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@arko
Trajanoski Kant - kategori~ki

imperativ na
sovremenosta?

Zarko
Trajanoski Kant - a Categorical

Imperative
of our Time?

I budnosta na razumot kreira monstrumi

Po~ituvani li~nosti!

Se nadevam deka ne se sobravme ovde samo poradi 200-
godi{ninata od smrtta na Imanuel Kant, deka ovoj
zna~aen datum ne e povod samo za onie {to go
posvetile `ivotot na pi{uvawe filosofski nekro-
lozi za slavnite i po~ituvani mrtovci. Sosema
razbirlivo, po~itta kon slavnite mrtvi filosofi
e dol`nost za onie na koi s$ u{te ne{to im zna~i
zborot �filosofija�. Sekoga{ mo`e da se aktuelizira
dilemata dali po~ituvaweto na slavnite filosofi
e prvenstveno dol`nost kon sebe, ili dol`nost kon
drugite. Navistina, mo`no li e da go po~ituvame
Imanuel Kant ako pritoa ne se po~ituvame i sebesi?
Ne e li tokmu Kant ve~niot pametnik za onie koi kako
imperativ na sega{nosta go pretpo~itaat sebe-
po~ituvaweto za smetka na po~ituvaweto na drugite,
za onie koi smetaat deka dol`nostite kon sebe se
pova`ni otkolku dol`nostite kon drugite?1

Ottamu, soo~uvaweto so predizvikot preto~en vo

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?1

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



30

proniklivoto pra{awe na organizatorot na ovaa
sredba - �Kade bi go odvele Kant negovite idei i
principi denes?� - najmalku bi smeelo da ishoduva
so filosofsko sebezaboravawe. Vo ova izlagawe se
razgleduva tokmu dilemata dali voop{to mo`e da se
prifati eden takov predizvik. Mo`no li e da go
po~ituvame Kant denes i istovremeno da se po~i-
tuvame sebesi? Dali imperativot na filosofskiot
sebenezaborav nalo`uva zaboravawe na nekoi Kant-
ovi idei i principi denes?

Mojot neskromen pridones kon nastojuvaweto Kant-
ovite idei da se promisluvaat poskoro vo sega{no,
otkolku vo minato svr{eno vreme, se sostoi od edna
mo{ne mala intervencija vo temata na na{iot
simpozium: �Kant - kategori~ki imperativ na
sovremenosta�. Imeno, ne intervenirame ni{to vo
propozicionalnata sodr`ina, tuku edinstveno vo
formata. Stanuva zbor samo za edna dodavka na krajot,
za eden obi~en pra{alnik koj ja doveduva pod
pra{awe glavnata tema: �Kant - kategori~ki impe-
rativ na sovremenosta?� Vsu{nost, tekovnovo izla-
gawe pretstavuva obid da se opravda tokmu toj
pra{alnik. Pritoa, ne e li razbirlivo {to pomalku
re~enici da zavr{uvaat so to~ka, a {to pove}e
re~enici da zavr{uvaat so pra{alnik?

Po~ituvani li~nosti, mo`no li e Kant da se promis-
luva vo sega{no vreme, i ako e mo`no, kako e mo`no?
Poinaku ka`ano, mo`eme li da se pomirime so
sebezaboravot i zaboravot na sega{nosta vo mnozin-
stvoto tekovni obidi da se �filosofira� za Kant, ili
vo vrska so Kant? I, ako ne mo`eme da se pomirime
nitu so sebezaboravot nitu so zaboravot na sega{-
nosta, kakvi drugi mo`nosti ni stojat na raspolagawe
za reaktuelizacija na Kant? Mo`na li e reaktueli-

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?

Zarko Trajanoski Kant - a Categorical Imperative of our Time?



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

31

Identities

zacija na Kant bez sebe(re)aktuelizacija?

Po~ituvani, u{te edna{ povtoruvam, iskreno se
nadevam deka povodot za na{ata sredba nema da bide
pri~ina samo za budewe na nekrofilskite sklonosti,
pritaeni kaj mnogu istoricisti~ki nastroeni
�filosofi�. So seta dol`na po~it kon nekrofilite,
qubitelite na mrtvoto, tie na{i bra}a/sestri po
qubov/filia, no zarem na{ata qubov, na{ata filia,
ne e ispravena ovde i sega pred sosema drug pre-
dizvik? Ne e li ispravena pred predizvikot na delo
da poka`e (ako ne i da doka`e), deka ona {to
dostoinstveno se sebeimenuva kako �filosofija� e s$
u{te `ivo? I deka `ivotot na filosofijata ne e
edinstveno kopne` kon mrtvoto i minatoto, tuku
kopne` kon ne{to aktuelno, kon ne{to `ivo, ili
barem kon ne{to {to mo`e da se o`ivee vo idninata?

Pred da se vpu{time vo edna takva intelektualna
avantura, pred da go teletransportirame Kant od
keningsber{kite ulici na na{ite ulici i plo{ta-
di, bi sakal nakuso da se osvrnam na edna mo`na filo-
sofska odluka. Edna radikalna filosofska odluka
se nadvisnuva kako mo`en lek za stradanieto na
sovremenata filosofija � za nejzinata paralizira-
nost i dezorientiranost kako rezultat na opsed-
natosta so sopstvenata istorija. Imeno, dali mo`e
da se prifati predlogot na Alan Badju, za imanentno
raskinuvawe so istoricizmot, za filosofsko
sebeprezentirawe bez upatuvawe na sopstvenata
istorija?2  Dali mo`eme da go prifatime predlogot
za �nasilno� zaboravawe na istorijata na filo-
sofijata, da zaboravime duri i deka sme ja zaboravile
istorijata na filosofijata?3  Dali e voop{to mo`na
takva filosofska odluka? Mo`eme li da go zabo-
ravime Kant kako istorisko-filosofska figura, i
pritoa da zaboravime deka sme go zaboravile? Dali

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-
ters in 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 Königsberg 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?2  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?3  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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takviot zaborav mo`e da ja �izle~i� filosofijata od
nejzinata paraliziranost i dezorientiranost?

Tuka se soo~uvame so nekolku filosofski isku-
{enija. Prvo, vo isku{enie sme da vozvratime deka
idejata za edna takva filosofska odluka e samo
simptom na �wishful thinking�. Ne li e problemot
tokmu vo toa {to ne mo`eme sosem da ja zaboravime
nitu istorijata na filosofijata, a najmalku Kant?
Potoa, vo isku{enie sme da sugerirame deka filo-
sofijata se aktuelizira tokmu kako svoevidno
opirawe na zaboravot i sebezaboravot. Da se obide{
da go zaboravi{ Kant, ne e li isto kako da se obide{
da ne misli{ na belata me~ka? Isto taka, vo isku-
{enie sme idejata za �ras~istuvawe so minatoto� da
ja proglasime za obi~na iluzija. Verojatno mo`eme
da `iveeme so iluzijata deka sme ras~istile so
minatoto, no mo`eme li sosem da ja potisneme
traumati~nata sogledba deka minatoto ne ras~istilo
so nas?4

Navistina, mo`na li e filosofskata komunikacija
so Kant ako minatoto se poima kako ne{to pove}e od
neraskinliv del na na{eto ovde i sega? Ne e li
svoevremenosta na Kant sekoga{ ve}e del od na{ata
sovremenost? Mo`eme li da mu odoleeme na vrvnoto
filosofsko isku{enie, da go proglasime poimot
anahronizam (upatuvawe na pogre{no vreme) za
samoprotivre~en poim, a Philosophia actualitas za
pleonazam? Ako voop{to ne e mo`no upatuvawe na
pogre{no vreme, ako isklu~ivite upatuvawa na
minato ili idno vreme se priznaci na eskapizam,
najposle, ako filosofijata e inherentno aktuelna,
toga{ e izli{no da se postavuva pra{aweto dali
Kant e na{ sovremenik. Se~ija filosofija 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!

Zarko Trajanoski Kant - a Categorical Imperative of our Time?
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istovremeno - odraz na svoevremenosta i sovreme-
nosta!

Me|utoa, sosema drugo e pra{aweto dali Kant mo`e
da se promisluva kako kategori~ki imperativ na
sovremenosta. Kategori~kiot imperativ e vero-
jatno najpro~ueniot element od Kantovata filo-
sofija, a pro~uenosta e mo{ne plodna po~va za golemi
nedorazbirawa.5  Ottuka, samoto spomenuvawe na
kategori~kiot imperativ (KI) nalaga krajna vnima-
telnost, imaj}i predvid deka na razli~en na~in ja
stimulira filosofskata imaginacija. Imeno,
pretstavata za KI kako kompas za moralno orien-
tirawe na obi~niot ~ovekov razum,6  e poinakva od
pretstavata za KI kako formula,7  od pretstavata za
KI kako ne{to {to obezbeduva logi~ki test za
na{ite maksimi,8  od pretstavata za KI kako gene-
ralna procedura za konstruirawe na moralno
relevantni mislovni eksperimenti,9  najposle, mnogu
poinakva od pretstavata za KI kako Frojdovoto su-
perego.10  Da ne ja spomenuvame pretstavata za Kant
kako pandan na Markiz de Sad.11

Navistina, mo`e li Kant da poslu`i kako kompas za
sovremenoto moralno dezorientirano ~ove{tvo?
Dali e Kant vistinskata formula za nadminuvawe na
�makedonskata sostojba� na granicite pome|u dobroto
i zloto i nivnoto povtorno iscrtuvawe? Mo`eme li
logi~ki da gi testirame maksimite na na{ata
sovremenost povikuvaj}i se tokmu na Kant? Koi
mislovni eksperimenti se moralno relevantni
denes? Najposle, mo`no li e da se (psiho)analizira
Kantovata kopernikovska revolucija12  od edna  post-
frojdovska i post-marksisti~ka pozicija, vo zna~i-
telno izmenetiot univerzum kako rezultat na
Frojdovata  kopernikovska revolucija13  i marksis-
ti~kite socijalni revolucii? Nesomneno, site ovie

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,6  differs
from the conception of the CI as a formula,7  from the
conception of the CI as something that provides a logical
test for our maxims,8  from the conception of the CI as a
general procedure for the constructing of morally relevant
thought experiments,9  and finally, it is much more dif-
ferent from the conception of the CI as Freud�s superego.10

Not to mention the conception of Kant as the counterpart
of Marquis de Sade.11

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 revolution12  from a post-Freudian and
post-Marxist position in a considerably altered universe
as a result of Freud�s Copernican revolution13  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`nosti otvoraat razli~ni horizonti za pro-
misluvawe na sovremenosta preku virtuelizirawe
na razli~ni kantovski pozicii.

Razli~nite na~ini na koi Kantoviot kategori~ki
imperativ ja stimuliral filosofskata imaginacija
vo poslednite dve i ne{to stoletija sugeriraat
najraznovidni mo`nosti za preispituvawe na
sovremenosta. Fokusiraweto edinstveno vrz KI, i vrz
filosofskata recepcija na KI, mo`e da ima dezori-
entira~ko, pa duri i paralizira~ko dejstvo. Vpro-
~em, ima li ne{to {to ve}e ne e ka`ano za katego-
ri~kiot imperativ? Zo{to da se pi{uvaat novi
tekstovi na ovaa tema, koga i starite ve}e retko koj
gi ~ita? Ne be{e li mno{tvoto dilemi koi se
javuvaat vo vrska so me|usebnata kompatibilnost na
razli~nite formulacii na KI {to gi dava samiot
Kant, samo povod za producirawe opse`na sekundarna
literatura koja ostana re~isi nezabele`ana za po{i-
rokata filosofska i kulturna javnost?

Vo ovie pra{awa se krijat samo del od pri~inite
zo{to ova izlagawe ne pretendira da bide opstojna
filosofska analiza na kategori~kiot imperativ i
na negovata funkcija vo Kantovata etika. Vo na{iot
tematski horizont, kategori~kiot imperativ e samo
metafora za Kant kako referentna to~ka za filo-
sofsko promisluvawe na sovremenosta. �Filo-
sofsko�, dokolku s$ u{te mo`e da se zboruva za
nekakva filosofija kako mislewe koe se obiduva da
ja opfati svoevremenosta, a ~ij k'smet e da bide
sovremeno mislewe. Tokmu zatoa, nema da se vpu{tame
vo nikakvi istorisko-filosofski obdukcii - nema
nitu da go secirame nitu da go opevame mrtvoto telo
na Kant. Namesto izvesnite metodi na filosofskata
nekrofilija }e gi pretpo~itame neizvesnite ekspe-
rimenti na magiskata nekromantija. Bez ogled na

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-

Zarko Trajanoski Kant - a Categorical Imperative of our Time?
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rizicite {to mo`at da proizlezat od nekromant-
skite praktiki, nie }e go povikame mrtovecot
obiduvaj}i se da go pottikneme negoviot duh da
odgovori na pra{awata {to }e mu gi postavime.

Gospodine Imanuel Kant, neka mi e prosteno {to Ve
budam od ve~niot mir, no ovde i sega me izma~uvaat
nekolku pra{awa vo odnos na koi bi sakal da go ~ujam
Va{eto po~ituvano mislewe!

Vistinata i ~ove{tvoto

1) Prostete mi za mojata qubopitnost gospodine Kant
no, bi sakal da znam dali i sega, vo ovoj mig, s$ u{te
bi odgovorile negativno na dvete pra{awa koi gi
postavuvate vo va{iot napis �Za bo`emnoto pravo da
se la`e od altruisti~ki motivi�? Da Ve posetam, vie
odlu~no dadovte negativen odgovor na slednive
pra{awa: 1) Dali vo slu~ai koga ne mo`eme da
izbegneme odgovor so �Da� i �Ne�, imame pravo da ne
ka`uvame vistina?; 2) Dali sme obvrzani da ka`eme
nevistina, koga sme nepravedno prinudeni da dademe
izjava, za da se za{titime sebesi ili nekoj drug od
nedeloto {to n& se zakanuva?

14

Spored Vas, nema nikakvi dilemi, sekoj ~ovek nema
samo pravo tuku i striktna obvrska da ka`uva vistina,
duri i so iskazite koi ne mo`e da gi izbegne, bez
ogled dali tie mu na{tetuvaat nemu ili na drugite.
Poznato ni e, gospodine Kant, deka ka`uvaweto
vistina e formalna i bezuslovna dol`nost na sekogo
kon sekogo, imperativ koj va`i vo site okolnosti.
Bezdrugo, bi napravile neizmerna nepravda kon
~ove{tvoto koga bi ka`ale barem edna edinstvena
laga.

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?�14

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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No, da pretpostavime gospodine Kant, deka na va{ata
ve~erna pro{etka po keningsber{kite ulici ve
sre}ava SS patrola koja sosem qubezno ve zapira,
postavuvaj}i go pra{aweto: �Dali Vi e poznato kade
mo`eme da go pronajdeme Evreinot Imanuel Kant?�
Da pretpostavime deka ste Evrein, i deka vo istiot
mig sfa}ate oti patrolata ne znae deka ste vie
vsu{nost Evreinot Imanuel Kant. Isto taka, poznato
vi e deka re~isi site Evrei koi bile privedeni od
strana na SS patrola is~eznale i nikoga{ povtorno
ne se vratile na keningsber{kite ulici. [to }e im
odgovorite gospodine Kant, znaej}i deka ako se
obidete da ne dadete odgovor re~isi sigurno }e bidete
prinudeni da go storite toa?

Dali dostoinstveno }e ka`ete �Jas sum Imanuel Kant,
Evreinot {to go barate�, i pokraj toa {to edna
edinstvena laga so golema verojatnost bi mo`ela da
vi go spasi ̀ ivotot, ovozmo`uvaj}i vi dovolno vreme
da pobegnete? Dali {tetata {to bi mu ja nanele na
~ove{tvoto so ka`uvaweto na edna nevistina mo`e
da se sporeduva so {tetata {to bi vi bila nanesena
Vam po ispolnuvaweto na Va{ata bezuslovna dol`-
nost da ja ka`ete vistinata? Ili, ednostavno, }e
ostanete na toa deka ne mo`ete da znaete dali lagata
}e Vi go spasi `ivotot, pa zatoa }e ja ka`ete
vistinata? Dali kategori~kiot imperativ mo`e da
go razre{i konfliktot pome|u dol`nosta da bideme
iskreni i dol`nosta da si pomogneme sebesi?

U{te Ni~e, vo Antihrist, go predupreduva{e
~ove{tvoto deka va{iot kategori~ki imperativ e
opasen po `ivot, deka nema ni{to pouni{tuva~ko za
~ovekot od dejstvuvaweto kako avtomat na dol`nosta.
[to bi mu vozvratile, gospodine Kant? Mo`ete li
da ne posovetuvate kako mo`e da gi pre`ivee eden
kantovec premre`ijata na Au{vic, i posle Au{vic?

But, let�s suppose Sir Kant, that during your evening
promenade along the streets of Königsberg 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 Königsberg. 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) Vo istiot tekst, gospodine Kant, gi predupreduvate
benevolentnite la`govci deka so ka`uvaweto laga
stanuvaat pravno odgovorni za site konsekvenci, {to
ne bi bilo slu~aj dokolku ka`ele vistina. Koga
ka`uvame vistina, javnata pravda ni{to ne ni mo`e,
velite Vie, bez ogled na toa kakvi se konsekvencite.
No, da go razgledame malku primerot {to go davate.

Ako na pra{aweto na nekoj ubiec, dali negovata
potencijalna `rtva e kaj vas doma, nie izla`eme,
odgovaraj}i ne, toga{ bi mo`ele da bideme pravno
odgovorni dokolku ̀ rtvata bila ubiena kako rezultat
na na{ata laga. Ako `rtvata vo me|uvreme pobegnala
niz prozorecot na ulica, a ubiecot posle na{eto �ne�
ja sretnal na istata ulica i tamu go izvr{il
ubistvoto toga{ - predupreduvate Vie - bi mo`ele da
bideme opravdano obvineti kako pri~ina za nejzi-
nata smrt. Imeno, ako sme go sledele kategori~kiot
imperativ deka nikoga{ ne treba da la`eme, {to
bila na{a bezuslovna dol`nost, ubistvoto najvero-
jatno nemalo da se slu~i.

No, gospodine Kant, mo`eme li da bideme obvineti
za ka`uvawe laga poradi na{ata izjava deka poten-
cijalnata `rtva ne bila vo na{iot dom ako vo
me|uvreme taa izlegla preku prozorecot? Ako
potencijalnata `rtva izlegla preku prozorecot, toa
zna~i deka taa ne bila doma; i ne e li toga{ poto~no
da se ka`e, pravno gledano, deka nie vsu{nost sme ja
ka`ale vistinata iako sme veruvale deka ka`uvame
laga? Mo`eme li da go otstranime somne`ot deka ona
vo {to veruvame deka e taka, e navistina taka? A ako
ne mo`eme, kako toga{ da se ispolni svetata dol`-
nost da se ka`uva samo vistinata i ni{to drugo osven
vistinata?15

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?15
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3) Se pra{uvam, gospodine Kant, dali rigoroznoto
sledewe na kategori~kiot imperativ mo`e vo
odredeni situacii da n$ oslobodi od li~nata
odgovornost za konsekvencite {to proizleguvaat od
na{ite postapki? Veruvam, poznato vi e deka Va{eto
insistirawe na imperativot na dol`nosta im
poslu`i kako odli~na racionalna odbrana na
organizatorite, naredbodavcite i egzekucionerite
vo koncentracionite kampovi, vo obidot da se
oslobodat od li~nata odgovornost za storenite
nedela. Nekoi verni sledbenici na nacisti~kite
zakoni pri svojata odbrana eksplicitno se povikaa
na vas.16 Ajhman bil dlaboko ubeden deka go sledel
kategori~kiot imperativ, obiduvaj}i se da go
potkrepi istoto so poso~uvawe na momentite koga bil
svesen deka prestanal da go sledi.17

Navistina, spomnuvaweto na va{eto ime vo ovoj
kontekst nekoi go proglasija za �o~igledno besramno�
i �nesfatlivo�, so obrazlo`enie deka �Kantovata
filosofija na moralot e najtesno povrzana so
~ovekovata sposobnost za rasuduvawe, koja ja isklu-
~uva slepata poslu{nost�.18  Sepak, prodol`ija
otvoreno da se postavuvaat pra{awata za vrskata
pome|u Va{ata etika i ladnokrvnata ubistvena
ma{ina na Au{vic,19  i da se podgotvuvaat obvini-
telni akti i apologii vo va{e ime.

Slavoj @i`ek, na primer, se osvrnuva tokmu na
isku{enieto da se tvrdi deka �...nacisti~kiot
holokaust pretstavuva istoriska aktuelizacija na
samiot poim na �dijaboli~no zlo� otfrlen od strana
na Kant kako nezamisliv... �.20  Kako Va{ advokat, toj
se obiduva da gi otfrli, od edna strana, obvinuvawata
deka �formalisti~kiot rigorizam na kantovskata
etika e mo`na legitimacija na nacisti~kite egzeku-
cioneri� i, od druga strana, obvinuvawata deka

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.16  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.17

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�.18  Nevertheless, questions about the link between
your ethics and the cold-blooded killing machine of
Auschwitz19  continued to be asked openly and prosecu-
tion acts and apologies continued to be prepared in your
name.

Slavoj Zizek, for example, takes a look 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.��20  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�.21
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�nacisti~koto zlo e fenomen {to go transcendira
horizontot na Kantovata eti~ka teorija�.21

Sepak, duri i da se prifatat takvite apologii koi se
obiduvaat da poka`at deka nacisti~kite postapki ne
bile li{eni od patolo{ki motivacii, ostanuva
somne`ot na koj na~in Va{ata filosofija na
moralot ja isklu~uva slepata poslu{nost kon
zakonot, nezavisno od negovata sodr`ina, i nezavisno
od konsekvencite. Ostanuva da visi vo vozduhot
pra{aweto dali mo`e problemot na li~nata odgo-
vornost da se razre{i so pomo{ na kategori~kiot
imperativ, ako ispravnosta na odreden akt se
prosuduva samo od aspekt na dispoziciite na aktorot,
a ne i vrz osnova na konsekvencite od aktot.22

Da se potsetime u{te edna{ na primerot vo koj
na{ata dol`nost (sekoga{ da ja zboruvame vistinata)
i dobroto na na{iot bli`en se o~igledno spro-
tistaveni. Ako dobroto na na{iot bli`en ne mo`e
da poslu`i kako opravdanie za da ne se ispolni
na{ata dol`nost23  - da ja ka`eme vistinata (ili ona
{to smetame deka e vistina) - toga{ dali mo`e da se
tvrdi i deka dobroto na na{iot bli`en ne mo`e da
poslu`i kako opravdanie za da ne se ispolni na{ata
dol`nost da gi po~ituvame postojnite zakoni (bez
ogled na nivnata sodr`ina)?

Ostanuva nejasno, nudi li Va{ata filosofija
nekakov standard za procenuvawe na li~nata
odgovornost na lu|eto koi tvrdat deka so po~itu-
vaweto na nacisti~kite zakoni samo ja ispolnuvale
sopstvenata dol`nost zaradi samata dol`nost? Kako
da se prosuduva li~nata odgovornost na lu|eto koi
postapuvale ~isto formalno, ladnokrvno i racio-
nalno, bez da razmisluvaat za sodr`inata na zakonot
koj go po~ituvale, i za realnite konsekvenci po

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.22

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
duty23  � 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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drugite lu|e - koi bile poni`uvani, ma~eni, ubivani
kako rezultat tokmu na ispolnuvaweto na svetata
dol`nost da se po~ituva koj bilo zakon? Dali mo`at
da imaat moralna vrednost nekoi postapki koi se
izraz na nepo~ituvawe na tekovnite zakoni? So drugi
zborovi, dali povtorno bi istaknale deka �...nitu
stravot, nitu inklinacijata tuku ednostavno po~itta
kon zakonot e onoj pottik {to mo`e da im dade na
postapkite moralna vrednost�?24

4) Pretpostavuvam, gospodine Kant, so golema
lesnotija bi doka`ale deka nacisti~kite postapki
nemaat nikakva moralna vrednost, i deka nivnite
maksimi ne go pominuvaat testot na kategori~kiot
imperativ. Navistina, formalno gledano, dali e
voop{to potrebno da se doka`uva deka kaj nacisti~-
kite maksimi i postapki voljata izleguva von sebe,
deka voljata ne si go dava samata sebe zakonot i,
sledstveno, deka vo slu~aj na heteronomna volja se
vozmo`ni samo hipoteti~ki imperativi?

Isto taka, od sodr`inski aspekt, veruvam lesno bi
n& doka`ale i deka maksimite i postapkite na
ubistvenata nacisti~ka ma{ina ne mo`at vo nikakov
slu~aj da se soobrazat so kategori~kiot imperativ.
Ima li ne{to poo~igledno od toa deka nacisti~kite
maksimi i postapki ne go pominuvaat testot na
prakti~kiot imperativ25  (vtorata formula na
moralniot zakon ili �formulata na ~ove{tvoto kako
cel po sebe�26), so ogled na toa {to `rtvite na
Holokaustot bea koristeni samo kako potro{ni
sredstva, a nikoga{ kako celi sami po sebe?

Vpro~em, ne ostanuva li kategori~kiot imperativ bez
osnova ako ja prenebregneme razumnata priroda koja
su{testvuva kako cel sama po sebe i koja izrazuva
respekt kon ~ove{tvoto kako postoe~ka cel? No, duri
i ako se soglasime deka moralno dobro povedenie e

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 imperative25  (the second formula of the
moral law or �the formula of humanity as end in itself�26),
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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ona {to izrazuva respekt kon ~ove{tvoto kako
postoe~ka cel,27 ostanuva da se odgovori somni~avoto
pra{awe na koj na~in }e se interpretira �~ove{t-
voto�, i spored koi kriteriumi }e se opredeluvaat
negovite granici.

Navistina, gospodine Kant, ne li e Va{eto poimawe
na ~ove{tvoto prili~no ograni~uva~ko i isklu~u-
va~ko? Nekoi komentatori ve}e predupredija deka ne
sekoj pripadnik na na{iot biolo{ki vid mo`e lesno
da se kvalifikuva vo �~ove{tvoto� reducirano na
�razumna priroda�.28  Da Ve potsetam samo, vo edna
prilika, koga se obiduvate da ja razotkriete sofis-
ti~nosta na argumentite na onie koi pottiknati od
�so~uvstvenata sentimentalnost� tvrdea deka smrt-
nata kazna e po sebesi pogre{na i nepravedna, ja
postavuvate dilemata dali i majkata koja go usmrtila
svoeto nelegitimno ~edo treba da dobie najvisoka
kazna. Prostete, no Va{eto obrazlo`enie zo{to
najvisokata kazna ne treba da se primeni vo ovoj
isklu~itelen slu~aj nam ni prozvu~uva mo{ne
{okantno:

�Nelegitimnoto dete doa|a na svet von Zakonot koj
soodvetno go regulira brakot, i e rodeno nadvor od
granicite na dozvolenoto ili von ustavnata za{tita na
Zakonot. Takvoto dete e vovedeno vo zaednicata, taka da
se ka`e, kako zabraneta stoka, i isto kako {to nema
legalno pravo na postoewe, taka i negovoto uni{tuvawe
mo`e da bide ignorirano; nitu pak sramot na majkata
mo`e da se otstrani so nekoja pravna uredba otkako }e se
doznae za nejzinoto nema`eno poroduvawe.�29

Gospodine Kant, dali s$ u{te smetate deka rodenite
deca mo`at da se delat na �legitimni� i �nelegi-
timni� i deka samo prvite imaat �legalno pravo na
postoewe�? Ostanuva nejasno gospodine Kant, kako
mo`e Va{ata sporedba na �nelegitimnite� deca so

an existing end,27 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�.28  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.� 29

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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�krium~arena stoka� ~ie �uni{tuvawe mo`e da bide
ignorirano� da se pomiri so po~itta kon ~ove{tvo-
to, inherentna na moralnoto postapuvawe? Ako
nivnoto �uni{tuvawe mo`e da bide ignorirano�
zo{to toga{ voop{to da se razmisluva za primena
na �Kategori~kiot imperativ na kaznenata pravda�30

koj, bezdrugo, vo osnova bi trebalo da go sodr`i
~ove{tvoto kako postoe~ka cel? Ne po~nuva li
odedna{ Va{iot kategori~ki imperativ, kako {to
proniklivo zabele`a Ni~e, da smrdi na svirepost?31

Najposle, gospodine Kant, se namno`ija i takvi
obvinuvawa vo vrska so va{eto poimawe na ~o-
ve{tvoto na koi te{ko bi mo`el ~ovek denes da
ostane ramnodu{en. Mnogumina bi sakale da znaat
dali s$ u{te bi insistirale na rasnata hierarhija
(belo, ̀ olto, crno, crveno) vo Va{ata klasifikacija
na rasite (od predavawata po Fizi~ka geografija)?
Mnogumina bi sakale da vidat kako bi ja pomirile
va{ata ideja za ~ove~nosta so idejata za ednakvosta
pome|u lu|eto, imaj}i go predvid Va{eto tvrdewe
deka vo belata rasa ~ove{tvoto e vo najgolema
sovr{enost?32

Ili, pak, vreme e da premineme na drugata grupa
pra{awa?

Moralniot zakon i seksualnosta

Gospodine Kant, se nametnuva vpe~atokot deka vo del
od Va{ite eti~ki razmisluvawa se soo~uvate so
gorliviot problem kako da se obezbedi so`ivot
pome|u dve navidum isklu~uva~ki idei: idejata na
~ovekot kako moralno su{testvo i idejata na ~ovekot
kako seksualno su{testvo. Navistina, mo`e li
moralno da se udostoi ~ovekovata seksualnost, imaj}i
go predvid Va{eto blagorodno poimawe na ~ove{-

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�30  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?31

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?32

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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tvoto (obremeneto so ideite na slobodata, na moral-
nata avtonomija i na kategori~kiot imperativ)?

Poznato ni e deka Va{ata ideja za ~ove{tvoto
podrazbira moralna sloboda i moralna avtonomija,
no dali so samoto toa se isklu~uva mo`nosta za
seksualna sloboda i seksualna avtonomija? Pra{a-
weto za mo`nosta na edno seksualno slobodno i
seksualno avtonomno su{testvo ne mo`e da se prene-
bregne od aspekt na kategori~kiot imperativ (kako
prepoznatliv beleg na na{ata sloboda kako avtono-
mija). Imeno, dali seksualnite aktivnosti mo`at da
go pominat testot na kategori~kiot imperativ i so
toa da se steknat so moralna vrednost, so ogled na toa
{to aktivnostite pobudeni od seksualni ~uvstva i
sklonosti se heteronomni i, po pravilo, mo`at da go
pominat testot samo na hipoteti~kiot imperativ?

Gospodine Kant, i na{ata sovremenost e preoku-
pirana so drevniot eti~ki problem kako da se pomiri
seksualnosta so moralot, moralot so seksualnosta. No,
na prsti mo`at da se izbrojat sovremenite misliteli
koi se obiduvaat racionalno da doka`at deka
heteroseksualniot brak33  e edinstvenoto mo`no
eti~ko pomiruvawe pome|u avtonomniot moral i
heteronomnata seksualnost. Za sovremeniot ~ovek koj
sekojdnevno se soo~uva so konfliktite pome|u
moralot i seksualnosta ne e priem~iva idejata deka
edinstveno vo heteroseksualniot brak ~ovekot mo`e
da bide seksualno su{testvo bez da prestane da bide
i moralno su{testvo.

Zatoa, prostete i na mojata qubopitnost, no dali i
sega bi gi koristele istite argumenti vo doka`u-
vaweto na toa deka sekoja upotreba na seksualnosta
von brakot e zloupotreba - deka seksualnata qubov von
brakot nema nikakva moralna vrednost? Dali s$ u{te

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
marriage33 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
love ceases to have any moral worth outside of marriage?
Would you still argue that the use of our �sexual attributes�
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bi argumentirale deka upotrebata na na{ite �seksu-
alni atributi� von brakot e prekr{uvawe na dol`-
nosta kon sebesi, predavstvo na sopstvenata li~nost,
zatoa {to e sprotivna na celite na ~ove{tvoto? I ne
e li vakviot tip argumentacija samo logi~na impli-
kacija na vtorata formulacija na kategori~kiot
imperativ (formulata na ~ove{tvoto kako cel za
sebe)?

Qubopitni sme, gospodine Kant, i dali uvidot vo
raznovidnosta na sovremenite seksualni praktiki i
sfa}awa nekako bi vi pomognal da dojdete do soznanie
deka Va{ite porane{ni sogledbi za brakot i
seksualnosta se dol`at na edno mo{ne tesnogrado
poimawe na seksualnosta. Se ~ini deka jazot pome|u
moralot i seksualnosta lesno bi mo`el da se pre-
mosti koga seksualnite praktiki ne bi se sfa}ale
edinstveno kako upotreba na seksualnite organi pri
koja sekoga{ imame odnos kon drugiot (ili kon
sebesi) samo kako kon sredstvo, a nikoga{ kako kon
cel. Bezdrugo, seksualnosta bi prestanala da bide
zakana za humanosta vo li~nosta na ~ovekot dokolku
seksualnoto povedenie bi mo`elo da izrazuva respekt
kon ~ove{tvoto kako postoe~ka cel, dokolu bi mo`ele
da si pretstavime seksualen odnos - kon drugiot ili
kon sebesi - vo koj seksualnite organi ne se koristat
samo kako sredstvo za zadovoluvawe na �niski�
`ivotinski apetiti.

No, ako seksualnoto op{tewe34  sekoga{ se poima kako
odnos pri koj individuata se pretvora sebesi vo stvar
(res), kako prekr{uvawe na �pravoto na ~ove{tvoto
vo nejzinata sopstvena li~nost�, se postavuva
pra{aweto dali heteroseksualniot brak, preku
principot na recipro~no predavawe na �seksualnite
atributi�, go ima toj kapacitet da ja prevospostavi
zagubenata �racionalna personalnost�. Mo`e li

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 intercourse34  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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voop{to da stane zbor za moralna li~na avtonomija
vo brakot, ako seksualnosta sekoga{ podrazbira
postvaruvawe na drugiot (ili na sebesi), i ako sekoj
sopru`nik steknuva realno li~no pravo vrz drugiot,
do taa merka {to �ako edna od ven~anite li~nosti
pobegne ili dojde vo posed na drug, drugiot e ovlasten,
vo koe bilo vreme, i bespogovorno, da si ja povrati
vo prethodniot odnos, isto kako taa li~nost da e
stvar�?35

Za `al, va{ata napomena deka nu`nosta na brakot
(sfaten kako recipro~no u`ivawe soglasno seksu-
alnata priroda na ma`ot i `enata) e vo sklad so
juridi~kite zakoni na ~istiot razum, ne uspeva da gi
otstrani somne`ite za nepomirlivosta pome|u
avtonomniot moral i heteronomnata seksualnost. Ako
recipro~noto postvaruvawe ili tretiraweto na
drugiot kako sredstvo vo seksualnata bra~na unija
mo`e da go pomine testot na kategori~kiot impe-
rativ, zo{to istiot test ne bi go pominala i sekoja
druga praktika na tretirawe na drugiot kako sredstvo
koja bi se zasnovuvala na dogovor vrz principot na
recipro~nost? Ako, pak, dogovorite zasnovani vrz
principot na recipro~nost ne mo`at da bidat
nikakvo opravduvawe za tretirawe na drugiot kako
sredstvo, toga{ dali brakot voop{to mo`e, onaka
kako {to go definirate,36  da go pomine testot na
kategori~kiot imperativ? Ne stanuva zbor tuka samo
za dilemite zo{to recipro~noto poseduvawe na
seksualnite atributi pome|u bra~nite partneri bi
trebalo da trae za cel `ivot, ili zo{to nu`no
brakot bi moralo da bide seksualna unija na dve
li~nosti od razli~en pol; pred s$, ja imame predvid
dilemata dali principot na recipro~nost, vo
smisla na recipro~no poseduvawe na drugiot kako
sredstvo, voop{to mo`e da bide moralen princip?

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,36  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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Najposle, po~ituvan profesore, mo`ebi navistina
nema so`ivot pome|u idejata na ~ovekot kako moralno
su{testvo (vo eden svetogled kade {to test za
moralnosta na maksimite i postapkite e KI) i
idejata na ~ovekot kako seksualno su{testvo (kade
{to seksualnosta e reducirana na genitalno op{te-
we). Ako idejata na slobodata, me|u drugoto, nu`no
podrazbira nepot~inuvawe na seksualnite inkli-
nacii, toga{ ideite za seksualna sloboda i seksualna
avtonomija se ne samo moralno, tuku i logi~ki
problemati~ni. Navistina, {to bi im odgovorile na
onie komentatori koi, nadovrzuvaj}i se na Va{ite
pretpostavki, ironi~no zabele`aa deka �edinstve-
niot dozvoliv bra~en seks e dosadniot bra~en
seks�,37 seksot koj ne e tolku vozbudliv za da ja dovede
pod pra{awe na{ata racionalna avtonomija?

Sogledbite deka Va{eto poimawe na brakot (kako
institucija koja im dava moralna vrednost na inaku
nemoralnite seksualni aktivnosti) pretstavuva
nedosledna primena na prethodno zacrtanite moral-
ni principi gi pottikna sprotistavenite strui da
predlo`at drugi �kantovski� re{enija za konflik-
tot pome|u moralot i seksualnosta. Spored izvesni
radikalni tolkuvawa, obidot za pomiruvawe so
seksualnosta na idejata za dol`nosta (kako ne{to
prediskustveno {to podrazbira razum koj apriorno
ja opredeluva voljata) i na idejata za doblesta (koja
podrazbira vlast na umot i dol`nost za apati-
ja),38 dosledno bi ishoduval so sadisti~ko seksualno
povedenie.39  Navistina, kakva reakcija bi predizvi-
kale kaj Vas insinuaciite za kantovski sadizam:
moralna indignacija i gnasewe, apatija ili indi-
ferentnost? Ili, ednostavno, bi im uka`ale na
insinuatorite deka ako sadisti~koto seksualno
povedenie vo izvesni slu~ai i mo`e da podrazbira

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�,37 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
a reason that a priori determines the will) and the idea of
virtue (which implies the rule of reason and duty of
apathy),38 would inevitably result in sadistic sexual
behaviour.39  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.40
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moralna indiferentnost, toa ne zna~i deka istoto
podrazbira i moralna apatija.40

Najposle, gospodine Kant, {to bi im odgovorile na
onie koi se smetaat za dosledni kantovci koga
prigovaraat deka brakot ne ja pomiruva seksualnosta
so moralniot zakon, deka respektot kon moralniot
zakon - koj e posilen od sekoe (drugo?) ~uvstvo -
logi~no bi trebalo da ishoduva so aseksualno
povedenie? Ne e li tokmu Coito, ergo non sum!
sloganot koj verno gi izrazuva va{ite sfa}awa za
seksualnosta, a Cogito, ergen sum! maksimata spored
koja - kako {to logi~no mo`e da se pretpostavi - ste
se rakovodele vo tekot na celiot va{ `ivot?

Seksualnosta i humanosta

Gospodine Kant, eve, }e ja prifatime za moment i
pretpostavkata deka edinstveno heteroseksualniot
brak ovozmo`uva seksualno povedenie koe ne ja
prekr{uva vtorata formulacija na KI. I pokraj toa
{to ovaa pretpostavka mu e sosem tu|a na duhot na
na{ata sovremenost, }e se soglasime deka edinstveno
vo brakot e mo`no lu|eto da ne se tretiraat sebesi i
drugite samo kako sredstvo za zadovoluvawe na
sopstvenite seksualni inklinacii - tuku i kako cel,
isto taka. Toga{, edinstveno vrz osnova na taa
pretpostavka, bez drugi dopolnitelni argumenti, bi
sleduvalo deka sekoja seksualna aktivnost von brakot
e moralno nedostojna; sekoe vonbra~no seksualno
povedenie bi pretstavuvalo zloupotreba na seksual-
nosta i prekr{uvawe na moralniot zakon. Zatoa, na
prv pogled za~uduvaat prilo`enite argumenti kon
razgrani~uvaweto pome|u crimina carnis secundum
naturam (telesni prestapi soglasno prirodata) i
crimina carnis contra naturam (telesni prestapi
protiv prirodata). Ne e li sosema dovolno da se

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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doka`e deka sekoe vonbra~no seksualno povedenie e
sprotivno na �esencijalnite celi na ~ove{tvoto�?
Zo{to pritoa e potrebno da se doka`uva deka izvesni
vonbra~ni seksualni povedenija se i protiv pri-
rodata?

Iako sfa}awata za protivprirodnosta na odredeni
seksualni praktiki se s$ u{te prili~no raspro-
straneti nasekade, ne mo`e da se porekne deka edna
od osnovnite eti~ki tendencii na na{ata sovre-
menost e soo~uvaweto i prifa}aweto na razli~nite
na~ini na koi mo`e da se izrazuva ~ovekovata
seksualnost. U{te od po~etokot na dvaesettiot vek,
seksualniot identitet �stanuva i ostanuva inte-
gralen del na na{ata sebnost�, kako {to zabele`a
eden istori~ar na seksualnosta.41  Duri i konzerva-
tivcite od Vatikan, u{te pred nekolku decenii, ne
mo`ea da go poreknat vlijanieto koe & se pripi{uva
na seksualnosta vo oblikuvaweto na ~ovekoviot
`ivot vo izminatiot vek.42 Zatoa, bi bilo mo{ne
interesno koga denes bi mo`ele da gi ~ueme Va{ite
sogledbi vo odnos na sovremenite poimawa na
~ovekovata seksualnost kako �integralen del na
personalnosta na sekoe ~ove~ko su{testvo�. Imeno,
kako bi reagirale na sovremenite streme`i za
preispituvawe na ideite za slobodata i ednakvosta,
za dostoinstvoto i pravata, od pozicija na site onie
koi sakaat da se respektiraat sebesi, da bidat
respektirani, i da gi respektiraat drugite, ne samo
kako racionalno avtonomni su{testva, tuku i kako
seksualno avtonomni su{testva? Dali bi Ve pottik-
nale na premisluvawe argumentite koi gi doveduvaat
pod pra{awe osnovnite postulati na etikata na
~ovekovi prava,43  od pozicija na seksualno inakvite,
na onie koi ne mo`at da se vklopat vo dominantnata,
isklu~uva~ka, heteroseksualna norma?

Although attitudes about the unnaturalness of certain
sexual practices are still widespread almost everywhere,
it is 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�,41 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.42  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,43  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?
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Po~ituvan gospodine Kant, kako bi reagirale koga
bi se pro{etale niz skopskite ulici, i bi gi
zdogledale bilbordite za pravata na seksualnite
malcinstva so porakata �soo~i se so razlikite�? Za
`al, najmalku {to bi mo`ele da o~ekuvame od Vas e
blagonaklona reakcija, vpe~atok {to se potvrduva po
~itaweto na prezirnite i osuditelni presudi za
crimina carnis. Duri i pogolemiot del od pripad-
nicite na heteroseksualnoto mnozinstvo verojatno bi
ostanale zaprepasteni od na~inot na koj gi osuduvate
heteroseksualniot promiskuitet, prostitucijata,
konkubinatot i prequbni{tvoto - vpro~em, sekoe
vonbra~no seksualno povedenie koe ne e protiv
prirodata, tuku edinstveno protiv zdraviot razum.

Eh, koga sme kaj �zdraviot razum�, dali Ve za~uduva
{to s$ denes ne se podrazbira kako soglasno �zdraviot
razum�? Dali Ve iznenaduva {iro~inata na dija-
pazonot �normalni� i op{testveno prifatlivi
seksualni povedenija?44  Va{ite argumenti za protiv-
prirodnosta na seksualnata imaginacija, po s$
izgleda, denes nema da bidat tolkuvani samo kako
nesoglasni so �zdraviot razum� na moderniot zapaden
~ovek, tuku kako simptom za impotentnost, ili za
nekoe drugo seriozno psihi~ko naru{uvawe. Potoa,
kako }e go tolkuvate faktot deka seksualnata fanta-
zija, zaedno so �podra~jeto izbori na li~no zado-
volstvo�,45  ne samo {to ne se sfa}a denes kako ne{to
protivprirodno, tuku spa|a vo domenot na za{tita
na pravoto na privatnost?

Po~ituvan profesore, osobeno bi go cenele Va{iot
kriti~ki sud za sovremenite eti~ki debati okolu
seksualnite perverzii,46  imaj}i gi predvid  kontro-
verznite �argumenti� so koi gi isklu~uvate crimina
carnis contra naturam. Prostete ni, sepak, {to tuka
}e gi imame predvid i konsekvencite od Va{ite

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?44  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�,45  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,46  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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rasuduvawa, a ne samo moralnite intencii koi im
podle`at. Nesomneno, respektot kon ~ovekovata
priroda, izrazen i preku vtorata formulacija na KI,
s$ u{te ja stimulira moralnata imaginacija na
zapadnite misliteli. No, ako gi ostavime za moment
blagorodnite intencii nastrana, i se sosredoto~ime
vrz konsekvencite od takvite rasuduvawa, mo`eme da
dojdeme do u`asnuva~ki i porazuva~ki soznanija.
U`asnuva i porazuva, gospodine Kant, toa {to Va{ite
zabele{ki za opasnostite po ~ovekovata priroda  od
crimina carnis contra naturam mo`at da se sfatat
poskoro kako implicitna zakana, otkolku kako
blagonaklono predupreduvawe. Verojatno ne bi bile
tolku u`asnati od prezrivata zabele{ka deka pri
onanijata i homoseksualnite akti ~ovekot se sveduva
na stvar (degradiraj}i se sebesi pod nivoto na
`ivotno), koga istata ne bi bila prosledena so
implicitnata zakana deka sekoj ima sloboda da go/ja
tretira kako ̀ ivotno, ili kako stvar, onoj/onaa koj/a
ve}e ne e ~ove~ko su{testvo, zatoa {to - so svoeto
seksualno povedenie - ne poka`al/a respekt kon
~ovekovata priroda.47

No, duri i da zami`ime pred ~udovi{nata ideja za
superiornosta na ~ovekot vo odnos na iracionalnite
`ivi su{testva48  - {to e tema za posebna rasprava -
{okantno e kolku malku treba, pa odedna{ ~ovekot
da prestane da bide ~ovek vo va{ite o~i. Mo`e li
pretstavata za ~ovekot - koj ne e nitu stvar, nitu
`ivotno - samo so gubeweto na odredeni atributi, za
mig tolku da se transformira, {to slobodnoto
su{testvo }e se pretvori vo sopstvenata negacija: vo
objekt so koj mo`e sekoj da go pravi ona {to }e go
posaka? Odnosno, prevedeno na pomoderen jazik, mo`e
li nekoj/a da gi zagubi site svoi prava kako ~ovek -
sledstveno, da bide tretiran/a kako predmet, ili
kako ̀ ivotno - samo poradi zadovoluvaweto na svoite
seksualni potrebi?

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.47

But, even if we close our eyes before the monstrous idea
of human superiority regarding the irrational living crea-
tures48  � 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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Gospodine Kant, treba li da potsetuvame deka
moderniot koncept na ~ovekovi prava go podrazbira
tokmu sprotivnoto; deka ~ovek ne smee da bide
tretiran poinaku osven dostoinstveno i so po~it kon
negovata li~nost, nezavisno od razlikite pome|u
lu|eto spored polot, bojata na ko`ata, vozrasta,
potekloto, seksualnata orientacija...? Treba li da
potsetuvame kolku lu|e vo izminatiot vek gi zagubija
svoite `ivoti samo zatoa {to bea Evrei ili Romi,
samo zatoa {to ne bea heteroseksualci, ili samo zatoa
{to imaa poinakvi religiozni ubeduvawa? Treba li
da potsetuvame deka del od onie {to im gi odzedoa
`ivotite, go storija toa so predubeduvawe deka ne
ubivaat lu|e, tuku nelu|e - su{testva koi se degradi-
rale pod nivoto na ~ovek?

Gospodine Kant, {to bi ka`ale vo svoja odbrana po
napadite deka va{ite antropolo{ki sogledbi
pottiknuvaat mizantropski predubeduvawa? Zarem
sogledbite za crimina carnis, pokraj toa {to gi
potvrduvaat i zajaknuvaat tradicionalnite nega-
tivni stereotipi za seksualnosta, ne se odli~no
racionalno opravduvawe za permanentnoto psihi~ko
i fizi~ko nasilstvo vrz neheteroseksualcite?49

Humanosta i ednakvosta

Gospodine Kant, dovolna e samo pomislata deka
prestanuva da bide ~ovek onoj {to seksualno se
izrazuva na poinakov na~in (i, sledstveno, deka
mo`eme da go tretirame kako ne-~ovek), za da ne
dovede vo isku{enie da ja prekineme ovaa spiritis-
ti~ka seansa bez nikakvi natamo{ni odlo`uvawa.
Zarem ne bi bilo sosem elegantno re{enie, od ona
{to go ka`avme dosega, izveduvaweto na zaklu~okot
deka nitu na{ata sovremenost go pominuva testot na

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?49

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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kategori~kiot imperativ, nitu kategori~kiot
imperativ go pominuva testot na na{ata sovre-
menost?

Kako bi izgledalo na{eto sekojdnevie dokolku
moralnite maksimi i postapki na lu|eto bi nasto-
juvale da go pominat testot na KI, onaka kako {to go
interpretirate? Treba li da se napi{e u{te edna
negativna utopija za pojasno da se sogledaat site
ne~ove{tini koi mo`at da proizlezat od rigo-
roznoto sledewe na Kantovata ideja na ~ove{tvoto?
U{te edna 1984, no vo koja Golemiot brat ne n$ yirka
odnadvor tuku odnatre, svet vo koj nieden nadvore{en
tribunal ne e tolku stra{en kolku vnatre{niot tri-
bunal na sovesta?50

Zatoa, gospodine Kant, ako nekoj po~ne da Ve uveruva
deka e dotolku podobro za na{ata sovremenost toa {to
ne go pominuva testot na KI (i dotolku polo{o za
KI toa {to ne go pominuva testot na na{ata sovre-
menost), ve molam, nemojte da ja gubite Va{ata dobra
volja. Se ~ini, ni{to drugo ne e tolku neograni~eno
kolku {to se kapacitetite na ~ove{tvoto za sebe-
uni{tuvawe pa, ottamu, i {ansite za eden kantovski
Doblesen nov svet voop{to ne treba da se potce-
nuvaat.

Moite dosega{ni neblagonakloni uka`uvawa i
tendenciozni pra{awa nastojuvaa da gi razni{aat
argumentite so koi, ako uspeav da go predo~am toa, gi
kompromitirate vozvi{enite idei na vistinata i
slobodata. Pretpazlivosta e sekojpat dobredojdena:
idejata na vistinata mo`e da go zgolemi brojot na
mrtvite, a idejata na slobodata brojot na ̀ rtvite, ako
se prifati na~inot na koj {to gi interpretirate,
koga se povikuvate na moralniot zakon pri ana-
lizata na nekoi konkretni situacii. Pred razdelba,

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?50

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. As long 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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}e se obidam da predo~am izvesni Va{i razmi-
sluvawa, samo kako ilustracija na toa kolku lesno
mo`e da se iskompromitira i vozvi{enata ideja na
ednakvosta.

Bezdrugo, odgovorot na pra{aweto {to samiot si go
postavuvate - ne e li sprotivno na ednakvosta na
ven~anite li~nosti koga zakonot nalaga �toj }e bide
tvoj gospodar� (�he shall be thy master�)51  - zaslu`eno
vleguva ne samo vo analite na Zapadnata sofistika,
tuku i vo analite na filosofskata mizoginija.
Imeno, ako takvata �legalna supremacija�, ako
pravoto da se zapoveda e zasnovano samo vrz faktot
za �prirodnata superiornost na sposobnostite na
soprugot vo sporedba so soprugata� toga{, tvrdite vie,
bra~nata sostojba - �toj komanduva, taa se pokoruva� -
ne e sprotivna na �prirodnata ednakvost na ~ove-
koviot par�52 !!! Obidot, pak, superiornosta da se
pretstavi kako recipro~na relacija,53  koja e vo
interes na progresot na kulturata, mo`e seriozno da
ne zamisli vo pogled na iskrenosta na va{eto Sapere
aude, lozinkata na prosvetitelstvoto! Imate li,
po~ituvan profesore, hrabrost da se slu`ite so
sopstveniot razum i toga{ koga predmet na racional-
na kritika se tradicionalnite op{testveni insti-
tucii i predrasudi?

Ne e li logi~no, duri i od va{ite krajno somnitelni
pretpostavki - deka superiornosta na `enata se
sostoi vo nejziniot priroden talent da gospodari so
negovata `elba za nea i, deka �vo gra|anskoto
op{testvo ̀ enata ne se pot~inuva sebesi bez brak kon
`elbite na nekoj ma`�54  - hrabro da se zaklu~i deka
gra|anskoto op{testvo ne e skroeno spored `elbite
na `enite tuku spored `elbite na ma`ite? Ne e li
logi~no da se zaklu~i deka brakot ja pretvora
pretpostavenata superiornost na `enata vo nejzina

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,�51  � 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�52 !!!
Your attempt to justify the superiority of one partner as a
relation of reciprocity, as in the interest of the progress of
culture,53  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,54  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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inferiornost - nejziniot priroden �talent za
gospodarewe so negovata `elba za nea�, vo zakonska
dol`nost za pokoruvawe kon negovite `elbi?

Za `al, iako ja veli~avte smelosta kako doblest,
nemavte smelost dokraj da gi sledite nitu Va{ite
patrijarhalni pretpostavki. U{te poironi~no, iako
za prepoznatliva crta na Kantovata etika se smeta
tokmu po~itta kon li~nostite,55  Va{ata li~nost ne
mo`e{e da ostane po{tedena od nepo~ituvawe, kako
{to vpro~em ne ostanaa po{tedeni nitu onie koi
tolku lesno go gubea statusot �li~nost� vo Va{ite o~i.
Na obvinuvawata deka ne ste model za intelektualen
integritet,56  logi~no se nadovrza i pretstavata za
Kant kako �egzemplar na filosofski seksizam� so
reakcionerni gledi{ta kon `enite duri i za
negovoto vreme.57

Za toa kolku takvite obvinuvawa se osnovani - kolku
Va{iot moralen zakon, i pretpo~itaweto na dol`-
nostite kon sebesi, mo`at da bidat navistina opasni
po `ivot (osobeno za `enite) � najdobro mo`at da
posvedo~at Va{ite sopstveni sogledbi: �Vo migot
koga pove}e ne mo`am da `iveam ~estito tuku
stanuvam nedostoen za `ivot so edna takva (sramna)
postapka, jas voop{to ne mo`am da `iveam pove}e�58

S$ u{te sme zaprepasteni, po~ituvan profesore, kako
toa nekoj mo`e da go �obes~esti ~ove{tvoto vo svojata
sopstvena li~nost� so toa {to }e stane bespomo{na
`rtva na nekoja sramna akcija? Ednostavno sme
vxa{eni, gospodine Kant, od Va{eto obrazlo`enie
deka e podobro potencijalnata `rtva na siluvawe da
se samoubie pred siluvaweto, so smrt da ja odbrani
sopstvenata ~est, otkolku da dozvoli ~esta nepov-
ratno da bide izgubena.59

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
a mark of the Kantian ethics,55  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 integrity56

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.57

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.�58  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.59
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Tuka ve}e ne mo`eme da mu odoleeme na isku{enieto
da se razdelime od Vas, po~ituvan profesore, i
povtorno da Ve prepu{time na ve~niot mir. Naj-
posle, ima li nekakvo zna~ewe toa {to na{ite
pra{awa }e ostanat bez odgovor? Ima li pojasen
priznak za budnosta na razumot od ~inot na pra{u-
vawe? I {to kreira pogolemi monstrumi: zaspanosta
na razumot ili budnosta na razumot? Kone~no, }e ima
li razumot dovolno hrabrost i sila da se soo~i so
sopstvenata monstruoznost?
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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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zabele{ka za Kant podrazbiram deka principot na mojata
volja mora sekoga{ da bide takov za da stane princip na
op{tite zakoni.�

17 Sporedi i Villa, Dana Richard, Politics, Philosophy, Ter-
ror: Essays On the Thought of Hannah Arendt, Princeton, N.J.
Princeton University Press, 1999, p. 51.

18 Arent, Hana, Ajhman vo Erusalim: Izve{taj za
banalnosta na zloto, Templum, Skopje, 2003, str. 186.
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19 Cf. Zizek, Slavoj. �Kant with (or against) Sade� in The Zizek
Reader, Blackwell Publishers, 1999, p. 285: �...is there a line
from Kantian formalist ethics to the cold-blooded Auschwitz
killing machine? Are concentration camps and killing as a neu-
tral business the inherent outcome of the enlightened insist-
ence on the autonomy of Reason?�

20 Zizek, Slavoj. The Plague of Fantasies, Verso, 1997, p. 233.

21 Ibid.

22 Compare Caygill, Howard. A Kant Dictionary. Oxford, U.K.;
Cambridge, Mass. Blackwell Publishers, 2000, p. 164.

23 See Zupancic, Alenka. The Subject of the Law in Cogito and
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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19 Cf. Zizek, Slavoj. �Kant with (or against) Sade� in The Zizek
Reader, Blackwell Publishers, 1999, p. 285: �...dali ima linija
koja vodi od kantovskata formalisti~ka etika do ladno-
krvnata ubistvena ma{ina na Au{vic? Dali koncent-
racionite logori i ubivaweto kako neutralen biznis se
inherenten ishod od prosvetitelskoto insistirawe vrz
avtonomijata na Razumot?�

20 Zizek, Slavoj. The Plague of Fantasies, Verso, 1997, p. 233.

21 Ibid.

22 Compare Caygill, Howard. A Kant Dictionary. Oxford, U.K.;
Cambridge, Mass. Blackwell Publishers, 2000, p. 164.

23 See Zupancic, Alenka. �The Subject of the Law� in Cogito and
the Unconscious, ed. by Slavoj Zizek, Duke University Press,
1998, p. 49: �Ako moralniot zakon e navistina bezusloven,
ako ne sleduva od koj i da e poim na dobro, tuku samiot e
osnova za sekoja mo�na definicija na dobroto, toga{ e jasno
zo{to Kant ne mo`e da prifati deka dobroto na na{iot
bli`en mo`e da poslu`i kako opravdanie za
neispolnuvaweto na na{ata dol`nost. Onie koi ne sakaat
da go prifatat ovoj aspekt na Kantovata pozicija vo
diskutiraniot primer tuku go otfrlaat, isto taka go
otfrlaat celoto zdanie na kantovskata etika koe {to se
krepi tokmu vrz ovaa to~ka.�

24 Kant, Immanuel. Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Mor-
als. 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: �Postapuvaj taka {to }e go polzuva{ ~ove{-
tvoto, bez ogled dali vo tvojata li~nost ili vo li~nosta
na drug, sekoga{ istovremeno kako cel, nikoga{ samo kako
sredstvo.�

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.

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...�

31 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.�

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

27 Cf. Ibid.

28 Cf. ibid. p. 185: �Kantovata teorija implicira deka ako
na nekoi ~lenovi od na{iot biolo{ki vid im nedostiga
�~ove~nost� vo ovaa smisla, bez razlika dali privremeno
ili trajno, toga{ sekoj ~len od na{iot vid ne e cel za
sebesi. Se ~ini, o~igledno e deka malite deca i lu|eto ~ii
racionalni sposobnosti se izrazito naru{eni ednostavno
nemaat sposobnost da postavuvaat celi soglasno razumot.
Sledstveno, vrz osnova na Kantovata teorija, tie ne bi
trebalo da se smetaat kako li~nosti i kako celi za sebe.�

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). Vo
pododdelot �Pravoto na kaznuvawe�.

30 �...Kategori~kiot imperativ na Kaznenata Pravda, deka
ubivaweto na koja i da e li~nost sprotivno na Zakonot
mora da bide kazneto so smrt...�

31 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 Citirano spored Louden, Robert B. Kant�s Impure Ethics:
From Rational Beings to Human Beings. New York: Oxford
University Press (US), 2000. p. 15: �^ove{tvoto ja ima svojata
najgolema sovr{enost vo belata rasa. @oltite Indijanci
imaat ne{to pomalku talent. Crncite se podolu, a najdolu
od site e del od amerikanskite rasi.� (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 eden ma` i edna `ena imaat volja da stapat vo
recipro~no u`ivawe soglasno nivnata seksualna priroda,
tie mora nu`no da se ven~aat eden za drug; a ovaa nu`nost
e vo soglasnost so juridi~kite zakoni na ~istiot razum.�
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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  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 Aufklärung,
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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 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 �...unijata na dve li~nosti od razli~en pol za
do`ivotno recipro~no poseduvawe na nivnite seksualni
atributi.�

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

38 Vlasta na razumot se ogleda vo samosovladuvaweto, a
dol`nosta za apatija vo zabranata za prepu{tawe na
sopstvenite ~uvstva i nagoni. Videte Kant, Immanuel. The
Metaphysical Elements of Ethics (eBook) Publication: Raleigh,
N.C. Alex Catalogue (http://www.netlibrary.com), p. 33:
�Doblesta, zna~i, s$ dodeka e zasnovana vrz vnatre{na
sloboda, sodr`i pozitivna zapoved za ~ovekot, imeno, deka
toj bi trebalo da gi podredi site mo}i i sklonosti pod
negovo vladenie (na Razumot); i ova e pozitiven nalog za
sebezapovedawe pokraj zabranata, imeno, deka ne treba da
dozvoli samiot da bide pod vlast na svoite ~uvstva i
sklonosti (dol`nosta za apatija); za{to, s$ dodeka razumot
ne gi dr`i uzdite vo svoite race, ~uvstvata i sklonostite
}e si gospodarat so ~ovekot.�

39 Za kantovskata �moralna apati~nost� na likovite od
delata na Markiz de Sad videte vo vtoriot ekskurs od
�Dialektik der Aufklärung�, na Horkhajmer i Adorno.

40 Za pogre{noto poistovetuvawe, i za razgrani~uvaweto
pome|u apatijata (koja podrazbira moralno ~uvstvo na
respekt kon zakonot) i indiferentnosta videte Kant,
Immanuel. The Metaphysical Elements of Ethics , p. 34: �Ova
pogre{no razbirawe mo`e da se izbegne ako se imenuva
kako moralna apatija onoj nedostig na emocija koj treba
da se razlikuva od indiferentnosta. Kaj prvata, ~uvstvata
koi proizleguvaat od setilnite vpe~atoci go gubat svoeto
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influence on the moral feeling only because the respect for the
law is more powerful than all of them together.�

41 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.)

45 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

vlijanie vrz moralnoto ~uvstvo samo zatoa {to respektot
kon zakonot e pomo}en otkolku site tie zaedno.�

41 Sexuality ed. by Robert A. Nye. Oxford University Press, 1999,
p. 12: �Odgovorot na pra{aweto [to sum jas? vo po~etokot
na dvaesetiot vek verojatno bi upatuval na nekoja od ovie
novi seksualni kategorii: heteroseksualec, homoseksu-
alec, mazohist, sadist, ili feti{ist.�

42 �Vatican Declaration on Some Questions of Sexual Ethics�
(1976) in: Mappes, Thomas A. Social Ethics. McGraw-Hill,
1982, p. 204: �^ovekovata li~nost, soglasno nau~nite
disciplini od na{evo vreme, e pod tolku golemo vlijanie
od nejzinata seksualnost {to istata mora da se smeta za
eden od osnovnite faktori koi go oblikuvaat ~ovekoviot
`ivot.�

43 Cf. Badiou, Alain. Ethics: An Essay on the Understanding of
Evil. Verso, 2001, p. 8:  �Eksplicitnata referenca na ovaa
orientacija (etikata na ~ovekovite prava), vo korpusot na
klasi~nata filosofija, e Kant. Na{iot sovremen moment
e definiran so edno golemo "vra}awe kon Kant".�

44 Duri i takvi konzervativci kako {to e Tomas Nejgel
(barem {to se odnesuva do negovata dilema dali homoseksu-
alnosta e ili ne e seksualna perverzija) zabele`aa deka
�Denes odvaj mo`e da se najde nekoj {to }e pcue protiv
oralno-genitalniot kontakt, a prednostite na sodomijata
se predo~uvaat od tolku respektabilni figuri kako {to
se D. H. Lorens i Norman Mejler.� (Nagel, Thomas. Mortal
Questions, Cambridge University Press, 1979, p. 49.)

45 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 Samiot koncept na �seksualna perverzija� e �kantovski�
simptomati~en. Sporedete ja, na primer, opredelbata na
Nejgel: �...ako voop{to postojat nekakvi seksualni
perverzii, tie bi trebalo da bidat seksualni `elbi ili
praktiki koi, vo izvesna smisla, se neprirodni, iako
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the main problem.� (Nagel, Thomas. Mortal Questions, Cam-
bridge University Press, 1979, p. 39.)

47 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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objasnuvaweto na ovaa distinkcija prirodno/neprirodno,
se razbira, e glavniot problem.� (Nagel, Thomas. Mortal
Questions, Cambridge University Press, 1979, p. 39.)

47 Nekoi Kantovi sogledbi od Eti~kite predavawa, se
porazuva~ki: �^ovekot mo`e da raspolaga samo so stvarite;
yverovite se stvari, vo ova zna~ewe; no ~ovekot ne e stvar,
ne e yver. Ako toj raspolaga so sebesi, toj ja tretira svojata
vrednost kako kako taa na yverovite. Toj koj taka se
odnesuva, koj nema nikakov respekt kon ~ovekovata priroda
i koj pravi stvar od sebesi, stanuva za sekogo Objekt na
slobodna volja. Nie sme slobodni da go tretirame kako
yver, kako stvar, i da go koristime za na{a zabava kako {to
go pravime toa so kow ili ku~e, zatoa {to toj ne e ve}e
~ove~ko su{testvo.� (citirano vo 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: �Faktot deka ~ovekot ima svest za ego-
poim beskrajno go izdignuva nad site drugi su{testva {to
`iveat na Zemjata. Poradi toa, toj e li~nost; i blagodare-
nie na ovaa edinstvenost na svesta, toj ostanuva edna i ista
li~nost i pokraj site nepredvidlivi promeni {to mo`at
da go snajdat. Toj e su{testvo koe, so svojata nadmo}nost i
dostoinstvo, e sosem razli~no od stvarite, kako {to se
iracionalnite ̀ ivotni so koi mo`e da vladee i upravuva
po svoja volja.

49 Cf. Soble, Alan. �Kant and Sexual Perversion�. The Monist,
vol. 86, no. 1, p. 78: �...Kantovoto intelektualno gej-
{ikanirawe e nadopolneto, vsu{nost, so zastapuvawe na
fizi~ko gej-{ikanirawe.�

50 Kant, Immanuel. The Metaphysical Elements of Ethics
(eBook) Publication: Raleigh, N.C. Alex Catalogue (http://
www.netlibrary.com), p. 35: �Sekoj ~ovek ima sovest, i e
nabquduvan od vnatre{en sudija koj se zakanuva i go dr`i
vo stravopo~it (dlaboka po~it kombinirana so strav); i
ovaa mo} koja gi nadgleduva zakonite vo nego ne e ne{to
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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.�

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

52 
Ibid. 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,
How 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-

{to samiot (svoevolno) go sozdava, tuku e inkorporirana
vo negovoto bitie. Taa go sledi kako negovata senka, koga
misli da izbega. Navistina, toj mo`e da se zatupuva so
zadovolstva i zastranuvawa, no ne mo`e da go izbegne, koga
toga{, doa|aweto pri sebe ili budeweto, i toga{ vedna{
go percipira nejziniot u`asnuva~ki glas. Navistina, vo
krajna izopa~enost toj mo`e da ne vnimava na nea, no ne
mo`e da izbegne da ne ja slu{a.�

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

52 Ibid. p. 40.

53 Anthropology, p. 216: �Vo interes na progresot na
kulturata, edniot partner mora da bide posuperioren kon
drugiot na heterogen na~in. Ma`ot mora da bide superi-
oren kon `enata vo pogled na negovata fizi~ka sila i
hrabrost, dodeka `enata mora da bide superiorna kon
ma`ot vo pogled na nejziniot priroden talent da gospoda-
ri so negovata `elba za nea.�

54 �...a ako taa e ven~ana, toga{ samo vo monogamija.� (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,
How 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: �Imaj}i go predvid
eksplicitnoto prifa}awe na pot~inetosta na soprugite
kon nivnite sopruzi i isklu~uvaweto na `enite od
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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.�

59 Cf. Ibid. pp. 149-150.
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intelektualnite i politi~kite prava, ne za~uduva toa {to
pove}e feministki go smetaat za egzemplar na filosofski
seksizam.�

58 Lectures on Ethics, trans. Louis Infield (Indianapolis, IN:
Hackett, 1963), p. 156: �Na primer, ako nekoja ̀ ena ne mo`e
pove}e da go za~uva svojot `ivot osven da ja predade
nejzinata li~nost na voljata na nekoj drug, taa e obvrzana
poskoro da se otka`e od nejziniot `ivot otkolku da go
obes~esti ~ove{tvoto vo nejzinata li~nost, {to bi bilo
slu~aj koga bi se predala kako stvar na voljata na nekoj
drug.�

59 Cf. Ibid. pp. 149-150.


