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The topic of consequences is central to consequentialism in general. That is why it is
important to be familiar with the opinions of those who dealt with consequences primarily from
a non-consequentialist viewpoint, such as Kant. When studying this issue, attention should be
paid to three areas. Firstly, what the true character of Kant’s ethics is. Secondly, what the position
and role of consequences in Kant’s ethics are. Thirdly, how the relationship of Kant’s ethics to
consequentialism is classified.

To summarise the first area regarding the character of Kant’s ethics: Kant considers accepting
the a priori moral law (as the initial motif for actions) as the criterion which determines the moral
character of actions and the fulfilment of moral obligation resulting from this law. This emphasises
the intentional character of Kant’s ethics. It, naturally, does not contradict the well-known fact
that Kant’s ethics also has a significant teleological dimension provided by the realm of ends.
However, this is a different aspect of the issue which the studied area of Kant’s relationship to
consequences is not concerned with.

In the summary of the second area, i.e. the position and role of consequences in Kant’s
ethical theory, it could be said that Kant considers such actions that are performed in accordance
with requirements resulting from moral obligations as good, regardless the consequences. In the
case of different actions, i.e. those that are not based on meeting moral obligations but merely
on legal obligations or even actions contradictory to any obligation, consequences can be taken
into consideration. Kant regards it important to, in a measure, note (especially negative) the
consequences of specific actions by rational beings. In no way does Kant consider consequences
a criterion of moral actions nor an expression of the moral value in a rational being.

Those utilitarian or consequentialist theories which, in some way, declare an adherence to
Kant’s ethics do not provide any confirmation either that it is consequences where common features
of these conceptions with Kant can be found. Then, the result of the research is that Kant only
pays scant regard to consequences of actions by rational beings, and that is at the level of legal
actions based on hypothetical imperative. Kant’s understanding of consequences, their position and
role in his ethical theory, does not provide any reason to claim that there is a similarity between
Kant and utilitarianism or consequentialism concerning issues regarding consequences. Kantians,
utilitarians as well as consequentialists are aware of this.

Key words: Kant, consequentialism, moral law, moral obligation, David Cummiskey, Kantian
utilitarianism, ethics of social consequences

It is noteworthy that, in general, acertain similarity between Kant’sethics and utilitarianism
or consequentialism is especially considering by some utilitarians or consequentialists (such asM.
G.Singer, D. Cummiskey, R. M.Hare), while most neo-Kantians (such as S.Darwall, O. O’Neiil,
W.A. Wick, Ch. Korskgaard) refuse such reasoning. Authors,who admitthe existence of this
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aspectin Kant’s ethics, tried to mitigate the impracticability of its ethical concepts and eliminate
criticism for its lack of interest in real moral problems of man (O.Hoffe, J. G.Murphy, etc.). Other
authors, outside of Kantianism, utilitarian is morconsequentialism are to become quite stiffly (for
example,G.H.R. Parkinson, G.B. Herbert and J.Rachels).

I think that Kant’s moral ideal expressed through the Categorical Imperative has all the
features of the maximalist and perfectionist moral ideal, despite the fact that in principle cannot
be equated Kant’s motives towards perfectionism and, for example utilitarian motives leading to
maximization principle. Both theories seek to maximize a form, but based on different criteria
and different themes. Utilitarianism seeks to maximize the happiness of the maximum number of
people (Bentham, the Greatest Happiness Principle) on the basis of the assessment of the chances
of achieving the maximum possible utility, pleasure or satisfaction of desires. Kant seeks to achieve
this ideal on the good (moral) motives that lie in accepting a priori moral law, and the maxims that
it entails. Maxims are expressed in the form of rules, i.e. in the form of Categorical Imperative.

According to Kant, it is moral action only that is consistent with ethical principles and it is
conducted on the basis of moral motives. Despite the fact that utilitarianism and Kant differ in
how to understand the role and motives of rules for assessing the moral or right action they can
be considered as formal approaches analogous, since they set strict formal criteria for determining
the moral or right action. It can therefore be concluded that almost identical goal (moving towards
perfectionist ideal) is achieved in different ways. It is undoubtedly true that content of Kant’s
ethical theory and utilitarianism is substantially different because Kant’s ethics is focused on
the inner nature of the proceedings moral agent that understands the proceedings as implement
its obligations which is not primarily important in this context the outcome of proceedings. In
utilitarianism, however, it is the emphasis placed mainly on the outside of an action of a moral
agent that is primarily aimed at achieving the maximum possible utility or pleasure of their actions.

The topic of consequences is central to consequentialism in general. That is why it is important
to be familiar with the opinions of those who dealt with consequences primarily from a non-
consequentialist viewpoint, such as Kant. When studying this issue, attention should be paid
to three areas. Firstly, what the true character of Kant’s ethics is. Secondly, what the position
and role of consequences in Kant’s ethics are. Thirdly, how the relationship of Kant’s ethics to
consequentialism is classified. To summarise the first area regarding the character of Kant’s ethics:
Kant considers accepting the a priori moral law (as the initial motif for actions) as the criterion
which determines the moral character of actions and the fulfilment of moral obligation resulting
from this law. This emphasises the intentional character of Kant’s ethics. It, naturally, does not
contradict the well-known fact that Kant’s ethics also has a significant teleological dimension
provided by the realm of ends. However, this is a different aspect of the issue which the studied
area of Kant’s relationship to consequences is not concerned with.

In the summary of the second area, i.e. the position and role of consequences in Kant’s
ethical theory, it could be said that Kant considers such actions that are performed in accordance
with requirements resulting from moral obligations as good, regardless the consequences. In the
case of different actions, i.e. those that are not based on meeting moral obligations but merely
on legal obligations or even actions contradictory to any obligation, consequences can be taken
into consideration. Kant regards it important to, in a measure, note (especially negative) the
consequences of specific actions by rational beings. In no way does Kant consider consequences
a criterion of moral actions nor an expression of the moral value in a rational being. Furthermore,
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I will focus especially on relationships between Kant’s ethics (including Kantian ethics) and
consequentialist ethics.

Currently, the most important or most known forms of utilitarian is mand consequentialism
that already in the name express their positive attitude to Kant’s ethics, are R. M. Hare’s and
D.Cummiskey’s theories. Mostly discussion is focused on Hare’s approach, for this reason I
concern Cummiskey’s reasoning on the topic following his work Kantian Consequentialism (1996).

David Cummiskey in his book refuses to accept Kant’s inquiry universalization as a starting
principle of his theory. He does not derive his affirmations from Kant’s starting points, but his
conclusions arising from Kant’s arguments. In his view, Kant’s moral theory justifies form of
consequentialism without a fact whether Kant intended to or not) [3, p. 4]. Cummiskey called
his concept of Kantian consequentialism for two reasons: firstly, because it is based on Kantian
internalism and secondly, because his value theory is distinctly Kantian [3, pp. 159-160]. His
theory of good and value is two-tiered, which means that on the one hand it accepts the Kantian
value of reasonable nature and on the other hand, it is completed by utilitarian requirement of
maximizing happiness [3, p. 99]. When defining the Kantian consequentialism, he wrote that “...that
respect for persons is more important that maximizing happiness. This version of consequentialism
thus provides a justification for the common view-or at least the Kantian view-that preserving,
developing, and exercising our rational capacities is more important than maximizing happiness.
It is simply not acceptable to sacrifice the life or liberty of some in order to produce a net increase
in the overall happiness. Kantian consequentialism is thus a rational reconstruction of the most
central and influential aspects of Kant’s moral theory”) [3, p. 4]. Based on these allegations, it
can be provisionally concluded that Cummiskey pays no attention possible to justify the Kantian
consequentialism through reflection on the place and role of similarity in the consequences within
Kant’s and utilitarian or consequentialist ethics.

Nevertheless, it should still pay attention to some aspects of the Kantian consequentialism
which at least indirectly to suggest a link between Kant’s ethics and Kantian consequentialism
through the consequences. Specifically, therecan be mentioned Cummiskey’s opinion concerning
the application of the Formula of humanity and the end-in-itself in Kantian consequentialism.
Cummiskey considers that the central Kantian principle which demands that all persons are seen as
the end-in-itself and not as a means generates consequentialist conclusion. In his view Kantianism
supports consequentialism using Kant’s most influential normative principle, Formula of humanity,
with an emphasis on understanding people as the end-in-itself and not the means [3, pp. 10-11].

Cummiskey’s view on lie is one of the first examples presenting his approach to the acceptance
of these values in Kant’s ethics. According to Kant, a lie is in no way morally justifiable. Cummiskey
argues that“...Kantian consequentialism does not require doing anything wrong in order to promote
the good. If lying, for example, is the best means of promoting the good, then it is not wrong”
[3, p- 6]. Duty to promote the good in his opinion is the Categorical Imperative. While Kant thought
that lie ist he degradation of human dignity, Cummiskey accepts the lie if it is a means of doing
a good. According to Michael Ridge, Kant’s view seems to have the consequence that the ideal
moral agent is so obsessed with preserving the goodness of her own will that she is unwilling to
tell a lie even when doing so is necessary to prevent a truly horrible consequence [16, p. 425].

Reasonable nature is the source of all values and then has an absolute value that is estimated
idea of morality as asystem of the Categorical Imperative. Cummiskey says when I am able to be
a source of values then I have to accept as a source of values any other agents. Thus, anyvalue that
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is an attribute of me and my goals, it must also attribute to anyother agent and his/her objectives.
All agents have the same practical significance or the same value. Cummiskey calls this argument
“equivalence argument” [3, pp. 87—88]. The argument in itself contains the idea that in the selection,
arrangement and realization of their goals, I am rationally obligated to the equal importance of
others. An interest in the same status of other reasonable entities works as a regulative requirement
for higher order confirmation and rational arrangement of goalsand also as a restrictive condition
for a certain actions. According to him, it further means that the achievement and realization of
the objectives that I plan must be consistent with the necessary conditions for my rational action
as well as rational actions of others. Further, the results in the other rational stated objectives
must also refer to my own goals. Then it seems that in promoting rational entity and happiness
we need to be strictly impartialand weighall the same [3, p. 88].

Formula of humanity is, according to Cummiskey, a basic normative principle of Kant’s
ethics and provides the basis for all moral judgments [3, p. 106]. Each agent hasal so select goals
which would be neutral to wards other legitimate aims. Equally important is the social context of
developing their abilities and the provision of reasonable expectations of happiness. Of course,
each person has to shape and revise their conception of the good within clear limits. There is a
social obligation to provide the necessary conditions for effective implementation of rationally
selected goals. Cummiskey affirms that the obligation of mutual assistance follows from the
general obligation to accept goals of others like themselves. This general obligationis, according
to Kant, an essential part of the idea of humanity as an objective in the end-in-itself [3, p. 107].

We have a duty to promote good, but this obligation is limited to the suitability and eligibility
of the means by which this can be done. On this basis, Cummiskey concluded that in promoting
good we must recognize status of persons other than the end-in-itself. In principle, though not in
practice, consequentialist in his opinion may be requested to sacrifice an innocent person because
of some greater good. He is aware, however, that according to the Kantians, it affirms use people
as a means and not an end [3, p. 140]. Nevertheless it submits that fundamental structural feature
of consequentialism (at least in principle) can ask us to sacrifice some people to save others. We
must now examine whether the sacrificed person is or is not an appropriate feature of understanding
the person as the end-in-itself [3, p. 141].

Consider, Cummiskey writes,what Kantian must do when faced with theterrible choice
between killing several people or by leaving for dead a lot more people. Take, as an example of
long-lasting war in which carried out attacks on the city, home of many innocent people (children,
the elderly and citizens of other countries who are against war, etc.). We are assuming that our
actions could significantly reduce human suffering and oppression, could save many human lives,
then it is not clear why Kantian could not sacrifice some people to save many others. Formula
of the end-in-itself asks us not to use others as a means of subjective goals. But in this case, in
his view, the goals of the actions are objective, not subjective. Objective goal is that whe ther it
is first necessary to protect the live sand freedom that could be lost during the ongoing conflict
and further support the fundamental needs of others. According to Kant’s understanding of the
negative obligations, we cannot touch or violate the legitimate aim sof person. The positive
understanding of the obligations means that we have a mission to help people realize legitimate
goals [3, p. 141]. Thus, there arises a conflict of duties. According to Kant, however, negative
obligations are perfect and have priority for the positive, which are imperfect. It also claimed that
the conflict of obligations is not possible, because they form a harmonious kingdom of ends [3,



B. I'nyxman
14 ISSN 20786999. Visnyk of the Lviv University. Series philosophical science. Issue 19

p. 142]. That, according to Cummiskey, suggests that it is not possible to sacrifice a few people
to save more. On the other hand, however, it points out that the Kantian principle of beneficence
calls for rescue or a help so many people, how much is possible to help. Kant is right when he
say sthat we have a duty to promote the happiness of others. On this basis, Cummiskey concludes
that we have additional responsibilities and lexical priority to save lives and promote freedom.
Duty to promote happiness is limited lexical duty up to promote the conditions necessary for the
development of a reasonable nature. Deontologists, however, contend that this obligationis limited
in that they must not be immoral conduct, which should be the means of implementing these
obligations and cannot therefore lead to an unreasonable sacrifice. In my opinion, the obligation
to sacrifice someone and save more is no immoral conduct nor it is unreasonable sacrificing. In
his view, the sacrifice is demanded by reason. This attitude justifies the fact that this is consistent
with Kant’s requirement of the end-in-itself, because if it is made good, evil cannot be done. Then
Cummiskey notes that to save many people cannot be evil [3, pp. 143-144].

Cummiskey concludes that to sacrifice several people for rescue of many does not use them
arbitrarily and not to deny the value of unconditional sentient beings. The term end-in-itself,
according to him, does not support the view that we can never sacrifice someone to save others.
If we pay attention to the equal value of all sentient beings, then such reasoning leads us to the
conclusion that the agent can sacrifice a few people to rescue others. However, it also follows that
there are not acceptable non-rational requirements for sacrificing others [3, p. 146]. According to
Cummiskey, natural interpretation of Kant’s requirement that to each agentis given equal respect
for all sentient beings, leads to consequentialist normative theory. Consequentialist interpretation
does not ask victims, which would be according to Kantian, considered unreasonable and it does
not carry out evil, whereas in this case shows the good [3, p. 151].

Even on the basis of extensive analysis of Cummiskey’s views it is impossible to conclude
that he somehow accepts the consequences as something common to consequentialism (really
just a modified utilitarianism) and Kant’s ethics. His thinking about the consequences is based
solely on utilitarian grounds and also contains a certain amount of sophisticated speculation, to
help him to prove that on the basis of the conclusions of Kant’s ethics can be accepted utilitarian
or consequentialist dealing with such emergencies. The starting point for his efforts to reconcile
Kant’s Formula of humanity and the end-in-itself with utilitarian solutions in case of acceptance
deceptive or sacrificing the life of an innocent man, is to convince that everything what is done
in order to achieve maximum happiness or maximum good is really good. On the one hand, he
creates an unacceptable precedent because it could lead to the acceptance of unwanted forms of
behavior and action. On the other hand, thus actually he got into conflict with its own declared
lexical priority of protecting, developing and implementing rational nature. Even when he used
consequences as latent criterion when considering and deciding in favor of sacrificing innocent
people, certainly it has been far in the sense in which at least marginally Kant thought of the
consequences. Cummiskey is aware, as well as other utilitarians and consequentialists that Kant’s
understanding of the consequences is a marginal issue in his ethical theory. Almost everyone,
Kantians and the utilitarians or consequentialists are aware of what Jeffrie G. Murphy pointed
out that Kant’s understanding of the consequences has nothing to do with how the consequences
understood in utilitarianism or consequentialism [12, p. 106].

Scott Forschler holds that Cummiskey derives his consequentialist position mainly through
an argument for the value of rational agency, only later he considers how a rational agent ought
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to respond to such value, revealing a distinctly un-Kantian priority of the good over the right [4,
p- 89]. According to him, Cummiskey’s two-tiered consequentialism privileges the ends of each
rational agent’s preserving one’s life and rational capacities above all other ends, requiring each
agent to always give these ends some significant weight vis-a-vis any other ends he or she may
have, while still requiring maximization of the satisfaction of all agents’ ends with this weighting
kept in mind [4, p. 97]. Finally, he thinks that it is necessary to distinguish between normative
and foundational elements of an ethical theory. Then, for example, Richard Mervyn Hare, Peter
Singer, and George Edward Moore are consequentialists, while Immanuel Kant and William
D. Ross are deontologists. But follows metaethical criteria, Kant, Hare, and Singer are ethical
rationalists, while Moore and Ross are intuitionists. He concludes that .. utilitarian who starts
taking considerations of universality into account is on his or her way to Kantianism — but only
to Kant’s rationalism, not to his deontology” [4, p. 100].

According to Philipp Stratton-Lake, Cummiskey holds that there is no anti-consequentialist
argument in Kant’s ethics, and that there is no Kantian argument for the deontological view and
there are constraints on maximising the good. In Stratton-Lake’s view, Cummiskey affirms that
Kant’s position entails consequentialism. He also sees that one of the strengths of Cummiskey’s
book is the idea of a consequentialist normative principle justified by Kantian non-consequentialist
arguments. Another value of Cummiskey’s ideas is in Stratton-Lake’s opinion the way how he
includes the notion of respect for the autonomy of others, or the special value and dignity of
rational nature, in consequentialism [17, p. 215-216].

Ridge affirms that these two views, Kantianism and consequentialism, they are logically
compatible. He thinks that it is possible agree with Cummiskey that a Kantian meta-ethics can get
you to consequentialism and agree with the present account that consequentialism is consistent with
a Kantian first-order moral theory [16, p. 423]. He concludes that consequentialism and Kantianism
should not be seen as mutually exclusive options. According to him, Cummiskey’s theory is
Kantian in its verdicts about particular cases and its value theory but nonetheless consequentialist
in its structure [16, p. 435].

However, Christina Korskgaard differently sees relations between Kant’s ethics and
consequentialism and she rejects Cummiskey’s Kantian consequentialism. According to her,
“consequentialists try to derive the values that concern the quality of our relationships from
considerations about what does the most good. If you should be just and honest and upright in
your dealings with others, according to the consequentialist, that is because that is what does
the most good. If you are allowed to be partial to your own friends and family, and not required
always to measure their interests against the good of the whole, that is because it turns out, the
consequentialist claims, that people maximize the good of the whole more efficiently by attending
to the welfare of their own friends and family. It is less often noticed, but just as true, that in a
Kantian theory the value of producing the good is derived from considerations about the quality
of our relationships. The reason that pursuing the good of others is a duty at all in Kant’s theory is
that it is a mark of respect for the humanity of another that you help him out when he is in need,
and more generally that you help him to promote his own chosen ends when you are in a position
to do that. This is why it is a serious mistake to characterize Kantian deontology as accepting a
“sideconstraint” on the promotion of the good. Kant does not believe there is some general duty
to maximize or even promote the good that is then limited by certain deontological restrictions.
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Rather, he believes that promoting the good of another and treating her justly and honestly are
two aspects of respecting her as an end in herself” [10, pp. 388—-389].

Those utilitarian or consequentialist theories which, in some way, declare an adherence to
Kant’s ethics do not provide any confirmation either that it is consequences where common features
of these conceptions with Kant can be found. Then, the result of the research is that Kant only
pays scant regard to consequences of actions by rational beings, and that is at the level of legal
actions based on hypothetical imperative. Kant’s understanding of consequences, their position and
role in his ethical theory, does not provide any reason to claim that there is a similarity between
Kant and utilitarianism or consequentialism concerning issues regarding consequences. Kantians,
utilitarians as well as consequentialists are aware of this.

In context of my ethical position entitled as ethics of social consequences as a form on non-
utilitarian consequentialism, I think that there are similarities between consequentialism and
Kant’s ethics. It concerns especially his Formula of humanity and my approach to humanity as
one of the most important values of the ethics of social consequences. In my position humanity
is understood as all the forms of behaviour leading to the protection and maintenance, i.e. respect
and development of human life. On the basis of the differences in the objects of our behaviour
and conduct, we distinguish between humanity as primary natural-biological quality (fundamental
moral value of respect to human life) and additional moral quality (in some context it can be a
virtuous action) supporting and developing human life of strangers. The moral value of the first
kind of behaviour is determined by our biological or social relations to our close ones. In the
second case, the moral value of our behaviour to strangers is a pure manifestation of our morality
and I think that it is fully acceptable also in Kant’s seeing humanity overcoming our nature and
moral hindrances.

On the other hand, the protection and maintenance of the life of strangers is the moral
additional value (perhaps, virtuous action) by which we create a new, higher quality in our
behaviour in relation to other people. In this case we can really speak about humanity as a moral
quality, or value in Kant’s sense. It is something that is really specifically human and which
deserves respect and admiration. By such behaviour man proves that he can, at least to certain
extent, transcend the natural-biological framework of his determination. Especially in that context
itis a very close to Kant’s ideas on the extension of moral realm to strange people [5, pp. 261-263].

In conclusion, we can find similarities between consequentialism and Kant’s ethics, particularly
in practical terms. It concerns the fundamental values inherent in Kant’s ethics and ethics of social
consequences in which the value of humanity holds a position of one of the core values. Despite
the fact that Kant directly does not significantly regard consequences in his theory, however,
Cummiskey’s considerations of humanity and also in the ethics of social consequences, offer to
us option that there is scopef or finding common approaches in solving moral problems between
Kantians and at least some versions of consequentialism including ethics of social consequences
concerning especially humanity.

This article is a part of the VEGA 1/0629/15 project Ethics of Social Consequences in Context
of Contemporary Ethical Theories.
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JIAJIOT ETUYMHUX TEOPIH
(KAHT I KOHCEKBEHIIIAJII3M)

Bacuab I'nyxman

Incmumym emuxu ma 6ioemuxu, Yuisepcumem Ipewios (Cnosayuuna)
vasil.gluchman@unipo.sk

ITpobnema HAcHiAKIB € IEHTPAIHHOIO B KOHCEKBeHIiami3Mmi. Tomy Iyke BasKIMBO
03HaOMUTHCH 3 J[yMKaMH THX, XTO Ma€ CIIpaBy 3 HacCJliIKaMu, HacaMmIlepesa 3 HOIIIIy He-
KOHCEKBEHIialli3My, TakuMu sk Kant. [Ipy BUBYEHHI IIbOTO ITUTAHHS CIIiJ 3BEPHYTH yBary Ha
Tpu HanpsMkH. [To-niepine, skuM € icTHHHUI XapakTtep etuku Kanra. [To-apyre, sikoro € mo3uiis
Ta poss HachiakiB B eruni Kanra. ITo-Tpere, sik KinacudikyeThcsi B3a€MO3B 130K MiXK €THKOIO
Kanra Ta KOHCEKBEHIIiaIi3MOM.

[Mepmmii HarpsIM, SIKKH CTOCY€EThCS XapakTepy KaHTOBOT €THKH, MOXKHA y3araJlbHUTH TakK:
KanT BBa)kae MpUIHATTS anpiopHOTo 3aKOHY Mopaii (SK BUXiZHOI MOTHBAMii Jiif) KpuTepiem,
SIKWH BU3HAYa€ MOPAJILHUN XapakTep Hiil Ta BAKOHAHHS MOPAILHUX 30008’ I3aHb, SKi BUIUTHBAIOTH
i3 1poro 3akoHy. lle mixkpecmioe iHTeHIiOHaNbHUN Xapakrep eTuku KaHta. 3BicHO, Iie He
cynepeunTsb BitoMoMy ¢axry, mo KaHToBa eTnka TakoX Mae 3HaYHHH TEJICOJIOTiYHHI BUMIp,
1o iforo 3abe3neuye mapcTBo Minei. OHaK ¢ THIHMNA aCTIEKT MUTAHHSL, JI0 IKOTO JIOCJIIKYBaHU I
HarpssMOK KaHTOBOTO cTaBiIE€HHs /10 HACII/IKIB HE MA€ CTOCYHKY.

[MincymoBytoun Apyruii HanpsiM, TOOTO MO3HUIIIIO 1 POJIb HACIIAKIB y eTHuHil Teopii KanTa,
MO)KHa CKa3aTH, 10 KaHT po3risiaae 11il, BUKOHaHI 3T1THO 3 BAMOTaMH, SIKI BAHHKAIOTh Ha OCHOBI
MOpaJIBHHUX 3000B’s13aHb OyTH TOOPUM, HE3aJIeKHO Bl HACTIAKIB. Y BUMAAKY IHIIMX Jiif, TOOTO
TaKUX, 0 IPYHTYIOThCSI HE HA MOPAJIbHHUX 3000B’sI3aHHSIX, a JIWIIIE Ha IPABOBUX 3000B’ I3aHHSX
YM HaBITH [, IO CynepedaTs Oyab-sIKUM 3000B’ I3aHHSIM, HACIIIIK MOXKHA BpaxoByBarH. KaHT
NIepEeKOHAHNH, 1110 BaXKJIMBO, IEBHOIO MipOI0, HOTYBaTH (0COOJIMBO HETaTHBHI) HACIIIKH IEBHUX
i, BUNHEHUX PaI[iOHAIBHIMH icToTaMu. KaHT KOIHUM YHHOM HE BBA)Ka€ HACIIJKH KpUTEpieM
MOpAJIBHUX il 91 BUSIBOM MOPAJbHUX IHHOCTEH pamioHaJbHUX iCTOT.

Ti yTuiitapHi 44 KOHCEKBEHIIaiCTCHKI TeOpii, sIKi IEBHIM YHHOM 3asBJISIOTH, IO CITITYIOTh
KanToBiii eTn1ii, He TPONOHYIOTH KOAHUX MiATBEPIPKEHB, IO CaMe B HACKIJIKaX MOXKHA 3HAUTH
CHIJIBHI pHcH 3 KoHIenisiMu Kanra. Binrak pesynsrar 1ociimpKeHHs Iojsrae B Tomy, mo Kanr
JIOBOJII 3HEBAXKITMBO CTABHTHCS J0 HACIIJKIB JIii paliOHAILHUX ICTOT 1 BIIHOCHUTH 1X JIO PiBHS
IIPABOBHX Aili, 3aCHOBAaHMX HA IIIOTETHYHOMY iMIepaTuBi. KaHTOBE po3yMiHHS HAacTiAKiB, IXH
TIO3UIIis ¥ pONb B HOT0O eTHYHIN Teopii He JaloTh IMiICTaB CTBEPKYBATH, [0 iCHY€E MOAIOHICTH
Mk KaHTOM Ta yTHIIITapu3MOM 4M KOHCEKBEHI[Ialli3MOM Yy NMUTaHHI HachiakiB. KaHTiaHmsM,
YTHIIITAPACTaM Ta KOHCEKBEHI[iaJicTaM Ipo [e BiTOMO.

Knrwuoesi cnosa: Kant, KOHCEKBEHIIIaNi3M, MOPAIbHUN 3aKOH, MOpaJibHE 3000B’3aHHS,
Hesin Kymmicki, KaHTIaHCBKHI YTHIIITAPU3M, €THKA COLIaNbHUX HACTIAKIB.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




