André Tournon (Paris: Imprimerie nationale Editions, 1998), I:388. “There iy
nothing so unsociable and sociable as man; the one by his vice, the other by his
nature,” “On Solitude,” Complete Essays, tr. M. A. Screech (London: Penguin
Books, 1991), p. 267.

3 See Anne-Robert-Jacques Turgot, Turgot on Progress, Sociology and Lo
nomics: A Philosophical Review of the Successive Advances of the Humuail
Mind, On Universal History [and] Reflections On the Formation and (/i
Distribution of Wealth. Translated, edited, and with an introd. by Ronald I
Meck (Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 1973). For a reccnl
defense of this idea in the Cold War context, see Diane R. Kunz, Guns il
Butter: America’s Cold War Economic Diplomacy (New York: The Free Prens,
1997).

4 Com)pare Hegel, Elements of the Philosophy of Right, ed. Allen W. Wood, (1.
H. B. Nisbet (Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 1991), §324.

5 “The fates lead the willing, drive the unwilling” (Seneca, Moral Epistles, 111),

6 Pauline Kleingeld, Fortschritt und Vernunft: Zur Geschichtsphilosopliv
Kants (Wiirzburg: Kénigshausen & Neumann, 1995), p. 215,
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primary idea is that of the rational agent as a self-governing being.
This is closely related to the equal dignity of all rational beings as
‘ends in themselves, deserving of respect in all rational actions. These
two values are combined in the conception of an ideal community, or
“realm of ends,” in which every rational being is a legislating member,
and in which all the ends of rational beings are to be combined in a
Mingle harmonious system as an object of striving by all of them. These
,’ nsic values, and their philosophical grounding, are articulated in
Ifant’s two principal foundational works in ethics: Groundwork for
lie Metaphysics of Morals (1785) and the Analytic of the Critique of
Practical Reason (1788).
Kant’s direct and acknowledged influence on the history of moral philo-
iphy rests almost exclusively on these two foundational writings in
thics. In Kant’s ethical thought, however, these fundamental values are
ieed in the context of what Kant calls an “empirical anthropology,” a
atinctive theory of human nature and the human condition. If Kant’s
poretical critique is about the limits of reason in its attempt to acquire
iwledge a priori, then his practical philosophy is about the proper
hitations of empirically conditioned reason — reason acting in the ser-
0 of non-rational desires (KpV 5:15-16). The basic Kantian contrast
ween “duty” and “inclination,” and between the a priori or “formal”
diple of morality and “material” principles based on our natural
tos, depend not only on the a priori foundations of Kant’s theory but
& on his theory of human nature. The historical basis of this crucial
pirical side of Kant’s ethical thought was discussed in the previous
ipter, He never developed the “practical anthropology” that he
L wan needed for a complete moral philosophy (G 4:388), but he did
e “anthropological” considerations in the reasonings through
he derived the system of juridical and ethical duties presented in
| worle on ethies, the Metaphysics of Morals (1797-8).
dition to the foundational worlks in ethics and the historical or
I writings, Kant also produced a number of writings in

Kant’s moral philosophy is grounded on several related values. Its
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Perhaps a theory whose fundamental value is the autonomy of reason
- and the dignity of rational beings can be expected to provide reasons not
to accept pleasure and expediency as sufficient grounds to lie or to
destroy one’s own rational nature. But it is hard to see how such values
could justify inflexible rules against lying or suicide, not to mention jus-
- tifying some of Kant’s other scandalous opinions. (Human dignity is also
seen as providing reasonable grounds for making exceptions to moral
rules against lying or suicide in certain cases.) Those who care about the
particular moral issues should look at Kant’s own reasoning from his
principles to his conclusions, but it should not be taken for granted that
Buch reasoning is valid, or that Kant’s views on particular moral issues
lecessarily represent a correct interpretation of the basic principles of
his moral theory.
One way of associating the inflexibility of some of Kant’s views with
Something fundamental to his moral theory is to see them as expressive
0l his idea that moral duties are “categorical imperatives.” Categorical
lmperatives are supposed to be unconditionally valid. Therefore, any
jrinciple that is seen as a categorical imperative (for example, ‘Do not
Iie’) must be viewed inflexibly as having no exceptions whatever. But
liis ridiculously fallacious argument rests on a very simple confusion.
Or Kant, a rational normative principle (or “imperative”) guiding our
Gtion is “categorical” if its validity is not conditional on having set
e end to which the action is to serve as a means. This does not entail,
iwever, that the validity of rules which, when they are valid, are categ-
{eal imperatives, cannot be conditional on particular circumstances,
that there cannot be grounds for making exceptions to a generally
i moral rule. When lying is wrong, according to Kant, its wrongness
0t conditional on whether some desirable end (such as human happi-
) 18 achieved by abstaining from lies. But it does not follow that there
ot be exceptions to the rule ‘Do not lie’ — that is, cases in which this
L I8 not in fact binding as a categorical imperative. How often such
ptions occur must be decided by looking at the derivation of the
tule ‘Do not lie’ from more basic Kantian principles, such as
every rational being as an end in itself,” and considering possible
(i which this more basic value might not require strict adherence
b rule, Kant treats exceptivae (exceptions to moral rules) as one of
elve fundamental categorics of practical reason (KpV 5:66), and
Wenty-odd “casuistical questions” that Kant raises about specific
W the Doctrine of Virtue deal mainly with cases in which there
Wiguably be exceptions to rules that hold generally, though not
willy,
te that Kant also regularly calls our attention to (and is highly
of) the huiman tendency to make exceptions of ourselves in the
bl rlen we expect others to follow, and to use the fact that

which he applies ethical principles. This includes not only the system of
duties in the Metaphysics of Morals but also works on politics and reli-
gion that constituted his chief output during the last decade in which he
wrote: An Answer to the Question: What Is Enlightenment? (1784),
What Does It Mean To Orient Oneself in Thinking? (1786), On the
Common Saying: That May Be Correct in Theory but It Is of No Use in
Practice (1793), Religion Within the Boundaries of Mere Reason (1794),
The End of All Things (1794), Toward Perpetual Peace (1795), On A
Presumed Right to Lie from Philanthropy (1797), and Conflict of th¢
Faculties (1798). One result of emphasizing Kant’s foundational writings
in ethics has been to neglect these writings and to give chief emphasis (0
Kant’s most formalistic statements of the moral principle, and to treal
the opposition of the motive of duty or reason to that of feeling or incling

tion as a consequence of Kant’s ethical ‘formalism’. In this chapter | will
be concerned to correct the misperceptions that have resulted from thin
misemphasis on Kant’s foundational writings in ethics and the negloct
of the larger context of writings on anthropology and applied cthics i1
which they need to be understood. For this reason, I will draw on Kant's
philosophy of history, discussed in the last chapter, to provide a contexl
in which the foundations of Kantian ethics should be understood.

Categorical imperatives and inflexible moral rules

But at the outset, some even more elementary sources of misundel
standing and resistance to Kant’s ethical theory should be dealt with
Kant notoriously held some very extreme (even repellent) positiong i
certain ethical issues. He held that murderers should always be put
death, that suicide is contrary to a strict duty to yourself, that el
intercourse is inherently degrading to our humanity, that magtuthutl
is an even more serious moral crime than suicide, that no disobedie
to duly constituted political authority is ever justifiable except when
authority orders you to do something that is in itself wrong, and he ¢
argued that lying for the purpose of adding to human welfare, even
save the life of an innocent person from a would-be murderer, (n ul
wrong.! It is not uncommon for unsympathetic interpreters to ¢x
ate Kant’s views on these matters, but even charitably interpreted
of his moral opinions on particular subjects scem inflexible ever ¢
point of inhumanity. Some of these views were idiosyneratic evin
own day, though most were certainly shared in his time far more
than they are now. If we wish to learn anything from, or about, |
moral theory (as distinct from merely providing ourselves with a
ible pretext for refusing to learn from it), then we need to anle abio
scandalous opinions whether they actually follow from the

principles contained in his mor theory. ik
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moral rules may sometimes have exceptions as a shabby excuse for fail-
ing to follow moral rules when we should follow them. Blflt'tlfle passagli:?
in which he says those things are surely not open to criticism onvthc
grounds of excessive inflexibility or inhume}nlty: For. Kgnt is sure'lliflrlgf 1
that people do often do this, and that th_em doing it is responsible for
much evil and much that is reprehensible in human conduct.

| practical anthropology

n the Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Mora]s‘, Kant .divides 1Cth—!(.ﬂ
I into two parts: the metaphysics of mqrals, consisting in nlljora 1;1 |'| |‘

ciples valid a priori for every rational being, anc‘l practzca].an? 1rop<‘) j:.,x.‘\(;
an empirical study of the human nature to Whlch the prmmﬁ es‘ lu &. 4
be applied (G 4:388). It is too seldom apprec1ated.that Kant t er]c. .llt i y
practical anthropology as a necessary part of Ctth.S, Wlthoqt wll) l‘gll, 3
his view, it would not be possible to specify d_etermmate dutlles.] ‘ el lm| :
this is because Kant never wrote a work specifically on pract1c§ ..lllll 1, i } :
pology, despite the fact that his lecturgs on anthropology, begu‘n in '
and continuing to the end of his teaching career, were the most popi

» I xram F
and the most frequently offered lecture course he gave. Kant’s Yulllllll.l‘
remarks about the present state of our sciences of human nature W

him to believe both that despite the importange of‘ this study, there ll
severe limitations on our capacity to treat it sment.lﬁcally, amllnl'mv (hal
the present state of the study of human nature is very I.W.?' (‘vlulj ‘
relation to its limited possibilities. It is also less often appr ’u,ullvu
it should be that when he finally came to writ§ a_Mei:aphy.\'u'.s' of ,,
at the very end of his career, Kant recast the dlsltlpctmn bglwurn
physics of morals’ and ‘practical anthropology_, 1ntggr:111‘nlg ’l 'lfv
ical ‘principles of application’ into ‘metaphysics of /I/“mn' n‘ v‘lu U
restricting ‘practical anthropology’ to the study of the “st ‘I|1](“l : 4Vll |
tions in human nature that hinder people or help them in fulfl
laws of a metaphysics of morals” (MS 6:217). .
The only approach to the study of human naturc that Kant wil
with confidence is to be found in his writings on Fhu philtmlphf
tory. As we saw in the last chapter, Kant's thesis is that s i
can be made theoretically intelligible to us only by finding b s
end, which is the full (hence temporally C.H(HL'HH) dcchltlmmmﬂ‘ A
ural predispositions of the human species (I 8:18), This Tl’l
belong to the conscious intentions ()llpcnplc, but s a natuen
by reflective judgment as a rcuulm fve n‘cllcu for mfl’xlmlli |
ligibility of the data to us (1 8117; ef, KU §§76-79, hiav 74 /
rational species, these proding Ntio _dﬂ not helong o 1
specimen but only ta th X i i
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ends which make human history intelligible must be collective ends of
the whole species through time, which individuals serve unintention-
ally and of which they can become conscious only through the philo-
sophical study of history (I 8:17-20).

This much already gives us enough to make two points controverting
common misunderstandings of Kantian ethics. First, it is not merely
oversimplified but fundamentally erroneous to represent Kant as having
a ‘timeless’ or ‘ahistorical’ conception of reason, and to see Hegel (for
example| as “correcting” it by introducing a “historical” conception
(this representation badly misreads Hegel too, but there is no time to go
into that here). Second, the thesis that human history is grounded on an
unconscious collective purposiveness, which is quite rightly associated

- with German Idealism and more specifically with Hegel, was already

fully present in the philosophy of Kant (though for him it was not to be

1egarded as a dogmatic principle of speculative metaphysics, but a regu-

lative principle of judgment, adopted because it is a necessary heuristic

“device for making the empirical facts of history intelligible to us).

A third point becomes clear when we look at Kant’s execution of his
(heoretical project in the Idea for a Universal History. Human nature
evelops in history chiefly through competitiveness; each individual
teks to “achieve a rank among his fellows, whom he cannot stand but
180 cannot leave alone” (I 8:21). The natural history of human reason is
herefore a process driven by people’s natural inclinations, behind which
itles a propensity to “self-conceit,” a desire to be superior to other ratio-
beings, hence to use them as mere means to one’s ends and to exempt
ienelf from general rules one wants others to obey. It is this thesis that
ulnds Kant’s famous (or notorious) suspicion of our empirical desires,
inelinations.
‘Ihe human being feels within himself a powerful counterweight to
ommands of duty, which reason represents to him as so deserving of
lghest respect - the counterweight of his needs and inclinations” (G
h). Kant's critics (beginning with Schiller, but including Hegel and
iless others down to the present day) read such remarks as the one
Yuoted in a shallow and shortsighted manner when they attribute
“ artificial metaphysical “dualism,” or to an unhealthy (stoical or
teal) hostility to “nature” or “the senses” or “the body.” As Kant
W (uite clear, the counterweight to reason and duty is nothing so
I, The opponent that respect for morality must overcome is always
Baneelt” (KpV 5:73), which arises not out of our animal nature but
it humanity or rationality (R 6:27). The enemy of morality within
0t “to be sought in our natural inclinations, which merely lack
e and openly display themselves unconcealed to everyone’s
e, bt fn rather as it were an invisible enemy, one who hides
aon and hence fnall the more dangerous” (R 6:57).

'
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Our ironic predicament, in Kant's view, is that the natural device of
social antagonism is required to develop our rational faculties, which
(like all human faculties) belong more to the species than the individual,
and show themselves chiefly through our capacity for self-criticism
through free communication with others (KrV A xi-xii, A738-739/
B766-767, O 8:144-146, KU 5:293-298). When reason develops, how:
ever, it recognizes a moral law whose fundamental value is the dignity
(or absolute, incomparable worth| of rational nature in every rational
being, hence the absolute equality of all rational beings (G 4:428-429,
435, MA 8:114, MS 6:314, 435-437, 462-466). Reason must therefore
turn against the very propensity in our nature that made it possible:
Kant therefore thinks that the most adequate conception of our humai
nature that we can form is a historical one, centered on the task of
converting ourselves from competitive and antagonistic beings intu
beings capable of uniting with one another on terms of mutual respect!
#\What is characteristic of the human species in comparison with
the idea of possible rational beings on earth is that nature has pul
in them the seed of discord, and willed that from it their own reanoi
should produce concord, or at least the constant approximation to i
(VA 7:322). Our destiny is to be engaged in an endless struggle betweei
#pature” and “culture,” whose object is the moral perfection of &
human character.

“Natural predispositions, since they were set up in a merc State
nature, suffer violation by progressing culture and also violate it, Uit
perfected art once more becomes nature, which is the ultimate goul
the moral vocation of the human race” (MA 8:117-118). Kant is no {
opposed than are his critics to understanding the aim of culture as
bringing our natural desires into harmony with the demands of 1@

His philosophy of history, however, gives him reason to think ,
this reconciliation will be an extremely long and difficult social p

It is not to be accomplished merely through a philosophical conve
by the adoption of more “healthy” (that is, more complacent
self-critical) attitudes toward our desires. Nor will it help to “go
dualisms” if that is a cuphemism for a state of denial concerning
that coming to terms with our nature (especially our corrupt
nature) will be an endless, painful historical task. -

il the fundamental principle of morality

ant’s aim in the Groundwork is to tgeek out and et

Kfundamcntal principle of morality” (G 4:392). In the I
of the Groundwork, Kant derive a fon
principle from what he

134

ethical t

rporal know-how he thinks every human being has just in being a ra-
tional moral agent. Kant’s chief aim here is to distinguish the principle
he derives from the kinds of principles that would be favored by moral
sense theorists and by those who would base morality on the conse-
quences of actions for human happiness. This attempt is not very suc-

- cessful, because Kant underestimates the extent to which the competing

f:heoretical standpoints are capable of alternative interpretations of the
issues and examples he discusses, yielding reactions to them that call
into question the responses he regards as self-evident. Thus the opening

- pages of‘ the Groundwork, especially its famous attempt to persuade us
that actions have moral worth only when they are done from duty, has

sleldom won converts to Kant’s theory and more often distracted atten-
tion from what is really important in Kant’s ethical theory. Kant is more
successful when he makes a second, more philosophically motivated
attempt to expound the moral principle in the Second Section.
- Kant thinks that if correct moral judgments are to constitute a
well-grounded and consistent whole, they must ultimately be derivable
om a single fundamental principle. But in the Second Section of the
roundwork, Kant considers this one principle from three different
tandpoints, and formulates it in three distinct ways. In two of the three
ses, he also presents a variant formulation that is supposed to bring
at formulation “closer to intuition” and make it easier to apply. The
tem of formulas can be summarized as follows: .

st formula:

UL The Formula. of Universal Law: “Act only in accordance with that
axim through which you can at the same time will that it become a uni-
sal law” (G 4:421; cf. 4:402);

Its variant,

The Formula of the Law of Nature: “Act as if the maxim of your
on were to become by your will a universal law of nature” (G 4:421; cf.
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nd formula;

I'he Formula of Humanity as End in Itself: “So act that you use
nity, whether in your own person or that of another, always at the
wtlme an an end, never merely as a means” (G 4:429; cf. 4:436).

Hormula:
wla of Autonomy: “. . the idea of the will of every rational

; 1l piving universal law” (G 4:431, cf. 4:432) or “Choose only in
mml ol your eholee are also included as universal

i of, 41432, 434, 438),




with its variant,

FRE The Formula of the Realm of Ends: “Act in accordance with the
maxims of a universally legislative member of a merely possible realm of
ends” (G 4:439; cf. 4:432, 437, 438).

FUL (and FLN) consider the principle of morality merely from the stand-
point of its form, FH considers it from the standpoint of the value which
rationally motivates our obedience to it, and FA (and FRE) consider i
from the standpoint of the ground of its authority.

The Formula of Universal Law

The earliest characterization of Kantian ethics adopted by his German
Idealist followers and critics was that Kantian ethics is “formalistic,”
The use of this epithet is due largely to the mistaken emphasis Kant's
readers place on the first formulation of the moral principle at the
expense of the other two formulations, whose aim is preciscly (0
complement and hence remedy any such “formalism.” From this fiiul
standpoint, however, the principle is what Kant calls a “categorical
imperative.” Kant’s terminology here is derived from the logic of his
day, but it can mislead us if we are not careful. An imperative is any
principle through which a rational agent constrains itself to act on llm
basis of objective grounds or reasons. An imperative is hypothetical Il
the rational constraint is conditional on the agent’s adoption ol il
optional end, and categorical if the constraint is not conditional in this

way. As long as some hold that all rationality is “only instrumental,” il -

is controversial whether there are (or could be) any categorical imperdt
ives. Kant’s procedure in the Groundwork is to assume provisionally
that there are, and to inquire, in the Second Section, what their prineip!
would have to be. Then in the Third Section Kant attempts to i
that as rational beings we must in effect presuppose that there are sl _
imperatives, which therefore establishes the validity of the formi {
derived provisionally in the Second Section. ‘
To say that an imperative is ‘categorical’ therefore means, onee gl
only that its bindingness is not conditional on our pursuit of some ¢
we have set independently of it. If there is a categorical imperative :
keep promises, this means only that the rational bindingness o s
keeping promises is not conditional on some further end to he aclies
through the keeping of promises (such as the self-interested henellis
derive from being able to make contracts with others), But it lluﬂl
imply that the obligation to keep promises might not be conditio /
other ways — for instance, that this obligation might cease (0 @
keeping the promise would somehow violate the dignity of
if we knew that the person prumlllim releane un from ¢

(=)
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if they knew of the unforeseen situation in which we find ourselves
when it comes time to keep it. When we have good and sufficient
grounds to make exceptions to a moral rule, this means only that the
rule (under those circumstances) no longer binds us categorically (or,
indeed, in any other way). Thus whether there are any moral rules at all
that hold without exceptions is not decided by accepting Kant’s claim
that all moral obligations involve categorical imperatives.

Because FUL is supposed to be derived from the very idea of a categor-
~ ical imperative, it is easy to fall into using the term “the Categorical
- Imperative” simply to refer to it. But this often leads to the unjustifiable
privileging of FUL as the principle definitive of Kant's theory, and the
consequent neglect of FH and FA. Kant regards his argument in the
Second Section of the Groundwork as an exposition of the principle of
morality, which passes through three stages and reaches completion

only at the end of a course of development. This ought to lead us to think
- 0f FUL as the starting point of the process. It is the most abstract, most
provisional, and (in that sense) the least adequate of the three formulas.
- And this thought turns out to be right; for it is FH, not FUL, which
I8 Kant’s formula of choice for applying the moral principle in the
Metaphysics of Morals, and it is FA, not FUL, which is used in
his attempt to establish the principle in the Third Section of the
Groundwork (and also in his somewhat different attempt to achieve the
iume goal in the Critique of Practical Reason). The same thought gets
tonfirmed in another way by Kant’s critics when, erroneously privi-
Bging FUL and virtually excluding FH and FA from their consider-
tion, they then accuse Kant’s theory of being satisfied with an “empty
Ormalism.” This charge, however, is an indictment less of Kant's

pory than of their own shortsighted reading of the Groundwork.
UL is derived from the mere concept of a categorical imperative in
b sense that it tells us simply to obey all “universal laws,” that is, prac-
| principles that apply necessarily to all rational beings. In order to
lée this a bit more informative, Kant includes in FUL a test on max-
W (subjective practical principles, formulating an agent’s policies or
tentions), which is supposed to determine which maxims conform
niversal laws. FUL says that a maxim violates a universal law if it
ot be willed as a universal law. FLN tries to bring this test closer to

ition by inviting us to imagine a system of nature of whose laws the
i s one, and asking us whether we can, without contradiction or
fHeting volitions, will to be a part of such a system of nature. After
Wi PUL and FLN, Kant attempts (I think prematurely and over-
uinly) to illustrate his moral principle by applying these tests to
Haxime, The maxims are chosen to be typical of the way an agent
it he tempted o violate o duty, and the four duties are selected accord-
anomy which has not yet been justified - nor have these

{
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Kant states this point quite explicitly: “If we now attend to ourselves
Il any transgression of duty, we find that we do not really will that
ir maxim should become a universal law, since that is impossible
or us, but that the opposite of our maxim should instead remain a
iversal law, only we take the liberty of making an exception to it for
lirselves (or for just this once) to the advantage of our inclination” (G
124). FUL and FLN are therefore best understood in light of Kant’s
ithropology and philosophy of history. Their point is to oppose our
hsociable propensity to self-conceit, which makes us want to see
itselves and our inclinations as privileged exceptions to laws we think
Il other rational beings should follow. These two formulas presuppose
it we have already identified “the opposite” of our immoral maxim as
eh alaw.

A even Kant’s earliest critics were quick to perceive, FUL and FLN by
tmsclves are inadequate to specify what these laws are. The result of
velling on this point (as if it were something Kant needed to deny), or
of attempting to dispute it (as many Kantians misguidedly do),
only to distract attention from Kant’s real aims in this discussion.
Ul more importantly, it draws attention away from the rest of his
Ivation of the supreme principle of morality in the rest of the Second
Hon of the Groundwork. For when he discusses these four examples,
It 18 not finished formulating his principle. On the contrary, he has
/ begun. He continues his development by arriving at two other
Hal thoughts, which, in addition to the concept of a categorical
wrative, are really crucial to his ethical theory, namely, the worth of
il nature as end in itself and autonomy of the will as the ground of
obligation.

duties yet been derived. Kant hopes he can show in each case the conclii
sion that the maxim violates FLN, thus giving a measure of intuitive
appeal to the abstract formulas he has presented. The first magim, aboul
suicide, violates a perfect duty to oneself. The second maxim, ahuiil
making false promises to get out of difficulty, violates a perfect duty EC'
others. The third maxim, of letting one’s talents rust, violates an impel
fect duty to oneself. The fourth maxim, of refusing help to those in noeth
violates an imperfect duty to others. : 4
Kant’s attempts to show that these four maxims violate the univernil
izability tests proposed in FLN have been an object of endless contin:
versy. Some of the controversies have to do with the fact lllml (l _
empirical premises Kant uses in the example are open to question) I
less edifying controversies have arisen from the obviously mistuk
thought that since Kant thinks the moral principle is a priori, he can
be using any empirical premises at all in applying it. »
Most of the controversies presuppose that Kant is proposing F'UL il
FLN as a wholly general test of maxims, or even as a universal decinl
procedure that is supposed to tell us how to act under any and all ¢
cumstances. Critics then devise maxims that are supposcd (o
an intuitively wrong result. Many of the resulting criticisms Invilk
misunderstandings of FLN, of the universalizability tests, or of ¢
conceptions involved in them, such as willing, willing something i
a universal law of nature, and of contradictions in volition. Buf
proposed counterexamples apparently do not. They show th.’@l LN W
not work as a universal moral decision procedure. Kant’s sclf-appoti
defenders, however, refuse to acknowledge this point. They seele (44
were the Holy Grail) for some interpretation of FLN according to
all proposed counterexamples fail because they can be shown (o 1
misinterpretations of the universalizability test.
Both the critics and the defenders here are wasting their thme, e ‘
Kant’s own application of the universalizability tests does not h \
aim both sides attribute to it. His intention is only to show how &
violations of specific duties (which he makes no attempt to derivi
these formulas) can be seen as cases of acting on a maxim one reeas
as opposed to what can be rationally willed as a universal law 7
rational beings. The point is not to propose a universal moral deg
procedure for all situations, all actions, and all maxims, but anly 14
trate how some of the moral duties we already recognize can e ¥
as expressing the spirit of the first and most abstract formuls Kl
been able to derive from the concept of a categorical imperative.
see how they express this spirit if we can look at some typleal | .
on which people may violate recognized duties, and see how | 10 have lrvespective of our desires (th()l'lgh Kant ho!ds that w'hen
ticular maxims involve maldng oneself an exception to mom his end on rational grounds, this will produce in us various
will to be universally followed, i hoan love for rational beings, and a desire to henefit them (MS

j ity as end in itself

her side of the charge of “formalism” is the complaint that the
1l conception of a categorical imperative is nonsensical because
ould be no conceivable reason or motive for an agent to obey such
Iple. Those who bring this charge have seldom even noticed that
W derivation of FH directly addresses this objection, by inquiring
the rational motive (Bewegungsgrund) for obedience to a categor-
Hperative (G 4:427). The first result of this inquiry is to establish
ieh o motive cannot be any desire or object of desire; the second
o argue that it can only be the objective worth of rational
rclec as an end in itself (G 4:428). Rational nature is an “end
{0 an “objective end”) because it is an end we are rationally

{

s,

othical theory

ethical theo!




6:401-402)). Rational nature is also an existing (or “self-sufficient”) end,
not an “end to be produced” (G 4:437). That is, it is not something we try
to bring about, but something already existing, whose worth provides us
with the reason for the sake of which we act. The value of rational nature
is ultimate, not based on any other value. Kant thinks that the argument
that something has this character can take only the form of showing
us that insofar as we set ends we regard as having objective value, wc
already regard the rational nature that set them as having value, and wc
are committed to regarding the same capacity in others in the same way
(G 4:428-429). ' .
Because the worth of rational nature as end in itself is to provide 4
rational ground for categorical imperatives, it cannot be something
whose value depends on contingencies about rational beings (such as the
degree to which they exercise their rational capacities). Rather, its valuc

must be whole and unconditional in every rational being, which entaily

that the worth of all rational beings is equal. Kant calls rational natur¢
(in any possible being) ‘humanity’ insofar as reason is used to set endu
of any kind; humanity is distinguished from ‘personality’, Wthh'ls the
rational capacity to be morally accountable. To say that “humanity” |u
the end in itself is to ascribe worth to all our permissible ends, whetliel
they are enjoined by morality or not.

Kant illustrates FH using the same four examples to which he carliol

tried to apply FLN. Few readers have appreciated the fact that the argu

ments from FH are much more straightforward and transparent thii

the earlier ones, and they even shed new light on the earlier arguments
Whatever objections one might raise to Kant’s arguments illustratl
FH, the claim that Kant’s formula is empty of practical consequencen |
far less plausible in the case of FH than in the case of FLN. When ki
turns to the derivation of ethical duties in the Metaphysics of Mot
Kant appeals only once to anything-like FUL, but well over a dog
times to FH. I submit that the reasons FUL and FLN have been treatudl
privileged formulations are two, both misguided. The first is simply |
Kant presents these formulas first, and critical discussions have dwelt
obsessively (and inconclusively) on them that the resulting issucs b
served as an obstacle to considering Kant’s overall argument, The &
ond reason is the prejudice that a moral philosopher must e t

to provide us with a universal algorithm, a clever device for generutl
conclusions about what to do in any and all circumstances by & ‘
admirably simple process of reasoning. FH obviously cannot da
since its application clearly depends on difficult judgments about

lar cases, where it is an issue whether we are or are not treating 1
nature as it ought to be treated. By contrast, FUL and FLN
(misjread as the sort of clever moral algorithms we were lon
(And then we can further exereine our own eleverness - at the
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our comprehension of Kant’s theory in the Groundwork — by attacking

- or defending the algorithms that result from these misreadings.] But let
- us put all this idle cleverness aside, and return to what Kant is actually
~ doing in the Second Section of the Groundwork.

- Autonomy and the realm of ends

- Once he has derived FH, Kant can put together the thought of a categor-
ical practical law and the thought of the rational will as a ground of value,
“deriving a new formula, “the idea of the will of every rational being as a
- Wwill giving universal law” (G 4:431). Although Kant’s followers as well
08 his critics tend to overemphasize the importance of FUL for his the-
01y, it is hard for anyone to deny that his most revolutionary thought in

oral philosophy is the idea that rational autonomy is the ground of
orality. In the Second and Third Sections of the Groundwork, Kant
imself states FA in a variety of ways, and his “universal formulations”
[ the moral law in the Groundwork (G 4:437), the Critique of Practical
¢ason (KpV 5:30), and the Metaphysics of Morals (MS 6:225) are all
iatements of FA (not of FUL, as they are often taken to be).2
As we have already noted, FUL and FLN contain only tests for the per-
Issibility of individual maxims. These tests presuppose that there are
Iversal moral laws grounding our duties, but no such law and no deter-
nhate positive duty (such as the duty never to commit suicide or posi-
ely to help others in need| can ever be derived from them. (The most
It universalizability tests permit us to show is, for example, that it is
ermissible to commit suicide on this one specific maxim.) FA, how-
1, tells us positively that every rational will is actually the legislator
entire system of such laws, hence that the duties prescribed by
¢ laws are binding on us. FA says of a plurality of maxims that they
tetively involve the positive volition that they (again considered col-
Ively) should actually be universal laws. The universalizability tests
ined in FUL and FLN provide no criterion for deciding which set of
ms, considered collectively, involves such an actual volition. (Nor
N Kant ever pretend that the thought experiments involved in the
xamples discussed at G 4:421-423 would ever be adequate to deter-
which maxims belong to this set. From Kant’s procedure in the
hysics of Morals, the most reasonable surmise is that he thinks
tovides the best criterion for that.)
targues that only autonomy of the rational will can be the ground
al obligation, 1f anything external to the rational will were the
of moral laws, then that would destroy their categorical charac-
they could be valid for the will only conditionally on some fur-
regarding this external source. (If happiness is the ground of
they are conditional on our willing happiness; if the ground

o i
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of moral laws is the will of God, then their obligatoriness is conditional
on our love or fear of God.) .

The idea of an entire system of moral laws legislated by our will leads
Kant to another idea: that of a “realm of ends” — that is, of an ideal com-
munity of all rational beings, which form a community because all their
ends harmonize into an interconnected system, united and .mutually
supporting one another as do the organs of a living thing in theu heathy
functioning. FRE tells us to act according to those principles which
would bring about such a system. If FH implies the equal.status of. all
rational beings, FRE implies that morally good conduct aims at elim-
inating conflict and competition between them, so t.hat each pursues
only those ends that can be brought into harmony with the ends of all

others.

Establishing the moral law

FA is used both in Kant’s deduction of the moral law in the Third S'ectionv
of the Groundwork, and in his alternative account in the Critique of
Practical Reason (KpV 5:28-33). Both involve the claim that the moral
law and freedom of the will reciprocally imply each other (G 4:447, KpV
5:29]). This claim rests on Kant’s conception of practical frcedom. an
a causality according to self-given (hence normative) laws: To tl\ll\l(
of myself as free is to think of myself as able to act agcordmg to, selfs
legislated principles. Kant has shown in the Second Section thatl if there
is a categorical imperative, then it can be formulated as FA, in ()}hcr
words, as a normative principle sclf-given by my rational will. Thus

if there is a moral law that is valid for me, it is s0 if and only if Tam (i
this sense) free. In the Groundwork, Kant argues that to regard oncnou
as making even theoretical judgments is to regard oneself as free, sinee
to judge (even on theoretical matters, such as the freedom of the willl

is to see oneself as following logical or epistemic norms. This mean
it would be self-refuting to judge that one is not free, and to reprenel
oneself as making this judgment on the basis of good reasons. This arjl
ment is not a theoretical proof that we are free, but it does show th
freedom is a necessary presupposition of any use of reason at k.ll [, and ¢
means that any use of reason at all commits one to the vulld!ty ol t
principle of morality as Kant has formulated it in the Second bcctl(m
the Groundwork. ;
Notice also that this entire line of argument is wh(.)llly independent
Kant’s (more controversial) idea that the causality of freedom n inee
patible with natural causality, and his inference from this idea thq :
can presuppose ourselves to be free only by regarding ourselves as
bers of an unknowable noumenal world (KrV ALAB-H58/B66
4:450-463, KpV 5:42-67, 95=106): One might ajres entireiy
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view that freedom and the moral law are presuppositions of reason while
holding, contrary to Kant, that our freedom (in the sense of our capacity
to act according to self-given rational norms) is a natural power we have
that is consistent with the operation of natural causal laws.

Notice finally that Kant’s conception of freedom as noumenal causal-
ity is explicitly a non-empirical conception, introduced only to solve a
metaphysical problem about how the claim that we are free does not
logically contradict the claim that our actions follow laws of natural
causality. This conception therefore has no implications whatever for
- the way human moral agency is to be conceived empirically. It is mis-
~ understood if it is treated as a metaphysical dogma about how our free-
dom operates. Kant’s own principles rule out the possibility of our ever
knowing anything about this. Kant’s conception of freedom as noumenal
- causality is not intended to rule in or out any empirical theory about the
historicity or empirical conditionedness of the development of human
~rational capacities or about our use of freedom in experience. If we infer
from it that Kant conceives of human freedom as ‘ahistorical’, or not
“gubject to variations with time and culture, then we not only draw
invalid inferences from what Kant holds but we also frequently arrive at
conclusions that directly contradict the actual theories of history and
empirical anthropology found in Kant’s own writings.

A

Il the metaphysical system of duties

caders of the Groundwork tend to emphasize FUL at the expense
of Kant’s later (hence better developed and more adequate) formu-
| N lations of the moral law. This leads them to a picture of how Kant
1inlks the moral law should be applied, a picture that involves formulat-
maxims and ratiocinating about whether they can be thought or
Iled as universal laws (or, following FLN, laws of nature). When Kant
nlly got around to writing the Metaphysics of Morals (for which the
wndwork, as its name implies, was intended merely to lay the foun-
{on), he provided a very different account of ordinary moral reasoning
n the one suggested by this picture.

ht and ethics

Metaphysics of Morals (Sitten) is divided into two main parts: the
10 Doctrine of Right (Rechtslehre), the second deals with “ethics”
k), which {s a Doctrine of Virtue (Tugendlehre). Right, which is the
ol the system of juridical duties, is concerned only with protecting
' freedom of individuals, and is indifferent to the incentives
it commands, The crucial difference between




ethics and right is that juridical dutie:s may b’e coerc1ve1ydenfii);cteﬁié
whereas ethical duties may not. The duties of ethzcs{ concerne ;;vut e
self-government of rational beings, not on.ly require facuonshich g
have to do with the ends people set and the incentives from w i
act. They should be complied with because our reason commai i
constrain ourselves to comply with them. No authority may rig

force us to comply with them.

Juridical duties
The basis of all juridical duties is the principle of right:

i i ing to
R: Any action is right if it can coexist with everyone’s frgedom acc}(l)rchngC ‘
a universal law, or if on its maxim the freedom of chomﬁ: of eal(:1 can( o
exist with everyone’s freedom in accordance with a universal law.

6:230; cf. TP 8:289-290)

R bears a superficial verbal similarity to EUL, but the d1ffe;enggs Erelivzltul::
it and all forms of the principle of morality are far more 31gr(111 (c “ .m
the similarities. R does not directly command us what to do 01rthlt 4
do). It tells us only what is right (recht) or externally 1ust1.) To saydar:h .‘ 3
act is “right” (i.e. externally just) is only to sa.lylf.that{ v Staljls n(){t|l.,
right, it may not be coercively prevented. “nght in this shensetlh ot
same as the notion of ‘right’ used in mgral philosophy (xg ere t Wli,i )
is distinguished from the ‘good’ and phllosophers try to figure out gcm.“
of them is based on the other). Right actions, in th(:,1 presen 1:, l‘hé
include only actions which, according to the stanq?rh set uf; Onyt -
principle R, should not be coercively prevented, even i t .eg‘T? o
to moral duty. This purely juridical standard of permls.s11 ili ;ff s
moral standard, but is determined by what a system of right (of ex

justice, as coercively enforced by a legitimate authority) demands in the
7

name of protecting external freedom according to universal law. "
R no doubt suggests (though it does not directly state) that right,

external freedom according to universal law, is something valuable, i il

we also have an ethical duty to limit ourselves to actions that are right
(i.e. that comply with our juridical duties)

Yet it is crucial to understanding R, and the notion of ‘right’ defined in
it, to be clear that such ethical duties are no part of R itself, or of the
juridical duties for which R serves as the principle. Both juridical and
cthical duties are forms of rational self-constraint, and in this way they
both fall under the heading of ‘“morals’ ( Sitten). But they are two distinct
parts of it. Kant places ‘right’ ahead of ‘ethics’ in his exposition as if to
emphasize that the two parts are distinct, and that duties of right is not
merely a subclass of ethical duties, just as R cannot be derived from FA
or FH or FUL, or any other formulation of the principle of morality. For
juridical duties the incentive may be moral, but it may equally be prud-
ential or (more often) something even more direct and reliable — namely,
the immediate fear of what a legal authority will do to us if we violate its
commands. An action fulfilling an ethical duty has greater moral merit
if it is performed from duty, but the incentive from which we perform a
right action makes no difference to its juridical rightness. We will have
more to say about ‘right’, and its difference from ‘ethics’, in chapter 9.

Ethical duties

- The Metaphysics of Morals conceives of ordinary moral reasoning as
deliberation based on the bearing on one’s action of one’s various ethical
 duties. The material of one’s ethical duty is constituted by “duties of
Virtue” or “ends that are also duties” (MS 6:382-391). In other words, for
Kant, ordinary moral reasoning is fundamentally teleological - it is rea-
Soning about what ends we are constrained by morality to pursue, and
the priorities among these ends we are required to observe.

Thus in the Groundwork’s four examples, what tells us most about
Moral reasoning as Kant’s theory presents it is not the formulation of
maxims or the use of a universalizability test, but instead the taxonomy
Il duties through which Kant organizes the examples. The basic divi-
Mon is between duties toward oneself and duties toward others. Within
litics toward oneself, Kant distinguishes perfect duties (those requiring
Ppecific actions or omissions, allowing for no latitude in the interests of

implies (though it does not assert) thz}t w/e.oug/ht tp C(Im{]n{? (r)lll(r:l&‘:r:':
to actions that have the property of being ‘right’. If we 10'(‘)'1( .u i v el
reasons for these implied theses, they are not.hard to fi nd. I |1L ‘V.I l‘I( ‘w"
attaches to actions that are externally right is also ()hv1.<| )u\f-x{ y .I‘II'() ::L .
sion of the principle of morality, as we can see most chl:’il‘ y 1. lW](,I tl‘.:wml"

FH. Respect for humanity requires granting pcop.lc the (:Xl‘LIll]l o
that is needed for a meaningful use of their C“!::.wl ty to q( |l enc H;{(Qt;dm
to reason. That is why Kant says that the “innate nu‘n ltn I v
which is the sole ground of all our rights, “belongs to cv;i"y 1;“11211%. ;
by virtue of his humanity” (MS§ 6:287). For this reason, Kan

helination so that failure to perform them is blameworthy) from imper-
et dutics (where one is required to set an end, but there is latitude
arding which actions one takes toward the end, and such actions are
flbritorious). Perfect duties to oneself are further divided into duties
Bward oneself as an animal being and as a moral being (MS 6:421-442).
iperfect duties toward oneself are divided into duties to seek natural
Hection (to cultivate one'’s powers) and duties to seek moral perfection
Wity of motivation and virtue) (MS 6:444-447). Duties toward others
subdivided into duties of loye (which correspond to imperfect duties)
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and duties of respect (which correspond to perfect duties) (MS 6:448).
Duties of love are further subdivided (MS 6:452), as are the vices of
hatred opposing these dutics (MS 6:458-461). Regarding duties of
respect, there is a subdivision only of the vices that oppose them [MS
6:465). Metaphysical duties of virtue are distinguished from duties
arising out of particular conditions of people or our relations to them.
Kant holds that there are many important duties of the latter sort, but
their detail falls outside a ‘metaphysics’ of morals, which deals only
with the application of the supreme principle of morality to human
nature in general (MS 6:468-474).

In the Groundwork, Kant tries (I think unsuccessfully) to relate the
distinction between perfect and imperfect duties on two kinds of univer-
salizability test involved in FLN (G 4:423-424). But he never claims that
the distinction itself could be grounded on FUL, nor does he ever even
try to relate FUL or FLN to the more basic distinction between dutics
between dutics to oneself and duties to others. Both distinctions, how:
ever, are quite casily explicated in terms of FH (cf. G 4:429-430).

A duty d is a duty toward (gegen) § if and only if Sis a rational being
and the requirement to comply with d is grounded on the requirement (0
respect humanity in the person of S. A duty is wide or imperfect (or, 1l
toward others, a duty of love] if the action promotes a duty of virtuc (an
end it is a duty to set); an act is required by a strict or perfect duty (or il
duty of respect to others) if the failure to perform it would amount to i
failure to set this obligatory end at all, or a failure to respect humanity as
an end in someone’s person. An act violates a perfect duty (or duty ol

respect) if it sets an end contrary to one of the ends it is our duty to set, 0

if it shows disrespect toward humanity in someone’s person (as by usin
the person as a mere means). Thus Kant’s own moral theory (as he act

ally presents it in the Metaphysics of Morals)is much better understao
in terms of FH than FUL or FLN. Corollary: attempts to construct
"Kantian’ moral theory using some interpretation of FUL as a univern
test on maxims, whatever their degree of success or failure as philosop
ical enterprises, seriously misrepresent the actual theory Kant himu

provides us.

Ends that are duties

Imperfect or wide duties should guide us in setting the ends of Tife, N
all ends need be duties or contrary to duty (some ends are merely peri
ible), but morally good people will include duties of virtue among
central ends that give their lives meaning, Kantian morality thus lea
a great deal of latitude in determining which ends to set and how

to do toward each end. The pursuit of our ends, once they have
decided upon, is constrained anly V i dutien, perfec

B
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ourselves and duties of respect to others. (In this respect, Kant’s theory
contrasts sharply with the terrifying rigorism of Fichte, who allows no
actions to be merely permissible: every possible act is either obligatory
or forbidden.?)
In Kant’s theory, the fundamental moral law is a categorical imperat-
- ive, that is, a principle binding on us irrespective of any ends we may
- have that are independent of the principle. But as Kant interprets the
- fundamental moral principle, one of the main things it does is command
us to set certain ends. (The ends are not presupposed by the principle as
- its ground, but rather they are grounded on it.) These ends, based on
the categorical imperative, are exceedingly important to the structure
of Kantian morality. For Kant, in fact, all ethical duties whatever are
grounded on ends. In that sense, Kant's theory of ethical duties is
entirely teleological, not at all deontological (at least if that term refers
to duties that are binding on us irrespective of any end we may have set).

My own perfection and the happiness of others

There are two kinds of ends that it is our duty to have: our own perfec-
tion and the happiness of others (MS 6:385). Kant’s clearest argument
that we are morally required to have these ends is probably found in
his discussion of the third and fourth examples he considers in the
(iroundwork, when he considers these examples in relation to FH. (FUL
d FLN can never be used to show that we have any positive duties, or
he duty to set any positive ends. The most it can show is that we may
not adopt maxims refusing on principle to set such ends or maxims
lopting contrary ends. But the imperative to treat ourselves and others
b ends in themselves might require us to set certain ends regarding our-
lves and others.) To treat myself as an end, I must in general honor and
‘omote my rational capacities to set ends and develop the skills useful
Murthering these ends. To treat others as ends, I must honor their
tlonal capacities to set ends, and I do this by promoting some of the
they set, the collective name for which is their ‘happiness’.

y do I'not have a duty to promote the perfection of others and my
happiness? I have no direct duty to promote my own happiness
use the concept of duty involves moral constraint, and prudential
Mon, quite apart from morality, constrains me to pursue my happi-
A But where imprudence expresses disrespect for myself or unhappi-
W in lileely to impair my capacity to follow principles of morality, I do
0 an indirect duty to promote my own happiness. What counts as the
leetion of another depends on that other’s choices of what ends to
L | eannot adopt ends for another, and have no right to constrain
Lo follow ends L have chosen for them. So I can have no direct duty
1ot thelr perfection, as distinet from my duty to promote the
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happiness of which their perfection, which they have adopted as an end,
is a part. In other words, my duties regarding others must respect their
right to choose for themselves what ends they will adopt and thereforc
what counts for them as their perfection. Kant’s point could, therefore,
be put this way: I do have a duty to promote my own happiness, but only
insofar as my happiness falls under the heading of my perfection; and
I do have a duty to promote the perfection of others, but only insofar as
it falls under the heading of their happiness.

The general formula for ethical duties is that an action is a perfect cth
ical duty if omitting it means refusing to set a morally required end, o1
setting an end contrary to a morally required one. The analogous perfect
ethical duties not to behave with contempt toward others, to defame,
mock, or ridicule them, would be based on the claim that such behavioi
involves an end contrary to morally required ends (MS 6:463-46H),
Kant’s theory of ethical duties is teleological, but it conceives of ol
pursuit of obligatory ends in a less restricted way than most consequeii
tialist theories do. Standard devices of prudential rationality, such i
summing and averaging, maximizing and satisficing, do not apply
directly to our moral reasoning about the ends that ground cthicil
duties. My duty to promote the happiness of others is not a duty to niis:
imize the collective happiness of others. It leaves me with quite a hil ol

latitude to decide whose happiness to promote, and which parts of thelt
happiness to promote. My duty to promote my own perfection is not i
duty to achieve any specific level of overall perfection, much less o duty
to make myself as perfect as I can possibly be. Kant’s theory leaven 1

to me to decide which talents to develop and how far to develop thes
Kant's theory gives us no reason even to reproach a person for belng les
virtuous or morally perfect than they might have been.
All duties of virtue are, in their concept, wide, imperfect, and s
orious duties (MS 6:390-391). I behave meritoriously insofar an I aek
promote an end falling under the concept of the required enda, I
deserve no blame for failing to promote the end on any given Oceast
and a forteriori no blame for not promoting it maximally. In peneril,
up to me to decide whose happiness to promote, and to whal d
Ethics allows me latitude or “play-room” (Spielraum) in decicig &
matters (MS 6:390). Thus moral agents themselves, as free agentsg
not the theory of moral principles or duties, are responsihle e
design of their individual life plans. #
Because the ends morality requires us to adopt are p,t'lu'l“nl It
ends and not specific ends, and because the requirement i 1o st
those kinds rather than to maximize any kind of good, a IKantian
of duties does not threaten to be inhumanly demanding o us,
sequentialist or utilitarian theorles af moral duty threaten (ol
point has seldom been appreciated, prabably because attentie
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zlzz;a;tzd f.rom it blylr som}i: of Kant’s infamously extreme opinions about
uties, such as the duty not to lie. But it i i
wﬁether Kant’s convictions about specific topics relejllvye gllci)liisftrlc());aﬁli:
:;elcal theory. In my opinion, Kant’s theory, if it is correctly understood
ms more vulnerable to the charge that it is too lax than to the cha /
Fhat 1t 18 too strict. The chief means Kant has for rebutting the ch -
is to. appegl to specific contexts of action, or to specific institutic?rgél:
relgtlonshlps in which we stand to others, to render our duties to thml
stricter and more precise. Kant’s chief idealist followers, Fichte aens
Hegel, correctly took this route, by relating ethical duties ,to a rati nl
social order and to the roles individuals are supposed to play in it o

Ethics as virtue

Tl.le title of Kant’s system of ethical duties is the “Doctrine of Virtue.”
Hls na’rlne for the .ol'Jligatory ends of pure practical reason is “duties .of
Xlrtue. In the Crz.tzque of Practical Reason, Kant describes “virtue” as
} n:aturally acquired faculty of a non-holy will” (KpV 5:33), or
hipecifically, as “the moral disposition in the struggle” (im kan,i fe,) 1&2“5
0i84). In the Metaphysics of Morals, virtue is characterized as ”tlljle y 1
:;rcélg’;lz )oflqa\l/[ hurlnan being’s will in tulfilling his duty” (MS glj(;g
b, 6. . oral strength” is an “aptitude” (Fertickei —
cltlflg and “a subjective perfection of fhe power( of ?}fﬁ? fzﬁlgzguig;?
O bligatory ends are called “duties of virtue” because virtue is re u d
adopt gnd pursue them. There is only a single fundamental dii P
on of virtue, but because the ends which it is our duty to ha -
lany, there are many different virtues (MS 6:383, 410). I can ha bl
itue and lack another if my commitment is strc/mg to. one bl'Ve e
il but weak to another. SR
IKant holds that we have a duty to cultivate feelings and inclinati
it harmonize with duty and to acquire a temperament sui‘cablleortls
nlity (MS 6:457). But he does not equate virtue with succe o
Hilling that duty (MS 6:409). Virtue is needed precisely to the estS i
L jood conduct is hard for us, since it consists in the strength w N enc;
perform a difficult task. A person might have a tem iramenee
pily constituted that their feelings and desires make dﬁt eaent 33
mant to do. Such a temperament is not virtue, but only m:;essvyirige
_oftcnynlcuvssu ty, ’]"l?c person may still be virtuous too, but virtue is a
Wby of character (of the active strength of rational maxims) f
Perament (of the feelings and desires we passively experiencel) g
s conception of virtue follows naturally from Kant’s the-o f
0 nature, litfl‘ according to this theory, in society our inclinatz o
Wenalons of competitive self-conceit, are inevitably a countreli
o the moral law, which requires strength to overcome it.
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Therefore, there can be no reliable fulﬁllm.ent .of duty Wilthout (vso‘nu"‘
degree of) virtue. The theory of ethical duties is callgd a Doctnncln
Virtue’ only because human nature is such that virtue is t.hfz fundanu;:-
tal presupposition of all reliable ethical conduct. In the 91v1hzed C(?lj( :
tion, where our feelings and desires are corrupted by social compet‘nf(‘m
and self-conceit, it would be not only dangerous, but blamably irrcu:
ponsible, to rely (as Hutcheson and Hume would have us do) solc]?l ;;n
non-rational feelings and empirical desires as the motives for morally

good conduct.
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?clg:oevjever, it remains puzzling to me how Kant could have H'Md what b il
his infamous essay on the right to lie, given some ot.hcr thn‘uu l,w HAYA |
the duty to tell the truth, when it applies and when it Llncn‘m t, Sue u |
note 2. Few who express condescension or horror at Kant’s fani iy | !
views about lying even seem to be aware of this pu zglc. .

2 With regard to the Critique of Practical Reason, this point !ulnw lewin i
both H.J. Paton, The Categorical Imperative (New Yurl‘(: | l|m'pm i u
p. 130, and Lewis White Beck, Commentary on Kant's (;r/lh]m! uﬁ
Reason (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960}, p. 122 and nu

3 See Fichte, System of Ethics, Melites Sdmmtliche Werks, o 1

(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, “? 1 6 40 200, 1

athical theo

Q Jan,deqa

the theory of taste

‘. I why a third ‘critique’?

he Critique of Pure Reason was foundational for the philosophical
contributions that make Kant’s work memorable for us. The
Critique of Practical Reason was an outgrowth of Kant’s work on a

ccond edition of this foundational work, and also of his attempts to
tlarify the foundations of practical philosophy as he had presented them

i the Groundwork. It is harder to say why Kant wrote the Critique of
e Power of Judgment, which, he says, brings his entire critical enter-
tise to an end (KU 5:170). His fundamental and clearly avowed purpose
Vs to bridge what he perceived to be a yawning gulf between the treat-
ents of theoretical and practical reason in his philosophy, and thereby
U unify his philosophical system. But exactly what his solution to this
ublem is supposed to be, or even what the problem itself is supposed to
(e matters of deep dispute among Kant scholars down to the present
/. In a study of this kind, I will avoid stating any opinion on these
Gitions. For any account I might give would be unavoidably contro-
Mlal, and there would be no space here to explain or defend it. (Perhaps
i be certain of drawing criticism from all sides, however, if I offer
- modest suggestion that from the standpoint of Kant’s enduring
Iosophical legacy, the dark issues surrounding the unity of the
Han system may all be of less interest than devoted Kant scholars
ly take them to be.)

part from this fundamental (if obscure) purpose, however, Kant’s
i his third and final Critique was also to address two topics that
ol great philosophical importance in his time, and to rein in some
0 things that were said about them that he thought violated the
| wtrictures his philosophy had put in place. The first such topic
bante, itw proper standards, and the implications of our experience of
Y lor metaphysics and morality. These were subjects with which
Ighteenth-century thought had been creatively occupied. The
lople waw natural teleology, its function in natural science, and
cationn for hoth morality and religious belief. The mechanistic
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