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VICTIM BLAMING IN THE LIGHT OF STRAWSON'S
NATURALISTIC THEORY OF MORALITY

The relevance of the topic of this paper is due to the insuf-
ficient study of the influence of Strawson’s naturalistic theory
of morality on modern jurisprudence and philosophy of law.
This comprehensive paper explores Peter Strawson’s natura-
listic theory of morality, delving into the phenomena of victim
blaming and its ancient roots in mythological contexts. It be-
gins by assessing Strawson’s fundamental works, “Freedom
and Resentment” (1962) and “Social Morality and Individual
Ideal” (1961), elucidating how human emotional attitudes and
moral accountability underpin society’s moral fabric.

The subject of the study is to analyze the ways of using
moral argumentation and its boundaries in justifying the phe-

VV. HONCHAROV, nomena of victim blaming. The purpose of the work is to theo-
PhD in Law, Associate Professor, ~ retically examine the connection of victim blaming within
Department of Legal Theory modern societal attitudes to ancient mythologies, revealing a
and Philosophy of Law at profound enduring narrative thread. The novelty of the topic

Ivan Franko National University of  jg due to the lack of studies in the educational and scientific
Lviv (Lviv; Ukraine), ‘ literature on the specifics of the argumentation of victim blam-
e-mail: goncharlawyer@gmailcom 30 iy modern legal philosophy, the need to rethink traditional
ideas about the philosophical grounds of the criminal law, especially how the belief in
divine will and a deity’s alignment with the perpetrator of violence, embedded within ar-
chaic societies, resonates within the victim blaming paradigm. By examining the concept
of sacrifice in both well-known and obscure myths, the paper explains the purposeful
nature of victimhood, and its societal implications. It further evaluates the philosophical
and cultural dimensions of violence in archaic societies, deconstructing how violence
was considered divine in such contexts. The intersection of victim blaming and moral
responsibility is then examined, particularly how they influence societal attitudes and
legal frameworks.

The research methods characteristic of analytical jurisprudence, including those re-
lated to the use of methods of logical and linguistic analysis, as well as special legal
methods (formal legal method of interpretation of regulatory prescriptions) were used.

The paper concludes with a synthesis of these insights, reflecting on their implica-
tions for understanding Strawson’s naturalistic theory of morality. It offers significant
conclusions about the complex relationships between morality, victim blaming, and so-
cietal norms, emphasizing the theory’s utility in comprehending the nature and impacts
of victim blaming.
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Introduction

The concept of morality has long been a topic of intrigue among philosophers. Peter
Strawson, an influential English philosopher, offered a distinctive viewpoint regarding
morality in his works “Social Morality and Individual Ideal” (1961) and “Freedom and
Resentment” (1962). In these influential pieces, Strawson presents a compelling natura-
listic approach to morality, a perspective that is inherently entwined with human nature
and emotions

Strawson rejects the conventional dichotomy of determinism and free will, asserting
that our practices of moral judgment are underpinned by our natural human responses of
attitudes and emotions, specifically “reactive attitudes” such as resentment, gratitude, and
forgiveness.' As R.J. Wallace remarks, Strawson’s approach focuses on the interpersonal
nature of these reactions, which form the bedrock of moral responsibility.>

In “Social Morality and Individual Ideal”, Strawson explores the necessity of a shared
social moral framework for human coexistence. He argues that while the framework is not
immutable, it is also not completely malleable to individual ideals. This implies a deli-
cate balance between societal expectations and personal ideals, a point further explored
by R. Forst.?

Basic provisions

Analysis and Reflections. Critics of Strawson’s perspective argue that it bypasses
the crux of moral responsibility which is whether an individual could have acted diffe-
rently in a given circumstance. However, advocates such as M. McKenna counter that
Strawson’s theory aligns with our natural disposition to attribute responsibility based on
displayed attitudes rather than hypothetical scenarios.*

Strawson’s approach helps unravel the intricate dynamics between society and in-
dividuals. While the traditional consequentialist and deontological theories (I. Kant)’
provide a guideline for moral actions,® Strawson emphasizes the inherent societal and
emotional dimensions that drive moral judgments.’

IStrawson P. Freedom and Resentment // Proceedings of the British Academy. 1962. Vol. 48. — P. 187-
211.

*Wallace R.J. The Argument from Resentment // Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society. 2007. Vol.
107 (1pt3). — P. 295-318.

*Forst R. Normativity and power: analyzing social orders of justification. Oxford University Press,
2017.

“McKenna M. Moral Responsibility, Manipulation Arguments, and History: Assessing the Resilience
of Nonbhistorical Compatibilism // The Journal of Ethics. 2012. Vol. 16 (2). — P. 145-174.

Kant 1. Groundwork for the metaphysics of morals. New York: Oxford University Press. Edited by
Thomas E. Hill & Arnulf Zweig, 2003.

%Singer P. Practical Ethics. Second edition. Cambridge University Press, 1993.

"Hieronymi P. The Force and Fairness of Blame // Philosophical Perspectives. 2004. Vol. 18. - P. 115-
148.
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The applicability of Strawson’s theory in real-life scenarios, such as criminal justice,
is examined by G. Watson who highlights the emphasis on reformative justice over retri-
butive measures.?

Strawson’s account also interplays with moral psychology, particularly with the theo-
ries on moral sentiments of philosophers like D. Hume?®, and recent empirical studies car-
ried out in the field (J. Greene'’; J. Haidt'"). The intersectionality of these ideas underlines
the significance of a multidisciplinary approach in understanding morality.

Strawson’s naturalistic theory of morality offers a fresh lens to interpret moral respon-
sibility, positing it as a complex interplay of societal norms, interpersonal relationships,
and emotional responses. It continues to incite debates among philosophers, lawyers,
and psychologists alike, underlining its timeless relevance and depth (D.K. Nelkin'?;
D. Pereboom'?).

While Strawson’s theory may not offer definitive answers to all moral quandaries such
as victim blaming, which we address hereinafter, it provides invaluable insights into our
shared moral experience as inherently social and emotional beings, reaffirming the rele-
vance of a naturalistic account of morality in our understanding of the human condition.

On victim blaming. The phenomenon of victim blaming is a prevalent social issue
wherein the victims of a crime or any wrongful act are held entirely or partially respon-
sible for the harm they’ve suffered. This paper seeks to explore this issue in the light of
Peter Strawson’s naturalistic account of morality.

Victim blaming can take many forms, ranging from casual remarks to systemic prac-
tices embedded in legal, societal, and institutional settings. While many researchers (W.
Ryan'¥; M. J. Lerner") have highlighted the detrimental effects of victim blaming, its
roots in the moral framework as articulated by Strawson provide a more profound under-
standing.

Materials and methods
During research the works of outstanding philosopher and theorist Peter Strawson,
as well as other scientific literature on the problems of theory and philosophy of law
were used. In paper research methods characteristic of analytical jurisprudence, including
those related to the use of methods of logical and linguistic analysis were used.

$Watson G. Responsibility and the Limits of Evil: Variations on a Strawsonian Theme // Perspectives
on Moral Responsibility. John Martin Fischer & Mark Ravizza (eds.). Cornell University Press, 1987. P.
—119-148.

’Hume D. A Treatise of Human Nature: Volume 1: Texts. Clarendon Hume Edition Series. Edited by
David Fate Norton & Mary J. Norton. Clarendon Press, 2011.

UGreene J. The secret joke of Kant’s soul // Moral Psychology. Vol. 3. MIT Press. W. Sinnott-Armstrong
(ed.),2007.-P. 35-117.

"Haidt J. The emotional dog and its rational tail: A social intuitionist approach to moral judgment //
Psychological Review. 2001. Vol. 108 (4). — P. 814-834.

2Nelkin D .K. Desert, Free Will, and Our Moral Responsibility Practices / The Journal of Ethics. 2019.
Vol. 23 (3). — P. 265-275.

BPereboom D. Living Without Free Will. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003.

“Ryan W. Blaming the Victim. New York, Pantheon Books, 1971.

BSLerner M.J. The Belief in a Just World: A Fundamental Delusion. Critical Issues in Social Justice.
Springer, 1980.
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Research results

1. Divine Will and Victim Blaming. Violence in the Archaic World

In many ancient cultures, the belief in divine determinism was paramount, often lead-
ing to the interpretation that victims were fated to suffer due to the will of the gods'®
(E. Dodds). This notion implies that the perpetrator is merely an instrument of divine
will, thus shifting blame onto the victim. W. Burkert posits that such an idea fundamen-
tally aligns the divine with the oppressor, a disturbing alignment that sustains the act of
victim blaming."”

The archaic world was characterized by a different interpretation of violence. Violence
was seen not merely as an aberration, but as a god-sanctioned, or at least god-tolerated
phenomenon (R. Girard).'® In such a context, the victim is seen not as a person wronged,
but as part of a divine scheme (J.-P. Vernant), further justifying victim blaming."

Archaic societies often revered violence as a divine tool of transformation and authori-
ty (M. Eliade).”® The physical act of violence was perceived as a manifestation of divine
intervention, often sanctifying the act and its aftermath.?' This sacralization of violence,
a peculiar cultural construct, normalized and justified violent actions.

In Archaic cultures, violent acts were often seen as tools of divine justice. Mythologies
across the globe depict gods using violence to uphold justice or maintain cosmic order.
The Greek myth of Zeus punishing Prometheus for stealing fire for humans is a classic
example. Here, violence was seen as necessary and just, ordained by divine authorities.

Violence also served as a means of power and control in Archaic societies. The Spar-
tan society’s militaristic culture, rooted in brutal training and harsh discipline, stands as
an example of this aspect. The celebration and institutionalization of violence helped
maintain the societal hierarchy and control over the populace.

Archaic cultures often displayed a concerning alignment of the divine with the per-
petrator, implying the victim was part of a divine scheme.” Victims of violence were
considered chosen by gods, suggesting a divine purpose or destiny in their suffering.
This perspective furthered the notion that violence was god-sanctioned, thereby negating
empathy for the victims.

The notion of sacrifice or being a victim is a recurrent theme in mythologies across
the globe. Prometheus, known in Greek mythology as the one who sacrificed his well-be-
ing to bring fire (knowledge) to mankind, is a prominent example. Additionally, lesser-
known tales like the Inuit myth of Sedna, who was sacrificed by her father and became
the goddess of marine animals, highlight that the concept of sacrifice always carries a

“Dodds E. The Greeks and the Irrational. University of California Press: Berkeley and Los Angeles,
1951.

""Burkert W. Homo Necans: The Anthropology of Ancient Greek Sacrificial Ritual and Myth.
University of California Press, 1986.

8Girard R. Violence and the Sacred. Continuum: NY, 1977.

YVernant J.-P. Myth and Society in Ancient Greece. Zone Books. 2nd Edition, 1990.

2Eliade M. Cosmos and History. The Myth of the Eternal Return. Princeton University Press, 1971.
2Girard R. Op. cit.

2Vernant J.-P. Op. cit.

Mpago v rocyaapcTso, Ne 1(98), 2023 19



OUJI0CO®UA NMPABA

purpose.” The act of sacrifice was seen as a necessary loss for a greater good.**

These mythological underpinnings of sacrifice being purposeful tie in with victim
blaming. The suffering of the victim is seen as a necessary precondition for a larger di-
vine or societal good.” The implication is that the victim’s suffering was ordained and
meant to serve a greater purpose, thereby justifying the harm they experienced.

Understanding the deep mythological roots of victim blaming provides a lens to cri-
tically examine this practice. The ancient notions of divine will, god-sanctioned violence,
and purposeful sacrifice offer insights into how victim blaming has been entrenched in
societal behavior. Nevertheless, it is imperative that we evolve beyond these archaic per-
spectives and cultivate a more empathetic and fairer stance towards victims.

2. Victim Blaming in the Light of Strawson’s Moral Framework

Strawson’s account posits that our moral judgements are inherently tied to our natu-
ral human responses of attitudes and emotions, specifically, “reactive attitudes” such as
resentment, gratitude, and forgiveness.? This framework can explain the phenomenon of
victim blaming. M.J. Lerner elucidates that victim blaming often arises from our natural,
albeit misguided, reactive attitudes — an attempt to maintain the illusion of a just world.?’

Further, Strawson’s argument for the necessity of a shared social moral framework
sheds light on how societal norms and biases influence our tendency to blame victims.**Bia-
ses ingrained in social norms, as critiqued by R. Forst,?” can distort our moral judgement,
leading to victim blaming.

The practice of blaming victims has deep roots in mythological narratives. In these
narratives, victims were often seen as necessary sacrifices for a greater good or subjected
to violence as a divine mandate. The fate of victims, hence, was considered justified, of-
ten shifting the blame away from the perpetrator and onto the victims.*

Moral responsibility, traditionally, is the obligation to act rightly and refrain from
acting wrongly.*' It encompasses both individual actions and their societal implications.
Therefore, in cases of violence, moral responsibility should ideally fall upon the perpetra-
tor. However, the practice of victim blaming disruptively shifts this responsibility.

The intersection of victim blaming and moral responsibility materializes when the
burden of preventing or enduring violent actions falls on potential victims rather than the
ones committing these actions. A mythologically reinforced belief that victims have a
role in their victimization allows this responsibility shift.*

»Bierhorst J. Doctor Coyote: A Native American Aesop’s Fables. Macmillan Publishing Company,
1987.

**Hubert H., Mauss M. Sacrifice, Its Nature and Function. The University of Chicago Press, 1964.

Campbell J. The hero with a thousand faces. The Collected Works of Joseph Campbell. New World
Library; Third edition, 2008.

2Strawson P. 1962. Op. cit.

YLerner M.J. Op. cit.

AStrawson P. Social Morality and Individual Ideal // Philosophy. 1961. Vol. 36 (136). —P. 1-17.
PForst R. Op. cit.

9Gigard R. Op. cit.

3Strawson P. 1962. Op. cit.

2Vernant J.-P. Op. cit.
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This intersection poses a serious challenge to societal justice. By blaming victims,
we subtly absolve perpetrators of their moral responsibility. Not only does this skewed
perspective undermine the suffering of the victims but also indirectly reinforces the cycle
of violence, thereby perpetuating societal harm.

Victim blaming and moral responsibility intersect in ways that disrupt societal ba-
lance and justice. Challenging and changing this deep-seated narrative requires under-
standing its origins and consciously reframing our perspectives. It is not an easy path, but
it is one that must be undertaken to promote empathy, justice, and a better understanding
of moral responsibility in society.

Exploring victim blaming within Strawson’s framework prompts a reassessment of
how we attribute moral responsibility. Strawson advocates a practical viewpoint where
moral responsibility attribution is based on the natural human propensity to respond to
others’ attitudes.* From this viewpoint, victim blaming could be seen as a misguided at-
tribution of responsibility driven by a desire to uphold societal norms or personal biases.**
Moreover, Strawson’s notion of moral responsibility based on reactive attitudes rather
than hypothetical scenarios lends a new perspective to victim blaming discourse.* It ur-
ges a focus on the attitudes displayed by the perpetrator rather than speculative debates
on the victim’s actions.

Strawson’s naturalistic account of morality provides a rich framework for understand-
ing the roots of victim blaming and prompts a critical reassessment of our reactive atti-
tudes and shared moral framework. In this way, Strawson’s perspective contributes to the
broader discourse on victim blaming and underscores the need for a continuous dialogue
to challenge harmful societal norms and promote empathy and understanding.

Ultimately, addressing victim blaming requires more than legal remedies; it requires
a deep understanding of our shared moral framework and a commitment to challenge the
ingrained biases and attitudes that perpetuate it. In this regard, Strawson’s naturalistic
account of morality provides a powerful tool for engaging with this critical social issue.

Discussion

Understanding the social dynamics of victim blaming, moral responsibility, and vio-
lence is crucial to disentangling the complexities of societal responses to violent inci-
dents. This paper brings together diverse strands of thought, exploring these phenome-
na’s roots in archaic mythologies and their impact on contemporary societies.

Victim blaming is not a contemporary construct; it dates back to mythological narra-
tives where victims were often seen as necessary sacrifices for the greater good or suffer-
ing due to divine dictates. These narratives shift the blame away from the perpetrators,
a legacy we still grapple with today. These patterns can be discerned from the myth of
Prometheus to lesser-known myths across the globe.

Moral responsibility is traditionally the obligation to act rightly and refrain from act-
ing wrongly. However, victim blaming disrupts this fundamental principle, subtly shift-
ing responsibility from perpetrators to victims.

Violence in the archaic world was often portrayed as pleasing to the gods. It served
as an instrument of divine retribution or as a ritualistic offering, making it a significant

3Wallace R.J. Op. cit.
*Hieronymi P. Op. cit.
3McKenna M. Op. cit.
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aspect of archaic societies. Victims were considered chosen by the gods, their suffering
destined, and any opposition was seen as defying the divine will.

The intersection of these three concepts presents a convoluted view of societal jus-
tice. Victim blaming allows the shifting of moral responsibility, creating an environment
conducive to violence.

The consequences of this intersection are profound. They not only undermine the
Justice system but also indirectly fuel the cycle of violence. The skewed perception per-
petuates societal harm, undermining the suffering of victims, and often prevents them
from seeking justice.

Conclusion

The naturalistic moral theory proposed by Peter F. Strawson offers a substantial
framework to better understand the link between morality and victim blaming. To grasp
this connection, we must first comprehend Strawson’s moral philosophy which centers on
our reactive attitudes and their role in shaping our moral judgments.

Strawson contends that our natural, emotional responses to the actions and attitudes
of others lay the groundwork for moral responsibility. By viewing our moral assessments
as an intrinsic part of our emotional lives, Strawson asserts a naturalistic approach to
morality, grounding it in our lived experiences and emotions such as resentment, grati-
tude, forgiveness, and blame. This perspective contrasts sharply with the more abstract,
principle-driven theories of morality which tend to view moral judgments as the result of
rational deliberation and decision-making.

Applying Strawson’s naturalistic moral theory to the issue of victim blaming brings
us to confront the emotional underpinnings of this phenomenon. We blame victims due to
a variety of emotions: fear of acknowledging our vulnerability to similar harms, discom-
fort at confronting injustice, and the desire to uphold societal norms or personal beliefs,
among others.

From Strawson’s perspective, these emotional reactions are not just incidental to our
moral judgments — they are the foundation of those judgments. They provide the impetus
for us to attribute responsibility, and when directed towards victims, they shape our im-
pulse to blame. As such, Strawson’s theory helps elucidate the emotional basis of victim
blaming.

Moreover, Strawson’s emphasis on the interplay of emotional responses and moral
judgments offers insights into how societies may begin to dismantle victim blaming.
By acknowledging the emotional roots of this practice, we can start to address them di-
rectly, challenging and changing our emotional responses to victims. Education, public
discourse, and narratives that elicit empathy for victims, for instance, could all contribute
to shifting societal attitudes and mitigating victim blaming.

Yet, understanding the emotional roots of victim blaming is just one part of the equa-
tion. Strawson’s theory also underscores the role of societal norms and expectations in
shaping our emotional responses. Hence, addressing victim blaming requires a broader
examination of social structures and cultural narratives that perpetuate harmful norms
and stereotypes.

Overall, Strawson’s naturalistic theory of morality serves as a potent lens through
which to investigate victim blaming, providing a framework to understand its emotional
underpinnings and societal roots. The challenge for future research and advocacy lies in
using this knowledge to foster societal attitudes and structures that support victims, rather
than blame them.
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Our understanding of morality and victim blaming, when viewed through the lens of
Strawson’s naturalistic moral theory, creates a compelling call to action: to strive for socie-
tal change, both at the emotional and structural level, to eradicate the pervasive problem
of victim blaming.

B.B.T'onuapos, 3.5 K., IBan ®paHko aTbIHAaFbl JIbBOB YITTHIK YHUBEPCUTETIHIH
KYKBIK Teopusicbl MeH ¢(uiiocopusicbl KadenapacbinbiH goueHTi (JIbBoB K., YKpa-
uHa): 2Kooipaenymini IIntep CTpPOCOHHBIH MOpaJbAbl HATYPAJIUCTIK Oarajaybl
TYPFBICBIHAH allbINTAY.

Ochbl Makana TakbIpblObIHbIH, 63ekmiaiei [Turep CTPOCOHHBIH HATYPATUCTIK MOpab-
IbIK, TEOPUSICHIHBIH, Ka31pri 3aMaHfbl KYKBIKTaHy MEH KYKbIK (puiocoduscbiHa dCepiH
XKETKIMKCI3 3epTTeyMEH OailJaHBICTBI. Byl JKaH-KaKTbl 3epTTeYy ITutep CTpOCOHHBIH,
MOpAb/bIK HATYPATUCTIK TEOPHSICHIH KO3FaIl, KIOIpIIeHY i I aI/IbIHTay KYObLIbICTAPbIH
JKOHE OHBIH €K TaMbIPIIAPIH MU(POJIOTMSUIBIK KOHTeKCTe 3epTTeifii. O CTpOCOHHBIH
HEeri3ri eHoeKTepiH OaranayaH 6acranabl, «bocTanabik neH peHi (1962) xkone «diey-
METTIK MOPaJIb >KoHe XeKe uaean» (1961), alaMHbIH 3MOLMOHANbI KAPbIM-KATHIHACHI MEH
MOpAJIL/IBIK, KayanKepIIiIiri KOFAMHBIH MOPAJIbAbIK, KYPbUTBIMBIHBIH, HET131HIe 3KaTKAHbIH
TY CIHJIIpei.

3epmmey makbipblobl KI0IpAEHYIIIHI ailbiNTay KYObUIbICHIH HETi3fey Ke3iHie Mo-
PaNb/IbIK, APrYMEHTTI KOJJJaHy TOCLIIEPiH YKOHE OHBIH, llIeKapallapblH TalflaylaH TYpPajbl.
Kymvicmoir, makcamor — >XK0IpJeHyIIHI Ka3ipri KOFamjiblK KaTblHACTap/a anbInTay-
JIbIH, e3Kenri MUoorusiiapMeH O6aiaHbIChIH TEOPUSUIbIK, TYPFbIIaH KapacThIpy, TEPEeH,
TYPaKThI OastHyiay Xi0iH Taby. TaKbipbinmuiH HaHabIbL OKY KOHE FBITLIMU dfie0UeTTep-
fie >KAOIPIICHY I Ka3ipri 3aMaHFbI KYKbIK (DIIOCO(ISIChIHAA albITay TypPaibl AU/
ePEeKILeJIiri Typallbl 3epTTeyJIepAiH 6OJIMaYLIHa KbUIMBICTBIK KYKBIKTBIH qmnocoq)m{nbm
Herisepi Typabl JISCTYpIli Mfiesinapyibl KailTa Kapay KaXeTTIriHe, acipece KylaijiblH
epki MeH K¥I[aI/IJ1bIH 30pJayllibIMEH KesiciMiHe ApXauKabIK KOFAM/Iapra eHreH CeHiMi
XKoOipNeHyIIIiHI aiibITay NapaUrMachbIHAA Kallaii KeleeTlHlHe 6aitnanbicTel. Benrimi
SKOHE TYCiHIKCI3 Mudrepe KypOaH/IbIK ATy YFbIMBIH 36pTTEN OThIPbII, JKYMBIC KypOaH-
IBIKTBIH MAKCaTTbl CUMATBHIH >KOHE OHBIH dJIEyMETTIK canjapbiH Kepcereni. CoHpaii-ak,
Makasajia apXaukaiblK, KOFaMiap/iarbl 30PJbIK-30MObUIBIKTHIH, (PUI0CO(USIIBIK, SKOHE MO-
JIEHU eJIIIeM/Iepi OfIaH 9pi GarasaHbII, 30PJIbIK-30MObUTLIKTBIH OCBIH/IAll KOHTEKCTE Kasai
KY/IAIIIBIK JIeTl CaHaJIFaHbIH Tasaijbl. 2KoGipiieHylliHI aiibInTay MEH MOpaNb/IbIK, 3Kayarl-
KepUIUTIKTIH ©3apa 6aiilaHbIChI, dcipece OJIap/iblH KOFaMJIbIK KATbIHACTAP MEH KYKBIKThHIK,
canara Kanail ocep eTEeTiHMIr 3epTTenefii. Jepmmey 20icmepi PETiHJle aHATMTUKAIIBIK,
KYKBIKTaHYyFa TOH SJIiICTEP, COHbIH, 11LIiH/E JIOTMKAJBIK, 3KOHE JIMHIBUCTUKAJIBIK, TAIIAY Sfli-
CTEPiH KOJJIaHyMeH OailIaHbICThI SIiICTEP, COH/AN-aK apHaiibl KYKBIKTBIK, 9flicTep (HOpMa-
TUBTIK TaJanTap/bl TYCIHAIPY/IH PECMU-KYKBIKTBIK 9/IiC1) KOJIIaHbUI/bI.

ZKyMbIc ocbl K@3KapacTapyibIH CUHTE31MeH asKTamnajbl, onapybiH [Tutep CTpOCOHHBIH
HATYPAJIMCTIK MOPAJb/bIK TEOPUSIChIH TYCIHYyJerl camiapbiH Kepcereni. Makanaga mMo-
panb, Xo01pJeHY1IIHI aAbINTAY >KOHE 9JIEYyMETTIK HOpMasap apachbIHarbl Ky p/eJi KaTbl-
HacTap TypaJsbl MarbIHAJbI TY>KbIPbIM/IAP YCIHBUIBIN, HET13/1eNe1l, Oy Teopusi Ka0ipJe-
HYLUIHI aibINTAY/IbIH TAOUFAThl MEH 9CEPIH TYCIHY/IEr] NaijanblIbFbIH KOPCETE]].

Tipex coe30ep: MOpaAAbObIH, HAMYPAAUCTIK MEOPUACHL, HIOIPAEHYUWIHI allbinmay,
30PAbLK-30MObLABIK, MOPAABLObIK HAYANKEPUIAIK, APXAUKAABIK KoaMoap, Mugoso2us,
ITumep CmpocoH.
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B.B.I'on4apos, K.10.H., 1oueHT Kadeapsi Teopun u pusocopuu npasa JIbBOBCKO-
ro HAMOHAJIBHOrO YHHBepcuTeTa umenn Visana ®@panko (r. JIbBoB, YKpanna): O0-
BHHEHMeE XXepPTBbI B CBeTe HaTypaaucTuyeckoi reopun mopanu Ilurepa Ctpocona.

AKmyaabHOCmb TeMbl HACTOSIILEN CTAaTbU OOYCJIOBJIEHA HEJOCTATOYHON M3yUYeHHO-
CTBIO BIIMSIHUSI HATYpATUCTHUECKON Teopun Mopaiiu [Turepa CTpocoHa Ha COBPEMEHHYIO
IOPUCTIPY/IEHLIMIO U (PUTOCO(DUIO MpaBa. DTO BCECTOPOHHEE UCCIIEIOBAHME 3aTParuBaeT
HATYpaIUCTUUECKyt0 Teoputo Mopaiu [Tutepa CtpocoHa, yriyounsisch B siBlIeHUs] 0OBU-
HEHUs! XKePTBbI U €ro J[peBHUE KOPHU B MU(POJIOTMUECKUX KOHTEKCTaX. OHO HAUMHAETCS C
OLIEHKM KJTH04eBbIX padoT CTpocoHa, «CBoboa n oouga» (1962) u «CoupanbHas Mopaib
Y VHMBUyalbHbIA upean» (1961), pazbscHss, Kak YeJ0BeUYeCKUe 3SMOLMOHAIbHbBIE OT-
HOLIEHUS] 1 MOpaJibHasi OTBETCTBEHHOCTD JIEXKAT B OCHOBE MOPAJIbHOM TKaHU OOIIIECTBA.

[Ipeomem uccae0osanus 3aKI0OYACTCS B aHAIM3E CIIOCOOOB yNOTPEOIeHUS] MOPaTb-
HOW apryMeHTAalluu U ee TPaHul] pu 000CHOBaHUM (hpeHOMEeHa OOBUHEHUS KePTBbI. [[eab
pabomul COCTOUT B TEOPETUUECKOM PACCMOTPEHUU CBSI3UM OOBUHEHUS XKEPTBbI B COBpe-
MEHHbBIX OOIIECTBEHHbIX OTHOILEHUSIX C IPEBHUMU MU(OIOTUsIMU, OOHAPY3KUBasi I1y60-
KYI0, YCTOMYMBYIO HAPPATUBHYIO HUTh. Hosusna memwvt 00yCIOBIEHA OTCYTCTBUEM B
yueOHOI 1 HayUHOU JUTepaType UCCIEOBAaHUI O criequ(UKe apryMeHTalul B OTHOIILIE-
HUM OOBMHEHUS XEPTBbl B COBpEMEHHOI (husiocoun npasa, HEOOXOAUMOCTBIO MEPeoc-
MbICJICHUS] TPAJVLIMOHHBIX Ufiel 0 (PUI0CO(PCKUX OCHOBAHUSIX YTOJIOBHOTO MpaBa, 0Co-
OEHHO O TOM, KaK Bepa B OOKECTBEHHYIO BOJIIO U corjiacue 00XKecTBa C HACUIIBLHUKOM,
BCTPOEHHOE B apXauyeckue OOIIecTBa, HAXOJUT OTpaXkKeHWe B MapajurMe OOBUHEHUS
KepTBbl. Mccnenysl nmoHsTHE KEPTBONPUHOLIEHUS] KaK B XOPOLIO M3BECTHBIX, TaK U B
MaJIOU3BECTHBIX MU(ax, paboTa OCBEILAET LieJeHANPABICHHbIN XapaKTep XKepTBEHHOCTU
U ee OOLIECTBeHHbIe MOCceCTBUS. TakkKe B CTaThe AOMOJHUTEIBHO OLEHUBAIOTCS (hu-
Jocopckre U KyJIbTypHble U3MEPEHUs] HACUIIUS B apXanyeckux oOllecTBax, pa3oupasi,
KaK HaCWIIMe CUMTAJIOCh OOXKECTBEHHbIM B TaKMX KOHTeKcTax. Mcciemyercs B3aumoc-
BsI3b OOBHMHEHUSI KEPTBbl 1 MOPAJILHON OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, OCOOEHHO KaK OHM BJIMSIIOT
Ha OOILECTBEHHbIE OTHOLICHUS U PaBOBYIO cepy. B kauecTBe memooos uccaedosanusn
NPUMEHSITUCh METOfIbl, XapaKTepHbIE JIJIsl aHATTMTUUYECKON FOPUCTIPY/ICHIUU, B TOM YKCTIe
CBSI3aHHbIE C MPUMEHEHUEM METOJIOB JIOTUYECKOr0 W JIMHIBUCTUUYECKOr0 aHA/In3a, a TaK-
Ke criequalibHble Fopurnueckue MeTofbl ((hopManbHO-IOPUMUECKUN METOJT TOJKOBAHUS
HOPMATUBHbBIX MPENUCAHNUI).

Pa6oTa 3akaHYMBaeTCsl CUHTE30M 3TUX B3IUIS/IOB, OTPasKasi X MOCIECTBUS JIJIsl TOHU-
MaHusl HaTypaucTruueckoi Teopun mopanu [Turepa Ctpocona. B ctatbe npefyioskeHbl u
000CHOBAHbI 3HAYMMbIE BbIBOJIbI O CJIOXKHBIX OTHOILIEHUSIX MEK/Ty MOPAJIbIO, OOBUHEHUEM
SKepTBbI U OOLLECTBEHHBIMA HOPMaMH, MOAUYEPKUBAsi NOJAE3HOCTb TEOPUM B TIOHMMAHUU
NPUPOJILI U BO3ACHCTBUSI OOBUHEHUS KEPTBBI.

Karouesvie caosa: Hamypaiucmuyeckas meopus Mopaa, 008UHEHUe Hepmavl, Ha-
cuaue, MOparbHas OMEEMCmMEeHHOCMb, apxauieckue obwecmaea, mugonozus, Ilumep
Cmpocon.
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