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ABSTRACT

It is our concern in the present thesis to consider the
problem of the interrelations of Kant's formulae of the
categorical imperative. Kant's commentators have argued
bewilderingly on the number of formulae of the categorical
imperative without coming to a settled conclusion. Our view
is that it is of little importance how manv formulae there
are in Kant's Groundwork; the important thing is to make
clear how these various formulae are related to each cother
and the reason wﬁy‘Kant brings in each formula.

t© the beginning of this thésis we point out that

Kant's Critical Philosophy has two basic assumptions. These
are: that human beings are finite, and that a valid dis-
tinction is to be made between Noumena and Phenomena. It
follows that we humans are not fully rational beings. We
are the possessors of both rational and sensuous natures
and have affinities not only with God and other rational
beings but also with animals. We are related to God because
we can make use of reason and can act rationally and
morally; and we are related to animals because we share

their sensuous natures and have desires and impulses. Kant
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tells us that he does not intend to offer a new principle of
morality but only a new formula. Owing to the finite nature
.of human beings, the supreme principle of morality appears

" . to us as a categorical‘imperative.
| Kanf does not give us only one formula of the categbfi—
. cal imperatiﬁe in his Groundwofk lnstead, he lists flve.
The flve formulae of the categorlcal 1mperat1ve are: The
formula of universal law.(fqrmula I), the formula of the law
of nature (formula II), the fbrmula pf the end in itself

" (formula III), the formula of au£onomf (fbrmulg V) aﬁd the
formula of the kingdom 6f4ends (formula V). After exaﬁinipg-
the formula of universal law we- clalm that this formula
states the very essence of moral maxlms. ‘Morally permiss-
1ble-?ax1ms must be necessary and unlversal, i;e;, they are
only acceptable if they can be prescribed as universal laws.
It is obvious that there is a close connection between for-
mula I . and formula II. Tﬁey~both share the common form of
universality and lawfulnesé; On the baéis that the uncon-
ditioned and absolute }éﬁ of morality has .no correspondipg
object in sensuous experience, the law of naturé serves as
the "typic" of universéi.law and provides a neéessary condi=-
tion for our moral maxims. However, formula II by itself
cannot be a sufflclent crlﬁerlon for moral maxims. Formula
IIT tells us the absqlute worth of humanity. Humanity so
far as it is capable of mqrality;has absolute vélue in

itself and is worthy of respect;_'Hence, we must treat

~
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ourselves and others never simply as means but also as ends
in themselves., Moreover, this formula also e?joins object~
ive ends which it is our duty to attain. By stating that
rational will must be subject to universal law and humanity
is worthy of respect, formulae I and III both supply the
criteria of ;ight action.

Pormula IV, or the formula of autonomy, is significantly
different from the previous formulae, It is the fundamental
presupposition of the possibility of morality. Without the
presupposition of freedom of the will, duty and rationality
are mere fantasies of the mind. Considered as the condition
of morality,~formula IV is the most important formula amongst
all.

Finally, we txy to show that formuld V iS'aléo different
from the previous formulae.. The formula of kingdom of ends
leads us to Kant's moral Ideal—a kingdom of ends. This
moral Ideal is possible through our own moral progress and
the development of history.

These consider;tions lead to the general conclusion of
the thesis which may be stated as follows: The interrela-
tions of Kant's formulae of the categorical imperative reveal
to ué a system of mo;al philosophy. Formulae I and III set
out the criteria of moral maxims., Formula II is served as
a "typic" of formula I but it itself cannot be a sufficient
criterion for moral maxims. Formula IV states the funda-

mental presupposition of morality under which all the
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.CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Despite the fact that two centuries have already passed
since the publication of Kant's Groundwork of the Metaphysic
of Morals in 1785, and despite the fact +hat so many commenta-
tors have worked on this little book, there still remains a
lot to be done. E.g., "What is the difference between Kant's
various formulations of the categorical imperative?" "What
is the significance of each formula to Kant's moral philosophy?™
"How are these formulae of the categorical imperative related
t+o each other?" Proper answers to these guestions are of vital
importance if we are to understand Kant's moral philosophy as
a whole. TFor this reason, in this essay, I will try to reach
a clear understanding -of the relations of Kant's various
formulae of the categorical imperative. I ﬁope this work will
at least help me to understand Kant's moral.philosophy in its
fullness.

Before I go on to the main work of this essay, it is
necesgsary to grasp the reason why the supreme principle of
morality appears to human beings as a categorical imperative.

The introduction is written for this very purpose.



1. Basic Assumptions of Kant's Critical Philosophy

Kant's Critical philosophy rests'upon two basic assump-
tions which must constantly be borne in miﬁd if we are to
ﬁndersténd his philosophy as‘a whole. These are:

a. The finiteness of human beings.

b. The'distinction between Noumena and Phenomena, ,
Once (a) is fully understodd, (b) can be derived from it,
Therefore (a) is more fundamental‘ﬁhan {b). The;e can be no
doubt that Kant emphasizes the finiteness of human beings in
his Critique of Pure Reason. For, according to Kant, all
human knowledge i; knowledge of appearances. It is beyond the
éapacitf of human reason .(i.e. theoretical reason) to have
knowled?e of what objects really are in theﬁselves. According
£o Kant, there are fwo sources of human knoﬁledge: sensibility
and understanding. "The capacity (receptivity) for receiving
represenfation through the mode in which we are aﬁfected by
ohjects, is entitled sensibility, anq it alone yields us in-
tuitinns; they are tﬁdught.fhrough the understanding, and from
the understanding arise concepts."1 Intuition and concepts

therefore constitute the elements of all our knowledge, so that

lc.p.R. B32-33=a19
All quotations and references from Immanual Kant's Critique
of Pure Reason are taken from Norman Kemp Smith's translation
" (New York: Macmillan 1965); references to the Critique are
given with the customary 'A' and 'B' for the first and second
editions, as in that translation.  Here it is written in
abbreviation as C.,P.R. - ' ‘ '
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neither concept without an intuition corresponding to them,
nor intuition without concepts can yield knowledge. With-
out sensibility no object can be given to us, without
understanding. no object would be thought. " Thoughts without
contents are empty, intuitions without concepts are blind.“2
Human nature is so, constituted that our intuition can never
be other than sensible, and apart from this, we possess ho
other kind of intuition, as e.g. intellectual intuition.
Kant explained this as follows:
The mode of infuiting in space and time need not
be limited to human sensibility. It may be that
" all finite, thinking beings necessarily agree
with man in this respect.... But however
universal this mode of sensibility may be, it
does not therefore cease to be sensibility. It
is derivative, not -original, and therefore not
an intellectual intuition.3
Thus we see that for Kant a finite being is a dependent being,
dependent in existence as well as in intuition, and intellec-
tual intuition cannot be ascribed to him. Intellectual inw-
tuition, then, would seem to belong only to the Primordial
infinite being, i.e. God. Kant holds that these two kinds
of intuition are distinct. Human beings who have sensible
‘intqition, know objects only as_ they appear to them,_ and

these appearances are called "phenomena". The primordial be-

ing, whose intuition is intellectuél, knows objecté as they

.
..........

— [

C.P.R. B75=A5l.

C.P.R. B712. . v 1.



are in themselves, and these objects are called “Noumena".4

| Kant's basic assumption about human limitations plays’a
very important part in his Epistemology. We can see that the
concept of Noumena is itself a limiting concept. It marks the
limits of the objective validity of human knowledge, and pre-
ventsius from thinking that our sensible intuition can give us
knowledge of things as they are in themselves. In this way it
tells us the scope of human knowledge.

So far we have discussed Kant's assumption'. about human
limitations from epistemological viewpoint, but this assump-
tion also operates in Kant's moral philosophy. It is to his
moral philosophy that we now‘turn.

In moral philosophy, we are not concerned with theoretical
knowledge of objects of the external world, but with action.
Humans act according to their will, which is not totally
blind, and is also ﬁot a fully rational will. Thus, for Kant,
the human will is different from a purely rational will and-

"also from a holy will. These differences will be explained
later. Xant holds that human will is under the limitations

of human conditions, where there exist unruly impulses and

4I£ is of interest that for Kant there are two meanings
for the word 'Noumena'. 'Noumena® is used in a positive
sense as when by 'Noumena' he means an object of intellec-
tual intuition. When by 'Noumena' he means that which is
not an object of sensible intuition, this is its negative
sense. AS we are now contrasting two kinds of intuition,
we are using the term in its positive sense. Vide C.P.R.
B306. '

[
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desires, subjective limitations and obstacles;5 these are im-
pediments of the finite heing who bears a human will, and
presuppose +the limitations of the imperfect nature of human

beings.

2. The Differences between Holy Will, Raticnal Will and

Human Will

Although human beings are subject to con&itions which
impose limitations, they are nonetheless also endowed with
reason, Through reason, one can control one's blind will,
impose a -constraint upan'all‘his inclinations, and determine

his will to act rationally, Through the constraints of reason

”

one's will can gradually become rational. However, human will
can never attain holiness. The holy will is only a practical

Ideal; it serves as a model toward which all finite rational

6

beings must strive, even though they cannot reach it. The

utmost that a human being can attain is "virtue", which is a

II7

"naturally acquired faculty"’' of a non-holy will, Here, we

>vide Gr., 397=8 | .
In the case of the Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, the
references are taken from H.J. Paton's translation.  (New York:
' Harper Torchbooks, 1974.)  Here is written in abbreviation as 'Gr'.

Svide c. Pr. R. 32 - .
References to the Critique of Practical Reason are taken from
L.W. Beck's translation. (Indianapolis: Liberal Arts Press,
1956.) It is referred to in abreviation as 'C. Pr. R.'. The
pagination refers to the page numbers in the Prussian Academy
edition as they appear in Beck's translation.

‘c.pr.r. 33, . '



must make clear Kant's distinction between a holy will, a
rational will and a human will.

A holy will, or what Kant sometimes called a "Divine
Will", is a perfect will, a completely good will; it unerr-
ingly wills what is good. Such a will does not have any in-.:
ternal obstacle to overcome, and no impediment in the form of
"subjective limitations and obstacles"™; every action according
to this will is void of constraint and springs spontaneously
from its own nature. A will of this kind.can never belongjto
a finite human being, but only to God. A human will is the
will of any finite human being, and it is composed of two
parts, rational and irrationa]..I When human inclinations and
desires take over the will, thé acts which issue from it are
irrational, and are without moral value whether they conform to
the moral law or not. When reason controls the human will,
this will then acts rationally. However, because we humans are
finite, our will can never become fully rational, and only a

divine being with a holy will has a fully rational will.
3. The Concept of Duty.

‘So far, we have made a clear distinction between the holy
will and human will. Our concern now is not with a holy will
which is perfect in all actions, but with a human will whose
actions can.be said to be morally good or morally evil. It is
of the utmost importance, for Xant, that actions which have

moral worth are not merely done from inclinations and desires, -
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but are done from duty. The concept of duty implies the pos-
sibility of conflict between inclinations, desires and what
is morally right. This idea of duty cannot be applied to an
infinite being, for His'will is holy and is absolutely good;
he has no inclination or desire to overcome. Actions which
flow from His will are in perfect purity, and it would be ab-
surd to speak of Him as doing his duty. But in finite rational
creatures, there are, e.g., certain human limitations and hin-
drances, the only possible experience of a good will is that
of a will which acts from duty. So the concept of duty puts
forth practical constraint, and it determines one to act for
the sake of duty. Kant expresses this as follows:

The action which is objectively practical according

to this law (i.e. the moral law) and excludes in-

clination from its determining ground is called

duty; and because of the exclusion, in the concept

of duty there is that of practical constraint, i.e.,

determination to action, however reluctantly they

may be done.8

Here, we must understand that whenever we act for the sake
of duty, there exists no inclination to impel us to do so; in
other words, action done from inclinations will not have moral
worth. This implies that we have to distinguish action which is
done for the sake of duty and action which is only accord with
duty: Kant indicates that some actions which spring from in-

clinations or purposes or self-interest are in conformity with

duty,9 but they are not done from duty and thus have no moral

..........

C.Pr.R, B0.

Yvide Gr., 397=9.



value. When one acts for the sake of duty, one is aware of
one's unruly impulses Which conflict with duty; and in one's
action duty is the determining factor of one's conduct. Al-
though ﬁorally good actions must be déne for the sake of duty,.’
i+ does not follow that actions cease to have ﬁoral value if
they are accompanied by pleasure ox even a desire for pleasure;
actions cease to have moral worth only if they are done for the
sake of pleasure or desire. Xant does not hold that pleasure
or desire can never accompany actions in which one is doing
one's duty.

Kant proceeds to say that "an action done from duty has its
moral worth, not in the purpose to be attained by it, but in the
maxim in accordance with which it is decided upon."lo This is
.central to Kant's moral philosophy, he rejects Utilitarianism
because it weighs the moral worth of an action by its outcome.
He holds that the moral value of an action does not depend on
results sought or attained, but depends on the occasion for the
agent's acting. It has moral worth in the case where he acts
from duty. If the purpose or outcome determines an action's
moral worth, we would not be able to distinguish actions which
spring from our inclinations from actioné which are done for the
sake of duty, and this will lead to moral confusion and will
distort the purity of morality.

So far, we have mentioned that moral action is action which

is done for the sake of duty, and an action done from duty has

Gr., 399=13.
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its moral worth, not in the purpose to be attained by it, but.
'in the .moral worth of the maxims which determined the will to
act. This will be more explicit if we consider this along with

Kant's third proposition of duty: "Duty is the necessity to
i1

act out of reverence for the law". Before we discuss this

proposition, we have to clarify éome of Kant's technical terms.
In moral philosophy, we are concerned with practical prin-
ciples of aétion; Kant states, as a personal belief, that humén
action is distinéﬁished from animal behaviour by the fact that
‘man can act in accordance with principles. He says "Everything
in nature works in accordance with laws. Only a rational being

has the power to act in accordance with hig idea of laws-——that

is, in éccordance with principles—and only so has he a will.“12

And, what is a principle? In Kant's terminology, it is a uni-
versal proposition which contains a general determination of
the will, There are subjective and objective principles. A
subjective principle is a érinciple on which a rational agent
does act. Accordingly, Kant states a maxim is a sgbjective

!
13 It is a purely personal principle,

principlg of volition;
and it may be good or. it may be bad, E.g., "I will lie in

order.to get myself out of embarrassment.”, "I will return the
borrowed books to the library." etc., these are personal maxims

. of our actionms. They are called subjective principles, or

- .
- - .

ler., 400=14.

126.., 412=36.

L¢r.. 400n=15n.
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maxims, because the cond;tion is regarded{by the subject as
valid only for his own will. This contrasts with what Kant
calls an objective principle which is valid for every rational
beingni Hence, it is one on which every rational agent would
necessarily act if reason had full control over his actions,
and therefore one on which he ought to act . if he is so irra-
tional as to be tempted to act otherwise. A2An objective prin-~
ciple remains objective whether we act on it or not, and only
when we act on this objec;ive principle can it also become
subjective.

Having explained Kan?‘s technical terms, we can now turn
back to the concept of duty. Kant says that aﬁ action has moral
worth only if the maxim oﬁ the action is to act for the sake of
duty. Maxims may or may not be in accord with the objective
laws of action. .E.g., acting on the maxim "I will lie in ordexr
to get myself out of an embarrassing situation." will not give
rise to a morally good acpion. Although he does not express
this clearly, it is nonetheless certain that Xant does hold
that a dutiful maxim must not aim solely at particular ¥esults.
Here again, we have to distinguish two kinds of maximg: mere
maxims and maxims which conform to the objective principle of
action. |

As we have seen, Kant holds that a rational human is not
purely a ratienal being. He may act on some maximg which are
only valid for himself and suitable for his situation, but, in
so far as he is rational, he may sometimes recognize some maxims

as not valid merely for himself but also as valid for all other
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rational beings as well. Tn the first case, what he acts upon
is a mere maxim, in the latter, it is a maxim and also an
objective principle of actién. Thus, there are for Kant two
kinds of maxims,-material and formal. Maxims based on per-
" sonal inclinations or desires which aim at the attainment of
certain results are calléd material maxims. Maxims which are
based on duty and do not aim solely at certain results are
called formal maxims. Since all actions are based on maxims,
we must understand that to have moral worth, an action must
conform with a formal maxim and not with a material maxim.
Kant puts .this more positively in his third proposition
of duty: "Duty is the necessity to act ou; of reverence for
the law." For this Paton substitutes another probosition:
"To act‘for the sake of duty is to act out of reverence for
the la;.fl4 This is! I think, less open to misﬁnderstandings
than’ Kant's formulation, and it says the same thing. To act
éccording to a formal maxiﬁ is to act out of reverence for
thellaw. Hence, the moral' law is a universal and objective

t

. law. Kant says that if our actions aim solely at certain re-
éults towafd which we are Enclined, then we do not act from
 reverence for the law, But an objective law is universal and
binding; when we recognize this law immediately and without

the mediation'of external influences on our senses,.this

creates strong feelings that we recogﬁizé as reverence for

the law.

14H.J._Paton: The Categorical Imperative. A Study in Kant's
Moral Philosophy (Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania
Press, 1971 ),p. 63..
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In orde;_to draw the present discussion to a close, we
can sum up Kant's account of the condept_of duty as follows:
In the case of finite rational beings, actions with moral
worth are actions which aﬁe done for the sake of duty. This
does not mean that an action's moral worth rests upon bring-
ing about certain results. An action done for the sake of duty
does not derive its moral &alue from results which the agent
seeks to attain, but only from the formal maxim upon which the
agent acts. In this sense, a formal maxim is identical to the
objective principle of action. For Kant, to act for the sake
of duty is the same as to act out of reverence for the moral
law which is binding upon us, or to act for the sake of the

law itself.’
4. Duty, Obligation and Spontaneity

Since desires and inclinations often stand against reason,
it is a plain fact that human beings do not always do what
would necessarily be done by a rational agent where reason has
full control over the passions. This is why Kant says that
"duty puts forth the practical constraint on human action. It
requires that we act in accord with the objective law of prac-
tical reason. The reverence we have for the moral law is not
a feeling connected with the satisfaction of our inclinations
or desires, but a feeling of humility before the objective

moral law when we compare the sensuous propensity of our
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nature with the purity of the law.15

All sﬁch moral motives as duty, reverence, and maxims as
well, can only be applied to finite beings. They all presup-
pose the limitatioﬁs and finiteness of . human nature, whose
subjéctive principles of action are not always in fuil accord
with the objective principles‘of-practical reason. This is
why we do not always act éisinterestedly. Thus "for men and
all rational finite creatures, the moral necessity is a con-
straint, an obligation". Kaﬁt says, "Every action based on
it [moral necessity] is to be considered as duty, and not as a
manner'of acting which we naturally favor sr which we some-

times might favor."16

This once more brings out Kant's con-
trast Setween a finite being who has rational will, and an
infiniFe being whose will is divine. For in a holy being,
there is .no questi&n of .duty or obligation, since every action
is done by His own perfect will and hence will always be good.
Obligation applies only to'beings whose will is potentialiy
good, but not hoiy. God's subjective inclinations always
‘conform with objective princiéles. 1'All He inclines to do is
perfectly good and flows freely and spontaneously from His

own essential rational nature. What finite beings can do is
attain a stage of moral goodnéss and virtue; but this does not
apply to God, since He‘does not by nature have sensﬁous inclin-

-

ations which conflict with pdre rational principles. Given

15yide c.Pr.r. 74.

16c . pr.r. 81.
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the foregoing, our concern will be mainly with the resistance
of finite beings to virtue, and with trying to set out the

criteria upon which to judge the moral worth of our actions.

5. Imperatives

If our wills were purely rational or holy, there would

be no question of command or obligation._ But, inasmuch_as___

our wills are not holy and are also_susceptible—to-special—

impulses and desires, the objective principle of practical_

._reasoh necessarily takes for us the form of an_imperative._

Practical reason commands us to overcome human desires and_ _

inclinations_which conflict with the objective principles

of practical reason.  As_Kant_says,-

If reason infallibly determines the will, then
in a being of this kind the actions which are
recognized to be objectively necessary are also
subjectively necessary—that is to say, the will
is then a power to choose only that which reason
independently of inclination recognizes to be
practically necessary, that is, to be good. But
if reason solely by itself is not sufficient to
determine the will; if the will is exposed also
to subjective conditions' (certain impulsions}
which do not always harmonize with the objective
ones; if, in a word, the will is not in itself
completely in accord with reason (as_actually. -
Jhappens in the case of men); then actions which_
.are_recognized to be objectively necessary are-
-subjectively contingent, dnd_the. determining—cf—

—~such_a_will in dccordance with objective laws. .
_is necessitation.i? B . iy

In other words, since human actions are not wholly guided by '

reason, the objective princiglg_;hug‘ggggssitates our will,
==

1ar., 412-3=36-7.
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or, as Kant later says, an objective principle appears as a

——

command of reason, or as an imperative, and commands us to

act as we ought to act. All imperatives are expressed by an

"ought" and thereby express the relation of the objective law

of reason to a will which is not necessarily determined by

SE SRS S

this law in virtue of its subjective constitution.

Bt C B - ——

Three kinds of imperatives apply to us as a result of
our human imperfections. Each appears as an objective prin-
ciple and obliges us to act because we are not perfectly
rational beings; Each of these three kinds of imperatives is
objectively valid, although they may not be valid uncondition-

ally. According to Kant, these three kinds of imperatives _

fall into two categdries: hypothetical and categorical impera-

f —

tives. While all imperatives aim at different kinds of good,

only the categorical imperative aims at actions which can be

said to be morally good in themselves. Other actions commanded
by practical reason may or may not be good without qualifica-
tion, but they all appear in some sense good.

Kant's distinction between the categorical and hypothet-

ical imperative requires more detailed discussion. Let us

therefore first consider hypothetical imperétives, A

hypothetical imperative has the following form: "If you wish

to attain x, then do y." The action commanded by this impera-—

tive has value solelvy as a means.to.some_further end. It will

never do good unconditionally. Hvpothetical imperatives

_themselves can be further classified “Mnto two.types:

ELEN Sy

1. problematic and, 2, assextoric, When the end is merely —
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_one that we might will, the actions performed have value sim-

ply as means to a certain end Kant calls these problematic

hypothetical imperatives, or_imperatives of skill. They are

called problematic because the ends sought will vary with

_different persons. They are called imperatives of skill be-

e P

cause the actions they en301n are good in the sense of being

skills useful to the attalnment of certaln ends Sc the

o e T

problematic imperative can be expressed as follows: Every

~rational agent, if he wills a certa;n_end ought to will the

————— = i e - e ——— e ——

action good as a means to this end. _Still, there is another

kind of hypothetical imperative. _When the end can be pre-

_supposed as actual in all rational beings by their very

e ————— n—

nature, the lmperatlve is called assertoric. It affirms that

every rational being has the purpose, by a natural necessity,

to further his own happiness. This imperative does not take

the form "If you will a certain end", it asserts that every

I

oy a4 - —

_.rational_agent.does._desire_happiness as_an_end.~So_this type .

of imperative would be expressed as follows: Every rational

agent does desire happlness as his very end, S0 he ought to

w1ll those good actions which are a means to this end. The

U b TR T S

latter kind of hypothetical imperative differs from the

_former kind in that the end is constant, while in_the_ former,

_the end #s flexible. These two _kinds of imperatives are

objectively valid for every rational agent and thus differ

from maxims which are valid only for each specific._ person-who-—
e T e L e

acts according to such maximg. 'Since beings like us do not

always will the means necessary to their ends, even when they
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know the means, the hypothetical imperative expresses a con-
straint of reason upon impulses; and sets before us a prin-
ciple of using the mosﬁ effective means to attain a certain
end. This is objectively valid for every rational agent

who seeks the end, but it is also a condition on the
rational agent who wants to seek the end., If there is a
rational agent who does not aim at this further end, of
course; the imperative cannot be applied to him. This, how-
ever, in no way means the hypothetical imperatives cease to
be objectively valid for every rational being.

~The above two kinds of imperatives, though objectively

valid for all rational agents, do not_appear to._be uncon-_
—
ditionally necessary fq;ﬂe}l_oﬁwghemhhsinqemmanymegq§_might

not be pursued.._ There remains another kind of imperative,

namely, the categorical imperative. To this, we shall now _

turn.,

Kant begins his discussion of the_categorical_imperative.

with the following comment:

Finally, there-is-an--imperative which, without

being based on, and conditioned by, any further
purpose . to B¢ attained~by @ certain liné ofcom=

TS rRL === o

_~duct, en301ns this conduct 1mnedlately ThlS

1mperat1ve 1s ‘categoricall L8

This imperative does not take the form of "If you wish to

RO S LR T T i A B T RS

attain x, then....", but commands "Do y" categorically. It

enjoins the action simply because that action ought to be

| U

done, qulte irrespective of the agent's 1nc11natlons or

- ——

18Gr., 416=43,
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desires, and this is determined directly by the objective

moral law. In other words, all actions enjoined by the cate-

gorlcal imperative are actions good in themsglves. They e I

e it

not good as means to any end, but are good as ends themselves,

and so it is our duty to do them. .Thus we can say they are

e ——
——— 18 !

morally good, good withoutgggalification, and are uncondition-

ally and necessarily binding on . all limited rational beings.

e S S G

Explicitly, we can state the categggica1ﬁympe:atlne‘&n~thrs

general form: Every rational agent ought to will the action...

which is good in itself. Since limited rational beings such

~as ourselves do not always act 1n morally good ways, practmcal

- .
—— i ——

reason expresses the moral law in the form of a categorical

—

imperative, and commands us to act morally and stand against

the inclinations and desires which conflict with what we

A e At ¢ S iy rn. M e i AT e =

Do b L S =

ought to do._ §;gggvghgswgqmm§ggﬂis universally binding on

T

all finite ratlonal beings, it differs from the hypothetical,

i e iy

e

1mperat1ve in being unconditional andvabsolute, 1ndependent

S i R

v [ S - T

. [

of any pathologlcal condltlons. For this _reason, Kant calls

— —— - e —— —— o

= — = e

thlS 1mperat1Ve an apodlctlc imperative, or the. lmperatlve of

- e — e e e a7 e et

-

morality.

bartald 4

As we have stated above, the hypothetical imperatives

exhibit the form "If you wish x, then do y," and the categor-
ical imperative exhibits the form "Do y". Now, if we confine
ourselves to the logical distinction between these two types
of imperative; there are éertainly difficulties in interpret-
ing Kant's thought. The problem is that there are imperatives

that are in the categorical form and yet do not bear any moral
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'_value,‘or in Xant's woids, are not "practicélly right". And
there also exist imperatives in the hypothetical form which .
are morally necessary and practically right.. As L.W. Beck

points out in his "Apodictic ihperatives“,l9

"Shut the door!"
is formally categoricai, while "If you are married, remain
faithful to youf'SPOUSe"'is férmally hyPothetical. Pre~

" sumably it would be possible to show that the latter is
"practically right" and is in séme_sensegawlaw; And ceﬁ—
tainly the former is not‘"praétically fight“, in the sense
required, if.we are tb‘régard i£=as a law; ‘it is at most
‘techn;éaily, and not morally, practical.. In the case of this
difficultj,'it is clear‘that thé term "categorical" in Kant's
phrase“"categoricai‘imperative" is mean£ to do more than
refer to the férm in which the imperatives is expressed..

' We have to ‘stress that the distinction between these two

. types of imperatives does. not résf on their grammatical forms,
but rather on their modality. The most important point is
that no imperative can‘Be morally'valid if it is directed to
somelfurther_end, and'oﬂly a moral imperative commands uncon-
ditionally regardless\of humanﬁdesixes and inclinations.
’Imperative ﬁndef*this.modaii;y‘is moral and ‘apodictic no
matter whether'it is formally .hypothetical or categorical.

For example: "If you are married, be faithful to ybur spouse"

-’ .
- e

l9_L.W. Beck: 'Apodictic Imperatives' in Foundations of the
Metaphyeics of Morals with critical essays edited by Robert
Paul Wolff (Indianapolis, N.Y., The Bobbs-Merriel Co., Inc.,
1968},P.135. < " .
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and "Be honest" are moral imperatives, although they appear
in different forms.

Having made this observation,‘we will now confine our-
'selves to the categorical imperative which is "practically
right"; that is, to the moral imperative, as this is thé tar-

get of this essay.
6. The Categorical Imperative

The categorical imperative.is the only kind_of.imperative--

that directs us to moral living; hypothetical imperatives

[

P m —Feoa e s

- in so far as they are concerned with the satisfaction of |

desired ends, do_not direct us to: live morally. The categor-

ical imperative is not limited by the condition that some
particular end .is to be fulfilled, it enjoins the action
simply because i£ is our duty to so act, because, i.e., the
action is good in itself. We can say that it commands actions
in a purely a priori way, underived from any particular?desires
or inclinations for a particular end. Thus, the categorical
imperative states that every rational being ought to will the

action that is good in itself. _But, how is such a categorical

imperative possible? How can we assure ourselves that human

——————

beings have the ability to act according to the command? Here
we- come to the core problem of Kant's moral philosophy. It
deals with the concept of freedom and of :the a pri;ri syn-
thetic connection- between the rational being and his actions.

This will be‘'discussed more fully in .later chapters.
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From the concept of the categorical imperative, Kant
proceeds to discover the formula of the categorical impera-
tive. He describes his task in the following passage: .

In this task we wish first to enguire whether

perhaps the mere concept of a categorical im-

perative may not also provide us with the

formula containing the only proposition that

can be a categorical imperative.

Hence, from the concept of a categorical imperative, from the

concept that an action is unconditionally and abidingly

commanded, there emerges the formula 2ﬁ the categorical im-

perative. However, two paragrae?;xafter the above citation,
,—'———-—-'—"—'-_.
—_-_-_'_"‘M___‘

e e VL

categorical imperative". He says, "There is therefore only

e 3 e e . e TarSune ey

a single categorical_ imperative, and it is this: 'Act only on __

that maxim through which youn can _at_the same tlme will that

—— v e e —— e e gty
r ll21

it should_become“a_unlversal law. This is, in fact, a

formula, a formula in which the terms "maxim" and "law" are
‘variables. For the present, it will be necessary to distin-
guish between the categorical imperative as .the formula and
the categorical imperative as a particular command of reason.
Whereas the latter sets out the particular kind of action
‘commanded by reason, e.g. "Do not commit adultery”, "do not
steal", "preserve one's life", etc.; the former does not con-
cern eny.action in particular, but simply gives us a form,

expresses the characteristics which are common to every

20Gr., 420=51.

2lar., 421=52.
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particular imperative. This differencg‘is clearly noted by
C.D. Broad,22 as he calls a particular categorical imperative
a first-order principle, and the formula of the categoriéal
imperative a<second—order‘prihciple which states the necess-
ary and sufficient conditions. that must be fulfilled by any
particular categorical impérative.» Thus, the formula of the
categorical imperative [second-order principle] sets out a
criterion for particular catggorical imperétives [first-order
principle.] An imperative which is practlcally rlght must b be

one that commands an action whlch is motlvated by a maxlm that

S I,

fits the formula. .This means 1t must satlsfy the criterion of

[ S

the formula in deciding whether it is moral;y_gppdugp not. If

we can always test our maxims by means of this - formula, then

.

we will be able to act without going astray, and we will be
able to live a moral life.

Before proceeding to discuss the formula of the categor-
ical imperative .in more detail, we will now sum up the results

-

of this chapter in a few words. _According to-Kant,-we.must
. LT et -

recognize that man is partly sénsugﬁa_ggg partly rational, and

as a partially rational'being he differs from a wholly rational

=

being such as God. -The moral law, which is objective_ and

unconditional, appears to a fully rational being (infinite

being)gas a subjective principle .of action. In Him, sub~-

jective inclinatigns_are_identical with objectively valid

22 Vide C.D. Broad, Five Types of Ethical Theory (London,
Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd., 1967), pp.121-122.
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principles. But in the case of human beings, an uncondition=
— i

ally binding, objective principle is one we necessarily obey

if reason has complete control over our desires and inclin- -
L &

ations. It is one we ought to obey when we are tempted by
aLlons

desires which are part of our human disposition. Thus, the
moral law, the unconditionally binding and objective prin-
ciple,appears as a categorical imperative which commands us

to do our duty. A categorical imperative differs from a

——

hypothetical imperative in that it is a principle that can be

applied unconditionally to all rational beings. Hence from

.the concept of duty and the concept of the categorical imper-

=T —

ative, Kant derives the _formula_of_ the_ categorical imperative:

—te

:&EEAonly on that maxim through which you can at the same time

will that it should become a universal law." It is the

T st e P T

different formpng;gﬁw;hgggagggorical imgerative that we

shall be examining in the, following chapters. .

L)
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CHAPTER IIX

THE FORMULAE OF THE CATEGORICAIL IMPERATIVE

In the first chapter, we have already stated one formula-
tion of the principle of the categorical imperative. . However,
Kant does not content himself with giving only one formula.
Having set aside the single categorical imperative in the
form: "Act only on that maxim through which you can at the
same time will that it should become a universél law.", he
immediately proceeds to state other formulatiéns of the cate-
gorical imperative. Commentators have disagreed about the
exact number of formulae developed by Kant. H.J, Paton has
claimed that there are five formulae, which he has named and
numbered as the following:l

(a): Formula I or the Formula of Universal Law:

Act only on that maxim through which you can
at the same time will that it should become

a universal law,

Formula Ia or the Formula of the Law of Nature:
Act as if the maxim of vour action were to
become through your will a universal law of
nature,

(b)

(c): Formula II or the Formula of the End in Itself:
So act as to use humanity, both in your own
person and in the person of every other,
always at the same time as an end, never
i simply as a means.

(d): Formula IIT or the Formula of Autonomny:
So act that your will can regard itself at the
same time as making universal law through its
maxim.,

lPaton, The Categorical Imperative, p. 129.
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Formula IIIa or the Formula of the Kingdom of
Ends: So act as if you were always through
your maxim a law-making member in the universal
kingdom of ends.

(e)

This system of numeration, according to Paton, is intended to
bring out the special connections between different formulae
and to conform, as far as possible, to the view that there are
three main formulae,z apd two sub-formulae.

C.D. ﬁroad, on the othef hand, holds that there are only
three formulae, namely, the formula of universal law, the
formula of the end in itself, and the formula of Autonomy, and
insist§ that the three formulae are not logically equivalent
to each otﬁer.3

A.R.C. Duncan, being unsatisfied with Paton's system of
numeration, claims that there are four formulae and not more
than four, and elucidétes-a possible historical reason why

there should be four. He says that there is a general form-

ula for the categorical imperative,

(1}: "Act only on that maxim whereby you canst at the
same time will that it should become universal
law. ", ’ \

‘and three subsidiary formulae. The first subsidiary formula

is:
(2): "Act as if the maxim of thy action were to become
by thy will a universal law of nature.”

2Paton, Ibid.

3Broad, Five Types of Ethical Theory, pp.l31-132.
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]

This is the formula of the Law of Nature. The second sub-—
sidiary formula is:

(3): "So act as to treat humanity, whether in thine
own person or in that of any other, in every
case as an end, and never as a means only."

This is the formula of the End in Itself. The third sub-
sidiary formula is:

(4): "Hence follows the third practical principle of
the will, which is the ultimate condition of its
harmony with the universal practical reason,
namely, the idea of the will of every rational
being as a universally legislative will."
This is the formula of Autonomy.4 In addition, Duncan regards
the formula of the Kingdom of Ends as only a different wording
of the formula of Autonomy.5
In view of this bewildering range of opinion on ithe num-
ber of formulae of fhe categorical imperative, ;t would no
doubt be wise for us to adopt Paton's exhaustive enumeration
and treat each formula separately, and attempt to make clear
how these variopg formulae are related +o each other before
we come to a conclusion about how many such distinct formulae
there in fact are. Thus, @ the decision on such questions as
how many formulae Kant intended to offer, or whether there
exists any formula superior to any others, will only be
treated in the last chapter of this essay. The chapters

which immediately follow are mainly concerned with the various

formulations of the categorical imperative.

4Duncan,.A.R.C'., Practical -Reason and.Morality. . (Toronto
and New York, Thomas Nelson & Sons Ltd., 1957), p.173.

>Ibid., p.174.
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CHAPTER III ;
THE FORMULA OF THE UNIVERSAL LAW
- —Act only on that maxim through which you can at the same

time will that it should become a universal law.

It is clear that Kaﬂt claims pure reason has not only
a theoretical function, but a practical use as well. Reason
in its practical application is concerned with the produc=-
tion of moral choices or decisions in accordance with the
law which proceeds from itself. In other words, through
practical reason, we recognize the moral law to.which the
maxims of our objectively correct actions must conform. As
we have stated ébove, owing to the double nature of our being,
our actions are not exclusively determined by reason. They
are guided by our pure practical reason, but they are also
affected by our inclinations. It is this aspect of our
nature that distinguishes us from a holy being. As humans,
we do not spontaneously act in conformity with the moral law.
Cur actions will not, therefore, coincide with the éctions
of é holy being. Therefore when through pure practical
reason we become aware of the universality of the moral law,
we are nevertheless obliged to reétrict ourselves and act
under the command of the supreme moral law. Hence, the moral

law is regarded as a presgriptive law of our sensuously
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affected and temptable being. But the morél law is not taken
by itself, only a prescriptive law; it is also a law which
describes how a perfectly rational being would inevitably
act. That we come to regard the moral law as subjecting us
to an unconditional (categorical) imperative is not due to
_the nature of the law as such. The moral law takes the form
of a prescription because human nature is so structured that
human beings are partly sensuous and partly rational. If we
were iﬁcapable of being tempted, we would not regard the
moral law as a law which is binding upon us. If we were not
partly rational beings, we would not come to apprehend the
universality of the moral law. Because human beings have
desires and inclinations in addition to the capacity for
reason, they realize that they are not holy beings. The
moral law, which for the will of -a holy being is a law of
holineés, is for the will of a finite rational being a law
of duty, a law of moral constraint. It is thus that the
moral law appears as a categorical imperative, commanding
and offering us a necessary and sufficient criterion by which
every subjective principle of action has to be tésted and
judged before it can rightly be accepted and acted upon.
Kant's first formulation of the categorical imperative
runs as follows: "Act only on that maxim through which you
can at the same time will that it should become a universal
law." -Before we discuss this specific statement, it will be

useful to give a fuller account of Kant's concept. of "maxim".
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1. Maxims: formal and material.

Kant defines maxim in two places in thé Groundwork, 1In
one passage he saysltha; it "is fhe subjective principle of
a vblition,“l and as "a subjective principle of action...[it]
contains a practical rule deéermined by reason in accordance
with the conditicns of the subject (often his ignorance or
again his inciinations); it is thus a principle on which the
subject acts."2 Also, in‘his_Lectures on Ethics, Kant states
that "a maxim is a subjective law in accordance with. which
we actually do act."3. From these passages one can see in
what ways Kant thinks human behaviour differs from that of
animals. Animal behaviour takes place strictly according to
"laws of nature", that is, in accordance with psychological
and‘pﬁysiological'laws, where thére are set résponses to
given stimuli. Although human beings also act in accord
with laws of nature and méy sometimes be presumed to be
entirely under thg control of natural impulses and blind
drives, nevertheless human naﬁure_is always in some respects
"rational"™. A human being has the ability to act according
to his conceétiﬁn of law, i.e. to principles, éithep subject-

ive or objeciive. Only a' being who is capable of adopting

1
2 :
Gr., 421n=51n. :

Gr.; 400n=15n.

31mmanuél Kant: Lectures on Ethies, Translated by Louis
Infield,( New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1963), p.43.



30.

maxims, i.e. acting on principles, can be moral or immoral.
Were there a being who lives a life only of instinct 'and
impulse, he would lose his dignity and turn himself into a
beast. Rational beings, and this, as far as we know, means
only the species of man, can act rationally according to
laws. It 1s this capacity which, according to Xant form

the basis of our worth or humanity. That is why Kant insists
that even when a man is a bad man, humanity in his person is’
worthy of esteem;4 and even an immoral man has his own
maxims, though his maxims are material and not moral ones.

At this point we must distinguish between a material
maxim and a formal maxim. For Kant, all maxims, whether
material or formal, have a matter or content or material end,
since all actions are purposive and presuppose ends and con-
sequences.. Rant says explicitly that it is undeniable that
every volition must have an object and a material end.5 If
the material end is supposed to be the determining ground
and condition of the maxim, then it is only a material maxim,
and it is specific to the particular subject who seeks to
fulfil his end; Thus Kant says a maxim is a subjective prin-
ciple of volition, a principle on which the subject acts.
Material maxims are of the form "When life is miserable, I
wili commit suicide" etc., they all refer to an object of

desire, and it is this object that is the condition of

..........
.....

Vide Ibid., p.l5l.

Vide C. Pr. R. 34.

o
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action. Maxims of this type cannot be said to be moral
maxims. The reason is, as suggested previously, due to the

- contingent fact that these maxims are only valid for a par-
ticular agent, and for him only because of his motives in
relation to some particular ends. Material maxims have
their origin in a combination of reason and inclinations.
Although Kant does not show how maxims arise, he clearly’
states that they are determined by reason and inclinations.
"...[Flrom these feelings there arise desires and inclina-~
tions, from these in turnL with the co-operation of reason

6

And as quoted above, a maxim is said

f

to be a subjective principle of action determined by reason

there arise maxims."

in accordance with the qoﬁditions of the subject. If a per-
son acts solely according to his desires and inclinations,
then ﬁe acts blindly without being guided by his rational
will. .In this case his action is not an action based on
principle. r

In all acfions of huﬁan will, there are two distinguish-
able factors: First, a desire, whiéh is the dynamic factor
of our action; and secondly, a recognition of that which we
ought to do. What we want appears as an incentive; and it
speaks to our inclination, impulse, drive, and propensity.
What we ought to do in order to achieve what we want is dis-

cerned by reason. Reason may discover a rule for what ought

to be done, if we are to obtain what we want. Thus from the

Gr., 427=62
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co-operation of inclinatioﬁ and réason, there arises a prin-
ciple on which the subject acts. As, for example, "When I
am in need of money, I wiil work," is a maxim determined by
the subject's inclination:towards.money, and arises from the
co—dperation of reason which directs the subject to fulfil
his inclination by working.

So far we have been concerned exclusively with maxims
that are determined by inclinations and desires which arise
from the éo-operation of reason and inclination. To these,
Kant gives the name "Material maxim". Because material
maxims seek mainly to produce certain results, they are
termed "mere maxims". They are subjective and good only
for the individual who acts upon them; the only value they
can have is in relation to the desires and inclinations of
that.individual.‘ "Ends that a rational being adopts arbi-
trarily as effects of his action (material ends) are in every
case only relative; for it is solely their relation to specialj
characteristics in the subject's power of appetition which
gives them their value.“7 Thus, this value has no universal
significance, and we can say that actions based on material
maxims have no genuine moral value,

_ Not all maxims are material maxims, According to Kant
there are maxims which confer moral value on actions, These
he calls formal maxims. Actions based on formal maxims also

produce or seek to product results. .Although they all have

Gr., 427=64.

'
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a "matter" or "content" and seek to produce results, formal
maxims, unlike material maxims, are not qrouﬁded in subject-
ive ends, and thus aré not deterﬁinq% by inclinations and
désires but by reason aldne. fﬁé distinction between the
two kinds of maxims thus Fests oﬂ,the'difference in the

nature of the motive from wﬁich the action is done. Kant
~puts the distinction betﬁeen formél and material maxims in
the following way:

Practical principle; are formal if they abstract

from all subjective ends; they are material, on

the other hand, if they are based on such ends and
conseguently on certain impulsions.

Where;s material maxims are subjective principles of volition,
valid only for the partiéular agéntl formal maxims enjoin
actions that are objectively binding on ail rational beings
as such, and therefore they are also valid for the particular
agent who acts on them. For example,'a formal maxim such as
"under no circumstance will I steal ﬁoney from others", can
serve as a subjective principle for a particularvagent; but
it can also serve as a principle of action‘for.any rational
being. ’Unlikelactions based-on—materiél maxims which have
only relative Value,‘ac?ions based on formal maxims have
universal and absolute vqlué and can be said to have moral

WOI'th. -

Gr., 427=64.
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2, The relation bétween the moral‘léw and maxim

In the Groundwork, K?nt distinguishes sharply between
. an objective principle and a subjective ;principle.9 He says
that a maxim (a subjective érinciple) states howdwe mighf
behave and a.law prescribés how we ought to behave. This
digtincﬁion implges the following possibilities:lo The
first possibility would be an action based on a mere maxim.
This would be a case in which a rational being acts accord-
ing.-to some maxim while holding it to be valid only for him;
and for him only because its condition is the actual state
of his own motives. The second possibility would be an
action:based on a law: .In this casé a rational being recog-
nizes a condition valid for,'thoﬁgh not necessarily binding
on, all rational beings. The third possibility would be an
action based on a law which is also a maxim;. In this case
a rational being recognizes a condition as present and bind-
ing for all rational beings as sucﬁ andftherefore as valid
for and applicable to himéelf.‘ On the basis of this tri-
chotomy, we-seé.that.thé objective principle of morality may
also be a subjective principle-of volition, functioﬁing as

a maxim of an agent. But there may also be a discrepancy

between the'objectivelprinciple of morality and an agent's

- -~

%ide Gr., 421n=51n.

10Vide L.W. Beck: A Commentary on Kant's Critique of
Prgetical Reason. (Chicago and London: The U. of Chicago
Press, 1960), p.8l. . . .
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maxim. As we have stated before, if we were all purely
rational moral agents, the objective principle ofAmorality
would also be the subjective principle of our volition. We
would then act on maxims that are identical with the object-
ive principles of morality. In point of fact, however, we
are capable of acting on maxims that are incompatible with
the mofal'law. 'So the moral law takes the form of an imper-
ative and commands us to act in a certain way. Thus, if our
subjective principle of weolition accords with the canon of
moral judgement, then the action is said to have objective
validity, and the subjective principle becomes an objective
principle of morality.

There is a further point which has a bearing on the
relation between the moral law and maxims of action.ll It
is sometimes maintained that Kant's moral philosophy is
absurdly formalistic, because he claims to be able to deduce
moral maxims from the moral law. If Kant were really to .
make such a claim, his moral philosophy as a whole would be
palpable nonsense. For as Kant has pointed out repeatedly,
no material principle can be deduced from a purely formal
principle. A maxim is a practical, useful, subjective rule
of voluntary action in the empirical world. It describes a
person's subjective policy for behaviour in certain circum-

stances. A maxim containing no reference to any material end

llVide Dietrichson, Paul: 'Kant's Criteria of Universaliz-
ability!. din Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals with
Critical Essays edited by R.P. Wolff. (Indianapolis, N.Y.
The Bobbs-Merriel Co., Inc., 1968), 6 pp.l163-207.
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could not possibly be of any practical use to us. It would
not be a maxim of action. But in point of fact Kant does
not say that moral maxims can be deduced from the moral‘law;
what he means is ﬁerely-tﬁat our maxims are not morally
legitimate unless they ﬁénfbrm to the moral law, and that'we
can therefore appraise our maxims in terms of the formal
principle, There is an important difference between testing
and deducing., We can appyaise our maxims by the moral law,
but we cannot deduce_ any subjective principle of action from
a formal objective law.

3. The first formula of the categorical imperative.
i

H

If we are to test our subjective principle of wvolition

in terms of the moral law, then we have to pass through a
special canon. According to Kant, this means that we must
be able to will that the ﬁaxim of our action should become

a universal law. Thus, in one form, the categorical impera-

; }
tive runs as follows: "Act only on that maxim through which

you can at the same time will that it should become a uni-

versal law‘."l2 If we are to understand this formula, it

will be necessary to clarify'some phrases. First of all, the
phrase "can at the same time will" is the main clue to under-

standing the whole of this formula. ' Our maxim, the subject-

ive principle of action, will have moral worth only when it

126r., 421=52, .
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can be universalized, and shown to be applicable to every
rational being. It is clear that a material maxim by which
an‘individual aims at some further ends, cannot be so uni-
versalized; and thus cannot be regarded as a universal law.
The principles of moral action must be the same for every
rational being. No rational being is entitled to make
exceptions in his own favor. It is inconsistent to will
that a maxim be a universal law, and at the same time make
an arbitrary exception in our own favor. Kant holds that
this contradiction in the will is "the contradiction that a
certain principle should be objectively necessary as a uni-
versal law and yet subjectively should not hold universally
but should admit of exceptions."l3 Hence, the .phrase "can
at the same time will" means "can at the same time will with-
out contradiction", and this is the interpretation we have

~given above.

One of Kant!s fundamental assumptions is that our will
is rational and that we can judge what is morally right or
wrong.: The discovery that a given maxim leads to inconsist-
ency 1is one discovery which leads a rational agent to reject
such a maxim. However it seems that Kant has exaggerated
the ease and certainty with whicﬁ the rational will decides
upon its course of action. It.is true that even very young
children arée sometimes able to judge what is right or wrong,

and even bad men have some insight into justice and

Gr., 424=58.
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injustice. ' But how Ean we guarantee, on the basis of the
procedure uhdef discussion, that there would not be cases of
ﬁisjudgement, innocence and ignorance ' in willing which will
lead to immoral action? How, on the basis of Kant's proced-
ure, can these possibilities be guarded against? For example,
a drunkard, who is deeply fond of alcohol and thinks every-
body should be as well, may act'bn the basis of the follow-
ing maxim: "If I do not hurt anybody, I will take alcohol
whenever I like." He takes it for granted that he can act
according to this maxim. But this is a matter of ignorance,
for this maxim cannot be universally followed. If it were,
it will lead to social disorder. Also, i? some cases, even
when a man has rational_control over himself, he may wrongly
judge that his maxim can be universalized. This could be
the résult of lack of knowledge and thought. - Kant does

not overlook these difficulties. He holds that such diffi-
culties are misjudgement,linnocence and ignorance, can be
overcome by, for example, moral education.14 Through moral
education, we come' to recognize,whét our duties are. The
Critique of Pra;ticalaReagon.and the Groundwork of the Meta-
physiec of Morals. do not deal with education for specific
duties. This is the problem that Kant takes up in othef
works such ‘as the Metaphysice of Morals, the Lectuées on

Ethics, etc. We will discuss these problems no further as

yide Lectures on Ethice. p.253. and alsc Education,
Trans. A. Churton (Ann Arbor Paperbacks: The University of
Michigan Press, 1960), pp.6-9. :
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they are off the main subject of this thesis.

Now, as the categorical imperative commands, we have to
put aside our personal interests, and estimate impartially
and ilmpersonally, the fitness of our maxims to be principles
for ourselves and also for every rational being. ' It is only
when our maxims have universal validity, that they can serve
as a basis for actions which have moral worth. Otherwise,
they are only maxims of personal advantage and must be
rejected.. The Universal validity of our maxim is the ground
of all our actions. As Kant points out clearly, we can act
only on the maxim through which we can at the same time will
that it should become a universal law. Maxims whicﬁ do not

satisfy this demand must be excluded.

4. Is the first formulation of the categorical imperative

sufficient to be a criterion of moral action?

As we have stated above, according to Kant's first for-
mulation of 'the categorical imperative, we ought to act only
on that maxim which we can at the same time will to be a
universal law. Maxims which do not meet the requirement of
universality have to be rejected, and it will be morally
wroﬁg to act on such maxims. On the other hand, will it in
all cases be morally'right to act on maxims which meet the
requirement of this formula of the categorical imperative?
This is the question which demands attention here. We will,

in the ifollowing, give examples of maxims, examine how they
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are to be appraised in terms of Kant's first formulation, and
see whether this formulation is a sufficient criterion of
moral action.

In order to pursue this aim we will consider 3 sorts of
cases. First, let us consider one of Kant's examples. The
maxim runs as follows: "Whenever I believe myself short of
money, I will borrow money and promise to pay it back, though

I know that this will never be done."15

This subjective
principle of volition is that of giving false promises in
oxrder to get oneself out of a financial difficulty. It is
clear that one cannot turn this maxim into a universal law.
For this universal law would destroy all faith in promises,
whereas the maxim presupposes faith in promises. On the
other hand, the agent himself is only making an exception in
his own favor wﬁere he personally thinks everyone else should
keep his promises to others.16 Since this maxim cannot meet
the requirement of universality it has to be-rejected.
Secondly, consider an example where an agent takes the
following as his maxim: "One shall never commit adultery."
We must ask of this maxim whether it can be universalized.
It is clear that this maxim can be willed to become a univer-
sal.law and actions based on this maxim will then.be con-

sidered as morally right.

..........
.....

15Gr., 422554,

lGThié maxim will be discussed more fully in the next
chapter. )
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Finally, there afe”caseS“of maxims that would obviocusly
be morally wrong ones, but which can nonetheless be uni-
versalized. Among these, consider the following one:
"Someone is himself flourishing, but he sees others who have
to struggle with great hardships (whom he could easily help);
and he thinks 'what does it matter to me? Let every one
be as happy as heaven wills or as he can make himself;
only I have no wish to contribute anything to his well-

17 This maxim can be

being or to his support in distressl!!'"
universalized without contradiction. If there were such a
universal law where nobody would try to‘help others in dis-~
tress, the human race could still continue to exist, "better
no doubt than .if everyboay prates about sympathy and good
will, and evenltakes paiﬁs, on occasion, to practise them,
but on the other hand chéats where he can, traffics in human

rights, or violates them' in other ways."l8 We can now see

that this maxim could beéome a universal law, although we
find no internal contradiction in this maxim, it is never-
theless impossible to will that everybody should aét accord~
ing to it. On the basis of our ordinary judgements, we
would say that the maxiﬁ.of non~benevolent action is not
morally commendable.

On the basis of the above examples we can see that

Kant's first formula of the categorical imperative seems

Y76r., 423=56
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~

to be not a sufficient criterion of moral maxim. This is
owed to the agent's ipcapability of impartial judgement
réther than the formula itself. In case of ignorance and a
lack of scholarship, one may misjudge easily. Seeing the
frailty of human nature, Kant gives us five formulae of the
categorical imperative. The different formulae will surely
help to judge one's maxim from different angles and accord-
ingly they provide a sufficient criterion for moral maxims,

This will be discussed more fully in later chapters.
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CHAPTER IV

THE FORMULA OF THE LAW OF NATURE

—Act as if the maxim of your action were to become through

your will a universal law of nature.

Immediately after stating the first formula of the
categorical imperative—the formula of the universal law,
Kant gives another formulation of the imperative, namely
to "act as if the maxim of your action were to become
through your will a universal law of nature."1 In the
Critique of Practical Reason, Kant puts this férmula in the
following way:

Agk yourself whether, if the action which you pro-

pose should take place by a law of nature of which

you yourself were a part, you could regard it as

possible through your will.2
There is a éharp difference between this and the first
formulg. We will, in the folléwing sections, first examine
what Ként means gy the universal law of nature, and then pro-
ceed tp the‘relation between the two formulae and the sig-
nificance of this formula towards Kant's criterion of moral

action.

Gr., 421=52,

C.Pr.R. 69.
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1. KXant's Views about the Order of Nature

It may seem a little surprising at first that Kant's
second formulation of the categorical imperative is expressed
in terms of the universal law of nature. But his reasons for
this become clear if we consider Kant's beiiefs about the
order of Nature. Nature was regarded, in the eighteenth
céntury, no£ as a mere chaos, but as a mechanical system
operating under laws. The order of nature under law, as
Beck points out,3 means two things. First, it means a .uni-~
form: sequence of phenomena under qausal law, and from this
arises the concept of the universal uniformity of nature.
Phenomena are the mattgr of nature and aré subject to caus-
ality. Phenomena under causal law should have no exceptions;
the ;ame cause always produqes the same effect. Causal law
covers not only the mechanical causation of physical bodies
but also the ipstinctive-behaviour of animals and‘men.'

Thus, .the order of nature is uniform, is.gdvérned by causal
law which is universal in'applicaéion, and the course of
nature continues always uniformly'the sﬁme.

Nevertheless,. ip order to ﬁnderstand the order of
nature more fully, Kant uses another concept in addition to

the concept of the uniformity of nature, namely, the concept

......

] [
“vidn Bachk ;o4 Commentary on Kant's Critique of Practical
Reason., p.l159.



of the systematic harmony of nature as an organic whole.

A systematic harmonic nature is a nature nf purposes and
ends, which appecars as a kingdom of ends in Kant's account.
Under this tcleological:point of‘view to interpret nature,
we assume that "no organ, no faculty} no' impulse, iﬁdeed
nothing whatsoever is either superfluous or disproportioned
tﬁ its use, and that thérefore néthing 1s purposeless, but
everything exactly conformed to its destiny in life."4 The
concept of a systematic harmony of nature may seem strange‘
to us today. . As Paton points out, "Eighteenth-Century optim-
iem about nature was shqtteréd by the advent of Darwinism,
and we tend to regard nature as. 'red in tooth and claw',
careless of the race as she is careless of the indiv_idual."5
But in Kant's view, along with the prevailing idea of the
unif;rmity of nature, we have the concept of the order of
nature as a systematic harmonic unity under which everything
adapts to its purpose and end. Now, we are not questioning
Kant's view about the order of nature; whaf is important
here is that Kant regards the lawé of nature, not only as
causal laws, but also as teleological laws. According to
Kant, everything in the world .can be viewed as connected by

a systematic unity under teleological laws, but the world as

a systematic unity under teleological laws is, for him, only

P

.......... - ~

4C.P.R. B425.

5Paton: The Categérical Imperative. p.150.
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a regulative idea which is: used to explain the phenomena of
nature.6 Kant says:

The speculative interest of reason makes it necessary
to regard all order in the world as if it had
originated in the purpose of a supreme reason.
Such a principle opens out to ,our reason, as
applied in the field of experience, altogether new
views as to how the things of the world may be
connected according to teleological laws, and so
enables it to arrive at their greatest systematic
unity.7
The concept of a kingdom of ends in its teleological aspect
as applied to nature, differs from its application in ethics.
In the first case, the concept is only a regulative idea used
to explain nature comprehensively. In the latter case, a
possible kingdom of ends is something we can aim to achieve
!
throﬁgh our moral progress in the long run. This is treated
in Kant's last formulation of the categorical imperative,

and we will discuss this later.

6Kant states that there are three transcendental Ideas of
pure reason: the soul, the world, and God., These Ideas do
not give us knowledge of corresponding objects., That is,
they never have any constitutive employment. But, on the
other hand, they are indispensably necessary to direct our
search for knowledge and lead to the greatest possible unity
combined with the greatest possible extension in our know-
ledge. E.g., the Idea of God as a supreme intelligence and
the cause of the universe leads us to think of Nature as a
systematic teleological unity and aids the mind in its inves-—
tigation of Nature. Ideas which have only regulative employ-
ment are called regulative Ideas, Vide C.P.R. B670-675 =
A642-647.

’c.p.R. B715 = n687, - y
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Now, under the c&ncept of a systematic harmonic nature,
Kant says we regard everything in nature as cénforming to
its own destiny in life. Everything that exists in nature
has its route and purpose and should not be thwarted or
interrupted. ©Nothing is superfluous, for each thing has
its own natural function in life. We may say in summary
that the idea of the uniformity of nature and the idea of a
systematic harmony of nature are the two main aspects of

Kant's views about nature.
2., The formula of the Law of Nature

Kant's criterion of moral action may seem more compre-
hensive when he brings in the second formulation of the
categorical imperative. Xant alters his wording in the
second formula when he says "Act as'if...", these words
enable us to test the morality of our maxims by treating
them as if they were laws of nature, but Kant cautions
against hypostatization, i.e., against supposing that our
maxims can actually become universal laws of nature., Tt is
only the formal aspect of a law of nature, its lawfulness,
that leads Kant to introduce this second formula.

According to this formula we can determine whether the
maxim of our action is morally permissible if the maxim
passes this criterion, if it could, in other words, be a
universal law of nature. This can be interpreted in two

ways. Firstly, under the concept of uniformity of nature,



48.

the causal law of nature is universal in application and
allows no arbitrary exceptions. When we test a maxim by
treating it as a law of nature, the question is whether we
can will that maxim as though it is a causal law of nature.
such that there could be no breach in its application. If

we cannot, then we ought not to act on such a maxim. If we
nevertheless act on such a maxim, we violate a moral law, and
our maxim is morally inadmissible.

Secondly, the order of nature can be regarded as a sys-
tematic harmony, according to which every organ in this
organic whole has its natural purpose and is said to form
under the teleological law of nature a harmonic purpose for
unity. " Now,' when we test a maxim by treating it as a teleo-
logical. law of nature, we simply ask whether such a maxim
can have the form of a teleological law such that a system-
atic unit& would not be thwarted. We will be aware when
considering nature from a teleclogical standpoint that we do
not assume that every organ performs according to a conscious
purpose to form a unitf, but only that it has a natural drive
to realize its own destiny in life in the order of nature.
But in the case of human conduct, it will be guite a différ-
ent matter, when we act on a maxim, we set purposes before
ouréelves,and whether these set purposes will promcte the
systematic harmony of nature is our main concerﬁ. If we can
treat our maxim as if it gould bec&me through our will a
universal law of nature, our maxim is a morally permissible

one. Hence, the difference in wording between this and the
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formula discussed in Chapter III should not be glossed over.
We will deepen our understanding of Xant's second formula if

we consider his illustrations of it.

3. Illustrations of the application of the second formula

of the categorical imperative.

Kant uses four examples to illustrate the second formula
of the categorical imperative. We will discuss Kant's
examples under the following headings and in the order listed:
1. Suicide; 2. False promises; 3. Developing one's talents;
4. Xindness towards others in distresé. We will then go on
to discuss Kant's distinction between perfect and imperfect
duties.

3.1 Illustrations

1/.  Suicide. Kant states that there is a perfect duty to-
wards oneself in the preservation of one's life. Suppose a
man feels sick of life as the result of a series of misfor-
tunes, and wants to take his own life. Xant's account of the
wrongness of suicide rests on a teleological assumption about
the function of the principle of seif-love. The suicide's
maxim is "From self-love I make it my principle to shorten
my life if its continﬁance threatens more evil than it prom-
ises pleasure." Now, let us see whether this maxim could be-
come a universal law of nature. Inithis case, Kant assuﬁes
that a: system of nature contains the principle of seli-love
which manifests itself in our'purposes that promote the

1
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furtherance of life. Thus, it is impossible for men who are
weary of life to commit suicide morally, for the suicide's
maxim could not be willed to become a universal law of
nature, for this, according to Kant, would contradict the
law of natdre itself. ©Now, this argument is obviously open
to criticism. One may, for instance, object to Kant's views
ébout the purposiveness of nature, and thus object to the
function of the principle of self-love as he expresses it.
Or, less sweepingly, as Paton points out,8 one may believe
that there is a merciful dispensation of Providence that the
same principle of self-love which leads to a furtherance of
life may lead to death when life offers nothing but continu-
ous pain. Unless we have a strong belief in the perfection
of teleology in nature, this argumént against suicide can
carry little conviction éxcept to those who are already con-
vinced that suicide is morally wrong. But anyhow, Xant him-
self is consistent in this argument, and the argument against
suicide is on étronqer ground when we come to his later for-

mulations of the categorical imperative,

2/. 'Féisefobmises: Kant's second example is an example of
perfec% duty towards others. In this case; the maxim which
Kant is projecting to is "Whenever T believe myself short of
money, I will borrow money and'promise to pay it back,

though I know that this will never be done."9 Reflection

8paton: The Categorical IMpératiﬁe, p.154,

Y6r.; 422454,

LIS
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shows that the man who acts on this maxim in order to get
out of financial difficulty cannot turn it into a universal
law of nature without contradiétion. First of all, when we
act on a maxim to make a false promise, we want ourselves to
be trusted, and the maxim presupposes faith in promises. If
this maxim were to become a universal law so that everybody
made false promises in order to get out of éifficulties, it
would destroy the very pﬁrpose of false promises, and no one
would take the so-called promises seriously. Such promises
would be known to be worthless and would therefore not be
régarded as promises, Thus, in Kant's view,'this'universal
iaw would be self-contradictory; the law in question could
be no'law at all. Here, once again, we can see the operation
of Kant's basic assumptions about Nature. Kant firmly be-
lieves that Nature is a well established order, and that
truth is the guiding prihcipie in social intercourse, for
without trust and mutual confidence there will be no society

10 So the keeping of promises and the development of

of men.
mutual confidence are seen to be essentiéi within the system-
atic harmony of nature. =Thus,:apart from contradicting
itself, the maxim also destroys the mutual confidence, trust
and harmony of purposes among men, and hence cannot bacome

a uniyersalwlaw of a nature which is harmonic, and well~-

established in its functioning. Thus this maxim of false

promises is regarded as defective and must be rejected.

loThis is claimed explicitly in his Lectures on Ethics.
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3/. Developing one's talents: In this example of one's duty

to develop one's talents, Kant's £e1eological views are seen
.even more clearlﬁ. If 2 man has a télent whose cultivatiocn
would make him a useful man for all sorts of good human pur-
poses, he ought to develop his fortunate natural aptitudes.

A man's duty to develop his faculties, is not dependent on

any advantage which this development may bring him. If such
were the case, it would be a hypothetical and not a categorical
imﬁerative, that commands us to do our duties in this respect.
The key to an understanding of Kant's position here lies in

the following sentence: "For as a rational being he necessar-
ily wills that all his powers should be developed, since they
serve him, and are given him, for all sorts of possible ends.hll
What chiefly-distinguishes¥mu1frmntherest of creation, accord-
inghto Kant, is the possession of powers. These powers include
.the ability of theoretical activity, the power of aesthetic
appreciation, and the ability to lead a moral life. Being
given all sorts of powers by nature for all sorts of purposes,
a rational being must necessarily use his power to develop

hig talents. Although there is no contradiction in conceiv-
ing a universal law such that every man should let his talents
rﬁst and should be bent on devotingrﬁj;lifé solely to idleness,
indulgence, procreation and enjoyment, this maxim of neglect-
ing cone's natural gifts cannot be willed as a universél law of

Y

nature. Nature is systematically established with purposes

Llor., 423=56.
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and ends. These purposes and ends should he fulfilled, or
eise there would be a disruption to the systematic harmony
of nature. Moreover, the use of one's powers, as manifested
in the deliberate cultivation of one's talents,is unlikely
to be successful if used merely to promote one's own happi-
ness. In this case, "nature would have hit on a very bad
arrangement by choosing reason in the creature to carry out
this purpose."l2 Human nature, being what it is, is "the
more a cultivated reason concerns itself with the aim of
enjoying life and happiness, the farther does man get away
from true contentment.“13

In passing we might observe that this doctrine of
developing one's talent rather'than enjoying one's life in
idleness is not fashionable today. But it is surely a very

sensible doctrine, and it represents a profound insight into

the nature of duty.

4/. ZXindness towards others in distress: Kant describes

his last example in the following way:

[Someone] is himself flourishing, but he sees others
who have to struggle with great hardships (and whom
he could easily help); and he thinks 'What does it
matter to me? Let everyone be as happy as Heaven
wills or as he can make himself; I won't deprive
him of. anything; I won't even envy him; only I have
no wish to contribute anything to his well-being or
to his support in distress.'"

lZGr}, 395=4,

131pi4.
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This maxim of béh%viour towards peOpie iﬁ need of help is

' certainly not a maxim of benevolent actidn,_but neither is it
a maxim of malevolent action;' It.is ipstead a maxim of non-
benevolent. action towards man. If this maxim were to be a
universal law, theﬁ.noone would go to the assistance of
others in diéfress. Furthermore, the human race could still
continue to exist under such a law, and may be "better no
doubt than if éverybody prates about sympathy and goodwill,
and even take pains, on occasion, tb pfactise them, but on
the other hand éhegts whefe he can, fraffics in human rights,

15 -But yet it is impossible

or;ﬁiolates them in other ways."
to will that such a principle should hold as a law of nature.
Kant's presuppoéition in this case is the principle that
every person at times desires soﬁé type of help from others
in'qrder to ¢afry out his purposes and to realize happiness.
This assumption may lead us to think that Kant commits him-
self to the view that the motive of benevolent action is the
‘desire for benefits in‘exchapge fop being altruistic, and it
‘might also lead us to conclude éhat if we refuse to help
'others, nobody is likely to help us. \Nothipg of this sort,
however; couid be fu;tﬂér‘from Kaht‘s meaning. Kant simply
asserts that we ought to help others in distress. even if we
are strong enough to do without hélp from_them.. In so far

s a human being comes to” recognize that he is partly

rational and partly sensuous, and is not omnipotent, the-
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priﬁciple of mutual help is assumed to be a priori. A human
being under a systematic. order of nature; 1s so constituted
that he desires to get benevolent actions from others some
of the time. Thus, in many situations a man may need love
and sympathy from others; and hence, if the above maxim of
non-benevolent action were to become a universal law, he
would will an exception to this law in his own interest

and consequently would disturb the systematic harmony of
purposes in Nature. Clearly, such a maxim fails to meet

the basic requirements of moral life.

3.2 Perfect and Impeffect duties

According to Kant, duties may be divided into duties
towards oneself and duties towards others, and further into
perfect and imperfect duties. This ' gives us four main
types of duty. In the foregoing section examplés of each
of the following have been given: berfect'duties towards
oneself; pérfect duties towards others; imperfect duties to-
wards onesélf; and imperfect duties towards others.

The distinction between duties towards oneself and
duties towards others seems clear enough, but the distinc-
tion between peffect and imperfect dutiés reguires some
eXplanation. Kant defines a perfect duty as "one which
allows no exception in the interest of inclination."16 In

the case of perfect duties, we are directly commanded to do

our duties——e.g., to preserve one's life and to keep one's

16cr. . 421n=53n
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promises whether one likes it or not. We cannot refuse to
keep our promise to pay back the money we owe to others on
the ground that we can use the money in a much better way
than the owner, or that we need the money to educate our
children. Also, we cannot shprten our lives because they
have become burdensome to us. The preservation of life and
promise~keeping must be regarded as perfect duties. Objec~
tions héve been brought against both these examples. It may
" be objected that Kant confuses the blind tendency to preserve
one's life at all cost without any recognition that it is
one's duty.to do so, and with the practical moral insight
that leads one to preserve one's life. But this is not
Kant's point. Xant's point is that it is wrong to commit
suicide in order to avoid difficulties or because we prefer
to be "dead.

The two examples (3 and 4) that we discussed earlief in}
this section are examples of imperfect duties. These two
examples, to refresh the reader's memory, are examples of:

L. duty to develop one's talents, and 2. duty to help others
in distress.. There is a "latitude" or "play-room" in the
case of such duties. Although it is our duty to develop

our talents and also to help others in distress, we cannot
develop all our talents or help everyone at the same time;
it is left.to our own discretion which talent we are going
to develop first and to decide whom we ought to help first.

Referring to his four illustrations, Xant also marks his

distinction between perfect and imperfect duties as follows:
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Some actions are sa constituted that their maxim

cannot even be conceived as a universal law of

nature without contradiction, let alone be willed

as wnat ought to become one. In the case of

others we do not find this inner impossibility,

but it is still impossible to will that their

maxim should be raised to the universality of a

law of nature, because such a will would contra-

dict itself. It is easily seen that the first

kind of action is opposed to strict or narrow

(rigorous) duty, the Sfcond only to wider

(meritorious) duty,... 7
Hence, the first two examples are of perfect duties and here
if a maxim in conflict with perfect duty is universalized
in the form of a law of nature, it is said to involve a con-
tradiction. In the last two examples of imperfect duties,
although the maxims of actions in conflict with these duties
can exist as a universal law of nature without contradiction,
it is still impossible for anyone to will these maxims
should be universal laws. It is because according to Kant,
these maxims will disturb the systematic harmony of purposes
in Nature.

Even though Kant says that the maxims in the first and
second examples when universalized give rise to inconsist-
ency, ‘this.does not, in his view, c¢onstitute logical contra-
diction. ZXant's procedure of testing the soundness of a
maxim ;does not seem to be one of finding out whether the

universalized maxim taken by itself is contradictory, but

whether it.is consistent with possibilities which rest upon

Yigr., 424=57.
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8 mThe difficulty thus

our pasic assumptions about the world.l
lies in the question'which assumptions about the world are
o be considered in order to judge the morality of an action.
Kant's second formula of the categorical imperative is based
on his belief that nature is a systematic harmony— something
that may seem erroneous to us today. But even if we do not
hold *the same beliefs as Kant, his theory still remains

extremely important for the understanding of moral experi-~.

ence and moral judgement.

4. The relation between the first and the second formulae
of the categorical imperative.

We have stated at the opening of this chapter that Kant
has given us the formula of the universal law of nature
immediately after the formula.of the universal law. There
is no.explicit explanation in the Groundwork of why he
introduces: this second formula. In dealing with the practical
use of the categorical imperative, it is obvious that the
two formulze are guite similar. In formula I, we are told
to act in a certain way, namely on maxims that can be fully
universalizable in the form of laws., But the problem is
this: ieven:. if a person has a crystal clear awareness of the

universalizability requirements which apply to the maxim of

18Vide s! Rorner: Kant. (PenguiniBooks, 1955,) p.139. .

i
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this action, this does not enable him to judge whether a par-
ticular maxim is capable of becoming a law, because he could
lack sufficient knowledge reguired to enable him to judge

the particular case adegquately. The purely formal moral law
thus cannot be applied directly as a standard for determin-
ing whether or not our maxim is of a morally legitimate kind.
We have seen that in thg Groundwork Kant is conscious of the
difficulties inherent in using the purely formal principle
itself as a criterion of moral action. Thus in discussing
the illustrations, Kant 'simply uses formula II to derive
statements of particular moral obligations. The reason for
introducing formula II is clearly expressed in the Critique
of Practical Reason. Kant says that the purely formal moral
law is a supersensuous ideal and cannot by itself be exhibited

1 . s e s
9 There is an obvicus need for some principle

in concreto.
of mediation, whereby the purely moral law can be made con-
cretely applicable as a criterion of whether our maxims are
of the morally legitimate kind. Heénce, he says that the
universal law’of nature serves as a "type" of moral law,
which'is.simply a practical device for symbolizing the
abstract principle of the moral law.

It is no surprise when Kant takes the universal law of

nature to be a "typic" of the moral law. The laws of

actions (the laws of freedom) and the laws of nature both
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share the common feature of lawfulness in general, however
.much the laws of freedom and the laws of nature differ. It
is this formal aspect that allows the law of-nature to be a
"type" or model for the moral law. We-will‘consider what
"typic" means in what follows, so that we can get a full
view of Kant's method of passing from formula I to formula
S I

The easiest way to understand what "typic" is is to
recall "The Schematism of the Pure Concepts of the Under-
standing" in the first Critiquei' The transcéndeﬁtal cate-
go:}es of the-undergtanding are pure concepts of the
understanding, and they are formal and universal. On the
other hand, sensuous impressions are the manifold of our
sensible intuition; Ehey are material and particular. The
pure concepts of the undergtanding and the sensuous impres-
sions of sensible intuition are thus heterogeneous in
character. How then, is the subsumption of intuitions under
pure con&epts, the application of 'a category to appearances,
pbssible? There must be, Kant says; some third thing which
‘'is homogeneous botb wi£h the category and with thé'appear—
ance, and thus makes the application of the forme; to the

latter possible.20

Clearly this mediating thing must be
intellectual in one respect and sensible in another. This
representation is what Kant calls‘the~trapscendental schema.

Through the schematization, the purely abstract, existentially

20¢. p.R. BL77=A138.
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indeterminate categories can be applied to concrete sensible
intuitions, and thus organize these manifolds in such a way
as to enable us to undexrstand actual and possible objects of
the phenomenal world. Hence Kant says that "the schemata
are thus nothing but a priori determinations of time in

21 Time is the formal condition of

accordance with rules.”
'the connection of all representations. The transcendental
determination of time is homogeneous with the category in
that it is universal and xests on a priori rule. But, on 
the other hand, it is so far homogeneous with appearance,
in that time is contained in every empirical representation
of the manifold. Thus an application of the category to
appearances becomes possible by means of the transcendental
. determination of time, which, as the schema of the concepts
of understanding, mediates the subsumption of appearances
under'categories.22 Hence ﬁhen we make cognitive judgements
concerning the nature and existence of phenomenal objeéts,_
we literally impose the schematized categories upon our
sensible intuitions; and through the co-operation of con-
cept and intuition, we are able to understand the phenomenal
world .
In the case of the purely formal moral law, it would
certainly be convenient if a schematism would once again do
as a mediation-procedure, such that the moral law could be

2lo . p.R. B184=145.

2267 p.R. B.178=A139. !
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made concretely applicable as a criterion so as to subsume
actions under it. But the difficulty is that the moral law
cannot be schematized. It is important to know why this
difficulty exists. Kant states that our concept of the un-
conditioned and purely moral law is an Idea of reason, and
as such an Idea it is supersensuous. Nothing corresponding
to i? can be found in sensuous intuition.23 The moral law
is not a law of the phenomenal realm, it is a law of the
noumenal realm., Conseguently, it is subject to special
difficulties, which result from the fact that a law of free-
dom is to be applied to actions which are events occurring
in the world of sense, and thus subject to the laws of nature
and not to the laws of freedom. It therefore Would seen
absurd to try to find a case in experience to which the moral
law applies so that the Ideal of moral good can be exhibited
in concreto. But failing this there is, however, the "typic"
of the moral law which is analogous to the schematism in the
first Critique. The "typic" of the moral law is the media
through which the purely moral law can be made concretely
applicable. '

When judging whethér an action can be subsumed under the
moral law, we have to appraise it by means of an analogy.
There is an analogy between the universal law of nature and

the universal moral law. As we have pointed out, both types

23¢. pr. R. 68.
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of law have the common form of universality. Thelr univers-
ality plays an important part in allowing us to view differ-
ent types of law analogously. Nature, in Kant's view, is
uniform in its operation and is also a systematic harmonic
unity; all events are phenomena falling under the laws of
nature and together form a kingdom of nature. Hence, for
the purpose of judgement, we can treat events governed by
the law of nature as models for objects conceived to fall
under the moral law. The laws of nature therefore, may be
called the typic of the moral law.

According to Kant, Nature under law (a kingdom of
nature, a sensuous world) is the best model for a realm of
moral order (an intelligible world}. The universal law of
nature is the "typic" of the moral law which we use for
judginé the legitimacy of our actions., It runs as follows:
"Ask yourself whether, if the action which you propose
should take place by a law of nature of which you yourself
were a part, you could regard it as possible through your
will." Although the universal law of nature is only a
"typic" of the moral law, it is nonetheless "a type for the

24 and

estimation of maxims according to moral principles",
it .provides a necessary condition of an act's being moral.
Here Kant writes: ,

l

If the maxim of action is not so constituted as
to stand the test of being made the form of a

24C. Pr. R. 70.
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natural law in general, it is morally impossible
though it may still be possible in nature.

That is, what is not possible in an order of'nature under
law is not morally possible, though what is actual in nature
has no judicative function in the abstract determination of
what is morally possible and necessary. \

Now, we can see from the above that formula II does
not of itself express the essential characteristics of
morally legitimate action. It provides only a test for
maxims, and appears as a supplement of formula I. Just as
a pure cgtegory can bhe applied only through a transcendental
schema, formula I can be applied only through formula II
which, as the universal laﬁ of nature, is said to be the
"typic" of the univérsal moral law. We may see this more
clearly after we have examples in section 5 showing how the
two formulae of universal law and of the universal law of

nature come together as a test of maxims for actions.

5. Illustrations of the co—-operation of the first and the
second formula as a guide to moral actions.

We have observed in the last section that formula II
is'a "typic" of formula I, and that formula I can be applied
more fully through formula iI; we will now show by means of
examples how the two formulae work together as guides to

nmoral action.

23, Pr. R. 69-70.
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The formula of the universal law commands us to put
aside our personal interests, to avoid personal bias, and
. estimate impartially and impersonally the fitness of our
maxims to be principles:for ourselves and also for all
other rational beings. Hence, our acts must be based on
universal and objgctive'principles of action. But the prob-
lem is that even when aﬁ agent knows clearly the universal-
jzability requirements of morally legitimate action, this
alone does not enable him to solve his practical moral
difficulties. This may be partly due to a lack of adequate
judgement, and partly to the formal nature of the universal
law which does not clearly light our way to particular
actions. As we indicated in the last section of the pre-
vious chapter, a man may adopt the maxim of non-benevolence
as his maxim of action, and this maxim could possibly become
a universal law without contradiction. 3But by our ordinary
judgement, we cannot say that the action of non-benevolence
is of the moral type. Now, how can we judge whether an
action can be subsumed under the moral law? This is done
through a typic’of pure practical judgement. In oxder to
do this, we must imagine the adopted maxims of our actions
becoming laws of nature. Hence, firstly we can test them
by considering whether these adopte& maxims would be uni-
versal 1n application and allow no arbitrary exceptions;
secondly; we ask whether such maxims would further or fail
to further, or would rather destroy the systematic harmonic

unity. A maxim which is not possible as a law of nature,
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is morally unacceptable.

The case of suicide may help us to see the situation
more clearly. The maxim: "From self-love I make it my
principle to shorten my life if its contiggance threatens
more evil than it promises pleasure" might at first sight
seem morally acceptable. This maxim does not interfere with
anyone else and mainly concerns oneself, But, according to
Kant, the order of nature is so constituted that the func-
tion of human nature is to stimulate the furtherance of
life. The maxim of suicide does not pass the test of the
second formula and cannot be reckoned morally legitimate.

Though it is itself a principle for testing morally
legitimate maxims, the formula of the universal law may
seem only marginally applicable owing to its purely formal
character and its absence of content; but nevertheless it
can serve as a principlé for determining whether or not a
maxim is morally legitiﬁate. This will be remedial insofar
as we.universalize maxims by_treating them as universal
1aws of nature. However, through moral education we come
to a stage of moral matﬁrity in which we will get a clear
sight of the universal law, and we will then have the

ability to judge morality in actual practical circumstances.
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CHAPTER V

THE FORMULA OF THE END IN ITSELF

—Act in such a way that you always treat humanity, whether
in your own person or in the person of another, never

simply as a means, but always at the same time as an end.

In the section of Chapter II of the Groundwork referred
to by Paton as “The canon of moral judgement ,” Kant states,
after he has given the two formulae of the categorical imper-
ative, that he has shown: (1) If duty is to have any meaning
and real legislative authority over our actions, it can only
be expressed in categorical, not hypothetical imperatives;

(2) The content of the categorical imperative must contain the
principle of all duty. But he still has to show that there
,actually is such an imperaéive which by itself commands
absolutely and without any further motives. The reality of
this principle cannot be derived from the special.character-
istics of human nature since it must be vélid for all rational
beings. The question therefore is this: "Is it a necessary

law for all rational beings always to judge their actions by

reference to those maxims of which they can themselves will

1

that they should serve as universal law?" For if the will

lGr., 426=62.
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were determined to action only by ends which a fational being
proposes to attain to himself at pleasure, then his action is
only relative; and there would be no categorical imperative.
If, on the contrary, there is such a thing as a categorical
imperative, then, according to Kant, it must be connected

a priori with the concept of the rational will. In order to
settle this point, Kant introduces his concept of objective
ends. This is expressed in his third foxmula of the categor-
ical imperative. Before we proceed to this formula, it is
necessary to -clarify some technical terms involved in this

formula.
1. The concept of End

Kant's use of the term 'end' appears to be ambiguous.
This will be made clear only by a careful examination of Kant's

texts.
1.1 The geneial notion of end:

"End" in its ordinary sense, is commonly thought of és the
object of desire, or as an effect or state of affairs which
one seeks to produce or achieve through action. It is in this
sensé that end differs from means.2 E.g., if I want to post a
letter, I will go to the post office or the post-box. Posting

the. letter is the effect produced by my action. Furthermore,

2The contrast of end and means will be discussed in a later
part of this section.
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if I wish to have a good meal, I will go to the restaurant
which I like most, thus a good meal is the object of my desire
and is said to be my end in going to that restaurant. Hence,
ends are the aims or goals of persons and can be thought of

as the intended results or effects of what is to be done.

Kant is right in asserting that actions point to an end. It
is the end that is the ground of action. Kéﬁt says that ends
are "determining grounds of the will in accordance with prin-
ciplés."3 Beside the ordinary notion of "end", Kant also

uses the term in another way. A large portion of this section
is devoted to an examination of the ways in which Kant uses

the term "end".
1.2 Ends and Means:

Rant ocbserves that,

The will is conceived as a power of determining
oneself to action in accordance with the idea of

certain laws, ... .Now what serves the will as a
subjective ground of its self-determination is an
end; ... What, on the other hand, contains merely

the ground of the possibility of an .action whose
effect is an end is called a means.

In this passage, Kant explains his use of the concepts of means
and end. We understand that an end is an effect which a
rational beiﬁg seeks to produce. Now, in order to fulfil our
desired ends, we have to use some means. In this sense, means
5

are connected-with what Kant calls "rules of skill™. The

3C. Pr. R. 59.

Yer., 427=63.
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means will tell us how to attain the relevant ends, E.g., a
prescription drug issued by a doctor is a means to cure a
man's diéease. Someone who is not a gourmet méy regard eat-
ing only as a mere means to the maintenance of life. To a
student, taking a course on "Reading.and'study'skill“ is a
means to achieve the aim of effective study in other subjects.
These are examples of the morally permissible use of means
to all sorts of abritrary ends. In this cases we are using
things and not persons as means to attain our purposes.
Everything, except rational beings, has only a market price
or a fancy price, and thus has only a relative value.6 Even
though it is morally objectionable to treat rational beings
as mere meaﬂs, it is clear that we sometimes do treat men as
means. FE.g., as when we go to the barber, or when we hire
someone to wash ouxr car. In these cases we do use others as
means to attain our ends. . But ﬁe.are not entitled to treat
them merely as means for érbitrary use by this or that will.
We can treat men as means, but we must always view them at
the same time as ends. Kant elucidates this point in the
following passages: |

Now I séy that man, and in general every rational

being, exists as an end in himself, not merely as

a _means for arbitrary use by this or that will: he

must in all his actions, whether they are directed:

to himself or to other rational beings, always be
viewed at the same time as an end.?

6This will be explained in a later section.

Tar., 428=64.
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But man is not a thing-~not something to be used

merely as a means: he must always in all his

actions be regarded as an end in himself.

These two passages iﬁtroduce the concept of man as an end

in himself. This involves the concept of humanity and the
absolute value of personhood and moral worth, all of which
will be discussed in later parts of this section. Now, we
wish to emphasize that for Kant personhood and dignity are
possessed by every rational being. If this is so; then it

is immoral to outrage another's dignity for the satisfaction
Of one's own purposes. This can be seen clearly by noting
some obvious examples. We all admit that slavery is wrong.
Why is slavery so severely condemned? It is not objection-
able simply because it deprives people of certain basic free-
doms or because it often Involves a great deal of suffering,
Granted these are reasons for condemning it. But it is also
objectionable because it involves the use of human beings as
simply means; it is an outrage against the'digpity of a moral
agent.

The same applies in cases of rape and violence. Once
again what is reprehensible is not solely the ends of the
agents. The actions are to be condemned because they make
use of another human being as a mere means to the attainment
of one's own arbitrary ends. They violate the supreme worth

and dignity of human beings.
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1.3 Subjective ends and objective ends:

From the plain factlthat human actions are purposive,
it i1s clear that they are directed to some further ends, and
that the end is the ground of action. This brings us to the
distinction between subjective and objective ends. Subject-
ive ends are based on impulses and they are valid only for
tiie specific agent, being grounded in his desires and inclin-
ations. They have no moral worth in themselves whatsoever.
The only value they can have is in relation to the feeling
and inclinations of the agent. As Kant says: "Ends that a
fational being adopts arbitrarily as effects of his action

(material ends) are in every case only relative; for it is
solely their relation to special characteristics in the sub-
ject's power of appetition which gives them their value."9
Now, all hypothetical imperatives aim at the satisfaction
of some further ends, consequently all these subjective ends
can be said to be the ground of hypothetical imperatives.
E;g., the slave owners and agent are said to be aiming at
subjective ends which only further their own desires.

Apart from subjectivg ends, there are ends that are
given by reason itself and which are not based on inclina-
tions. These are objective ends. Ends of this kind are
equally valid for every rational being. Objective ends are
good in themselves and not merely good for a particular
agent. Hence they would supply the ground for all categori-

cal imperatives.
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1.4 The twofold meaning of objective ends:

In the foregoing part of this section, we have distin-
guished between subjective and objective ends. Objective
ends are said to be independent of any particular circum-
stances or desires which may be applicable only to some
rational agents and are equally valid for all rational beings.
Material or subjective ends have merely a value for us, and
do not possess value in themselves. Only something whose
existence has in itself an absolute value can serve as an
objective end. Hence Kant says,

Suppose, however, there were something whose exist-
ence has in itself an ahsolute value, something

which as an end in itself could bhe a ground of
determinate laws; then in it and in it alone, would
there be the ground of a possible categorical impera-
tive—that is, of a practical law. WNow I say that
man, and in general every rational being, exists as
an end in himself not merely as a means for arbitrary
use by this or that will: he must in all his actions,
whether they are directed to himself or to other
rational beings, always be viewed at the same time

as an end.l ’

The question now is, what does Kant mean by saying that man
as an end in himself is an objective end of all our actions?
I shall try to answer this question in what follows.
First of all, we consider the following quotatigns from
Kant's work:
‘ (K.l.) .... Thus the value of all objects that
can be produced by our action is always conditioned

...« Rational beings, on the other hand, are called
persons because their nature already marks them out
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as ends in themselves— that is, as something which
ought not to be used merely as a means— and con-
sequently imposes to that extent a limit on all
arbitrary treatment of them (and is an object of
-reverence). Persons, therefore, are not merely
subjective ends whose existence as an object of
our actions has a value for us: they are objective
ends—that is, things whose existence is in itself
an end, and indeed an end such that in its place
we can put no other_end to which they should serve
simply as means...

(K.2.) ... [H]umanity is conceived, not as an end
of man (subjectively)... but as an objective end—
one which,... constitute[s] the supreme limiting
condition of all subjective ends and so must spring
from pure reason.l2

(K.3.) Rational nature separates itself out from
all other things by the fact that it sets itself an

. end. An end would thus be the matter of every good
will., But in the Idea of a will which is absolutely
good-—~good without any qualifying condition {(namely,
that it should attain this or that end)—there must
be complete abstraction from every end that has to
be produced (as something which would make every
will only relatively good). Hence the end must here
be conceived, not as an end to be produced, but as
a _self-existent end.l3

(K.4.) ... A]lsubject of ends, namely, a rational

being himself, must be made the ground for all

maxims of action, never merely as a means, but as

a supreme condition restriecting the use of every

.means, that is, always also as an end.

In K.1., Kant states that objects sought merely from in-
clinations and which can be produced by our actions have only
a conditional value. There is nothing of absolute value to

be found anywhere apart from rational beings. He thus

.........

1lar., 428=65
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describes a person as an end in himself and as something
poss§ssed of unconditional value. Now, human beings as ends
in themselves are self-existent ends; they are already given
and cannot be effects or results brought‘into existence by
human actions. Furthermore, they serve as the subject and
the supreme limiting condition of all subjective ends which
can be made the goal of actions (K.2.), or as a supreme con-
dition res£ricting the use of every means (K.4.). It is
the rationality of humanity that distinguishes it as the
supreme limiting condition restricting the adootion-of all
purposes which one might try to achieve. Thus it is that
we can say that man is an end in himself; he is the subject
of ends, that is the .ground for all maxims of actions, and
he can set before himself all possible ends. Objects other
than rational beings can never.set themselves ends, and can-
not act rationally according to their own will. Secondly,
.man is a self-existent end in the sense of a Supreme limiting
condition restricting the adoption and pursuit of all sub-
Jective ends. That is why Xant says one ought to restrict
one's maxim by the condition that it should also be univers-
ally valid as a law for every subject.15
In tréatinglman as a self-existent end, the passage X.3.
requires additional .explanation because Kant ﬁses the term
"end" in a number of ways in X.3. Firstly, as we have men-

tioned above, "end" in its general meaning refers to something
1
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that can be realized. But in the statement "Rational nature
separates itself out from all other things by the fact that
it sets itself an end.", the expression "an .end" seems to be
cut off from the ordinary notion of end; since rational nature
sets itself, not "an end", but "ends". So what Kant means
here seems to refer to what he says of an unconditioned,
absolute worth which ought to be realized by every rational
being. This is a self-existent end. Secondly, in the sen-
tence, "An end would thus be the matter of every good will,"
we find further difficulties. E:g. this use of "end" is
ambiguious, referring either to ends that are only condition-
ally good or to ends-in-themselves which are absolutely good.
'The confusion here is'owihg to the fact that Kant does not
state explicitly what "good will" is referring to. It may
mean relatively good will or an absolute good will. Only
when our will is absolutely good do we abstract from every
subjective.end and conceiye an end which is self-existent.

In dealing with the concept of a self-existent end,

. }

Ross criticises Kant as follows:

Kant distinguishes between independently sub51stlng

and non-independently subsisting ends. This is

forced upon him by the fact that he has already

described man, i.e., all men, as ends. This in the

ordlnary sense of the word, men are not. For an end

is an object of desire, and an object of desire is

something that does not yet exist. He. therefore has

to justify his description of man as an end of this

very exceptional kind, an end which already exists.

The notion of se1f~sub51stent ends is nothing but an
embarrassment to Kant 1

lsKant's Ethical Theory, (Londdni Oxford University Press,
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If one restricts oneself to only one meaning of "end", then
Ross's criticism'of‘Kant is justified. For it may seem
arbitrary to speak of existing things as ends. The notion
of a self-existent end is odd in the context. As Ross
points out, "end" is often used to mean something to be
produced, which does not yet exist. In this sense we might
agree with Ross that man is not an end at all. But Kant's
use of the word "end" is much wider than the ordinary use.
Contrary to subjective ends which are to be produced oxr
brought into existence by our actions, man is an objective
end that is self-existent, and .is not the sort of thing that
one seeks to achieve. Only as an end which is self-existent
can it be the subject who can set out all the possible ends
and never be an object to be produced by other actions.

This end is necessary in itself, and has its wvalue in it-
self. Thus the term "end" as used in this context expresses
the unconditional absolute wvalue of a person which is con-
trasted with the relative wvalue of contingent ends.

From the above, we realize that thé objective ends Kant
‘provides are of a peculiar sort, quite unlike those which
one might have expected. For "self-existent" ends are not
really ends at all in any generally accepted sense of the
term.. Consider, for example, Ross's account of the matter:

The plain fact is that in strictness man is not

an end at all, and the description of him as an

objective and at the same time self-subsistent

end can be understood only if we take this as a

way of expressing the fact that there is some-
thing which can be realized in any man and is
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worthy of being an object of desire to every man.
From the beginning of the Grundegung we know that
.in Kant's view good will is just such a thing....
If there is something that has absolute value,
there must be a duty to conserve this and to pro-
mote it to the best of one's ability. Now, there
is such a thing, viz. good will, and it exists
either actually or potentially in every man;
therefore in all our actions we must treat neither
ourselves nor others as mere possible enjoyers of
pleasure, but as beings in whom good will may be
and should be conserved and promoted.

We do not question that a good will has absolute value in
itself, and Ross is also right in thinking that for Kant,
man has his value from his possible'possession of good will.

But is this what Kant wishes to emphasize in his third form-

-

ula of the categorical imperative? Surely it is not, since

Kant wishes to stress that persons are objective ends.18

However, Ross's opinicon that an objective end is an object
worthy of desire by evéryoné seems to get textual support
. from Kant. Consider the following passage from the
Groundwork: |

If then there is to be a supreme practical prin-
ciple and—.so far as the human will is. concerned
— a categorical imperative, it must be such that
from the idea of something which is necessarily
an end for every one because it is an end in
itself it forms an objective principle of the
willl%nd consequently can serve as a vpractical
law, -~ -

Apart Trom this vassage, there seoms no other place in the
Groundwork in which Kant expresses this attitude towards

1 - -

objective ends.

17 .-
Ibid., p.52.

8yide cr., 428=65.

ar., 428=65.



79.

In 1797, twelve years after he published the Groundwork,
Kant published the Metaphysies of Morals. Thié work is
divided into two parts: (L) the Doctrime of Law, and (2) the
Doctrine:of Virtue. In the latter Kant uses the expression
"objective ends" in a different sense from that which we have
been examining. - Consider the following:

Only the concept of an obligatory end, a concept

that belongs exclusively to ethics, establishes a

law for the maxims of actions by subordinating

the subjective end (which everyone has) to the

objective _end (which everyone ought to adopt as

his own.)

Hence, "objective end" corresponds to the general sense of
"end". Whereas subjective ends are characterized as some-
thing rational beings do in fact aim at and seek to attain,
"objective end" in this sense is an end which all rational
beings ought to attain. Here we have to concentrate on what
Kant means by "objective end" in this passage.

It is essential to remind the reader at this point of
Kant's view of human nature as both rational and sensuous.
Siqge the sensuous inclinations tempt us to ends which may
be contrary to duty, ouxr legislativé reason can check their
influence only by subordinating them to objective ends which
are given a priori , independently of the inclinations. Such
obligatory ends are properly called “dutiés of virtue". A
duty of virtue is based only on free self—constraint because

virtue contains consciousness of the power to master one's

20Doctrine of Virtue, Translated by M.J. Gregor, {Harper
and Row Publishers, Mew York, 1964), p.48.



80,

inclinations when they rebel against the law. Now, under
the commands of pure practical reason, there are ends which
are presented as objectively necessary—ends which we have
a duty to realize.

Kant states explicitly that one's own perfection and the

happiness of others are ends which are also duties.Zl These

ends are objects of free choice under moral laws and are
objects one ought to adopt as one's ends. When saying that
man has a duty to take as his end the perfection character-
istic of man as such, it means that perfection is what man
can bring into being by his actions, not mere gifts he
receives from nature; for otherwise there would not be a

duty to make perfection an end. 1In dealing with one's own

perfection as an obligatory end, consider the following pass-
age from the Doctrine of Virtue:

Natural perfection is the cultivation of all one's
powers for promoting the ends that reason puts
forward.... The power to set an end— any end
whatsoever— is the characteristic of humanity (as
distinguished from animality). Hence there is also
bound uvp with the end of humanity in our own person
the rational will, and so the duty, to make our-
selves worthy of humanity by culture in general by
procuring or promoting the power to realize alil
possible ends so far as this power is to be found
in man himgelf. In other words, man has a duty to
cultivate the crude dispositions in human nature

by which the animal first raises itself +o man.

To promote one's natural perfection is, accordingly,
a duty in itself.22

lDoctrine of Virtue, p.44.

221514, p.5l.
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"As’a rational being, man has the duty to strive to railse
himself from the crude state of his nature, from his animal-
ity and to make humanity function more fully in himself.

" Man has the power to set ends and to realize them. Insofar
as one tries to cultivate these abilities, one develops
humanity in oneself and makes oneself an end of one's
actions.

In addition to cultivating all one's powers to promote
the ends that reason puts forward, one has also the duty of
cultivating one's will to the purest attitude of wirtue.
This is the duty of striving for inner practical moral per-
fection. One's actions must be in accordance with duty. But
mere outward conformity is insufficient to give moral worth
to one's actions. Thus it is our duty to strive for moral
purity, to make the moral law not merely that which binds us
but also the motive of our actions. Moral perfection con-
sists in doing one's duty from the motive of duty. Kant
does not hold that one has a strict obligation to achieve
such a state of virtue, but only that one has a duty to
strive for it. Hence striving for one's natural perfection
and one's inner moral perfection in one's own person is one
way of promoting humanity' in oneself.

Still more is involved in treating persons as ends. To
promote the happiness of others is a way of advancing human-
ity in oneself. Kant presents this point in the following

passage: '
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The proof that beneficence is a duty follows from
the fact that our self-love cannot be divorced from
our need of being loved by others. MNow our maxim
cannot be obligatory [for others] unlese it gual-
ifies as a universal law and so contains the will
to make other men our ends too. The happiness of
others is therefore, an end which is also a duty.

«... The happiness of another also includes his
moral well-being, and we have a duty, but only a
negative one, to promote this. Now it is not my
duty to prevent another person from deservedly
experiencing this inner reproach: that is his
affair. But it is my duty to refrain from any~
thing that, considering the nature of man, could
tempt him to do something for which his conscience
would pain him; in other words, it is my duty not
to give scandal.Z23

The above indicates that there are two ways to advance human-
ity by improving the happiness of others. Positively, we
have a duty to help others in distress and improve their
happiness. Negatively, we have a duty to ward.off the scan-
dals and viceé that will tempt others to depart from duty.
Sénsibility is as much a part of human nature as

rationality. Having desires and inclinations is essential
to being human despite the fact that other creatures also
possess them. What distinguishes human nature from brute
nature is the possession of personhood (humanity). Thus,

in fulfilling one's own perfection and seeking the happiness
of others one can be said to ward off the temptation of sub-
mitting to the guidance of sensibility, and thereby one acts

according to one's rational nature. Through promoting one's

perfection and the happiness of others to the best of ocne's

23Doctrine of Virtue, p.54.
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ability, one realizes humanity as an objective end through
one's actions.

Now, in the Doectrine of Virtue, by saying that man is
an objective end of our a?tions,'Kant is referring to the
development énd improvement of humanity by means of our
actions. Humanity is an end which every one ought to attain.
Hoﬁever, in the Graundwor% man as an end in himself is
treated as a self—existeht end and not as something to be
realized by our actions. |

Hence, Kant seems to use the term "objective end" in
two senses. In one sense, an objective end is called a self-~
existent end. It is not a subjective end which canlbe pxo~
duced by action; it is an end whose existence has in itself
an absolute value and serves as the supreme limiting condi-
tion of all subjective ends. As a self-existent end, man is
commanded to treat himgelf and others not merely as a means,
but always at the same time as an end. It is evident that
it is morally acceptable to behave in this way: avoid violat-
ing humanity in one-self and others and treat humanity
negatively as the supreme limiting condition of one's
actions. The Groundwork explicitly takes up this position.
However, humanity as an objective end in itself does have
its positive meaning. As we have pointed out, treating

humanityv in this negative sense is not sufficient for the

2

performance of our duty. It is our duty to become virtuous
and perfect the state of personhood. In the Critique of

Practical Reason, Xant declares that it is our duty to make
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the highesf possible good the f£inal object of all our
conduct.24 In the Doetrimne of Virtue, he says that there

are obligatory ends which we have a duty to promote. They
‘are the perfection of oneself and the happiness of others.
Through the improvement and development of our duties, human-
ity can be actualized in ourselves. In this sense, the posi-
tive conception of objective ends emerges. Objective ends
are regarded as ends which humanity ought to seek as the
ultimate purposes of actions. It may be difficult to con-
ceive why Kant does not consider objective ends in this sense
'in Groundwork, especially as he even explicitly states that
objective ends cannot be produced by our actions.25 But in
the last two illustrations, he does have the idea of promot-
ing humanity in our person as our ends. Hence, we may admit
that there is a twofold meaning in Xant's treatment of
‘objective ends. The treatment of man as an objective end in
the negative sense is Fegarded as a self-existent end, a
supreme limiting condition of all subjective ends. The
treatment of man as an objective end in the positive sense

is to seek one's own perfection and the happiness of others,
and thus make humanity fully realized through our actions.
The third formula of the categorical imperative can be

fully understood only by taking account of this twofold
meaning of objective ends. This will be fully realized by

considering Kant's illustrations in the Groundwork.

4
“Vide C. Pr. R. 129.

2SVide Gr. 437=82,
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2: Humanity and Moral Worth

One of.the most distinct features of Kant's moral phil-
osophy is the objective value he places upon human beings.
This point is explicitly expressed in the third formula of
the categorical imperative. In the above section, we have
explained Kant's distinction between subjective and object-
ive ends, and we have defended Kant's claim that we ought
never to treat human beings simply as means to the satisfac-
tion of our subjective ends but also as ends in themselves;
This means that Kant attributes absolute worth to human
beiﬁgs. But at this point we must ask, Why must we treat
man as an end? What is the ground of our assertion that
human beings have absolute worth? This is the question to
be dealt with in this section.

In Chapter I of this essay, we have pointed out the
difference between a fully rational being—a holy being—and
a human being. As a possessor of both a rational and a
sensuous nature, man has affinities not only with God and
other rational beings but also with animals. In the former
case, he is related to CGod because of his rational nature.
Because man is rational he can use his reason to act ration-
ally and morally. In the second case, man is a sensuous
being with desires and inclinations, and if he acts solely
from his inclinations and impulses, he is no different from

an animal. His rational and sensuous nature are both
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essential to his nature as a moral agent. Without rational- -
ity, he would not be capable of moral action and could not

be held responsible for his actions. Without his sensuous
nature, he would be a holy being, not a ﬂhuﬁan'being". It

is through moral constraint in overcoming his sensuous—in—
clinations and desires that a human being becomes worthy of
esteém, for then he acts upon principles that are rationally
certifiable.

Not only does Kant distinguish men from God, he_ also
differentiates men from other beings. He holds that human
beings have a value which is absoclute and unconditioned. The
concepts of dignity and price are used to mark the difference
between men and other beings. The following passages indi-

cate the differences:

(L:1): ... [Elverything has either a price or
a dignity. If it has a price, something else

can be put in its place as an equivalent; if it
is exalted above all price and so admits of no
equivalent, then it has a dignity.... [B]ut
that which constitutes the sole condition under
which anything can be an end in itself has not
merely a relative value—that is, a price—but
has an intrinsic value—that is dignity.2

(L.:2): [Mlorality, and humanity so far as it
is capable of morality, is the only thing which
has dignity... 27

From (L:1), we learn that Kant marks the contrast between

human beings and things by distinguishing dignity from price.

v

26Gy. 434-5=77.

27Gr. 435=77.
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Human beings are possessors of dignity while other things
can have only a price. A price is only a conditional
value. A thing has a price if we can put something
else in its place as an equivalent, i.e., if it can

be replaced by other things. Dignity, on the other
hand, is of absolute value; it is above all price and
has no equivalent or replacement. But how can we
attribute dignity to human beings? In (i:Z) Kant says
that humanity has dignity "so far as 1t is capable of
morality"- It is this capability which differentiates
humanity from other beings, and it is only because of
this capability that we can iay duties on men. The
notion of having duties implies the possibility of
choosing not to act in accordance with morality but

to express the desires and impulses which cften divert

. men from morality.
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In the Doctrine of Virtue, Kant marks the distinction between
humanity and things by the fact that a person is a subject
whose actions. can be imputed to him, and a thing is something
that is not susceptible to sﬁch imputation.28 This point
makes the contrast between persons and things lucidly clear.
Things have price and only rational beings have dignity.
Those things which are relative to human inclinations and
needs have a market price. Their value is dependent on their
utility to attain some parﬁicular goal. Those which accord
with certain tastes have a fancy price. "Taste" is charac-
terized as "satisfaction in the mere purposeless play of our

n29

mental powers. Unlike market price, fancy price does not

aim at a particular need;:thingS'which have a fancy price do
not depend for their valué on their usefulness, but on the
satisfaction of aesthetic:taste. However, both of these
kinds of things have only;relative value; thus they do not
have absolute, intrinsic %alue. Human beings are called
persons, they are valuable and worthy of reverence because
their rational nature sets them apart from other beings.
They are rational, exist as ends in themselves, and are
potential possessors of alwill which is unconditionally and

absclutely good. Hence, man, as the subject of morally

right actions is exalted above any price, and dignity can

8poctrine of Virtue, p.22.

296y, 434=77.



88.

thus be attributed to him.

.There is one further point that we have to notice here.
As long as a human being is subject to duty, he cannot re-
nounce his personhood; personhood ig the attribute which
distinguishes humanity from things. Thus moral worth arises
from the capability of overcoming desires and inclinaéions
and the capacity to act for the sake of duty. However, person-
hood is only an Idea of reason. All human, finite beings have
a predisposition to attain it, although no one ever fully
achieves the: Ideal. It is only through mofal practice that
we can progress towards this Ideal and only through such prac-

tice can men become actually virtuous.
3: The Formula of The End in Itself

Given the above explanations, it now should be much
easier for us to grasp the full meaning of the formula of the
end in itself. This new formula, regarded as the third
formula of the categorical imperative, is expressed in the
following way: "Act in such a way that you always treat
humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of
every other, never simply as a means, but always at the same
time as an end." This third formula is also called the prin-
ciple of humanity because it enjoins respect for persons as
such. We must stress once again that the words "always at
the same time" and "simply" must not be passed over lightly.

They are of great importance to an understanding of Kant's
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attitude towards this principle of humanity. Hence, we need
some clarifications here.'

First of all, the "end" indicated here is that of an
objective end, an end in itself, and not a subjective end
which is particular to the specific agenﬁ. Secondly, when
Kant uses the vhrase "treating persons as means", he means
using them as means to the fulfilment of one's desires and
inclinations, or, in other words, as means to the satisfac-
tion of one's subjective ends. Now, this formula states that
we should never treat persons simply as a means; it does not,
however, forbid us from treating men as means and ends at the
same time. It is plain that in our daily contact with others,
we often use them as means to attain our subjective ends.
E.g., in making a long distance call to a friend, we use the
operator as a means to attain our aim. When we go to the bank
to.have a chegue cashed, we use the bank teller as a means.

We cannot avoid using people as means, but we can refrain from
using them merely as means. The word 'merely' is important
here because we expect them to act according to their rational
will, and so to act in accordance with duty. In other words, we
do not freat them simply as a means, but also at the same

time we regard them as persons, as beings capable of self-~
constraint, and capable of acting on the basis of morally
sound maxims, and so as ends in themselves. Hence, treating
someone as a means and at the same time as an end is what
digtinguishes treating some one as a means from treating some

one as a mere means. Kant's position will be clearer after
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considering his illustrations.
(a)}: The case of suicide:

Kant's discussion of suicide introduces the concept of
necessary duties to oneself. If one contemplates suicide in
order to escape from troubles and miseriés, one is making use
of oneself merely as a means to maintain a tolerable state of
affairs till the end of one's life. But man is not a thing,
he is above all relative ends and has absolute value in him-
self, He has humanity and ought not to cast away his person-
hood and degrade his inner worth below the level of animal
creation where only pleasure and luxury are sought. As Kant
says in his Leetures on Ethics:

Suicide is an abomination because it implies the

abuse of men's freedom of action: he uses his free-

dom to destroy himself. His freedom should be

employed to enable him to live as a man. Man is

free to dispose of his condition but not of his

person; he himself is an end and not a means; all

else in the world is of value only as a means, but

man is a person and not a thing and therefore not

a means. It is absurd that a reasonable being,

an end for the sake of which all else is means,

should use himself as a means. It is true that a

person can serve as a means for others (E.g., by

his work),; but only in a way whereby he does not

cease to be a person and an end.30

In these remarks, Kant does not really show how to apply
his new formula in the case of suicide; he only asserts that
to commit suicide is to treat oneself as a mere means and has

to be forbidden. However, we must point out that there are

examples in which suicide is not merely a means to aveoid a

30Lectures on Ethics, p.l20.
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painful situétion. Kant seems to accept this position too.
He regards all acts of treating people as mere means as wrong
but considers some acts of suicide not to be cases of treat-
ing people as mere means and thus as being morally permiss-
ible. Moral sacrifice is such a case.31 A man might find
himself so placed that he can continue living only under cir-
cumstances which deprive life of all value, e.g. circumstances
in which he can no longer live conformably to virtug and
prudence, so that he must from noble motives put an end to
his life. A person burns himself in order to protest the
violence of politics and war, etc. In these cases, though
men use their human bodies as means, they do not degrade their
personhood. On the contrary, it is because they recognize the
supreme value of human dignity, that they sacrifice themselves
to protest against the violence of politics and war. Humanity
in one's own person is something inviolable; it is a holy

trust.32

If one deprives oneself of life only in ordg; to
escape from hardship, one losesg oné's.manhood and treats one-
self merely as a means to the attainment of an end of hard-
ship. 1In this case, according to Kant, suicide is morally
wrong.

There is a passage in the Lecture on Ethics which deals

with Kant's attitude towards suicide, sacrifice and humanity.

3lyide ibid., pp.148-157,

321pid. p.151.
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following gquotation is lengthy, but all of it is needed

if we are to grasp Kant's view:

{b):

Humanity in our own person is an object of the highest
esteem and is inviolable in us; rather than dishonour
it, or allow it to be dishonoured, man ought to sacri-
fice his life; for can he himself hold his manhood in
honour if it is to be dishonoured by others? If a man
cannot preserve his life except by dishonouring his
humanity, he ought rather to sacrifice it; it is true
that he endanger® his animal life, but he can feel
that, so long as he lived, he lived honourably. How
long he lives is of no account; it is not his life
that he loses, but only the prolongation of his years,
for nature has already decreed that he must die at
some time; what matters is that, so long as he lives,
man should live honourably and should not disgrace the
the dignity of humanity; if he can no longer live
honourably, he cannot live at all; his moral life is
at an end. The moral life is at an end if it is no
longer in keeping with the dignity of humanity.
Through all the ills and torments of 1life the path of
morality is determined. No matter what torments I
have to suffer, I can live morally. I must suffer
them all, including the torments of death, rather

than commit a disgraceful action.. The moment I can

no longer live in honour but become unworthy of life
by such an action, I can no longer live at all., Thus
it is far better to die honoured and respected than

to prolong one's life for a few years by a disgrace-
ful act and go on living a rogue,33

False promises:

In the example of suicide discussed ahove, Kant says that

it is wrong to treat humanity merely as a means to an arbi-

trary end, but that it s morally permissible to treat men

as means if one also treats them as ends. In his second

illustration of using false promises, Kant introduces an addi-

tional consideration to establish that it is wrong to use man

33

Lectures on Ethics, ».l1l56.

e
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as a means to attain an arbitrary subjective end. He says:

... [T]he man who has a mind to make a false promise
to others will see at once that he is intending to
make use of another man merely as a means to an end
he does not share. For the man whom I seek to use
for my own purposes by such a promise cannot poss-—
ibly agree with my way of behaving to him, and so
cannot himself share the end of the action...as
rational beings, they ought always at the same time
to be rated as ends—that is, only as beings who
must themselves be able to share in the end of the
very same action.

Thus we see that, according to Kant, to make false promise to
others is to fail to respect persons and in such a case we
treat humanity merely as a convenient means to our own ends.
The promiser makes a false promise to the promisee who cannot
possibly agree with the promiser's way of acting towards him
and who does not share in the subjective end of the promiser's
action. Thus a false'promise is only a means of attaining
some personal advantage and as such has to be rejected. 1In
the passage cited above, Xant introduces a further criterion
for distinguishing morally acceptable from morally unaccept-
able ways of treating persons as means., He says that when
one treats a person merely as a means one treats him as a
means to ends in which the other person cannot share. When
two people share the very same end, then even though tney
might treat one another also as means, they do not necess-
arily treat humanity only as a means. For example, in posting

a letter, we use the postal official as a means to reach our

4 .
“Gr. 429-320=67-68. .
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end, but the postal official can also share in our end. Thus
in this case, our action is morally acceptable. But when we
tell liés in order td’gain some advantage from others, those
whom we deceive do not share our epds. The oné whom our
action falls upon does not share our-endéi Hence, sharing an
end is necessary to morally peémissible actiqn. But this does
not in itself ensure that one is treating someone ‘as an end
in himself., For a person could be treated as a mere means
while at the same time sharing the end_achieved by the action.
For example, two men, A and B, run a company together; they
both share the same end, viz., to become wealthy through a
prosperous business. A co-operates with B because of his
usefulness to their common end, and B treats 2 in the same
way. A and B thus share a common end. However, evén though
sharing ends is a necessary condition to morally vermissible
action vig a vis others, it is not by itself a condition which
is sufficient to satisfy the principle of humanity.

Let us now return to Kant's discussion of false. promises.
The one who makes false promises treats the promisee as a
means to fulfill his own purpose, whereas the promisee does
not agree with the promiser's way of acting towards him, and
so he cannot share the end of the action. If one treats
another as an end, one will share the ends of another in the
very same action. The concept of "sharing an end"” is necess-
ary to morally acceptable action towards others, but it is

not sufficient to be the sole criterion for differentiating

morally right actions from morally wrong ones.
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(¢): Meritorious duty to oneself:

In both the cases of suicide and false promises discussed
above, we have exaﬁples of failing to respect humanity in both
oneself and others and also examples of treating humanity
merely as a means. As for the imperfect'duty of developing
one's ﬁalents, to neglect this duty can admittedly be compat-
ible with the maintenance of humanity as an end in itself,
but this:nonetheless fails to promote humanity as an end.
Kant's emphasis on the positive sense of humanity as an end
in itself is expressed clearly in this illustration. ‘He
says,

[I]t is not enough that an action shoﬁld refrain

from conflicting with humanity in our own person

as an end in itself: it must also harmonize with

this end. Now there are in humanity capacities

for greater perfection which form part of nature's
purpose for humanity in our person.

This coincides with Xant's assertion in the Doctrine of Virtue
that there are ends which are also duties. Man has a duty to
take as his end the‘perfection of £hose characteristics dis-
tinctive of humanity as such. Thé development of oné's human
capacities involves the duty to strive to raise oneself from
~the crude state of one's nature, from one's animality, ana to
realize even more fully in oneself the humanity by which alone

36

one is capable of setting ends. This duty to oneself is

'the cultivation of one's powers (or natural capacities) to

36Vide Doctrine of Virtue, p.45-46,
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the best of one's ability. Through the recognition of one's
end as a duty and the cultivation of omne's moral perfection,

the advancement of humanity can be promoted.

(d): Meritorious duties to others:

The obligation to help others in distress and make them
happy is an imperfect duty. Kant does not state that one is
unconditionally bound to furfher others! happiness and one's
own moral perfection. If a person has the opportunity to
further the happiness of others, but refuses to do so, human-
ity would no doubt subsist, and, in any case, he has not
violated it. Here, the agent is left with some latitude.

But if we do not merely try to refrain from destroying human-
ity, but try positively to further the advancement of it, we
have an imperfect duty to take the happiness of others as our
ends. By a natural tendency of his nature, man inevitably
wants and seeks his own happiness. Hence one's own happiness
is not an obligatory end. But the happiness of others is an
obligatory end. The proof follows from the fact that our
self-love cannot be divorced from our need of being loved by
others, and of receiving help from them when we are in need,
so that we make ourselves an end for others. From this it
follows that our maxim cannot be obligatory for others unless
it qualifies as a universal law and so contains .the will to

make the happiness of others our end 'i:oo.37 Hence the

37Doctrine of Virtue, p.53.

=
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happiness of others is an objective end which it is our duty
to fulfilil.

Through the four illustrations discussed above, Kant's
principle of humanity is explained. In the first and second
illustrations, it commands us not to treat humanity merely as
a means, but always at the same time as an end which is the
supreme limiting condition of all subjective ends and is the
subject of ends. It also commands, as seen in the third and
fourth illustrations, +hat we ought to attain humanity in the
positive sense and not jus£ negatively try to avoid violating
humanity. Thus in the latter two cases, we are told to attain
. our own moral perfection and fulfill the happiness of others

to the best of our.abilities.
4. The Relationships between Formulae I, IT and III

We have shown, in this chapter, why Kant introduces the
formula of the end in itsélf. His aim is to show that there
is such a thing as duty and that the application of the
categorical imperative to human beings is possible. He
expresses this idea in the following passage:

[I]f duty is a concept which is to have meaning
and real legislative authority for our actions,
this can bhe expressed only in categorical impera-
tives and by no means in hvpothetical ones. At
the same time--and this is alrzady a greal deal—
we have set forth distinctly, and determinately
for every tvpe of application, the content of the
categorical imperative, which must contain the
principle of all duty (if there is to be such a
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thing at all). But we are still not so far

advanced as to prove a priori that there

-actually is an imperative of this kind—that

there is a practical law which by itself

commands absolutely and without any further

motlves, and that the following of this law

is duty.38 :

The formula of universal law only asserts that duty is an
objective fact, it does not show us the ground of the cate-
gorical imperative. .In order to convince people that the
categorical imperative is not a chimera of the brain, Kant
brings in the formula of the end in-itself.

As shown above, there are objective ends as well as
subjective ends. These ends are valid for every rational
being. Objective ends in one sense are self-existent. They
are not to be conceived as ends to be produced by our actions,
but are already existent. They have absolute value in them-
selves and hence serve as the ground. of the categorical imper:
ative. The objective ends discussed here are those which
refer to humanity. Kant states that men are ends in them-
selves, their existence has absolute value, and in them can

4
be found the ground of a possible categorical imperative.
There seem to be three senses in which one can?say that
ralional agents are also the ground of a categorical impera-

39

tive. Firstly, because rational agents exist, a categorical

imperativermust enjoin respect for their rationality.

-
- .

...........

38y, )25=59,

39Vide Paton: The- Categorical Iﬁperative, p.170.
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Secondly, because rational agents exist with wills that can

be thwarted or furthered in different ways, we must recognize
particular categorical imperatives: we ought not to thwart

our wills by fraud or violence, and we oﬁght td further our
moral perfection and the happiness of others. Thirdly, only
because rational beings exist as ends in themselves, can there
be such a thing as a categorical imperative. It is because
rational beings are rational and have absolute value that their
wills necessarily manifest themselves in universal laws and
not merely in maxims valid only for particular agents. Be-
cause agents are not wholly rational, these laws eventually
take the form of categorical imperatives. Kant's moral phil-
osophy 1s based solely on the rationality and dignity of human
beings, The categorical imperative arises from the bare fact
of rationality in humanity. It is only because of the
rationality in human will that duty can be attributed to

human beings and imperatives can be commanded absolutely
without any further motives. Hence we can say that men as
ends in themselves can serve as the ground of the categorical
imperative.

We have pointed out that there is also another sense of
the term objective end. These ends are discussed in Kant's
Doctrine of Virtue as "ends which are also duties". These
ends are equally valid for everyone and appear as duties which
all rational beings must aim to perform., These duties are to

bring about one's own perfection and the happiness of others.
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These ends are of absolute value. The ends in question are
not intended to provide the ground for the categorical imper-—
ative. What Kant says of thejgroﬁnd of the categorical
imperativé refers mainly to self-existent ends and thus
refers to humanity.

Kant claims that the third formula provides a content or
matter for the principle of universality. Hence, he says:

All maxims have, in short,

l. a form, which consists in their universality;
and in this respect the formula of the moral im-
perative is expressed thus: 'Maxims must be chosen
as if they had to hold as universal laws of nature;!

2. a matter—that is, an end; and in this respect

the formula says: 'A rational being, as by his very

nature an end and consequently an end in himself,

must serve for every maxim as a condition %imiting

all merely relative and arbitrary ends',..%Y
In formula I, we are told that all moral maxims must share the
same form in general, namely, the form of universality. But
the bare form is devoid of content. Now, Kant says that only
objective ends are the proper matter for moral actions. With
reference to the categories in the Critique of Pure Reason,
Kant states that the transition from formula I to formula IIX
involves passing from the unity of the form of the will (its
universality) to the multiplicity. of its matter (its objects,

4 ey .
that is, its ends.)~l Formula IIT substitutes the dignity of

human personhood for the bare notion of universalizability.

Thus, in right action we are not merely passively subject to

..........
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.the universality of the law; we havg also to recognize that
we are ends in ocurselves. We nmust not merely treat ourselves
as means, and must also treat human beings other than ouxr-
selves never merely as means, but also as ends in themselves.
The.first formula of the categorical imperative says nothing
at all about the matter of morality. Tt neither commands nor
forbids the adoption of any end, but merely states the essence
of our moral maxims and the notion of universalizability that
sets @ limit to our actions. Only the third formula of the
categorical imperative supplies the ends we may have. But the
end is conceived as a special kind, namely, a selfmexistenﬁ
ehd. It is said to bhe conceived only negatively, that is, as
an end‘against which-wa should never treat humanity and that
in all our willing we must never treat them merely as means,
but always at the same time as ends.

We are now in a position to discuss the relationship
betweén the above three formulae. It is clear that formula II
is a typic of formula I, but there is not anj explicit declara-
tion in Kant's writings about the relation between formula I
and III. By réferring to the formula of the end in~itself as
the second formula of thezmorallawf? Kant suggests that it is

in some sense equivalent to the first Fformula. "The aforesaid

..........

42_ . . : .
zlt is said that the formula of universal law, the formula

of end in-itself and the formula of autonomy are the three
main formulae of representing the principle of morality.
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three Ways'of representing the principle of morality are at
bottom merely so many formulations of precisely the same
law."43 An argument for the equivalence of these two form-
ulae is contained in the following passage:

The principle 'So act in relation to every rational

being (both to vourself and to others) that he may

at the same time count in your maxim as an end in

himself' is thus at bottom the same as the principle

'TAct on a maxim which at the same time contains in

itself its own universal validity for every rational

being'. For to say that in using means to every sub-

ject "is just the same as to say this—that a subject

of ends, namely, a rational being himself, must be

made the ground for all maxims of action, never

merely as a means, but as a supreme condition restrict-

ing the use of every means— that is, always also as

an end.44
It is clear from the above pasgage that Kant regards the first
and the third formulae as eguivalent. These moral principles
are equivéient if and only if they are equivalent as moral
criteria. It is said that for any proposed action in any moral
situation, when the one criterion forbids (or allows) the
action, the action is also forbidden (oxr allowed) by the other
criterion. We are not claiming that they are identical such
that one moral principle implies the other, but we are in-
clined to say that they have the same moral implication, i.e.
they both supply a criterion for determining whether a maxim
is morally legitimate. Although on scme occasions, one

criterion is much easier to apply than the other, this does

not indicate that they are nonequivalent. Commentators on

44cr. 137-8=82-3
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Kant's moral theory disagrée widely on the equivalence of
these.two formulae. Most of them claim that these formulae
are not equivalent, however, without examining closely the
full meaning of the formulae. These critics fail to fully
sﬁpport‘their claim. One holds that ;hey are not equifalent
in the sense that while one.formula'ailows or forbids a given

45 Another

action, the other neither allows nor forbids it.
holds that while one formula forbids one action, the other
seems to allow it. In the following, we will try to show that
Kant's two formulae are equivalent. |

’_Our claim, then, is that formulae I and III are equival-
ent. However, in some cases, the applicability of one formula
is mére explicit than the other. For example, suppose we find
a $§ bill in a book we have borrowed from a friend, and we are
guite sure that he does not remember that it was there; so we
decide to keep the money. 1In such a situation the formula
of universal law easily'expresses the wrongness of our action
'since it is evident that we should refuse to will our maxim
as a universal léw because we shduld not want it to apply
to any case in which we_ourselves‘have inadvertently left
a $5 bill in a book that we have loaned to a friend. This

maxim, of course, is also wrong when judged by the criterion

of formula III. By doing this action, we dishonour and

- , ~

4SSee e.g. Marcus G. Singer, Generalization in Ethics (New
York: Knopf, 1961), pp.233~237, and John E. Atwell, "Are Kant's
First Two Moral Principles Equivalent?" in Journal of the
History of Philosophy, Vol.7, no.3. (July, 1969), pp.273-284.



104.

degrade our dignity and do not treat ourselves as ends
possessing absolute value; and we neglect our duty to work
out our own moral perfection. But the legitimacy or illegiti-
macy of ouf maxim is seen mo?e clearlj by means of formula I
than by means of formulalIII.

Consider another case. Suppose we hire a lady to clean

: ;

our house and we know that she really needs the money to feed
her family. Now, we may take advantage of“her and ask her to
do more work than we have paid for. In testing whether our
maxiﬁ is right or wrong, we see immediately that we are mis-
tréatipg the lady because we are using her simply as a means
to our own ends. This maxim is’ seen at once to be morally
illegitimate when judged by means of formula IIT. ‘Although
formulae I and III are equivalent in being criteria of moral
maxim;; the variahpe in their ease of‘application may lead one
to think that they are non-equivalent. It is only when we
understand fully the implication of the formulae, that we
will see that they are in fact equivalent,

I have claimed at the end of bhapter III that the formula
of universal law seemé to be insufficient by itself to be a
criterion of moral maxims, and_in'addition, I noté ;hat there
are examples that appear to show that formula III is also not
a sufficient criterion for moral maxims. But I think that
these insufficiencies are 'the result-of a lack of practical
judgement and SEholarship rather than an insﬁfficiency of the
formulae themselves. Owing to the difficulties of ignorance

LY

and moral immaturity, a certain blindness might block our way
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to sound moral judgement. Hence, in order to remedy this, the
use of all three of Xant's formulae (I, II and III) of the
categorical imperative will help to clear away our difficul-
ties. Thus in case we are not certain of the legitimacy of ‘
our maxim, we will test it in terms of these formulae. In
Kant's view, a maxim which is morally legitimate must pass
all criteria of the formulae, if it does not, it is morally
illegitimate. |

Let us consider a few examples that will help to show
_ how these three formulae are supplementary to each other and
how when taken together they form more explicit criteria for
evaluating maxims. As Kant has written in his Lectﬁres on
Ethi;si a drunkard might do no harm to anyone else and, if he
has a strong constituion, he might even do no harm to himself.
Now, a drunkard may will his material maxim as if it were
a universal law of nature such that every one under the same
conditions as he is will act as he has acted. Of course the
drunkard does not really will his maxim as if it is a univer-
sal law, but it is hard to see what is wrong with his maxim
when judged by the formula of the universal law. At the same
time, we are certain that this maxim cannot be a morally
legitimate one; so the formula of universal law.seems in-
sufficient as a criterion for all of our maxims, This is
really a matter of lack of moral sense. Now;when we test this

maxim in terms of the formula of the end in-~itself, we see

that drinking as much as he desires, the drunkard indulges
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his desires and inclinatioﬁs and often behaves irrationally.
‘By allowing his desires and inclinatlons to rule him, he de-
grades and dishonours his own personhood and the rationality
which distinguishes men frém brutes. In this case, it is
.-hard-to say that the drunkard treats himself merely as a
means; but he does irrationally let inclinations and desires
take over his own power——a power to act rationally. His
maxim hence cannot be a morally legitimate one.

For a case of treating others merely as means, we intro-
duce the example of polygamy. There are many kinds of poly-
gamy. In soﬁe cases, a man may have two or more wives, but
he may treat them respectfully. The relationship between
them is not as such, one which entails treating each other as
means, but is one in which we could f£ind love and respect.
This type of polygamy is not in itself reprehensible. On the
contrary, it is much better to practice polygamy in this way
than to praétice monogamf simply because of the restrictions
of a particular legal system. There are also other kinds of
polygamy: E.g., there.is the form of polygamy practiced
by Mphammedans and also tha£ which exists throughout the
history of the Chinese ruling class. In those cases, the
wives existed only in order to serve their husband; they were
reguired to be modest and obedient. As Kant's doctrine shows,
this type of polygamy is open to serioué objections on moral
grounds. One who practices polygamy in this manner may well
will his maxim into a universal law without contradiction:

but in doing this, he neglects and dishonours the dignity of

¢
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other persons and treats others simply as means to the satis-~
faction of his own desires. Maxims which lead to mistreating
humanity fail to satisfy formuia ITI.

In the above . two examples, we have seen that some maxims
may seem‘to pass the test of the formula of universal law, but
fail the test of the formula of the end in—itsélf. Consider
still another case. Suppose while driving along a seldom
travelled desert road, we encounter someone in need of assist-
ance, e.g. a 'little old lady' trying rather unsuccessfully
to change a flatntire, and suppose we do not stop to help her.
Now formula III tells us either never to treat persons merely
as means, of that when we do treat someone as a means, we also
at the same time treat him as an end. If we violate one of
these two injunctions, we are said to act wrongly. Now, in
driving non-stop we are not treating the lady as a means, sO
we do not have to treat her at the same time as an end. And
since we are not treating her as a means, we are certainly
not treating her merely as a means. Our maxim is certainly
compatible with humenity as an end in itself and thus cannot
be reckone& as wrong on these grounds alone. If, on the other
hand, wé judge our maxim in terms of the formula of universal
law, this formulé would forbid us to act according to our
maxim, and would therefore prescribe that we help the old lady
to fix her flat tire. Asking whether our maxim satisfied the
formula.of'universal iaw, we see that fhe answer must be "no".
We éan will this in the sense that it is a logicél possibility

for us to do so, and alsc in the sense that no logical



108.

impossibility would follow from not offering any help to some-
one in need. Although it might be logically possible to will
it to bhecome a ﬁniversal law, we nonetheless would not be con-
tent should this maxim be a universal principle; furthermore,
nature is so constituted, according to Kant, that there is a
systematic harmony of nature such that mutual help is a dis-
tinct feature of the harmony. Xant undoubtedly would regard
this maxim as unacceptable according to formulae I and II,
and, in addition, it does not seem to have the sound support
of formula IIT.

From the above examples, we see that although some
maxims might seem to pass one of these formulae (formula I
or ITT), they will be ruled out by one of the others. We
might conclude from the foregoing that either formula I or
formula IITI by itself will be insufficient as a criterion for
evaluating moral maxims. ﬁut this is mistaken, for a maxim
that seems to pass one forﬁula might not aétually.satisfy it
if it is examined more cloéely.

In considering the aforesaid examples,{welhold that the
drunkard case and the polyéamy case both seems to safisfy the
requirements of formula I but do not appear to satisfy formula
III. Now, it is easy encugh to show that this satisfactori-
ness is illusory. First of all, the drunkard does not hurt
himself and does no harm to anybody else., His maxim can be
willed to be-a universal law in the sense that it is logically

possible for it to be universal. But this maxim cannot be

willed to a universal law in the senSelthat we would each at
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the same time be content to see this maxim hold as a universal
law. Even if the drunkard thinks his maxim can be a universal
law, he will probably not be éontent £0 see everyone become
a drunkérd and so leave everything to rust and remain undone.
Someone must produce the drink, after all. What he wishes is
that others will work and keep everything in order, while he
himself enjoys that which interests him without caring for,
or interfering with others. We can say that he enjoys the
advantages of being sexved without giving any service to
others, and if everyone tried to do likewise there would be
no service at all. Apparently the maxim in the drunkard case °
seems satisfactory when judged by formula I, but actually, as
Qe have attempted to show, it turns out to be unsatisfactory.-
'In the polygamy case, the husband might think his maxim can
be universalized. But his universalized maxim is confined to
only the male sex. He probably would not let his wives have
as many husbands as they wish. This is disériminatory and
entails inequality based arbitrarily on difference in sexes,
and the relevant maxim can not bé fully universalized. It is
plain that the illusion of the apparent applicability of a
formula might block our way to sound ﬁoral judgement; hence
o avoid this situation the maxim must be checked by more than
one formula so as to eliminate our blindness.

in the case of the 'little old lady', we do not mistreat
her by refusing to stop and we do not treat her merely as a
means. We simply show no concern for her. This maxim of

indifference to someone in need might initially seem compatible
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-with the maintenance of humanity as an end in itself, but the
formula of an end in-itself commands that we do more than this.
As we have argued in section 1 of this chapter, we also have
duties to work to realize our own moral perfection and to work
to further other people's happinegs. Indifference to someone
who needs help is a case not only of neglecting one's duty,
but also might violate another person's well being, To treat
others simply as a means is obviously wrong, and clearly we
do not want others to treat us in this way. However, it is
difficult to sese that we have obligatory duties to cultivate
moral perfection in ourselves, and that we alsc have an obli-
gation to further other people's happiness. In the case of
such a difficulty, I have suggested above, the use of all
three of Kant's formulae (I, II and III) may help us to see
more clearly whether or not our maxim is moraily legitimate.
However, taken by themselves, these formulae will not elimin-
- ate moral immaturity. By what course is the human race
brought to a state in which moral disposition may rise and
flourish and hence.prevent men from falling into evil? How
can human beings be brought from innocence and ignorance to
knowledgeable moral maturity? Let us briefly explore Kant's
suggestions relating to these matters.

In the "Ultimate Destiny of the Human Race” in the
Lectures on Ethics, Kant claims that the ultimate destiny of
the human race is the realization of the greatest moral per-
fection possible for humanity. This perféction will arise

only through education and through nothing else. It is not
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surprising that Kant would think this. As Kant states in his
Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone; there is a natural
propensity to evil in man as well as a natural predisposition
to good._46 This propensity to evil lies in the subjective
ground of the possibility of aéting on maxims which deviate
from the moral law. Kant elucidates this further by pointing
out that there are three distinct degrees in this propensity
towards evil:47 1) The frailty of human nature, which finds
expression in our weakness for adopting maxims from inclina-
tion; 2) The impurity of the human heart, which is obvious
in mixing immoral and moral causes together giving rise to
actlons which are not done purely for duty's sake, 3) The
w1ckedness of human nature, which is the propensxuy to adopt '
evil maxims. On the basis of the above, we can see what Kant
means by saving that man is evil by nature, i.e. he may fall
into evil from the state of innocence and deviation from free-
dom to which his nﬁtural inclinations lead. How then, is the
human race to be brought to attain the highest moral perfec-
tion? Contrary to the conviction of the philosophers of the
Enlightenment, who held that sound ethics must be based upon
knowledge and that progress in knowledge is a guarantor of
morél progress, Kant respects the ordinary moral conscious-
ness of the ordinary man. He says in his Lectures on Ethics

that conscience is an instinct to pass judgement upon ourselves

..........

46, . . g .
‘6V1de Relzg}on Within the Limits of Reason Alowne, p.24.

Y71pid., p.24-5.
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in accordance with moral laws,48 It is the represehtative
within us of divine justice. We must not hurt or injure 1it.
If a person ils capable of judging right from wrong, and is
capable of reproaching himself for his sins, his conscience
is said to be alive. On the other hand, if a man searches
needlessly for evidences of evil in his conduct, his conscience
is melancholy. Conscience is not a work of art and education.
But art and instruction can bring into actualization that for
which we have a natural aptitude of goodness, and can acti~
vate the liveliness of our melancholic conscience. Hence in
the "Ethical Doctrine of Method" of the Doctrine of Virtue,
Kant states explicitly that virtue cannot be based on anthro-

. |
pological knowledge drawn from experience, but it can and

must be learned.49

It is education that guides us to con-
tinuous striving after the good and shows us our dutiles to-
‘wards beings and things. The method of education for morality
can be delivered either in a lecture or by the method of
questioning. The method of qguestioning is again divided into

50 For the still

the method of dialogue and that of catechism.
untrained pupil the first and most essential doctrinal instru-
ment to the knowledge of virtue is a moral catechism, such

that virtue is recommended.on no ground other than its intrin-

sic worth. Through thHe guidance of education, we come to the

48Vide Lectures on Ethics, p.1l33.

49D0ctrine of Virtue, p.l49.

5011i4., p.150.
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CHAPTER VI

' THE FORMULA OF THE AUTONOMY OF THE WILL

~-Never ... choose except in such a way that in the same
volition the maxims of your choice are also present as

universal law.

In this chapter we turn to discuss Kant's fourth formula
of the categorical imperative. In it Kant attempts to focus
upon thé will in order to spell out:the fgatures of the
moralfy good will. Our aim now will be to explain Xant's
doctrine of the autoﬁomy of the will, and to showlhow this

doctrine fits into his moral philosophy as we have thus far

‘given an account of it.

l: Autonomy and Heteronomy of the Will.

1.1 Hetéronomy of tﬁé Wills

For Kant,Ambfive is the basis of the distinctign 5etween
an action which is done from duty and én'action which accords
with duty. An action is called moray‘not'bécause it conforms
to duty, but because its.mdtive is pure and excludes any

patholegical interest. Thusp,actions directed towards the

satisfaction of interests cannot be reckoned as morally
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praiseworthy. It is upon this distinction that Xant sharply
differentiates autonomy and heteronomy of the will. The
will is heteronomous when it is determined by interest,
desire and jinclination. Such a will can only give rise to
hypothetical imperatives, never categorical imperatives.

Tn the Groundwork, Kant classifies all moral principles
founded on heteronomy into;two types: They are either empir-
ical and based on the principle of happiness, or they are
rational and based on the principle of perfection. Empirical
ﬁrinciplesAare unfitted to;serve as grounds for moral
maxims, since they are based on the special constitution of”
human nature or on the accidental circumstances in which one
is placed. Kanf objects to the principle derived from per-
sonal happirness because there is no necessary connection be-
tween prosperity and good conduct. It contributes nothing to
the establishment of moral behaviour, since making a man ﬁappy
is quite different from making him virtuous. And, most import-
antly, it based morality on sensuous motives which destroy its
sublimity. The. empirical principle which is based on moral
feeling is also rejected. The appeal to feelings is super-—
ficial, since feelings differ from one another by an infinity
of degrees and are incapable of furnishing a uniform standard
of good and evil. One also cannot legislate one's own feeling
as a standard for others.

The rational principles which are drawn from the prin-

ciple of perfection can be based either on an ontological

concept, or on a theological one. Principles derived from an
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ontological concept Kant regards as empty and indefinite. Tt
is circular to assert that perfection is a possible result
of action and at the same time argue that perfection is the
source of moral principles. However, Xant holds that this
concept is better than the theological one which derives moral
principles from a divine and supreme perfect will, His reason
for holding this is that we cannot intuit God's perfection,
but can only derive it from our own concepts, and especially
from our concept of morality. Thus, to base morality on the
divine will is to reason in a circle. But this concept is
even much more damaging than thig suggests, since a hedonistic
motivation can be postulated as the ground of obedience to God
SO as to gain divine reward, or it may only be a blind appeal
to authority. Xant &ejects the ﬁiew that morality is based
on religion, but holds instead that religion is based on
morality. The relation between morality and religion is fully
explained in Xant'sg Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone,
Kant staﬁes firmly in the preface to this work that,

Morality...stands in need neither of the idea of

another Being over him, for him to apprehend his

duty, nor of an incentive other than the law itself,

for him to do his duty.... Hence for its own sake

morality does not need religion at all (whether

objectively, as regards willing, or subjectively,

as regards ability to act); by virtue of pure prac-
tical reason it is self-sufficient.l

lKant, Immanuel: Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone.

translated by Theodore M. Greene and Hoyt H. Hudson. (New
' York: Harper and Row, 1960), p.3.



117.

It is thus clear that fof Kant ﬁorality‘ddes not require a
basis in religion. Nevertheless,morélity leads_the way to
religion., The will of Gpd is a symbol of.the holy, perfect
will; that is an ideal, ﬁaﬁ's final end; towards Which we can-
anﬁ ought to strive.

In rejécting heteronomy of the will, Kant does not reject
the .empirical, religiousjand political goods which the prin-
ciples of.heteronomy has, commanded. He says that one has
a duty, though an indirect ohe,‘to assure ong's own happi-
ness.2 One also has a duty to éultivate‘one's moral feelings,
i.e.?feefings of satisfaction and contentment in the perform-
ance of duty. But the concept of duty c§nnot be derived from
these:feelings.3 As we have argued- in the last chapter, our
own moral perfection is 6ne of the ends.which we are also
obligated to strive to attain. Holiness is the final goal of
our moral activities. These kinds of goods aré all affirmed,
but only under the condition that their pursuit be regulated
by a formal principle of morality. The only law which the
will of every rational béing impoées on itself, without assum-
ing any impuiég or intergst as a foundation, is a principle
which qualifies. as the formal principle of morality. This is

\

the principle of autonomy of the will.

Gro r —399=ll"2n

vide C. Pr. R. 38. -
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i.2. Autonomy of the Will:

.In the above; we have mentioned that the will which is
determined by the circumstances of the physical or social
world, personal inclination or the appeal to authority, is
aiWays heteronomous in its character. It can'bnly give rise
to hypothe%ical imperatives. In contrast, the moral will
which gives rise to categorical imperatives must not be deter-
mined by any pathological interest. It must not be heteron-
omous. A moral will is a rational will, it is motivated by
nothing other than principles given by itself. In other
words, it is autonomous. While heteronomy of the will is the
_source of all spurioué principles of morality, autonomy of
the will is the sole cpndition of the supreme moral principle.
The principle of morality is declared by reason ﬁo be a law
for ;ll rational beings in so far as they have a will. How-
ever; the law has the form of an imperative. For though we
séy that men as rational beings have a rational will, their
will is also capable of maxims which conflict with the law.
Hence the categorical imperative funs as follows:

Never choose except in such a waynfhat in the same

volition the maxims of your choice are also present
as universal law.4% o N

Gr.' 440 =87‘
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2. The approach to the formula of autonomy of the will,
After discussing the distinction between autonomy and
heteronomy of the will, Kant leads us to the formula of au?on—
omy of the will. He bases this formula on the nature of human
beings whose wills can be rational. It is the rational will
that gives to itself the law which is unconditional and uni-

versally valid for every rational'being,
First of all, let us consider how Kant introduces this
formula. What he says is as follows:

. ..the ground for every  enactment of practical law
lies objectivelv in the rule and in the form of
universality which (according to our first principle)
makes the rule capable of being a law (and indeed a
law of nature); subjectively, however, it lies it
.the end; but (according to our second principle) +the
subject of all ends ig to be found in every rational
being as an end in himself. From this.there now
follows our third practical principle for the Wille—
a8 the 'supreme condition of the will's conformity.
with universal practical'reason—-namely, the Tdea of
the will for every rational being as a will which
makes universal law.o

In this passage, Rant states that the formula of autonomy
follows from a combination of formulae I and III. The first
principle (i.e. the principle of universality) states the
objective ground of morality which‘lies in the form of univer-
sality. The second principle (i.e. the principle of humanity)
supplies:the subjective ground of morality which states that
the subject of all ends is to be found in every rational being

as an ‘end in himsgelf, Hence, a rational will, being an end
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in itself, must not simply be subject to universal law, but
mast also be considered as making the law for itself, and this
is the supreme condition of morality. It is thus the Idea of
the will of every_rational being as a will which makes uni~
versal laws. By this principle, all maxims are rejected
which are not consistent with the will's own enacﬁment of
universal law, i.e., the aﬁtonomy of the will.

There is also a similarity between formulae I and IV—
this fact is clear. 1In biddiﬁg us to act only on maxims which
we can at the same time will to be universal law, formula I
must presuppose that the will is autonomous, and can be its own
law-maker. But they cannot be reckoned as the same. Formula
I emphasizes the'objectivity and universality of the moral
law and how it must impose itself on the human will. Never-
theless, it has to presuppose that the human will is auton-
omous, so that the moral law can be seen to be categorical,

We are bound to make this assumption if we wish to explain

the concept of duty. Formula IV brings out the presupposition
of formula I. It insists on the autonomy of the will where
the only compulsion is given by the principle itself. It

is the superme corndition under which morality is possible.

Formula IV is also closely related to formula IITI. In
enjoining respect for human beings, formula III makes it clear
that it is their rational nature which makes them capable of
leading the moral life and which gives them absolute value.
Hence, formula IIT already suggests that the will is auton-

omous and is an end in itself, and it is the ground of
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categorical imperative. . Autonomy of the will is the condi~
tion of being an end in itself. The'reason is clearly that
the subject of all ends 1is the essential mark of autonomy of
the will. We must assume autonomy before we declare human
beings exist as ends in themselves and also as subjects with-

in the totality of'subjective and objective ends.

Towards the end of Chapter II of the Groundwork, there
is a passage in which Kant réfers‘to the principle of autonomy
as the 'Supreme Principle of Morélity'. 'Autonomy of the
will', he says, 'is the property the Wili has of being.a law
to itself (indepepdently of gvery property bélonging to the
object of volition.)".6 The will of every rational being is
necessarily bound to the principle as a condition. The proof
of this principle involves showing how a synthetic a priori
practical proposition is possiﬁle; we will'leave'this justi-
fication to the next secﬁion. In the meantime, we will see
how Rant providns preliminary justification for this priﬁciple
by mriinn of an analynis of the concepts of morality. The
following passage is useful in explaining Kant's approach:
None the less by mere analysis of the concepts.of
morality we can quite well show that the above
principle of autonomy is the .sole principle of
ethics. For analySLS finds that the principle of
morallty must be a categorlcal imperative, and

that this in turn commands nothing more nor less
than precisely this autonomy.

'GGI.‘, ’ 440=87-
‘er., 440=88.
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Kant seems to mark a differénce between "the éole principle

of ethics" and "thé principle of morality"; The following

may serve to clarify the difference. When saying the prin-

ciple is "the sole principle of ethics", Kant means that it

is the fundamental preéupposition or the sole condition of

morality under which validity can be given to the categori-

cal imperative., "The principle of morality" is referred to

as the principle of moral action; When applied to human

beings, the principle exists as a categorical imperative.

Thus "the sole principle of ethics" is the fouhdation for

the principle of morality.8 Rant also advanced this view

in the Critique of Practical Reason. There he says that the

autonomy of the will is the sole principle of all moral laws

and of the duties conforming to them. This autonomy of the

will is itself the formal condition of all maxims, under which

alone they can all agree with the supreme practical law.9
Given the aboye considerations, we may conclude that

formula IV is logically different from formulae I, II, and

III. Its real significance lies not in being a criterion for

moral maxims but in being the condition under which morality

is possible. The principle of autonomy must exist as an im-

perative because human will can also be thwarted by desires

8See also Williams, T.C.: The Councept of the Categorical
Imperative, (Oxford University Press, 1968), pp.33-5.

9Vide C. Pr. R, 33.
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and inclinations.
0f the abo#e,,Kant says "We have merely shown by devel-
oping Lhe cnncépt ~f meorality gencrally in vogue that autonomy .
of the will is unavoidabiy‘bound'up with it or rather is its
very basis."10 Chapter II of the Groundwork, like Chapter I,
is merely analytic. The justification of the doctrines ad-
~vanced there is left to ﬁhe final chapter of the Groundwork,
Thus Kant summarizes his position at the end of Chapter II
as follows:
In order to prove that morality is no mere phantomhof
the brain—a conclusion which follows if the categori-
cal imperative, and with it the autonomy of the will,
is true and is absolutely necessary as an a priort
principle—we require a possible synthetic use of pure
practical reason, On such a use we cannot venture
without prefacing it by a critique of this power of
reason itself—a critique whose main features, so far

as is sufficient fif our purpose, we must outline in
our final chapter.

3: The Possibility of Moral Action.

In the previous sections, we have diséusse& Kant's atti-
tude toﬁards the principle of autonomy. The real significance
of this prinéiple is‘that'it serveS'aé the necessary condition
for the very possibility of making sound moral judgéments.

If there is such a thlng as morality, if duty and moral obli=-

gation are not merely chimerical, then a justification of the

..........

10gr., 444-93"

lar., 445=96"
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principle of autonomy of the will is greatly needed. Xant's
strategy 1s to ask for a justification for the possibility
of a practical a priori synthetic proposition.12 Before turn-
ing to Kant's justification of the principle, it is necessary

to say something about a number of his distinctions.

3.1, Freedom and physical causality.

In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant states that our
knowledge of objects is restricted to the phenomenal world.
All phenomena are subject to causality according to laws of
nature without exception. Now, under physical causality,
everything is determined by something else to préduce an
effect,_i.e.; every event in nature must have a cause. 1In
nature, there is no spontaheity of freedom. Nature only ex-
hibits an endless chain of causes and effects. A given event
is determined by a previou% event and so on indefinitely. But
is physical causality the bnly kind of causality that human
beiﬁgs can comprehend? -Do human beings exist simply as a part
of the causal order of nature such that they are totally
determined? Kant's answer is, "nol!l" According to Kant's

account, man is noumenally free and phenomenally determined.13

12According to Kant, a proposition is a priori if it is
independent of all experience and all impressions of the
sense. If, at the same time, the predicate of this propos-
ition is not contained in its subject, then this proposition
is a synthetic a priori proposition. Vide 3.5 of this Chapter
for further details.

1 . .
3In‘Kant‘s view,noumenal freedom represents another kind of
causallty which he calls a causality of freedom. It is a
causality that is spontaneous. It Flows from man's rational
nature.
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But what does this mean, and wﬁqt is the basis for Kant's
assertion? ‘

| It is an obviouS‘fact that man is a natural existent, and
his activities are subject to natural law. As is true of all
other objects of nature, he has a phenomenal aspect, and, in
virtue of this, he takes his place as part of the natural
order. But man is ﬁnique among these natural existents. "He
knows not only of himself as a sensible existent, but also
becomes aﬁare of himself as possessor'of Understanding and
Reason. These powers distinguish him from all other things.
ThrOUgh Understanding men can know nature only as phenomena
revealed through our senses, but understandlng "cannot produce

by its own activity any concepts other than those whose. sole

service is to bring sensuous ideas under rules and so to -

unite them in one'consciousness“.il4 ‘Natural objects can be
known only in the particular relations in which they are
found under laws of physical causality. However, reason is

the power to frame and use Ideals. It produces concepts which
i +
go beyond sensibility and shows a pure spontaneity which is

entirely independent.of sense. Hence Kant says:

Reason does not here follow the order of things as
they present themselves in appearance, but frames
to itself with perfect fgontanelty an order of its
own according to Ideas, . -

Reason, on the other hand—in which are called 'Ideas'’

—shows a spontaneity so pure that it goes far beyond

anything sensibility can offér: it manifests its
.~highest function in distinguishing- the sensible and

Yar., 452,108,

5. o, n. A549-R576.
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intelligible worlds f?om one another and so in
- marking out limits for understanding itself,16
Unless we can differentiate men from all other existents, we
cannot plausibly assert that they can be free whilé other
things are totally determined; and, for Kant, the powers of
Understanding 'and Reason which exist only in humans distin-
guish them from all other beinés.

Kant's justification for the assumption that man is
noumenally free and phenomenally determined proceeds by two
main routes. The first is taken dn the Critique of Pufe
Reason; The third antinomy of pure reason concerns the ques-
tion of whether there is or is not freedom. Can an event be
both free and determined? Kant's solution lies in the recog-
nition of the two-sided character of every natural existent.
It is, in one aspect, mere appearance; in another, it must
rest upon a transcendental object as its foundation. An
event is an appearance of the transcendental object. Now
there is nothing to prévent us from attributing to the trans- ‘
cendental object a causality which is not phenomenal. This
causality, not beiﬁg subject to time, does not regquire another
cause of which it is the effect. Given the foregoing, we can
now see that Kant derives an explanation of the possibility
of an action being at once free and causally determined from
his transcendental idealism. This explanation can be applied
to either a first cause of the whole realm of natural phenom-

ena or to a finite being regarded as a free agent. The

..........
..........

L04r., 452 (=108).
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concept of freedom is a transcendental Idea which can neither
be derived from experience nar verified by it. It is the
power of beginning a series of events spontaﬁeously. This
Idea is created by reason so as to comprehend an absolute
totality of conditions.l7 This opens up the possibility that
in the third antinomy both thesis and antithesis may be true.
In Kant's view the alternatives, 'Every event is determined
by the laws of nature' and 'Every evént arises from freedomt
are not incompatible with one another. They may be true of
one and the same event when that event is viewed in its dif-
ferent relations:18 Now freedom and natural necessity can
exist without conflict in one and the same action. But the
transcendental Ydea of freedom; or transcendental freedom, is
only a purely theoretical, negative concept. Yet,Xant says,
this negative concept of freedom is necessary if a positive
concépt of freedom is to be possible,l9 Furthermore, Kant
-claims in the Critique of Pure Reason that he does not intend
to prove the possibility of freedom or to establish its
reality, but simply to show that causality through freedom

is neither incompatible with, nor necessarily excluded by

nature.20

17ide c. P. R. A533=B561.

¥1pid., a536=B564.

191pid., A533=B561.

200 p. R. A557-8=B585-6.



128.

According to.Kant, within the context of scientific
knowledge, the concept of;freedém has no positive content.
Freedom means nothing beyond being independent of the mechan-
ical orde: of nature. But if we want to seriously entertain
the idea that man is a free being, we need to advance to the
positive concept of freedom. Kant goes béyond the negative
concept of freedom to a positive one by showing that freedom
is equivalent to autonomy.

In the preface to the (Critique of Practical Reason, Kant

4

writes,

The concept of freedom, in so far as its reality is
proved by an apodictic law of practical reason, is
the keystone of the whole architecture of the sys-—
tem of pure reason and even of speculative reason.

Soon after this passage, Kant again claims that freedom is the
only idea of speculative reason whose possibility we know

a priori. It is known as the condition of the moral law.
Consider the following passaées with this in mind:

(f.1.) To avoid having anyone imagine that thexe

is an inconsistency when I say that freedom is the
condition of the moral law and later assert that the
moral law is the only condition under which freedom
can be known, I will only remind the reader that,
though freedom is certainly the ratio essendi of the
moral law, the latter is the ratio cogoseendi of
freedom. TFor had not the moral law already been
distinctly thought in our reason, we would never had
been justified in assuming anything like freedom,
even though it is not self-contradictory. But if
there were no freedom, the moral law would never
have been encountered in ug.22
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(M.2.) The consciocusness of this fundamental law
may be called a fact of reason, since one cannot
ferret it out from antecedent data of reason,
such as the consciousness of freedom (for this is
not antecedently ' given), and since it forces it-
self upon us as a synthetic proposition « priori
based on no pure or empirical intuition. It
would be analytic if the freedom of the will were
presupposed, but for this, as a positive concept,
an intellectual intuition would be needed, and
here we cannot assume it. In order +o regard this
law without any misinterpretation as given, one
must note that it is not an empirical fact but the
sole fact of pure reason, ggich by it proclaims
itself as originating law. :

(M.3.) Moreover, the moral law is given, as an
apodictically certain fact...of pure reason, a fact
of which we are a priori conscious, even if it be
granted that no example. could be found in which it
has been followed exactly. Thus the objective
reality of the moral law can be proved through no
deduction,.... Nevertheless, it is firmly estab-
lished of itself.24

(M.4.) The moral principle serves as a principle
of the deduction of an inscrutable faculty which
no experience can prove but which gspeculative
reason had to assume as at least possible....
This is the faculty of freedom. ... The moral
law thus defines...the law for a causality the
concept of which was only negative in speculative
philosophy, and for the first time it gives
objective reality to this concept.25

With respect to the above quotations, Kant states that the
moral law is an apodeictic fact of pure reason, and he attempts
to build upon the moral law a positive account of freedomn.

As is clear in (M.z.ﬁ and (M.3.), Kant regards the moral law
as apodeictically certain. It ig, for Kant, a fact obvious

from our ordinary moral experience that we apprehend the moral

23¢. pr. R. 31.

2%C. Pr. R. 47,

251pid.
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law and that we are subject to it. Though Kant does not
state explicitly that we have a direct awareness of the moral
law;_he undoubtedly believes that we'do; and moreover, he has
~great respeﬁt for ordinary moral consciousness. He says that
it was Rousseau who put him on the right path of honouring
ordinary men; In the Critique of Praetical Reason he says
that even against his will his spirit will bow before a man,
however humble and oxrdinary, in whom he finds integrity of
character in a measure which he is nct conscious of finding

26 Thus from our consciousness of the moral law,

in himself,
the positive concept of freedom must be necessarily presup-
posed. But the positive concept of freedom is based on the
idea of transcendental freédom. A denial of the transcen-

dental Idea of freedom would therefore involve the elimina-
tion of all practical freeaom in Xant's philosophy.z7 So,
~accoxding to Kant, if the éssumption that freedom ig self-
contradictory there could be no moral action, and the appre-
hension of the moral law would then be only an illusion,
However, in the (Critique of Pure Reason, Kant has.established
to his satisfaction the internal consistency of this concept
of fréedoﬁ. Hence our app£ehension of the moral law is the

evidence of freedom. Freedom and the moral law reciprocally

imply each other, The moral law is regarded as the ragtio

26yide C. Pr. R. 77.

2Tyide C. P. R. A534=B562,
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cogoscendi of freedom. Xant's reason for holding this has
been stated élearly in (M.l;). The gist of what he says is
that we cannot assume anything like freedom without the
immediate consciousness of the moral law. On the other hand,
freedom is the ratio essendi of the moral law. Thus the moral
law could not be imposed by something other than itself, i,e.
it must be self-imposed, ;In this‘wayr freedom is identical
wiﬁh autonomy, The moral law is said to be a law under &
free, autonomous will. |

In summary, Xant's aﬁproach to the concept of Ffreedom
involves the following: Freedom can be recognized in two
senses, negative and positive. In its negative sense, free-
dom is a transcendental Idea. It is the power of beginning
a series of events spontaneously without being determined by
the mechanical order of néture. In its positive sense, free-

dom is autonomy, the will imposes the moral law upon itself.

3.2, Wille and Willkiir:

Although Kant's account of freedom clarifies the nature
of personhood and moral obligation, its full power is not
apparent until that account is applied to cases of moral
struggle. Human will is not a pure will. We are free to act
morally, but we can also choose to act otherwise. Thus human
" will has two aspects, Wille and Willkir, .

When Kant refers to the will in its familiar aspect as
the power to choose between alternatives, he calls it Willkur,

It is the faculty of deciding. Willkir is Wille in its sub-

jective aspect, it is determined according to the strength
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of the pleasures or displeasures it anticipates in connection
with the alternatives open to it., It is therefore individual-
istic and arbitrary in the sense that one person's choice may
differ from and may even bé incompatible with another person's
choice. But W{llkur is not a blind impulse. It can be in-
fluenced by interests and inclinations, but it isn't wholly
determined to action by them.28 Its actions are always
determined according to the strongest inclination, but only
after Willkur has itself made a decision about which is the
strongest inclination. Thus Willkur is also determined by it-
self and is free. Kant says:

The freedom of the will [Wzllkuﬂ is of a wholly

unique nature in that an incentive can determine

the will [thlkur] to an action only so far as the

individual has incorporated it into his maxim .(has

made it the general rule in accordance with which

he will conduct himself); only thus can an incentive,

whatever it may be, co-exist with the absolute- s on-

taneity of the will [WZZIlk¥r]. (i.e. freedom).?
It is clear that no impulse or desire can wholly determine
Willkur to action unless Willkur chooses to act. Although
Willkur is not Wille which is autonomous and absolutely free,
it is spontaneous and has the power of initiating a new causal
series in time. Hence Willkur is both free and under the in-
fluence of desires and inclinations. It has an incentive for

action. At the same time, although it is not pure, it can

still be determined to act by pure will. It is free only in

28y1de Doctrine of Virtue, p.l0.

9Religéon within the Limits of Reason alome, p.l9.
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the negative sense of freedom, l.e. free in the sense of being
indepéndent of sensuous impulses and from the mechanisms of
the natural order in tﬁe determination of its choices.

In contrast to Willkur, Wille does not make decisions or
act as the direct determiner of action, it does not act.
Rather; it is the 1awgiver. It lays down the moral law which
has universal validity. While the power of choice (Willkur)
is the appetitive power viewed in relation to action, Wille is.
the appetitive power viewgd'in relation to the ground that

determines Willkzr'to act.30

Wille is the determining
ground of W£Zlk§r, It is the purely rationél'aspect of our
human +ill., 1In so far as Wi{lle can determine Willkur, Wille
is practical reason itgeif. Witle gives the moral law to

- Willkur., The moral law'is a synthetic a priori statement upon
whicﬂ'WiZZkﬁr vould necegsarily conform if it were exclusively
rational and fully realized by its potentialities. And since
Willkur is also influencéd by inclinations, Wille thus lays
down the law ag an imperétiVe_of duty. Hence the positive
concept of freedom is the concept of the power of pure reason

to be of itself practical.3;- It is' the legislative function

of our human will. Its freedom is autonomy.. 5

3.3 Autonomy and Heteronomy of the Will are modes of freedom:

In Kant's moral philosophy what does it mean to be a

~

rational being or to be a person? Kant's answer to this

4
'

30yide Doctrine of Vivrtue, p;;o.i

311pia.
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question becomes clear when it is considered in the light of
our discussion of Willkur and Wille. The moral law, which is
given by Wille, reveals the fact that human beings are beings
who are rational and who possess personhood. By telling us
what we ought to do regardless of our inclinations and desires,
the moral law forces us to be aware of ourselves as agents,
rather than as mere creatures of desire. And so in one as-
pect, we have WiZZkar, the power to choose for ourselves that
which is most desired and contrary to our duty; in another
aspect, Wille informs us, through the voice of the categorical
imperative, of what we ought to do and that we must be respon-
sible for our actions. By adopting maxims which confbrm to
the universal law, we express the unconditioned character of
our Wille and reveal ourselves as rationally free beings.
‘These double characteristics of human will also enable
us to see that autonomy and heteronomy of the will are both
modes of freedom. - The fact that autonomy of the will is a
mode of freedom reguires no argument, That freedom involves
the independence of the will from external influences and from
all antecedent determination has been generally recognized.
To say that the will is free is to say that it is autonomous
and acts rationaliy, But Xant holds that heteronomy of the
will is a mode of freedom as well., As a transcendentally free
being who possesses Willkar, the individual 1is determined
neither by desires and inclirations nor by mechanical nature.
The individual proposes his object of choice by his own

Willkur. By acting from his Willkur, rather than his Wille,
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his action is heteronomous. But the decision to act heter-
onomously is nonetheless his own decision, for the individual
is free éo act rightly or wrongly. The adoption of heteronomy
of the will is an expression of transcendental freedom, i.e.
freedom to act spontaneously; it is an expréssion of freedom
in its negative sense, for in this case the person does not
act solely as a law giver.

Whereas heteronomy of the will is an expression of trans-
cendental freedom, autonomy of the will is an expression of
both transcendental freedom and practical freedom, i.e. free-
dﬁm in both its positive and neéative sense. In its negative
sense, autonomy of the will is freedom to act spontaneously,
free from the mechanical determination of the natural order
and the influence of desires and inclinations. It is a ful-
filling realization of transcendental freedom. Autonomy of
the will in its positive sense is the ability to maintain
unconditional independence of personal dispositions by acting

in according with one's legislative Wille.

3.4. The antinomy of freedom and necessity and the two
standpoiﬁts theory:

In the above section, we have stated that man has the
ability £o maintain independence of personal dispositions by -
acfing in accordance with his own free will. On this basis,
there seems to arise an antinomy of free willing and natural
causality within the context of the very same action.

By an antinomy, Kant means a pair of statements, each of

which can be validly proved, but which nonetheless appear to
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_contradict one another. There are four antinomies discussed
in the C(ritique of Pure Reason: The third antinomy is con-
cerned with freedom and natural causation. The solution of
‘this antinomy we have discussed in part 1 of section 3. .

In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant holds that freedom is a
transcendental Idea, and as such he claims that " [pure]

reason ghOWed freedom to be conceivable only in order that its
supposed impossibility might not endanger reason's very being
aﬂd plunge it into an abyss of skepticism.“32 Hence, the con-
cept of freedom is needed for the completion of a consistent
account of theoretical reason itself., Thus there is, for
Kant, no genuine contradiction between freedom ang physical
causality. However, although there is ﬁo theoretical contra-
diction in asserting freedom aloné with physical causality,
there is still the problem of how we can reconcile the antine
omy hetween free willing and natural causélity within the
context of the very same action. 1In the case of practical
reason, the concept of freedom is a necessary presupposition
which appears as a property of the will of all rational beings
To deny the possibility of freedom is to reject the possibil-
ity of morality and practical reason. On the other hand, the
concept of natural causality is a category of the understand-
ing without which there can be no knowledge of nature. Yet
these two concepts seem incompatible with each other. Accord-

ing to the ﬁirst, our actions must be free; and according to
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the second our actions as events of the natural order are
determined by causal laws. There will be no way to resolve
the contradiction if we conslder ourselves as free and as
determined in the same sense and in the same relationship in
respect to the same action. In oxrder to escape from this con-
tradiction, Kant intreduces his two standpoints theory. As
we have remarked earlier,.Kant holds that our knowledge of
objects is knowledge of appearances, It is knowledge of the
phenomenal world; This pﬁenomenal world is revealed to us
through our sensibility. Our knowledge of it arises from a
combination of sensibility and understanding. Beyond the
appearances which they reveal to us we do not know what these
objects are in themselves. But we must assume that behind
these appearances there are things-in-themselves. This gives
us a rough account of Kant's distinction between phenomena
(things as they appear to us) and Noumena (things that are in
themselves). Hence, appearances constitute the phenomenal or
sensible world. The world of things—in—themselﬁes may be
called the noumenal or intelligible world. 1In the Critique
of Pure Reasoé; the Idea of the Noumenal world is only a
liniting concept. It is néCessary in order to give object-
ive validity to our sensuous knowledge by stating:its limit
since this prevents us from ihinking that our sensuous in-
tuitions can give us knowledge of things as they are in them-
selves, Within the field of practical reason, the Idea of an
intelligible world must also be presupposed. We can only

think of it negatively. It is the world as it is, independent
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of our sensible intuitionL At the same time, we have no in-
teilectual intuition through which to know it. Now man must
consider himself from different points of view as both a mem-
ber of the intelligible world and as a part of the sensible
world. As a result of his rational nature, his‘personhood,
his independence of sensuous impressions in the use of reason,
a man must regard himself gua intelligence as belonging to
the intelligible world. Thus, in this respect he is free from
the>mechanism of nature and is subject to the law which reason
imposes on itself. But a man ig also a being of needs, im-
pulses and senses; he is also a bart of the order of nature.
This aspect of his being is his empirical self, the part
which belongs to the sensible world., As a member of the in-
telligible world, a man is subject to autonomous laws given
by reason. As a member of both the intelligible world and
the sensible world, he ought to obey the laws which appear as
categorical imperatives for him. If man were solely a member
of the intelligible world, all his actidns would necessarily
accord with the moral law. If a man were solely of the sens-
ible world, his actions would be entirely subject to the laws
of nature. If the former were the case a man would be a
Saint. If the latter held, a man would be nothing but a
mechanical being. But é man is a finite rational being, and
as such he must regard himself from two standpoints: As
both a member of the intelligible and the sensible world.

Hence, with reference to the very same action, we observe

that on Kant's account it is to be seen from two different
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points of view. One refers to man's activity as empirically
observed, and the other refers to its noumenal reality. Once
this is grasped, the antinomy between freelwilling and
natural necessity disappears. Thus man, as a rational being
is not responsible for having desires and impulses, but he is
responsible for indulging them when he allows them to in-

fluence his maxims and fails to conform with rational laws.

r *

3.5: The possibility of moral action:

On the basis of the foregoing discussion we are now able
to show on Kant's account how moral action is possible. The
first two chapters of the Groundwork are said to be analytic.
There Kant's object is to show that if there is such a thing
as morality, and if our morai judgements are not merely
chimerical, then fational beings must be capable of acting
in a certain way, i.e., as the categorical imperative com=-
mands., Through the principle of the autdnomy of the will
Kant states the necessary condition under which all our moral
actions will be possible, and since the principle of autonomy
and its corresponding categorical imperative are synthetic
a priori propositions, his further task is to show how such
a priort synthetic propositions are possible. Clearly, the
categorical imperative is synthetic because the obligation
cannot be obtained by mere analysis of the concept of a
rational being. On the other hand, since a rational being.
is unconditionally and necessarily obligated to act in a
certain way, independent of consequences, principles determin-

ing moral action must be « priori. The possibility of the
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practical synthetic a priori proposition hence rests on a
'third term' which is the necessary connection between the
predicate and the subject. Xant states his position in the ,
following passage: :

Nevertheless the principle of morality is still a

synthetic proposition, namely: 'An absolutely good

will is one whose maxim can always have as its con-

tent itself considered as a universal law'; foxr we

cannot discover this characteristic of its maxim

by analysing the concept of an absolutely good will.

Such synthetic propositions are possible only be-~

cause two cognitions are bound to one another by

their connexion with a_third term in which both of

them are to be found.33
Kant goes on to argue that it is the Idea of freedom which
gives us the third term. Freedom is thus attributed to all
rational beings as a necessary condition for rationality it~
self. It is a property of the will of all rational beings.
The presupposition of freedom is neither self-contradictory
nor excluded by physical causality once we grasp the necess-
ity of comnsidering reality from two different viewpoints. A
rational being must regard himself as belonging, not only to
the sensible world which is ruled by causality, but as be-
longing also to the noumenal world. As a member of the
intelligible world, a rational being acts under the Idea of
freedom and the moral law. If man were solely a member of
the noumenal world, all his actions would necessarily conform
to the moral law. However, since man is alsoc a part of the

sensible world, he is tempted to act contrary to the moral

law, but as a rational being he ought to conform to it.

Gr., 4£47=98.
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The property of freedom of the will makes moral obligation
-

possible, for, as Kant says, ought implies can. Thus every
rational being would necessarily act in accordance with the

principle of autonomy, if he is rational enough; and he

ought to so act, if he is irrational enough to be tempted to
do otherwise, As Kant writes in the following passage:

And in this way categorical imperatives are possible
because the Idea of freedom makes me a member of an
intelligible world. This being so, if I were solely
a member of an intelligible world, all my actions
would invariably accord with the autonomy of the
will; but because I intuit myself at the same time
as a member of the sensible world, they ocught so to
accord. This categorical 'ought' presents us with

a synthetic a priori proposition, since to my will
as affected by sensuous desires there 1s added the
Idea of the same will, viewed, however, as a pure
will belonging to the intelligible world and active
on its own account.- =

Thus Kant's answer to the question which we raised earlier in
this chapter can now be given., 'How is a categorical impera-
tive possihle?' Consider what Kant himself says:

Thus the question ... can be answered so far as we
can supply the sole presupposition under which it

is possible—~namely, the Idea of freedom—and also
so far as we can have insight into the necessity of
this presuppogition. This is sufficient for the
practical use of reason--that is, for conviction

of the validitv of this imperative, and so too of
the moral law. EBut how this presupposition itself
is possible is never open to the insicht of any human
reascn. Yet, on the presuprosition that the will of
an intelligence is free, there follows necessarily
its autonomy as the formal condition under which
alone it can be determined.>

3cr., 454=111.

35Gr., 461=124.
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Hence the Idea of freedom is necessary for ﬁhe very céncep-
tion of the possibility of moral action. However, Kant says
human reason is not able to fully explain how such freedom
is possible. Human intuition is sensible. We have no
intellectual intuition with which to grasp noumenal reality.
At the same timé, we cannot prove the existence of freedom
through any possible sense experience. It appears only as

a necessary presuppositioﬁ of reason 1in beings who have the
power to act in'aécordance with laws of reason independently
of natural instincts. Thus Kant holds that we can indicate
the condition under which a categorical imperative is possible.
And while we do not comprehend the practical unco%ditioned
necessity of the moral,impefative, we do comprehend its in-
comprehensibility. At this point we have reached, according

to Kant, the very limit of our human reason.
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CHAPTER VII

THE FORMULA OF THE KINGDOM OF ENDS

—Every rational heing must so act as if he were through

his maxims always a law-making member in the universal

kingdom of ends.

. Throughout his moral philosophy, Kant does not restrict
himself in developing the means to evaluate maxims for action.
He also goes on to present us with an ultimate goal of moral
actions: the‘kingdom of ends, or, to use the expression found
in the Critique of Practical Reason, the summum bonum. Thus
Kant's ethics presents human actions as having to be oriented
towards the realization of an ultimate goal, such that all
our maxims of actions ought to harmonize with such a possible
kingdom of ends. We will, in +the following sections, discuss

fully Kant's treatment of this matter.

l. The Kingdom of Ends:

Kant introduces the kingdom of ends in the following
passages:

I understand by a 'kingdom' a systematic union of
different rational beings under common laws, 1
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necessity of discussing this concept of the kingdom of ends.
Although the kingdom of ends is only an Ideal, it is not a
mere chimera of oﬁr minds. The reason Xant considers it as
an Ideal }s clear, for even though we can realize the com-
mands of morality, the frailty of human nature always tends

to make us act contrary to the moral law. Nonetheless, it is
our duty to strive to attain this Ideal, and this leads us
towards impartiality and universality in our actions. This
ideal presents us with a vision of a moral community which
can be actualized through our actions. The kingdom of ends
is an organic whole which is conceived as a systematic con-
junction of all objectiveﬁen&s. Kant holds. that these ends
are not simply confined to rational beings as ends in them-
selves, but also include the personal endgs which each may set
beforelhimself i1if these ends have objective validity.3 Hence,
in so far as rational beings exist as ends in themselves and
act upon self-imposed, universal laws, we shall be able to

conceive a kingdom of ends.

2. The Approach to the Formula of the Kingdom of Ends.

It comes as no surprise that the Ideal of the kingdom
of ends should, in Kant's account, take the form of a cate~
~gorical imperative. It is an Ideal that a system of fully

rational beings would necessarily strive to attain, and it

Vide Gr., 433=74.
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also is an Ideal which imperfectly--rational beings (human
beings) ought ﬁo strive to attain. Hence, that we ought to
strive to realize the Ideal is for Kant categorical.

By means of our previous discussions of the formulae of
the categorical imperative it is easy to establish the formula
of the kingdom of ends. We can introduce it by means of any
of the other formulae. Hence, we will treat them separately
in what follows. Formula I commands us to act only on maxims
which we can at the same time will to be universal laws. Kant
holds that this command applies to every rational being without
exception. If rational beings act only on maxims that are im-
partial in character, these maxims are formal and universal,
i.e:, they are laws common to other rational beings as well.

In so far as every rational being acts only on laws common to
others, a systematic union of different rational beings under
common laws will be established. Hence, a kingdom of ends will"
emerge.

Formula III tells ﬁs that we should treat all rational
beings (including ourselves) never merely as means but always
at the same time as ends: This enjoins respect for personhood
in onesélf and others, and gives rise to the Ideal of a commun-
ity of rational beings who act according to laws which direct
them to treat humans always as ends in themselves. Thus, there
arises a systematic union of rational beings under common
objective laws. This union is in Kant's terms a kingdom of

ends.
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According to formula IV, every rational being ought to
regard himself as the legislator of universal laws. This is
possible because of the capacity of our autonomous will.
Hence every rational being must prevent his maxims from con-—
tradicting the moral law. Where maxims are not already, by
their very nature; in harﬁony with the objective principle of
rational beings as makers of universal law, the necessity of
acting on this principle is practical necessitation, that is,

duty.4

buty is based on the realization that rational beings
can be the legislators of universal 1aws: This leads natur-
ally to the concept of a kingdém under self-governed laws. It
also leads to the concept of a kingdom of ends because the
self-imposed laws command that every rational being must treat
himself and all others as ends in themselves. Given the fore-
.going; we can see why the formulé of the kingdom of ends runs
as follows:

Every rational being must so act as 1f he were

through his maxims always a law-making member in
the universal kingdom of ends.>

3. The Relationship Between the Formula of the Kingdom of Ends

and the Previous Formulae of the Categorical Imperative.

Kant's views about the relationship between the formula of
the kingdom of ends and the previous formulae of the categori-

cal imperative are expressed clearly in the following passage:

Gr., 434=76,

Gr., 438=83.
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the aforesaid three ways of representing the prin-
ciple of morality are at bottom merely so many
formulations of precisely the same law, ... its
purpose is to bring an Ideal of reason nearer to
intuition (in accordance with a certain analogy)
and so nearer to feeling.

All maxims have, in short,
1. a form, which consists in their universality; ...
2. a matter—that is, an end; ...
3. a complete determination of all maxims by the
following formula, namely: 'All maxims as proceed-
ing from our own making of law ought to harmonize
with a possible kingdom of-ends as a kingdom of
nature.' This progression may be said to take
place through the categories of the unity of the
form of will {its universality); of the multi-
plicity of its matter (its objects—that is, its
ends); and of the totalitv or completeness of its
system of ends.
I have argued in the previous chapters that formula I (or the
formula of the universal law) expresses the formal aspect of
the moral maxim, i.e., maxims of our actions must be universal
and objective. TFormula II (the formula of the universal law of
nature), I have argued, is a typic of formula I, maxims of our
actions must be chosen as if they are universal laws of nature.
Formula III (or the formula of the end in itself) supplies the
matter for our moral maxims, since it tells us that a rational
being exists as an end in himself and alsoc as the subject of all
objective and subjective ends. I have also pointed out that
formula I and formula III are eqguivalent in the sense they both
serve the same purpose and are both criteria for moral maxims.

These two formulae both emphasize the rational aspect of our

human nature. In formula I rationality is thought of as

bGr., 436=79-80
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enshrined in universal laws. In formula III it is thought of
as enshrined iﬁ humanity. Formula IV turns out to be somewhat
different from formula I and III. It does not supply a criter-
ion for moral maxims. Instead it states the conditions under
which moral actions are possible. It also states that our
recognition of rationality in human nature is not a mere fan-
tasy, but is something made manifest through our autonomous
"will. At this point it should be clear that the formula of

the kingdom of ends follows from a combination of the formula
of universal law and the fo%mula.of end in itself. It presents
us with both the form and the matter of our morally good actions.
Moreover, it leads us to an.Ideal which we see it is possible
to realize through moral préqress. Formula V shows that we are
dealing not with isolated laws aﬁd isolated ends, but with a

| system of laws and a system of ends. Formula V is thus a com-
plete determination of all moral maxims. The complete deter-
mination of all maxims may be said to pass through the unity

of the form of will (its universality) and the multiplicity of
its matter (its objects, i.e. its ends) to the totality or com-
pleteness of its system of ends. This totality combines both
the form and the matter. In one respect, the formula of the
kingdom of ends does set out a moral criterion for our maxims,
but this is not Kant's main purpose in bringing in this Ideal.
In the above cited passage, he explicitly states that the pur-
pose of the formulae of the categorical imperative is "to bring
an Idea of reason nearer to intuition." In the footnote on the

same page, he says that the Idea of the kingdom of ends is a
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practical Idea used to enable us to bring into existence that

which does not exist, but which can be made actual by our
duct—and indeed to bring it into existence in confbrmity

this Idea.7

‘The purpose of this Idea is to present to us
prospect of an- Ideal community which is the result of our
actions. By acting morally, i.e., by acting according to

commands of the categoricdi imperative, we will bring the

of a kingdom of ends nearer to realization. Hence we see

con-
with
the
own
the
Ideal

that

although formula V- is closely connected with formulae I,'III and

IV, it nonetheless differs from. them. Whereas formulae.Iand

‘ITT set out criteria for moral maxims, formula V is the pros~

pective -outcome which is realizable by actions that accord with
f

the comhand5'0f the categorical imperative. Thus Kant calls

formula.V the complete determination of all maxims.

4. Head and Member of the Kingdom of Ends.

A rational being‘belongs to the kingdom of ends as a
member, when, although he makes its universal laws,

"he is also himself subject to these laws. He belongs

to it as its head, when as the maker of laws he is
himself subject to the will of m other.®

Shortly after introducing the concept. of a kingdom of ends,

Kant differentiates between a member and a head of the kingdom

of ends. 1In so far as humans are only partly rational, they

belong to the kingdom of ends as members. This indicates that

B

’vide Gr., 436n=80 .

86r., 433=75.
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even though humans can make objective laws for the kingdom of
‘ends, they are themselves also subject to these laws in the
form of categoricél imperatives which cast duties upon them.
Kant also assumes that a rational being could belong to the
kingdom of ends solely as its head. Such a head would be a
law-maker for the kingdom of ends who was not himself subject
to the laws via the constraints of duties. Kant says that such
a head exists only 'if he is a coﬁpletely independent being,
without needs and wi%h an unlimited power adegquate to his .
will'.9 This is possible only in the case of a fully rational
being, i.e., a Hholy being—God. Such a being would necessarily
act rationally in virtue of.His completely raﬁional nature. He
has no human desires and impulses, and so His actions would
spontaneously be in accord with the moral law. Thus He is
above duty and obligation énd in this sense He would not be
subject to the laws which are given by Himself.

The concept of a supreme head. for the kingdom of ends is
introduced in the Groundwork without any fufther‘explanafion.
But it coincides with Kant's views on the finiteness of human
beings and the infiniteness of God. Humans are finite and
hencg they can only be members of the kingdom of ends. Only
if they attain to a stage of holiness, can they also exist as
head and member of the kingdom. But for humans, according to
Kant, holiness is only an Ideal which we can never attain. On
the other hand, in the Critique of Practical Reagson, the exiét—

ence of God (the supreme head of the kingdom of ends) is one of

Gr., 434=75
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the "three postulates of the pure practical reason. It is con-
sidered indispensable along with the doncept of  summum bonum.
Kant holds that although we cannot demonstrate the existence
of God, the Idea of God nonetheless gets objective wvalidity
through a moral approach. Thus for Kant the existence of God
is a postulate of practical reason. It i1s a matter of prac-
tical faith, not of theoretical cognition. The difference
between a supreme head and a member of the kingdom of ends
once again brings us to realize the finiteness of human beings.
It sets out a perfect feature for human beings to strive after
through their own moral activities. On the other hand, thg
Idea of Ged is necessary for the realization of the kingdom of

ends. We will see clearly in the following section.

5. The Realization of the Kingdom of Ends.

We have already shown that for Kant rational beings exist
as members of the kingdom of ends. The Ideal of the kingdoﬁ
of ends is the Ideal of a community of rational beings making
and obeying. the same universal moral law. The duty of all
rational beings is to act as law-making members of this kingdom.
But such a kingdbm of ends would be actualized only if those
maxims which the categorical imperativé prescfibes as rules for

10

all rational béings were universally followed. This means

that the Ideal of a kingdom of ends is péssible only if all

104540 6r., 438-84.
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rational beings aiways act in accordance with the commands of
the categorical imperative. Hence, a kingdom of ends remains
only as an Ideal because of the imperfectnesslof the human
nature. The kingdom of ends, the concepts of virtue and full
personhood, a;; Ideals of pure practical reason towards which
we strive. They have no perfectly adequate embodiment in the
world. This does not mean that all these Ideas are mere
chimeras of our minds, they can be actualized only through
the attainment of moral perfection in an endless process.
Given human mortality and human limitations, there seems no
way to finally attain this Ideal. Hence, 1t seems the moral
Ideal will remain just an Ideal. But this conflicts with out
sense of justice and this is why Kant brings in the postulates
of the existence of God and the immortality of the soul. The
existence of God guarantees such Ideal can be realized. If
justice is not realized in this life, it will be realized for
eacnh soul in its immortality.

"For Kant, what the realization of the kingdom of ends en-
tails can be seen if we place it in the context of the idea of
_the kingdom of_nature.ll This should not surprise us. As we
pointed out in Chapter IV, Xant's wviews of nature shared the
op£imism of other eighteenth century writers. He considers
nature as having an inherent unity. He says we should think of
this mechaqical system as if it is governed by a divine head

under teleological laws. vThis.divine head can also be thought

Yler., a38=84.
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of as the head of the kingdom of ends. He is the law-giver to
both the kingdom of nature and the kingdom of ends. Thus a
kingdom of ends could become actual only if nature itself were
a kingdom governed by teleological laws and only if it were so
designed that it would promote and guarantee the success of our
moral endeavours. In spite of the fact that moral agents are
autonomous, they still need the co-operation of other rational
beings and also the co-operation of nature to make the realiz-
ation of the kingdom of ends possible. As Kant writes in the
following passage:

Yet even if a rational being were himself to follow

such a maxim strictly, he cannot count on everyhody

else being faithful to it on this ground, nor can

he be confident that the kingdom of nature and its

purposive order will work in harmony with himself,

as a fitting member, towards a kingdom of ends made

possible by himsel#f.12 ' :

fhere is one point that especially neéds emphasizing here;
By saying that a rational being needs the co-operation of other
rational beings and nature in order to actualize the kingdom of
ends, XKant does not mean that morally good actions are only of
instrumental value, or fhat ﬁhey are of value only because they
promote this kingdom. Morally good actions are actions which
afe-good in themselves. The kingdom of ends is a community
which ought to exist even if it does not now happen to exist.

Hence, the question of whether the phenomenal world is or is

not in co-operation with our moral actions is entirely irrelevant

126r., 233=84.



155.

to this Ideal.? However, 1f we are to establish a genuine
kingdom of ends on earth, then a kingdom of nature viewed as
purposive is needed in order to assure fhat a kingdom of énds
can be actually realized. Kant puts these matters well in the
quoted passage with which we close this chapter.

Teleclogy views nature as a kingdom of ends; ethics
views a possible kingdom of ends as a kingdom of
nature. In the first case the kingdom of ends is
a theoretical Idea used to explain what exists. In
the second case it is a practical Idea used to bring
into existence what does not exist but can be made

. actual by our conduct—and indeed to bring it into
existence in conformity with the Idea.

l3See also W.T. Jones: 'Purpose, Nature, and the Moral Law.'
from The Heritage of Kant, Ed., by George Tapley Whitney and
David F. Bowers, ( Russell and Russell Incl, 1962, pp >,9_242

1%6r., 436n=s0n.
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CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSION

My aim, in writing this thesis, is to give a clear ex~-
position of the relation between Kant's different formula-—
tions of the categorical imperative. Having given that
exposition I will now discuss the following items in this
final chapter:

1. How many formulae of the categorical imperative did
Kant intend to offer?
2. . Is there any one formula superior to the others?
3. The conclusions resulting from this essay.
, I have mentioned in chapter III that there is a bewildering
range of opinions by commentators on the number of formulae
of the categorical imperative. The guestion of how many
formulae of the categorical imperative isg itself ambiguous.
Take, for example, A.R.C. Duncan's comment that this gquestion
may be taken to mean either, (a) How many formulae did Kant
;hink he had offered? or, (b} How many formulae can be sug-
gested by an ingenious reader?l Duncan himself considers
that only the former question is of importance. Of the
latter question, Kant himself does not consider that he has

exhausted all the formulae of the categorical imperative.

lVidé Duncan, A.R.C.: Practical Reason and Morality, p.l72.
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In the,paésage-which concludes the sub-section in which he
formulates the various formulae of the categorical impera-
tive, he simply says: "the aforesaid three ways of represent-
ing the principle of morality'arg at bottom merely so0 many
Jormulations of precisely the sdmé lav."? Someone who is
interested in the formulae themselves migﬁt be able to sug-
gest more. Hencé, our question is not focused on how many
formulae of the categorical imperative can be formulated, but
on kant's formulation of the categorical imperative.

There is no doubt that Kant has given us five different
formulae of the categorical imperative. These are, the
formula of the universal law (Formula I), the formula of the
"universal law of nature (Formula II), thé formula of end in
itself (Formula III), the formula of autonomy.(Formula i),
and the formula of the kingdom of ends (Formula V). My view
is that it is of no importance just how many formulae there
are in Kant's Groundwork; What is important is that we have
to make clear how these various formulae are related to each
other’ and the reason why Kant brings ip each formula. From
this, we will see whether there exists any fsrmula superior
to the rest aﬁdlwe will find out the significance of each
formula in Kanﬁ's ethical theory, |

The formula of the universal law of nature_is the
weaknnf 4mong'alt Kant'%.formulae. As T trve pointed out

2 y
Gr., 436=79, My italics.
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in Chapter IV of this essay, formula II is only & typic of

formula I. 1Its real significance is to provide a typic for

—_—
the estimation of maxims according to moral principles and

e

also to provide a necessary condition for moral maxims. If

ey

—

a maxim is not so constituted as to stand the test of being
made in the form of a universal law of nature, it is morally
prohibited, But formula II nonetheless provides a sufficient
criterion for our moral maxims. This is because what is
possible in nature may not be legitimate in the moral realn.

Hence, the only function formula II can serve is to supply

the moral law with a mediation principle which enables us to

——

make use of the moral law as a practical criterion for testing

our maxims. From this point, it follows that formula IX is
less important than the other formulae. But on the other
hand, the formula of the universal law of nature reveals

something significant about Kant's ethics., It also tells us

about Xant's view of nature. _Kant regards nature as purposive
as though it is governed by a supreme head. A rational agent,
who is also part of nature cannot will to contravene the pur-
poses of nature. Otherwise, he will contradict (in a non-
logical sense) his own nature as a rational and sensuous

being in the natural world. Nature has given humans all kinds
of natural capacities and the powers of intellection; this
gives rise to the idea that it is obligatory to fulfill one's
natural perfections. Given Kant's views onlthe purposiveness

of nature, we can understand his ethical theory more
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thoroughly. E.g., nature has given man his sensuous and
rational nature. A human being, gua sensuous being,‘has as
his function the pursuit of happiness; but qua rational being,
it is his aim to pursue all objective ends independent of his
inclinations and desires. It is also in nature's design that
one must subordinate one's senguous nature to one's rational
nature so as to fulfill nature's étriving towards a har-
monious, perfect community. For a rational agent %o neglect
the purposes of nature would be to deny the significance of
his own existence, and accordingly would help to destroy the
very structure of nature.

Kant's teleologiéal view of nature is seen more clearly
if we consider his idea of the historical development of
nature. He holds that nature has a definite plan; according-
ly, history progresses towards the fulfillment of this plan.
It progresses, that is, towards the establishment of a uni-
versal community in which méral goodness will triumph within
the progress of history. So nature leads manking towards the
development of a harmonious kingdom and to a well~disciplined
good~over-evil community. Given this conception of the his-
torical purpose of nature, we see that Kant's formula II is
closely connected with the formula of the kingdom of ends and
the Ideal of pure practical reason. The formula of the uni-
versal law of nature, though it appears less important than
the other formulae of the categorical imperative, nonetheless

plays its part in Kant's ethical theory. If we confine
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ourselves to the establishment of criteria for our moral
maxims, formula II by itself does not set out a necessary

and sufficient condition for us. In this sense, we may say

that formula II is only a subsidiary formula, its significance

e

is to supply a necessary condition for our moral maxims.

We will now examine the other four formulae of the cate-
gorical imperative and indicate their significance in Kant's
ethics. Let us turn first to formula I—the formula of
universal law. ‘This formula states the very essence of
moral maxims. According to Rant, desires and inclinations
are oAly particular and contingent; they do not qualify to be
the only reasons for action. Morally permissible maxims must
be necessary and universal. ' Hence, the formula of the uni-
versal law tells us that desires and inclinations of self-
interest must be subordinate to an impartial and objective

principle, a principle that is valid for all rational beings.

Accordingly, a mazxim is morally permissible only if it can be

prescribed as a universal law. ¥Now, formula I only assumes

—————

duty is an objective fact, but. is there any heing that can

take up the responsibility to follow what duty commands?

The formula of the end in itgelf, formula IIX, tells us only
<o 5

that human beings have tle ability to follow duty's commands.

= "

— ————

A human being is both a sensuous and a rational being, From

his sensuous nature, a person is continually beget by inclin-~
ations, but given his rational natuxe, he can sﬁruggle against

this sensuous nature and subordinate it to the activity of

A
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Practical reason. Humanity, so far as it is capable of
A

morality, has absolute value in itself and is thus worthy of

respect. Thus formula III draws attention to the intrinsic
— .

value of human beings. We are bound to respect humanity in
ourselves and others; we must also treat ourselves and dthers
never simply as means, but as ends in themselves. Hence, this
formula limits our pursuit'of ends by appealing to the notion
of dignity in oneself and others, which forbids the pursuit
of éubjeqtive ends and enjoins objective ends, which it is
our duty to attain.

By stating both that rational will must be subject to
universal law and that humanity is worthy of respect, formula
. I and formula III both supply the criteria for our moral
maxims. They are equivalent in the sense that as criteria
for our maxims they both have the same moral implications.

A maxim, if it is considered as morally permissible, must pass
the criteria set out by either formula I or formula ITT.

i
Hence, formula I and formula III lead us. to an understanding
of the essence of moral maxims and they guide us to a way
of moral living.

In approaching the foimula of autonomy, it is obvious
that this formula is logically different from the previous

ones.. The real significance of this formula does not lie in

—_— e ————

supplying criteria for our maxims, but it is the fundamental

“h—“-_____‘-—___
presupposition of the possibility of morality. Without the

a— £ o

assertion of the autonomy of the will, duty and rationality

e o

e tear =
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are nothing but fantasies of our mind., Formula IV asserts
are notiLn

that reason is able to set its own necessary purposes without
C"’f -

having to be guided by the contingent occurrence of desires

and inclinations. That is, rational will is not merely sub-

ject to the universal law but it is itself the legilslator of

universal law. Hence, Kant calls the-prineiple—of—autonomy
'___,_d—'—_'_-—'_—.

the sole principle of ethics. Though Kant does not make this _

-clear, we should notice that the principle of autonomy need

not take the form of a categorical imperative. It is the

——

condition under which all the formulae of the categorical

imperative are possiblejﬂult expresses the essence of the
i ——— RS A T

moral law. It is a principle on which a rational agent as
- ,_—-—""'_'_d_"‘

e ——— W

such would necessarily act if reason has full control over

his sensuous nature. It appears as a categorical imperative
e [l e m——

because a rational human being may_be*temptedﬁtg_ggggﬁggggi__

the moral law. Considered as the condition of morality,

formula IV is the most important formula of them all. On

the other hand, this formula can also be a guide to moral

e

it ghares the same function as that of formula I and

.
LR

maxims

formula III, It bids us to act only on a maxim which can

become a universal law, while also pointing out that we

remain law-makers since the moral law emanatesgs from cur own

rational natures. However, the practical value of formula IV

lies in the fact that it brings out the necessary presupposi-

tions of morality and thus makes the formulae of. the categor-

—,

ical imperative applicable to human lives.

S
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Finally, we come to Kant's laét formula of the categor-
ical imperative——the formula of kingdom of ends. Even though
this formula is significantly different from the previous
formulae, there are nonetheless close connections bhetween
them. For example, formula II is based upon Kant's teleo-
logical viewpoint of Nature. By pursuing these natural
purposes, we are progressing towards a systematic perfect
community. And this systematic community is a necessary con-
dition for the existence of a truly moral community, a
realized kingdom of ends. Gimilarly, respecting humanity
in oneself and others and being the law-maker of universal
laws also lead us to the Ideal of the kingdom of ends.

Hence, the real significance of formula V is that it reveals
to us a moral Ideal which it is possible to realize only
through moral progress by means of right conduct. This

Ideal gives us hope for the creation of a better world by
means of moral progress throughout the development of history,
and it leads us to strive to xealize the summum bonum which

is held before us as the Ideal of a kingdom of ends.
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