWU3HU, KOTO-
pas «yjydiiack Obl» IO CpaBHEHWUIO C TeM, YTO
6bul0 paHblile. B ciryuae orkasa N oT Bocmpons-
BOJZICTBA JKV3HB, KOTOpas yIIydlllaeTcsl 3a CYeT He-
BOCITPOM3BOZICTBA, BCE ellle CYIIeCTBYeT: U XXWU3Hb
areHTa, M XXW3Hb BCeX OCTaJIbHBIX. B 3TOM citydae
HeT HMKAKOI'0 BHYTPEHHEero IIPOTUBOPEUNIsL.

MoxeT TI0Ka3aTbkCs, OHAKO, UYTO IPOTUBOpE-
4re B MaKCVIMe O HeBOCITPOM3BOICTBE BO3HUKAeT
VHave, yeM cJIeflyeT 13 MOero aHaJIn3a: ecjIu Mak-
CMMa O HeBOCITPOM3BOZICTBE YHWBepCaIM3npyeT-
Csl U BCe TIepecTaroT BOCIIPOU3BOIUTECS, TO YeJIo-
BEYeCKOoro Bua OosIblile HeT, 3T0 ObUT ObI ciTyyan
BIIOBOTrO camMoyouvicTsa. V s Kak mpesicTaBuTe b
3TOr0 BUAa He MOTY pallViOHaJIbHO ITpUAepXKiu-
BaTbCsI 9TOVI MAKCVIMBI.

Hwoke s mepeumciigio Tpu acliekTa, B KOTO-
PBIX caMOyOMTICTBO 1 OTKa3 OT BOCIIPOM3BOCTBA
He maeHTUYHBL [Ipexne Bcero obparnTe BHMMa-
HMe Ha TO, YTO HasblBaTh IIpeKpallleHe BOCIIpo-
V3BOJICTBa YeJloBeKa «BUIOBBIM CcaMOyOUTICTBOM»
II0 MeHblIIeV Mepe HellpaBIUJIbHO. BuoBoe camoy-
OuricTBO HarbosIee IpaBIOIIOI00HO OBLIO OBI «BYI-
JIOBBIM CaMOYOMVICTBOM» B CIy4ae, ecjiv Obl Bce
uJleHbl 4eJIOBeYeCKOro BMa MOKOHYWIIM >KU3Hb
camoyouricteoM. Eciim rosoputh MeTadopuue-
CKM, TO «BUIIOBBIM CaMOYOMUVICTBOM» MOXKHO OBIJIO
ObI Ha3BaTh CJTyYail TAKOTO KOJUIEKTVBHOTO TIOBe-
JeHNs Halllero Bua, Korjaa IpeHeOpexeHMe He-
TaTUBHBIMI TIOCJIEACTBUSMY Hallleyl JiesiTeJIbHO-
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However, care is needed in assessing the
similarity between suicide and non-reproduc-
tion. Consider K, who elects not to reproduce
because developing a talent would be a better
use of energies. What is the precise situation in
both K’s and the suicide’s cases? Is K, by not
adding more life to the world, somehow effec-
tively subtracting from life as the suicide does?
In Kant’s suicide example, the difficulty is that
the man is proposing to improve his life by de-
stroying it. Such method of improvement is
self-contradictory and inconceivable, at best a
paradox: Once the agent is destroyed, there is
no life that is “improved” compared with what
had been before. In K’s case of non-reproduc-
tion, the life that is being improved by not re-
producing still exists: both the agent’s life and
everyone else’s. There is no self-contradiction
in this case.

It may seem, however, that the contradiction
in the maxim for non-reproduction arises dif-
ferently from what my analysis implies. If the
maxim for non-reproduction is universalised
and everyone ceases reproducing, there is no
more human species. This would be a case of
species suicide. And I, as a member of this spe-
cies, cannot rationally will the maxim.

Below I list three points whereby suicide
and non-reproduction are not parallel. First,
though, note that calling the cessation of hu-
man reproduction ‘species suicide’ is a misno-
mer at the least. Species suicide would most
plausibly be “species-wide suicide’, a case in
which all members of the human race killed
themselves. More metaphorically, the case
of our species as a collective behaving negli-
gently in terms of their actions’ negative ef-
fects on the environment could, if leading to
species extinction, be spoken of as ‘species
suicide’. But this usage neglects the issue of



CTU [J1s1 OKPY>KalOIlell CpeIbl IpuBesIo ObI K BbI-
MupaHuio Buaa. Ho Takon rogxor, He y4uThIBaeT
BOITpOCa O BOJIE, ¥I COMHUTEJIHHO, YTOOBI KaXkIIbIVI
JKeJlaJl Takoro KoHIIa. bimvpkariimas mapasuiesib
MeX]1y HeBOCIIPOV3BOACTBOM MH/IVIBUIA V1 HEBOC-
IIPOV3BOIICTBOM BHla MOXeT OBITh TaKoV: B Ilep-
BOM CJIy4dae VIHOVBUL, XMBET BCIO XKVM3Hb U I10CIIe
CMepTU yoKe He KMBeT, a [IOTOMCTBAa 15 IIPOI0JI-
JKeHWs )KVU3HW y Hero He ocTaJjioch. Bo BTopoM ciry-
4Jae COBOKYIHOCTb VIHJIVIBUIOB ITPOXMBaeT OIlpe-
JIeJIeHHOe KOJIMYeCTBO JKVM3HEeN, a I10Cjle CMepTU
GosIblile He XMBET, 11 y 3TOVI TPYIIIbl He OCTaeTCs
IIOTOMCTBA, YTOOBI IIPOIOJDKATh XKUTh. Hut TOT, HI
I PYyTOV CJIydar He SIBJISIOTCS «CaMOyOMICTBOM».

Hioke 03Byuy Tpu 3aMedaHUsi 00 OTCYyTCTBUM
Hapasulesiv MeXIy caMOyOMVICTBOM 11 HEeBOCIIPO-
VI3BOJICTBOM.

1. OtcyTcTBYyeT mapasuiesib MeXXay HapyIllIeHV-
eM IOJIOKUTEeIbHOV 00s3aHHOCTY areHTa B CIIy-
YJae caMOyOMVICTBa VI TaKMM HapyIlleHVeM B CIIy-
4Jae OTKasa OT BOCHpom3BoACTBa. [lomoxwress-
HBIVI BapuaHT nepponi — «Kusnrel». Hapymm-
TeJIb 3TOTO 0JITa 0moeAbHbIM OeticBieM YHUYTO-
KaeT XX13Hb. JI1000v1 HapyIITTeIb 3TOrO ITO3UTB-
HOI'O [I0JITa IIOCTYIIAaeT HeIlpaBUJILHO, COBepIast
3TO evicTBue. pyrovi, nmapasulesIbHOVI HO3UTWB-
HOVI 00513aHHOCTBIO ObIIO ObI: «Pa3sMHOXaTeCh!».
Kak ormeuasioch Bblllle, KaK MJIM KOIZla YeJI0BeK
HapyIaeT 3To o0si3aTesibcTBo? He cyiecTsyer HI
OIHOIO CJIy4asi HapyIIeHsl.

2. OrcyTcTBYeT Hapasulelb MeXy ecTecTBeH-
HBIMV VHCTMHKTaMV, 3aJ1eViICTBOBaHHBIMU B 000-
ux orydasix. Jlrofgem B 11eJIoM OT caMOyOWVICTB
yaepXuBaeT MHCTVHKT caMocoxpaHeHms. MoXHO
CKasaTb, YTO JaXke Te, KTO COBepIlIaeT caMoyOum-
CTBO, VIMEIOT €r0, HO OHW ITPeOI0JIeBA0T STOT VH-
CTMHKT, pelInB, YTo OoJIbllle He MOTYT BBIHOCUTD
CBOM CTpajaHMud. MajloBeposTHO, UTO cTpemIle-
HVEe K pasMHOXEHVIO, KOTOpOe HEeKOTOphIe CUmTa-
IOT YHVBEPCAJIbHBIM, SBJI€TC TaKVM JKe VIHCTVH-
KTOM VL JTIO[IV ITPeOI0JIeBalOT ero, KOIjla peraroT He
mMeTh feTteit. Ckopee (10 KpaviHeV Mepe, 3TO CTOJIb
JKe TIpaBIOIO00H0) Y MHOTMX JIFOIIEVI IIPOCTO HeT
TAKOro xey1aHusl. TOUHO Tak e ¥ 3TO CTpeMJIeHVe
K pa3sMHOXEHUIO HeoOs3aTeJIbHO SBJISeTCS CTPeM-
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will, and it is doubtful everyone wills such an
end. The closest parallel between the individ-
ual’s not reproducing and the species” not re-
producing may be this: In the former case, the
individual lives a lifetime and upon death is
no longer living and the individual has left no
offspring to continue living. In the latter case,
a set of individuals lives a set of lifetimes, and
at death is no longer living and the set has left
no offspring to continue living. Neither case is
‘suicide’.

The three points about the lack of parallel
between suicide and non-reproduction are:

1) There is a lack of parallel between trans-
gressions of the positive duty for the agent in
the suicide case versus such transgressions in
the non-reproduction case. The positive version
of the former is “Stay alive!” The transgressor
of this duty destroys a life via a discrete act. Any
transgressor of this positive duty does wrong
in performing that discrete act. The other, par-
allel positive duty would be, “Reproduce!” As
indicated above, how or when does one ever
transgress this duty? There is no instance of
transgression.

2) There is a lack of parallel between the
natural instincts involved in the two cas-
es. Against suicide, humans in general have
a self-preservation instinct. Even those who
commit suicide can be said to have it, and they
overpower this instinct upon deciding that
they can no longer bear their pains. It is unlike-
ly that the urge to reproduce — which some
declare universal —is such an instinct and that
people overpower it when they decide against
having children. Rather, it is at least as plausi-
ble to say many people simply do not have the
urge. So, too, this urge to reproduce does not
appear to be necessarily an urge to preserve
the species. In this sense, what if Dawkins’s
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JIeHVieM K coXpaHeHMIO Bua. B aToMm cMbiciie uTo,
ecJIV Teopusl «3TOVICTUYHOro reHa» [Jokmusa (Ho-
kmH3, 2021 [1975]) BepHa 11 MBI pa3sMHOXaeMcs He
IS TIofiflepXKaHM BUa, a JJIsl coOXpaHeHUs Te-
HOB? Y reHa HeT OYeBIIHOTO IIpaBa He OBbITh YHIY-
TOXeHHBIM. Kpome Toro, MHOTMe JIIoM, KOTOpbIe
XOTHT [eTevl, IIPOCTO JIIOOST MX U JKeJlaloT MMeThb
VIX PSIOM, He 3ayMbIBasiCh O TOM, YTO OHM JOJIK-
HBI JIeJIaTh 3TO J1JI1 COXpaHeH s BUIa.

QueBniHOe Bo3paXkeHMe 371eCb COCTOUT B TOM,
YTO, KOITIA JIFOAV TOHYT VI IIBITAFOTCS CITACT CBOIO
JKVI3HB, OHV PEJIKO IyMAIOT: «f] JOJIKeH COXPaHUTh
CBOIO XXM3HB»!. BMeCTo 3TOro y HIUX ecTb cTpemIle-
HMe BCIUIBITh K IIOBEPXHOCTU BOMBI, CXBATUTHCS
3a BeTKM U Tak J1ajiee. TouHO Tak ke cTpemsIeHe
CHacTV BU/I, HeoOs3aTeJIbHO JI0JKHO OBITH 15 JIIO-
eVl OCO3HaHHBIM. BMecTo 3TOro ecrecTseHHBIE Ha-
KJIOHHOCTM PaOO0TaoT B [OJITOCPOYHOV IepCIIeK-
TUBe, KaK Obl TrapaHTUPYs, UTO BWJ, IIPOHOJIKAT
pasMHOXaTbcs. B 0TBeT Ha 3TO Bo3pakeHVie BO3HM-
KaeT TpeThbe pasjIndyie B MHCTYHKTaX: CTpeMJleHe
K caMOCOXpaHEeHWUIO JIeVICTByeT HeIlpepbIBHO, Ka-
KJT0e MTHOBEHVIe Halllell KI3HV MbI PYKOBOIICTBY-
emcs M. CorrtacHo KaHTy, MBI IMeeM ITPOIOIIKY-
TEeJIbHYIO OOSI3aHHOCTH CJIefIOBaTh €My HeCMOTpsI
Ha J1100bIe IOy xaeHms (AA 04, S. 399; Kanr, 1997,
c. 73). CTpemMsieHVIe K BOCITPOM3BOJICTBY He SBJIgeT-
Csl HelIPepBIBHBIM (3a MICKITIOYeHVEeM BO3MOXKHBIX
CJIy4yaeB IaTOJIOrMYeCKOVl CeKCyasTbHOCTH), 11 ObIJIo
ObI HellpaBIOIOOOHO yTBEPXK/IaTh, YTO MBI 00s3a-
HBI CJIeJIOBaTh eMy IOCTOAHHO. Ecrin y jrronen mevi-
CTBUTEJIBHO eCTh TaKas 00sS3aHHOCTB 110 OTHOILIIe-
HUIO K PelpOIyKTVBHBIM CKJIOHHOCTSIM, TO OHU
JO/KHBI TIOCTOSIHHO 3aHMMAaTbCsl CeKCOM U1 MIMeTh
KaK MOXXHO OoJibllle [ieTeVl, a 3T0 — aOCypIHBIN
pesynbrar. AOCYpIHOCTD yKasbIBaeT Ha JaJIbHeVI-
IIlee OTCYTCTBUE IapasUlesii MeXIy OByMsl pac-
CMaTpVBaeMBbIMM CITy YasiMIL.

3. B aToM myHKTe 00 OTCYTCTBUM Iapasulesien
ecTh ABe vacTu: 3' (moxoruteka) m 3" (BBIBOL).

3. Dra yacTb onmpaeTcss Ha aHAJIOTMIO MeXIy
cJlydasiMM CaMOyOMVICTBa M OTKas3a OT BOCITPOM3-

¢ KaHT IIpOTMBONOCTaBIISET €CTECTBEHHYIO CKIIOHHOCTD
K COXPaHEHMIO CBOEVI KM3HM 00S3aHHOCTV COXPAHNUTE €€.
CmMm.: (AA 04, S. 398; Kanrt, 1997, c. 73).

70

(1975) “selfish gene” theory is true and we do
not reproduce in order to maintain the species
but preserve the genes? A gene has no appar-
ent right not to be destroyed. Furthermore,
many people who want children simply like
children and want to have them around, with-
out considering that they must do so to pre-
serve the species.

The obvious objection here is that, when
people struggle to save themselves from
drowning, they rarely consider, “I must pre-
serve my life.”* Instead, they have drives to
surface the water and grab branches and so on.
Similarly, the urge to save the species need not
possess people consciously. Instead, natural in-
clinations work in the long run as if to ensure
that the race keeps reproducing. The response
to this objection brings up a third instinct dif-
ference: The drive for self-preservation is con-
tinuously operating: Every moment of our
lives we operate on it. According to Kant, we
have a continuous duty to operate on it, be-
yond any drives (GMS, AA 04, p. 399; Kant,
1993, p. 12). Drives for reproduction are not
continuous (except in possible cases of patho-
logical sexuality), and it is implausible to say
we have a duty to operate upon it continuous-
ly. If humans do have such a duty toward re-
productive drives, then they should have sex
continuously and have as many children as
possible, an absurd outcome. The absurdity
points to a further lack of parallel between the
two cases in question:

3) There are two parts to this point concern-
ing the lack of parallels: 3' (the background)
and 3" (the conclusion):

3') This part draws on an analogy between
the suicide and non-reproduction cases. A hu-

* Kant contrasts the natural inclination to preserve one’s
life with the duty to preserve one’s life (cf. GMS, AA 04,
p- 398; Kant, 1993, p. 11).



BOJICTBA. YestoBeueckoe TeJI0 COCTOUT V13 MHOXKeCTBa
KJIETOK, TaK JKe KaK 4eJIOBeUeCTBO COCTOUT 13 MHO-
JKeCTBa VIHAMBUIYYMOB. MOXXHO CKa3aTh, 9TO YeJIo-
BeK 00s3aH TONepXMBaTh II0 KpariHell Mepe M-
HVIMaJIbHOE KOJIMYEeCTBO KJIETOK B CBOEM TeJle, KOTO-
poe coxpaHsieT eMy XW3Hb. Tak, eciIn JesioBek I10-
T1aJ1 B JIOBYILIKY CUTYALINV, 113 KOTOPOVI OH He MOXXeT
BBIOpaThCsl, He OTPyOuB cebe mater], 6osiee pasym-
HO IIOTEPSTh STOT I1aJIel] VI OCTaThCS B XKVBBIX, YeM
HIOTePSITh BCIO XM3Hb. [Ipyrue 00s3aHHOCTY MOTYT
oTpeboBaTh, YTOOBI YeJIOBEK yTpaTul HEKOTOpOe
KOJITYECTBO KJIETOK. 3aHsATH (00s3aHHOCTM), Tpe-
OyrorIyie HaITpsDKEHHOV MBIITIEYHOV! JIeSITeIBHOCTY,
TaKye KaK JIerKasl aIeTVIKa VIV SHepraHas Urpa
Ha dopTenmaHo, TpeOyIOT pa3pyllIeHNs MbIIed-
HBIX KJIETOK (KOTOpPBIE ITO3)Ke BOCCTAHABJIVMBAIOTCS
TaKMM CII0COOOM, KaKovl TpeOyeTcst I 3ToM [1es-
TestbHOCTH). [Ipy BBITIOITHEHVM pa3IMYHBIX 005-
3aHHOCTEVI YeJIOBEK MOYKET ITOTEPsITh YacTV CBOe-
O Tejla BIUIOTH 10 Pa3yMHOIO MVHVMAJIBHOTO KO-
JI9ecTBa KJIETOK, IIprdeM 3To OyAeT MOpasIbHBIM
TPV YCTIOBUM, UTO He OyIieT IpudHeH BOIMIOIIT
npenHaMepeHHBIV Bper,. [ToTepsiB Tak yacTy CBOero
TeJIa, YeJIoBeK COXpaHseT XV3Hb U IIPU 3TOM IIPO-
TIOJDKaeT BBITIOJTHATD CBOVI 00S3aHHOCTIA
ITpenTionoxmm fasiee, 9TO BU/, B I1eJIOM 00sI3aH
IIPOIOJIKaTh Pa3sMHOXaThCs. Toraa BIIOTH 0 TOrO
MOMEHTA, KOT/[a YMCII0 «KJIETOK», VIV eIUHUIL (B
IIAaHHOM CJTyyae OTHeIbHBIX MH/IVIBUIIYyMOB), Tpe-
Oyemoe 11 TOfTIep’KaHMs BUZIA, OKaXKeTCSI MUHU-
MaJIbHBIM IIpefICTaBUTeIIN BU/Ia, TIpecilenys CBOV
coOcTBeHHBIe 1IeJIM, He HO/DKHBI MMeTb OCOOBIX
TpeboBaHMII K BOCIIPOM3BOACTBY. DTOT abCOIIOT-
HBIVI MUHVIMYM COCTaBJIAIOT IIO KpaviHeu Mepe
IiBa yeJioBeKa (IUIIOC, BEPOSITHO, ellle HeCKOJIBKO
4eJIoBeK IJIs TeHeTNYecKoro pasHoobpasusd). Mo-
I'yT ObITh HaVZIeHBI METOABI — C IIOMOIIBIO Ma-
IIVH VIV OPeCcCUPOBAHHBIX XMBOTHBIX — IS
yxofia 3a Bce DoJlee repuaTpudeckuM HaceeHU-
eM. Kakym Obl HM OBUIO 3TO TOYHOE MVHVIMAIb-
HOe YVICJI0, OHO OeCKOHEYHO MaJIo IT0 CpaBHEHVIIO
C MMHVMMAaJIBHBIM KOJIMYECTBOM «KJIETOK», HeoO-
XOIVIMBIM JJ1sI TIOTJIepXKaHS CyIIeCTBOBAHS Ue-
JoBeKa. [pyrumu cjioBaMw, IpofosDKasi Iaparl-
J1eJIb CO CJIydaeM COXpPaHeHVIsl COOCTBEHHO XKM3-
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man body is composed of so many cells, just as
the human race is composed of so many indi-
viduals. People may be said to have a duty to
maintain, at the least, the minimum number
of cells of the body that preserves life. Thus, if
one has been trapped in a situation from which
one cannot escape with one’s life without hav-
ing to cut off a finger, it is more rational to lose
that finger and stay alive than to let the whole
life perish. Other duties may require that one
lose some cells. Duties that require strenuous
muscular activity, such as athletics or vigorous
piano practicing, call for a breakdown of mus-
cle cells (which are later built back up in a way
one seeks for the activity). In pursuing various
duties, one may lose parts of one’s body, and
do so morally, down to some reasonable min-
imum amount of cells, as long as no egregious
deliberate harm is done. By such loss of one’s
parts, one preserves one’s life yet still fulfills
these duties.

Next, assume that the species as a whole
has a duty to keep itself reproducing. Then,
up to the point that the minimum number of
“cells” or units — in this case individual per-
sons — is required to keep the species going,
the members of the species, in pursuing their
own ends, should have no particular require-
ment to reproduce. That absolute minimum is
at least two people (likely a few more for genet-
ic diversity). Methods could be found — such
as machines or trained animals — to take care
of an increasingly geriatric population. What-
ever this precise minimal number, it is infini-
tesimal compared with the minimum of “cells”
required to maintain a person’s existence. In
other words, parallel with the case of preserv-
ing one’s own life up to a minimum of “cells”,
the race as a whole can allow a vast majority
of individuals not to reproduce, up to the mini-
mal maintenance level.



JI. ®. Munnep

HV BIUIOTH 110 MUHUMYMa «KJIETOK», BUJ] B II€JIOM
MOYKeT ITO3BOJINUTD IOIABIISAIONIEMY OOJIBIIVIHCTBY
VIHAVIBVIY YMOB He BOCITPOM3BOANUTECS BIUIOTH 10
MVHVMAaJIBHOTO YPOBHS COIeP’KaHMsL.

HeoObI4HBIM B IIpe[ijIaraeMor! IapajuIen sIB-
JIgeTCsl He pasjindne MeXly 4esIoBe4eCKMM OCO-
OsiMM 11 UesIoBe9eCKMMM KJIeTKaMM B TIepeBojie Ha
TOYHOE KOJIMYECTBO €OVHWII, HeOOXOMVIMBIX IS
BBDKVBAHMS, a TO, YTO IIPOVICXOIUT C TEMV HEMHO-
TVIMU TIOCJIEITHVIMY 0COOSIMY, Ha KOTOPBIX BHe3all-
HO JIOKWUTCSL O0S13aHHOCTH BOCIIPOVM3BOIAUTH ITO-
ToMCTBO. [Ipexxe yeM 3TOT MUHUMYM OyAeT mo-
CTUTHYT, «KJIETKV» BUfla — OTHeJIbHbIe MH/IVIBU-
ABI — MOTYT BBIIIOJIHATD IPyTVe CBOVM 00si3aHHO-
¢t Oe3 HeOOXOIVMIMOCTY BOCIIPOV3BOJICTBA, TIOTO-
My YTO MMHVMaJIbHOE KOJIMYeCTBO «KJIETOK» He
HocTUrHyTO. TakmM oOpa3oM, Bce B IOIYJISLINNU
He VMeIOT IOKa 00S3aHHOCTV BOCIIPOV3BOAVTH-
csi. 3aTeM B OfVIH IIpeKpPacHBIN JeHb JOCTUraeTCs
MuHUMYM. ITosTyyaeTcs, BHe3aIIHO 3TV HEMHOT Ve
OCTaBIIIViecs VHAMBUIBL OOpeTaloT COBEPIIIEHHYIO
00s13aHHOCTH BOCITPOM3BOZICTBA, XOTSI PaHbIIIe Ta-
KOV 00g3aHHOCTH Y HUX He ObU10? ECyiut 118, TO 3TO
ITIOHATVIE COBEPIIIEHHOV OOS3aHHOCTV OT/IMYaeT-
Cs1 OT TOTO, uTO cpopMy posa KaHT, HOCKONIBKY
TaKvie COBEPIIIeHHbIe 00S3aHHOCTV IOJKHBI OBITH
YHMBEpPCaJIbHBI 1171 BCeX pa3yMHBIX CYIIIeCTB Be3-
Ie 1 BO Bce BpeMeHa (AA 04, S. 425; Kanr, 1997,
c. 157)°. HesicHO, KaK IMEHHO MBI MOXXEM OITpaB-
JaTh pe3Koe MTHOPMpPOBaHME 3TOrO OTCYTCTBUSA
Hapasuiesv U IPUHSTYE TaKOV CIIelaIbHOV 00s-
3aHHOCTM B KAHTMAHCKMX paMKax.

3". JTrobast obs3aHHOCTL pasMHOXaTbcsl Oyzer
JIeXXaTh Ha BCEM BUJIE, a He Ha OTHOE/IbHBIX MHIN-
BUJIaX. DTO OpeMsi 1oiIra, BO3JIOKEHHOTIO Ha BUJI,
HeOOBIYHO /1J151 KAHTOBCKOT'O MIMPOBO33peH1s], I10-
TOMY YTO BUJ, He SIBJISIeTCS palliOHaJIbHBIM MO-
PaIbHBIM areHTOM.

BospaxeHmne MoOXeT yTBepKaaTh, UTO IIpyTvie
MoOpaJIbHble areHThl HeOOXOIVMBI 171t CYIITHOCTY
KaXXIIOro KaK MOpPaJIBHOTO areHTa ¥ eIVIHCTBEeH-
HBIVI CII0COD, KOTOPBIM APYTHe YeloBeuecKie Mo-

> Ina KanTa mcrioyHeHme gosra TpeOyer oOpareHms K
AQHTPOIOJIOIMY, B TO BpeMs KaK OTKJIOHEHIe OT Hero —
Het (AA 04, S. 412; Kanr, 1997, c. 115).

What is unusual in this proposed parallel is
not the difference between human beings and
human cells in terms of the precise number of
units needed for survival. Rather, what is unu-
sual is what happens to those last few individ-
uals upon whom the duty would suddenly fall
to reproduce. Before this minimum is reached,
the “cells” of the species — the individual hu-
mans — can pursue their other duties without
needing to reproduce because the minimum
number of “cells” has not been reached. So
everyone in the population does not yet have
a duty to reproduce. Then one day, the mini-
mum is reached. So, suddenly, do these few
remaining individuals have a perfect duty to
reproduce, when there had been no such duty
before? If so, then this notion of perfect duty
differs from that which Kant laid down, be-
cause such perfect duties are supposed to be
universalisable for all rational beings every-
where and for all time (GMS, AA 04, p. 425;
Kant, 1993, p. 34).° How we can justify abrupt-
ly ignoring this lack of parallel and adopting
such an ad hoc duty in a Kantian framework is
not evident.

3") Any duty to reproduce would rest upon
the whole species, not upon individuals. This
burden of duty upon the species is unusual in
Kantian terms because the species is not a ra-
tional moral agent.

An objection may maintain that other mor-
al agents are necessary to everyone’s essence
as moral agent, and the only way other human
moral agents can come into existence, given
the fact of death, is via reproduction. This ob-
jection points to a paradox but does not entail

> For Kant, the application of duty requires anthropol-
ogy, whereas the derivation of duty does not (GMS,
AA 04, p. 412; Kant, 1993, p. 23).
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paJIbHble areHTbl MOTYT IIOABUTBLCS, YUWUTHIBAs
daxT cMepTH, — 3TO BOCHPOM3BOICTBO. DTO BO3-
pakeHMe yKasblBaeT Ha IapaJjoKc, HO He O3HaJa-
eT, uto cucrema Kanra pasperaet ero. lapamoke
3aKJII0YaeTcsl B TOM, YTO, IIOXOXe, Y KaKOro-mbo
KOHKpenHo20 MOPaJIbHOrO palliOHaJIbHOIO areHTa
HeT MOpPaJIbHOV OOS3aHHOCTY BOCIIPOVM3BOIWUTH-
sl BIUIOTH 1O MMHVMAaJIBHOV BMECTMMOCTY BUJIA.
B aToMm cirydae ymecTeH [ipyrovi, BpeMeHHBIVI MO-
PpaJIbHBIV JIOJIT; OJHAKO B IIPOTVIBHOM CJIy4ae 3TOT
ZIOJIT HeJIb3sl OyfeT yHMBepcaIM3MpoBaTh (11 OH
1oTepsieT CBOI0 MOPaJIbHYIO CUJTy TI0CJIe TOro, KaK
VICUe3HeT Upe3BblYarHoe IIOJIOKeHVe 71 BUma) .
[Tapasiokc 3aKjIrodaeTcss B TOM, YTO MaKCUMa 11
3TOV COBEepIIeHHOV 00s3aHHOCTM OyJeT KasaTb-
Csl HE YHVBEPCAJIBHOVI, a CJIyYarHOVI, €CJIM HacTa-
MBaThb Ha TOM, UTO KaHTOBCKOe MMPOBO33peHNe
TpebyeT HaMuusl APYTMX paliOHaJIBHBIX areH-
TOB CBOETO B[ (UTO SIBJIZeTCsl BOIIPOCOM MHTEp-
IpeTaly «PalIOHAJIBHOTO OBITMS», CM. CJIely-
oIt paszers). JInbo HyXHO oTceub 3TO Tpebo-
BaHUe U IIPeNoIoKNTh, uTo KaHT noteHmaib-
HO JIOIYCKaeT VMCYe3HOBeHVe BUJIa PV YCJIOBUW,
YTO 3TO MUPOBO33PeHVe OCTaeTCsl COBMECTVIMBIM
¢ caMmM coOoT1, 100 COXPaHUTB 3TO TpeboBaHME,
U cucTeMa CTaHeT IapaJoKcaJbHOV. BosmoxHO,

® MO>XXHO IPEeNIIOIOKNUTH, YTO 00SI3aHHOCTD He SIBJISIETCS
YHMBEPCAIBHOM O TeX IIOp, II0OKa He OYAyT yCTaHOBIIe-
HBI OIlpefieJieHHble yCJIIOBUS OKpYJKaloIley Cpempl, Io-
3TOMY Te HEMHOTMe OCTaBIIIeCs JIFOIM IOJDKHBI ceirdac
JKe OTpearnpoBaTh Ha MaKCUMY O TOM, YTO [ejlaTh B Ta-
KMX Ype3BbIYalHbIX CUTYaLVIX, Y TOITla 9Ta MaKcyMa Oy-
JleT YHUBepCaIbHOM. Takie Mepsl pearnpoBaHMs HOCST
KpariHe pas3oBbIll xapakTep. OgmH 113 BapMaHTOB, KOTO-
PBIVA, TIO-BUIAVIMOMY, YIIyCKaeTcs M3 BUILY, 3aK/II0YaeTCs B
TOM, UTO JIIOIM O0SI3aHbI CJICIVTH 3a TeM, 4TOOBI uesIoBe-
YeCcKWIL BU, ObUI COXpaHEH IIOJIHOCTBIO. DTOT (PaKT MO-
JKET O3HauyaTh, YTO MBI JOJDKHBI JIMOO pasMHOXaThCS,
70O CIIeINTD 3a TeM, JOCTATOYHO JIVI BOCIIPOVI3BOMSTCS
npyrue moay. Kaxercs ecrecTBeHHBIM IyMaTh, UTO MHO-
rve o0g3aHHOCTY (PYHKIMOHUPYIOT TaKM 00pa3oM: MBI
IIOJDKHBI JINOO caMy IIPUMHATB Mepbl, JIM00 yOenmnTses B
TOM, YTO JOCTAaTOYHOE KOJIMYEeCTBO APYTMX JIIOfeN Ipu-
HsUIO Mepbl U B 3TOM CJIy4dae MBI CaMy MOXKeM BO3Iep-
KaTbcs. OOSI3aHHOCTD TaKOW XK€ CTPYKTYpPBI Ka)kKeTcs
MIpaBAOIIOIoOHON B 00J1acTM BOCIIpom3BoacTBa. OnHAKO,
KaK YKa3blBaJIOCh BBIIE, XOTs TaKoe CIelyaibHOe HOp-
MOTBOPYECTBO MOXXET OBITh JKM3HECIIOCOOHBIM C HEKO-
TOPBIX 3TUYECKMX TOUeK 3peHMs, OHO He COIIacyeTcsl C
KaHTMAHCKVM yHUBEPCAIM3VPYIOMIVM IIOAXOMOM.

L.E Miller

that Kant’s system resolves it. The paradox is
that there appears to be no moral duty upon
any particular moral rational agent to repro-
duce, up to the minimal carrying capacity of
the species. At that point, another, temporary
moral duty would be in order; but the duty
is otherwise not universalisable (and would
lose its moral force after the species” emergen-
cy had passed).® The paradox is that the max-
im for this perfect duty would appear not to
be universal but contingent, if one insists that
Kant’s outlook requires there must be oth-
er rational agents of one’s species (which is a
matter of interpretation of ‘rational being’; see
next section). Either one snips off this require-
ment and grants that Kant potentially allows
the species to fade away — although this out-
look remains consistent with itself — or one
retains the requirement and the system is par-
adoxical. Perhaps the best response to this ob-
jection is that a rational being would rather
will that the maxim for reproduction be uni-
versalisable, while granting that the maxim
for non-reproduction is not self-contradicto-
ry. Construing the act as a perfect duty is too

® One may suggest that the duty is not universal un-
til certain environmental conditions set in, so those
few remaining humans now must respond to a maxim
about what to do in such emergencies, and this max-
im then is universalisable. Such a response is severe-
ly ad hoc. One option that seems to be overlooked is
that individuals have the duty to make sure that the
human race is preserved tout court. This fact could ei-
ther mean that we reproduce or that we are keeping
track of whether enough other people are reproduc-
ing. It seems natural to think that many duties func-
tion this way: We must either ourselves take action,
or make sure that enough others are taking action, in
which case we ourselves can refrain. A duty of that
same structure seems plausible in the domain of re-
production. However, as pointed out just above, while
such ad hoc rulemaking may be viable via some ethical
perspectives, they are not consistent with the Kantian
universalising approach.
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JIy Y9IV OTBET Ha 3TO BO3pakeHVe COCTOUT B TOM,
YTO pasyMHOe CYIIeCTBO HpernodnTaio Obl, 4To-
ObI MaKCMIMa BOCIIPOM3BOICTBA ObliIa YHMBEpCaIb-
HOWI, JIOITyCKasl ITpY 9TOM, YTO MaKC/Ma HeBOCITPO-
M3BOZICTBA HEIPOTMBOpeunBa caMa cebe. Canrarhb
JIeVICTBYIe COBEpPIIIEHHOV 00513aHHOCTBIO CIIUIIIKOM
Ipo0sIeMaTIYHO, OT 3TOTO JIyUllle OTKa3arbes’. Te-
Iepb MBI JIOJDKHBI IIOIyMaTh O TOM, SBJISeTCs JIN
PpOXeHMe fieTerl HeCOBePIIIeHHOV 00513aHHOCTHIO.

2.2. Kamezopuueckuit umnepamub:
HecoBepuiennasn 00A3anHOCIMY

Yro KacaeTcs HecOBepILIeHHOVI OOsS3aHHOCTU B
1IeJIOM, TO OOS3aHHOCTH HecOBepllleHHa, ec/Ii pa-
3YMHOEe CYIIIECTBO MOXET JKeJIaTh, YTOOBI MaKC/Ma
ObUIa BCeOOIIMM 3aKOHOM. DTa OOSI3aHHOCTh MO-
KeT OBITBH Kak Ilepef], APYI VMY, TaK VI IIepell CaMiM
cobort. Bosmoxuo, B CUJIy CBOEV HeoO3bIBaIOIIeT
IIPUPOLBI U 3aBVUCHMOCTI OT OHOI'O TOJIBKO JKeJjIa-
HWsI, a He TOJIBKO OT JIOI'MKV, KaHTOBCKVe HecoBep-
ITIIeHHBIe 00s13aHHOCTY TPyIHee OXapaKTepr30BaTh,
ueM cOBepllleHHBble. [IHOorma OH IIPUBHOCUT KOC-
BeHHBle cOOOpa’keHMs], TaKye KaK CHYacThe U eI
(AA 04, S. 421—425; KanT, 1997, c. 145—159). [1na
HeCOBEpIIIeHHOV OOS3aHHOCTM TI0 OTHOIIEHWIO K
OpyIuM, Kak, HalIpyMep, IOMOIbL HYXIAIOIIM-
Cs1, MOXKHO IIPeICTaBUTh cebe MUp, B KOTOPOM MOT
ObI OBITH YHVBEpPCaJIbHBIN 3aKOH, IIPeIIIChIBaO-
LMV He TIOMOTaTh HY XKIAIOIIVIMCS, XOTsI TOT Cypo-
BBIVI MHIOVBVIYaJIMCTIYECKUT MUP ObUT ObI Kpari-
He cKygHbIM. OHaAKO CileyeT y4UTBIBaTh, YTO B
OCTPOVI HY>K/Ie YeJIOBeK JKeJIaeT JIF00OBI CO CTOPOHBI
APYTVIX, VI TIO3TOMY OH He Mor Obl JkeJlaTb YHVBep-
CaJIPHOTO 3aKOHa, 3aIlpelllaloIlero TaKyro JII000Bb 1
roMo1b. MOXXHO 3a1yMaThes O TIOCIICTICTBUSIX.

Kak n B cirydae ¢ coepllleHHBIMM 0Dg3aHHO-
CTsIMVI 110 OTHOLLIEHWIO K JPYI'IM, HECOBEPIIIEHHbIE

7 DTOT BBIBOJ, COIVIACYETCS C APYIMMM XapaKTepUCTVIKa-
MW COBEPIIIEHHOV 00513aHHOCTY (COBEPIIIEHHOVI SIBJISIETCS
TaKas 00s3aHHOCTb, B OTHOIIEHUM KOTOPOV APyIue Bbl-
IOBUTAOT TpeOOBaHM:), a TakKe C OOIIeIIpU3HAHHBIM 10~
HMMaHMEM COBEpIIEeHHBIX 00sf3aHHOCTeN. MBI OOBIYHO
He CYMTaeM, YTO JIOMY, Y KOTOPBIX He ObUIO [eTel, TaKue
kak CumMoHa Bevuts, ViMManywt Kant, mate Tepesa, aro-
croin Iases1, Mncyc Xpucroc v @nopenc Havrmmrer,
OBUIV aMOpaJIbHBIMU 13-3a TOTO, YTO He Pa3MHOKaJIVICh.
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problematic and is best dropped.” We should
now consider whether having children is an
imperfect duty.

2.2. Categorical Imperative:
Imperfect Duty

For an imperfect duty in general, if a ra-
tional being can will that a maxim be univer-
sal law, the duty is imperfect. This duty may
be to others or to oneself. Perhaps because of
their non-binding nature and their reliance
upon mere willing and not mere logic, Kant’s
imperfect duties are harder to characterize
than perfect duties. He sometimes brings in
consequential considerations, such as hap-
piness and purposes (GMS, AA 04, pp. 421-
425; Kant, 1993, pp. 31-33). For an imperfect
duty to others, such as helping those in need,
a world is conceivable in which it could be a
universal law that one need not succour oth-
ers in need, although this rugged-individual-
ist world would be bare-bones. However, one
should consider that, when in dire need, one
would desire the love of others and so could
not will a universal law that proscribes such
love and aid. Outcomes for oneself can come
into consideration.

As in the case of perfect duties toward oth-
ers, imperfect duties to others may involve two
possible groups of others: 1) the child to come,
2) other people currently alive. Similarly to the
helping-others case, the world would be con-

7 This conclusion is consistent with other characterisa-
tions of perfect duty, such as perfect duties being those
against which others have claims, and with common
understanding of perfect duties. We do not commonly
consider that people who have not had children, such
as Simone Weil, Immanuel Kant, Mother Teresa, Saint
Paul, Jesus Christ, or Florence Nightingale, to have been
immoral for not reproducing.



00s13aHHOCTM TIO OTHOIIEHMIO K APYIMM MOTYT
BKJIIOYaTh B ceOs JIBe BO3MOXKHBIE I'PYIIIHI ajpe-
caros: 1) Oymy1uit peGeHOK; 2) mpyrie JIIOIy, K-
Bymive cevrdac. Ecim Ovl Bce crieoBasiv Makcyme
HEBOCITPOM3BOJICTBA, KaK ¥ B CJIydae C IIOMOIIIBIO
IOPYTUM, MOXHO ObUIO OBI IIpeAcTaBUTh cede, UTO
Mup ObUT ObI YAPYYaroINM, IIOCKOIBKY BUIBL II0-
cTerieHHO mcye3v Opl. Ho MoXkeT j1n pasyMHoOe Cy-
IITeCTBO BCe eIlle XKeJlaTh 3Tov MakcuMbl? CHadasia
sl pacCMaTPMBAIO 3TOT BOIIPOC C TOUKVI 3PEeHWs T10-
TEeHIIMaIbHOTO JI0JITa Ieper, Oyay M peOeHKOM.

B ciydae okasaHMS IOMOIIM YeJIOBEK, HYX-
TAIOMINVICS B HEW, SIBJISIeTCS OOBEeKTOM BOJICHVIS.
Ho kak pebeHOK MOXeT cTaThb OOBEKTOM, €CiIV
ero Her? MakcuMa, IapasijiesibHasi TOVI, KOTopasi
OTHOCUTCS K CJIy4Yalo OKa3aHWs ITOMOIIN, MOXeT
ObITH TakoM: «YesIoBeK IOJKeH XOTETh MIMETh pe-
OeHKa, ITOTOMY YTO, ecjiv1 ObI ero coOCTBEHHBIE PO-
IIUTEIIV He KeJlaJIv IMeThb e€ro, ero HMKOorya Obl He
6bu10». ITpobrieMa 371ech 3aKiIOUaeTcs B TOM, 4TO
(a) momoIIIE B 3TOM CiIy4yae peTpoCIleKTVBHa, a He
IIePCIIeKTMBHA, ¥ IIO3TOMY HeJIb3sl OKMIATh JIy4-
IIIer0 MVipa, eCyIV KeJlaTh TaKoM MaKCMMBI (Kak
3TO IIPOVICXOOMT B CJTy4ae OKa3aHWMs IIOMOIIN)®;
6) BO3MO)KHO, UYTO pOIMTEIIV He XOTeJIV, UTOOBI pe-
6eHoK pommics. TouHO Tak XXe, B OTJIMUNE OT HYX-
JAIOITErOCs UeIoBeKa, KOTOPBIVI TIOJIyYaeT IIOJIb3Y
OT IOMOIIIV, HeCYIeCTBYIONINT peOeHOK He TI0JTy-
YJaeT KaKOVI-TO BBITOMIBI OT TOT'O, UTO €MY HAIOT Cy-
IIIeCTBOBaHMeE: ero He MOXeT «3a00THTb» TO WMIIU
npyroe. Ecyit 661 3T0 OBITO BO3MOXKHO, TO, TIOfI00-
HO COBEpIIIEHHOV OOS3aHHOCTM Ilepel], Hecylile-
CTBYIOIIVMM CyIIIeCTBaMM, CyIlleCTBOBasIa Obl He-
CoBepIlleHHasl 00S3aHHOCTD JaTh CyIIleCTBOBAHIIE
OecunICITEHHBIM HeCYIIIeCTBYIOIVM CYIIIeCTBaM.

C TOYKM 3peHMsI HecoBEpIIEHHOV OOsI3aHHO-
CTV TI0 OTHOIIEHWMIO K APYIMM B CIydae OTKasa
VICTIOJTHSITD YyyKOe JKeJlaHue, YTOOkI y Bac ObLI pe-
OeHOK, MaKCVIMa MOXeT 3Byd4aTh Tak: «Korma mpy-

8 OOBIYHBIVI KOMMEHTAPUIL TSI TAKMX CITydaeB: 4To, eCIIn
CIlaceHHBII — 3T0 ['MTJIep Ha CBOeM TpeTheM JIeCITKe, a
HEpOXIIEeHHBINI — KTO-TO IofgoOHbm [arny wim bynme?
DTO BO3pakeHve HUYTOXKHO, IIOTOMY Y4TO MaKCVMa OTHO-
CUTCS K XKepTBe KaK K JIMYHOCTH, a He KaK K VHIVBIILY-
allbHOCTI. boJjlee TOro, Takue oIlpaBIaHMs MOTYT JIETKO
HPMBECTM K TOMY, YTO HUKTO He OyJeT criaceH I po-
JKJIeH (HepOXkIIeHHBIV YeIoBeK MOT Obl OKasaTbcs [ 'mrite-
POM WJIM KEM-TO COTIOCTaBVIMBIM C HVIM).
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ceivable if all followed the maxim not to repro-
duce: The world would simply be bleak, for
the species would slowly fade away. But can a
rational being still will this maxim? I first con-
sider the question in terms of potential duty to
the child to come.

In the case of providing aid, the person
who needs aid is the object of one’s willing. In
the case of having children, by contrast, how
can the child-to-come be the object when the
child does not exist? A maxim parallel to the
providing-aid case may be, “One should will
to have a child because if one’s own parents
had not willed to have oneself, one would
never have been.” The problem here is (a) the
assistance in this case is retrospective, not
prospective and so one can anticipate no bet-
ter world if one wills the maxim (as happens
in the providing-aid case);® (b) it just may not
be the case that one’s parents willed one to be
born. So too, unlike the person in need who
is benefitted by aid, the non-existent child is
not somehow benefited by being given exist-
ence: It cannot “care” one way or the other. If
it could, then, analogous to the perfect-duty
case to nonexistent beings, there would be an
imperfect duty to give existence to innumera-
ble nonexistent beings.

As for imperfect duty to others: When re-
fusing to fulfill their desires that one have a
child, the maxim may be, “When others want
you to have children and you can have chil-
dren, refrain anyway.” Not willing the max-

8 A common comment for such cases is: What if the per-
son saved is Hitler in his 20s and the person not procre-
ated is someone similar to Gandhi or the Buddha? This
objection is negligible because the maxim concerns the
victim as person and not as personality. Furthermore,
such excuses could easily entail that no one be rescued
or procreated (the non-procreated person might have
been Hitler or comparable).
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I'Vie XOTST, YTOOBbI y Bac ObUIM IIeTV, I BBl MOXe-
Te VIMeTb JieTeVl, BO3IepXKUTeCh B JII00OM CiIydae».
Ortka3 OT MaKCMMBI He MIMeeT I1aryoHoro adpdex-
Ta OyMepaHra, KaK B cJIy4ae IOMOIIY IPyTIM: 3TO
He BOIIPOC XM3HU 1 cMepTu. Takke KaxkeTcs: He-
pa3syMHBIM TpeboBaTh OT KOTO-TO IIPYTOro MMeThb
JieTell TOJIIBKO TIOTOMY, UYTO BBl XOTWUTE, YTOOBI 1X
NOTeHITVaIbHbIe [IeTV CyIlecTBoBain’. To4HO
TaK ke, eCJIv KTO-TO HaXOAUTCSA B CUTyallui, KOT-
Jla KeJIaeT, 4TOObI y KOTO-TO M3 POICTBEHHWKOB
Obumn meTy, ObUIO ObI Hepa3yMHO TOBOPUTB: «S1
JOJDKEH VIMETh ieTeVl, KOI/ia OHM IIPOCST MeHsI 00
3TOM, IIOTOMY YTO 51 MOT'Y 3aXOTeTh, UTOOBI y HUX
ObUIM JIeTV, Korjia s MX IIpolry». JesoBek, KOTo-
PBITI XOUeT MMeTh JIeTeVl, MOXKeT HUKOITIa He Hall-
TU TIOOXOSIIero IapTHepa, WIN y Hero MOryT
ObITH pyTrue TaJlaHThl, KaK, HampuMep, y Muiie-
g Gyko vy DM dukuHcon. Tlomornns apy-
I'MIM, KOIJIa APYyTOV TOHEeT WJIV TacKaeT TsKesIble
IIpeIMeTHI I10 JIECTHIIIE, He 00s13aTesIbHO TpebyeT
TIOJTHOVI TIePeCTPOVIKV COOCTBEHHOVI XXMU3HM.

SIBj1steTcs JIv TOra BOCIIPOM3BOACTBO HECoBep-
IIIeHHBIM JOJITOM TIepeJ] cCaMVIM coOOV (aHaJIOrd-
HO pasBUTMIO TajlaHTa)? MakcuMa MOXeT OBITh
TaKOW: «YUUTBIBaAs, YTO y MeHS eCTh IIOTeHITaJl
VIMeTb JIeTel, si JOJDKeH MX MMeTh». Ho uro 3To
3a HOTeHIMa? DTO YTO-TO UWCTO (pusmdeckoe?
A Kak Torga HacuyeT 3MOIIVMOHAJIBHBIX, YMCTBEH-
HBIX 1TV (PVHAHCOBBIX CriocoOHOCTe? SIBisieTcs
JIV 3TOT NOTeHIIMasI TaslaHToM? Ecrii aT0 dhusmye-
CKIVI TIOTeHIIaJI, TO MaKCVMa BeJleT K PeflyKIIuW,
IIOTOMY YTO Y BCeX Hac ecTb OeckoHeuHble Pu3u-
yecKie MOTeHIIMaIbl, TaKye KaK IOTeHIIal CTaTh
MaKCMMaJIbHO MYCKYJIMICTBIM WJIM VMMeTh Kpam-
He KpeIKue CTeHKM aopThl. Eciu Obl y uertoBeka
ObUTa 00s3aHHOCTD peasin30BaTh KaXkIbI pusu-
4ecKuV ITOTeHIIall, TO MOXKHO ObLJIO ObI He /ieslaTh
3TOr0 HU B OHOM cjly4ae. AHaJIOTMYHBIM OOpa-
30M, ecJIvi ObI MBI CTPEMWJIVICH BBITIOJIHUTD YTO-JIV-
60 10TOMY, UTO Y Hac ecTb pVHAHCOBbIE, IMOIIVO-
HaJIbHbIe MJIV MeHTaIbHble BO3MOKHOCTVI, MBI OBl
CTPEeMUJIVICh BBITIOJIHUTD BCe V1 BITOJIHE MOIJIV OBl
He BBITIOJIHUTD HYETO.

® Ecrm upgroﬂ 4eJIoBeK — 3TO HapTHep, KOTOPLIV XO4eT
VIMeTh peOeHKa, TO BOIIPOC CKOpee MOXKET 3aKJIF0UaThCs
B BBITIOJTHEHMY OO€ITaHs, TAHHOTO TPV BCTYIUIEHUN B
Opak, HarrpyiMep O TOVI BO3MOXKHOCTVI, UTO KTO-TO 3aX04eT
3aBecT pebeHKa.
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im does not have the boomerang deleterious
effect of the helping-others case: It is simply
never an issue of anyone’s life-or-death. It
also seems unreasonable to demand anyone
else have children just because you would like
their potential children to exist.” Likewise, if
one is in a situation desiring a relative to have
children, it would be unreasonable to say, “I
should have children when they ask me to be-
cause I may want them to have children when
I ask them.” The person whom one wants to
have children may never find a suitable mate
or may have other talents to pursue, such as
Michel Foucault or Emily Dickinson had.
Helping others, e.g. when the other is drown-
ing or is lugging heavy materials up the stairs,
need not strictly demand a complete restruc-
turing of one’s life. Is reproduction then an
imperfect duty to oneself (analogous to de-
veloping a talent)? The maxim may be, “Giv-
en that I have the potential to have children,
I should.” But what is this potential? A pure-
ly physical one? Then what about emotional,
mental or financial ability? Is this potential a
talent? If it is a physical potential, the maxim
leads to a reductio, because we all have endless
physical potentials, such as the potential to be-
come maximally muscle-bound or have max-
imally strong aortal walls. If one had a duty
to fulfil every physical potential, then one
may well fulfil none. Similarly, if we sought
to fulfil anything because we had the financial
ability to (or emotional or mental ability), we
would strive to fulfil everything and may well
fulfil nothing.

 If the other person is one’s partner who wants to
have a child, the issue might rather be that of fulfilling
a promise made upon becoming partners, such as the
possibility one may want a child.



OnmHako eyt MakCMMa VIMETB IeTel paccMa-
TpMBaeTCs KaK ITOIMHOXECTBO MaKCUMBI pasBU-
TVISI CBOVIX TAJIAHTOB, YTO ITIOPOXK/IaeT HeCOBEPIIIeH-
HyI0 00s13aHHOCTB TIeper], caMM CO0OVI, TO IlepBast
00s13aHHOCTh KOrepeHTHa. MakcuMma MOXeT 3BY-
4aTh Tak: «Korya y 4esioBeka ecTh TajlaHT OBITH PO-
IVTesIeM, ero cjleflyeT pasBUBaTh, 3aBOMM JIeTev».
Ho Torma HecoBeplleHHasi 00s13aHHOCTB IIepe]], ca-
MMM cODOM — 3TO He 00I3aHHOCTh MMETh JIeTel, a
00513aHHOCTD peaIn30BaTh CBOVI TaJIaHT, KOTOPHIM
B JIAaHHOM CJIy4ae sIBJIIeTCsl BOCIIMTaHMe [IeTevl.

BospakeHre MOXeT COCTOSITb B TOM, UTO pa-
3yMHO€ CYIIIeCTBO He MOXXeT >KeJlaTh VICUe3HOBe-
HVSI PasyMHBIX CyIIecTB. EqyiHCTBeHHBIVI cIOCOO
CyILIeCTBOBaHMSI YesjloBeuecTBa — 3TO BOCIIPOM3-
BozicTBO. CJleoBaTesIbHO, CYIIeCTBYeT HecoBep-
IIIeHHas! 00s13aHHOCTH BOCITPOVI3BOIAMUTHCA (B IIpe-
Zleriax «CBOOOJIBI JIEVICTBIVI» HECOBEPIIIEHHBIX 00s-
3aHHocTern). KakmM obpasoMm paroHaibHOe Cy-
IIIeCTBO MOXeT >KeJlaTh yHMBepcaIM3alluy Mak-
CMIMBI BOCITPOM3BOICTBAa? MOXHO OBIJIO OBI CIIpa-
BEIJIVIBO JKeJIaTh, UTOOBI Ka)kIIBIVI pa3BMBaJI CBOU
TaJIAHTBI, TIOCKOJIBKY Y KaXXIOTO eCcTh TaylaHT. Ho
MOYKHO JIV CIIpaBelJIMBO JKeJlaTh, YTOOBI Bce pas-
MHOXaInch? He KaXaplvi MoXkeT o0J1afiaTh ponm-
TeJILCKMM TaJIAHTOM, W €CJIV 3TOT TaJIaHT SIBJISeT-
Cs1 OCHOBaHVIEM IJISI BOCIIPOM3BOJICTBA, TO, VICXO-
ISl I3 3TOT'O pacCy>KIeHws, A1 MHOT VX JIIOZIer He
OymeT ocHOBaHMS [IJIsl pelIpOnyKIuM. B To Bpems
Kak mpouicxoxaenue KI, o muennio Kanra, He
MOXKET BOCXOIWUTH K aHTPOIIOJIOT MY, IIPVIMEHEH e
KW uacto obpartaetcs kx Hevt (AA 04, S. 412; Kawnr,
1997, c. 115—117). B gacTHOCTM:

(@) MBI xopol1io MOHMMaeM, YTO KpoMe BOCIIU-
TaHVIA JeTeVl Y HEKOTOPBIX JIIO[EeVt €CTh MHOI'O IPY-
TMX IeJ1 B )KM3HY, K KOTOPBIM Y HUX MOXeT He OBbITb
TaslaHTa. Hit oiHO pasymHOe CyIIiecTBO He MOXeT
TpeboBaTh, UTOOBI, CKaXkeM, 4YeJIOBEeK, KOTOPOMY
«MefIBe[lb HaCTYIIWJI Ha yXO», CTajl IIMaHVICTOM.

(b) TlomymariTe 0 TOM, HOJDKHO JIM Y KaXKIIOTO
YejioBeKa ObITHh CTOJIBKO JIeTeV, CKOJIBKO €ro TeJjIio
criocobHoO obecrreunTh. Eciit ecTh KaKOVI-TO pariy-
OHaJIBHBIVI TIPEeIeJ], TO 3TO JOJDKHO O3HA4YaTh, YTO
CYILIECTBYIOT HeIlpe[ByeHHble 00CTOATesIbCTBA,
OrpaHMYMBAOIIVE 00sI3aHHOCTDH IIPOM3BECTI KO-
Jm4aecTBO IOTOMKOB X. Takue HempenBuaeHHbIe
00CTOSITeIILCTBA MOT'YT OTHOCUTBCS K OIIpefiesIeH-
HBIM JIIOISM Tak, uTo i1t Hux X = 0.
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However, if the maxim to have children is
seen as a subset of the maxim to develop one’s
talents, which gives rise to an imperfect duty
to oneself, then the former duty is coherent.
The maxim may be, “When one has the talent
to parent, then develop it by having children.”
But then, the imperfect duty to oneself is not a
duty to have children but to fulfil one’s talent,
which here so happens to be parenting.

An objection may hold that a rational being
could not will for there to be the extinction of
rational beings. The only way for there to be
humans is for them to reproduce. Therefore,
there is an imperfect duty to reproduce (with-
in the “leeway” of imperfect duties). How may
a rational being will that the maxim for repro-
duction be universalised? One could justly
will that everyone develop their talents, inso-
far as everyone has a talent. But could one just-
ly will that everyone reproduce? Not everyone
may have the parenting talent, and if the tal-
ent is justification for reproducing then by this
reasoning many people may have no justifica-
tion for reproducing. While derivation of the
CI cannot, in Kant’s reckoning, turn to anthro-
pology, application of the CI often does (GMS,
AA 04, p. 412; Kant, 1993, p. 23). Viz,,

(a) We understand well that some people
have plenty of other things to do in life besides
raising children, for which they may have no
talent. No rational being could demand that,
e.g. a tin ear become a pianist.

(b) Consider whether everyone should have
as many children as their bodies can generate.
If there is some rational limit, that must mean
there are contingencies limiting the duty to
generate X number of offspring. Such contin-
gencies could apply to certain people, so that
for them X = 0.
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(c) Ha mipoTsikeHMM BCevt CBOeT STMUECKON pa-
60Tp1 KaHT 3aHMMaeTCsl MpaKTUYeCKMM PacCyk-
JIleHVeM O pa3yMHBIX CyIlecTBax BOOOIIe, OTHUM
13 BUIIOB KOTOPBIX SIBJISIOTCA JIION. [esio B ToM
(KaK yTBep)KIIaeTcs B IIPVBEIEHHOM BHIIIIe BO3pa-
JKeHWM), YTO pasyMHble CYIIlecTBa IPOIOJDKaiOT
cyllecTBoBaTh. KaHT, oueBnIHO, He MoIpa3yMeBa-
€T, YTO JIIOMV SBJISIOTCS TEM TUIIOM pa3yMHBIX CY-
ITIeCTB, KOTOPBI JIOJDKEH CyIIecTBoBaTh. Ero cko-
pee 3a00TUT, 4TO, yUUTEIBasd TOT PaKT, UTO pasyM-
HBble CyIIlecTBa CYIIEeCTBYIOT, OHM OyIyT WMCIIOIb-
30BaTh MPAKTUUECKUIT pasyM makum o0bpasom™.
Ho 1oyKHBI JI CyIIlecTBOBaTh pasyMHBIe Cylile-
CTBa - 3TO ApPYrou Borpoc. MoxeT OBITH, JIIOAN B
CBOEV KOHEYHOCTVI CJTyYaliHbl, a He HeOOXOIMBL

Onnaxo, IpyHMMas Ha Bepy BO3pakKeHWs, J10-
IIyCTVIM, O TOM, YTO pa3yMHble CyIlleCTBa JI0JKHBI
CYIIIeCTBOBATh B IIPVHIINIIE U YTO [JIS CYIIIECTBO-
BaHVSI OHWM HYXHAIOTCS B APYIMIX PasyMHBIX CY-
II[ecTBax, MbI CTaJIKMBaeMCs € By MsI IpobiieMaML.
Bo-miepBbIX, eciv JIOAV KakK BUJI, HEOOXOIVIMBL, TO
BO3MOXXHOCTh MacCOBOTO OTKas3a OT pa3sMHOXEHWs
He MOXeT yrpoXaTb X JaJIbHeNIIeMy CyIIecTBO-
BaHUIO (ITOCKOJIBKY OHM 00sI3aTeIbHO IPOHOJDKaT
CYIIeCTBOBATh B JIIOOOM CJTydae), ¥ [IO3TOMY BO3HM-
KaeT Iapasiokc. Bo-BTopbIX, TpeOyeT i mmposiornke-
HMe CyIIeCTBOBaHMS Pa3syMHBIX CYIIIECTB BOOOIIe
HIPOIOJDKEHS CYIIIeCTBOBaHMS UeJloBeKa B 4JacT-
HocTn? PasyMHBIe cyIliecTBa B KayeCTBe TaKOBBIX
MOT'yT TaKxe TpeboBaTh CyIeCTBOBaHMs JIFOOOro
13 MHOTIX BUJIOB APYIVIX PasyMHBIX cyiecTs. Ta-
KVM 00pa3oM, eciIv JIFOV KaK pasyMHBIe CyIIiecTsa
TpeOyIOT, YTOOBI CyIIleCTBOBaJIU JIPYTHe pasyMHbIe
CYIIECTBa, TO APYyTVe BUIBI TAKMX CYIIECTB JI0JIK-
HBI OBITH B COCTOSTHWV BBITIOITHATD 3TY (DYHKIINIO B
mocTaTouHov cterieHn. Bo Bpemena KanTa 11 panee
CUUTaJIOCh, YTO CYIIECTBYIOT U JIPyTHe pa3yMHBbIe
areHTHl, TaKVe KaK aHTeIbl. B Harlle Bpemst MHOTIE
9K300M0JI0r BCepbe3 CUMUTAIOT, YTO CYIIeCcTByeT
BHe3eMHOVI pa3yM. MHoOre 3TosIory, a Takxke rocy-
mapcTBo VicraHus, IPM3HAIOT YeJIoBEKOOOpasHBIX

10" «OcHOBOIIOJIOXKEHME...» HACKBO3b IIPOIIMTAHO 3TOVI
nporpammornt. Cum. jobovt n3 oTpeiBKOB: (AA 04, S. 389;
Kanr, 1997, c. 47; AA 04, S. 401 Anm.; Kaur, 1997, c. 83
npumed.; AA 04, S. 412; Kant, 1997, c. 117).
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(c) Kant’s concern throughout his ethical
work is with the practical reasoning of ration-
al beings in general, of whom humans are but
one kind. The concern — as the objection just
above states — is that there continue to be ra-
tional beings. Kant evidently does not imply
that humans are a type of rational being that
must exist. His concern, rather, is that given
the fact that rational beings exist, here is the
way they would use practical reason.”” But
whether rational beings must exist is another
issue. It may be that humans in their finitude
are contingent, not necessary.

However, giving the objection the benefit of
the doubt, grant that rational beings in gener-
al must exist and, to exist, need other ration-
al beings: Two problems arise. First, if humans
as a species are necessary, then their potential
to elect en masse not to reproduce could not
threaten their continued existence (since they
would necessarily continue to exist anyway)
and so there is a paradox. Second, does con-
tinued existence of rational beings in general
require human beings’ continued existence in
particular? Rational beings qua rational be-
ings may as well require any of many kinds
of other rational beings” existence. Thus, if hu-
mans as rational beings require that other ra-
tional beings exist, then other kinds of such
beings should be able to serve the function suf-
ficiently. In Kant’s time and earlier, other ra-
tional agents such as angels were considered
to exist. In our time, many exobiologists seri-
ously consider extraterrestrial intelligences to
exist. Many ethologists, as well as the state of
Spain, recognise great apes as rational beings

10 The Grounding is steeped in this program. See any
of GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1993, p. 3; GMS, AA 04,
p- 401n; Kant, 1993, p. 14n; GMS, AA 04, p. 412; Kant,
1993, p. 23.



00e3bsiH pasymMHbIMU cyItiectBaMy (The Great Ape
project, 1993; Rumbaugh, Washburn, 2003). Heko-
TOpble (PVITOCO(BI ¥ TEXHUKN CUUTAIOT, YTO VH-
JKEHepPbI CO3/IalyT MICKYCCTBEHHBIX Pa3yMHBIX Cy-
11ecTB yepe3 HecKoirbko mecsTiwteTunt (Chalmers,
2020). JTroboe 13 3TVX MpeAIoaraeMbIX pa3yMHbIX
CYIIIECTB MOXKET BBIIIOJTHSTH TPYZ, CYIIIeCTBOBAHVIS
KaK TaKOBOI'0, TIOTOMY JIIO[ISIM HeT HeOOXOIVIMOCTY
Opatpb Ha ceOst OpemMs CyIliecTBOBaHVIs, YUTOOBI 00e-
CIIeYNTBH CYIIIeCTBOBAHVIE Pa3yMHBIX CYIIIECTB.
JanpHeriIIee Bo3pakeHVe 3aKJTFOUAeTCs B TOM,
YTO JIIOMVI JKeAaton IPYTVIX JIIOHEV I 9TO 3TO XKe-
JlaHVie VMeeT HeKoe MopasibHoe 3HaueHue. OT-
BETVM: BOIIPOC B TOM, SIBJISIETCS JIUI TTOTPeOHOCTH
VIMEHHO B PYTUX YeJI0BeUecKX CyIlecTBax, B OT-
JIMgvie OT JIF000ro APYyroro Bua pallViOHAJIbHBIX
CyIIecTB, pa3yMHO. VI e TIoTpeOHOCTE B APY-
TVIX PasyMHBIX CYIIIeCTBaX MOXeT ObITb He uep-
TOVI BCE€X Pa3yMHBIX CYIIIECTB, a JIUIIIb CJIYYartHOM
XapaKTePUCTMKOM Halrero Buma. KaHT m3moxmt
CBOM IIpaKTMUecKue pacCyXOeHMs B TepMMHaX
Pa3syMHBIX CYIIIeCTB BOOOIIle, a He JIIOfIeV B JacT-
Hoctu'. Tlo ero cjioBaM, «TO, 4TO BBIBOLMTCH U3
OCOOEHHBIX TPV POIHBIX 3a7]aTKOB UeJI0BEUECTBA...
IIpaB[Ia, MOXeT COCTAaBUTB JIsI HaC MaKCVIMY, HO He
3akoB» (AA 04, S. 425; Kanr, 1997, c. 157). MoxaO
IIpeNICTaBUTh cebe pa3yMHOe CYIIeCcTBO, KOTOpoe
SIBJISIETCSI €IVTHCTBEHHBIM ITPe/ICTaBUTeIIeM CBOErO
BUZIa V1 [PV TOM COBEPIIIEHHO pallVIOHAIbHBIM'?.,
KommenTaropsl MoryT o0BuHITE KaHTa B TOM,
YTO OH CJIMIIKOM 03a004eH pallyiOHaJIbHBIMU CY-
IIiecTBaMy BOOOIIe, a He UeJIoBeYeCcKVMM CyIile-
CTBaMM B YaCTHOCTW. DTa OCOOEHHOCTH MOXKET
OOBSICHUTD, ITIOUYEMY €TO IeOHTOJIOTMYEeCKIIL TIOf-
X071, He Cpa3sy JiejlaeT JeJIoBedecKoe BOCIIPOM3BOLI-

1 Ecym 061 03a004€HHOCTD B €r0 CHCTeMe COCTOsJIa B TOM,
YTO Y PasyMHBIX CyIIeCTB JOJDKHBI OBITh APyIue pasyM-
HBIe CyIIIeCTBa, TO B TAKOM CJIydae BCe PaBHO He BO3HVIKa-
J10 OBI HMKAKMX IIpo0JIeM ¢ COXpaHeHMeM JJaHHOTO Bujia
Pa3yMHBIX CYILIECTB.

12 Ecin y mofievt ecTh OOSI3aHHOCTH COXPaHSTh Hede-
JIoBedecKue (HepasyMHBIE) BUbL, OyleT Jiv y HMX IOJIT
BBDKWTB, YTOOBI BBIIIOJIHUTE 3Ty 00s3aHHOCTB? TOJIBKO
IIOCTOJIBKY, IIOCKOJIBKY Y HMX €CThb JOJIT BEDKITB, YTOOBI
BBIIIOJIHUTB JIIOOYIO IpyTyIio 00si3aHHOCTB. V13 paccyxie-
Hut KaHra ciiefryer, 9To y Hac eCTb 00S3aHHOCTV, [IOTOMY
YTO MBI CYIIeCTByeM, a He YTO MBI CyIIIeCTByeM IS TOTO,
YTOOBI VICIIOJIHATH O0SI3aHHOCTA.

79

L.E Miller

(Singer and Cavalieri, 1993; Dumbaugh and
Washburn, 2003). Some philosophers and tech-
nicians consider that engineers will create ar-
tificial rational beings within a few decades
(Chalmers, 2020). Any of these supposed ra-
tional beings can do the job of existing as such,
so humans need not assume the burden of ex-
isting to ensure rational beings exist.

A further objection is that humans want
other humans and that wanting imparts some
kind of moral attention. In response: The issue
is whether the need specifically for other hu-
man beings, as opposed to any other kind of
rational beings, is rational. Perhaps the need
for any kind of rational being is rational. Or,
the need for other rational beings may not be
a trait of all rational beings, but only a contin-
gent trait of our species. Kant has laid down
his practical reasoning in terms of rational be-
ings in general, not humans specifically."! As
he writes, “what is derived from the special
natural constitution of humanity [...] can in-
deed yield a maxim for us but not a law [...]”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 425; Kant, 1993, p. 34). One
can conceive of a rational being who is the
sole member of that species and yet is perfect-
ly rational.”” Commentators may fault Kant
with being too concerned with rational beings
generally and not with human beings specif-
ically. This characteristic can explain why his
deontological approach does not readily yield

T If the concern with his system were that rational be-
ings must have other rational beings, still there would
be no issue about preservation of a given species of ra-
tional beings.

12 If humans have a duty to preserve non-human
(non-rational) species, would they have a duty to sur-
vive in order to fulfil this duty? They would, only in-
sofar as they have a duty to survive to fulfil any other
duty. In Kant, it seems that given we exist, we have du-
ties, rather than that we exist in order that we may ful-
fil duties.
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CTBO COBEPIIIEHHOV VJIV HECOBEPIIIEHHOV 00s3aH-
HOCTBIO TIepe[] caMy M cOOOVI MJIV TI0 OTHOIIEHMIO
K IpyrmM. MOXXHO JKeslaTh, 9TOOBI ero KOHIIeIIIIVS
MorJIa fieJlaTh 3TO, PacIIVpPSTE ee WIN 3KCTpario-
JIVPOBaTh 10 TeX IIOp, TIOKa 3TO He MOJIyYUTCA (CM.
§ 3.2). Ho Takast Mepa He cOOTBeTCTBOBasIa OBI IIPW-
3piBy KaHTa K 1CHIO/IB30BaHMIO IPaKTUYECKOrO
pasyMa BceMU pa3yMHBIMU CyIIIeCTBaMIL.
OcraeTcs MOCIEIHUI BOIMPOC OTHOCUTETHHO
00I3aHHOCTVI BOCITPOM3BOIMUTHCS OT TeX, KTO BO3pa-
JKaeT ITPOTMB 3TUX aprymMeHToB. Kak MoxeT paszym-
HOe CyIIIeCTBO He >KeJIaTh IPOIO/DKUTE CBOVI POLI?
MoxHO mpefcTaBUTh ceOe CMepTHOe M eIVH-
CTBEHHOE VICKYCCTBEHHOe pPasyMHOe CYIIecTBO,
CKa)keM K1OOpra, KOTOPBIVI He TIOKeJTasl Obl, UTOOBI
€ro coOCTBEHHBIVI BUII IIPOIOJDKaJI CyIIIeCTBOBATh
TIOCTIe ero coOCTBeHHOV rrberi. Takas repcrieKTi-
Ba [1JIs HEKOTOPBIX JIFOIeV MOXXET ObITh TPeBOXKHOTL.
Torma MBI DOJDKHBI CIIPOCUTE, HO/DKHA JIV 3TUKA
OBITH OpMEHTMpPOBaHa Ha BCe pa3yMHBbIe CYIIlecTBa,
Kak y KanTa, a He Tosibko Ha jrrofert. O3HavaeT Jin
TaKOW IIOMIXOM, YTO STMKa HeNpVMeHMMa JIaxe
IJIS OJTHOTO THIIA Pa3syMHBIX CYIIIECTB, TaKMX KaK
JIIONY, YHUIBepCaIbHO 1 0OBeKTMBHO? ByneT j1u Ta-
KOVI TIOJIXOJT, O3HauaTh, UTO 3TMKa He OyzeT rofiep-
KMBaTbCA — Aake ISl OTHOI'O THIIAa Pa3yMHBIX CY-
ITIeCTB, TaKVX KaK JIFOIM, — YHMUBEPCAIbHO 1 00b-
eKTVBHO? [leVicTBIUTeIbHO, BO3HMKAET IIPOTUBOpe-
yyie MeX/1y, C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, YHMBEPCaIbHOCTBIO,
OOBeKTMBHOCTBIO W IIVPOKMM ITPWIIOKEHVeM KO
BCEM Pa3yMHBIM CyIIIeCTBaM W, C JPyrov CTOPOHBI,
CJTyYalfHOCTBIO M CITEIVPUYHOCTBIO ISl ITPaKTH-
yecKmx norpebHOcTet yestopeka. Ho 3meck He me-
CTO YTy OIS ThCS JTasIbIlle B 3TOM HallpaBJIeHWIA

2.3. Oxonuameavtoe coobpaxcetue
OMHOCUMEAbHO COBepuIeHHbLY
u HecoBepuieHHvIx 00A3aHHOCMeEN
no BocnpouszBodcmby

COCpe}:[OTO‘IeHVIe BHVIMaHM: B JaHHOM pa3s/ieiie
VICKJIIOUMTEJIBHO Ha KaTeropmYyeCcKoM MMIlepaTiBe
KanTa m ero IIpMEHEH VN He ITPVBEJIO K sIBHOMY,
HeABYCMBbICJIECHHOMY YTBEPXAEHWMIO VIJIN OTpUlia-
HVIIO BOCITPOM3BOCTBA KaK COBepH_IeHHOV[ I He-
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human reproduction as either a perfect or im-
perfect duty to oneself or others. One may
wish his framework could do so, or stretch
it, or extrapolate until it does appear to do so
(see § 3.2. below). But such a measure would
not be faithful to his call for practical reason-
ing for all rational beings.

A final question remains from those who
object to these arguments concerning duty to
reproduce. How could a rational being not will
its species to continue?

One can conceive of a mortal and singu-
lar artificial rational being, say a cyborg, who
would not will that its own species must con-
tinue to exist after its own demise. Such a
prospect for humans may be unsettling for
some. We should then ask whether indeed
ethics should be oriented towards all rational
being, as Kant presents it, or rather towards
humans only. Would such an approach mean
ethics would not hold — even for one type of
rational being such as humans — universally
and objectively? There indeed appears to be a
tension between on the one hand universali-
ty, objectivity and broad appeal to all ration-
al beings, and on the other hand contingency
and specificity to human practical needs. But
here is not the place to delve further in this
direction.

2.3. Final Consideration for Perfect
and Imperfect Duties
in Reproduction

Focusing this section solely on Kant’s Cate-
gorical Imperative and its application to cases
has yielded no explicit, unambiguous favour-
ing or disfavouring of reproduction as a perfect
or as an imperfect duty. It may be worthwhile
to explore further whether the different for-



COBepIIIeHHOV 00s13aHHOCTI. BO3MOXXHO, CTOUT J10-
HOJIHUTEJILHO M3YYUTh BOIIPOC O TOM, MOTYT JIV
pasnanble dopmyriel KV, naxe ecyvt onu, 1o-su-
ZIVIMOMY, HOBTOPSIOT OIIHY W Ty >Ke MIelo, JaBaTh
pasyIvuHbIe pelleHns O MOPaJIbHOCTY PerpoyK-
. Ho ecrim dpopMysibl AericTBUTeIBHO 9KBUBa-
JIHTHBI, TO He JOJ/DKHO OBITH HMKAKOIO OTKJIOHEe-
HU OT 3TOIO «HeOoIIpeIeJIeHHOr0» pe3yJIbraTa.

Vot criocob o1leHMTh OKOHYATETHHOE 3aKJITI0-
uveHne KaHTa no sToMy Bompocy — oOpaTUTbCA
K IpyruM ero paboram. OHIM, KOHEYHO, OCTAIOT-
Cs B 3HAUMTEJILHOV CTeIleHV HacTPOeHHBbIMM Ha
KU1 kaK Ha panioHaJIBHBIVI IIPVHIINII U cCOAep>XaT
Oosiee TIIaTEIIPHOE pacCMOTpEHVIE TIOBCETHEBHBIX
MOPAJIBHBIX ITPO0JTIEM, TaKVMX KaK BOCITITAaHVIE Jle-
TeN 11 ceKCyaslbHasi OIM30CTb.

3. KaHT HenmocpecTBeHHO
00 3THKe IPOIOIKeHMsI poaa
BHe KaTeropmvecKoro mMmneparmsa

Crioco0p1, koTOpbiMM KaHT COOTHOCUT CBOM
MpaKTI4ecKo-PrIocodcke COUMHEHS 171
yreepxaenns ¢ KV, naorga HescHbl Tem He Me-
Hee Mbl He JJOJDKHBI JOITYCKaTh, UTO OH ITOTEPsiJI €70
U3 BULY U paccy>kziajl O MOpaJI i TIOJINTHKe He3a-
BUCUMO OT Hero. OHaKo B CYJIy HPUKIIaJHOIO Xa-
paKTepa 3TVX IPAKTUUECKMX padoT 11 Iiepexoria OT
TeopuM K MPaKTUYeCKOMY ITPYMeHEeHMIO coflepka-
HVIe He JJOJDKHO TepAThCs B IIepeBofie, HO MOXeT OT-
KPBITh COBEPIIIEHHO HOBBIVI MUP MHTepIIpeTaruL.
B urpy Bcrynarot MopaibHBIe (paKTOPHI 1 JIOITyI1Ie-
Hus. KaHT MoXeT, HarrprMep, IIpeIiooXnTh, YTO
npuposa 371a M 100pa TakoBa, YTO HM3KUI IOKa-
3aTesIb 371a TI0 OTHOIIIEHUIO K JOOpY IpescTaBIIseT
co0OV1 OTCEKATOITYTO JIMHWUIO 1715 TOTO, YTO MOpaJIb-
HO morrycTmMo (cM. Hioke § 3.2 1 4). Ho ata muHms
He BUANTCA IBHOM B m3yioxeHmn KV, nosromy mH-
Tyurus Kanrta — 3To To, 4TO pucyeT 3Ty JIMHUIO.
Ero Tpynpl 10 pmKIIagHO MOpaIbHOM (PUIoco-
v BrmouaroT «MeTapu3MKy HpaBOB» U YacTu
«Kputnkm cnocoOHOCT cyXaeHMs». B HacTos-
I1leM pasfiesle pacCMaTpUBAOTCS Te YacTy 3TUX pa-
00T, KOTOpBIe IMEIOT OTHOIIIEHVIE K UeJIOBEUECKO
perponyKIuy, 1 TO, KaK COBpeMeHHbIe aBTOpEl, B
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mulae of the CI, although presumably restate-
ments of the same idea, may render different
determinations for the morality of reproduc-
ing. But if the formulae are indeed equivalent,
there should be no varying from this result of
“Indeterminate”.

Another way to assess Kant’s ultimate rul-
ing on this issue is to look to his other works.
These, of course, still are heavily steeped in
the CI as a rational principle and include more
scrutiny in dealing with daily moral problems
such as the raising of children and sexual inti-
macy.

3. Kant Directly on Procreation Ethics,
Beyond the Categorical Imperative

The ways that Kant’s practical-philosophy
writings and contentions relate to the CI are
sometimes not clear. Yet, we should not pre-
sume that he lost sight of it and moralised
and politicised independently of it. However,
because of the applied-ethics nature of these
practical works and the translation from the-
ory to application, substance need not get lost
in the translation but may open up a whole
new world of interpretation. Moral back-
ground factors and assumptions come into
play. Kant may, for example, assume that the
nature of evil and good are such that a low ra-
tio of evil to good represents the cutoff line for
what is morally permissible (see §§ 3.2. and 4
below). But that line does not appear explicit
in the renderings of the CI, thus Kant’s intu-
ition is what draws this line. These works of
applied moral philosophy include The Meta-
physics of Morals and parts of the Critique of the
Power of Judgment. This section looks to those
parts of these works relevant to human repro-
duction and how contemporary authors, par-
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uvacTHocTM Xaviko Ilyiec (Puls, 2016), nHaTepIpe-
TUPYIOT 3TV OTPBIBKM, YTOOBI 3KCTPAIIOIPOBaTh
OTBET Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, Of1oOpsieT Wi He omoOps-
et KaHT B cBoeM TBOpYeCKOM HaCIIeVI PEITPOIyK-
LIVIIO YeJIoBeKa C MOPaJIbHOVI TOUKVI 3PeHMSI.
«YdgeHve o mpaBe», IlepBas u3 JIByx dacrten «Me-
TaV3VKM HPAaBOB»'®, paccMaTpuBaeT psifi FOpUaV-
YeCKMX IIpaB, BBITEKAOIIIVIX 13 MOPaJIbHOTO 3aKOHa,
B TOM U¥ICJIe IIpaBa Ha Opak 1 etopoxaerue. [Tpa-
BO Ha BCTYIUIEHVeE B Opak BKJIIOYaeT B ceds IIpaBo
Ha ITpofioJDKeHVe pojia, HO He TpeOyet 3Toro. Kant
He yTBepXXaeT 3[ech, YTO JeTOPOXIEeHWe CaMo
1o cebe MOpaJIbHO 00s3aTeIbHO VIV OIIIVIOHAIb-
HO, HO TIOJTYePKIBaEeT: MOpaJIbHOEe 3HAYeHVIe VIMeeT
TO, YTO y TIapbl €CTh CBOOOIHBIVI BEIOOP B OTHOILIIE-
HUM IpoosbkeHns pora. Torma vx cBOOOIHBI BbI-
0op rapaHTMpPYeT, UYTO VX IIOTOMKIM — CBOOOITHEIE
CylllecTBa, KOTOpPbIE, B CBOIO Odeperlb, BOOOIIe (He
TOJIBKO IIPV PasMHOXKEHMM) MOTYT JieJIaTh CBOOOI-
HbIe BEIOOPHI B KaueCTBe aBTOHOMHBIX CYIIIeCTB'.
ITpaBo 1MeTs geTert pejrioaraeT JOJIT IT0 OTHO-
IIIeHMIo K HyM. Poryrrernv 1eiaroT cBOMIX JIeTen vic-
KJTIOUNTEIIHHO CeKCyasIbHBIM OOITieHVeM (10 Kpavi-
HeV1 Mepe, Tak ObIIo BO BpeMeHa KaHTa), ITOJTHOCTBIO
vMes Ha 3To 1paBo. HoBoro desioBeka He ObLsIO ObI
Oe3 pommrertert, MpeAIIPYHIMAIOIIVIX IEVICTBIIE, KO-
TOpOe MOXeT IIPUBECT K IOSIBJIEHMIO IIOTOMCTBa. B
pe3ysibTaTe 3TOrO JIEVICTBUS IIOIYUVBIINVICS UesIo-

¥ HasBaHme 3TOVI dYacTM WMHOIHA II€PEBOAMUTCS Kak
«Dwocodmsa mnpasa» wmm «Hayka o mpase», B Helt
VIIET pedb O IIpaBaX, KOTOPBIMI YeJIoBeK oOyIafaeT Kak
CBOOOJIHBIVI palIOHAIBHBIN areHT (1, TakuM obpasoM,
«CTPEMUTCSI BOBHYTPB»), B OT/IMYME OT BTOPOI YacCTH,
KOTOpYIO IIepeBOIAT KaK «YueHue o mgoOpopeTeny» u
B KOTOPOWVI TOBOPUTCS O TOM, KaK YeJIOBeK OTHOCUTCS K
ApyruM (1, TaKMM 00pa3oM, «CTPEeMUTCS BOBHE»).

14 KoHeuHO, IIOTEHIIMAaIbHO BOCIIPOM3BOJICTBO MOYKHO
CYMTATh HEOOXOIVIMBIM B COOTBETCTBUM C HPABCTBEHHBIM
3aKOHOM, IIPeHOCTaBiIsis MPW 3TOM palllOHAJIbHOMY
cyObexTy cBobOomy BeIOOpa, Tak Kak KV Tpebyer, uToOBI
cyObekT ObUI CBOOOIEH U CaMOCTOATelleH B BblOOpe
TOTO, CJIEAOBaTh JIV HPAaBCTBEHHOMY 3akoHy. Ho B aTmx
OTpBIBKAX M3 KHUIM «YYeHe O IpaBe» OH He CYUTAET, UTO
CyIIpy>KecKue Iaphl, Jake eciIi MM IIpefoCcTaBiIeH BEIOop
OTHOCUTEJIBHO [IeTOPOXKHEeHVIS, [IOJDKHBI JeJlaTh 3TO,
4TOOBI CJlefloBaTh HpaBCTBEHHOMY 3akoHy. Kak mmirer
Ommicon, mwit Kanra «cBoboma BoIM 1 HpaBCTBEHHBIN
3aKOH SIBJITIOTCS B3aMHbIMM nIoHsATHsIMM» (Allison, 1986,
p- 394), HO 3TOT paKT He O3HAYAET, YTO PV HAININN
CBOOOIBI BCE, UTO YeJIOBEK MOXKeT BBIOpAThb, SIBJISETCS
BOIIPOCOM MOPaJIBHOTO 3aKOHA.
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ticularly Heiko Puls (2016), interpret these
passages to extrapolate a response to the ques-
tion of whether Kant’s oeuvre morally favours
or disfavours reproduction.

“The Science of Right,” Part I of two parts
of The Metaphysics of Morals,”® considers a
range of legal rights as derived from the moral
law, including rights to marry and procreate.
The right to marry includes the right to pro-
create but does not require it. Kant does not
here argue that procreation itself is morally re-
quired or optional but contends that what is of
moral significance is that a couple have a free
choice to procreate. Their free choice then en-
sures their offspring are free beings who can
in turn eventually, generally (not only in re-
producing) make their free choices as autono-
mous beings.'* With the right to have children
comes duty toward them. Parents make their
children solely (at least in Kant’s day) by sex-
ual congress wholly in their right. The new
person would not exist without parents” tak-
ing action which could lead to progeny. By
that act, the resulting person may end up with
a miserable life. Given such a chance, the par-
ents have the duty to the child to make its life
as happy as possible, at least up to the point

® The title of this part is sometimes rendered “The
Philosophy of Law” or “The Doctrine of Right,” deal-
ing with the rights one has as a free rational agent
(and thus is “inward-seeking”), in contrast with Part
11, often translated as “The Doctrine of Virtue,” which
deals with how one treats others (and thus is “out-
ward-seeking”).

4 Of course, potentially, reproduction could be consid-
ered requisite by the moral law while still allowing the
rational agent the freedom to choose it or not, since the
CI demands the agent be free and autonomous in choos-
ing whether to follow the moral law. But in these pas-
sages from “Science of Right”, he does not adjudicate
that couples, even given the choice to procreate, must
do so to heed the moral law. As Allison (1986, p. 394)
writes, for Kant “freedom of the will and the moral law
are reciprocal concepts,” but this fact does not mean
that, given freedom, whatever one may choose to do is
a matter of the moral law.



BeK MOXeT IPOXUTh HeCcUYacTHYIO XW3Hb. VIMes: B
BUJTY TaKyIO BO3MOXKHOCTB, POIIUATEIIN 00si3aHEI Clie-
JIaTh XXV3HB pebeHKa Kak MOXKHO OoJlee CHacT/IVIBOVL,
TI0 KpariHeVl Mepe 710 TOro MOMeHTa, Korfia peOeHOK
CMOXeT caM 0 cebe 1103a00TIThCS (MITV 10 OCTVIXKe-
HVISL IM COBEPIIIEHHOJIETsI). DTa 00s13aHHOCTD Tpe-
OyeT MaKCMMaJIBHO IpaBWIBHOIO BOCIIWUTaHMS U
IIOITOTOBKM K CUACT/IVIBOVI JKV3HIA.

Bo Bropon wactn «Metadumsuku HpaBos» KanT
pacIpsieT 3Ty poiIb CBOOOIIBI V1 OTBETCTBEHHOCT
Y YCWJIVIBaeT apryMeHTBI B IIOJIb3Y JI0JITa C IPYToV
TOUYKM 3peHnst. [IoToMCTBO He IPOCIIIO, UTOOBI €ro
IIPOVI3BEIIN, I OHO He MOIJIO OBITh CO3/IaHO paju
HEro CaMoro, IIOTOMY YTO areHT, IO-BUIVIMOMY, He
MOYKET COBEPIIINTE JIEVICTBIIE PaJIyl Ye€T0-TO, UTO He
cymiecTByeT. [1o 3auaTnsi He ObIIO HUMKAKMIX YCIIO-
BUII CyILIeCTBOBaHM: pebeHKa; 3auaTvie HeoOXoau-
MO [T TOTO, YTOOBI CyIIIeCTBOBaJIa Iejlb, pajyi KO-
TOPOVI [IEVICTBYIOT POIMTEIN. 3adaTvie IIOpOXKaeT
COCTOSIHVIE. DTO COCTOSTHVIE SIBJISIETCSI TTOJIOKEHIEM
CyIIIeCTBOBaHM:, OOJIee TOro, YSI3BVIMOIO CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHIs, 1151 obecItedeHns KOTOpOro pebeHKy Tpe-
OyeTcsl orpefeleHHbINI YpoBeHb 3a00ThL Pomyre-
JIVI HeCYT OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a €T'0 CyIIleCTBOBaHMe,
BBI3BaB €r0 IIOSIBJIEHNIE, U1 3a Te yCJIOBMSI, KOTOpbIe
C 3TVIM CBSI3aHBI, BKJTIOYasl yxof. Takom yxox ocy-
IIIEeCTB/ISIeTCS. Ha ONTVMaJIbHOM YpOBHe KaK IS
pebeHKa, Tak ¥ I ero poxuresert. OnTnMaib-
HBIVT yX07], 32 peOeHKOM pajiyi ero JaIbHEVIIIIero Cy-
IIIeCTBOBaHMS BKJIIOUaeT B ce0si cpericTBa, obecrie-
YMBAIOIIJie ero cyacThe. TaKov yXof, CBUJIETelIb-
CTBYET O TOM, YTO POMMTENIV IIPVIJIOKIIIN OITV-
MaJIbHBble YCVUIVSE: JIaKe eCJIV IIOTOMCTBO OKa’KeT-
Cs1 HECYACTHBIM, POIMTEV BBITIOITHVIIV CBOVI JTOJIT.
Kopoue rosops, mopoxxiasi [TOTOMCTBO, POINTENN
TaKyKe OOYCIIOBJIVBAIOT €r0 UeJIOBeUecKyIo IoTpeOd-
HOCTB B CYACTbhe, 32 KOTOPOe OHVI HECYT TaKyIO ke
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, KaK 7 3a CaMOro peDeHKa.

CosmaBast 5Ty HOBYIO XXV3Hb VI TeM CaMBIM CO3-
IaBasi yCIJIOBVS, POOUTENVI EVICTBYIOT M3 COCTOS-
H1s cBoOOIBL. OHM 00513aHBI 3a00TUTHCS O pebeHKe
payt TOoro, 9ToOBI OH BOCITOJIB30BAJICS STOVI CBODO-
HOVI, VI pajiyi HOCIIEAYIOILIEro IeVICTBISL. Kant pas-
JIMYaeT MOpaJIbHbIe O0sI3aHHOCTY TI0 OTHOITIEHIIO
K CUTYyalIVsiM, KOTOpble KTO-TO BbI3BaJl, OT TeX, KO-
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where the child can fend for itself (or up to the
point of majority). This duty then calls for op-
timal proper education and preparation for a
happy life.

In the second part of The Metaphysics of
Morals, Kant extends this role of freedom and
responsibility and strengthens the case for
duty from another perspective. The offspring
did not ask to be made, and it could not have
been brought into being for its own sake be-
cause an agent presumably cannot undertake
an act for the sake of something that does not
exist. Before the child’s conception there has
been no condition of the child; conception is
necessary for there to be a sake for which the
parents act. Conception causes a condition.
That condition is the state of existence, fur-
thermore a vulnerable existence that, to en-
sure further existence, requires a certain level
of care. The parents are responsible for the ex-
istence, having caused it to come to be and for
those conditions that come with it, including
care. That care is sustained at an optimal level
for both child and parents. That optimal care
for the sake of the child’s continued existence
includes the means to ensure happiness. Such
care reflects that parents have exercised opti-
mal effort: Even if the offspring ends up un-
happy, the parents have exercised their duty.
In brief, in causing the offspring. The parents
also cause its human need for happiness, for
which they have responsibility as much as
they do for the child tout court.

In making this new life and thereby creat-
ing a condition, parents act in a state of free-
dom. They owe the child due care for having
exercised that freedom and for the subsequent
cause. Kant distinguishes moral duties toward
situations one has caused from ones that one
has not caused, the former being specifically
compensatory, the other a general duty. In the
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TOPBIE HMKTO He BbI3BaJI, IIPITYeM IIepPBbIe SBIISFOTCS
crenyryecKyt KOMITeHCallVIOHHBIMY, a IpyTve —
obmym osirom. Bo BTopoM citydae, ecjivt KTo-TO BU-
IMAT TOHYIIEro 4YesloBeKa, Y Hero eCcTh OO JI0JIT
TIOIIBITAThCS CIIACTV XKePTBY. B mepBoM citydae, cka-
JKeM, areHT HaxXOOWUTCS B KaHO3 € APYroM, KOTOPBIV
He yMeeT IUIaBaTh ¥ peKOMeH/yeT 130erarsb orac-
HbBIX MaHeBpoB. Ho rpebert caMoBOIIbHO m/1eT Ha ca-
Mble CTpalllHble OPOTM ¥ OIIPOKWUIIbIBAeT JIOIKY.
AreHT 00s13aH He TOJIBKO CIIaCTV YTOHAFOIIETo, HO
BO3MECTUTD TI0CTpajiaBllieMy IIPUUMHEHHYIO TpaB-
My, TOCIIUTaIM3alMIo 1 T. 1. TouHO Tak ke m I
obonx ponwuTesielt pebeHKa IPM3bIB K JOITy — He
IIPOCTO o0, HO "1 KOMITEHCUPYIOIIMVI TO COCTO-
sIHVIe, KOTOPO€e OHV ITOPOIVIINA

Hosr, Takum oOpa3oM, COCTOUT B TOM, UTOOBI
obecIreunTh, HACKOJIBKO 3TO BO3MOYXKHO, CUACThe —
HIOJIOKEeH e, K KOTOPOMY CTpeMUTCs desloBedecKast
KM3Hb. «[lepBort 1esIbi0 Mpuponbl ObUIO ObI 0.14-
xercmbo... entobeka» (AA 05, S. 430; Kant, 2001,
¢. 695). Poyrternvi MOTDKHBI OITTVIMaJIBHO oDecriedn-
BaTh He TOJIBKO ITPOIOJDKeHe XXI3HN pebeHKa, HO
1 ee KadecTBO. Takym oOpa3oM, cBOOOIa B 3TOM «CO-
o0I11ecTBe» IBOVIX pOIMTeIIel, KaK TOBOPUTCS, Tpe-
OyeT paBHOVI 11 COITy TCTBYIOIIIEV OTBETCTBEHHOCTA.

OpHako 3TO CBUIETENIBCTBYET TOJIBKO O TOM,
KaK CJIeflyeT pearvpoBaTb TOMY, KTO BBI3Basl CY-
IIlecTBOBaHMe peOeHKa, Ha IIPNU3bIB K IONITY, a He
0 TOM, CjleflyeT JIM BOOOIlle IIpOU3BOANUTH IIOTOM-
cTBO. B pasmunbIX paboTax, ocobernHo B «Kpu-
TUKe CIIOCOOHOCTM cyXaeHMs», KaHT mpenaraer
IBa B3IVIsia Ha (PaKThI UeJIOBEUeCKOro CYIecTBO-
BaH$, KOTOPBIe MOT'YT OTPa3UThCS Ha MOpaJIV Ue-
JIOBEYECKOTO JTIeTOPOXKeH s BooOIe. OjHa ToukKa
3peHus ONTUMMCTUYHO TeJIeOJIOrMYHa, Ipyrasi,
€CJIV VICIOJIBb30BaTh TEPMUH JIJIsI CpaBHEHMSI, T1ec-
CUMMCTUYHO 2CXaTOJIOTVIYHA.

3.1. K onmumusmy meaeoso2uu

«YueHre 0 MeTOe TeJIeOJIOrMUYeCKOl CIIOCO0-
HOCTU CyXaeHus» B «KpuTuke crocobHocTm cy-
JKIIeHVIs» TIpefljlaraeT TeJIeOJIOr o, KOTopasl BIIOJI-
He OIIpaBbIBaeT 4eJIoBeyecKoe BOCIIPOWM3BOLICTBO.
KanT oTymiiuaeT Tesieosorio, iy KOHEUHYIO 11eJ1b,

latter case, if one sees a drowning person, one
has a general duty to try to save the victim. In
the former case, e.g. an agent is in a canoe with
a friend who does not know how to swim and
he recommends avoiding dangerous manoeu-
vres. But the rower willfully proceeds into
the worst rapids and overturns the boat. The
rower has a duty not only to save the drown-
ing person but also to compensate the victim
for causing the trauma — hospitalisation and
so on. Similarly for the two parents of a child:
Their call to duty is not merely general but
compensatory for the condition they caused.

The duty, then, is that of ensuring as far as
possible the state for which human life strives:
happiness. “The first end of nature would be
the happiness [...] of the human being” (KU,
AA 05, p. 430; Kant, 2000, p. 297). Parents must
ensure optimally not only the child’s continued
life but its quality of life. Freedom in this pro-
creational “community” of two, then demands
equal and concomitant responsibility.

This much, though, tells only how one
should respond to the call to duty upon caus-
ing a child’s existence, not whether one should
procreate at all. In various works, notably The
Critique of the Power of Judgment and elsewhere,
Kant offers two outlooks on the facts of hu-
man existence that may reflect on the morality
of human procreating tout court. One outlook
is optimistically teleological; the other, to inter-
polate a term for the contrast, pessimistically
eschatological.

3.1. Toward the Optimism of a Teleology

“Methodology of the Teleological Pow-
er of Judgment” in the Critique of the Power of
Judgment offers a teleology that well justifies
human procreation. Kant distinguishes teleol-
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OT CyABOBI, MJIM YMCTO MEXaHUCTUYECKOro JeTep-
MIHV3Ma, IPUIVICHIBAIOIIEro «popMy Bellent — B
CMBICJIE CJTYyYaVIHOCTM VIV XK€ CJIeIOn HeoOXomu-
MocTi» (AA 05, S. 434; Kanr, 2001, c. 707). D10 co-
CTOSIHVIE IIPUPOIBI CYIIIECTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM Mo-
JKeT OBITh ITPeOIOJIeHO Iy TeM OOCY KIeHWs 1 IIpY-
3HaHWMS KOHEYHOV IIPWYMHBI IS YeJloBeuecTBa
BO BCeJIeHHOVL. [T0CKOJIBKY YeJIoBeK — 3TO «eIVIH-
CTBEHHOE CyIIeCTBO Ha 3eMJIle, KOTopoe oOJIazaeT
paccyzIKoM», OH 00JIajafoT CIIOCOOHOCTHIO ITPEBOC-
XOIIWTH CBOIO XKVMBOTHYIO IIPVIPOLLY I «CTaTh KOHEU-
HOM 1eT1bio» mpuponsl (AA 05, S. 431; Kant, 2001,
¢. 699). OmHaKo KakK palyiOHAJIBHBIE aT€HTHI VIMEIOT
1 IOJDKHBI IMeTB CBOOOTY BBIOOpa MOpaJIbHOTO 3a-
KOHA, TaK ¥ JIFOIV MOT'yT VIMETb CIIOCOOHOCTB, CBO-
0oy ¥ BOJIIO CTPEMUTHCS U IOCTUTATh KOHEYHO
11eJ111, KOTOpasi BO3SMOXKHA B ITAPCTBE IIPUPOJIBI, HO
KOTOPYIO IIpMpofa HAOIycKaeT, KaK ecyint Ovl 3a1a-
4Ja IpUpoAs! OblIa ITOATOTOBUTE IIOYBY [IJISI CBOE-
ro COOCTBEHHOTO HM3JIOXKEHISI, CBOETO HICIIPOBEp-
KeHms. Takum oOpasoM, uertoBe4ecTBO OOJIafaeT
HOTOOHBIM TEJIEOJIOTMYEeCKM IIOTEHIIMAIIOM. Tem
caMBIM BCs IIpUpOfa IIpOHM3aHa Iiejlecoo0pasHo-
CTBIO, HO TOJIBKO YeJIOBeUeCTBO MOXKET OCO3HATh 3Ty
tiestb. [Ipupora, co3masast HaIll BUII, YCTaHOBIIA

11es1ecoo0pasHoOe cTpeMyIeHVie IIPVPOLIBI K COBep-
IIeHCTBOBaHIIO, KOTOPOe JiejlaeT Hac BOCIIPUNM-
YMBBIMM K OoJlee BBICOKMM IIeJIsiM, YeM Te, KO-
TOpble MOXeT HaM JaTh caMa mpupoza. ...OcBo-
OoXXImaTh MeCTO IS KYJIBTYPBlI YelIOBeYecTBa...
VI 3TUIM IIOATOTaBJIVBA[Th| UeIOBEeKa K TaKOMY
YCTPOVICTBY, IIpM KOTOPOM BJIaCTBOBAaTh JIOJDKeH
TOJIBKO PasyM... IOYYBCTBOBaTh CKPBITO 3aJIo-
JKEeHHYIO B HaC IPUTOJHOCTb K BBICIIVIM IIeJISIM
(AA 05, S. 433 —434; Kanr, 2001, c. 705—707)".

B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe uejtoBeueckoe BOCITPOU3BOLI-
CTBO He TOJIBKO OOITYCTMMO, HO V1 MOPaJIbHO HeoD-
XOOMMO. DTO TIOHATUE Tpe6YET OT Ka>XI0ro mH-

15 DTOT TeKCT OOIIMpEeH M OCTABJISIET MHOIO BOIIPOCOB,
Ha KOTOpBle HeJlerko oTBeTuTh. HampumMep, kKak mpupona
JlaeT HaM 3T0 oOpa3oBaHMe, IIOUeMy caMa Ipupoa He
MOYKeT IIO3BOJINTH cebe B34Th Ha ceOsi 3TV BBICIINE I1eJIN
VI BCE JIV 4eJI0OBeYeCTBO Cpa3sy IIojlydaeT 3TO obpas3oBaHue,
VIV OHO JIOCTYIIHO TOJIBKO HEKOTOPBIM, VIV OHO OymdeT
IIOJIy4eHO CO BpeMeHeM. BaXXHbBIM MOMEHTOM 3[1ecCh
SBJISI€TCSL TO, UTO 4eJIOBEYeCTBO CIIYXKUT IIPOBOIHVKOM
CTaHOBJIEHNS VI Pa3BUTIS IIPUIPOBL.
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ogy or final end from fate or merely mecha-
nistic determinism which would assign “the
form of things to chance or blind possibility”
(KU, AA 05, p. 434; Kant, 2000, p. 301). This
condition of nature essentially can be over-
come by deliberating and recognising an ul-
timate cause for humanity in the universe. As
humans are “the sole being[s] on earth who
[have] reason” they have the capacity to sur-
pass their animality “to be the ultimate end
of nature” (KU, AA 05, p. 431; Kant, 2000,
p- 299). However, as rational agents have and
must have freedom to choose the moral law,
so may humans have the capacity, freedom,
and will to strive for and achieve the final
end that is possible in the realm of nature but
which nature allows, as if nature’s task were
to set the stage for its own overthrow, its own
deposing. Humanity, then, has this teleolog-
ical potential. All nature is thereby alit with
purposefulness, but it is humanity that may
realise that purpose. Nature, in creating our
species, set “a purposive effort at an educa-
tion to make us receptive to higher ends than
nature itself can afford [...] making room for
the development of humanity [...] and pre-
pare humans for a sovereignty in which rea-
] and thus
allows us to feel an aptitude for higher ends
which lie hidden to us” (KU, AA 05, pp. 433-
434; Kant, 2000, pp. 300-301)." In this context,
human procreation is not just permissible but

son alone shall have power [...

morally compelling. This notion need not re-
quire every individual to procreate but at the

> This text is rich and leaves many questions not readily
answerable, such as how nature gives us this education,
why nature itself cannot afford to take on these high-
er ends, and whether it is all humanity at once who re-
ceives this education, or only some who will be edified,
or whether it is accomplished over time. The important
point here is that humanity serves as the conduit for na-
ture’s becoming and burgeoning.
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AvBUIIA He 00si3aTeIbHO MPOIOJDKaTh POIl, HO II0
KparHeV Mepe COIeVICTBOBAaTh 9TOMY aKTy Kak XO-
poliieMy B TOVI Mepe, B KaKOVi OH 10 ITpaBy HallpaB-
JIsleM U yIIpaBJisieM 3Tovi Tesleosiorvet. Takum o0-
pas’oM, XOT4 3TOT aKT MOPaJIbHO OIpaB/iaH, OH He
HOJDKEH IpeBpalllaThCsl B IIPUHYXKIEHVE K IIpo-
IO/DKeHMIO pora. [encTBuTeNIbHO, Kak 00cyXa-
JIOCH BBIITIE, COCTOSIHIE CBOOOIBI BCe PAaBHO OBITIO
ObI HeoOXOIVMIMO.

KaHT paccMaTpuBaeT TesleoJIOTMIO KaK Hay-
Ky, KOTOpasl He SIBJISIeTCSI HY TeOJIOIVieV, HVI ecTe-
CTBEHHBIMI HayKaMV, XOTS OHa M KacaeTcs IIpell-
IIoj1araeMoro cBovicTsa Ipuponbl. Ho ocTaercs He-
SICHBIM, OyZIeT JIit 3Ta HayKa CJIYKUTb MeaIbHOVI,
HO HeTOCTVDKVMOV MOJIeIblo, Oy/IeT I OHa pas3Bu-
BaThCs, HECMOTPsI Ha YesloBedecKye yCuiIns, VIn
Ke oHa TpeOyeT aKTMBHOIO ¥ MeXBWIOBOIO y4a-
cTus. B 11estoM, ofHaKo, IIpesicTaBiIgeTcs, YTo Te-
neortorust KaHTa, sIBJIsiCh pe3yJIbTaToOM desloBeyde-
CKOVI BOJIV M YCUJIUT, BO3SMOXKHA TOJIBKO B KOHTEK-
CTe YeJIOBeUeCKOVl CBOOOIBI — B IIPOTVBOIIONIOXK-
HOCTB TOMY, YTO I Ha3BaJl «3CXaTOJIOrVieN», He Oy-
49Vl TIOJTHOCTBIO YOBJIETBOPEH 3TVM TEePMIHOM
(3To He KaHTOBCKMTI TepMuH). B Tpetpent «Kpntn-
ke» KaHT fevicTBUTeIPHO aHAJIM3MPYeT aJIbTepHa-
TUBY TeJIeOJIOI MY, 3aBUCAIITYIO OT CyAbObI, HaXOIIs-
IITyIOCS BHE UesIoBeYecKOV BOJIVI VI YCVIJIUTL W CBS-
3aHHYIO C BPeIOM ¥ 3JI0M, YUMUTHIBasl KOHHOTAITVIIO
CypOBI Ha IIPOTsDKeHMV BekoB. OH ITog4epKiBa-
€T 3Ty CYpOBYIO a/JIbTepHATVBY TeJIe0JIOrMM, alb-
TepPHATVBY, B KOTOPO, ITO BCEVI BUIVIMOCTVL, XVIBET
Har Bul,. Ecyivt MeI paceMoTpyM 001y FO IIEHHOCTB
STOVI XXW3HM, B3BeIIMBas Bpe M 01aro, ¢ TOUKM
3peHMs TOTro, YTO JIFOMIV IeVICTBUTEIIBHO [Ie/IaloT Ha
HIPOTSKEHW BCEVI CBOEVI JKV3HM, 9Ta IIeHHOCTH Oy-
meT «HioKe Hys» (AA 04, S. 434 Anm.; KanT, 2001,
c. 707 mpumeu.). To ecTb 1oOpo 1 Mepa 100pa, KOTO-
POVI SIBJISIeTCS CHaCThe, — 3TO, TIO-BUIVIMOMY, KpU-
TepPUT TOTO, UTO JieJIaeT XWU3Hb cTosIeit. VI Bee xe
BpeJI IlepeBelBaeT JIro0ble Or1ara.

3.2. Ileccumucmuueckuil
acxamoao2uueckuil 832440

I'lysibe mogUepKMBaeT, YTo STOT HeCCUMUCTIIYe-
CKUVI ¥ MPa4HBIVI, 3CXaTOJIOTMYeCcKMil (OIATh e
MOVI TepMUH) B3IJISA/, ABJIA€TCA BaXKHBIM IS II0-

86

least to condone the act as good, insofar as it
rightfully directed to and guided by this tele-
ology. Thus, while morally condonable, this
act need not translate into coercion to procre-
ate. Indeed, the state of freedom would still
be requisite as discussed above.

Kant treats teleology as a science, but one
that is nether theology nor natural science,
although it concerns a presumed property of
nature. But it remains unclear whether this
science is to serve as an ideal model (impossi-
ble to achieve), whether it will unfold despite
human efforts, or whether it requires active
and cross-species input. Overall, though, it
appears that Kant’s teleology, being an out-
come of human will and effort, is possible
only in the context of human freedom. By
contrast is what I termed, without complete
felicity, “eschatology” (not Kant’s term). In
the third Critique he does treat the alternative
to teleology as being beholden to fate, beyond
human will and effort otherwise and, given
fate’s connotation over the centuries, associ-
ated with harm and evil. He pointedly brings
up this stark alternative to teleology, an alter-
native that our species widely appears to live
in: If we consider the sum total value of this
life in terms of what people indeed do in their
whole lives’” experience, weighing harms and
good, that value would be “less than zero”
(KU, AA 04, p. 434n; Kant, 2000, p. 301n). That
is, good — and the measure of good, which
is happiness — is presumably the criterion of
what makes life worthwhile. Yet, harm out-
weighs any good.

3.2. The Pessimistic Eschatological View

Heiko Puls emphasises this pessimistic and
grimmer, eschatological (again my term) out-



sunuu Kanra. OH nintupyer KaHra: «...KTo 3ax0-
Tesx ObI CHOBa HadaTb XKM3HbB, XOTsI ObI 1 II0-HOBO-
My, JIaXKe COCTaBJIEHHOMY (V1 COpa3MepeHHOMY C XO-
zioM Bettlen) 1tanHy»? (Puls, 2016, p. 64, mut. AA 05,
S. 434 Anm., KanT, 2001, c. 707 npumeu.). Taxor
CLieHapuil JJIsl CyIIlecTBa, Ybe MepuJIo IlepeXxiBa-
HUII — cYacTbe, MpadeH. [lysibc TIOMBOOMUT MTOT:
«Kaxk cy1recTBo, Hy>KIaloIleecs: B C4acThe, YeJIOBeK
He MOXXeT CHOBa XOTeTb cyIrecTBoBaTh» (Puls, 2016,
p. 65). Kpome Toro, yuntbiBasi 3TOT (PaKT desioBeye-
CKOro poria ¥ IpeoOIafaHMs Bpea, «3Ta OIeHKa
ABJISETCA... Cy>XKIeHMeM pasyMa U, cjlefloBaTesIbHO,
panmoHasbHOM orleHKov» (Ibid.). 3mpasoe cyxme-
HVIe IIPV3HAeT MPaYHbIN (PaKT YeJIOBEUECKOTO OIThI-
Ta CyIIIeCTBOBaHMs, TIO3TOMY OBbUIO ObI HEpa3yMHO
VI VIPPALVIOHAJIBHO CTPEMUTHCS K €r0 TIOBTOPEHVIO.
Jaxke cTpemsieHVe K IIOBTOPHOV JKM3HV B HOBBIX,
«Ovorpadrdecky ONTUMM3MPOBAHHBIX» 00CTOS-
TeJIbCTBaX BCe paBHO OyZeT CBA3aHO C 3TUM «3eM-
HBIM MVPOM», KOTOPBIVI palliOHaJIbHAs ITepCIIeK-
TUBa J0JDKHA OTBEPrHYTh. BeposaTHOCTB TOro, uTo
JTIIO[IV, HeCMOTP Ha IUIOXYIO XKM3Hb, €CJIV VX CIIPO-
CUTB, IPEAIIOUTYT JIVI OHV XXUTB VIV YMePeTh, Bbl-
OepyT nepBoe, OOHApPYXMBaeT TOIIBKO cOPM3M, a He
3mpasoe cykaeHme'. BooOpaxeHwe, Bcera OTBIIe-
KaroIliee JIFOert HOBBIMM IUIAHAMM VI HageXXIaM,
IO/ THIBaeT Hallle 3a0iTy>KIeHe, 9YTO eCiIn He Bce
XOPOLIIO, TO CO BpeMeHeM Bce HaJla/IUTCSL.

OctaeTcst HesiICHBIM, II0YeMy 1 B KAaHTOBCKOM
TekcTe, U B M3stoxeHUn Ilysibca keslaHue cylile-
CTBOBaTh KakK (palllOHaJIbHOe 4eJIOBEYeCKOe) CY-
IIIECTBO SBJISIETCS VIppalVIOHAJIbHBIM. [leccriMm-
CTUYECKUVI apryMeHT MOXeT OBbITh IIpefiCTaBIIeH
CJIeyFOLIVIM 00pa3oM:

16 VaTepecHO cpaBHUTH MMUpoBO33peHme KaHTa ¢ B3DVIA-
oM Huirire Ha «BeuHoe Bo3BpaliieHue». Hune mpocur
Hac ITOAyMaTb O TOM, KaKasi KVI3Hb JeVICTBUTEIIEHO ObUTa OBl
TIOIXOIALLICVI VI CTOSILIEVI, eciIvi ObI MBI Ha CAMOM iejIe ObUIN
CITIOCOOHBI IIPOXKWUTE 3Ty JKM3HB IIOJIHOCTBIO 3aHOBO U IIO-
BTOPSTB ee BeYHO. DTa BOOOpakaeMasl ITepCIieKTrBa IofIpa-
3yMeBaeT, UTO T10 KpaitHeVl Mepe MOXKHO ITpeJICTaBUTh cebe
TaKyIo XI3Hb Ha MUPOBOVI ClleHe — Torja Kak KanT orpu-
IIaeT TaKOW CLIEHapwil [JIsE 9TOr0 «3€MHOI0 MUpa». 10T
IpUMep JBYX aBTOPCKVX MUPOBO33PEHNI CBUIETE/IbCTBY T
JIVIIIB O OoJIee ITyOOKIIX pasHOIIACKIAX MEXK/Ty HIIMVI OTHO-
CUTEJIBHO XV3HW, 1 1To0yxaeT Hurrre Bnounts Kanra B
UMCIIO «aCKeTUYECKMX CBAIIEHHVKOB», KOTOPhIe U TaK J10-
MIHVPOBAJIN B €BPOIIeVicKov dprtocodpr.
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look as essential to Kant’s position. He quotes
Kant: “Who would start his life anew under
the same conditions, or even according to a
new and self-designated plan?” (Puls, 2016,
p. 64; quoting KU, AA 05, p. 434n). Such a
scenario for a being whose measure of expe-
rienced good is happiness is grim. Puls (2016,
p- 65) sums matters: “As a being in need of
happiness, one cannot want to exist again.”
Furthermore, given this fact of humanity and
harm’s preponderance, “This assessment is
[...] @ judgment of reason and hence a ratio-
nal assessment” (ibid.). Sound judgment recog-
nises the grim fact of human experience, so it
would be unsound and irrational to seek re-
peating this existence. Even seeking a repeat-
ed life under new, biographically optimised
circumstances would still be bound to this
earthly world, which prospect rationality must
reject. The likelihood that, if asked whether
they would live or die, people would choose
the former despite life’s harms, only reveals
sophistry, not sound judgment.’ Imagination,
always distracting humans with new plans
and hopes, feeds our delusion that, if all is not
well, it will be well in time.

It remains unclear why, in both Kant’s text
and Puls” exposition of it, it is irrational to
want to exist as a (rational human) being. The
pessimistic argument may be given as:

16 It is interesting to compare Kant’s outlook with
that of Nietzsche’s “eternal return”. Nietzsche asks us
to consider what sort of life would indeed be fitting
and worthwhile if we were indeed able to live that
life wholly again, and repeatedly for eternity. This
prospect implies that it is at least possible to imag-
ine such a life on this worldly stage — whereas Kant
denies such a scenario for this “earthly world.” This
example of these two authors’ outlook only signifies
a deeper disagreement between them concerning life
and prompts Nietzsche to include Kant among the
“ascetic priests” who have so dominated European
philosophy.
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ITl. JIromu — 3TO CyIecTsa, Ik KOTOPbIX CYa-
CTBe SABJIsIeTCSL MepOVl LIEHHOCTY VX JKU3HIA

I12. TTpu olieHKe 1IeHHOCTeV! pallYiOHaIbHO YU-
ThIBaTh, KaKOe 3TO CyIIIeCTBO, B JJaHHOM CJIydae —
4JesIoBevecKoe CyIIecTBO.

I13. 3emHOe cyIecTBoBaHVE TaKOBO, UTO OHO
IIPVHOCKUT OOJIBIIIE BPeTia, YeM IIOJTb3bL.

I14. VlppaumoHaJIbHO IIOAJEpXKMBaTh CUTYya-
LIVIO, B KOTOPOVI Hem30exxHo OyzeT Gosiblile Bpena,
YeM I10JTb3bI.

I15. TlogpepXaHue XXU3HWM VMeeT CMBICI, XOTs
npeo0sIaziaHVie Bpera IPUBOAUT K 3a0iTy KAeHMIO.

IT6. VippaumoHaIpHO HOAdaBaTbCs 3a0iTysKile-
HUIO.

BeiBom. I'mriorermueckast BO3MOYKHOCTH HOBOI'O
CyIIIeCTBOBaHMS MppallviOHa/IbHa, a paljyioHaIb-
HO — He IIPMHMMATh TaKylO BO3MOKHOCTb.

M3 Takoro aprymenTta Ilyibec m, mo-Bumymo-
My, KaHT crenanmt Obl BBIBOII, UTO HepalyIOHaIb-
HO CTPEeMUTHCS K IIPOAOIDKEHMIO (UeJI0BEUECKOTO)
CyllleCTBOBaHMs (He MofpasyMeBasi IO, 3TUM pa-
LIVIOHAJIBHOCTh CAaMOyOMVICTBa My YOUTICTBa, KO-
TOpBIe TOJIIBKO yBeJIMYMBaIOT Bper). OnHaKo apry-
MeHT oOpeMeHeH BOIIpOCoM, sBirsieTcs jin 1) cua-
CTbe MepoVl IIeHHOCTM YeJIOBeYeCKOV >KM3HV;
2) 3eMHOe CyIleCTBOBaHVe IIPUHOCSIINM OOJIbIIe
Bpefa, ueM Os1ara; 11 3) MppalvoHaIbHbIM HOAep-
JKaHMe CUTyaluy, B KOTOPOV KOJIMYEeCTBO Bpera
IIpeBBIIIIaeT KOJIMYeCTBO OJ1ara, Jake ecyIv CXO-
Hasl TIOCBIJTKA 3aKJTI0OUaeTCs B TOM, UTO Hallla Ipu-
poria IOJDKHA CIIOCOOCTBOBATh CYACTHIO.

Yro )Ke KacaeTcsi IIepBOV 3aMVHKM (OTHOCUTEIIb-
HO CYaCThsI M [IEHHOCTV XM3HM), TO OHa JIOo Heo-
IIPOBEP>KMMO aKCHMOMaTMYHa, 1100 HeTouHa. Ecyn
OHa aKCMOMaTW4Ha, IOJOOHO akcMoMaM MaTeMa-
TUKM, OHa JIOJDKHa oOpalliaTbCsd KO BCeM VHTYW-
M. OcMeTTIoch CKasaTh, YTO MHOTVIE JIIOMV Ha-
XOIAT KaKyI0-TO IIEHHOCTD B JKM3H, IOCTaTOYHYIO,
4TOOBI BEIJIEPXKMBATh Jaxke IIpeodsiaziaHyie MpakKa.
(Ku3HB OT poXIeHMS 10 CMEPTV B aOCOIIOTHOV
OecripocBeTHOI ThbMe ObUIa OBl VCKJIIOUEHVEM.)
DTOro I0CTaTOYHO, YTOOBI OIIPOBEPTHY Th IIPeJIJIO-
JKeHHYIO akcvoMy. IInpokomocTyHble ITpuKIa-
HBle VICCIIENOBAHMS CYaCThsl M IIEHHOCTM CJiejla-
s OBl Ty TOCBUIKY HETOYHOW. Bropast sammHKa
IpeficTaBIIsieT coOOV IIPOCTO Hedasibcuduimpye-
MYIO TUIIOTe3y. ByyIiiee BITOJIHe MOXET coflepKaTh
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P1. Humans are beings for whom happiness
is the measure of their lives’ value.

P2. In making value assessments, it is ration-
al to take into account what kind of being one
is, in this case a human being.

P3. Earthly existence is such that it can only
render more harms than goods.

P4. It is irrational to sustain a situation in
which there are inevitably more harms than
goods.

P5. Maintaining life is worthwhile although
a preponderance of harms leads to succumbing
to delusion.

P6. It is irrational to succumb to delusion.

Concl. The hypothetical option to exist again
is irrational, and it is rational not to take such
an option.

From such an argument, Puls and presum-
ably Kant would draw the conclusion that it is
not rational to seek to continue (human) exist-
ence (without implying it is rational to commit
suicide or murder which only increases harm).
However, the burden rests on the argument as
to whether: 1) happiness is the measure of hu-
man life’s worth; 2) earthly existence must ren-
der more harm than good; and 3) sustaining a
situation with more harms than good is irra-
tional, even if the first premise is that our na-
ture is to favour happiness.

As for the first setback (concerning happi-
ness and life’s worth), it is either unassaila-
bly axiomatic or inaccurate. If axiomatic, like
math axioms it must appeal to all intuitions.
I daresay many people find some worth to
life that weathers even a preponderance of
darkness. (A birth-to-death life of coerced ex-
treme darkness without light would be an ex-
ception.) This much is enough to undermine
the suggested axiom. Readily available field
studies on happiness and value would ren-
der this premise inaccurate. The second set-
back is simply an unfalsifiable conjecture.



crioco® obecrieunTh IIpeoOsIaziaHVie CYACTIIMBOTO
ombITa. B jTydrmrem cirydae sTa OChUIKA pacKpbIBa-
eT Taxke He TIoIarommiics dpaabcudmKamm Me-
TadpVI319IecKn B3IJIsA, Ha IIPUPOy A00pa 1 371a BO
BCesIeHHOVI. TpeTbhs HesiICHasI ITOChUIKA O IIpeBasIv-
PpOBaHMM Bpe/ia HaJl I0JIb30V TaKXe TpedyeT 000-
cHOBaHMs. BooOrrie ToBOpsl, 0OHa IPOCTO HeEBepHa
U1 MHOTIX CJTy9aeB, KOIzia 4esioBek OepeT Ha cebds
v OeCKOHEYHO TepnnT Bper, paay Onara. HeomsiT-
HBIVI TUIOBEL], IIBITAOIINTICS CITaCTV yTOIAOIIETO,
YCEPOHBIV CTYOEHT, YIOPHO TPYHSAILINUVICS VI Ha-
HIPATAIOIINVE 3pEeHVIe B TIOJTyHOYHOM CBeTe, — IIPV-
Mepbl MHOTOUMCIIeHHBL. [laxke kimire «be3 Tpyna
He BBITAIIMIND ¥ PBIOKY M3 Ipy[da» 3aKjIodaeT B
ce0e IIPOTVBOIIOIIOKHOCTD STOVI ITPETIIOCHUIKE.

Hexoropele gpyrue wacTi apryMeHTa Takke
3aCITy KMBAIOT KPUTUUYECKOro paccMoTpeHms. Ho
Y 3TUX TpexX IMpOOJIEMHBIX IIPEAIIOChUIOK I0CTa-
TOYHO, UTOOBI IIOKa3aTh, YTO KAHTOBCKUW apry-
MEHT O TOM, YTO ITPOIOJDKEHVIE VIV TIOBTOPEHVe
UeJI0BeUYeCcKOV XM3HM HepallMOHaJIbHO, Ha CaMOM
Iere HeamekBaTeH. IlecCMMMUCTUYECKNUIT B3I
KaHTa Ha IIeHHOCTH YeJIOBEUeCKOro CyIecTBOBa-
HVS JajieK OT yOeaUTeTbHOCTIA

Iyrnbc mpogoIDKaeT COIOCTABIISATh OITVIMUCTY-
4UecKyIo Tesreosiornio KanTa ¢ ero meccmmuicTirde-
CKOVI 3CXaTosIorvet (i BHOBb Movi TepMiH). OH yxke
HpMBeJI OOIIVpPHBIE IOBOIBL B IIOJIB3Y KaHTOBCKO-
rO IIeCCMM3Ma, JTaKe eCyI HEeKOTOpble YacTy ap-
ryMeHTa " TpeOyioT Ooslee IIPUCTaIPHOTO BHU-
MaHmg. Yto Kacaercs, omHaKo, Dosree oOriero Bo-
poca, TofyepXasl 0b1 KaHT B [1eVICTBUTETBHOCTI
MIPOHATAIBHYIO VT AaHTWHATAJIBHYIO IIO3VILIVIO,
Kant sToT BOmpoc «siBHO He oOcyxmaer.. OmHa-
KO PEKOHCTPYKIIVS BO3MOXKHOV PeIpOmyKTVBHOV
3TUKM Oblyla ObI HEITOJIHOV, eyt Obl OHa IIPUHU-
MaJla BO BHMMaHVIe TOJIBKO Te OTPBIBKI 3 €ro Ha-
cJlefvisi, KOTOpBle YIIOMMHAJIVICh 10 cux rop» (Puls,
2016, p. 67—68). C morpkHOM OJ1arokesiaTe;IbHOCTHIO
Iysbe TIpeIocTaBIIseT JJOCTATOUHBIVE JIOBOZ, B TIOJTb-
3y KaHTMaHCKOVI TeJIeOJIOr M, KOTOpasi, €C/IV C Hel
COIVIAIIIaThCs, ODOecIiednBaeT IIPOYHOe OCHOBaHVe
IUIS TPOHATaJIBHOV STMKM. DTa TeJIeoJIOrvs OX-
BaTbIBaeT ITOKOJIEHVIS], YXOIS [1ajleKO B ITPEJIBICTO-
PVIO ¥ IIPOCTHpasich B OyjyIriee, KOTOpOe MOXeT
OCTaThCA HEeM3BECTHBIM B eTaJIsIX, HO COOTBETCTBO-
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The future may hold a way to ensure a pre-
ponderance of happy experience. At best this
premise reveals a metaphysical outlook, also
non-falsifiable, on the nature of good and evil
in the universe. The third unclear premise
about sustaining a preponderance of harms
beyond rationality likewise demands justifica-
tion. Generally, the premise simply does not
hold for many a case, in which one assumes
and indefinitely sustains harm for the sake of
good. The inexperienced swimmer attempting
to rescue a drowning person, the zealous stu-
dent slaving away and straining eyesight —
the examples are numerous. Even the cliché
“No pain, no gain” encapsulates the contrary
to this premise.

Some other parts of the argument merit crit-
ical examination as well. But these three prob-
lem premises suffice to show that the Kantian
argument that continuing or repeating a hu-
man life is not rational is, in fact, inadequate.
Kant’s pessimistic view on the value human
existence falls short of cogency.

Puls proceeds to weigh Kant’s optimistic
teleology against Kant’s pessimistic eschatol-
ogy (again, my term). He has already offered
an extensive case for Kant’s pessimism, even
if some parts of the argument want fuller at-
tention. More generally, though, as to whether
Kant would actually have supported a pro-na-
tal or anti-natal position, “Kant does not ex-
plicitly discuss this question [...]. However,
the reconstruction of a possible ethics of re-
production would be incomplete if it only took
into account the passages from his work that
have been mentioned so far” (Puls, 2016, p. 67-
68). With due charity, Puls provides a suffi-
cient case for Kantian teleology that, if one
concurs with the teleology, provides a solid
grounding for a pro-natal ethic. This teleology
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BaThb 3TOM Terteorornm. «Cama deroBedeckas MCTO-
Vst OOBEKTMBHO He pacKpbIBaeT CBOEr0 CMBICIIA, HO
MOXXHO CUMTATh, 00110 MyIpasi Ipupoa HaCTPOu-
J1a JTEOZIEVI V1 VIX CIIOCOOHOCTY TaK, UTOOBI OHV Pas3Bi-
BaJIVI CBOVI BO3MOYKHOCTVI V1 TaJIAHTBI Ha IIPOTSDKe-
Hv victopun» (Puls, 2016, p. 68). Besi coBokyTtHOCTB
TaJIAHTOB UeJIOBEYECTBa, KOTOPBIE HEOOXOIMO
pasBMBaTh, KaK ecjIi Obl YeIoBe4ecTBO ObUIO ey-
HBIM areHTOM, TpeOyeT CyIIecTBOBaHMS UesloBede-
CTBa CKBO3b BpeMsI V1 IIOKOJIEHVIS], YTO IIpeJiiosiara-
€T IIpOHaTaIbHYIO 3TMKY. Kak MyHVIMYM, Bu HOTT-
JKEH TIPOJIOJDKaTh CBOE CYIIIeCTBOBAHME (J1aXe eCIIn
He BCe ero OT/IeITbHbIe WIeHbI JJOJDKHBI BOCITPOV3BO-
IUTBCS)”. DTOT acIieKT TeJIeosIormyl YAauHO COIvla-
CyeTcs C OOHVM M3 Hamboslee 0OCYXKTaeMbIX KaH-
TOBCKVX ITPVIMEPOB IIPVIMEHEHMs KaTeroprdyecKo-
T'O VIMITepaTiBa, KacaloIerocs pasBUTIS TaJlaHTOB
KaK COBEPIIIEHHOV O0sI3aHHOCTY IIepell caMVIM CO-
Gor1. DTa gBHasi coracoBaHHOCTH ¢ KV yemmsaer
IIpeJiCTaBJIeHVe O TOM, 4To Testeortorvs Kanra fent-
CTBUTEJIFHO He TOJIBKO COBMECTVMMA C ero Metadu-
3VIKOVI IIPAKTIYECKOrO pasyMa, HO IIPVICYIIA €.

Ho xak MBI MOXeM HNPUMWPUTBH OITVMUCTV-
uveckum B3I KaHTa ¢ TeM, 94TO KaXkeTcs IIpOTH-
BOpedalllIM IecCMUCTIYecKnM B3ssnoM? Ha
done stont nytemmer [1yribc, cTpeMsch K OHOMY,
CaMOIOCTaTOYHOMY apryMeHTY, 3a/IMCTBYeT MBIC-
JIV M3 MHOIMX courHeHmin Kanra Tak, kax ecau Ovl
OHM 00pa30OBBIBAIN eVHYyI0 padboTy. Cricremaru-
uveckmy1 riomxor, KaHTa Ha IpOTSDKeHMM BCETO €ro
TBOpYECTBA MOXET BbI3BaTh MCKYIIIEHVE paccMa-
TPMBATh COBOKYITHOCTB €ro paboT Kak efgnHoe Iie-
710€, cJIOBHO KaHT cam BbIpasil Takoe HaMepeHIe.
OnHako, KaK y>ke TOBOPWJIOCH BBIIIIE, OH He BbICKa-
3bIBaeT SIBHOIO MHEHWSI O MOPJIBHOCTY UeJIoBeye-
CKOT'O BOCITPOM3BOJICTBA. Y HAC ecTh /iBa BapvaH-
Ta. JInbo ocraBuTh AnteMMy, 1100 3KCTparosm-
PpOBaTh YMO3aKJIIOUeHNsI, YTOOBI HOMBITAThCS pe-
T IIpobrieMy. Iysibc BEIOMpaeT nocyiesiHee, e-
JIast BBIBOJI, UTO 3/1€Ch JIOJDKEH OBITH BBIOOP MeX-
Ay IpO- ¥ aHTMHATAJIN3MOM, U OH IIpefIiojiaraer,
UTO TIOCJIENHNU SBJIsieTcs Hanboslee perrpeseHTa-
TVBHBIM /1)1 KAHTOBCKOT'O YUEHVISL.

7 Ho cm. § 2.2 Bbime o mpobrieMe TOTO, KaK HeCoBep-
IIIeHHbIe 0053aHHOCTH I10 OTHOIIEHMIO K caMoMy cebe He
MOTYT IepexoduTh B HecoBepIIeHHble 00S3aHHOCTI IIO
OTHOIIIEHUIO K BV, €CJIV TaKye BO3MOXKHEL
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spans generations, reaching far back to prehis-
tory and extending into a future that may re-
main unknown in details but is consistent with
this teleology. “Human history itself does not
objectively reveal its meaning, but it can be re-
garded as if a wise nature had configured hu-
man beings and their faculties such that they
develop their capacities and talents during the
course of history” (Puls, 2016, p. 68). 7 This as-
pect of the teleology happily concurs with one
of Kant’s most discussed application of the cat-
egorical imperative concerning talent-devel-
opment as a perfect duty to oneself. This overt
dovetailing with the CI strengthens the notion
that Kant’s teleology is indeed not only con-
sistent with his metaphysics of practical rea-
soning but also intrinsic to it.

Then how can we reconcile Kant’s optimis-
tic view with what seems a contradicting pes-
simistic view? Up against this dilemma, Puls
extrapolates from the many works of Kant as
though they formed a single work toiling to-
ward a unified, self-sufficient argument. Kant’s
systematic approach throughout his ceuvre can
make it tempting to see the body of work as
one, as if Kant explicitly made such an inten-
tion clear. Yet, as discussed above, Kant does
not come out with an overt opinion about the
morality of human reproduction. One has two
choices. Either leave the dilemma or extrap-
olate inferences in order to attempt to resolve
the issue. Puls opts for the latter, inferring that
there should be a choice between pro- and an-
ti-natalism and he proposes that the latter is
the most representative of Kant’s ceuvre.

I question whether such an attempt at reso-
lution is necessary. Is it indeed faithful to the

7" But see § 2.2 above on the problem of how imperfect

duties to oneself may not transfer to imperfect duties for
the species, if such is possible.



51 comHeBaroCch B HEOOXOIVIMOCTY TaKOVI TIOITBIT-
KV peltieHns IIpodsieMbl. [1ericTBUTEIIBHO JIV OHa
BepHa TBopdecTBy KaHTa 11 onTMasIbHO Iojle3Ha
KaK JIJIsl ero ymuTaresiert B 11eJI0M, TaK W JjIs JIVC-
KyCCUW II0 BollpocaM BocrponspozcTsa? [Tpu skc-
TpanoJIgiuy 13 TeKCcTa TpeOyeTcs OIHO3HAYHOe
«la» VIV «HeT», 4ero, KaxeTcs, He IIpe/IiosiaraeT
Bce TBopuecTBO. [Io kpartHen Mepe, TeKCTbI HKOT-
Ila He J1aloT IooOHOro IIpuMepa 1 He ITpOsBIIs-
IOT VHMILIVATUBY BBICTYIIATh 3a TY VIV MHYIO TOY-
Ky 3peHMNs], He TOBOPs yXXe O TOM, IOJDKHO M BO3-
MOYKHO JIVI 3MVCTeMOJIOTMYeCKM IPVHATD Ty WIN
npyryto cropony. I'lo Bcent Buaymocty, KaHT mipo-
CTO MOT OKa3aThCs B TYIIVIKe 1 He yBUAeTh HUKaKO-
ro pemteHus. ToT mpocTot akT, UTO OH TPyAUJI-
Cs HaJl 3TMM BOIIPOCOM, He BbIOVpasi IBHO Ty VIJIN
JPYTyIO CTOPOHY, CBUIETEJIbCTBYeT KaK MUHU-
MyM O TOM, HaCKOJIBKO TPYAHO ObUIO OBI permmThb
3TOT BOMPOC, ecjint Obl OH BOOOIIIe pertasics. Tesuc
Ilysbca 0 CBOAMMOCTM KaHTOBCKOIO TBOpYeCTBa
K OIHOVI TIO3MIIMY JaeT IyOJIiKe IIpeficTaBlieHye
0 TOM, UTO MBI (J1roy, piocodbl, KAaHTUAHIIH 1
MOpaJIbHbIe 3aKOHOJIATesIV) MOYKeM JI0BOJIBHO JIeT-
KO IIPUWTY K 3aKJTIOUEHVIIO 10 3TOMY BOIIPOCY'™.

He To uToOsI BepaukT 0 mo3uumm Kanra nen-
CTBUTEJIBHO HEOOXOIMM, YTOOBI CKJIOHUTB JIMCKYC-
CMIO B CTOpOHY IleccummsMa. Ckopee BoepKaHue
OT CTpOroro TpeboBaHMs CKas3aTh «da» VIV «HeT»
KaKeTCsI He TOJIBKO OoJlee ITpaBOMEPHBIM ITO OTHO-
IIeHMIO K KAHTOBCKVM TeKCTaM, HO 1 BoJlee T10J1e3-
HBIM JJIs1 00Cy>XeHMs. B camoM [iesle, KaK IOKa-
3pIBaeT KaHT, Ha KapTy IIOCTaBJIeHbI KOJIOCCaIb-
Hble, KOMIUIEKCHBIE IIeHHOCTHBIe ITPO0OsIeMbl, YTO
ZlestaeT obe MO3MLINN TOBOJIBHO CVJIbHBIMU. Eciim
KanT He Mor y/10B/IeTBOPUTEJIEHO PeIInThb X, TO
VI HaM CJIe/lyeT JIeVICTBOBaTh C OOJIBIION OCTOPOXK-
HOCTBIO. DTa AVICKYCCHS ITPeJICTaBIIsAeT, BOSMOXKHO,
OZIVIH M3 CaMBIX Ba)KHBIX BOITPOCOB /1715 ITIpaKTIye-
ckomt pvtocodpnn, ecint He ISt Beelt prytocodpmm
1 4deJIoBevYecKMX IeHHOCTe. VI, MoxeT ObITh, IO-
PAAKY BCEJIEHHOVI, 4eJIOBeYeCKOMY Cephily U pa-
3yMy HpUCyIIle, 9YTO MBI CTaJIKVBaeMcs C Hepaspe-
IIVIMOVI AVJIeMMOVL. MOXkeM JIV MBI C STUM XUTh?

18 HOST/II_U/ISI Hynbca T10 OTHOIIIEH IO K [TeCCUMUCTNYECKOTT
TOYKe 3peHM ITOVICTVMHE IBYCMbICJIEHHA, KOHEI CTaTbl
JBIIINT OIITUMWM3MOM.
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ceuvre and optimally useful for its readers in
general and for the reproduction debate? In
extrapolating from the text it demands an un-
equivocal yea or nay, which the ceuvre seems
not to demand. At least the texts never set
an example and initiative by coming down
for one view or another or even saying that
such taking sides is epistemically possible or
should and must be done. By all appearances,
Kant simply might be stumped and see no res-
olution. The bare fact he toiled with this issue
without explicitly choosing a side at minimum
attests how very, very hard resolving this is-
sue would be, if resoluble at all. Saying Kant’s
oceuvre does come down on one side, as Puls
argues, gives the public the idea that we (we
humans, philosophers, Kantian moral-law-
makers) can pretty readily reach a conclusion
on this issue.'

Not that this verdict about Kant’s position
is indeed going to tip the debate’s balance to
the pessimistic pan. Rather, abstaining from
a strict yea-or-nay demand would seem not
only more faithful to the texts but also more
enlightening for the debate to admit. Indeed,
as Kant exemplifies, there are some tremen-
dous, complex value issues at stake here,
rendering both sides quite strong. If Kant can-
not resolve them to his satisfaction, we, too,
should proceed with intense caution. This de-
bate may represent one of the most important
questions for all practical philosophy if not
all philosophy and humanity’s values. And
maybe, just maybe, it is inherent in the order
of the universe and of the human heart and
mind that we face an indomitable dilemma.
Can we live with it?

8 Puls’ siding on the pessimistic view is veritably equiv-
ocal, the end of the article barely out-tipping the opti-
mistic.
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4. 3akIroueHMe

B a0V cTarhe OBUI 3a7jaH BOIIPOC O TOM, KaKOV
Obuta ObI MOpasTBHAsI TOUKa 3peHMs KaHTa Ha TO,
00s13aHBI JIV JTFOAV BOCITPOV3BOAMUTHCS VIV He 00s-
3aHBL. DTOT BOMPOC HajleK OT IIPOCTOrO yMo3pe-
HWsI, HO BO3HVKAeT B KOHTEKCTe BCe YCIIOXKHSIO-
IIeVICS. IVICKYCCUM O TOM, MOYKET JIVI BOCIIPOV3BOLI-
CTBO OBITH aKTOM MOpPAJIFHOIO 3HA4YeHWs, VI eCIIN
7a, TO YTO IPeAIVChIBaeT 3TKA BOCIIPOV3BOICTBA.
Pasnple aBropsl, BKmodas Pycco 1 Mwuwis, a Tak-
e KaHTa, Ha IpOTsKeHMY BEKOB OOCY KITasIv CBsi-
3aHHBIE C 3TVM BOIIPOCHI, KOHIIEHTPUPYSCH IIpeu-
MYIIIECTBEHHO Ha BOIIPOCe O POIMUTEIIHCKOV OTBET-
CTBEHHOCTM B BOCITMTaHWM V1 IIPVHVIMAsI BO BHVIMa-
HVie POXIEHHOro pebeHKa, a He 3a/1aBasiCh BOITPO-
COM, MOpaJIbHO JIV 3a4aTye BooOrtie. Torrpko B XX B,
0COOEHHO B paboTax TaKMX VCCiIefoBaTesier], Kak
DHcKoM (Anscombe, 1989), aToT BorIpoc crai ogHO-
3HAYHOV ¥ Y€TKO IIOCTaBJIEHHOV MOPAJIBHOV IIPO-
6remort. CoBpeMeHHBIe aBTOPBI PEIIAOT ero B JI00,
YacTo 3aHMMasl IIPOHATAJIBHYIO MV aHTVHATaIIb-
HYIO IIO3MIIVIO, VIHOTAA JOCTAaTOYHO KBaIMpuIIn-
POBaHHYIO, YUUTBIBas IIperioyiaraeMble YCIIOBs
COLIMAJIBHOTO M (PU3MUEeCcKOro OKpy keHus pebeHKa.

Kak n B cirydae co MHormmum ¢pumsocodckm-
MM BOITPOCaMM, ITI0 MeHBIIIeVT Mepe I10JIe3HO oOpa-
TUTBCS K VICTOPUM, YTOOBI Y3HATh, Kak Oojlee paH-
HVe aBTOPBI HOOXOOWIN K 3TOMY BOIIPOCY, eCiIn
OHW VM BOOOIIe 3aHVMaIINCh. B rryurem ciydae
TaKOe VCCiIeZIoBaHVe MOXXeT YKPeluTh 3aHVMae-
Myto nosuumio. TogHo Tak ke pabora Okkama 10
TEOPETM3MPOBAHNMIO B HAYYHBIX VCCIIEIOBAHMSIX
obecrieunyia prtocodnio HayKy IOJIe3HBIM IIpa-
BUJIOM JIJISI OLIEHKV TeOpWil, a OTHOCUTEIBPHO He-
JlaBHee BO3pOXJIeHVe apVCTOTEeIeBCKOrO BOIIpOca
0 ToOpopeTesy IOCTaBWIIO TIeper] IIPVHIIVIIVIAIb-
HBIMM 3TUYECKMMM CUCTEMaMV HOBYIO BaXKHYIO
npoGsemy. Ilockonbky Kant ssnsiercs dpurypors,
KOoTOpas cpery aBropos HoBoro BpemeHu Orvoke
BCero MOoIoIIa K aKTyaIbHBIM CeTOfIHS BOIIpocaM,
€ro HacJjlelvie MOXeT J1aTh YOeaTeIIbHbIe BBIBOMIbI
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4. Conclusion

This article has inquired into what Kant’s
moral outlook would be as to whether hu-
mans have any obligation to reproduce or ob-
ligation not to. The inquiry is far from mere
speculation but arises in a context of increas-
ing discussion as to whether reproduction
can be an act of moral import and, if so, what
would the ethics of reproduction prescribe.
Related issues have been discussed over the
centuries by many authors including Rous-
seau and Mill as well as Kant, who focused
more on parents’ responsibility in child-rear-
ing, given a birthed child, rather than wheth-
er it is moral to conceive offspring in the first
place. Not until the twentieth century, espe-
cially in works such as Anscombe (1989), has
that latter issue come to an unequivocal, ex-
plicitly confronted moral issue. Contempo-
rary authors are tackling the issue heads-on,
often taking a pro-natal or anti-natal posi-
tion, sometimes a qualified stance, given
prospective conditions for the child’s social
and physical environment. As with many
philosophical issues, at the least it can be il-
luminating to look to history for how earli-
er authors approached the issue, if any did.
At best, such an investigation can strength-
en a current position. Similarly, Ockham’s
work on theorising in scientific research has
provided philosophy of science with a ben-
eficial rubric for assessing theories and the
relatively recent revival of Aristotle’s virtue
has given principled ethical systems a sig-
nificant new challenge. As Kant is the figure
who, among pre-contemporary authors, has
come closest to the issues of the contempo-
rary debate, his work should provide cogent



II0 3TOMY BOIIPOCY ¥ HPWIATh IVUCKYCCUM 3aciIy-
KVMBAIOLIVTV BHUMAaHS IMITYJIbC.

Barsin Ha KV B ero pasuooOpasHbIx dopmy-
J1aX, KacaloIluxcs COBepIIeHHBIX 1 HecoBepIlleH-
HBIX 00g3aHHOCTEV! 110 OTHOIIIEHMIO K cebe TIn K
OPyTMM, He [1aJT OHO3HAYHBIX pe3yJIbTaTOB: OHU
yKasajii Ha TO, YTO y areHTOB HeT TaKMX O0s3aH-
HOCTeV1 /1715 BOCIIPOV3BOJICTBA VJIV OTKa3a OT Hero.
Bropont nomxon obparaics K pa3maHbeIM pado-
TaM KaHTOBCKOI'O HacJleIVisl, VICCTIeNTysl, MOXXeT JIu
nperyiokeHHass KaHTOM onTmMucTIIgecKast Tejle-
0JIOrMs VJIV aJIbTepPHATVBHOE eVl IeCcCUMUCTIIYe-
CKO€ «3CXaTOJIOrMYecKoe» MUPOBO33peHNe SIBHO
HofiIepXMBaTh JIMOO ITpoHaTaIn3M, JINbo aHTU-
Hartam3M. OHaKO TeKCTHI TakK U He JaIil YeTKO-
T'O OTBeTa «Ia» VJIN «HeT». TOJIbKO SKCTParoInpys
13 HIUIX HaCTOMYNBOe CTpeMJIeHVie c/ielaTh BBIBOJL
B TI0JIb3y TOVI VIV MIHOV CTOPOHBI, MOXXHO OBLIIO
ObI HPUITH K SICHOMY pellleHMIo. 3aTeM B cTaTbe
OBbII TIOCTaBJIEH BOITPOC, IIPaBOMEepPHa JIM 3Ta 9KC-
Tpanossnys, OyZTo MBI IIPOYMTAIIV B yMe aBTOpa
TaKy10 HeoOXoaMocTb. Hackoibko MbI MOXeM Cy-
IUTB, TEKCTHI He OOHAPYKMBAIOT HAMEPeHMs pa3-
pemmTh pobiieMy Ha OCHOBe pacCyKIeHNs U J10-
Kas3aTeJIbCTB, KOTOpble OHW IIPOIEeMOHCTPUpPOBa-
. B KoHeYHOM WMTOre OHM YCTaHABJIMBAIOT IJIy-
GOKO ITPOTMBOPEUNBYIO, TPEBOXKHYIO IIVIIEMMY.

DTO OTCYTCTBUE pellleH s, MOXeT ObITh, He TaK
YK IUIOXO 7171 HBIHEeIIHMX Je0aToB 110 BOCIIPOM3-
BOJICTBY 4esioBeKa. OHO MOXeT J100aBUTh Ba)KHBIN
HIOAHC, BBITEKAIOIIN 13 CAMOI'O XapaKTepa 4esIo-
BEYeCKOro CyIeCTBOBaHMS: 3T0 (popMa XXM3HM, KO-
TOpasi 3BOJIIOLVOHMPOBajla, YTOObI BELKUTD, B TO
JKe BpeMs VICIIBIThIBasl PajiocTh U OOJIb pajiyi BbI-
KmBaHMd. YesioBeueckoe CyIleCTBOBaHMe, TaKMM
00pa3oM, MOXXET VIMETb 3aJI0)KeHHbIe B HeM ITPOT-
BOpeusi, KOTOpble Hepa3pelIMBbl, KaK MUHVIMYM,
0e3 M3MeHeHNMs 1O Hey3HaBAaeMOCTV CaMOIO €ero
CYIIeCTBa, eCJIV TAaKOBOE M3MeHeHVie He IO phIBa-
eT ero IeHHOCTh 11719 MHAMBIA0B. Kpome Toro, B
IIPaKTMYeCKOM ¥ TIOJIUTUYEeCKOM IIJIaHe B KOHeU-
HOM cueTe JI1O0 UucTas IpoHaTaIbHasd, JI10o aH-
TUHAaTaJIbHasl TIO3UIIVS MOXeT VMeThb cepbe3Hble
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perspectives on the matter and give the de-
bate a worthwhile boost. First, a look at the
Categorical Imperative in its varied formu-
lae concerning perfect and imperfect duties
to oneself or others yielded no unambiguous
results: They indicated that agents had no
such duties to reproduce or not. A second ap-
proach turned to different works in the ceu-
vre, investigating whether Kant’s suggested
optimistic teleology or, alternatively, pessi-
mistic “eschatological” outlook could clearly
support either pro-natalism or anti-natalism.
However, the texts failed to yield a distinct
yea or nay. Only by extrapolating from them
an insistence on drawing a conclusion fa-
vouring one side or another could a clear
resolution be made. The article then contest-
ed whether it is faithful to the texts to so ex-
trapolate, as if reading into the author’s mind
such a need. For all that we can tell, the texts
reveal no such intention to resolve the issue
from the reasoning and evidence they evince.
In the end they pose a deeply divided, unset-
tling dilemma.

This lack of resolution may not be bad for
the current debate on human reproduction.
This lack may add an important note arising
from the very character of human existence: It
is a lifeform which evolved to survive, while
also experiencing joy and pain to aid that sur-
vival. It may thereby have inconsistencies
embedded in it that are irresoluble, at least
without changing the very thing itself, render-
ing it unrecognisable if not undermining its
worth for individuals. Further, on a final prac-
tical and political note, either a pure pro-natal
or anti-natal position could have serious con-
sequences for policy, which a solidly recog-
nised dilemma could curtail, at least in states
in which a comprehensive doctrine does not
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ITOCJIEZICTBMS AJIS TIOJINTUKY, KOTOpble MOIvIa OBl
CBeCTr Ha HeT O6H.[€HpVISHaHHaH avieMMa, I10
KpaviHert Mepe B TeX IoCyIapCTBax, Iie He IpaBuUT
BCceoOBeMITIONIee yUeHMe. [leTicTBUTeIbHO, HaBs-
3bpIBaHVIE TAKOI'O YUYEeHM, KaK IIpO- MJIN aHT/HaTa-
JIVI3M, VIMeJIO OBI IITMPOKIIEe TIOCIIeICTBIASL.

Baazodapnocmu. baazodapio Kapoa I'yad, Ixec-
cu Ipunya, Ixona I'punByoa, Hosan Koppossra u
Huxoaaca Ilannaca, a maxxe MOUX AHOHUMHbIX pe-
yen3enmoB 3a ux kpaiHe nose3Hvie KOMMeHMApUU K
bosee pannets Bepcuu 3moi crmamvi.
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