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)KapKo
TpajaHockm KaHT - KaTeropu4km
MMnepaTuB Ha

coBpeMeHoCTa?

W 6yaHOCTa HAa pa3yMoT Kpempa MOHCTPYMHU

[TouutyBanu suyHOCTH!

Ce HazreBaM fieka He ce coOpaBMe OB/Ie CaMO IOPaJIk 200-
roNIITHIHATA o7 cMpTTa HAa Mmanyesn KaHT, /1eka 0BOj
3Ha4YaeH JlaTyM He € IIOBOJI caMO 3a OHHE IITO TO
MOCBeTUJIe KUBOTOT Ha MHUIILyBambe PriocodCcKku HEKPO-
JIO3U 3a CJIABHUTe U NOYUTyBaHU MpToBUU. Cocema
pa30oUpPINBO, MOYNUTTA KOH CJIABHUTE MPTBU drtocodu
€ JIOJDKHOCT 32 OHME Ha KOU C€ YIITe HEIITO UM 3HA4YHU
300poT ,,brnocodpuja“. Cekoralll MOKe 1a Ce aKTyeTU3Upa
JmjiemMara Jajiv IOUYNTYBamkeTO Ha cyiaBHUTE (prustocodhn
€ IIPBEHCTBEHO JIOJKHOCT KOH cebe, MU JIOIKHOCT KOH
apyrute. HaBucTrHA, MOXKHO JIA € Jla TO IIOUYUTyBaMe
Nmanyesn KaHT ako mpuToa He ce moynTyBame u cebecu?
He e stu Tokmy KaHT BEUHMOT ITaMETHUK 32 OHHE KOU KaKO
UMIIEPAaTUB HA CETAlIHOCTA IO IpeTmouynTaar cebe-
MIOYUTYBAKETO 3a CMeTKAa Ha IOYUTYBAKETO Ha IPYTUTE,
3a OHHE KOW CMeTaaT JieKa J0JKHOCTUTE KOH cebe ce
MOBAXHU OTKOJIKY J0JIKHOCTUTE KOH JIpyTUTE?!

OTraMy, COOUyBaWmETO CO MPEAU3BUKOT NPETOYEH BO

Zarko

Trajanoski Kant - a Categorical

Imperative
of our Time?

The Wakefulness of Reason
Creates Monsters as Well

Dear persons!

I hope that the 200th anniversary of the death of
Immanuel Kant is not the sole reason for our gathering
here. I hope that this significant date is not an occasion
just for those that have dedicated their lives to writing
philosophical obituaries of the famed and respected dead.
To be sure, respect towards the famous dead philosophers
is a duty for those who still believe that the word ‘philoso-
phy’ has any meaning. Whether respect of the famous
philosophers is primarily a duty towards oneself or a duty
towards others is a dilemma that can always be popula-
rised. Is it truly possible to respect Immanuel Kant if we
do not respect ourselves as well? Is not Kant himself the
eternal memorial for those that prefer self-respect to re-
spect towards others as an imperative of the present, for
those that prefer the duties one has towards oneself to
duties one has towards the others?!

Thus, the accepting of the challenge evident into the in-

29 ]




0

]

Zarko Trajanoski Kant - a Categorical Imperative of our Time?

MIPOHUKJINBOTO IIpalllalhe Ha OPTaHU3aTOPOT Ha OBaa
cpenba - ,Kazme 6u ro oxgBesie KaHT HEroBUTE MU U
MIPUHITUIIH JileHec?“ - HajMaIKy OM CMeeJio Jja MCXO/yBa
co ¢mnocodcko cebezabopaBame. Bo oBa mzsarame ce
pasriieZiyBa TOKMY AUJIeMaTa JIajid BOOIIIITO MOKE JIa ce
npudaTH eieH TaKOB IpeAU3BUK. MOXKHO JIU € a TO
nouyutyBame KaHT JieHEC U UCTOBPEMEHO JIa Ce MOYU-
TyBame cebecu? Jlaayu MMIepaTuBOT HA (PHUIIOCOPCKUOT
cebeHe3abopaB HaI0KyBa 3ab0paBame Ha Hekou KaHT-
OBM HJIEU U IPUHIIUIIH JIEHEC?

MojoT HeCKpOMEH MpHUI0HEC KOH HACTOjyBameTo KaHT-
OBUTE H/IEU JIa Ce MPOMHUCIIyBaaT MOCKOPO BO CETAIIHO,
OTKOJIKYy BO MHHATO CBPIIIEHO BPEME, CE COCTOU OJI €JTHA
MOIITHE MaJjla MHTEPBEHIIMja BO TeMaTa Ha HAIIHUOT
cumno3uyM: ,KaHT - KaTeropuuku UMIIEPaTHB HA
coBpemeHocTa“. lIMeHO, He NHTepBEHUPAaMe HUIITO BO
MIPOIO3UI[MOHAIHATA CO/IPIKUHA, TYKY €JUHCTBEHO BO
¢opmara. CranyBa 3060p caMo 3a eJIHa JI0faBKa Ha KPajoT,
3a eZleH O0WUYeH MpallaJHUK KOj ja JOBeAyBa IO/
Ipamiamke IJIaBHaTa Tema: ,,KaHT - KaTeropuyky uMIle-
paTtuB Ha coBpeMeHocTa?“ BCyIrHOCT, TEKOBHOBO M3JIa-
rame NpeTcTaByBa oOUA /1a ce ompaBAa TOKMY TOj
npamarHuK. [IpuTtoa, He e i pa30UPJIMBO MITO HOMAJIKY
pedYeHHnu /a 3aBPIIyBaaT CO TOYKA, a IMITO IMOBeKe
PEeYEeHHUITH /1a 3aBPIILyBaaT CO MPAIIaTHUK?

ITounTyBaHU IMYHOCTH, MOXKHO 11 € KaHT fa ce mpomuc-
JIyBa BO CETAIlIHO BpeMe, U aKO € MOXKHO, KaKO € MOKHO?
[TonHaky KakaHO, MOXKeEMe JIU Jla c€ IOMHUPUMeE CO
cebe3ab0paBOT U 3a00PABOT HA CETralrHOCTa BO MHO3WH-
CTBOTO TEKOBHU 00MM /1a ce ,pumocobupa“ 3a Kant, wim
BO Bpcka co KaHnT? U, ako He MokeMe /ja ce HOMUPUMe
HUTY co cebe3ab0paBOT HUTY cO 3aD0OpPaBOT HA cerari-
HOCTa, KAKBU JPYTU MOKHOCTH HU CTOjaT HAa PACIIOJIaTahe
3a peakryenusanuja Ha Kant? MoKHa JIu € peakTyean-

sightful question of the organiser of this meeting — “Where
would Kant’s ideas take him in this day and age?” — should
not result into philosophical self-oblivion. This presenta-
tion deals with the dilemma of whether such a challenge
could be accepted at all. Is it possible to respect Kant to-
day and at the same time to respect ourselves as well?
Does the imperative of philosophical non-self-oblivion
dictate the forgetting of some of Kant’s ideas and prin-
ciples today?

My immodest contribution to the attempts of rethinking
Kant’s ideas in the present tense rather than in the past
tense is in the form of a very slight intervention in the
theme of our symposium: “Kant — a categorical impera-
tive of our time”. Namely, nothing intrudes upon the
propositional content, only on the propositional form. It
concerns only a suffix to the end, an ordinary question
mark that puts the main theme under a question: “Kant —
a categorical imperative of our time?” Actually, this pre-
sentation is an attempt to justify the question mark itself.
And in the process, isn’t it understandable that more sen-
tences end with a question mark than with a full stop?

Dear persons, is it possible to rethink Kant in the present
tense, and if so, then how is it possible? In other words,
can we accept self-oblivion and the oblivion of the present
in the numerous ongoing attempts to ‘philosophise’ on
Kant, or about Kant? And, if we can accept neither self-
oblivion nor the oblivion of the present, what other op-
tions do we have at our disposal for the re-actualisation
of Kant? Is it possible to re-actualise Kant without self-
(re-)actualisation?
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3anuja Ha KaHT 6e3 cebe(pe)akTyenmsanuja?

[TouuTyBaHu, yIITe €HAII MIOBTOPYBaM, UCKPEHO C€
Ha/IeBaM JieKa MOBO/IOT 3a HaIllaTa cpeida HeMa /ia buie
MIPUYHHA caMo 32 OyZiere Ha HEKPO(PUIICKUTE CKJIOHOCTH,
MPpUTAaeHU Kaj MHOTY UCTOPHUIIUCTUYKUA HACTPOEHH
»pmrocodu®. Co cera 1017KHA IOYUT KOH HEKPODUITUTE,
JpyOUTENINTE HA MPTBOTO, THE HAIIM Opaka/cecTpu IO
Jpy00B/prrua, HO 3apeM HaraTa JbyOOB, Hamara uaua,
He e WCIpaBeHa OBJe U cera IpeJ, coceMa APYT IIpe-
Ju3BuK? He e sin ucripaBeHa nipes IpeAu3BUKOT HA JeJI0
Ja mokake (ako He W Ja JOKake), JeKa OHa IITO
JIOCTOMHCTBEHO ce cebenMeHyBa Kako ,,punocoduja“ e ce
yrre KuBO? U J1eka JKUBOTOT Ha ¢hunrocogujaitia He e
€INHCTBEHO KOITHEX KOH MPTBOTO U MHUHATOTO, TYyKY
KOITHE’K KOH HEIITO aKTyeJTHO, KOH HEIIITO 3KUBO, WJIH
OGapeM KOH HEIIITO IIITO MOJKE /1A CE OJKUBEE BO MTHUHATA?

IIpen na ce BIOyImITHME BO €/1HA TaKBAa MHTEJIEKTyaHA
aBaHTypa, IpeJ Zla To TejeTpaHcnoptupame KauT o
KEHUHTCOEPIIKUTE YU Ha HAIIUTE YIUIH U ILUIOIITa-
21, b1 cakayr HAKyco J]a ce OCBPHAM Ha e/{Ha MOXKHa (Puio-
codcka omyka. Enna pagukanna dunocodceka oaiyka
ce HAJIBUCHYBAa KaKO MOJKEH JIeK 3a CTPaJaHUETO Ha
coBpemeHara ¢uiocoduja — 32 Hej3MHATA [TAPATU3UPA-
HOCT U JIe30PUEHTHUPAHOCT KAKO Pe3YyJITaT Ha OICe]-
HATOCTa CO COICTBEHATa ucropuja. MIMeHo, naim mMoxe
Zia ce mpudartu npeaiorot Ha Asas Bazjy, 3a uMaHeHTHO
pPacKMHyBame CO UCTOPUIU3MOT, 3a PUI0COPCKO
cebemnpe3eHTupame 0e3 ymaTyBame Ha COICTBEHATa
ucropuja?? Jlamu MoxkeMe 7ia TO IpudaTuMe IpejIoroT
3a ,HacwjIHO“ 3ab0paBame Ha HCTOpUjaTa Ha (UIIO-
codujara, 1a 3ab60paBUMe AypH U IeKa cMe ja 3abopasuie
ucropujara Ha prtocodujara?? /[aau e BOOIIIITO MOXKHA
TakBa ¢unocodcka oamyka? Moxkeme su 1a o 3a60-
paBume KaHT kako ucropucko-dunocodpcka purypa, u
rpuroa zia 3abopaBuMe Jieka cMe ro 3abopaBuie? Jlamu

Dear audience, to repeat, I sincerely hope that the occa-
sion for our meeting will not be taken only as an advan-
tage to awaken necrophile inclinations, dwelling in many
historically inclined ‘philosophers’. With all due respect
to necrophiles, the lovers of the dead, our brothers/sis-
tersin love/philia, but isn’t our love, our philia, now faced
by an utterly different challenge? Isn’t it facing the chal-
lenge to show (if not prove even) that that which calls it-
self with dignity ‘philosophy’ is still living? That
philosophy’s life is not only a yearning for the dead and
the past, but a desire for something actual, for something
living or at least for something that can be brought back
to life in the future?

Before we depart into such an intellectual adventure, be-
fore we transport Kant from the streets of Konigsberg to
our streets and town squares, I would like to briefly ad-
dress a possible philosophical decision. A radical philo-
sophical decision dawns as a possible remedy for the suf-
ferings of contemporary philosophy — for its paralysis and
disorientation as a result of the obsession with its own
history. Namely, can Alain Badiou’s proposal for the im-
manent breaking up with historicism, for a philosophical
self-presentation without reference to one’s own history
be accepted?? Can we accept his proposal for a violent
forgetting of the history of philosophy, to even forget that
we have forgotten the history of philosophy?? Is such a
philosophical decision at all possible? Can we forget Kant
as an historical-philosophical figure and at the same time
forget that we have forgotten him as such? Can this kind
of oblivion ‘cure’ philosophy of its paralysis and disorien-
tation?
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TaKBHUOT 3a00paB MOKe J1a ja ,u3aedn” ¢puiocodujara of
Hej3WHATa NapaJIM3UPAHOCT U €30PUEHTHPAHOCT?

Tyka ce coouyBaMe €O HEKOJKY PHUI0CODCKU HUCKY-
meHuja. IIpBo, BO UCKyIIIeHNE cMe J]a BO3BpAaTUMeE JieKa
ujejaTa 3a efHa TakBa ¢pumocodcka oAJIyKa € caMo
cumintoMm Ha ,wishful thinking“. He sz e mpo6iemoTt
TOKMY BO TOa IIITO HE MOXKEME COCEM Jia ja 3abopaBuMe
HUTY UCTOpHjaTa Ha (uocodujara, a Hajmanky Kant?
[ToToa, BO HCKYyIIIEHHE CMe Jja cyreprupamMe Jieka uio-
codujaTa ce aKTyesn3upa TOKMY KaKO CBOEBUHO
omuparbe Ha 3ab00paBoT u cebe3abopasorT. /la ce obuaern
7a ro 3abopasutil KaHT, He e JI1 MCTO KaKO 7ja ce O0uzert
72 He MuciauIl Ha Oesata meuka? VcTo Taka, BO UCKY-
IIEHNE CMe H/IejaTa 3a ,pPaCIUCTyBamkhe CO MUHATOTO 1a
ja mporsjacuMe 3a o6m4yHa miy3uja. BepojaTHo Moxkeme
7la ’KHBeeMe CO WJIy3HujaTa JleKa CMe PacCuUUCTHUJIE CO
MHHATOTO, HO MOKeMe JIM COCEM /Ia ja MOTHCHEME
TpayMaTHYHATA COTJIe/I0a IeKa MUHATOTO HE PACUUCTHIIO
co Hac?*

HaBuctuHa, MoxxHA 11 € pritocopckaTa KOMyHHUKAITja
co KaHT ako MHMHATOTO ce TOMMa KaKO HEIITO ITOBEKE Of
HEPACKUHJIUB JIeJl Ha HalleTo osde u ceza? He e yin
cBOeBpeMeHOcTa Ha KaHT cexorai Beke /ies1 o7 Hamara
coBpemeHOCT? MokeMe JiH /1a My O7joJieeMe Ha BpPBHOTO
¢punocodcko uckymeHue, ga ro NporjaacuMe MOUMOT
anaxpoHusam (ymatyBame Ha IOTPENIHO BpeMe) 3a
camornpotuBpedeH moum, a Philosophia actualitas 3a
IUTIeOHa3aM? AKO BOOIIIITO HE € MOKHO yIaTyBame Ha
MOTPEINIHO BpeMe, aKO MCKJIYYUBUTE yHaTyBama Ha
MHHATO WU UJIHO BpeMe ce NMPU3HAIM Ha ecKalu3am,
Hajmocse, ako punocodujaTa € MHXEPEHTHO aKillyeaHa,
TOTAII € M3JIUIIHO /Ia Ce MOCTAaByBa IMPAIIAKETO JAJIN
Kant e Ham coBpemeHuk. Ceumnja ¢unsocoduja e -

Here we face several philosophical temptations. First, we
are tempted to retort that the idea of such a philosophical
decision is only a symptom of wishful thinking. Isn’t the
problem exactly in the fact that we cannot entirely forget
the history of philosophy and need not mention Kant?
Secondly, we are tempted to suggest that philosophy is
actualised as a kind of resistance to oblivion and self-
oblivion. Is trying to forget Kant not like trying to avoid
thinking about the white bear? Also, we are tempted to
proclaim that the idea of ‘being through with the past’ is
nothing but an illusion. It is probably possible to live with
the illusion that we are through with the past, but can we
entirely suppress the traumatic realisation that the past
is not through with us?4

Indeed, is philosophical communication with Kant pos-
sible if the past is perceived as something more than an
integral part of our present? Isn’t Kant’s own contem-
poraneity always already our own contemporaneity? Can
we resist the ultimate philosophical temptation, to pro-
claim the term anachronism (referring to wrong time) as
being self-contradictory, and Philosophia actualitas as
being pleonastic? If reference to a wrong time is not at all
possible, if the strict references to the past or future time
are symptoms of escapism, and finally, if philosophy is
inherently actual, then the question of whether Kant is
our contemporary is superfluous. Everyone’s philosophy
is — at the same time — reflection of its own time and of
our time!
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HWCTOBPEMEHO - 0/Ipa3 Ha CBOEBPEMEHOCTA U COBPEME-
HocTta!

MefyToa, cocema JIpyro e mpariamweTro gaau KaaTt moxe
Ja ce IIPOMHCIIyBa KaKO Kailleeopuudku umilepailus Ha
coBpeMeHocTa. Katliecopuukuoi umiiepailiué e Bepo-
jaTHO HajupouyeHHOT exeMeHT oA KaurtoBarta ¢uto-
codwuja, a MpoUIyeHOCTa € MOIIIHE IUIO/THA II0YBA 32 TOJIEMH
Hesopa3bupama.® OTTyKa, caMOTO CIIOMEHYBame Ha
kateropuukuot umneparus (K1) Hasara kpajaa BHUMAa-
TEJIHOCT, UMajKu MpPeBU/, JIeKa Ha pa3jInueH HAYMH ja
crumynupa ¢unsocodpckara umaruHanuja. Mimeno,
npetcraBata 3a KU kako xomiiac 3a MOpPaJHO OpUEH-
TUpame Ha OOMYHUOT YOBEKOB pa3yMm,® e MOWHAKBA Of
npercrasara 3a KU kako ggopmyaa,” oz npercraBara 3a
KU xkako HemTo mTo 00e30eyBa .02uuku iecill 3a
HamuTe Makcumuy,® on mpercraBata 3a KU kako eeHe-
paaua tipoyedypa 3a KOHCTPyHUPAHe HA MOPAJIHO
peJIeBaHTHU MUCJIOBHH €KCIIEPUMEHTH,® HAJIOCJIe, MHOTY
TonHaKBa o7 mpercraBaTta 3a KM kako ®pojaoBoTo cy-
tiepe2o." Jla He ja cnomMeHyBaMe mpeTcraBara 3a Kant
Kako naHzaH Ha Mapku3 ae Caz."

HaBucruna, mozxe i KaHT fja mociry:ky Kako KOMITIac 3a
COBPEMEHOTO MOPAJIHO JIe30PUEHTHPAHO YOBEIITBO?
Janu e KanT BUcTUHCKaTa popMyJia 3a HA/IMUHYBakbe Ha
»MAaKeZJOHCKAaTa cocToj0a“ Ha rpaHUIITE TOMETy J0OPOTO
U 3JI0TO ¥ HUBHOTO IIOBTOPHO UCLPTyBamke? MoxkeMe Jin
JIOTUYKH /1a TU TeCTUpPaMe MAaKCUMHUTE Ha HAIIaTa
COBPEMEHOCT OBUKYBajku ce TokMy Ha Kant? Kom
MUCJIOBHU €KCIIEPUMEHTH Ce€ MOPAJIHO PeJIeBAHTHU
neHec? Hajmocste, MOKHO J1u € J1a ce (IIChX0)aHaTu3upa
KaHTOBaTa KOIIEpHUKOBCKA PEBOJIYIIAja™ Off €/lHA ITIOCT-
(bpojmoBcka u MoCT-MapKCUCTHYKA ITO3UIIHja, BO 3HAUH-
TEJIHO U3MEHETUOT YHHUBEP3YM KaKO pe3yJTaT Ha
®pojroBata KONEPHUKOBCKA PEBOJIYLIHja'® M MapKCHC-
TUYKUTE COI[UjTHU peBorynuu? HecomHeHo, cute oBue

However, the question of whether Kant can be rethought
as a categorical imperative of our time is an entirely dif-
ferent question. The categorical imperative is likely to
be the most famous element of Kant’s philosophy and its
fame is pretty fertile ground for great misunderstand-
ings.5 Hence, mere mention of the categorical impera-
tive (CI) requires greatest diligence, considering that it
stimulates the philosophical imagination in a different
way. Namely, the conception of the CI as a compass for
moral orientation of common human reason,® differs
from the conception of the CI as a formula,” from the
conception of the CI as something that provides a logical
test for our maxims,® from the conception of the CI as a
general procedure for the constructing of morally relevant
thought experiments,® and finally, it is much more dif-
ferent from the conception of the CI as Freud’s superego.*°
Not to mention the conception of Kant as the counterpart
of Marquis de Sade."

Really, can Kant serve as the compass for the contempo-
rary morally disoriented humanity? Is Kant the true for-
mula to surpass the Mazedonische zustande at the bor-
ders between good and evil and their re-demarcation? Can
we logically test the maxims of our time referring to Kant
himself? What thought experiments are morally relevant
these days? Finally, is it possible to (psycho-)analyse
Kant’s Copernican revolution® from a post-Freudian and
post-Marxist position in a considerably altered universe
as a result of Freud’s Copernican revolution and Marx-
ist social revolutions? Without a doubt, all these options
open various horizons for the rethinking of our time by
envisaging various Kantian positions.
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MO’KHOCTH OTBOpPAaaT Pa3JIMYHU XOPHU30HTHU 3a MPO-
MUCJIyBalbe Ha CO8PEeMEHOCIa TIPEKY BUPTYETU3UPAE
Ha pa3/IMYHU KAaHTOBCKHU ITO3UIUH.

PaznmumynnTe HaunHU Ha Kou KaHTOBHOT KaTeropwuJKu
MMIIEPATUB ja cTuMystupa praocodpckaTa MMarnHaIuja
BO IOCJIEJHUTE JB€ M HEIITO CTOJIETHja cyrepupaar
Hajpa3HOBUJHU MOXKHOCTH 32 MPEUCIUTyBame HA
coBpeMeHocra. PoKycrupamweTo equHCTBeHO Bp3 KU, 11 Bp3
dumocodcrara peneniuja Ha KU, moxe fa nma s1e30pu-
€HTHUPAYKO, 1A J[ypU U MapPaIU3UPAYKO JIejcTBO. Brpo-
yeM, MMa JIM HENITO IITO BeKe He € KaKaHO 32 KaTero-
PUYKHOT UMIepaTuB? 30IITO /1a Ce MUIIYyBaaT HOBU
TEKCTOBU HA OBaa TeMa, KOTa U CTapUTE BEKEe PETKO KOj
ru ynta? He Oemre im MHOIITBOTO JMJIEMH KOU Ce
jaByBaar BO BpPCKa €O MelyceOHATa KOMIIATHOWIHOCT Ha
pasaumuHuTe hopmynanuu Ha KU mto ru aBa caMuoT
KaHT, camo T0BO/] 32 POAYIIPAHE OIICEKHA CEKYHIapHA
JIITepaTypa Koja OCTaHa peurcH He3abesrexkaHa 3a IMOIIH-
poxkara ¢uiocodcka u KyaTypHa jaBHOCT?

Bo oBue mpamama ce KpHjaT caMo JIeJT Off IPUUNHUTE
30IIITO OBA M3JIaTarbe He MPEeTeHAupa Jja Oujie ONCTOjHA
¢unocodcka aHamM3a HA KaTETOPUYKUOT UMIIEPATUB U
Ha HeroBaTa ¢yHKnuja Bo KanroBara etuka. Bo Hammor
TEMATCKU XOPU30HT, KATETOPUYKUOT UMIIEPATHB € CaMO
MmeTtadopa 3a Kant kako pedepeHTHa TOUKa 3a Pua0-
cogcxko MPOMUCIYyBalke Ha cCOBpeMeHoOcCTa. ,Puso-
codCcko®, TOKOJIKY C€ YIITe MOKe Jla ce 300pyBa 3a
HeKkakBa (prtocoduja Kako MUCIIERE KOe ce 00uayBa 1a
ja omdaTu cBOeBpeMeEHOCTa, a YHj K'CMeT e J1a bune
COBpeMeHO MUcJIee. TOKMY 3aT0a, HeMa /ia ce BILylLlITaMe
BO HUKAKBHU MCTOPUCKO-(PMIOCODCKH OOyKITUU - HEMA
HUTY Jla TO celipaMe HUTY Jja o oIleBaMe MPTBOTO TeJI0
Ha KanT. Hamecrto uzBecHuTe MeTo/iu Ha prytocodpekara
Hekpodwirja ke T'H IPEeTIoYNTaMe HEN3BECHUTE EKCIIe-
PUMEHTH Ha Maruckata HekpomaHTuja. be3 orien Ha

The different ways in which Kant’s categorical impera-
tive has stimulated philosophical imagination in the last
two-and-something centuries suggest a great variety of
options for the reconsidering of our time. Focusing on
the CI alone and on the philosophical reception of the CI
may have a disorienting and even paralysing effect. Is
there something that has not already been said on the
categorical imperative? Why write new texts on this topic,
when the existing ones are almost ignored? Wasn’t the
multitude of dilemmas arising from the mutual compat-
ibility of the different formulations of the CI given by Kant
himself a reason for the production of extensive second-
ary literature that remained almost unnoticed by the
broader philosophical and cultural audience?

These questions display only some of the reasons why this
presentation does not have any pretensions to be a defi-
nite philosophical analysis of the categorical imperative
and of its function in Kant’s ethics. Within our thematic
horizon, the categorical imperative is only a metaphor for
Kant as a reference point for a philosophical rethinking
of our time. ‘Philosophical’, provided it is still possible to
talk of a philosophy as thinking that attempts to grasp
‘our time’, thinking with kismet to be contemporary think-
ing. This is precisely why we won’t proceed with any his-
torical-philosophical autopsies — nor shall we dissect or
lament Kant’s corpse. Instead of the predictable methods
of philosophical necrophilia, we shall prefer the unpre-
dictable experiments of necromancy. Regardless of the
risks that may arise from necromantic practices, we shall
conjure up the dead man, trying to excite his spirit to an-
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PUBHUIATE IIITO MOKAT Ja MPOU3JIe3aT 0/ HEKPOMaHT-
CKUTEe MPAaKTHUKU, HUE Ke TO MOBHKaMe MPTOBEIOT
0o0uyBajKu ce Jla TO MOTTHKHEME HETOBUOT ZyX Ja
O/ITOBOPH Ha IIpalllambaTta MITO K& My THU IIOCTaBHUME.

l'ocrioguue manyesn KanT, Heka MU € IpOCTEHO IITO Be
Oyz1am o/1 BEYHUOT MUP, HO OBZIE U Cera Me U3MadyBaaT
HEKOJIKY ITpalllakha BO OJTHOC Ha KOU OU caKaJsl /1a IO 9yjam
Bamrero nounutyBaHO MUC/IERE!

BucTtuHata n 4oBeLUTBOTO

1) [TpocreTe Mu 3a MojaTa JbyOOITUTHOCT rocnoinHe KaHT
HO, OU cakaJsl /1a 3HaM JIaJIH U cera, BO OBOj MHT, C€ YIIITe
Ou o/IroBOpHJIE HETaTHBHO HA J[BETE Ipalllarba KOU TH
IIOCTaBYBaTe BO BAIIIMOT HAIHC ,,3a 603KEMHOTO IIPABO /1A
ce JIaKe O/ AJITPYUCTHYKH MOTUBH “? J[a Be moceTam, Bue
OJUTyYHO JaJlOBT€ HETATUBEH OJTOBOD Ha CJIETHUBE
mpamasma: 1) Jlajau BO ciaydyawm Kora He MOIKEMe Ja
usberueme ozirosop co ‘/1a’ u ‘He’, mmame mpaBo s1a He
KaKyBaMe BUCTHUHA?; 2) Jlayi cMe 00Bp3aHU /1a KaXkeMe
HEBUCTHHA, KOTa CMe HEITPABEIHO ITPUHY/IEHU /1a JlafieMe
u3jaBa, 3a J]a ce 3allITUTUMeE ce0ecH WJIM HEKO] APYT O
HEeeJIOTO IIITO HI ce SaKaHYBa?14

Cnopen Bac, Hema HUKaKBU JIUJIEMH, CEKOj YOBEK HEMA
caMo ITpaBo TYKy U CTPUKTHA 0OBPCKA /1a Ka’KyBa BUCTHUHA,
JIypY U CO MCKA3UTE KOU HE MOJKe Jla TU n30erHe, 6e3
orJie/] JAJT THie MY HAIlITeTyBaaT HEMY WJIU Ha JPYTUTE.
ITo3naTo HU e, rocnoguHe KaHT, Ieka KaKyBameTo
BUCTHHA e (popMaTHa 1 6€3yCIIOBHA JIOJI?KHOCT Ha CEKOTO
KOH CEKOTr0, uMilepailiu8 K0j BaKU BO CHUTE OKOJTHOCTH.
Besnpyro, 6u HampaBuiie HeM3MepHa HempaBaa KOH
YOBEIITBOTO Kora Ou Kajkasie 6apeM exHa eIMHCTBEHA
Jjara.

swer the questions that we ask him.

Sir Immanuel Kant, may I please be forgiven for raising
you from the eternal peace, but I am troubled, here and
now, with several issues on which I would like to hear
your respected opinion!

Truth and Humanity

1) Forgive my curiosity Sir Kant, but I would like to know,
at this very moment, whether your answer to the two ques-
tions in your article ‘On a Supposed Right to Tell Lies from
Benevolent Motives’ would be still negative? Allow me to
remind you that you decidedly gave a negative answer to
the following questions: 1) “...whether a man — in cases
where he cannot avoid answering ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ — has the
right to be untruthful”; 2) “whether, in order to prevent a
misdeed that threatens him or someone else, he is not
actually bound to be untruthful in a certain statement to
which an unjust compulsion forces him?”4

There is no dilemma, according to you, that a person does
not only have the right, but also a rigorous obligation to
tell the truth, even with the statements that cannot be
avoided, regardless of whether they are harmful to him/
her or to others. We are aware, Sir Kant, that telling the
truth is a formal and unconditional duty of everyone to-
wards everyone else, an imperative that applies to all cir-
cumstances. Undoubtedly, one would inflict a great in-
justice upon all humanity if one told as much as a single
lie.
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Ho, na mpernocraBume rocnoanHe KaHT, leka Ha BaliaTa
BeUuepHa IPOIIETKA 10 KEHUHTCOEPIIKUTE YIUIH Be
cpekaBa CC maTposia Koja coceM JbyDe3HO Be 3amupa,
IIOCTaBYBajKH IO MpaIlameTo: ,Jlaau Bu e mo3HaTo Kaze
MoxkeMe /1a To npoHajaeme Espennor Mmanyen Kant?“
Ja nperniocraBume zaeka cre EBpeuH, 1 AeKa BO UCTUOT
Mur chakate OTH IaTpojiaTa He 3Hae JIeKa CTe BUe
BeymiHOocT EBpennot Mmanyes Kanrt. Mcero Taka, mo3HaTo
BHU e JieKa peuncu cute EBpen xou Ousie mpuBeieHU Of
crpasa Ha CC mmaTposia ncue3Hasie 1 HUKOTall IOBTOPHO
He ce BpaTwie Ha KeHuHrcoepikuTe yaumu. [IITo ke um
oAroBopuTe rocunonuHe KaHT, 3HaejKku JAeka ako ce
obwuieTe f1a He J]ajieTe OZTOBOP PEYMCH CUTYPHO Ke OuieTe
MIPUHYZAEHU /14 TO CTOPUTE TOA?

Jlanm mocTonHCTBEHO Ke KaxkeTe ,Jac cym manyen KaHr,
EBpennoT mro ro 6apare“, ¥ mOKpaj Toa IITO €IHA
€IMHCTBEHA JIara co ToJieMa BEPOjaTHOCT OU MosKesia /1a
BH 'O CIIACH ’KUBOTOT, OBO3MOKYBajKU BH JIOBOJTHO BpEME
na nobernere? Jlaau mrerara mro 6M My ja HaHese HA
YOBEIITBOTO CO KAXKyBAIbe€TO HA €[HA HEBUCTUHA MOKE
Jla ce CIIope/iyBa Co IITeTaTa IITo OM BU OMyia HaHeceHa
Bam no ucnosiHyBameTo Ha Bamara 6e3yciioBHA I0IDK-
HOCT /1a ja KakeTe BUCTHUHara? M, egHOCTaBHO, Ke
OCTaHEeTe Ha TOa JleKa He MOXKeTe /1a 3HaeTe TaJIU JlaraTta
ke Bu ro cmacu XKHMBOTOT, IIa 3aToa Ke ja KaKeTe
BucTHHATA? Jlau KaTerOPUYIKUOT UMIIEPATUB MOXKeE /14
ro paspeny KOHGIUKTOT TOMery JOJDKHOCTA J1a busieme
HMCKPEHU U IOJDKHOCTA /1A CH ITIOMOTHeMe cebecu?

Ymrte Huue, B0 AHiiuxpucili, TO npeaynpeyBaiie
YOBEILITBOTO JI€Ka BAIIWOT KaTEerOPUYKU HUMIIEPATUB €
OITaCeH II0 XKUBOT, IeKa HeMa HUIITO IOYHUIITYBAadKO 32
YOBEKOT O/ /Ie]CTBYBAIbETO KAKO aBTOMAT Ha JIOJIKHOCTA.
[IIto 6u My Bo3Bpatmie, rocroanHe Kaut? Moxkere s
Jla He IIOCOBeTyBaTe KaKO MOKe Jia TH IIpeKuBee elleH
KaHTOBEI IPEMpPEKUjaTa Ha AYIIBUIIL, ¥ TOCJIE AYIIIBHIL?

But, let’s suppose Sir Kant, that during your evening
promenade along the streets of Konigsberg an SS patrol
crosses your path, ever so politely requires you to halt,
and poses the question: “Do you know where we could
find the Jew, Immanuel Kant?” Let’s suppose that you
are a Jew and you just realise in that moment that the
patrol does not know that you in fact are the Jew,
Immanuel Kant. Also, you know that all Jews that were
captured by the SS patrol disappeared and never more
returned to the streets of Konigsberg. What is your an-
swer, Sir Kant, knowing that if you try to avoid answer-
ing, you will almost certainly be forced to divulge your
identity?

Will you with dignity declare “I am Immanuel Kant, the
Jew you are looking for”, although one single lie would
most likely save your life, allowing you enough time to
flee? Can the damage that would be inflicted upon hu-
manity by the telling of one lie be compared to the dam-
age that would be inflicted on you after the fulfilment of
your unconditional duty to tell the truth? Or will you sim-
ply consider that you cannot know whether the lie will
save your life, so you will tell the truth and nothing but
the truth? Can the categorical imperative resolve the con-
flict between the duty to be truthful and the duty to help
to ourselves?

Already Nietzsche in Antichrist warned humanity that
your categorical imperative is life-threatening, that there
is nothing as destructive for a human being than to act as
a mere automaton of duty. How would you respond to
him, Sir Kant? Could you advise us on how a Kantian can
survive the misfortunes of Auschwitz, and those that fol-
low Auschwitz?
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2) Bo uctrot tekcr, rocnonuHe KaHT, ru mpeaynpeayBare
OeHEeBOJIEHTHUTE JIAXKTOBIU JleKa CO KaXKyBaHbeTO Jiara
CTaHyBaarT Pa6HO OATOBOPHMU 3a CUTE KOHCEKBEHIIH, IIITO
He Ou OMJIO CiIydaj TOKOJIKY Karkese BucTuHA. Kora
Ka)KyBaMe BUCTHHA, jaBHATA ITPaB/ia HUIIITO HE HU MOJKE,
BesiuTe Bue, 6e3 orsies Ha Toa KAKBU ce KOHCEKBEHITUTE.
Ho, 1a ro pasriiefame MajKy OpUMepPOT ILITO T'O JiaBare.

Axo Ha mpamameTo Ha HEKOj yOwuel, majii HerosaTa
IIOTeHIHjaJIHA JXPTBA € Kaj Bac Jj0Ma, HUEe U3JIaKeMe,
oATOBapajKu He, TOrall OW MOXKeJie J1a OujieMe IIpaBHO
OZITOBOPHU IOKOJIKY >KpTBara Oria yoreHa Kako pe3ysITaT
Ha Hamara jlara. AKo ’KpTBarTa BO MeryBpeMe rmoberHana
HU3 IPO30PELOT Ha YJIUIIA, 8 YOHEI[OT IT0CJIe HAIIEeTO ,He®
ja cpeTHaJy Ha WCTaTa yJuIla U TaMy O U3BPIIHUJI
yOHCTBOTO TOTAII - ITpeAyIpeayBare Bue - 6u moxere fga
Ouzmeme onpaBaHO OOBMHETH KaKO IPUYMHA 32 HEj3U-
Harta cMpT. FIMeHO, ako cMe To cJiefieyie KAaTETOPUYKUOT
UMIIEpATUB JIeKa HUKOraml He Tpeba /Ja JakeMe, IITO
Ousa Hama 6e3ycJI0BHA JIOJIPKHOCT, yOUCTBOTO HajBEPO-
jaTHO HEMAJIO J1a ce CIIYYH.

Ho, rocioguse Kant, MoxkeMe Jiu J1a OusieMe 0OOBUHETH
3a KaKyBame Jlara opajy Halara mu3jaBa JieKa IMOTeH-
[yjajHaTa XKpTBa He OWJa BO HAIIHOT JOM akKO BO
MefyBpeMe Taa HM3JIerjia MpeKy mpo3openoT? AKO
MIOTEHIIMjaTHATA KPTBA U3JIEerJIa IPEKY IMPO30PeIoT, TOA
3HAYM JleKa Taa He O1jia I0Ma; U He € JIU TOTAIll IOTOYHO
Jla ce Kake, UpasHo TJIeIaHO, IeKa HHUE BCYIIHOCT CMe ja
Kajkajie BUCTUHATA MAaKO CMe BepyBaJsie JieKa KasKyBaMe
stara? Mo»keMe JI¥ /1a TO OTCTPAaHMUMe COMHEKOT JIeKa OHa
BO IIITO BEpyBaMe JIeKa € TaKa, € HagUCIlUHAa Taka? A ako
He MOKeMe, KaKO TOTall J]a ce UCIIOJIHU CBeTaTa JIOJIK-
HOCT /12 Ce Ka’KyBa CaMO BUCTHHATA U HUIIITO JPYTO OCBEH
BUCTHUHATA?'"

2) In the same text, Sir Kant, you warn the benevolent
liars that by telling a lie they become legally responsible
for all consequences, which wouldn’t be the case if they
were to tell the truth. When we speak the truth, the pub-
lic justice can hold nothing against us, you say, regard-
less of what the consequences might be. But, let’s con-
sider for a while the example that you portray.

If, asked by a murderer whether his potential victim is in
our home, we lie by saying ‘no’; then we could be held
legally responsible if the victim were murdered as a re-
sult of our lie. If, in the meantime, the victim managed to
escape through a window to the street, and after our ‘no’
the murderer met him/her in the same street and com-
mitted the murder there, then, you warn, we could justi-
fiably be accused as being the cause for his/her death. For,
if we followed the categorical imperative never to tell a
lie, as our unconditional duty, the murder would most
probably never have occurred.

But, Sir Kant, can we be accused of telling a lie due to our
statement that the potential victim is not in our home if
in the meantime he/she got out through the window? If
the potential victim exited through the window, that
means that he/she was not in our home; and isn’t it more
accurate to say, legally speaking, that we actually told the
truth although we believed we were telling a lie? Can we
believe without a doubt that what we regard as being true
is really true? If we can’t, then how is one to fulfil the
sacred duty of telling the truth and nothing but the
truth?®s
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3) Ce mparmryBam, rocniosiiie KaHT, gajii puropo3HOTO
cyie/lerbe Ha KaTeTOPUYKHOT UMIEPATUB MOXKeE BO
OJIpEZlEHHN CHUTYyaIlMH Ja HE 0cJ000au O] TUYHaATA
O/ITOBOPHOCT 32 KOHCEKBEHITUTE IIITO IIPOM3JIeryBaar o7
HaIuTe nocranku? BepyBaMm, Mo3HaTO BU € ieka Bamiero
WHCHCTHpake HAa UMIEPATUBOT HA JOJIXKHOCTA UM
MOCJIY>KU KAaKO OJUIMYHA paluoHaJIHA oA0paHa HA
OpraHU3aTOPUTE, Hape0O/IaBIIUTE U €r3eKYIIHOHEPUTE
BO KOHIIEHTPAI[MOHUTE KaMIIOBU, BO OOHOT Z1a ce
ocsobomaT o7 IUYHATA OJATOBOPHOCT 32 CTOPEHUTE
Henlesia. Hekon BepHU ciiefOeHUIM HA HAIIMCTUYKUTE
3aKOHM IIpU CBOjaTa o7i0paHa eKCIUTHIIUTHO Ce MTOBHUKaa
Ha Bac.’® AjxmaH 6us1 1y1ab0ko ybOesieH ieKa To CIIeJient
KaTerOpUYKUOT UMIIepaTUB, OOUAYBajKU ce Za To
IIOTKPEHX UCTOTO CO ITOCOIYBAaH€ HAa MOMEHTHUTE KOTa OTI
CBECEH JieKa IIpecTaHall fia ro ciaegu."

HaBucTtuHa, CHOMHYBameTO HA BAIIETO UME BO OBOj
KOHTEKCT HEKOU I'0 IIPOIJIACH]a 32 ,,0OUHUTIIeAHO OecpaMHO
u ,HechatauBo®, co oOpasiokeHne Jeka ,KanroBara
dunocoduja Ha MOPaIOT € HAJTECHO MOBpP3aHa CO
YOBEKOBaTa CIIOCOOHOCT 3a pacy/lyBame, KOja ja HCKILY-
yyBa cjemnara mocaymuaoct.’® Cemak, mpoorKmja
OTBOPEHO /1a ce MOCTaByBaaT Ipallamara 3a BpCKaTa
nomery Bamara eTuka u JaJJHOKpBHATa yOHCTBEHA
MaIlllHa Ha AyIIBUIL' | Jla ce MOJIrOTByBaaT OOBUHU-
TeJIHU aKTU U aIll0JIOTUH BO Ballle MMe.

CnaBoj ’Kukek, Ha IpuMep, ce OCBPHYBa TOKMY Ha
HCKYIIEHUETO /1a Ce TBPJAU AeKa ,...HANUCTUIYKUOT
XOJIOKAyCT MPETCTaByBa HUCTOPUCKA aKTyeau3aluja Ha
CaMHOT IOUM Ha ‘ZI1jaboIIHO 3710° OT(PJIEH OF] CTpPaHA
Ha KaHT kako He3amucaus... “.2° Kako Bam aziBokar, Toj
ce 0butyBa f1a rv OTPIIU, O] €/IHA CTPaHa, 0OBHUHYBambaTa
neka ,,bOpMaTUCTUIKNOT PUTOpU3aM Ha KaHTOBCKATa
€TUKa € MOKHA JIETUTUMAIlFja Ha HAIIUCTHIKUTE ET3€Ky-
IUOHEPHU® U, O/ Apyra cTpaHa, OOBUHYBamaTa JeKa

3) I wonder, Sir Kant, whether the rigorous following of
the categorical imperative can in certain situations exempt
us from the personal responsibility for the consequences
of our actions? I believe you are aware that your empha-
sis on the imperative of duty served as an excellent ratio-
nal defence for the organisers, commanders and execu-
tioners in the concentration camps in their attempts to
be excused from the personal responsibility for the com-
mitted crimes. Some faithful followers of the Nazi laws
explicitly referred to you in their defence.’® Eichmann was
deeply convinced that he had followed the categorical
imperative, trying to confirm the same by pointing out
the moments in which he was aware that he stopped to
follow it.””

Indeed, the very mention of your name in this context
was declared by some commentators as ‘outrageous’ and
‘incomprehensible’, accompanied by the explanation that
“Kant’s moral philosophy is so closely bound up with
man’s faculty of judgement, which rules out blind obedi-
ence”.’® Nevertheless, questions about the link between
your ethics and the cold-blooded killing machine of
Auschwitz® continued to be asked openly and prosecu-
tion acts and apologies continued to be prepared in your
name.

Slavoj Zizek, for example, takes alook at the very tempta-
tion to claim that “...the Nazi Holocaust presents an his-
torical actualisation of this very notion of ‘diabolical evil’
rejected by Kant as unthinkable....”?° As your attorney,
he tries to discard, on one hand, the accusations that “the
formalist rigorism of Kantian ethics as a possible
legitimisation of the Nazi executioners” and, on the other,
the accusations that Nazi evil is “a phenomenon which
transcends the horizon of Kant’s ethical theory”.»
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»HAITUCTUYKOTO 3JI0 € (PeHOMEH IIITO TO TPAHCIEHUPA
xopu30HTOT Ha KanToBaTa eTnuka teopuja‘“.>!

Cenaxk, nypu u fia ce npugaraT TaKBUTE all0JIOTUU KOU Ce
obu/TyBaaT 1a MOKAXKaT JileKa HAIIUCTUYKUTE ITOCTAIIKY He
OuJie JUIIEHU OF MATOJIOMIKH MOTHBAIIUH, OCTaHYBa
COMHEXOT Ha KOj HauuH Bamara ¢dunocoduja Ha
MOPAJIOT ja MCKJIy4YyBa CJIernaTa MOCJIYIIHOCT KOH
3aKOHOT, HE3aBHCHO O7] HETOBaTa COAPKUHA, U HE3aBHUCHO
o, koHcekBeHIUTe. OcTaHyBa /1a BUCU BO BO3JyXOT
MPAIIAKETO JAJIM MOKe MPOOJIEMOT Ha JIMYHATA OATO-
BOPHOCT Jia Ce pa3pellu CO IMOMOII Ha KaTerOPUYKUOT
UMIlepaTUB, aKO HUCIPaBHOCTA HAa OJPEJEeH akKT ce
IIPOCYZAyBa CaMo OZf aCIIEeKT Ha JUCIIO3UIIMUTE Ha aKTOPOT,
a He U BP3 OCHOBA Ha KOHCEKBEHIIUTE O] aKTOT.>*

Jla ce moTceTuMe YIITE €IHAII Ha MPUMEPOT BO KOj
HaIaTa JIOJLKHOCT (ceKorart /1a ja 300pyBaMe BUCTHHATA)
u 700pOTO HA HAIUOT OJIMIKEH C€ OYMTIJIEAHO CIIPO-
THCTaBeHU. AKO J00POTO HAa HAIIHUOT OJIMKEH HE MOXKe
Jla TIOC/IY’KU KaKO ONpaBJaHUe 3a Ja He Ce UCIIOJIHHU
HaIaTa JIOJDKHOCT? - 71a ja KasKeMe BUCTHHATA (MJTH OHA
IIITO CMeTaMe JIeKa € BUCTHHA) - TOTAlll AT MOKe /1A Ce
TBPAY U JieKa J0OpOTO HA HAIIKOT OJIM)KEH HE MOJXKe /Ja
TTOCJTY>KH KaKO OIpaB/IaHUe 3a J]a He Ce UCIIOJTHU HalllaTa
JIOJKHOCT J1a TH TOYUTYyBaMe IOCTOjHUTE 3aKoHU (6e3
OTJIeJT Ha HUBHATA COAPIKUHA)?

OcranyBa HejacHO, Hyau s Bamara ¢pumocoduja
HEKaKOB CTaHZAap/ 3a MpPOIleHyBamwe Ha AUUHAILA
002080pHOCIll HA JIyf'eTO KOU TBPZAT JIEKA CO MOYHUTY-
BAaETO HA HAIUCTUYKHUTE 3aKOHH CaMO ja UCIIOJIHyBaJsIe
COIICTBEHATA IOJKHOCT 3apajiu caMara J0KHOCT? Kako
Jla ce TPOCyAyBa JIMYHATA OATOBOPHOCT HA JIyI'eTO KOU
IIOCTaIyBaJjle YUCTO (POPMAHO, JIATHOKPBHO U PAIUO-
HaTHO, 0€3 1a pa3MHUCITyBaaT 3a CO/IP>KIHATA HA 3aKOHOT
KOj TO MOYHUTYyBaJie, U 32 PEASTHUTE KOHCEKBEHIU 110

However, even after such apologies that try to prove that
the Nazis’ actions were not deprived of pathological mo-
tivation, the doubt remains on how your moral philoso-
phy excludes blind obedience to the law, regardless of its
contents and regardless of the consequences. Whether the
problem of personal responsibility can be resolved by
means of the categorical imperative if the rightness of a
certain act is judged on the dispositions of the actor alone,
and not on the consequences of the act itself, remains
controversial.>?

Let’s go back once again to the example of where our duty
(always to speak the truth) and the good of our fellow man
are in manifest conflict. If the good of our fellow man can-
not serve us as an excuse to avoid compliance with our
duty® — to tell the truth (or what we regard as being the
truth) — then can it also be claimed that the good of our
fellow man cannot serve us as an excuse for not fulfilling
our duty to obey the existing laws (regardless of their con-
tents)?

It remains unclear whether your philosophy offers some
kind of standard for assessment of the personal respon-
sibility of those that claim that by respecting Nazi laws
they were really only doing their duty for the sake of duty
itself? How to judge the personal responsibility of people
that have acted in a purely formal manner, cold-bloodedly
and rationally? How to judge the personal responsibility
of those that have acted without giving any thought to the
contents of the law they obeyed and of the actual conse-
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ZPYTHUTE JIyTe - Ko Onie MOHMKYBaHH, MaueH!, YOUBaHU
KaKo pe3yJITaT TOKMY Ha HCIIOJIHYBalEeTO Ha CBETaTa
JTOJI?KHOCT J1a ce TIOYUTYBa KOj Omio 3akoH? Jlayim MoskaT
Jla ©MaaT MOpPaJIHa BPEJHOCT HEKOU IOCTAIIKU KOU Ce
“3pa3 Ha HeIIOUYUTyBakbhe Ha TeKOBHUTe 3aKoHU? Co Apyru
300pOBH, /a7y MMOBTOPHO OU HCTaKHAJIE JIEKA ,,...HUTY
CTPaBOT, HUTY MHKJIMHAIIA]AaTa TYKY €AHOCTABHO ITOYUTTA
KOH 3aKOHOT € OHOj MOTTUK IIITO MOXKE J]la UM JIaJie Ha
MIOCTAIIKUTE MOPAJIHA BPETHOCT 224

4) IlpernocraByBam, rocnoguHe KaHt, co rojsema
JIECHOTHja OU JIOKakajsie JIeKa HAI[UCTUIKUTE TTOCTAIIKU
HeMaaT HMKaKBa MOpPaJIHA BPEJHOCT, U JieKa HUBHUTE
MaKCHUMH He TO IIOMHHYBaaT TECTOT Ha KaTETOPUIKHUOT
umnepatuB. HaBuctrHa, GopMasHo IyIeaHO, JaTUd €
BOOIIIIITO TIOTPEOHO /1a Ce JOKaKyBa JieKa Kaj HaIlUCTHY-
KHTe MaKCUMHU U TIOCTAIIKU BOJIjaTa MU3JIETyBa BOH cele,
Jleka BoJIjaTa He CH ro JlaBa camara cebe 3aKOHOT H,
CJIEZICTBEHO, JIeKa BO CJIydaj Ha XelllepOHOMHA BOJIja ce
BO3MOKHU CaMoO xuloileiiuuKu UMIIepaTUBU?

Hcro Taka, 071 COAP>KUHCKU acIleKT, BepyBaM JIECHO Ou
HU JIOKa’)kajie U JleKa MaKCHMHUTE U IMOCTAIIKUTE HA
yOrCcTBEeHATa HAITUCTHYKA MAIlIHHA He MOKAT BO HHKAKOB
cIy4aj za ce coobpasaT co KaTETOPUIKHOT UMIIEPATHB.
Vma Jjii HEeIlITO IMTOOYUTJIEHO OJT TOA JIEKA HAIIUCTUYKUTE
MaKCHUMH U IOCTallK¥ He T'0 MOMHUHYBaaT TECTOT Ha
tipaxiiuykuoili uMmnepaTus? (Bropara opmysa HA
MOPAJTHUOT 3aKOH WJIH ,,(0OpMyJIaTa Ha YOBEIITBOTO KaKO
ey mo cebe“?), co orsieq Ha TOA IITO XKPTBHUTE HA
XoJstokaycToT 6ea KOPHUCTEHU CaMO KaKO MOTPOIIHH
Cpe/CTBa, a HUKOTAII KaKo IIeJIM CaMH I10 cebe?

Brnpouem, He ocTaHyBa JIM KATETOPUYKUOT UMIIEPATUB Oe3
OCHOBA aKO ja MpeHeOperseMe pazyMHaTa IPUPO/IA Koja
CYIITECTBYBa KaKo IIeJI caMa 1o cebe U Koja n3pasyBa
PeCIeKT KOH YOBEIIITBOTO KaKo IocToevka nest? Ho, nypu
U aKO ce coIJIacHMe JieKa MOPaIHO 100po IOBesleHNe €

quences to others — to those that have been humiliated,
tortured, killed as a result of the actual fulfilment of the
sacred duty to obey any law? Can you conceive a morally
worthy action that is an expression of disobedience to the
current laws? Would you once again declare that “...nei-
ther fear nor inclination but simply respect for the law is
that incentive which can give actions a moral worth”?24

4) I suppose, Sir Kant, that you would very easily prove
that the Nazis’ doings have no moral worth and that their
maxims do not pass the test of the categorical imperative.
Indeed, formally speaking, is there any need at all to prove
that in Nazi maxims and actions the will goes beyond it-
self, that the will does not give itself its law? Consequently,
that in the case of a heteronomous will, only hypothetical
imperatives are possible?

Furthermore, focusing on the contents, I believe that you
would also easily prove that the maxims and actions of
the Nazi killing machine were not in accordance with the
categorical imperative. Is there anything more evident
than that? Nazi maxims and actions do not pass the test
of the practical imperative® (the second formula of the
moral law or “the formula of humanity as end in itself”2¢),
considering that the victims of the Holocaust were used
as disposable means and never as an end in themselves.

Actually, doesn’t the categorical imperative lose its foun-
dation if we neglect the rational nature that exists as end
in itself and that expresses respect towards humanity as
an existing end? But even if we agree that morally good
conduct is the one that expresses respect to humanity as
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OHa IITO M3Pa3yBa PECHEKT KOH YOBEIITBOTO KAaKO
IIOCTOEYKA I1eJ1,% OCTaHyBa Zia CE OATOBOPU COMHUYABOTO
Ipalame Ha KOj HAYMH Ke Ce MHTEPIIPETUPA ,,JOBEIIIT-
BOTO®, W CIIOpE/, KOM KPUTEPUYMH Ke Ce OIpeZieTyBaaT
HETOBUTE TPAHUIIU.

Hasucruna, rocnoguae Kant, He siu € Banteto noumame
HA YOBEIITBOTO IPMWJIMYHO OTPAHUIYBAYKO U UCKIIyIy-
Bauko? Hekoun KoMeHTaTOpU BeKe IPEeAYIIPeirja eKa He
CEeKOj MPUMNAHUK Ha HAIITMOT OMOJIOIIKY BH/T MOYKeE JIECHO
Jla ce KBUIN(UKYBa BO ,YOBEIITBOTO PeAYIIPAHO HA
spasymHa mpupoza“.>® Jla Be morceram camo, BO eZfHA
MIPWINKA, KOTa ce 00uayBare 7ja ja pa3oTKpHueTe coduc-
TUYHOCTA HA aPTyMEHTHUTE HA OHHE KOU MOTTUKHATH Off
»COUYBCTBEHATA CEHTUMEHTATHOCT TBp/lea JieKa CMPT-
HaTa Ka3Ha e 1o cebecu IMOTpeITHa U HelpaBeaHa, ja
IIOCTaByBaTe AUJIeMaTa JaJTU ¥ MajKaTa Koja ro yCMPTHIIA
CBOETO Hese2uiliuMHO 4desio Tpeba fa nobre HajBUCOKA
kasHa. [Ipocrere, HO Bamero o6passioxkeHune 301ITO
HajBUCOKAaTa Ka3Ha He Tpeba Jla ce MPUMEHU BO OBOj
HUCKJIYYUTEJIeH CIy4aj HaM HHU NPO3BYyYyBa MOIIHE
IIOKAHTHO:

»,HeJIernTUMHOTO JleTe Jloafa Ha CBET BOH 3aKOHOT KOj
COOJIBETHO T'0 PeTyJiMpa OpPakoT, U € POJIEHO Ha/JABOP O
TPaHUIIUTE HA JI03BOJIEHOTO WJIM BOH yCTaBHATA 3aIlITUTA Ha
3akoHOT. TakBOTO /ieTe € BOBEZIEHO BO 3a€/IHUIIATA, TaKa J|a
ce Kaxke, Kako 3abpaHeTa CTOKa, M MCTO KaKO IITO HeMa
JIETQJTHO [IPABO Ha MTOCTOEHhE, TAKA U HETOBOTO YHUIIITYBAH€
MOJKe /a OH/le UTHOPUPAHO; HUTY IIaK CPaMOT Ha MajKaTa
MO3Ke /1a Ce OTCTPAHH CO HEKOja IIPaBHA ypeZiba OTKaKo Ke ce
ZI03HAe 32 HEj3UHOTO HEMAaXKEHO IOPO/IyBambe. 2

Tocnopmue KauT, mamu ce yIre cMeTare Jieka PO/IEHUTE
Jela MosKaT Jia ce AeJiaT Ha ,JIETUTUMHH" U ,HeJIeTH-
TUMHHU" ¥ JIeKa caMO MPBUTE UMaar ,JIeTaJTHO IMPaBoO Ha
nocroeme“? OcTaHyBa HejacHO rocrnoguHe KaHT, Kako
Moske Barmara copenba Ha ,,HEJIETUTHMHUTE JIeTia cO

an existing end,*” we are still without an answer how ‘hu-
manity’ is to be interpreted, and according to which crite-
ria its limits are to be determined.

Honestly, Sir Kant, isn’t your understanding of humanity
quite a limiting and excluding one? Some commentators
have already warned that not all members of our biologi-
cal species can easily qualify for a ‘humanity’ reduced to
‘rational nature’.?® Allow me to remind you, how on one
occasion when you attempted to reveal the sophistry of
those, inspired by ‘compassionate sentimentality’, who
insisted that the death penalty is in itself wrong and un-
just, you posed the dilemma of whether the mother that
has murdered her illegitimate child should receive great-
est punishment. Sorry, but your explanation of why the
ultimate punishment should not be applied in this par-
ticular case sounds quite shocking to us:

“An illegitimate child comes into the world outside of the Law
which properly regulates Marriage, and it is thus born be-
yond the pale or constitutional protection of the Law. Such a
child is introduced, as it were, like prohibited goods, into the
Commonwealth, and as it has no legal right to existence in
this way, its destruction might also be ignored; nor can the
shame of the mother when her unmarried confinement is
known, be removed by any legal ordinance.” 2

Sir Kant, do you still accept that infants can be categorised
as ‘legitimate’ and ‘illegitimate’ and that only the former
have “a legal right to existence”? It remains unclear Sir
Kant, how your comparison of the ‘illegitimate’ children
to ‘prohibited goods’ can reconcile with respect towards
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~KpHUyMUYapeHa CTOKa“ uue ,,yHUIITYBambe MOXKe Ja buse
WTHOPHUPAHO“ Ia Ce IIOMUPHU CO MOYUTTA KOH YOBEIITBO-
TO, MHX€PEHTHA Ha MOPAJHOTO MOCTAaIlyBame? AKO
HUBHOTO ,,VHUIIITYBalbe MOKe /1a Oujle UTHOPpUPAHO*
30IIITO TOTAI BOOIIIITO /Ia C€ Pa3MHUCIyBa 32 MIPUMEHA
Ha ,, KaTeropmykmot nmmepaTys Ha Ka3HEHATa Impasza‘“3°
K0j, 6e3/1pyro, BO 0OCHOBa O Tpebasio Jla T0 COAPIKH
YOBEIITBOTO KaKO IocToeuka 1ea? He mounyBa s
o/leJlHAII BammoT KaTeropuyky MMIIEPATHB, KAKO IITO
IIPOHUKJINBO 3a0esiexka Huue, n1a cMpin Ha cBUpenocT?3!

Hajmocne, rocnonuae KaHT, ce HaMHOXKHja U TaKBU
00BUHYBama BO BPCKa CO BAaIllIETO MOUMamme HA YO-
BEIITBOTO HA KOUW TEIIKO OM MOXKeJ YOBEK JeHec J1a
ocTraHe pamMHoAyIleH. MHOrymMmuHa O cakasie /1a 3HaaT
Janu ce yirre OW MHCHCTHpAaie Ha pacHaTa Xuepapxuja
(6eu10, >x0JTTO, IIPHO, ITPBEHO) BO Bamara kracudukammja
Ha pacure (o7 npezaBamara no Qusuuka seozpaduja)?
MuorymuHa 6u cakase Jia BUJIaT Kako O ja IOMUPHIIE
BaIllaTa ujieja 3a YOBEYHOCTA CO HJiejaTa 3a €JHAKBOCTA
nmomery Jyiyfeto, UMajku ro npezBuz, Bamiero TBpaeme
Zieka BO Oesylata paca YOBEHMITBOTO € BO HajrojiemMa
COBPIIEHOCT?3?

Wnu, nak, BpeMe e Jja IpeMHuHEMe Ha Jipyrata rpyna
mpariama’?

MOpaﬂHMOT 3dKOH U CeKCyaJIHOCTa

T'ocriogune KaHT, ce HAMETHYBa BIIEYaTOKOT J€Ka BO JeJ
o BamiuTe eTMYKM pa3MHUCIyBamba Ce COOUYBaATE CO
TOpPJUBUOT Npo06JieM Kako Jila ce 06e30eu COKUBOT
ImoMery JBe HaBUAYM MCKJIydyBauK{ WJI€H: HZEjaTa Ha
YOBEKOT KaKO MOPAAHO CYIIITECTBO U U/€jaTa Ha YOBEKOT
KaKO CeKCya/aHo CymrecTBo. HaBHCTHHA, MOXKe JIH
MOPAJTHO /12 Ce YAI0CTON YOBEKOBATa CEKCYATTHOCT, UMajKH
ro npeaBua BareTo 6;1aropoiHO OMMAabe Ha YOBEII-

humanity, inherent to moral action? If their “destruction
might also be ignored”, then why even consider the use of
the “Categorical imperative of the penal justice™° that
should presuppose humanity as an existing end? All of a
sudden, doesn’t your categorical imperative, as Nietzsche
observantly put it, give off a whiff of cruelty?3

Finally, Sir Kant, it is really hard to remain calm today
when there are many other accumulated accusations re-
lated to your notion of humanity. For example, many
would like to know whether you would still insist on ra-
cial hierarchy (white, yellow, black, and red) in your clas-
sification of races (from the lectures in Physical Geogra-
phy)? Many would like to know how you would harmonise
your idea of humanity with the idea of equality among
people, bearing in mind your claim that humanity has its
highest perfection in the white race?3?

Or at the moment, without any further comment, we
should shift to the next set of questions?

The Moral Law and Sexuality

Sir Kant, sometimes we are under the impression that your
ethical speculations are concerned with the insoluble
problem of how to provide the cohabitation of two appar-
ently exclusive ideas: the idea of the person as a moral
being and the idea of the person as a sexual being. In-
deed, can human sexuality be morally honoured, bearing
in mind your noble understanding of humanity (predes-
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TBOTO (0OpeMeHeTo co ujlenTe Ha c10boaaTa, Ha MOpaJ-
HaTa aBTOHOMHja U Ha KATETOPUYKUOT UMIIEPATUB)?

[TodnaTto HU e nmeka BamaTta ujeja 3a YOBEMITBOTO
rozpasbupa MopaaHa cyioboia U MOpaaHa aBTOHOMU]JA,
HO JIajJId CO CaMOTO TOA Ce MCKJIy4YyBa MOXKHOCTa 34
cexcyanHa cioboaa u cexcyanva agronomuja? IIpamra-
HETO 32 MOXHOCTAa Ha €/THO CeKCYa/aHO CIA000HO U
CcexcyaaHo aBTOHOMHO CYIIITECTBO HE MOXKE 7Ia ce IIpeHe-
OperHe o/ acIieKT HAa KaTETOPUYKUOT UMITEPATUB (KaKo
MPeTNo3HAT/INB OeJler Ha HamaTa ¢100071a Kako aBTOHO-
muja). iMeHo, najiu ceKCyasTHUTe aKTUBHOCTH MOJKAT J1a
ro IMIOMUHAT TECTOT HAa KaTETOPUYKUOT UMIIEPATHUB U CO
TOA /]a Ce CTEKHAT CO MOpaJIHAa BPEJTHOCT, CO OTJIE] Ha TOa
IIITO aKTUBHOCTUTE MOOYZIEHU O] CEKCYaTHU YyBCTBA
CKJIOHOCTH Ce XeTEPOHOMHM H, 110 ITPABUJI0, MOKAT /1a TO
IIOMHUHAT TECTOT CaMO Ha XullotlettiuuKUO UMIIepaTUB?

l'ocnopuue KaHT, 1 Hamara COBPEMEHOCT € IIPEOKy-
[MUPAHA CO APEBHUOT ETUYKH MPODOJIEM KAKO /1 CE IOMUPH
CEKCYaJTHOCTa CO MOPAJIOT, MOPAJIOT CO cekcyaHocta. Ho,
Ha IIPCTHU MOKAT J1a ce n30p0jaT COBpeMEHUTE MUCTUTETN
KOHM ce o0mayBaaT pamMOHAJIHO Jla AOKaXaT JeKa
XeTEePOCEKCYaJHUOT Opak33 e eJTHHCTBEHOTO MOYKHO
e€THYKO IIOMHUPYBambe MOMel'y aBTOHOMHHOT MOpaJl U
XeTepOHOMHATA CEKCyaTHOCT. 3a COBPEMEHUOT YOBEK KOj
CEKOjJHEBHO Ce€ COOUYYyBa cO KOH(GJIUKTUTE MOMery
MOPAJIOT U CEKCYaJTHOCTA HE € IPUEMYNBA U7ejaTa JeKa
€IMHCTBEHO BO XETEPOCEKCYATHHOT OpPaK YOBEKOT MOKE
Jla Oujie cexcyaHo CymTecTBO Oe3 jja pecraHe 1a ouae
U MOPA/HO CYIITECTBO.

3aroa, mpocTeTe U HA MOjaTa JbYOOIUTHOCT, HO JTJTH U
cera OW T KOPUCTeJIe UCTUTE aPTYMEHTHU BO JOKAXKY-
BAaIETO HA TOA JIEKA CeKoja yrmoTpeda Ha CEeKCyasTHOCTa
BOH OPaKoT € 3J710y110Tpeba - leka CeKCcyaTHaTa JbyOOB BOH
OpakoT HeMa HUKaKBa MOpaJIHA BpegHOCT? [lau ce yire

tined by the ideas of freedom, moral autonomy and the
categorical imperative)?

We are aware that your idea of humanity embraces moral
freedom and moral autonomy, but does it at the same
time exclude the possibility of sexual freedom and sexual
autonomy? The question about the possibility of a sexu-
ally free and sexually autonomous being is unavoidable
from the aspect of the categorical imperative (as a dis-
tinctive mark of our freedom as autonomy). In other
words, can sexual activities pass the test of the categori-
cal imperative and so acquire moral worth, considering
that the actions motivated by sexual feelings and inclina-
tions are heteronomous and, without exception, can pass
the test of only the hypothetical imperative?

Sir Kant, our time is preoccupied with the ancient ethical
problem of how to reconcile sexuality with morality, and
morality with sexuality. Still, the contemporary thinkers
that attempt to rationally prove that heterosexual
marriage3 is the only possible ethical reconciliation of au-
tonomous morality and heteronomous sexuality are in-
deed few. The idea that only in heterosexual marriage a
human being can be a sexual being without ceasing at the
same time to be a moral being is not acceptable for our
contemporaries, daily affected by the conflict between
morality and sexuality.

Therefore, forgive my curiosity, but would you still use
the same arguments as when you attempted to prove that
every use of sexuality out of marriage is abuse — that sexual

. . L]
love ceases to have any moral worth outside of marriage? [¥

Would you still argue that the use of our ‘sexual attributes’

B
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O6m aprymeHTHpAaJIe IeKa yroTpebara Ha HAIIUTE ,,CEKCY-
aJIHU aTpuOyTH" BOH OPAKOT € MPEeKPIIyBakbe Ha JIOIK-
HOCTAa KOH cebecH, IPeIaBCTBO Ha COIICTBEHATA JINYHOCT,
3aT0A IIITO € CIPOTHBHA Ha LIeJINTE Ha YOBEIITBOTO? 1 He
€ JI1 BAKBUOT THUII apTyMEHTAI[Hja cCaMO JIOTUYHA UMILITH-
Kamyja Ha BTOpaTa dopMmysanyja Ha KaTETOPUUYKHOT
umiepatuB (popmysiaTa Ha YOBEIITBOTO KaKO I€J 3a
cebe)?

JbybonutTHU cMme, roctioguHe KaHT, u masmu yBUAOT BO
Pa3HOBUIHOCTA HA COBPEMEHUTE CEKCYaJTHU MMPAKTUKU U
chakama HeKako OM BU IIOMOTHAJI /1A JI0jAETE 10 COBHAHUE
neka Bamute mopaHemHu corienbu 3a OpakoT u
CEKCYaJTHOCTA Ce JIOJDKAT Ha €THO MOIIHE TeCHOTPAI0
IIOMMame Ha cekcyasrHocta. Ce YMHU ieKa ja30T momery
MOPAJIOT U CEKCyaJTHOCTa JIECHO OM MOXKes Ja ce Ipe-
MOCTH KOTa CEKCyaJTHUTe MPaKTUKU He Ou ce cdakase
€IMHCTBEHO KaKO yrnoTpeba Ha CEKCyaTHUTE OPTaHU TP
KOja ceKorail uMaMe OJHOC KOH APYTUoT (MU KOH
cebecH) caMO KaKO KOH CPEJICTBO, 2 HUKOTAIll KaKO KOH
nen. be3apyro, cekcyasHocTa 61 mpecraHasia ja ouzie
3aKaHa 3a XyMaHOCTa BO JIMYHOCTA HA YOBEKOT JIOKOJIKY
CEKCYaTHOTO TIOBE/IEHHE OM MOJKEJTO J1a U3Pa3yBa PECIEKT
KOH YOBEIIITBOTO KAKO MIOCTOEYKA I1eJI, JOKOJTy O MOXKeJIe
Jla CH IIPETCTaBUMe CEKCyaJIeH OTHOC - KOH JIDYTUOT WJTH
KOH cebecH - BO KOj CEKCyaTHUTE OPTaHU He ce KOPUCTAT
caMO KaKO CPEJICTBO 3a 3a/I0BOJIyBame Ha ,HUCKHU"
SKMBOTHUHCKH aIllIeTUTH.

Ho, ako cekcyasIHOTO ONIIITEHE3* CeKOTAIII Ce IIONMa KaKO
OJTHOC ITPY KOj MH/AMBU/TyaTa ce IpeTBopa cebecH BO CTBAP
(res), KakO MpPEKPIITyBamkE HA ,[IPABOTO HA YOBEIITBOTO
BO HEj3MHATA COICTBEHA JHUYHOCT®, c€ MOCTaBYyBa
IpamameTo JIaJIU XeTEPOCEKCYaJTHUOT Opak, MpeKy
MIPUHITUIIOT HA PEUIIPOYHO ITPEJaBAhE HA ,,CEKCYUTHUTE
aTpubyTu®, ro UMa TOj KamamuTeT A ja IPEBOCIOCTABU
3arybeHaTa ,palOHaIHA IepcoHasHOCT . Moxke u

outside of marriage is a violation of our duty to ourselves,
a betrayal of our own person because it is contrary to the
goals of humanity? And isn’t such argumentation just a
logical implication of the second formulation of the cat-
egorical imperative (the formula of humanity as an end
in itself)?

I also wonder, Sir Kant, whether the insight into the vari-
ety of contemporary sexual practices and views would help
you to recognise that your previous conceptions of mar-
riage and sexuality are due to a quite narrow-minded un-
derstanding of sexuality. It seems as though the gap be-
tween morality and sexuality could easily be bridged if
sexual practices wouldn’t be perceived solely as the use of
the sexual organs in which we always have a relation to
the other (or to ourselves) as to a means, never as to an
end. Most certainly, sexuality would cease to be a threat
to the humanity in the person if sexual behaviour could
exhibit respect for humanity as an existing end; that is, if
we could anticipate a sexual relation (towards the other(s)
or towards ourselves) in which the sexual organs are not
used only as a means of satisfying ‘bare’ animal appetites.

But, if sexual intercourse3+ is always perceived as a rela-
tion in which the person turns itself into a thing (res), as
a breach of the “right of humanity in his own person”, the
question arises whether heterosexual marriage has the
capacity to re-establish the lost ‘rational personality’
through the principle of reciprocity (“lifelong possession
of each other’s sexual attributes™). Is it possible to talk
about moral personal autonomy within marriage if sexu-
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BOOIIIIITO Ia CTaHe 300P 3a MOPAIHA AUHHA ABTHOHOMUJA
BO OpakKoT, aKO CEKCyaJIHOCTa ceKoraml Imojipa3bupa
IIOCTBapyBambe Ha APYTHUOT (Win Ha cebecu), 1 aKO CEKOj
COIIPYKHUK CTEKHYBA PEAJTHO JIMYHO ITPABO BP3 APYTHOT,
JI0 Taa MepKa IITO ,,aKO €JHA Of BEHYaHUTE JTUIYHOCTH
moberHe WM /10j/ie BO TIOCE/ Ha JIPYT, APYTHOT € OBJIACTEH,
BO KOe OmyI0 BpeMe, 1 OECIIOTOBOPHO, Zla CH ja OBPATH
BO MPETXOJHUOT OJHOC, UCTO KAaKO Taa JIMYHOCT JIa €
cTBap“?3s

3a ’kaJj, BamaTa HalmoMeHa JieKa Hy>KHOCTa Ha OpakoT
(cdaTeH KakO pPeNUNPOYHO YKUBAME COTJIACHO CEKCY-
aJIHAaTa IPUPOJIAa HA Ma)KOT U JKE€HaTa) € BO CKJIAJ, CO
JYPUAUYKNTE 3aKOHU HA YUCTHOT Pa3yM, He yCIIeBa /1a T
OTCTPAHU COMHEXXUTE 32 HEIIOMHUPJIHUBOCTA MOMeEry
ABTOHOMHUOT MOPAJI ¥ XETEPOHOMHATA CEKCYaTTHOCT. AKO
PEIUIIPOYHOTO IMOCTBAPYBalbe MU TPETHPAETO HA
JIDYTHOT KaKO CPEICTBO BO CeKCcyasHaTa OpadHa yHHja
MOXKe JIa TO IOMUHE TECTOT Ha KATETOPUYKHUOT HMIIE-
paTuB, 30IITO UCTHOT TECT HE OU TO IOMUHAJIA U CEKOja
ZIpyTa IpaKTUKA Ha TPETUPAbe Ha IPYTHUOT KAKO CPEZICTBO
Koja Ou ce 3aCHOBYBaJIa Ha JIOTOBOP Bp3 MPUHIIUIIOT HA
penunpovYHOCT? AKO, IMaK, /IOTOBOPUTE 3aCHOBAHHU BP3
MPUHIUIIOT HA PEIUIIPOYHOCT HE MOXKAT Aa 6uzaar
HUKAKBO OIIPAB/yBambe 32 TPETUPAE HA APYTHOT KAKO
CPEZCTBO, TOTAIl JaJi OPAKOT BOOIIIITO MOXKE, OHAKA
Kako mTo ro AeduHupare,® na ro mOMHUHE TECTOT HA
KaTeropuukuoT ummnepatus? He cranyBa 300p Tyka caMo
3a AUJIEMUTE 30IITO PEIUIPOYHOTO IMOCENyBaMEe HA
CeKCyaJlHUTe aTpubyTu mmomery OpayHuUTe mapTHEpU Ou
Tpebajio /1a Tpae 3a uen H#Ueoill, UJIN 30ILITO HYKHO
OpakoT 61 Mopasio a Ouje ceKcyasHa YHHUja Ha JBe
JIMIHOCTH Of pa3AUYeH TI0JI; TIPEJ] CE, ja UMaMe IIPeIBU/L
AuyieMaTa JlaJyd MPUHIUIOT Ha PENUIIPOYHOCT, BO
CMHCJIa Ha PEIUIPOYHO IOCEAYBAame HA APYTHOT KaKO
cpedciligo, BOOIIIITO MOKe Jia Oujie MOpa/sieH TPUHIIUIT?

ality is always perceived as being an objectification of the
other (or of oneself)? Is it possible to talk about moral
autonomy if each spouse acquires an actual personal right
of the other to the extent that “...if one of the married per-
sons run away or enter into the possession of another,
the other is entitled, at any time, and incontestably, to
bring such a one back to the former relation, as if that
person were a thing”?35

Unfortunately, your remark that the necessity of marriage
(understood as reciprocal enjoyment in accordance with
the sexual nature of man and woman) is in accordance
with the juridical laws of pure reason, does not success-
fully resolve the doubts on the irreconcilability of autono-
mous morality and heteronomous sexuality. If reciprocal
objectification or the treating of the other as an instru-
ment in the sexual marital union could pass the test of
the categorical imperative, then why couldn’t any other
practice of treating the other as an instrument — based on
an agreement respecting the principle of reciprocity — do
the same? If, however, agreements based on the principle
of reciprocity cannot serve as a justification of treating
the other as an instrument, then can marriage at all, in
the manner in which you define it,3® pass the test of the
categorical imperative? We are not talking here only about
the dilemmas of why reciprocal possession of the sexual
attributes between the marital partners is supposed to be
life-long, or why marriage must be a sexual union of two
persons of different sexes; first and foremost, we are talk-
ing about the dilemma of whether the principle of reci-
procity, in the sense of reciprocal possession of the other
as an instrument, could be a moral principle?
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Hajmocse, mountyBan nmpogecope, MOKeOH HAaBUCTHHA
HeMa COKHBOT ITOMery H/iejaTa Ha Y0BEKOT KaKO MOPA/THO
cymrTecTBO (BO €/eH CBETOrJIeJ KaJe IITO TEeCT 3a
MOpAJIHOCTA Ha MakcuMuTe u mocrankute € K1) u
yJiejaTa Ha YOBEKOT KAKO CeKCYa/aHO CyIITecTBO (kazme
IITO CEKCYaJTHOCTA € PelylIipaHa Ha TeHUTAIHO OIIIITe-
1Be). AKo uzejata Ha caobomaTa, Mery IPYroTo, HyKHO
moApa3bupa HEMOTYNHYBAKE HA CeKCYanHUille WHKIIH-
HAIINH, TOTAIIl HJIEUTE 32 CEKCyaTHa cI000/1a U CEKCyaTHa
aBTOHOMHja Ce HE CaMO MOPA/NHO, TYKY U /N102UUYKU
npobsiematuyHu. HaBucTuHa, rTo 61 MM OATOBOpPUIIE HA
OHME KOMEHTAaTOpU KOW, Ha/JIOBP3yBajKu ce Ha Bammre
MIPETIIOCTaBKU, UDOHUYHO 3a0esexaa JieKa ,e[MHCTBe-
HUOT JI03BOJIUB OpadveH ceKC € J0CaHUOT OpadyeH
cekc”,37 CEKCOT KOj He € TOJIKY BO30Y/IJTUB 3a /1a ja JIOBEJIe
TIO/1 TIpAIlIahe HAIlaTa PAIOHAIHA aBTOHOMUja?

Cornenbute neka Barrero momMmame Ha OpakoTr (Kako
WHCTUTYIIMja KOja UM J]JaBa MOPAJIHA BPETHOCT HA MHAKY
HEMOPAJIHUTE CEKCYyaJIHH aKTUBHOCTH) IIPETCTaByBa
HeZI0CJIe/IHA IPUMEHA Ha MPETXO0AHO 3allPTAHUTE MOPAJI-
HU IPUHIUIN TH IOTTHKHA CIIPOTHCTABEHUTE CTPYHU /1A
IIpeZJI0KAT IPYTU ,KAHTOBCKU® pellleHuja 32 KOH(IUK-
TOT ITIOMery MOPaJIOT U ceKkcyasHocTta. Criopes U3BeCHU
PaguKaJIHU TOJKyBama, OOUIOT 3a MOMUDPYBAKkE CO
CeKCyasTHOCTa Ha ujejata 3a do.icHocila (Kako HEIITo
MIPEAVCKYCTBEHO IITO M0/Ipa30rpa pa3yM KOj allpUOPHO
ja ompezesyBa BoJjaTa) U Ha uzejaTa 3a dob.ecitia (koja
moapaszbupa BJAaCT HA YMOT M JIOJKHOCT 32 amaTH-
ja),®8 mocsie/THO O1 MCXOYBaJI CO caOUCIUUKO CEKCYaTHO
noBezieHue.?* HaBucTuHa, KakBa peakiyja Ou npegu3By-
KaJsie kaj Bac mHCcMHyanmuuTe 32 KAHTOBCKU CaJU3aM:
MOpa/THa WHAWTHAIIAja U THAceIbe, araTuja WId WHIU-
depentHocT? WMin, eqHOCTAaBHO, OM UM YyKa)kajie Ha
WHCHUHYAaTOPHUTE JleKa aKO CaJUCTUIKOTO CEKCYaJTHO
MOBeZIeHNEe BO U3BECHU CJIyYau M MOXKe J1a moapaszbupa

Finally, dear professor, possibly there is no coexistence
between the idea of the human as a moral being (in a
worldview where the CI is the test for the morality of
maxims and actions) and the idea of the human being as
a sexual being (where sexuality is reduced to genital in-
tercourse). If the idea of freedom, inter alia, necessarily
includes disobeying of the sexual inclinations, then the
ideas of sexual freedom and sexual autonomy are not only
morally, but also logically problematic. Indeed, what
would your answer be to those commentators who, fol-
lowing your assumptions, ironically concluded that “the
only permissible marital sex is boring marital sex”,3 the
sex that is not exciting enough to undermine our rational
autonomy?

The observations that your understanding of marriage (as
an institution that gives moral worth to the otherwise
immoral sexual activities) is an inconsistent application
of Kantian moral principles provoked the opposing cur-
rents to suggest other ‘Kantian’ solutions to the conflict
between morality and sexuality. According to certain radi-
cal interpretations, the attempt to reconcile sexuality with
the idea of duty (as something pre-empirical that implies
areason that a priori determines the will) and the idea of
virtue (which implies the rule of reason and duty of
apathy),3® would inevitably result in sadistic sexual
behaviour.?® Indeed, what kind of reaction does the in-
sinuations on Kantian sadism provoke in you: moral in-
dignation and disgust, apathy or indifference? Or would
you simply point out to the insinuators, that if sadistic
moral indifference could imply moral indifference, it
would not mean that it also implies moral apathy.+
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MopaTHa UHOugdepeHIIHOCI, TOA He 3HAYH JIEKa UCTOTO
roapaszbupa u MopasiHa atiaiiuja.*

Hajmocne, roctioguae KaHT, mrto 61 UM 0ATOBOpUIIE HA
OHHE KOM Ce CMeTaaT 3a JIOCJAeJHU KaHTOBI[H KOTa
IIPUTOBapaar Jieka 6pakoT He ja IOMUPYBa CEKCYaTTHOCTA
CO MOPAJIHHOT 3aKOH, /leKa PECIIEKTOT KOH MOPAJIHUOT
3aKOH - KOj € TIOCHUJIEH O] ceKoe (Ipyro?) 4yBCTBO -
JIOTUYHO Ou Tpebasyio Aa MCXOAyBa CO ACEKCYAAHO
noBesienue? He e su tokmy Coito, ergo non sum!
CJIOTAHOT KOj BEPHO I'Ml M3pas3yBa BamuTe chakama 3a
cekcyasiHOcTa, a Cogito, epeen cym! Makcumara Criopes,
KOja - KaKO IIITO JIOTHYHO MOKe J]a Ce MPETIIOCTABH - CTE
ce PaKoBoO/IeJIe BO TEKOT Ha I[eJIMOT BaIll JKUBOT?

CeKkcyanHocTa n xymaHocTa

l'ocrionuue KaHT, eBe, ke ja mpudaruMe 3a MOMEHT U
MPETIIOCTABKATA JIEKA €JUHCTBEHO XETEPOCEKCYATTHUOT
Opak 0OBO3MOXKYyBa CEKCYaJHO IOBeJleHHEe Koe He ja
mpekpiryBa Bropata ¢popmynanuja Ha KU. 1 mokpaj Toa
IITO OBaa IIPETIIOCTABKA My € COCEM Tyra Ha J[yXOT Ha
HaIllaTa COBPEMEHOCT, Ke Ce COTJIacCHMe JieKa €IMHCTBEHO
BO OpaKOT e MOXKHO JIyT'eTo J]a He ce TPETHpaaT cebecu u
JIDYTUTE CaMO KaKO CPeACTBO 3a 3370BOJIyBame Ha
COIICTBEHUTE CEKCYATHU NMHKJIMHAIINY - TYKY U KaKO 1€,
ucTo taka. Toram, efUHCTBEHO BP3 OCHOBA Ha Taa
MIPETIIOCTaBKa, 6€3 IPYTH JOTOJTHUTETHU aPTYMEHTH, O1
CJIeIyBAJIO JIeKa CEKOja CEKCyaJTHA aKTUBHOCT BOH OPaKOT
€ MOpaJIHO HEeJIOCTOjHA; CeKOe BOHOPAYHO CEKCYaJIHO
MOBeZieHre 01 ITPETCTaBYBAJIO 37I0yIOTpeda Ha CeKCyal-
HOCTA ¥ IIPEKPIIyBame Ha MOPAJIHUOT 3aKOH. 3aT0a, Ha
IIPB MOTJIE/ 3a4y/lyBaaT MPUWIOKEHUTE apTyMEHTH KOH
pasrpaHUYyBamETO IoMery crimina carnis secundum
naturam (ilienecHu iipecitiaiiu co2aacHo tipupooaitia)
crimina carnis contra naturam (ilienecHu iipectuaiiu
tipoitiug tipupodaitia). He e sin coceMa JIOBOJIHO /ia Ce

Finally Sir Kant, what would you answer to those that
consider themselves as true Kantians when making ob-
jections that marriage does not reconcile sexuality with
moral law that respect for the moral law — which is stron-
ger than any (other?) feeling — would logically result in
asexual behaviour? Isn’t Coito, ergo non sum the slogan
that truly expresses your understandings of sexuality?
Isn’t Cogito, bachelor I am the maxim that you have fol-
lowed throughout your life?

Sexuality and Humanity

Sir Kant, for the moment, we will accept your presump-
tion that sexual behaviour (which does not violate the sec-
ond formulation of CI) is possible only in heterosexual
marriage. Despite the fact that the presumption is quite
outlandish to the spirit of our time, we will concede that
only in marriage it is possible to treat ourselves and the
others not only as means for satisfying our sexual incli-
nations, but as an end, as well. In that case, solely on that
assumption, without additional arguments, it follows that
any sexual activity outside of marriage is morally unwor-
thy. Any sexual conduct outside of marriage would be an
abuse of sexuality and a violation of the moral law. There-
fore, at first sight, it is quite strange that you propose a
distinction between crimina carnis secundum naturam
and crimina carnis contra naturam. Isn’t it sufficient to
demonstrate that any sexual behaviour outside of mar-
riage is contrary to “the essential ends of humanity”? Why
do you still need to prove that certain sexual behaviours
outside of marriage are contrary to the nature, as well?
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JTOKa’Ke JIeKa CEKOe BOHOPAUHO CEKCYyaTHO MOBEIEHUE €
CIIPOTHUBHO Ha ,,eCEHIIUjaJTHUTE I[eJIM Ha YOBEIITBOTO?
3011ITO ITPUTOA € MOTPEOHO J1a Ce TOKAXKYBA JIEKAa N3BECHHU
BOHOpaYHU CEKCyaTHH IIOBEJIEHHja ce U Upoitius upu-
podaitia?

Haxo cdakamaTa 3a IPOTUBIPUPOHOCTA HA OFPEIEHU
CEKCYaJTHU MPAKTUKHU Ce CE€ YIITEe MPUJIUYHO PaCIIPO-
CTpaHETHU HaCeKaJle, HE MOXKe J]a ce MIOPEKHe JleKa e/HA
0/ OCHOBHUTE €TUUYKH TEHJIEHIIMHU Ha HaIlaTa COBpe-
MEHOCT € COOUYYBAmEeTO U MpU(AKAKHETO HA PA3JIUNIHUTE
HAUYMHHU HAa KOW MOJXKe J]a ce u3pa3yBa YOBEKOBATA
CEKCYaJTHOCT. YIITE Off IOYETOKOT Ha /IBAECETTHOT BEK,
CEeKCyaJIHUOT UJEHTUTET ,,CTAaHyBa U OCTAHyBa WHTE-
rpajieH JieJl Ha Hamiata ceOHOCT®, Kako IITo 3abesexa
eJleH ucTopr4Yap Ha cexkcyaynHocra.* Jlypu u KOH3epBa-
TUBIUTE o7 BaTukaH, yIre rnpes; HEKOJIKY JIeeHUH, He
MO2Kea J1a TO MOPEKHAT BJIMjaHUETO KOe U Ce MPUITUIITYBa
Ha CEKCYaJIHOCTA BO OOJIMKYBAHETO HAa YOBEKOBUOT
’KMBOT BO U3MUHATHOT BeK.4?*3aToa, 01 OMJIO MOIIIHE
WHTEPECHO KOra JieHec 61 MokeJie a TH yyeMme Bammre
coryieil6U BO OTHOC HA COBPEMEHUTE NMOUMama Ha
YOBEKOBATa CEKCYAJIHOCT KAKO ,MHTETPAJIEH /IeJl Ha
[IEPCOHAIHOCTA HA CEKOEe YOBEYKO cymTecTBO . IMeHO,
Kako O pearupajie Ha COBPEMEHUTE CTPEMEXKU 3a
IIPEUCIINTYBakhEe HA UJIEUTE 3a ¢1000/1aTa U €THAKBOCTA,
3a JIOCTOMHCTBOTO U IIPaBaTa, O IO3UIIMja HA CUTE OHHE
KOM caKaaT Ja ce pecrmektupaar cebecu, ma oumar
pecneKTHupaHu, U Jja TH PeCIIeKTUPAaAaT APYTUTE, HE CAaMO
KaKO PAyUOHA/IHO aBTOHOMHU CYIITECTBA, TYKY U KaKO
cexcyanHo aBTOHOMHU cymrrectBa? Jlaau 6u Be moTTuk-
HaJle Ha IPEMUCIIYBAabe aPTYMEHTHUTE KO 'l /IOBEZ[yBaaT
IO/l Mpallakbe OCHOBHUTE IOCTYJIaTH HA €TUKAaTa Ha
YOBEKOBU IPaBa,*3 07 MO3UITHja HA CEKCYaTHO HMHAKBUTE,
Ha OHHE KOU He MOXKAT JIa Ce BKJIOIAT BO JIOMUHAHTHATA,
HCKJIyIyBauKa, XeTEPOCEKCyaTHA HOpMa?

Although attitudes about the unnaturalness of certain
sexual practices are still widespread almost everywhere,
itis hard to deny that one of the main ethical inclinations
of our time is the recognition of the variety of ways in
which human sexuality can be expressed. At the begin-
ning of the twentieth century, sexual identity “became,
and remains, an integral part of our modern sense of
self”,4! as one historian of sexuality noticed. Even the
Vatican’s conservatives, a few decades ago, were not in a
position to deny the influence ascribed to sexuality as one
of the basic factors shaping human life in the previous
century.** So, it would be really stimulating to hear your
considerations on the modern conceptions of sexuality
as “an integral part of the personality of every human be-
ing”. What would be your attitude towards the contem-
porary tendencies for re-questioning the ideas of liberty
and equality, the ideas of dignity and human rights, from
the point of view of all the persons that need to respect
themselves, that need to be respected, and to respect the
others, not only as rationally autonomous beings, but as
sexually autonomous beings too? And whether the un-
dermining arguments against the basic principles of the
ethic of human rights,*3 emphasised from the position of
sexually queer — from the position of those that could not
fit in the dominant, exclusive, heterosexual norm — will
motivate you to rethink your own exclusive arguments?




Identities ) Journal for Politics, Gender and Culture, Vol. III, No. 1, Summer 2004

ITounTyBan rocnonuHe KaHTt, kako 6u pearupasie Kora
Ou ce mpoireTasie HU3 CKOICKUTE YJIHUIU, U OU rH
371orJieiasie OMIOOPAUTE 3a IIpaBaTa HAa CEKCYaJTHUTE
MaJIIIMHCTBA CO TIOpakKaTa ,,CO0UYHU Ce CO pas3jIuKuTe“? 3a
JKauT, HAjMaJIKy IITO OM MOXKeJie 7ja oueKyBame o7 Bac e
0JraroHaKJI0HA PeaKIlyja, BIIEYaTOK IITO Ce IOTBP/IyBa IO
YUTAKkETO HA MPE3UPHUTE U OCYAUTEHU MPECyAH 3a
crimina carnis. JIlypu U IOTOJIEMUOT JieJ O IIPHUIIa/-
HHUITUTE HA XeTEPOCEKCYATHOTO MHO3MHCTBO BEPOjaTHO O
OCTaHaJIe 3aIpenacTeH! O/ HAUMHOT Ha KOj TH OCYZ[yBaTe
XETEePOCEeKCYaTHUOT MPOMUCKYUTET, IPOCTUTYLIH]ATa,
KOHKYOWHATOT U MPeJbyOHHUIIITBOTO - BIIPOYEM, CEKOE
BOHOpaUYHO CEKCYaJHO MOBeJEHUE KOe He € MPOTUB
tipupodailia, TyKy eAMHCTBEHO IIPOTHUB 3IPABUOT PA3YM.

Ex, xora cme Kaj ,3ApaBHUOT pazyM‘, naiu Be 3auymysa
IIITO Ce ZIEHEeC He ce IMoApa30pa KaKo COIJIaCHO ,,3/IPABUOT
pasym“? Jlanu Be m3HeHaayBa IIUPOYMHATA HA JUja-
MMa30HOT ,HOPMAJHU“ U OIIITECTBEHO NPUDATIUBU
CEeKCyaJTHH ITOBe/IeHnja?+ Bammnre aprymeHTH 3a POTHUB-
MIPUPOJTHOCTA HA CEeKCyaIHaTa MMarvuHaIuja, mo ce
U3TJIeNIa, JIeHeC HeMa /1a OuAaT TOJIKYyBaHU CaMO KaKO
HECOIJIaCHYU CO ,,3/IPABUOT Pa3yM" Ha MOZIEPHUOT 3aI1a/IeH
YOBEK, TYKy KaKO CHMIITOM 32 MUMIIOTEHTHOCT, WJIN 3a
HEKOe JIPYTO CEPMO3HO NCUXUYKO HapylryBame. I1oToa,
KaKo Ke ro TOJIKyBaTe (QaKTOT JieKa ceKcyaHaTa ¢haHTa-
3Uja, 3a€JHO CO ,IoApavjeTo n3bopu Ha JIMIHO 3a70-
BOJICTBO®,* He caMo IIITO He ce caka JJeHec KaKo HEIIITO
MIPOTUBIIPUPOHO, TyKy crara BO JOMEHOT HA 3aIITUTA
Ha IPaBOTO Ha IPUBATHOCT?

[ToumnTyBan nmpodecope, ocobeHo 6u ro nenesne Bammor
KPUTHYKH CYZ] 32 COBPEMEHUTE €TUYKH /1e0aTU OKOJIy
CEeKCyaJTHUTE IIePBeP3UN,*® UMajKu I'Y IPeJIBI, KOHTPO-
BEP3HUTE ,,aPTYMEHTH" CO KOW T UCKJIydyBaTe Crimina
carnis contra naturam. IIpocrere HHU, CeNak, IITO TyKa
Ke TW MMaMe MpeABHJ U KOHCEKBEHIUTe oJi Bamure

With all due respect Sir Kant, but what would your opin-
ion be if, on your walk through the streets of Skopje, you
suddenly face the announcement promoting sexual mi-
nority rights, with the message “Face the differences”?
Unfortunately, the least expected from you is a benevo-
lent response, and that impression is certain after read-
ing your contemptuous indictments about crimina carnis.
Probably, even the most of the heterosexual majority will
be frightened by the unbearable lightness of the indict-
ments against heterosexual promiscuity, prostitution,
concubinage, and adultery — in fact, any sexual behaviour
outside of marriage which is not against nature, but only
against sound reason.

As far as ‘sound reason’ is concerned, are you bewildered
by the variety of practices acknowledged today as in ac-
cordance with the ‘sound reason’? Are you surprised con-
cerning the wide spectrum of ‘normal’ and socially accept-
able sexual behaviour?+ Your arguments for the unnatu-
ralness of the sexual imagination will be interpreted to-
day, most likely, not only as contrary to the ‘sound rea-
son’ of the modern western man and woman, but as a
symptom of impotence or as a symptom of another seri-
ous psychological disorder. In addition, how would you
interpret the fact that the sexual imagination, along with
the “the realm of choices of personal pleasures”,# is not
conceived today as something unnatural, but as something
within the domain protected by the right of privacy?

Dear professor Kant, I would really appreciate your criti-
cal judgement on contemporary ethical disputes concern-
ing sexual perversions,* bearing in mind the controver-
sial ‘arguments’ supporting the indictments against
crimina carnis contra naturam. Forgive us, but here we
have to take into consideration the consequences of your
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pacyayBama, a He cCaMO MOPQJTHUTE WHTEHIIUH KOU UM
nojiekat. HecoMHeHO, peCIEKTOT KOH YOBEKOBATA
IIPpUPO/IA, U3pa3eH U IpeKy BropaTa ¢dopmynanuja Ha KU,
cé yIITe ja CTUMyJHpa MOpayiIHaTa MMaruHamnuja Ha
3anaHuTe MucanTesu. Ho, ako ru ocraBuMe 32 MOMEHT
6JIarOpOHUTE UHTEHI[UH HACTPAHA, U CE COCPEIOTOUNME
BP3 KOHCEKBEHITUTE O/ TAKBUTE PACy/lyBamba, MOXKEME /1a
Z0jaeMe 0 yKaCHyBayK{ M IIOPa3yBavyKy CO3HAHU]A.
Y:xacHyBa 1 IopasyBa, rocrioguse Kant, Toa mrro Bammre
3a0eJIeNIKy 3a OIMMACHOCTUTE I10 YOBEKOBATa IPUPOA OF
crimina carnis contra naturam Moxxat aa ce cdarar
IMOCKOPO KaKO MMILIMIUTHA 3aKaHA, OTKOJIKY KaKoO
6J1arOHaKJIOHO MIpeAyIpeayBame. BepojaTHo He Ou 6me
TOJIKY Y»KaCHaTH OJf IIpe3puBara 3abeJienka JieKka mpu
OHAHMjaTa U XOMOCEKCYaJTHUTE aKTH YOBEKOT CE CBEYBA
Ha cTBap (merpaaupajku ce cebecu MmojJ HUBOTO HA
’)KUBOTHO), KOTa HMcTaTa He Ou Oua mpocyeneHa co
UMIUTHIIITHATA 3aKaHa JIeKa ceKoj mMa coboza 1a ro/ja
TpEeTHpa KaKo >KUBOTHO, MJIN KAaKO CTBap, 0HOj/0HAaa KOj/a
BEeKe He € YOBEUKO CYIITECTBO, 3aTOA IITO - CO CBOETO
CEeKCyaJIHO TIOBEJIeHNE - He MOKa)kajl/a pPecueKT KOH
4oBeKOBarTa npupopga.+’

Ho, nypu u na 3aMmkuMe Ipes; YyZOBHUIITHATA U7Eja 3a
CYIEPHMOPHOCTA HAa YOBEKOT BO OZJHOC HA MPAIUOHATHUTE
JKMBH CYIIITECTBA*® - IIITO € TeMa 3a rmoceOHa pacipasa -
IIOKAHTHO € KOJIKy MaJIKy Tpeba, ma ofje/THAIl YOBEKOT
7la TIpecTaHe /fa Oujie YOBEK BO BamwuTe O9u. Moke jiu
IIpeTcTaBaTa 3a YOBEKOT - KOj He € HUTY CTBap, HUTY
’KMBOTHO - CAaMO CO TyDEeHEeTO Ha OPEIEHN aTPUOYTH, 3a
MUT TOJIKY Jia ce TpaHchopMHUpa, mMTO cI000JHOTO
CYIIITECTBO K€ Ce IPETBOPH BO COIICTBEHATA HETaIMja: BO
00jeKT cO KOj MOXKe CEKOj Zja TO MPaBU OHA IITO Ke IO
rocaka? OHOCHO, ITPEBE/IEHO Ha IIOMO/IEPEH ja3UK, MOXKE
JIM HEeKOj/a /1a Tu 3ary0u cuTe CBOU IpaBa KaKO YOBEK -
CJIEZICTBEHO, /1a Oujie TpeTupaH/a Kako IpeaMeT, U
KaKO KUBOTHO - CAMO [TIOPa/I¥ 33/I0BOJIyBAbETO HA CBOUTE
CEeKCyaJIHU IOTpebu?

judgements, not only the underlying moral intentions.
Undoubtedly, the respect for human nature, expressed
by the second formulation of CI, still inspires the moral
imagination of the Western thinkers. However, if we put
aside for the moment your benevolent intentions, and
focus on the consequences of your judgements, we can
reach terrifying and shocking opinions. It terrifies and
shocks, Sir Kant, that your remark that crimina carnis
contra naturam present the danger for human nature,
could be interpreted as an implicit threat rather than be-
nevolent warning. Probably we would not be terrified so
much of your contemptuous comments that during mas-
turbation and homosexual behaviour a human being re-
duces itself to a thing (degrading himself/herself below
the level of an animal), if they were not accompanied by
the implicit threat. By the threat that everyone has a free-
dom to treat him (or her) as a beast, or as a thing, for he
(or she) is no longer a human being because — by his/her
sexual behaviour — he/she did not respect human na-
ture.¥

But, even if we close our eyes before the monstrous idea
of human superiority regarding the irrational living crea-
tures*® — which is a topic for another exposition — it is
shocking that only such a minor change is needed for a
human being to cease to be a human being in your eyes.
Can the idea of a human being — neither a thing, nor a
beast — be so changed suddenly with the loss of certain
attributes, that a previously free person is transformed
into his/her own negation: becoming for everyone an ob-
ject of free will? Or, to put it another way, can someone
be deprived of his/her human rights — and, as a result, be
treated as a thing or as a beast — simply for the reason
that he/she is satisfying his/her sexual needs?
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Focnoguue Kaut, Tpeba su /a moTceTyBaMe JeKa
MOZIEPHUOT KOHIIENT HA YOBEKOBHU IIPaBa ro rnoapasoupa
TOKMY CHPOTHBHOTO; JleKa YOBEK He cMee /a Oune
TPETUPaH IONHAKY OCBEH JIOCTOMHCTBEHO U CO TOYUT KOH
HEroBaTa JIMYHOCT, HE3aBHUCHO O] PA3JIUKUTE MOMEry
JIyfeTO crmopes ImoJjioT, 60ojaTa Ha KOXKaTa, BO3PacCTa,
IIOTEKJIOTO, CEeKCyaslHaTa OpueHTanuja...? Tpeba s ga
IIOTCEeTyBaMe KOJIKY JIyf'e BO I3MHUHATHOT BEK I'l 3ary0Ouja
CBOUTE JKUBOTHU caMo 3aToa mTo 6ea EBpen mwim Pomuy,
caMo 3aToa IITO He Oea XeTEPOCEKCYaIIH, MJIU CaMO 3aT0a
IIITO MMaa TIOMHAKBY PEJIUTHO3HU yoeayBama? Tpeba iu
Jla TIOTCEeTyBaMe JIeKa JieJI OJi OHHUE IIITO UM TU 0/13e710a
JKUBOTHTE, TO CTOpHja Toa CO MpeaydeyBame JAeKa He
ybuBaar jiyfe, TYKy HeJIyTre - CYIIITECTBA KOHU Ce JIeTPau-
paJie 110 HUBOTO HA YOBEK?

TF'ocioguue KaHTt, mto 6u Kakasie BO CBOja ofOpaHa mo
HamaJiuTe JeKa BalINUTe aHTPOMOJIOMKU COTIeA0u
IIOTTUKHYBaaT MU3AaHTPOIICKU IIpenyOenyBama? 3apem
coryien0uTe 3a crimina carnis, IOKpaj Toa IITO TH
MOTBP/yBaaT M 3ajaKHyBaaT TPAAUIMOHATHUTE HETa-
THBHU CTEPEOTHUIIN 32 CEKCYaJTHOCTA, HE Ce OJJIUIHO
PalOHATHO ONPABAYBAahE 32 IEPMAHEHTHOTO IICUXIIKO
U (UBUYKO HACUJICTBO BP3 HEXETEPOCEKCYAIIUTE P40

XyMaHocTa n eHaKBOCTa

l'ocnogune KaHT, 1OBOJIHA € caMO IMOMUcCJaTa JieKa
IpecTaHyBa Ja Ou/e YOBEK OHOj IITO CEKCYaJIHO Ce
n3pasyBa Ha MOMHAKOB HA4YWH (U, CJIEICTBEHO, JeKa
MOJKeMe Jla TO TpeTHpaMe KaKo He-4OBeK), 3a /1a He
JIOBeZie BO UCKYIIIEHHE J1a ja IPEKMHEME 0Baa CITUPUTHC-
TUYKA ceaHca 0e3 HUKAKBU HATAMOIIHU O/JIOXKYBamba.
3apem He O6u OMJIO COCEM €JIETAaHTHO PEeIIeHHe, 07 OHA
IITO TO KaKaBMe JI0Cera, N3BEyBAHETO HA 3aKIYIOKOT
JleKa HUTY HaIllaTa COBPEMEHOCT T'0 IIOMHUHYBA TECTOT Ha

Sir Kant, is there any need to mention that the modern
concept of human rights intends exactly the opposite; that
a human being is to be treated only with dignity and re-
spect towards his/her person, without distinction with
regard to sex, race, age, origin, sexual orientation...? Is
there any need to repeat how many human beings have
lost their lives during the last century only because they
were Jews or Roma, only because they were not hetero-
sexuals, or because they had different religious beliefs?
Should we remind you that some of those who took those
lives acted with prejudice that they were not killing hu-
man beings, but non-human beings — beings that had
degraded themselves below the level of humanity?

Dear Sir, what would be your apology considering the ac-
cusations that your anthropological considerations en-
courage misanthropic prejudices? What would be your
comments to the charge that your considerations about
crimina carnis confirm and reinforce the traditional nega-
tive stereotypes about sexuality? Would you still defend
your opinions regardless of the claims that they served as
rational excuses for the permanent psychological and
physical violence against non-heterosexuals?+

Humanity and Equality

Sir Kant, we are tempted to quit the present spiritualistic
session, without delay, upon the very thought that a hu-
man being could be treated as a non-human being if he/
she is sexually different. After all what we have said,
wouldn’t it be a pretty elegant solution to deduce that
neither our time has passed the test of the categorical
imperative nor the categorical imperative has passed the
test of our time?
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KaTerOPUYKUOT UMIIEPATUB, HUTY KAaTETOPUYKUOT
WMIIEPaTUB TO MIOMHUHYBa TECTOT Ha Halllata CoOBpe-
MEHOCT?

Kako 6m m3riiezajio HaIleTO CEeKOjAHEBHE JOKOJIKY
MOpPaJIHUTE MAaKCUMH U IOCTAIKHA HA JIyreTo OM HACTO-
jyBaste aa ro momuHaT TectoT Ha KU, oHaKa Kako IIITO ro
nHTepuperupare? Tpeba jiu 1a ce HaNUIIE yIITE €HA
HeTaTHWBHA YTOIHMja 3a II0jacHO /A ce COIJIeZaaT CUTE
HEYOBEIITHHU KOU MOJKAT Jla IPOU3Je3aT OJf PUTO-
pO3HOTO ciienerme Ha KanToBaTa njieja Ha YOBEUITBOTO?
Yurre eHa 1984, HO BO K0ja ['osremMuoT O6paT He HE SUpKa
OJTHA/IBOP TYKY OJTHATPE, CBET BO KOj HUE/IEH HA/[BOPEIIEH
TPUOYHAJI HE € TOJIKY CTPAIlleH KOJIKY BHATPEITHHUOT TPHU-
OyHaJT Ha coBecTa?>®

3atoa, rociogune KaHT, ako HeKOj ouHe 7ja Be yBepyBa
ZieKa e I0TOJIKY T0Z{00pOo 32 HAIlIaTa COBPEMEHOCT TOA IIITO
He To moMuHyBa TectoT Ha KU (1 0TOJIKY moJsiomo 3a
KU Toa mITo He TO MOMHUHYBA TECTOT HA HAIIaTa COBPe-
MEHOCT), Be MoJIaM, HEMOjTe 7ia ja ryoute Bammarta 1o6pa
Bosgja. Ce YMHU, HUIITO APYTO HE € TOJIKY HEOTPAHUYEHO
KOJIKY IIITO C€ KalaIlUTeTUTe Ha YOBEIITBOTO 3a cebe-
VHUIITYBAbE 114, OTTAMY, U IIIAHCUTE 32 €/IeH KAHTOBCKU
Jlobaecen HO8 cgeill BOOIIIITO He Tpeba Ja ce MOTIe-
HyBaar.

MowuTe moceramHu HeOJIaroOHAKJIOHU YKaKyBama U
TeH/IEHIINO3HY Mpalllaka HACTOjyBaa /Ja T'M Pa3HUIIAaT
apryMeHTHTe CO KO, aKO yCIIeas Jja ro IpeiouaM Toa, TH
KOMIIPOMUTHPATE BO3BUILIEHUTE UAeU Ha sUCIIUHAIUA T
caobo0aitia. Tlperna3nBocTa e cekojnar 100penojaeHa:
yJiejaTa Ha BUCTUHATA MOXKeE J]a TO 3rojieMu OpojoT Ha
MPTBUTE, a U7iejaTa Ha cJI0007aTa OPOjOT HA JKPTBUTE, AKO
ce mpu@daTy HAYMHOT Ha KOj IIITO TM WHTEPIPETHPATE,
KOTa ce MOBUKYBaTe HAa MOPA/IHUOU 3AKOH TIPU aHa-
JIM3aTa Ha HEKOW KOHKpeTHU cutyanuu. [1pes pasnenba,

How would our time look like if our moral maxims and
actions pretend to pass the test of CI, according to your
own interpretation? Should we create another negative
utopia in order to envisage more clearly all the inhumani-
ties that could arise as a result of the rigorous following
of the Kantian idea of humanity? Should we create an-
other 1984 in which the Big Brother is not watching out-
side but inside us, a world in which there is no external
tribunal so oppressive as the internal tribunal of the con-
science?5°

Hence, Sir Kant, if someone is trying to persuade you that
it is much better for our time that it has not passed the
test of CI (and that it is much worse for the CI that it has
not passed the test of our time), please, don’t let your good
will to be affected by such attempts. Apparently, there is
nothing more unlimited than the human capacity for self-
destroying; therefore, the possibility for a Kantian Brave
New World is not to be underestimated.

So far, with my non-benevolent points and biased ques-
tions I tended to disturb your arguments, and to show
how the sublime ideas of truth and freedom are discred-
ited. Aslong as the sublime ideas are concerned, we should
always be careful: if your practice of interpretation is ac-
cepted, the idea of truth can increase the number of
deaths; the idea of freedom can increase the number of
victims. Caution is always to be recommended during the
analysis of certain cases when we are referring to the
moral law. Before quitting our session, I will try to ex-
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Ke ce obupam Ja mpemoyaM M3BeCHU Bamm pasmu-
CJIyBamba, caMO KaKO WIyCTpalldja Ha Toa KOJIKY JIECHO
MOZKe Jla ce HICKOMIIPOMHTHPA 1 BO3BUIIIEHATa H/I€ja HA
edHaxeocilid.

Be3nipyro, 0Ar0OBOPOT Ha MPAIIAKHETO IITO CAMUOT CH T'O
IIOCTaByBaTe - He € JIM CIPOTUBHO Ha eJHAK8ocCilla Ha
BEHUYAHUTE JIMYHOCTH KOTa 3aKOHOT HaJjiara ,,itioj ke ouie
TBOj Toctozap” (,he shall be thy master®)s' - zaciayxeHno
BJIETYBA HE CAMO BO aHAJIWTE HA 3alajiHaTa COPUCTHKA,
TYKy ¥ BO aHajuTe Ha puiaocodckara MU3OTUHH]A.
NmeHo, ako TakBaTa ,JierajHa cympemaruja“, ako
IIPAaBOTO J]a Ce 3aII0BE/A € 3aCHOBAHO caMO BpP3 (HaKTOT
3a ,JIpPUPOJIHATA CYyIEPUOPHOCT HA CIIOCOOHOCTHUTE HA
COIIPYTOT BO crIopezda co compyrara“ Toraril, TBpAUTE BHE,
OpaunaTa cocrojba - , TOj KOMaH/IyBa, Taa ce IOKopyBa“ -
He e CIIPOTUBHA Ha ,,IPUPOJHATA €JHAKBOCT HA YOBE-
koBHuOT map“s!!! O6uroT, nmak, CymepuopHOCTa /ja ce
IIPeTCTaBU KAaKO PENUIPOYHA peJanuja,’ Koja e BO
WHTEPeC Ha IPOTPEeCcOT Ha KyJITypaTa, MOXKe CEPHO3HO /14
He 3aMUCJIY BO IIOTJIE]] Ha NCKPEHOCTA Ha BaIleTo Sapere
aude, n03uHKaTa Ha mpocBetuTesacTBoTo! Mmare su,
IIOYUTYBaH Ipodecope, XpabPOCT J1a ce CIYKUTE CO
COIICTBEHHOT Pa3yM M TOTAIll KOTa IIPEIMET HA PAIlIOHAJI-
Ha KPUTHKA Ce TPAAUIIUOHAITHUTE OIIITECTBEHN MHCTHU-
TYLUY U Ipefpacyqu?

He e i1 toruyuHO, AypH ¥ 0/1 BaIINTE KPajHO COMHUTETHU
MIPETIOCTABKH - JIeKa CYIIEPHOPHOCTA HA JKeHaTa ce
COCTOY BO HEj3MHUOT IIPUPO/IEH TAJIEHT J1a TOCIIOZIAPU CO
HeroBaTa ’kenba 3a Hea H, JleKa ,,BO rparaHCKOTO
OIIIIITECTBO JKEHATA HE Ce MOTYNHYBa cebecu Oe3 Opak KOH
’KesIbnTe Ha HEKOj Maxk ‘™ - xpabpo /a ce 3aKJIy4u JieKa
rparaHCKOTO OMIITECTBO HE € CKPOEHO CIIOPEJ, KeJI0uTe
Ha KEeHHUTE TYKy CIopes kenbute Ha Mmakute? He e sm
JIOTUYHO J1a Ce 3aKJy4Hu JleKa OpakoT ja mpeTBopa
MPETIIOCTaBEHATA CYyIIEPHOPHOCT HA JKeHaTa BO HEj3MHA

hibit some of your considerations, only as an illustration
of how the sublime idea of equality could be easily dis-
credited as well.

Unquestionably, the answer of your question — whether
it is not contrary to the equality of married persons when
the law, in every way, says of the husband when in rela-
tion to the wife, “he shall be thy master,”s' — deserves to
be enlisted in the annals of the Western sophistry as well
as in the annals of the Western misogyny. For, if such ‘le-
gal supremacy’ and the right to command are based only
upon the fact of “the natural superiority of the faculties of
the husband compared with those of the wife” then, as
you assert, the marital condition — he is the one who com-
mands, and she is the one who obeys — cannot be regarded
as contrary to “the natural equality of a human pair”s* !!!
Your attempt to justify the superiority of one partner as a
relation of reciprocity, as in the interest of the progress of
culture,®® can cast a serious doubt on the sincerity of
Sapere aude, the legendary motto of the Enlightenment!
Indeed, dear professor, do you have the courage to em-
ploy your reason when the target of your rational critique
are the traditional social institutions and the traditional
prejudices?

Is it not reasonable, even with your highly suspicious as-
sumptions,>* to conclude firmly that the civil society is
designed according to men’s desires rather than to
women’s desires? Is it not quite reasonable to conclude
that the marriage is what transforms the alleged superi-
ority of woman into her own inferiority — “her natural
talent for mastering his desire for her” into legal obliga-
tion for conforming to his desires?
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UH(PEPUOPHOCT - HEJ3UHUOT NPUPOJIEH ,TAJIEHT 34
TOCIIOZIapehe CO Heroara »keyiba 3a Hea“, BO 3aKOHCKA
JTOJI?KHOCT 32 ITOKOPYBakhe KOH HETOBUTE JKEJI0M ?

3a kaJj, MaKo ja BeJIMUYaBTE CMeJIOCTa Kako A00JecT,
HEMaBTe CMEJIOCT JIOKpaj Jla TH CJIeAuTe HUTy Bammre
MaTPHUjapXaJTHU IIPETIOCTABKHU. YIIITE HOUPOHUYIHO, HAKO
3a Mperno3HaT/INBa IpTa Ha KaHToBaTa eTwka ce cmeTa
TOKMY IIOYUTTA KOH JIMYHOCTHUTE,5 Barara TudHOCT He
MOJKeIIIe /1a OCTaHe MOIITeZEeHA O/ HETIOYNUTYBabe, KAKO
IITO BIIPOYEM HE OCTaHAa IOIITEeHN HUTY OHUE KOU
TOJIKY JIECHO T'O Ty0ea CTaTycoT , JTMYHOCT" BO Bamure oum.
Ha o6BuHYyBamaTa /ieKa He CTe MO/IeJI 32 NHTEJIEKTYaJIeH
MHTETPUTET,? JIOTHYHO Ce HAJI0BP3a U MPETCTaBaTa 3a
KaHT Kako ,erzemiuiap Ha ¢GpuiocodCcKu ceKcusam“ co
pPEeakIMOHEePHU TJIeJUIITAa KOH KEHUTE AypPHU U 3a
HEroBOTO BpeMme.5’

3a Toa KOJIKy TaKBUTE OOBUHYBalha C€ OCHOBAHU - KOJIKY
BamuoTt MopasieH 3aKOH, ¥ ITPETIIOYUTAETO Ha JT0JDK-
HOCTHUTE KOH cebecu, MosKaT Jia O11aT HaBUCTHHA OIACHU
10 KUBOT (0COOEHO 3a KeHUTe) — Hajmo0po MOXKAT J1a
nocsefouyar Bamwure comcrBenu coriienbu: ,Bo muror
KOoTa MOBEKe He MO’KaM /ia JKUBeaM YECTUTO TYKY
CTaHyBaM HEIOCTOEH 3a KUBOT CO €/THA TakBa (CpamMHa)
ITOCTAIIKa, jac BOOIIIITO HE MOKaM /Ia KHBeaM MmoBeke 5®
Ce y1rre cMe 3armpernacreHy, IOYUTYBaH ITpodecope, KaKo
TOa HEKOj MOKE J1a TO ,,00ecueCTH YOBEIITBOTO BO CBOjaTa
COIICTBEHA JIMYHOCT® CO Toa IITO Ke craHe OecIIoMOIIIHA
’)KpPTBa Ha HEKOja cpaMHa aknuja? ExHocTaBHO cMme
BIaleHu, rocnoauHe Kant, ox Bameto o6passioxkeHue
ZieKa e mozo00po MOTEeHI[MjJTHATA KPTBA HA CIJIYBambe Ja
ce caMoy0Ome IIpeJi CIJIyBameTo, CO CMPT Jia ja oi0paHu
COIICTBEHATA YECT, OTKOJIKY Jla JIO3BOJIA YECTa HEIIOB-
patHo 1a 6uze usrybena.®

Unfortunately, although you have elevated courage as a
virtue, you did not have the courage to follow consistently
even your own patriarchal assumptions. Ironically
enough, although the respect for persons is considered as
amark of the Kantian ethics,® your person was not spared
from disrespect, as those who have lost the status of ‘per-
son’ so easily in your view were not spared. The accusa-
tions that you are not a model of intellectual integrity3°
were logically extended with the assessment of Kant as
“an exemplar of philosophical sexism” holding reaction-
ary views about women, reactionary even in your own
time.5”

Dear Sir, the most persuasive evidence for the plausibil-
ity of that kind of accusations — that your moral law, and
preference to the duties one has to himself/herself, can
be really dangerous to life (especially to women’s lives) —
are your own considerations: “The moment I can no longer
live in honour but become unworthy of life by such [dis-
graceful] an action, I can no longer live at all.”s® We are
still bewildered, dear professor, how someone could
“dishonour humanity in her own person” by becoming a
helpless victim in certain disgraceful actions? We are sim-
ply offended, Sir Kant, by your reasoning that it would
have been better for the potential rape victim to commit
suicide before the rape, to defend her honour unto death,
rather than to allow an irreversible loss of her honour.5
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Tyka Beke He MOXKeMe Jja My OZ[0JIeeMe Ha UCKYIIIEHUETO
Zla ce paszaenume of Bac, mounTtyBaH nmpodecope, u
MIOBTOPHO /a Be mpenymrume Ha BeyHHOT Mup. Haj-
Iocje, UMa JIM HEKAaKBO 3HAUYEHe TOA IITO HAILIUTE
mpamama ke octaHaT 6e3 oxropop? Mma jsiu mojaceH
MIpU3HAaK 3a OyAHOCTa HA Pa3yMOT O/ YMHOT HA IpaILy-
Bame? U 111To Kpenpa noroyieMu MOHCTPYMU: 3aCIIAHOCTA
Ha pa3ymoT win Oy/iHOCTa Ha pa3yMoT? KoHeuHo, Ke mMa
JI pa3yMoOT JIOBOJTHO XpabpoCT U cuiia Jia ce COOYH CO
COIICTBEHATa MOHCTPYO3HOCT?
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For the time being, dear professor, we are not in a posi-
tion to resist the temptation to say adieu to you and to
leave you in eternal peace. Finally, is there any signifi-
cance that our earlier questions will remain unanswered?
Is there a more transparent symptom of the wakefulness
of the reason than the very act of (Re-) questioning? What
creates more dreadful monsters: the sleep of reason or
the wakefulness of reason? At last, would we be powerful
enough to face our own monstrosity?

Translated from Macedonian by
Rodna Ruskovska and Zarko Trajanoski
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the Unconscious, ed. by Slavoj Zizek, Duke University Press,
1998, p. 49: “If the moral law is indeed unconditional, if it does
not follow from any notion of the good, but is itself the ground
for any possible definition of the good, then it is clear why Kant
cannot accept that the good of our fellow man might serve us
as an excuse for not doing our duty. Those who are not willing
to accept this aspect of Kant’s position in the discussed exam-
ple but reject it, are also rejecting the entire edifice of Kantian
ethics that hangs precisely upon this point.”

24 Kant, Immanuel. Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals.
Cambridge, U.K.; New York Cambridge University Press, 1998,

(4:440).

25 Kant, Immanuel. Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Mor-
als. Cambridge, U.K.; New York Cambridge University Press,
1998. p. 38: “The practical imperative will therefore be the fol-
lowing: So act that you use humanity, whether in your own per-
son or in the person of any other, always at the same time as an
end, never merely as a means.”

26 Cf. Wood Allen. “Humanity As End in Itself” in Kant’s
Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals: Critical Essays,
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Lanham, Md. Rowman & Littlefield, 1998, p. 169.

7 Cf. Ibid.

28 Cf. ibid. p. 185: ,, KanToBaTa Teopuja UMILIHITApPA JleKa aKO
Ha HEKOHU YIEHOBH OJI, HAIIIMOT OMOJIOIIKY BU, M HEJIOCTUTa
‘4OBEYHOCT BO OBaa CMHUCJIA, 6e3 pasjuka Jaau MPUBPEMEHO
WIN TPAjHO, TOTAIl CEKOj WiIeH Of HAIIMOT BHUJ HE € IeJT 3a
cebecu. Ce YMHU, OYUTJIETHO € JTeKa MAJIUTE JIella U JIyT'eTO YU
paIoOHaIHU CIIOCOOHOCTH Ce U3PA3UTO HAPYIIIEHH €/THOCTAaBHO
HeMaaT CIIOCOOHOCT /ja ITOCTaByBaaT IeJIH COTJIACHO Pa3yMOT.
CrnencrBeHo, Bp3 ocHOBa Ha KauToBaTta Teopuja, Tue He 60U
TpebaJio J1a ce cMeTaaT KaKo JINYHOCTH U KaKo IieJid 3a cebe.”

29 Kant, Immanuel. The Philosophy of Law: An Exposition of
the Fundamental Principles of Jurisprudence as the Science
of Right, trans. W. Hastie (Edinburgh: Clark, 1887). Bo
mo7I0/1/1eJ10T ,,[IpaBOTO Ha Ka3HyBame”.

30 _...Kateropuukuor umnepatus Ha Kaznenarta IIpaBaa, neka
yOUBaIeTO Ha KOja U JIa € JIMYHOCT CIIPOTUBHO HAa 3aKOHOT
Mopa 7ia 6uie Ka3HeTo CO CMPT...«

3t Cf. Nietzsche, Friedrich Wilhelm. On the Genealogy of Mor-
als: A Polemic: By Way of Clarification and Supplement to
My Last Book, Beyond Good and Evil. Oxford; New York Ox-
ford University Press (UK), 1997, p. 47.

32 [Tutupano cuoper Louden, Robert B. Kant’s Impure Ethics:
From Rational Beings to Human Beings. New York: Oxford
University Press (US), 2000. p. 15: ,,Y0oBeITBOTO ja ©Ma CBOjaTa
HajrojieMa coBpILIEHOCT BO OesaTa paca. JKonrure HanjaHIm
MMaart HeIITOo TIOMAaJIKy TayleHT. L[pHITUTE ce o101y, a Hajory
01 CUTE € JieJI O/f aMepHuKaHcKuTe pacu.” (Geo 9:316)

32 Kant, Immanuel. The Science of Right. trans. by Hastie, W.
Raleigh, N.C. Alex Catalogue (www.netlibrary.com), p. 38:
»---AKO €/IeH MaK U eJ[HA ’KeHa WMaar BOJja /ia CTamar BO
PELUIIPOYHO YKUBAKE COTJIACHO HUBHATA CEKCYaTHA TPUPO/A,
THE MOpa HY»KHO /]a Ce BEHUYAaT e/leH 3a JPYT; a 0Baa HyKHOCT
€ BO COTJIACHOCT CO jyPUTHYKUTE 3aKOHH HA YHCTHOT PasyM.”

Lanham, Md. Rowman & Littlefield, 1998, p. 169.

27 Cf. Ibid.

28 Cf. ibid. p. 185: “...Kant’s theory implies that if some mem-
bers of our biological species lack “humanity’ in this sense,
whether temporarily or permanently, then not every member
of our species is an end in itself. It seems evident that young
children and people whose rational capacities are severely im-
paired simply do not have the capacity to set ends according to
reason. On Kant’s theory, therefore, they have to count as non-
persons and are not ends in themselves.”

29 Kant, Immanuel. The Philosophy of Law: An Exposition of
the Fundamental Principles of Jurisprudence as the Science
of Right, trans. W. Hastie (Edinburgh: Clark, 1887). In the sub-
section: “The Right of Punishment”

30« The Categorical Imperative of Penal Justice, that the kill-
ing of any person contrary to the Law must be punished with
death...”

3t Cf. Nietzsche, Friedrich Wilhelm. On the Genealogy of Mor-
als: A Polemic: By Way of Clarification and Supplement to
My Last Book, Beyond Good and Evil. Oxford; New York Ox-
ford University Press (UK), 1997, p. 47.

32 Compare Louden, Robert B. Kant’s Impure Ethics: From
Rational Beings to Human Beings. New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press (US), 2000. p. 15: “Humanity has its highest perfec-
tion in the white race. The yellow Indians have a somewhat
lesser talent. The Negroes are much lower, and lowest of all is
part of the American races” (Geo 9:316)

33 Kant, Immanuel. The Science of Right. trans. by Hastie, W.
Raleigh, N.C. Alex Catalogue (www.netlibrary.com), p. 38: “...if
a man and a woman have the will to enter on reciprocal enjoy-
ment in accordance with their sexual nature, they must neces-
sarily marry each other; and this necessity is in accordance with
the juridical laws of pure reason.”
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34 “Commercium sexuale est usus membrorum et facultatum
sexualium alterius.”

35 Kant, Immanuel. The Science of Right. trans. by Hastie, W.
Raleigh, N.C. Alex Catalogue (www.netlibrary.com), p. 39.

36 KaKo ,,...yHHjaTa Ha JBe JIMYHOCTH O] PA3JIMUYEH TOJI 3a
JIOKHBOTHO PENMIIPOYHO [TOCE/[yBathe Ha HUBHUTE CEKCYaTHU
aTpubyTH.”

37 Soble, Alan. “Kant and Sexual Perversion”. The Monist, vol.
86, no. 1, p. 77.

38 Baacilia Ha pa3yMmotill ce OTJIeZia BO CAMOCOBJIA/IyBabETO, a
doaxcHocilla 3a aflaifiuja Bo 3abpaHara 3a NpeIyITamke Ha
COIICTBEHUTE YyBCcTBA M HaroHu. Buzere Kant, Immanuel. The
Metaphysical Elements of Ethics (eBook) Publication: Raleigh,
N.C. Alex Catalogue (http://www.netlibrary.com), p. 33:
~JobJiecTa, 3Ha4H, cé /0ZleKa € 3aCHOBaHA BpP3 BHATpEIIHA
1000712, COIP>KH IIO3UTHUBHA 3aII0BE/] 32 YOBEKOT, IMEHO, IeKa
T0j Ou TpebaJso Zja TH MOJAPENN CUTE MOKH M CKJIOHOCTH IIOJ
HEToBO BiazieHue (Ha Pa3ymor); 1 0Ba e IMO3UTHUBEH HAJIOT 32
cebe3arnoBeiame NOKpaj 3abpaHara, UMEHO, Jieka He Tpeba /1a
ZI03BOJIM CAaMHUOT Jia Gu/ie MO/ BJIACT HA CBOUTE UyBCTBA U
CKJIOHOCTH (JIOJKHOCTA 32 alaTyja); 3allITo, C& 10/IeKa Pa3yMOT
HE T JIP3KU Y3JIUTE BO CBOUTE palle, UYyBCTBATA U CKIIOHOCTHUTE
Ke CU rocroiapar co YOBEKOT.

39 3a KaHTOBCKATa “MOpajHa aMaTHYHOCT  HA JIMKOBUTE Off
nenata Ha Mapkus e Cajy BUzieTe BO BTOPHOT €KCKYPC Off
“Dialektik der Aufkldrung®, na XopkxajMep u AZOPHO.

40 3a IOTPENTHOTO [TOUCTOBETYBAIbE, U 32 PA3rPAaHUYYBAETO
nomery anartujara (koja moJpazdupa MOPaJIHO YyBCTBO HA
PEeCIIeKT KOH 3aKOHOT) U MHAH(epeHTHOCTAa BujeTe Kant,
Immanuel. The Metaphysical Elements of Ethics , p. 34: ,OBa
MOTPENIHO pa3bupame MOXKe Jia ce n30erHe ako ce UMeHyBa
KaKO MOpaJiHa alaTHja OHOj HEJOCTUT Ha eMollfja Koj Tpeba
7la ce pasyInKyBa oJf uHAubepeHTHOCTa. Kaj npBara, uyBcTBaTa
KOU IIPOU3JIETYBAAT OJf CETHUIHUTE BIIEYATOIU IO I'yOAT CBOETO

34 “Commercium sexuale est usus membrorum et facultatum
sexualium alterius.”

3 Kant, Immanuel. The Science of Right. trans. by Hastie, W.
Raleigh, N.C. Alex Catalogue (www.netlibrary.com), p. 39.

36 As “...the union of two persons of different sex for life-long
reciprocal possession of their sexual faculties.”

37 Soble, Alan. “Kant and Sexual Perversion”. The Monist, vol.
86, no. 1, p. 77.

38 The rule of reason corresponds to self-control, and duty of
apathy to prohibition that he should not allow himself to be
governed by his feelings and inclinations. Cf. Kant, Immanuel.
The Metaphysical Elements of Ethics (eBook) Publication:
Raleigh, N.C. Alex Catalogue (http://www.netlibrary.com), p.
33: “Virtue, therefore, in so far as it is based on internal free-
dom, contains a positive command for man, namely, that he
should bring all his powers and inclinations under his rule (that
of reason); and this is a positive precept of command over him-
self which is additional to the prohibition, namely, that he
should not allow himself to be governed by his feelings and in-
clinations (the duty of apathy); since, unless reason takes the
reins of government into its own hands, the feelings and incli-
nations play the master over the man.”

39 In the second part of the Dialektik der Aufkldrung,
Horkheimer and Adorno are explaining how Kantian “moral
apathy’ is exposed in the Marquis de Sade works.

40 According to Kant, apathy (which indicates a moral feeling
of respect for the law) is wrongly equated with indifference.
See Kant, Immanuel. The Metaphysical Elements of Ethics
(eBook) Publication: Raleigh, N.C. Alex Catalogue (http://
www.netlibrary.com), p. 34: “This misconception may be
avoided by giving the name moral apathy to that want of emo-
tion which is to be distinguished from indifference. In the
former, the feelings arising from sensible impressions lose their
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BJIPIjaHI/Ie BP3 MOPAJIHOTO YYBCTBO CaMO 3aTO4d LITO PECIIEKTOT
KOH 3aKOHOT € TIOMOKEH OTKOJIKY CUTE TUE 3ae,/1Ho.“

4 Sexuality ed. by Robert A. Nye. Oxford University Press, 1999,
p. 12: ,,0aroBopOT Ha mpammamweTo IIifio cym jac? BO TOYETOKOT
Ha JIBAECETHOT BEK BEPOjaTHO OM yIaTyBasl Ha HEKOja OJf OBHE
HOBU CEKCYaJIHU KATETOPHUU: XETEPOCEKCYaIell, XOMOCEKCY-
aJiell, Ma3oXHUCT, CaJUCT, WA (DETUIITUCT."

42 “Vatican Declaration on Some Questions of Sexual Ethics”
(1976) in: Mappes, Thomas A. Social Ethics. McGraw-Hill,
1982, p. 204: ,YoBekoBaTa JUUHOCT, COTJIACHO HAYUYHHUTE
JIACITATIMHY O] HAIIIEBO BPEME, € ITO/I TOJIKY TOJIEMO BJIMjaHue
O]l HEj3BMHATA CEKCYaJTHOCT IIITO MCTaTa MOpa /ia ce cMeTa 3a
e7ieH 071 OCHOBHUTE (haKTOPH KOU I'O OOJIMKyBaaT YOBEKOBHOT
JKUBOT.

43 Cf. Badiou, Alain. Ethics: An Essay on the Understanding of
Evil. Verso, 2001, p. 8: ,ExcruiuniutHaTa pedpepeHIia Ha oBaa
opueHTanyja (eTKaTa Ha YOBEKOBUTE IIPaBa), BO KOPILYCOT Ha
k1acuuHaTa puinocoduja, e Kaur. Hamuor coBpeMeH MOMEHT

" o«

e nedUHUPAH CO €HO roJIeMO "Bpakame KoH Kaut".

44 Jlypu ¥ TaKBU KoH3epseailiusyu kako 1mro e Tomac Hejren
(bapem 1ITO CE O/THECYBA ZI0 HETOBATA IUJIEMA JIATTH XOMOCEKCY-
aJTHOCTA € WJIU He € CeKCyasHa IepBep3uja) 3abesierxaa JieKa
~J1eHec 0/iBaj MOXKe J]a ce Haj/ie HEKOj IITO Ke IIlye IPOTHB
OpPaJIHO-TEHUTAJIHUOT KOHTAKT, a IPETHOCTUTE Ha CO/IOMUjaTa
Ce IPeZIoYyBaaT O] TOJIKY PECIEKTaOMIHN (PUTYPH KaKO IITO
ce J1. X. Jlopetc u Hopman Mejnep.“ (Nagel, Thomas. Mortal
Questions, Cambridge University Press, 1979, p. 49.)

4 Cf. Nagel, Thomas. ‘Personal Rights and Public Space’ in De-
liberative Democracy And Human Rights. New Haven, Conn.:
Yale University Press, 1999, p. 37.

46 CaMHOT KOHIIENT Ha “CceKcyasiHa repBep3uja” e “KaHTOBCKU
cumnromatuuer. Cropesiere ja, Ha puMep, onpe/enbara Ha
Hejremn: ,...aK0 BOOIIITO MOCTOjaT HEKAKBU CEKCYaTHU
mepBep3ud, Tre 6u TpebasTo Ja GUAAT CeKCYaATHU JKeIbu UiIn
MPAKTUKH KOW, BO U3BECHA CMUCJIA, C€ HEMPUPOIHU, HAKO

influence on the moral feeling only because the respect for the
law is more powerful than all of them together.”

4 Sexuality ed. by Robert A. Nye. Oxford University Press, 1999,
p. 12: “The answer of the question “"Who am I?’ at the begin-
ning of the twentieth century would now probably include some
reference to one of these new sexual categories: heterosexual,
homosexual, masochist, sadist, or fetishist.”

42 See “Vatican Declaration on Some Questions of Sexual Eth-
ics’ (1976) in: Mappes, Thomas A. Social Ethics. McGraw-Hill,
1982, p. 204: “The human person, according to the scientific
disciplines of our day, is so deeply influenced by his sexuality
that this latter must be regarded as one of the basic factors shap-
ing human life.”

43 Cf. Badiou, Alain. Ethics: An Essay on the Understanding of
Evil. Verso, 2001, p. 8: “The explicit reference of this orienta-
tion [the ethic of human rights], in the corpus of classical phi-
losophy, is Kant. Our contemporary moment is defined by an
immense "return to Kant”.

44 Even such conservatives as Thomas Nagel (as far as his
dillema of whether homosexuality is sexual perversion is con-
cerned) remarked that “Hardly anyone can be found these days
to inveigh against oral-genital contact, and the merits of bug-
gery are urged by such respectable figures as D.H. Lawrence
and Norman Mailer.” (Nagel, Thomas. Mortal Questions, Cam-
bridge University Press, 1979, p. 49.)

4 Cf. Nagel, Thomas. “Personal Rights and Public Space” in
Deliberative Democracy And Human Rights. New Haven,
Conn.: Yale University Press, 1999, p. 37.

46 The very concept of ‘sexual perversion’ is symptomatically
“Kantian”. Compare, for example, the definition of Nagel: “...if
there are any sexual perversions, they will have to be sexual
desires or practices that are in some sense unnatural, though
the explanation of this natural /unnatural distinction is of course
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o0jacHyBameTO Ha OBaa AUCTUHKIINjA IIPUPOIHO,/ HETPHPOHO,
ce pasbupa, e IaBHUOT pobseMm., (Nagel, Thomas. Mortal
Questions, Cambridge University Press, 1979, p. 39.)

4 Hexou KanrtoBu corsienbu on Eitiuuxuilie fipedasarsa, ce
[Opa3yBavKH: ,, IOBEKOT MOKe /1a PacIosIara caMo O CTBapHUTE;
SBEPOBUTE CE CTBApH, BO OBA 3HAYEHE; HO YOBEKOT HE € CTBap,
He e SBep. AKO TOj pacmoJiara co cebecH, Toj ja TpeTrpa cBojaTa
BPEJHOCT KaKO KaKo Taa Ha sBepoBute. Toj Koj Taka ce
OJTHECYBA, KOj HeMa HUKAKOB PECIIEKT KOH YOBEKOBaTa IIPUPo/ia
U KOj IpaBH CTBap 0OJf cebecy, ctaHyBa 3a cekoro OGjexT Ha
cnobonna Bosja. Hue cme c1060/HY /1a TO TpeTHpaMe Kako
SBep, KaKo CTBap, U /1a ' KOPHUCTHMe 3a Hallla 3a6aBa KaKo LITO
rO IpaBUMeE TOA CO KO WJIU Kyde, 3aTOa IITO TOj HE € BeKe
YOBEYKO cymiTecTBO.” (muTupano Bo Soble, Alan. “Kant and
Sexual Perversion”. The Monist, vol. 86, no. 1, 2003, p. 78.)

48 Cf. Kant, Immanuel. Anthropology From a Pragmatic Point
of View (eBook): Carbondale, Ill. Southern Illinois University
Press, 1996, p. 89: ,PakTOT AeKka YOBEKOT UMa CBECT 32 €ro-
MOUM OeCKpajHO ro U3ITUTHYBA HAJT CUTE APYTH CYIITECTBA IIITO
»kuBeaT Ha 3eMjaTa. [lopasiu Toa, TOj € IMYHOCT; U 61aromape-
HIUe Ha 0Baa eZIMHCTBEHOCT Ha CBECTA, TOj OCTAHyBa €/THA 1 UCTa
JIMYHOCT U MTOKPAj CUTE HETIPEABU/IMBY IIPOMEHH IIITO MOKAT
71a To cHajmart. Toj e CyIITecTBO KOe, CO CBOjaTa HaIMOKHOCT U
JTOCTOMHCTBO, € COCEM Pa3JIMYHO Ofi cilisapuilie, Kako IITO ce
HMPaNMOHATHUTE JKUBOTHH CO KOU MOJKE J]a BJIaJiee U yIIpaByBa
II0 CBOja BOJIja.

49 Cf. Soble, Alan. “Kant and Sexual Perversion”. The Monist,
vol. 86, no. 1, p. 78: ,...KaHTOBOTO WHTEJIEKTYaJIHO T€j-
HIMKaHUpame e Ha/I0I0JIHETO, BCYIITHOCT, CO 3acTallyBambe Ha
(pU3UUKO Tej-InKaHupame.

50 Kant, Immanuel. The Metaphysical Elements of Ethics
(eBook) Publication: Raleigh, N.C. Alex Catalogue (http://
www.netlibrary.com), p. 35: ,,Cexoj 4oBek uMa coBecT, U €
HabJBy/TyBaH 0] BHATPEIIIEH CY/Hja KOj Ce 3aKaHyBa U IO JPKU
BO cTpaBomouuT (/y1aboka moYnT KOMOMHHUpPaHA CO CTPaB); U
OBaa MOK KOja I'l Ha/[[JIeflyBa 3aKOHUTE BO HETO HE € HEeITO

the main problem.” (Nagel, Thomas. Mortal Questions, Cam-
bridge University Press, 1979, p. 39.)

4 Some Kant’s remarks in Lectures on Ethics are shocking:
“Man can only dispose over things; beasts are things in this
sense; but man is not a thing, not a beast. If he disposes over
himself, he treats his value as that of a beast. He who so be-
haves, who has no respect for human nature and makes a thing
of himself, becomes for everyone an Object of free will. We are
free to treat him as a beast, as a thing, and to use him for our
sport as we do a horse or a dog, for he is no longer a human
being.” (quoted in Soble, Alan. *Kant and Sexual Perversion’,
The Monist, vol. 86, no. 1, p. 78.)

48 Cf. Kant, Immanuel. Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point
of View (eBook): Carbondale, Ill. Southern Illinois University
Press, 1996, p. 89: “The fact that man is aware of an ego-con-
cept raises him infinitely above all other creatures living on
earth. Because of this, he is a person; and by virtue of this one-
ness of consciousness, he remains one and the same person
despite all the vicissitudes which may befall him. He is a being
who, by reason of his pre-eminence and dignity, is wholly dif-
ferent from things, such as the irrational animals that he can
master and rule at will.”

49 Cf. Soble, Alan. “Kant and Sexual Perversion”, The Monist,
vol. 86, no. 1, p. 78: “...Kant’s intellectual gay-bashing is sup-
plemented, in effect, by the advocation of physical gay-bash-
ing...”

50 Kant, Immanuel. The Metaphysical Elements of Ethics
(eBook) Publication: Raleigh, N.C. Alex Catalogue (http://
www.netlibrary.com), p. 35: “Every man has a conscience, and
finds himself observed by an inward judge which threatens and
keeps him in awe (reverence combined with fear); and this
power which watches over the laws within him is not some-
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IIITO CAMUOT (CBOEBOJIHO) IO CO3/aBa, TYKY € HHKOPIIOpUpaHa
BO HerosoTo butue. Taa ro cjieau Kako HEropaTa CeHKa, Kora
mucan aa uzbera. HaBucTuHa, TOj MOXKe /1a ce 3aTyIlyBa CO
3a7I0BOJICTBA U 3aCTPaHyBakba, HO HE MOJKe Jla To 36erHe, Kora
TOTAIII, ToararkeTo IpH cebe Wi OyZeneTo, U TOTalll BeTHAII
ro MePIUNPA HEJ3UHUOT YKaCHyBauKu riac. HaBucTrHa, BO
KpajHa M30IayeHOCT TOj MOXKE /la He BHMMAaBa Ha Hea, HO He
MO2Ke J]a u30€eTHe Jja He ja ciryma.“

5t Cf. Kant, Immanuel. The Science of Right. trans. by Hastie,
W. Raleigh, N.C. Alex Catalogue (www.netlibrary.com), p. 39.

52 Tbid. p. 40.

53 Anthropology, p. 216: ,Bo uHTepec Ha mporpecor Ha
KyJITypara, eAHUOT IapTHEP Mopa Jja 6u/ie MoCyIepropeH KOH
JIDYTHOT Ha XeTeporeH HauwH. MaxkoT Mopa Jia 6usie cynepu-
OpPEH KOH JK€HaTa BO IOIJIe/] HA HeroBaTa (pu3MyKa cujaa U
xpabpocrt, o/leKa KeHaTa Mopa Jia OuJie cynepruopHa KOH
Ma’KOT BO IIOIJIE/] HA HEj3UHHUOT IPUPO/IEH TAJIEHT J1a FOCIIO A~
pH co HeroBaTa ’kejiba 3a Hea.“

54 “_..a aKo Taa e BeHUaHa, TOralll caMo BO MOHoramuja.” (An-
thropology, p. 217.)

55 Cf, Allison, Henry E. “Ethics, Evil, and Anthropology in Kant:
Remarks on Allen Wood’s Kant’s Ethical Thought”. Ethics,

2001, p. 594.

56 Cf. Nietzsche, Friedrich Wilhelm. Twilight of the Idols, or,
Houw to Philosophize with a Hammer. Oxford; New York: Ox-
ford University Press (UK), 1998, p. 51.

57 May Schot, Robin. “Kant” in A Companion in Feminist Phi-
losophy. Blackwell Publishers, 1998, p. 40: ,JImajku ro npeasu
EKCIUTUIIUTHOTO Tpudakare Ha MIOTYHHETOCTA HA COMIPYTUTE
KOH HUBHHUTE COUPY3UW U HCKJIYyUYBAIHETO HA JKEHUTE O]

thing which he himself (arbitrarily) makes, but it is incorpo-
rated in his being. It follows him like his shadow, when he thinks
to escape. He may indeed stupefy himself with pleasures and
distractions, but cannot avoid now and then coming to himself
or awaking, and then he at once perceives its awful voice. In his
utmost depravity, he may, indeed, pay no attention to it, but he
cannot avoid hearing it.”

5t Cf. Kant, Immanuel. The Science of Right. trans. by Hastie,
W. Raleigh, N.C. Alex Catalogue (www.netlibrary.com), p. 39.

52]bid. p. 40.

53 Anthropology, p. 216: “In the interest of the progress of cul-
ture, one partner must be superior to the other in a heteroge-
neous way. The man must be superior to the woman in respect
to his physical strength and courage, while the woman must be
superior to the man in respect to her natural talent for master-
ing his desire for her.”

54+ The assumptions that “the woman must be superior to the
man in respect to her natural talent for mastering his desire for
her” as well as that “in a civil society the woman does not sub-
mit herself without marriage to the desires of a man, and if she
is married, then only in monogamy”. (Anthropology, p. 217.)

55 Cf. Allison, Henry E. “Ethics, Evil, and Anthropology in Kant:
Remarks on Allen Wood’s Kant’s Ethical Thought”. Ethics,

2001, p. 594.

56 Cf. Nietzsche, Friedrich Wilhelm. Twilight of the Idols, or,
Houw to Philosophize With a Hammer. Oxford; New York: Ox-
ford University Press (UK), 1998, p. 51.

57 Cf. May Schot, Robin. “Kant” in A Companion in Feminist
Philosophy. Blackwell Publishers, 1998, p. 40: “Given Kant’s
explicit endorsement of the subordination of wives to their hus-
bands and the exclusion of women from intellectual and politi-
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MHTEJIEKTYAJTHUTE U TIOJIUTUYKUTE [TPaBa, He 3a4uy/yBa Toa IITO
moBeke (eMUHHUCTKY O CMETAAT 3a er3eMIuiap Ha GprrocodcKu
cexcusam.”

58 Lectures on Ethics, trans. Louis Infield (Indianapolis, IN:
Hackett, 1963), p. 156: ,Ha npumep, ako HeKoja keHa He MOXKe
IOBeKe /la TO 3a4yBa CBOjOT *KMBOT OCBEH Jia ja Ipezaje
Hej3UHATa JUIHOCT Ha BOJIjaTa Ha HEKOj JIPYT, Taa e 0OBp3aHa
IIOCKOPO /A ce OTKa)Ke 07 HEj3BUHUOT KHUBOT OTKOJIKY J]a TO
obecyecTy YOBEIITBOTO BO HEj3WHATA JIMYHOCT, IITO O OGUIIO0
cJIyyaj Kora OU ce IpeZiasa Kako CTBap Ha BOJ[jaTa HAa HEKO]

«

JIDYT.

5 Cf. Ibid. pp. 149-150.

cal rights, it is no surprise that many feminist consider Kant to
be an exemplar of philosophical sexism.”

58 Lectures on Ethics, trans. Louis Infield (Indianapolis, IN:
Hackett, 1963), p. 156: “If, for instance, a woman cannot pre-
serve her life any longer except by surrendering her person to
the will of another, she is bound to give up her life rather than
dishonour humanity in her own person, which is what she would
be doing in giving herself up as a thing to the will of another.”

5 Cf. Ibid. pp. 149-150.




