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Abstract

In this dissertation, | defend Kantian ethics inre of the universalizability of moral
duties as moral laws against relativistic ethiks traditionalism and communitarianism.
The problem | deal with, in special reference tonKas whether our actions are or
should be judged by local moral determinants likdiviiduality, community, religion or
society, or by universal determinants of Kantiairisprhose who follow local moral
determinants, criticize Kantian universalizabilifgut | consideuniversality to be a
strong moral determinant and therefore | defenanit| Kant.

My argument, which | develop comprehensively insthdissertation, is two-
fold: Firstly, local determinants are based on historicism hacefore limited in scope;
they leave room for partiality and discriminatiom@ng individuals. They are also
dually-standardized — one for the first personsgg the term agent) and another for the
second and third agents, all of whom differ fromcheaotherSecondly, local
determinants considered to be moral criteria asdleging to justify: Their projection
of what a person is is not the only or real pictof@ person as a moral agent. In other
words, local determinants don't affect—or theopanents like Macintyre and Taylor
overlook—our deep sense of moral orientation, Wwikieems every human beingths
same. Our deep sense of morality has a need fmnamon standard of morality.

With these arguments, | claim that the Kantian nhaafemorality, in contrast,
presents a real picture ofparson and his sense of morality, though it is quite hard
find a person in the real world who acts in accoogawith this moral sense. But our
failure in following our deep moral sense does maan that morality is a matter of
individual choice or is merely locally-determinélhe universal moral law is, after all,
supreme and something to be achieved in the réalizaf what we are as moral and
autonomous beings. The concept of local moral detemts is in fact weak in the sense
that one can justify a wrong and irresponsiblecacéis a right action, whereas, universal
determinants prohibit us from following such a fisation of a wrong action as right.

In brief, this dissertation aims to critically euate the two kinds of determinants and
their link to our practical life from a moral poiof view. Another crucial dimension
does remain in the debate at hand—the epistemmierdiion—but due to the specificity

of the project shall remain untouched in this disd®n.



Preface

| am extremely pleased to submit my doctoral redewaork,in original, on the Kantian
moral theory of the categorical imperative. Muchrkvbas been done on this topic
throughout the academic world — some in favor af some against it — spanning from
the early 18 century till the present. Those who favor Kant'srai theory, favor it as
is. Those who are against it find it impractical wracceptable. |1 have found no one
daring enough to modify Kantian moral theory, madiarly the notion of the categorical
imperative, to make it workable for the phenomematld. | do not know why. | can
only guess only one reason for this, i.e. perhapsttdant scholars think that there is no
scope for change or modification to the theory #rad if we make any change to it, it
will lose its soul.

However, | do not completely agree with this thaudtpropose that thernes scope
for change and modification to Kant's account o ttategorical imperative as the
supreme moral principle in terms of practicingaaél capacity, and that without any
harm to its soul. For this reason, | dare to altcexamine Kant's moral theory. |
provide a number of proposals for the universall#gglof the categorical imperative
based on the claim that if those proposals arepéeddhen Kantian moral theory will
be, practically speaking, more feasible and stronbleis dissertation is in fact a result
of my philosophical endeavor to understand, explaimd correct the role of human
reason in terms of the source of ethical decisi@king in Kant's moral theory that |
began developing at an early stage of my post—gtadstudies at the University of
Delhi (India). However, my understanding of Kantdahis moral theory has been
greatly enriched during these last three years ewhibrking at the University of
Heidelberg.

The aim of this dissertation is not to take anytipalar philosophical position; rather
its aim is to comprehend and convey the essendeanfian ethics from a different
perspective, namely by exploring rational capakitgveryday life. As a Kant scholar, |
defend moral universalism and that it is derivednfrhuman reason. Most of the
chapters of the dissertation attempt to eitheraedpo objections against Kantian ethics

or to show why it is superior to any other theopgrticularly to moral relativism.



Moreover, the dissertation offers insight usefuumderstanding Kant’s notion oty

as moral laws imaily life.

21May, 2010
Heidelberg K. M. P.
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CHAPTER |

I ntroduction

It is not the business of ethics to arrive at actudés of
conduct, such as: ‘“Thou shalt not steal’. Thishis province
of morals

Bertrand Russell

1.1 Moral Universalism vs. Moral Relativism: The Problem

There are not one but many problems in ethics. @rleem is the problem of morality.
The problem can be differentiated into two questiail) what is ‘morality’? and (2)
where does it come from? From classical to conteargomoral philosophy, from
Socrates to Peter Singer, these questions have dteéime center of philosophical
discussions and debates, which have, in turn, texbuh many thoughts and theories.
Kant's deontological moral theory is one of themh& theories are hedonism, virtue
ethics, teleological ethics, utilitarianism, consentialism and so oh.With the
exception of deontological moral theory, all ottieeories have from time to time seen
many changes in their original positions and shanedy things in common: They are
all more or less individualistic, purposive, antatistic in some sense.

Kant’s deontological moral theory, on the other dhars universalistic and non-
purposive. It defines ‘morality’ in terms of freedcand autonomy of the will, of which
humanreasonis the source of origin. It assumes that all raldeings, including men,
have the same rational capacity to act freely rtoetance with a universal moral law.
Its universalistic formulation has posed the biggdmllenge to other moral theories of
the 17" century and thereafter. Kant's theory has indiyectiticized all kinds of
individualistic and purposive ethical theories dras become the central and favorite
topic of contemporary moral debate. Because afinigersal appeal for the primacy of

reasonor the will over desires and inclinations in detering ethical actions, Kant's

! Russell (1996). p. 180.
2 The views of those who do not believe in moraliealand worth of an action can be excluded from the
debate since they deny human ethics as a whole.



moral theory is known as ethical universalism. éfer to use ‘moral universalism’ in
this dissertation because | am primarily dealinthwinorality’, not ‘ethics’.

Kant's moral universalism holds that basic ethjgahciples should be universally
correct and applicable to all rational agentstdtes that what determines our actions are
ethical principles we adopt, not purposes we deasireur lives. The ethical principles
that determine our actions are the basis of mgralithat are those basic principles of
morality? This is the key question that Kant dis&assand tries to answer in most of his
ethical writings® According to Kant, the supreme principle of mdsais the categorical
imperative, which presents ‘an action as of itedlfectively necessary, without regard
to any other end’. Some philosophers, mainly anti-Kantians, critickant's moral
universalism arguing that the theory is too abst@ad is not fit for real life. However, |
believe that these critics are mistaken in manpeeis because universalism does not
imply absolutism.

In the early 28 century, a modern moral theory based on a new fifrhistoricism
and traditionalism emerged which has been competitig Kant’'s moral universalism:
moral relativism This theory relies on an ethical relativism whiatids that (1) ethical
principles are subject to the choice of individuatsa group of people, (2) different
ethical principles are true in their respective dom, and (3) no ethical principle can be
taken as basic moral principle, since there are@netbut many principles for evaluating
our actions depending on the context and situdtign.doubt, this theory has emerged
as a strong competitor to Kant’s moral universalism

| have taken these two opposing ethical theoriedigcussion in this dissertation.
However, | am primarily concerned with Kant's mothkory since there is enough
content in Kant's writings on morality to fairly gtify his moral universalism to a
greater extent. Moral relativism, in contrast toratainiversalism, is a weaker ethical
concept because it differentiates between perstiasane believed to be rational beings
and real agents in the real world on the groundsuittéire, tradition and history. Its main
claim is that actions are relatively good or bageadeling upon one’s history of culture

and tradition. Time and space are other groundsdging an actioa can sometimes be

% | use the present tense throughout the dissemtétwause | am not simply talking about Kant but
Kantian ethics which is of immense significancerioral orientation.

* “Der Kategorische Imperativ wiirde der sein, welchiere Handlung als fiir sich selbst, ohne Beziehung
auf einen andern Zweck, als objektiv=notwendig taflite.” Kant, . GMS AA 04:414.

® To go into the details of various forms of morelativism in recent discussions, see Moser & Carson
(2001); Baghramian (2004), Ch. 9; Foot (2000), Zhnd other available resources.



good and sometimes bad. However, moral relativismesdnot give any certainty
regarding the moral worth of an action since thetlwvearies from situation to situation
and culture to culture. It can only say that antyosca is good or bad in situation at
time t;, not in another situatiors, and timet,. On the other hand, Kant’'s moral
universalism, based anpriori moral laws, claims to be applicable to all ratidm@ings
at all times and in all situations.

This debate is known as ‘moral universalism vs. ahoglativism’. My dissertation
intends to defend the former against the lattedleMaking the ethical decision making
capacity of rational beings into account. It iseoftbelieved that Kant's moral
universalism is applicable to a different worldmadumena, not to the world in which
agents like us have bodies and relations. | propusethis belief is not completely true:
There is moral content in Kantian ethics for getiegaa way to apply it in the physical
world. The question of morality becomes problematien we fail to seriously take the
universalistic dimension of rational human natur® iaccount while evaluating human
courses of action. | defend the Kantian view thahln beings are in their very essence
universalistic, although | realize that in practikée it appears to be just the opposite.
Individuals may have many natures, attitudes aiedplatterns. In the real world, we do
not find a person of universalistic nature — sosiaply justify what we see. But an
empirical justification cannot always be defendddwever, it is true that Kantian moral
universalism is widely criticized based on an emgglrjustification of individualism and
relativism.

Moral universalism is mainly criticized for two Ens: Firstly, it is criticized for the
supremacy ofreasonin determining morality; and secondly, for the warsality of
ethical principles. Critics argue that the two aspeof Kant's moral theory make it
unreal in a real world: (a) People have lives vaitidies and it is not possible (even for
Kant) to act purely in accordance with principleshwut taking its connection with the
physical world into account, and (b) his moral tlyebas no practical implication
because it brings us, in thought, to an abstrastdwwithout telling us how a moral
action is to actually be carried out in the reaflldloHow can an agent act in accordance
with the categorical imperative in a situation ihigh she is caught in a moral dilemma?
How can she decide her course of actionkamn(ian) duty if she is faced with either
saving her husband or her son in a situation irciwbpth are in danger of drowning in a
swimming pool? Kant's critics argue that his mdhadory does not provide a solution.



| then ask the critics: Does moral relativism garey answer, and if so, what is it? If
the agent saves her son, does that provide anylseason for why she did not save her
husband? Moral relativists might say that she séeedson because she could only save
him and not her husband, so there is no questiavhgfshe did not save her husband. |
agree with them that if she could have saved site, would have saved her husband
too. But they must still answer my other three ¢joes: Based on what principle did
she determine her course of action when both heasd husband were in danger? Was
it not the principle oave a lif@ If yes, is this principle relativistic or univeisstic? |
doubt that relativists can give satisfactory answerthese questions.

Those who think thasave a lifeis a relativistic maxim cannot give a sound reason
for how it is relativistic in a situation when thgent acts not as a mother or wife but as
a stranger. What would she do? Would she not airding to the principle ofave a
life? Most of us would agree that she would definitaty according to the principle of
save a life Our affirmative answer justifies the Kantian piasi that (1) only ethical
principles can determine our actions, and (2) magants should always act according
to their highest capacity akason Where does relativism stand? Of course, there are
cases in the real world that justify moral reladivi based on the result of an action but
they cannot unjustify the universal appeal to aratainworth of an ethical principle,
which moral relativism deliberately seems to beoigmg in any given moral space.

For example, a person (a relativist) on the wahisooffice would not jump into a
river to save a drowning boy he didn’t know. He e@aoid or undermine the principle
‘save a life if you cdrbased on the logic that if he jumps into the rive save the
drowning boy, he will be suspended from his job doming late to the office. Many
real life cases are like this: We give value ondy dur relationships, attachments,
material desires, and purposes, but we fail to galae to persons and principles — we
only give value to them in order to fulfill our pposes. We are so used to acting like this
— or better — we are so used to our personal penyplthat we forget the worth of a
personor anethical principleand give priority only tg@urposesandplans

| do not find any sound reason for the justificatiaf moral relativism — but | find
many reasons for how and examples with which Kanttral universalism can be
justified. When Kant urges all rational beings tb ia accordance with moral principles,
he does not mean that infants, the elderly and ibapped people should act like
normal, healthy adults with full rational capacitgther he means that one should



always act based on the ethical principles providlgdone’sreason Kant strongly
believes that all rational beings including humans definitely able to act from their
reason An infant is a rational being, but his capacgypt yet developed; similarly, an
elderly person is rational but he has lost his capaThere is no passage in Kant's
writing which suggests that infants and senile @duotust act from moral principles
despite their incapability. Nor does Kant say th#t adults should act from such
principles; rather he states that moral worth aally be assigned to those actions which
are performed solely based on ethical principledudges. From this perspective, | put
forward that Kantian ethics judges human action huonans.

The main problem with Kant’s moral universalismthst it excludes those actions
from the domain of morality that are done from inations and desires: Kant does not
recognize actions done from desire as moral. Thigvhat disturbs moral relativists
because, according to Kant, they cannot be call@@inbeings, but they do not want to
be called immoral. | believe that moral relativitdsk a sound foundation for proving
themselves moral beings in a strong sense of nyardlhey can prove their position
merely in a loose sense of morality, which onlysaid person in realizing his
individuality or natural instincts. In this diss&tibn, my main objective is to show why
Kant’'s moral universalism has greater practicalliogpions than moral relativism and

why we should prioritize the former over the latter

1.2 Immanuel Kant: A Devoted Son of Konigsberg

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) was born to a German legulwhann Georg Kant (1682—
1746) and Anna Regina Porter (1697-1737) in thedPaa city of Konigsberg (today it
is the town of Kaliningrad in Russia). Kant had r@ay passion for knowledge and
education from his early childhood — a passion {edt him to be enrolled in the
University of Konigsberg in 1740 at the early agel® upon finishing his schooling at
the Collegium Fredericianum.

The University of Konigsberg, where he studied &red served as a private lecturer
and later as a full professor for many years, wes denter of his entire life. As a
student, he studied German as well as British pbpby and science, including the
theories of Leibniz, Wolff, Martin Knutzen and Newmt and tried to establish a
foundation for his own philosophy. The debate betwrtionalism and empiricism, the

issue of certainty in knowledge and truth, the aflecience and mathematics, morality,



and the relationship between morality and theoMgye some of the major areas of his
philosophical quest. As a professor, he gave leston almost every popular topic from
religion, geography and philosophy to science, eratitics and anthropology. Kant was
born for Konigsberg and the city of Konigsberg wadt for Kant since he didn't leave
the city throughout his entire life; indeed, Kardasaan intellectual, a knowledge-seeker
and a devoted son of Konigsberg.

Kant’'s major writings includéAn Inquiry into the Distinction of the Fundamental
Principles of Natural Theology and Mora(§/ntersuchung Uber die Deutlichkeit der
Grundsatze der naturlichen Theologie und der Mp(alr64), What is Enlightenment?
(Zur Beantwortung der Frage: Was ist Aufklarupg2784), Foundations of the
Metaphysics of Moral{Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitte(l786), What is
Orientation in Thinking¥Was heisst: Sich im Denken Orientierg?786),Critique of
Pure Reasor{Kritik der reinen Vernunjt(1787),Critique of Practical ReasofKritik
der praktischen Vernunft(1788), Critique of JudgementKritik der Urteilskraff
(1790), Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketdg@um ewigen Frieden: Ein
philosophischer Entwuyf(1795),0n a Supposed Right to Lie from Altruistic Motives
(Uber ein vermeintes Recht aus Menschenliebe zm)i{#j@97),Metaphysics of Morals
(Metaphysik der Sittgn(1797) andThe Conflict of the FacultiegDer Streit der
Fakultaten (1797).

Although Kant was popular for his intellectual golilosophical expertise in many
fields, his metaphysics and ethics must be givedlitfor raising him to the level of
popularity he achieved. More specifically, he wasbus for his critical theory of
human cognition and for his moral theory of thesgatical imperative. It is impossible
to deny Kant's philosophical contribution to the ndo— still the relativists and non-
universalists manage to criticize his moral thewryarious ways, claiming that his
theory of the categorical imperative is impractiwdlen applied to everyday life.

This dissertation aims to investigate, examine armiically evaluate two different
positions of relativists and Kant emorality and humarmuty, but its main focus is on the
universalizability of the categorical imperativé.concludes that Kant's moral theory
has greater moral significance than the theoriesartl relativists. It also demonstrates
how the categorical imperative is universalizahtetloe basis of the ethical decision—
making capacity of rational beings like humans.dBfend the universalizability of the
categorical imperative from a non-western perspecti discussnishkama karmathe



moral philosophy of the Bhagavad-Gita (a philosophiext of classical Hinduism), that

resembles Kant's account ddfity in an appendix.

1.3 The Structur e of the Dissertation

The dissertation is structured into six chapteeshEchapter discusses a specific issue of
contemporary moral debate and provides a backgrakedch for the successive
chapter. For example, chapter 1 gives the backgréamchapter 2, chapter 2 for 3 and
so on. In brief, the structural outline of the digation is as follows:

Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION’ (the current chapter) giva general account of the
problem that emerges in the philosophical debatdhensource of morality and its
principles. The chapter gives a brief overview dfywmoral universalism has greater
practical significance as compared to moral reistiv It also gives a brief biographical
sketch of Immanuel Kant and the structure of tlsselitation.

Chapter 2 ‘LOCAL DETERMINANTS AND MORAL ORIENTATION A
CRITIQUE OF MORAL RELATIVISM’ aims to refute the @im made by the anti-
universalizability thesis (hereafter AUT), propodsdmany non-Kantian philosophers,
that moral judgments are neither universalizableane theyprescriptivé. The problem
of whether moral judgments are universalizable tandhat extent (originally in Kant’s
writings) is discussed in Hare's scholarly papemitérsalizability”, in which he
strongly represents the view that all moral judgtsg(not onlysomeas philosophers
like Macintyre seem to be claiming), are essentialhd necessarily universalizable.
Later, Hare was criticized mainly for hgrescriptivismand partly for his claim of
universalizability by many like Macintyre who dotniind universalizabilityto be an
essential element of morality. Since criticism ofrels universalizability thesis
(hereafter UT) is based on Kantian ethics, thecgsih of UT by Macintyre and Taylor
can be seen as criticism of Kant's ethics. Thisptérawill show that MacIntyre and
Taylor’s criticism of UT is based on their adheremc moral relativism, which does not
seem to be a consistent moral theory able to canpith Kantian ethics: For this very
reason, this chapter proposes to reject moralividat for moral universalism arguing

that the former should not be prioritized over lditeer in the strong sense of morality.

® This is a most favorable term for Hare and higofeérs. Due to the specific aim of this chapter and
since | am not a follower gdrescriptivism | will exclude this term from my discussion.
" Hare (1954-55); and Hare (1972).



Chapter 3 ‘AGENT, AUTONOMY AND REASON: THE LOCUS OMORAL
LEGITIMACY’ examines the concept of autonomy and ible in moral decision
making but it does not present the historical dgwelent of the concept of autonomy;
rather it attempts to find out the concrete levél agreement and disagreement
throughout the different dimensions involved in Kentian notion of moral autonomy —
of the local and the universal, the moral and thétipal.® After an examination of
Kant's concept of autonomy, this chapter will disguwthe problem of legitimacy—a
major issue in the moral debate. To accomplisittag, it focuses on Kant, his critics,
and the changing trends of our contemporary wastdtdo reasonsFirstly, morality
before Kant was nearly a matter of choice betwegoaal and a bad action—in a purely
Aristotelian sense, andgecondly since Kant, most moral and political theories éhav
somehow followed his legacy of autonomy and hisggieiphical account of primacy of
right over good in terms of ethical decision making

The basic problem this chapter intends to deal vgthow to establish the moral
agency in autonomous humaeason Assuming (humanjeasonis the locus of the
autonomy of the will, this chapter claims that adiwary doer becomes a moralgent
when he/she performs all his/her actions in aceuréavith moral principles as given by
reason It can be said that only those who always acbrarnously are moral agerits.
When one’s autonomy is lost by any means, one loses source of moral agency.
The Kantian notion of autonomy is of greater impode in recognizingersonhoodn
general andnoral agencyn particular. This chapter aims to find a jusifie foundation
for why Kant’s notion of autonomy is so significant

Chapter 4 ‘'THE DOCTRINAIRE KANT AND HIS MORAL ABSOUTISM:
FROM PURE PHILOSOPHY TO IMPURE ETHICS examines notly the
methodological approach the Doctrinaire Kant appli® his formulation of a
speculative ethics, but also his philosophical aot@f the categorical imperative (CI)
as an absolute moral principle. This chapter suizds Kant's universalistic position
with criticism from different moralists, some of wim subscribe to relativism, others to
anti-universalism, and pinpoints the places whesentoral philosophy is problematic,
both theoretically and practically. In the firstcBen, it explores the complexity of

humanreason which for Kant is the only source of moraliffeasongives us moral

8 Those who are deeply interested in the historiealelopment of autonomy should read Schneewind
(1998).
° Schneewind (1998). p. 483; Dodson (1997). p. 94.



principles, produces a wiliood-in-itself always directs the will to act autonomously,
and finally provides the categorical command or emapive — the highest moral
principle. The section shows how hum@asonis ontologically a complex unity and
difficult to grasp.

The second section is an attempt to unveil the ejpio@l as well as the practical
aspects of ‘law’ (in the first pgrtand of ‘morality’ and other related terms (in the
second part) before deriving the concept and usalstic nature of the categorical
imperative from Kant's moral account. For that psg, this section will review the
historical entry of those terms into Kant’s philpky and their Kantian implications.

The third section investigates the root and natdrthe categorical imperative and
tries to focus on hidden flaws that | have discedewhile reading Kant. It shows how
Kant raises the notion ahorality from the phenomenal world to the noumenal world
while mixing intellectual ingredients only unnecasly: Though they are necessary for
his theoretical exercise, they are not necessarthéopractice of morality in everyday
life. | suggest that Kant's moral account focused much on the systematization of
moral concepts and, in doing so, he either oveddothe reality of the phenomenal
world or formulated his position overconfidently.

The fourth section investigates Kant's moral ursaéism in regard to the global
nature of the modern world and its emerging chgksnto humanity. There are some
conceptual cracks in the Kantian notion of universarality. This section aims to
highlight them so as to present a modified versdbmoral universalism in the next
chapter. The last section of this chapter is & Buenmary of the entire discussion.

Chapter 5 ‘DUTY: A MORAL VOCATION OF THE RATIONAL WLL’ contains
the above-mentioned modified version of Kantianicahuniversalism. This chapter
first proposes three modifications to Kantian ethiwreduce it to the phenomenal world
from the noumenal and intelligible world of supdtmal beings, in an earnest attempt to
reduce Kantian ethics to a more concrete levelrdento make it practical without
losing its moral spirit and the superiority ifason and then gives an explanation of
dutyasa moral callingor vocation

Chapter 6 ‘WHY KANTIANISM: A CONCLUDING REMARK’ gives a summary
of the entire discussion in this dissertation aodtains my own position. It provides an
appeal to researchers to further explore the questielated to the universalizability of

the categorical imperative from a new perspective.



Appendix 1 ‘NISHKAMA KARMA AND THE CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE: A
PHILOSOPHICAL REFLECTION ON THE BHAGAVAD-GITA’ proides insight as
to how Kant’'s moral theory, in particular his coptef duty as from moral laws, can be
justified from an Indian philosophical perspectividnere is much similarity between
Kant's moral principle ofluty for duty’s sakend the Bhagavad-Gita’s moral principle
of nishkama karmddisinterested or desireless act)oithis appendix has been added to
the dissertation to present an explanation of tiieewsalizability of a desireless action

from reasonor rational nature.
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CHAPTER 2

L ocal Deter minantsand Moral Orientation: A Critique
of Moral Relativism

[I1n fact reason alone is required for orientation andit
some alleged secret truth-sense, nor a transceridantion
dubbed faith upon which tradition or revelation tbibe
grafted without the agreement of reason.

Immanuel Kant

2.1 Introduction

Since the early period of the twentieth centurg diiscussion on morality in the west
seems to have taken waturn to replant teleological ethical theory with a ldtt
modification under the name of modern morality. 3davho were and are still trying to
do so are bound to face the stumbling block ofttvee most dominating ethical theories
of the 17" century and thereafter: Kantian deontological themd utilitarianism. Their
preliminary task wasl/is to crack the resistanceth#fse theories so that they can
reconstruct the notion of something like neo—Atislian ethics to which they were and
are sympathetic. Elizabeth Anscombe, Martha Nussb&hilippa Foot, Iris Murdoch,
Alasdair Macintyre, Charles Taylor are among thues@es | can cite in this connection.
There are many critics of Kant’'s deontological nhatzeory. Two of them are
particularly important—Alasdair MaclIntyre and OearTaylor. Both critics favor either
the idea of local morality or moral orientation t@rms of historicity and tradition.
Macintyre criticizes Kant's moral theory in ordes tlefend virtue ethics or neo-
Aristotelian ethics, while Taylor criticizes Kantteeory to defend a kind of selfhood in
terms of moral orientation. No doubt, the philosoph accounts of Macintyre and
Taylor are some form of moral relativism. | do fiatl their defense of moral relativism

and their criticism of Kant’'s moral universalisntastg enough or acceptable. In this

! “Andererseits werde ich zeigen: daR es in der BlaB die Vernunft, nicht ein vorgeblicher geheimer
Wabhrheitssinn, keine tUberschwengliche Anschauurigruidem Namen des Glaubens, worauf Tradition
oder Offenbarung ohne Einstimmung der Vernunft ggygdt werden kann.WDO, AA 08:134.
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chapter, | examine their ethical views and arguaresg their moral principles prior to

my examination and defense of Kant in the subsdqiapters.

2.2 Alasdair Maclntyre (1929-)

Maclintyre is a prominent figure in contemporaryipodl philosophy and is known as a
Neo-Aristotelian. He has widely written on variophilosophical issues related to
metaphysics, ethics, theology, Marxism, and theohysof philosophy. His major books
are Dependent Rational Animals: Why Human Beings Nbedvirtues(1999), Three
Rival Versions of Moral Enquirg1990), Whose Justice? Which Rationahty1988),
After Virtue (1981), Marxism: An Interpretation1953), andAnalogy in Metaphysics
(1950). He has also published a number of scholaalyers on all of these issues in
various international journals.

Macintyre seems to defend the anti-universalizigbihesis (hereafter AUT) in most
of his writings on morality in contrast to the uersalizability thesis (hereafter UT) of
Kant and neo-Kantians, though it is quite diffictdt extract such a thesis from his
writings? There is an obvious problem in MacIntyre’s wringn morality, i.e. he does
not seem to have a clear view on ‘what morality. i’ there is any, it is not
systematically presented by him. Most of his wgsnand lectures produce a kind of
amalgam of his thoughts on ethics, history, sastgnces, philosophy, and many other
disciplines® So in order to identify his position on morality lais unified moral theory,
one must extract and collate his scattered moealst

| find many weaknesses and defects in Macintyredsamwritings which provide a
strong basis for my criticism of his moral positiofor a better understanding of
Macintyrean ethics and my comments on it, | haweddd my discussion into two
subsections. Subsection | examines Macintyre’somsp to Kant, while subsection I
examines his response to Hare, who defended Kamigersalizability thesis. My
response to Macintyre can be seen in those arggrhbate given in both subsections.

2 Maclntyre never claims that he is proposing angsih of this kind, but his writings and lectures
certainly seem to be making a claim for the antixarsalizability thesis.

% Solomon observes the same difficulty. See Solo(@663). p. 114.

* | have tried my best to locate his moral positignile going through his writings, however it is tui
possible that some elements of his moral positavehbeen left unnoticed for which | ask the reaer’
forgiveness.
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Maclintyre on Kant

Maclintyre criticizes Kant makinghanyserious allegations against hifdirstly, Kant is

a representative of the Enlightenment Projeke attempt of which failed because of its
ignorance of human history, tradition, and commuhBecondly Kant belongs to the
school of liberalisth—the principles of which ardaseless moral fiction and an
illusion—that makes morality unintelligible and ouororal judgments like primitive
taboos® Thirdly, the content of Kant's morality is conservatiourthly, Kant’s moral
philosophy is paradoxicaf.| now propose to respond to Maclntyre in light hbse
allegations. My aim here is not to defend Kant toushow that MacIntyre’s allegations
against Kant are neither convincing nor acceptable therefore his moral relativism
cannot be considered as a good alternative of Kamdral universalism. My response to
his allegations is as follows:

Maclintyre’s first argument is ambiguous since aaahe hand he recognizes that the
formulation of the Enlightenment Project is a graahievement in the sense that it
provides standards and methods in the public redlmational justification while on the
other hand he says that the Enlightenment Proje&emus all blind for the most péft.
He focuses on tradition, culture, and history jastUniversalists like Kant and Hare
focus on rules. But what we really find in traditg cultures, and histories is their
variations. Indeed, Maclintyre tries to make a cptioa of rational enquiry as embodied
in these three elements. | think such a conceptiorational enquiry is not possible.
Allow me to explain why.

Suppose there are different communities (coulddmgeties cultures or traditions)
like ¢, ¢ C3 ....c, with different ethical norms according to theirstories. For
Maclintyre, there is no necessity of a common etluleam betweert; andc; or cs. ¢; is
right about its ethical norms within its socio-bistal context and the same can be said
of the other communities, and cz. It can then be asked: What about the case of

different members of; or c; not having similar moral choices in similar siioas? If

> Maclntyre (1967). p. 190.

® MacIntyre (1988). p. 7; Macintyre (1981). Ch. Kdiight (1998). p. 7.

" For Maclntyre, “Liberalism in the name of freeddmposes a certain kind of unacknowledged
domination, and one which in the long run tendgligsolve traditional humanities and to impoverish
social and cultural relationship.” See Knight (§d988). p. 258.

& MacIntyre (1981). Ch. 10; Knight (1988). pp. 41-42d Gutting (1999). pp. 72-73.

® MaclIntyre (1981). p. 42.

19 Maclntyre (1982). p. 307.

" Maclntyre (1988). pp. 6-7.
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all the members of; perform similar actions in similar situations, @ifént from the
members ot;,, do all members af; or ¢c; not belong to @ommonalityof certain norms
or patterns within their communities? There could d least two possibilities and
Macintyre is bound to accept one of them: Eithezytibelong to a commonality of
certain norms or patterns or every membeic,0énd ¢, acts differently in a similar
situation. If the second possibility is true, trdecussing morality in a social context, as
Macintyre does, is meaningless since there is meo but only individuals. Since
Maclintyre talks about culture and tradition whigleguppose an existing society for the
practice of moral actions, he is not supposed teicthe second possibility as true.

If the first possibility is true that there mommonalitywithin the community or
society,then the virtue oEommonalitycan also be justified as true on the same grounds
within a single class of different societies. Inatthcasecommonality belongs to
universalityand Macintyre’s moral historicism becomes a weaiaim. If the second
possibility is true, then Macintyre’s emphasis ooratity in terms of socio-historical
context is nothing other than a heap of absurdity thus nonsensical. | suppose neither
Macintyre nor his supporters will accept the secasdrue, but then they cannot escape
from acceptingcommonality within societywhich obviously and indirectly leads them
towards universality Macintyre has to decide where he stands. Kant@ram
universalism does not give importance to the emcsteof different societies; rather it
gives importance to the elementagimmonalityin ethical decision making by all people
regardless of their societal bindings.

In addition, the amalgam of Macintyre’s moral thbtggbased on historicism and
sociologism does not resolve even a single mo@lpm in the strict sense of morality
and thus leaves us nowhere or leaves us only iary small moral space, relatively
designed? History and social sciences are not the multiistbbuildings in which one
of the floors can be reserved for the discussiophilbsophical issues. Of course, there
can be no theory or concept without history andsihaal sciences. A history of ethics
or a history of philosophy is no doubt a producthafman history and sociology. The
philosophical elements of moral universalism amo ghroducts of human history, the
truth of which was discovered by Kant.

Macintyre seems to believe that Kant’'s moral urgaéism is his intellectual design

or construction: it has neither historical nor stmgical content. In fact Macintyre

12 MaclIntyre (1981). p. 73.
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seems to be justifying that historical and sociaagcontent is always necessary for
establishing a truth. If we follow Macintyre, we stwsay that Copernicus’ heliocentric
theory, Newton’s gravitational theory and Einsteimélativity theory are intellectual

constructions because there is no (empirical) hesb content in these theories.
Therefore, Macintyre should revise his moral act¢dased on historicism.

His second allegation against Kant is based on risunderstanding and
misrepresentation of Kant and his morality. EveKaint is a liberal, though he seems
not to be, what's wrong in thdf? What makes liberalism inferior to the
communitarianism (better to sagdividualisn) that Macintyre seems to be in favor
of?"* In most of his writings against Kant's moral unis&ism, Macintyre uses harsh
language that shows his condition to be that oksgn who, when he finds nothing
substantial to say on a particular topic, start&ingapersonal attacks on his opponents:
‘primitive taboos’, ‘nervous cough’, ‘moral ghostshd ‘Kant led an isolated academic
existence’ are some of these. Such harsh language ribt, of course, prove Kantian
universalism to be inferior to Macintyrean histesm and traditionalism. If Macintyre
finds, as he claims authoritatively, the principlek liberalism baseless, fiction or
illusion, it does not mean that liberalism is reddhseless or an illusion nor does it mean
that everyone is a Macintyre. As far as | can $eedoes not provide any knock-out
arguments for his claims.

Since this is not an argument but an allegatiors ot necessary to respond to it;
however it can simply be said that not liberalisat the allegation against liberalism is
baseless. Of course, it is irritating for Macintysimce he is so strongly attached to
individualism that he cannot cross its boundaried & he does try knowingly or
unknowingly, his individualism will collapse immedely. As a Kantian, | would say
that Maclntyre has tried to bulldoze the buildirfgntorality that Kant built in the 18
century with the common bricks ehtionality to accommodate every human being
inside not through sound arguments but by usinghhlanguage, and tried to provide
onebrick tooneperson saying, “Take this, this is your part of atity”. What happened
as a consequence is that everyone has his own gienerality different to that of the

others. His explanation ohorality in terms of historicism and individualism has left

3| propose to recognize Kant adJaitarian since it was he who recognized everyone as equéhe
basis of inherent properties of rational decisicakimg in every human being and he also tried taeuni
humans.

14 MaclIntyre (1988); also McCann (2004). pp. 8-14.
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everyone unsheltered and obviously unsocial. Hef&igéed to pay proper attention to
the fact that different notions of morality neceiggresuppose one notion of morality
as a standard; he has not presented a sound argagenst liberalism, though he
claims that he has.

His third allegation is that the content of Kant'®rality is conservative, just as the
content of Kierkegaard’s morality is. His argumet#ims that Kant is conservative in
two respectsFirstly, he belongs to Kierkegaard’'s predecessor cultame,secondly
that his project of discovering a rational will @iguishes between maxims of genuine
expression and those maxims which are not so. N\elmeeds to correct himself in his
conception of morality because he has built a {talit must be broken in a wider sense
of morality) betweerhis moralityand themorality of others This is why he does not
seem to be coming out from the well (of individsal) into which he has fallen.

All material objects functioned (even today theyl sio so) in accordance with the
natural law of gravitational power and the law efativity before Newton and Einstein
revealed these laws respectively in th€ aid 28' centuries. It can therefore be asked:
What is the significance of Newtonian and Einstamintheories? There is no answer in
the MacIntyrean framework of understanding andrprtation ofrationality as a basis
for morality since he gives primacy tbe choice overreason Where isrationality
involved? To justify a choice does not really mearexerciserationality because the
justification may be based on desire and irratioN&wton and Einstein only revealed,
but did not create, that the world functions in@dance withsuch-and-suchhidden
natural laws.

Similarly, Kant revealed (and did not create) thet that it is our rational faculty that
governs our actions. There are some other loweultfas like that of inclination,
feeling, desire and self-love which disrupt ouriaa&l faculty when making a
justification for our actions. They (the lower fétees) bring a moral agent into a
complex moral dilemma or predicament. This is whanKsays that one should always
make decisions with one’s rational faculty, but nath the lower faculties, in order to
avoid moral dilemmas and predicaments. Since ralityrprovides a justification, there
is nothing like a discrimination of one maxim froother; rather there can only be
maxims more justified than others. Two passagé&srotindworkclearly show that Kant
is neither a conservative nor a formalist, but @eliectual, like Newton and Einstein,
who revealed the root of morality. One passage telthat—
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[1]f we attend to our experience of the way men, aet meet frequent and, as we
ourselves confess, justified complaints that wenoarmite a single sure example of the
disposition to act from pure duty. There are alsiified complaints that, through much
may be done that accords with what duty commands, ievertheless always doubtful
whether it is done from duty, and thus whetherai$ Imoral worth. There have always
been philosophers who for this reason have abdpludenied the reality of this

disposition in human actions, attributing everythito more or less refined self-love.

They have done so without questioning the correstioéthe concept of morality.

From the allegations made by Macintyre against Kamtt proper understanding of
Kant's moral philosophy, we come to the conclusibat Macintyre belongs to the
group of those philosophersvho have criticized Kant without questioning the
correctness of the concept of morality. The seqmassage tells us that—

To be sure, common human reason does not thirdsttactly in such a universal form,
but it always has it in view and uses it as thadaad of its judgments. It would be easy to
show how common human reason, with this compassw&rwell how to distinguish
what is good, what is bad, and what is consistadtiaconsistent with duty. Without in
the least teaching common reason anything new,egd only to draw its attention to its
own principle, in the manner of Socrates, thus gshgwthat neither science nor
philosophy is needed in order to know what onetbab in order to be honest and good,

and even wise and virtuodfs.

The two passages clearly reflect the idea of migraéifiat was in Kant's mind. In

Macintyre’s philosophical writings we can see hovistakenly he understands and

15 «\venn wir auf die Erfahrung vom Thun und LassenMenschen Acht haben, treffen wir haufige und,

wie wir selbst einrdumen, gerechte Klagen an, dafi won der Gesinnung, aus reiner Pflicht zu handeln
so gar keine sichere Beispiele anfiihren kdnne, d&®n gleich manches dem, was Pflicht gebietet,
gemal geschehen mag, dennoch es immer noch zwdifedh, ob es eigentlich aus Pflicht geschehe und
also einen moralischen Werth habe. Daher es zu @l Philosophen gegeben hat, welche die
Wirklichkeit dieser Gesinnung in den menschlichesnBiungen schlechterdings abgeleugnet und alles
der mehr oder weniger verfeinerten Selbstliebe gtiygeben haben, ohne doch deswegen die Richtigkeit
des Begriffs von Sittlichkeit in Zweifel zu ziehé&iKant, I. GMS AA 04:406.

16 «“Es ware hier leicht zu zeigen, wie sie mit dieskompasse in der Hand in allen vorkommenden
Fallen sehr gut Bescheid wisse, zu unterscheidas,gut, was bose, pflichtmaRig, oder pflichtwidség,
wenn man, ohne sie im mindesten etwas Neues zerglie nur, wie Sokrates that, auf ihr eigenes
Princip aufmerksam macht, und daR es also keinesé&kischaft und Philosophie bedirfe, um zu wissen,
was man zu thun habe, um ehrlich und gut, ja segaweise und tugendhaft zu seithid, AA 04: 404.
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criticizes Kant’s moral theory. In one place, haims that Kant failed to provide a
psychology to explain human goals and intersts. another place, he claims that
Kant's categorical imperative does not give humamdeict any directioi® These

objections against the Kantian form of morality amg¢ sound enough, therefore it can
only be said that as an Aristotelian Macintyreist fail in grasping the essence of

Kantian morality. Gary Gutting correctly observestfact in the following lines—

Maclntyre is particularly concerned with modernlpsophy as an effort to replace the
Aristotelian worldview, which had been successfuhallenged by the new sciences of
Galileo and Newton’

Seyla Benhabib shows a mistake Macintyre made srekplanation of ‘right’ in a
socio-historical context. She points out that hae€g voice to a long tradition of
skepticism’ and that his ‘criticisms are based anistake which consists in identifying
human rights with the social imaginary of early tumois thinkers®® Macintyre has

made the same mistake in his understanding andwmeqobn of ‘morality’.

Macintyre’s Anti-universalizability Thesis

In the first paragraph of ‘What Morality is nbt’ Macintyre clearly exhibits his goal to
reject the claim that all moral valuations are e#ally universalizable. He severely
criticizes Hare, raising several objections agalmistexposition of universalizability. In
his criticism, he gives explanations for his argateein order to defend his position.
However, his objections and arguments don’t seerbetstrong enough to stand up
against the universalizability thesis: They arewell established and therefore seem to
be unsound and defective. | will now respond toanggiments one by one.

His first argument against the universalizability thesis, favor of the anti-
universalizability thesis, is based on the examglerrowed from Sartre’'s
L’Existentialisme est un Humanisrferhe argument goes as follows:

7 Maclntyre (1990). p. 187.

18 MacIntyre (1967) p. 197.

9 Gutting (1999). p. 69.

2 Benhabib (2007). p. 13.

2 MacIntyre (1957).

2 |In Sartre’s famous example, one of his pupils wasfronted during the war with the alternatives of
leaving France to join de Gaulle or staying to ladter his mother. His brother had been killedhe t
German offensive in 1940 and his father was a bolator. These circumstances had left him with a
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In several cases of moral dilemma like that of f@&tpupil’'s case, there is not any
objective criteria to decide which of the two attative actions one ought to perform
leaving the second alternative action either ledsed or morally irrelevant or empty. In
such cases ‘ought’ can be used purely in a perfivenand many other senses without

making any appeal for universalizabilfy.

Well! Maclintyre shows his strong inclination towarthe phenomenological way of
dealing with philosophical issues. He easily boisam example from Sartre to show a
moral dilemma gerplexityfor Macintyre) and comes to the conclusion thatc¢heice
made by the agent is not in accordance with angabloe criterion as assumed by the
Universalists. | then ask Macintyre: Is it true ttihere is no objective criterion for
making a choice for someone like Sartre’s pupilirsituation of either escaping to
England or staying with his mother? | propose aeraate solution to this moral
dilemma. The solution is based on a Kantian apfiticaof a maxim that can be
universalized. After comparing Sartre’s example andther puzzling case of a moral
dilemma | have constructed | will show that whatres to be a dilemma for Sartre and
Maclintyre is not a dilemma at all.

Suppose any persa@ maybe you or I, leaves his office to visit onehas relatives,
sayb, who is hospitalized in the emergency room afteer@ous road accident just a few
hours before. Thé's condition is critical: He is struggling for hige. The chances to
survive or to die are equal. After a few minuteslo¥ing, persora withesses a serious
accident by a stranger hit by a speeding city buke middle of the road. The stranger’s
condition is the same as thatai$ relative — a 50-50 chance. The bus driver speya
after the accident. There are people around buneowilling to take a risk (due to the
police investigation and legal procedure in coust)petter, no one wants to go out of
his or her way to help the stranger. The quessoMihatoughta to do at this moment
of time: Help the stranger lying in blood on thedoor go to the hospital to see his
relative?

If we apply what Macintyre seems to claim in hisstfiargument, in both cases,

whethera stays with the stranger or goes to the hospitade®b, he seems to feel

strong feeling that he was responsible as a padridtthat they had left his mother in a state nfoasit
complete dependence upon him. What should he do?v8th his mother or escape to Englarbid, p.
326.

% Ibid, pp. 326-327.
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satisfied since according to himghtin this case bears a performative sense and does
not appear to be universalizable. But this is moamaswer rather a result of some sort of
arbitrariness in understanding morality. So if Magte thinks that what he said is a
good answer, he is mistaken. There must be (orldi@) a definitive solution for these
kinds of moral dilemmas so that other persons, ewdno, can emerge from any
confusion in determining his/her course of actibhis is how we can resolve the issues
of morality, politics or religion which arise indhsocial sphere of relationships where
two or more people are living together at one ti@ecourse, an individual choice does
matter, but it only matters to a certain extena icertain place and time: It does not and
should not play any role in moral matters.

In his thoughts persoa confronts at least two maxims at this criticalrman time:

(1) he should stay with the stranger who is dyinghle road, or (2) he should go to the
relative who is dying in the hospital. This is tteal dilemma in the above example,
which many of us have already faced in our livesvdr face sooner or later at some
point in our lives since we are all bound to coméiron our life’s journey. Obviouslg
confronts the two maxims even if he does not hawepae-notion of morality. So what
should he do? Should he act according to maxim rhaxim 2? Maclintyre would say
that persora may choose any of the two alternatives. Whatesktasis for his answer?
Is it not a suggestion for making arbitrary choioéaction?

Now suppose tha decided to stay with the stranger. His decisiavs§bly) came
from a third maxim, associated with the first tvame should always save a lifa is
used in universal form). Persarwas in that place (on the road) to fulfill this rabduty
and it was principally sufficient for his decisioMacintyre may leave the stranger on
the road to see his relative but | (Krishna), likea, cannot because the basis for
deciding to go to hospital to seas nothing other than giving it the value of indival
relationship. Some, even Macintyre, may contragtiethere by claiming that this is not
a convincing argument since persois losing another person (his relative) after aficl
thereforea’s stay with the stranger has no greater moralevéthan leaving his relative
to die.

The objection is natural but quite general: It doe$ stand well since the third
maxim ‘one should always save a life’ does not gopsse any condition of choice
from inclinations and desires of any kind. We cadrsay that the case afdeciding to
stay with the stranger and not to go to see haivel is similar to the case afvisiting
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his relative in the hospital and leaving the steangn the road: There is a clear
difference based on the reason of temporality @encte hand and of relationships on
the other. Since Kant's moral theory does not gpese conditionality on temporality
of spacega’s decision to stay with the stranger from his seofsduty is justified — there
is no dilemma between the two cases. What happehere are five relatives fighting
for their lives in different hospitals at the satimee whena leaves his office and sebs
on the road covered with blood? In fact, a dilemoaam neither refute universal
application ofduty asduty nor does it justify the arbitrary decision makioiga moral
agent based on individuality.

Let me come back to Sartre’s example. Both Macingmd Sartre are wrong in their
denial of an objective criterion (better to sapaxin) in a case of moral dilemma. Of
course, there is a maxim to decide that the pumlukl stay with his mother. This
choice has greater moral value and has an appda tmiversalized. The maxim is:
‘Always help (better to saysave the life 0f a needy person both as a civilian and as a
soldier’. Can this maxim not be universalized?

Yes, it can be universalized, irrespective of whetihe person in need is someone’s
mother, father, or a strang@rWhat really matters is the agent’s duty of a patsr
kind. In the above example, his duty is to help élderly woman. The agent is on the
spot at that particular moment in time to fulfilshmoral duty. Macintyre could be right
in denying the existence of an objective criter(®1) of morality in the particular sense
of morality he has in mind but a particular sense of moraditpot the real sense of
morality.

Discussingmorality inside or outside the academic domain in an idial context is
nothing more than a waste of time since the veeaidf morality cannot presuppose
individual preferences as its foundation. My maations on the Earth should not be
different from my moral actions on Venus (if huméfe happens to be there).
Macintyre has mistakenly assumed that both moraliy the role of moral agency can
be assigned to individuals on the basis of thaisq®al preferences. This is certainly not
acceptable because a moral duty should be perfobywedl moral agents in all similar

situations regardless of their personal circum&sndhey can do this by following

24 Some may object that my position here seems ertgeimplausible based on a difference in our
criteria: They seem to be determining the plausjbdf an action in terms ofvhat one can dowhile |
determine the plausibility of an action in termsadfat one ought to dd.et’s let the readers decide which
criterion is more appealing.
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moral laws, not by following their personal desires life patterns. Therefore,
Maclintyre’s first argument must fail.
Macintyre’s second argument is more theoreticakduires a linguistic discussion in

the philosophical domain. The argument is as fadtow

For to adopt Hare’s use of “moral” would be to piramly one way of settling conflicts
of principles (that of formulating a new principte reformulating an old one) to be
counted as genuinely a moral solution to a morablem, while another way—that of the
non-universalizable decision a la Sartre—wouldubed out from the sphere of morality.
[...], not all, but only some, moral valuations aneiversalizable. What leads Hare to
insist that all are is his exclusive concentratommoral rules. For rules, whether moral or

non-moral, are normally universal in scope anyvjast, because they are rufeés.

Maclintyre uses this argument against Hare, busd goes against Kant. | doubt that
this argument really helps him defend the anti-arsalizability thesis. The objections
Maclintyre has made against the Kantian use ofeéhma tmoral®® can also backfire at
him and his favorites, the Existentialists, if gigument is turned around. If Kant was
unable to understand the sense of ‘moral’, thetexiglists weren't getting the sense
implied by the Kantian use of ‘moral’. And if thedid, indeed, understand what Kant
meant by ‘moral’, they badly manipulated its megnim accordance with the
requirements for their own claim. In fact, it isetkexistentialist use of ‘moral’ that
cannot resolve moral problems and rules out theamuneed foone and common moral
rule or a universal rule Their use of ‘moral’ is based on individual irgsts and
arbitrariness whereas Kant is using ‘moral’ in thversalsense (and this is the real

problem for Macintyre).

% |bid, p. 327.
% The debate is based on the imaginary construatibra dialogue between a ‘Kantian’ and an
‘Existentialist’ that runs as follows:

E: “You ought not to do that.”

K: “So you think that one ought not to do thatdiof thing?”

E: “I think nothing of this kind; | say only thgbu ought not to dahat”

K: “Aren’t you implying that a person like me iircumstances of this kind ought not to do that

kind of thing when the other people involved are $brt of people that they are?”

E: “No; | say only thayou ought not to dahat”

K: “Are you making a moral judgement?”

E: “Yes.”

K: “In that case | fail to understand your usetted world ‘moral’.” See Hare (1972). p. 21; also
Maclintyre (1957). p. 325.
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Let's suppose for a moment that Maclntyre is rightlaiming that in some cases of
moral dilemma, the individual choice of a moral rigeatters and she may perform an
action of her choice. What would happen if everybebaved differently in the same
situation at different moments in time? Consides tase: A persop, going along on
his way, finds a wheel-chaired woman at the bup #tmm which he regularly takes a
bus to the university. On his first day to the wmsity, p helps her enter the bysdoes
the same thing the next day as well since the pgkime is the same both fprand the
woman. After a few days, it becomes a daily rithaltp helps her everyday. But what if
p one day makes a choice not to help her anymorap'€&hoicebe said to be moral?
Will the woman be left un-helped at the bus stop?

These are questions which lead us to think thahaxee acommonchoice since we
all are or ought to be moral agents in certain £akant is right in claiming that we
must treat every person as an end and not as asm@amoral agent cannot be
categorized by her different social, religious,tardl, or geographical identity. One’s
non—moral(social or cultural) identity can be categorizedtbe basis of his place and
relationship but one’snoral identity cannot be. We can see this in everyday Kant,
too, discusses the similar notion of one’s morahtdy in his classification of duty as
perfectand imperfect andduty towards oneselind duty toward otherslt is not p’s
duty, as an Indian, to help a person like the odanan on the streets of Heidelberg, but
sincep is a moral agent, he is obligated to do the sama# ames and in all places: And
that is the real difference between the MaclIntyraaeh Kantian senses of morality.

Morality is not to be used on a particular basis, but onn&ersal one since
particularity involves arbitrariness and leaves lallman actions open to dispute,
partiality, and bias. Particularity can even prdvilie possibility of basic questions of
morality (what isgoodor bad?) being asked in the public domain. Secondly, Miycé
concludes that onlgome not all, moral valuations are universalizable. Why ad®
Macintyre may find this question easy to answecesine has already provided a list of
how the word ‘ought to’ can be used in differenhses’’ For me, it is irrational to
claim that a rational person should behave diffiyeim similar situationsp cannot
morally ignore the old woman looking for help taenthe bus in Germany, becayse
would help her in India — there cannot be two orergtandards of morality likeadian,

Germanor Australian Indian laws and lifestyle may be different fronose in Germany

2" Maclntyre (1957).
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and Australia, but the motive to have respectdars, whethep is in India, Germany or
Australia cannot differp must follow the law in all countries, or everywbemhe same
can be said othe morality: Macintyre and his ideals, the existemsisl didn’t think
much about this sense of ‘ought to’ as deeply ateaall moral judgments.

Further, Maclintyre claims that Hare focuses too maig rules. It can then be asked:
What kind of scale is it that measures the acceptaf a rule of a moral (or social)
being in numerical form? Is it commensurable shath-and-sucla rule is accepted by
such-and-sucla person tsuch-and-sucla degree? The commensurability of a rule in
numerical form cannot be possible if it belongsrorality. In contrast, there are rules
on the other side of the humanities and sociainseig, for example in natural science,
mathematics, and information technology, where #gasy to recognize that a particular
rule is used to a particular degree in a particakse. This is not an argument against
Maclintyre; rather this is only to show that it istrommensurable that Hare focuses too
much on rules—and Macintyre does not—when hes tabbout morality in terms of
individual choice.

The third of Macintyre’s arguments against Haretrsversalizability thesis that

seems to be very close to the second argumenasufadlows:

The fact that a man might on moral grounds refaségislate for anyone other than
himself (perhaps on the grounds that to do so wbaldnoral arrogance) would by itself
be enough to show that not all moral valuationrisversalizable [...]. In other words, a
man might conduct his moral life without the cortcep“duty” and substitute for it the

concept of “my duty”. But such a private moralitpwd still be a morality®

And,

It is possible that a man, who is not guilty of amyakness of will, may have two sets of
principles — one to guide his own conduct and tierto appraise (better to say guide)

other’s actiong®

2 Maclntyre (1957). p. 328.
2 |bid. p. 332.
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Maclintyre’s above argument has already been well@hged by Anne MacLeaf.
MacLean argues that since Maclintyre drops the natifcduty from his concept oy
duty, he can say nothing about the way that other peaplt. She further argues that
Maclintyre cannot morally approve or disapproveab&ons of others since from higy
duty concept, he ‘must regard all such actions as fyoiadifferent’>* No doubt,
Maclintyre seems to be talking about two types ofatity in terms of dutyprivateand
public. A short comment on his dual morality is also sseey here:

Firstly, since we also find two sets of duty in Kant's aldheory—duty to oneself
andduty to others—the idea of the multiplicity of duty is not neWhat is problematic
in the above example is that Macintyre either felsegard the concept of duty in his
concept oimy dutyor he does not explain what his concept of dugylyamplies when
he makes a distinction betwesty dutyandthe duty of otherslt is quite difficult for a
moral agent to distinguish betweéars duty and the duty obtherswithout having a
prior concept of duty applicable to both.

Secondlywe can ask Macintyre: What is the criterion taide that a particular act
is my duty, not the duty ofother® If there is any such criterion, is that criterion
objective or subjective? If it is objective, whatit? If it is subjective, is it self-love,
desire, feeling; if none of these then what? Magtiseems to not say even a single
word on this aspect of the problem related to threcept of duty.

Thirdly, it is possible that a particular kind wfy dutyat a certain timé; could be a
duty of p; atty, of ps atts ...... and ofp, att,. If this is so, ‘my duty’ becomes ‘duty of
others’ but then a notion afne duty for many peoplehatever that notion is arises.
Further, thisone duty for many peophtkboes or can beconmwne duty for everyonm a
particular time and space. Therefore, Kant's appeahiversal moral principles should
be understood in this way of understanding mora},chot in Macintyre’s way.

In addition, Maclintyre’s speaking ohy dutyis like sayingmy politics but one
cannot understand whpblitics means irmy politicswithout having a common notion
of politics. It also seems to me that his socio-historicalnitesn of morality is self-
contradictory. A Macintyrean agent would say ateatain point: “I'm a moral/social
being and ‘this’ is my morality/society Here, the agent’'s acceptance of being a

moral/social being on the one hand and his acceptahmy morality/societyon the

%0 MacLean (1984).
3 |bid. pp. 23-24.
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other seems to be contradictory since he seeme toldiming that he belongs to a
general class/category of a moral/social spaceaaitite same time denying it based on

the claim to higersonalizednoral/social space. His fourth argument runs dsvis:

More commonly, however, non-universalisable judgmmestcur when a man finds that
the concept of “duty” has limits which render iteless in certain situations of moral
perplexity. Such is the example of Sartre’s pupiid such are the cases at the other end
of our scale where moral valuations must be nowarsalizable, where it is logically
impossible to universalize. This is the case withatvthe theologians call ‘works of

supererogatiof?

This argument implies that the need for moral ursakzability is a logical
impossibility and that the exercise to make a cléamthe universalizability of moral
judgments is not different from the works of supegation or an effort beyond the call
of duty. The second implication of the argumentirete me of Marcia A. Baron who
deals with similar criticism of Kantian morality @rdefends Kant's ethics in her own
philosophical manner arguing against the superémgst thesis. The supererogationist
thesis holds that ‘any ethical theory that doesleate room for the supererogatory is
ipso factoflawed’ 3® The supererogationists may argue that Kant's thisoalso flawed
since it does not leave room for supererogationroBa response comes as a
recommendation to the supporters of the superaoogsit theory: ‘Kant's classification
of imperfect duties offers a promising approackhtomoral phenomena that are usually
thought to require the category of the supereroyatd

My response to Macintyre’s criticism of Kant's mbréheory in terms of
supererogation is in question form: What type oflecis it that finds moral
universalizability to be a logical impossibility? is the exclusion of the common
concept of ‘duty’ from the domain of morality thbtings us to the conclusion that
moral universalizability is logically impossiblen laddition, we can ask Macintyre:
What criterion has he used to make a sharp digimdietween what moralitis and

what itis no®? As far as | can see, no answer has been givéfabintyre.

32 Maclntyre (1957). p. 328.
% Baron (1995). p. 4.
34 bid.
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Maclintyre’s criticism of the universalizability this in general and Kant’'s account of
duty in particular do not pose any harm to Kanttsaal theory since in all his writings
on morality, Kant talks about the moral perplestief ordinary human life. Are
‘keeping one’s promise’, ‘paying one’s debt’, andot committing suicide’ not
examples of normal human life? Do these actionsmmaifest our moral and social
conduct? Such actions as duties are, of courseopaveryday life. | do not see how
‘keeping a promise’ or ‘paying one’s debt’ belowgsupererogation. If someone cannot
keep a promise, it is his moral weakness or hikriiof acting from his rational
capacity: One cannot simply categorize this acts@sererogation just because one
cannot keep one’s promise or pay one’s debt.

Many people commit suicide everyday in differenttpaf the world not because
they are in great trouble but because they areviak, in terms of their will, to fulfill
their duty towards their own life. This weaknessn@ physical but psychological, or
better, moral. Since Macintyre’s argument is basethe misunderstanding of the term
‘moral’, it cannot be counted as a credible argunagjainst Kant’s moral theory: There
is no place for supererogation in Kant's concepdudiy.

Macintyre’s next argument states that the univershility thesis of moral
judgments is a product of liberal morality, whickems to be claiming that everyone

should be judged and treated according to the saonal standard. MaclIntyre argues—

It is not part of the meaning of “moralityfout court that moral valuations are
universalizable, but liberals tend to use the wondrality” in such a way that this is

made part of its meanirig.

This is in fact a different version of his secondument under the name liberal
morality. My response to this argument is that it is nbedal morality but common
human life that requires a universal form of mayaliWe live in a society where
everyone is equally important and only common ruas help us settle the problems
that emerge in the moral, social and political spheMy dreams in sound sleep at night
do not affect and attract people, but my action$opmed in a wakened state, whether
consciously or unconsciously, certainly do. Commpeople as well as rational moral

% Maclntyre (1957). p. 332.
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agents observe and evaluate not only the actionshefs but also of themselves — and
that is universal.

Morality does not involve attributes. There is nels thing ofgood morality, bad
morality, liberal morality, or strict morality. Categorization of morality like this has no
meaning in itself. However, the essence of moralitguld be universal in order to make
people realize that they belong to the same redlimarality. Morality cannot be
classified on the basis of one’s culture, caste @edd: That mistaken argument is the
work of those who fight at a linguistic level tofahe ‘morality’ in the socio-historical
context — they ignore the inherent elementimiversalizabilitythat belongs to morality.

Macintyre’s next argument against the universalligtihesis is more easily shown
to be mistaken in its interpretation of Kantian ally. Most likely Macintyre assumes
that a universal moral judgment is impersonal bseaf its objective status. With this
assumption, he argues that an impersonal morahjadg can neither be approved nor
disapproved®

This argument has been discussed and criticized/ bi. Frankena, so | will refrain
from commenting on it. Frankena states that likeebtcontemporary philosophers
Macintyre has made “a mistake of thinking that &fie “moral” is also to define
“ought to”. Frankena rightly argues that ‘when wmeak of moral action (as versus
immoral action) we mean action which is right origdtory’ and that ‘what is in
guestion is the meaning of “moral” as applied tdgments, and here “moral” is not
equivalent to “right” or “obligatory”3’ Thus Macintyre’s account of morality is of no
help in a broader sense of moral space — his angisnage simply weak and loaded with

conceptual defects.

2.3 Charles Taylor (1931-)

Charles Taylor is a popular political philosophada Prominent Hegelian scholar of
our time. His expertise includes political theophilosophy of culture and social
science, German idealism, moral philosophy, motieand the philosophy of language.
His most famous publications in English inclué&ilosophical Argument$1995),
Multiculturalism and the Politics of Recognitiogii992), The Malaise of Modernity
(1991),Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern tde(it989),Philosophy and

% |bid, p. 333.
3" Frankena (1958). p. 158.
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the Human Sciencgd.985), Human Agency and Languad#&985), Social Theory as
Practice(1985),Hegel and Modern Socie(§979, andHegel (1975).

Like Maclntyre’s, Taylor's moral theory is also {8y) relativistic and Aristoteliari®
What is not Maclintyrean in his theory is the maraéntation of the self in terms of ‘a
good life’ since he has defined self and moralisy rautually inseparable themes.
Because he is an Aristotelian and is against Kanteoral universalism, his moral
theory faces conceptual and practical problems sinylar to those of Macintyre.

This section critically examines Taylor's moral jpsophy and makes three claims:
(1) his usage and interpretation of ‘morality’ isrognded upon his weak
presuppositions, (2) he overlooks or pays lessiitte to our sense afioral culture®
strongly rooted in human history and civilizatiode gives more value toultural
morality, and (3) his moral theory seems to be a kinchofal webthat he has created as
a model of modern morality in anthropocentric stytethe subsequent sections | will

demonstrate why his model is more complicated agaker than Kant’s morality.

The Notion of Morality
I. The Concept of Modern Identﬁg)/

The Taylorean notion of morality is based on higéhpresuppositions: 1) there is an
essential link between human identity and moraradtion, 1) selfhood and morality
are intertwined themes, and Ill) the questions wf moral orientation cannot all be

solved in universal terms. In the very beginningotirces of the Selie writes:

| want to explore various facets of what | will Icdde ‘modern identity’. To give a good
first approximation of what this means would bestty that it involves tracing various

strands of our modern notion of what it is to bleuman agent, a person, or a self [...].

3 McNeil (2005); Asly (2000).

% The phrase | have discovered as a concept to rmctommunitarian and individual form of morality
which philosophers like Macintyre and Taylor belotog The concept of moral culture, compared to
cultural or communitarian morality, seems widersgope. One can easily observe in Taylor's writings
how he overlooks the inherent elements of moraicalwhen talking about cultural morality. | findet
sense of our moral culture more worthy and sigaiftcin present context, compared to cultural nityral

9| don't understand in what sense his notion of ernddentity is modern since it is constituted bBytee

old and often discussed qualities of the self, Whiave nothing to do with being new. It seems it
“modern” he presumably means post'I&ntury Europe. If this is so, | still do not se®ything morally
new inmodern identitythat was not present in so-calleld identity particularly in moral matters.
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Selfhood and the good, or in another way selfhoad aorality, turn out to be

inextricably intertwined themés.

Taylor has explained ‘morality’ in terms of ‘humaahentity’ and ‘the good life’,
making an attempt to create something like moddemtity. By ‘modern identity’ he
means ‘what it is to be a human agent, a persoa,saif’, and by ‘good life’ he means
‘to live the best possible life’. According to Tay] these two dimensions of morality
have been overlooked in most of the discussiorsittemporary moral philosop#y.
This is the reason he gives us to explain why lsededined morality in terms of modern
identity from moral historicism. So to understand moral theory, we need to know
what he really means by modern identity.

The term ‘identity’ has been used, historically,two different senses: In tHest
sense, that can be called tnetaphysical senséhe term is used to understand whether
there is any substantive body, entity, or ‘humashes be attributed to every individual
human being as a ‘person’ and which possessesrcanseparable characteristics to
remain the same, irrespective of his or her physicasychological changes over time.
Those who believe in the existence of such a sobggaentity claim ‘self’ is that entity
which possesses personhood and so has identity.

In thesecondsense, the term is used to clarify what it reallans to be a person in
the physical world we are living in and to clarifpw a person is related to his own
actions and at the same time is related to therstperformed by others. Our social,
historical, political, and anthropological undergtang of being a person and of his
identity is of this kind. Let me call it th@on-metaphysical senséhe non-metaphysical

sense of ‘identity’ presupposes for all its claithe essentiality of the existence of a

“I Taylor (1989). p. 3.

“2 This can be considered as an objection by Tagainst Kant, who gives primacy tight overgoodas
opposed to Taylor and likeminded philosophers wive grimacy togood overright. His argument can
be seen in this passage: “Much contemporary mdnigdgophy, particularly but not only in the English
speaking world, has given a narrow focus to moraliat some of the crucial connections | want tavdr
here are incomprehensible in its terms. This mph#bsophy has tended to focus on what it is righdo
rather than on what it is good to be, on definimg ¢ontent of obligation rather than the naturthefgood
life; and it has no conceptual place left for aimbf the good as the object of our love or aliege [...].
This philosophy has accredited a cramped and ttedoaew of morality in a narrow sense, as welbhs
the whole range of issues involved in the atteropive the best possible life...” See Taylor (1989)3.
His argument against Kant can be easily reversddtazan be asked why Taylor prioritizes ‘good’ ove
‘right’. The argument provides a quite differenttpire if we rephrase it from the point of the notiof
right. We can say that the Taylorean and contemmpareoral philosophy of the same kind has left no
place for the notion ofight that we all feel, though surprisingly do not fellan our actions. In fact, a
right action is better in a broader sense of “good” tmemely agoodaction.
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substantive self. However, the metaphysical sefigheoterm is quite different to its
non-metaphysical sense because for the formeuthsantive self is the reality of being
a person, while for the latter it is a necessamsppposition for the explanation of
human actions.

Taylor’s concept of modern identity, based on mgeslation, belongs to the second
sense of the term, not to the first. This | can sayhe basis of what he has written in

the following lines:

To know who | am is a species of knowing whereandgt My identity is defined by
commitments and identifications which provide thende or horizon within which | can
try to determine from case to case what is goolliabde, or what ought to be done, or
what | endorse or oppose. In other words, it ishtbiézon within which | am capable of

taking a stand’®

Taylor seems to be defining ‘person’ in the socitheopological perspective,
referring to his identity as somewhat oriented etednined by one’s own demands and
life patterns. One’s identity of this kind | woulitte to callthe second-order identify
For Taylor, identity-framework of this kind is tleeucial set of qualitative distinction in
which there is something incomparably higher themeothings® It is moral and can be
fixed only by qualitative distinction and strongadwation. We can see how as a neo-
Aristotelian, Taylor defines the identity of a pamsin terms of something possessed

through purely intrinsic and worthy entfs.

[I. Strong Evaluation

Following H. G. Frankfurt's distinction betwedhe first-orderandthe second-order
desires, Taylor seems to be arguing that it issend-order desires that the modern
identity of a person consists {hTaylor calls it ‘strong evaluation’. Frankfurt'srst-
order desire is considered ‘weak evaluation’ byldayMaking a distinction between

3 Taylor (1989). p. 27.

*4 By ‘the second-order identity’, | mean identity wessess in a fixed social context and which piays
significant role for a certain purpose. For exampig identity as ‘a customer’ works only when | ides

to purchase something from someone. After | firpsinchasing, | am no longer a customer. In contrast,
what | will call ‘the first-order identity’ is sontking that manifests inherent elements of our mafar
example, rationality, consciousness and moral sense

> Taylor (1989). p. 19.

“ Ladwig (2004).

" Frankfurt (1988). p. 12.
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the strong evaluation and the weak evaluation, dragrgues that the framework
constituted by the qualitative distinction and styoevaluation makes our modern
identity*® Like Frankfurt, he seems to be maintaining thdtusnan being is distinct
from an animal being in the sense that the forrm@mpared to the latter, has the self-
evaluating power to regard some of his desireseagable and others undesirable. The
self-evaluating power could be realized in the fation of what Taylor calls ‘strong
evaluation’ and which, as he maintains, seems t@rbessential feature of human
agency.

The weak and strong evaluations are two qualititiwdistinct categories of
something like lower and higher or vicious anduors. They are two different modes
of life. The weak evaluation can be said to be tjtatively valuable, whereas the strong
evaluation is valuable in its qualities: The formerconcerned with results while the
latter is concerned with the quality of motivatith.

And the question arises here: Why is Taylor soninten establishing a notion of
strong evaluation for the identification of humageacy? Before | answer this question,
it is necessary to shed light on the Tayloreanamobf strong evaluation in order to
estimate the role it plays for the modern identitya person. Taylor contends that for
strong evaluation a certain kind of language, clpatb making qualitative contrast
between two different desires such as noble or,besgrageous or cowardly, is a
requirement. He argues that to know what courageoi® needs to know what
cowardice is. Similarly, a person cannot know atipalar color unless he has some
other contrasting colord.In other words, the strong evaluation presuppgsesnds of
gualitative contrasts.

We can understand his account of the strong evafyatompared to that of the weak
evaluation, through an example from daily life. Boage | have a strong desire to watch
a movie this evening. When | make my plan, | fage tifferent desires: to go for a
Bollywood movie or for a Hollywood movie. My choicé one of these two desires can
be viewed as weak evaluation in the sense of thesirability and not in the sense of
gualitative contrast since qualitative contrastwaetn a Bollywood and a Hollywood

movie is negligible. Let's suppose | only have tmcommensurable alternatives: to

“8In the Il part of this chapter | will discuss holaylor creates, with the help of such terms asraho
framework’, ‘qualitative distinction’ and ‘strongvaluation’, a web of morality in which every person
seems to be like a trapped insect thinking onljistasic needs.

9 Taylor (1989). p. 16.

0 |bid. p. 19.
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watch a violent movie in a nearby theatre or toasetassical Indian dance organized at
the university auditorium. My choice to go for asdical Indian dance is qualitatively
distinct from my choice to go for a violent movithis very act of making a contrast
between two different desires is known as strongluation. The strong evaluation,
from this perspective, is an assessment of thetmsabf our action. Further, a person
who deploys language of evaluative contrasts has loalled ‘a strong evaluator’ by
Taylor, while one who evaluates his desires wealdya ‘simple weigher of
alternatives®*

Projecting strong evaluation as human agency, Tagems to maintain that a strong
evaluator is a kind of a subject (or a self) whitlaracterizes his or her motivations and
inclinations as more or less valuable in termshaf tjuality of the life he or she is
engaged in? According to him, it is essential to the notionhoiman agency to have the
capacity for strong evaluation. Those who do notehthis kind of capacity lack an
essential feature of humanhood. In other worddyetca human being means to be a
strong evaluator. In carrying out strong evaluatittre other important feature of our
modern notion of the self is its strong sense dpoasibility for making such

evaluations. In Taylor's own words:

In at least our modern notion of the self, respalfisi has a stronger sense. We think of
the agent not only as partly responsible for wieatlbes, for the degree to which he acts

in line with his evaluations, but also as respdesit some sense for these evaluatigns.
In another place, he writes something similar:

[Tlhe claim is that living such strongly qualifidldorizons is constitutive of human
agency, that stepping outside these limits wouldaipéamount to stepping outside what

we would recognize as integral, that is, undaméggdan personhodd.

The strong evaluating power and the responsitbalitthe self are closely connected
to the process of one’s orientation of modern idgntogether they provide the horizon

on which one’s identity takes its shape. Accordm@aylor, theself,as an interlocutor,

L Taylor (1985b). p. 23.
%2 |bid. pp. 23-26.

%3 |bid. p. 28.

> Taylor (1989). p. 27.
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plays the main character in designing modern iterilere we should remember that

Taylor relies orthe selfust as Kant relies oreason(Vernunft).

I1l. Self As an Interlocutor

Like Habermas, Taylor tries to discover somethikg & moral self as an interlocutor to
fix his notion of modern identity> The main feature of the self is its orientatiortte

good through a language of interpretation:

We are not selves in the way that we are organismgie don’'t have selves in the way
we have hearts and livers...But we are only selvesfar as we move in a certain space

of questions, as we seek and find an orientatidgheé@ood®
And:

| am a self only in relation to certain interlocxgoin one way in relation to those
conversation partners who were essential to myeatty self-definition; in another in
relation to those who are now crucial to my contigugrasp of languages of self-
understanding — and, of course, these classes vealap. A self exists only within what |

call ‘web of interlocutior?”

The two passages show that human identity can eajeed and defined in terms of
self-reflection, the notion of which gives meantogan agent’s life. | agree with Taylor
on this point, namely that every human being fimdsaning of his/her life only in what
kind of self he/she has: It is one’s self-reflexoality through which one forms one’s
identity because, as Taylor claims, human beingssalf-interpreting animafé. Each
self interprets itself in certain moral framewonkbich Taylor defines akypergoods
such as ‘respect for and obligation to others’,d@ffemation of ‘a meaningful life’ and

»59

‘human dignity’>” These frameworks are understood as fundamentatiglsand in this

sense, Taylor suggests, we are embedded in webtedbcution.

5 Dews (1999). p. 186
6 Taylor (1989). p. 34.
" |bid. p. 36.

8 Taylor (1985b). p. 45.
%9 Mok (2007). p. 60.
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The multifaceted notion of the Taylorean self ist reo part of our natural
physiological constitution. It is quite unique iespect to some value-properties that it
holds to constitute personhood in the contextdwn present and future plans. This is
a modern self that holds values, makes choicesifeqplans: It is a moral subject which
strongly evaluates himself to determine its cowfsactions towards hypergoods and a
full life. Thus, a moral self (better to callatsocial self emerges as well as its modern
identity *°

Taylor maintains that there are three main aspafctse modern self to be inquired
about: inwardness, the affirmation of ordinary lifend the inner voice of nature.
Making a strong contrast between the modern self the pre-modern self, Taylor
explains ‘inwardness’ of the self in terms of theqess of internalization or individual
identity and argues that the pre-modern notiorhefdelf lacks this important aspect in
most of the discussions of pre-modern philosopffeBut surprisingly Taylor tries to
justify the inwardness of the self within the Chliea ontological framework of
Augustine and DescartéSHe also tries to locate the moral source of tHe igeits
reflexive quality just as Kant tries to locate #murce of moral laws in autonomy and
freedom of reason, though their moral views aretequiifferent in terms of their

understanding of morality and moral agency. Tawotes:

[lln contrast to the domain of objects, which isblw and common, the activity of
knowing is particularized; each of us is engageolrs. To look towards this activity is to

look to the self, to take up a reflexive stafite.

Explaining the moral sources of the self, Tayloteexls his discussion to the
affirmation of ordinary life in a moral frameworK respect for and obligation to others,
a meaningful life, and dignity. His affirmation ah ordinary life implies an affirmation
of equal access to the moral life. In ordinary,lé® individual agent decides, through
self-reflection (in Taylorean sense througioral articulatior), what is good, valuable
and helpful to him. | observe a serious problemTaylor's explanation of moral

orientation. On the one hand, he overturns thedadd moral values to give the

% Since Taylor defines self-identity in a socio-anfiological context, his notion of self seems to be
social, not moral.

®1 Calhoun (1991). pp. 243-245.

%2 Gutting (1999). pp. 116-118.

% Taylor (1989). p. 130.

35



ordinary life more or at least the same weight egto the strongly evaluated life;
while on the other hand, he defines moral lifeemts ofhypergoodsrelated to a life
that seems to be more and above the ordinaryHdev is this possible?

The duality of ‘ordinary moral life’ and ‘moral &f associated with hyper-goods’
seems to be problematic. The problem can be ols$eénvkis assertion of an ordinary
life aslower and a life based on hypergoodshagher. It is not clear whether morality is
related to the lower form of life or the higher rfoof life because Taylor seems to be
defining morality sometimes in terms of the forrmad sometimes in terms of the latter.
In fact, he seems to be selling old wine in newtlbst Under his notion of modern
identity he offers the same products of Aristotelimorality in a new style of
interpretation. Aristotle distinguishes between @dinary life and a good life and
subordinates the former to the latter. Taylor tastimguishes between a weakly-
evaluated life and a strongly-evaluated life, buth@ same time makes ordinary life a
matter of essential moral concern. In one placearbaes that it is not a matter of which
actions “are special to the good person”; ratheatwhatters is the way everyone &éts.
Does the qualitative distinction not become medesgyin light of the passage just
guoted?

Another characteristic of the modern self is thaisi a source of a version of
inwardness through which it locates its place ifséif), though this idea of the modern
self is very close to the Romantic conception aiurea The romantic conception of
nature as a source of the modern self is quiterdifft in the sense that it does not follow
the way that naturalism and Kantianism seem tarcldiaylor attacks naturalism and
Kantianism because he misunderstands these twoigbesnd thus manipulates them
while discussing whait is good to be. His arguments seem to be merelyaleand
therefore rather weak for two reasoRsstly, ‘right’ action, which is the main focus of
Kantianism and naturalism as well, is certainly gj@o a broader sense of ‘good’, and
secondly the Taylorean source of ‘good’ is religious arh¢e it leaves room for two-
way clash not only between right and good but akstween ‘good’ in one religion and
‘good’ in other religion$>§ Certainly, his search for a moral source of moitierand

his picture of the modern self is a version of itiadal Christian ethic&®

% bid. p. 279.

8 Larmore (1991). p.160. § This argument paintseqaitdifferent picture if we rephrase it from the
perspective of the notion oight. We can say that Taylorean and contemporary npdniédsophy of the
same kind leave no place for the notiorright that we all feel, though surprisingly do not felloin our
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One more problem can be seen in his notion of tbedemn self: It can be asked
whether the modern self is self-sufficient in makimoral judgments and determining
its courses of action or if it depends @ason If the self is self-sufficient then what is
the sense afeasonhaving all kinds of power of judgments and decisiaking? If the
self depends oreasonfor the justification of all its moral and non-nabactions, there
is no doubt that the self only becomes suborditateason and in that case the Kantian
notion ofpractical reasorbecomes a strong foundation for all moral judgesdn this
point Taylor seems helpless: He is helpless becauesely giving a meaning to the self
or life in a certain framework does not mean jystd it. The self at least needs a
justification or endorsement for its course of @aetfrom another source, certainly from
the rational faculty. The self cannot strongly eradé the judgment ‘X is meaningful’ in
a given moral situation without the help m#asonthat possesses decision making

capacity.

What is wrong with Taylor’'s Notion dorality?

The above descriptive analysis tells us about Taylphilosophizing to make a new
notion of identity. One objection can be raisedigiathe way he fixes modern self-
identity: The Taylorean way of moral articulatioeess to be hard to accept and also
cannot be observed in our public moral spheresryiivag in Taylor's account of
morality whether it is our identity, self, hypergts moral frameworks, or strong
evaluation seems to be a new constructidNo moral agent goes through all of these
constructed blocks. There is also a kind of ciiololved in Taylor's explanation of
morality in terms of modern identity: Our ‘identitpresupposes ‘the self’, the self
presupposes ‘the good’, and the ‘good’ comes fretrohg evaluation’ which can be
understood only in terms of ‘qualitative distinctidhat again goes to ‘the self’. It is not

clear which of them is the real source of morality.

actions. Indeed, Aght action is better in a broader sensegobdthan merely a good action that may not
be right.

€ Shapiro (1986). p. 313.

7 When | sayconstruction | mean Taylor's requirement that we search foatwhe are as a person or
self. The question here is that if we still needé¢arch for who we are, it follows that the sel&imatter
of our discovery. The question is what it is thityg the role of the discoverer. In this point,biserve
that Taylor either lacks the metaphysical sens¢hefself or is ascepticlike Hume, who denied the
existence of a substantive self while at the same faced the necessity of a subject to give heoh
consistency. See Hume (1739); Perry (1975). pp:1B& also Jenkins (1992). pp. 113-114.
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The qualitative distinction first requires moralarfneworks ‘to provide the
background, explicit or implicit, for our moral jgchents, intuitions, or reactions in any
of the three dimensionstespect for and obligation to others, understandafiga good
life, and notion of dignity® Then the self gets its place in ‘moral space’ tigio
‘orientation’. The circularity emerges in his claitmat knowing ourselves implies an
orientation in moral space: ‘a space in which goestarise about what is good or bad,
what is worth doing and what not, what has meaamdjimportance for you and what is
trivial and secondary”® Sometimes he seems to be constructing his nofienoolern
identity in ‘a moral space’ while sometimes he sgeémbe constructing ‘a moral space’
through his notion of ‘modern identity’. Althoughehs right in his observation that
there is an essential link between modern idemtity moral orientation but he fails to
observe that the link is infected by the problenciofularity. It is also not clear whether
it is one’s own self that makes one’s identity drether it is one’s identity that can be
fixed only in a necessary presupposition of sudelf Taylor tries hard to present a
consistent moral theory by constructing a modertionoof human identity but fails to
provide anything foundational for his explanation.

Moreover, his notion of the self seems to be fmti$ in the sense that in one way it
seems to be a primary moral subject whose task [@dvide qualitative distinction,
moral articulation and interlocution while in anethway it is an imagined body that
plays an important role in defining what moralisy What is not clear is whether the self
gets any support from oueason (rationality); nor is it clear from his descriptiaf
morality what role oureasonplays and whethereasonhas any relationship with the
self and, if so, of what kind. Does the self findeif competent to make strong
evaluation without looking towardsasor?

If the answer is affirmative, then the self mustab&ubstantive entity in order to have
moral frameworks within itself for its primary tasK qualitative distinction. Taylor
doesn’t seem to accept this. If the answer is megahen his notion of modern identity
of a person or self is like a fictitious story amelis like a story-teller. It is not clear why
he defines morality in association with the selfl amot with our rationality or why he
overlooks the role of our rational capacity to daypd in our moral narratives and

judgments. One more objection, in a Flanaganiae,toan be raised, namely that his

% Taylor (1989). p. 28.
% bid.
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view of the self looks more intellectualist in tlsense that those who lack moral
articulation and strong evaluation suffer from idantity crisisand therefore lack the
compulsory components of personhd8d.

Taylor’'s claim that the self and morality are imaned is also weak since it lacks a
foundation for justification and the foundation fastification lacks the clear notion of
‘the self’ and ‘morality’. A andB, for instance, cannot be called intertwined unless
clear whatA andB are separately and how they are mutually assakisife get no clear
notion of morality because we get no clear notibrseifhood and moral orientation.
Taylor has neither explained ‘morality’ nor ‘thelfseHe has only explained that
morality and the self are intertwined and partitgpan one’s orientation of modern
identity.

Taylor's account of morality that can be extractemn his writings is also weak
based on the contrary claims that he makes: Inptaxee he seems to be claiming that
our modern notion of identity in terms of moralesriation cannot be solved simply in
universal terms, while in another place he claiha tn moral orientation we deal with
moral intuitions that are ‘uncommonly deep, powkdnd universal” If our moral
intuitions are so deep, powerful and universal ttihery must have something common
in quality and in the act of articulation. If th&so, then no question of individual moral
identity as Taylor seems to be talking about carrgm

In fact his argument is even ambiguous: In one isfdiguments, he claims that
everyone feels the most urgent and powerful clustemoral demands such as the
respect for life, integrity, and well-being and4kemoral demands are acknowledged in
all human societie¥ He fails to clarify what will happen or what onteosild do if these
demands on one person in one society clash witlsdhee demands on another person
in another society. An example can help us to wstded the problem I'm indicating:
The Naxalites and other separatist groups in diffeindian states and other countries
are fighting hard with security forces and governmegencies in the name of
preserving their self-respect and meaning of tifiejr dignity and well-being. Are they
right and justified in their actions and demands?af@ the governments that are trying

to crush them right and justified? These questicasnot be answered within the

O Flanagan (1990). pp. 53-54; Smith (2002). pp. 65-9
™ Taylor (1989). p. 28, pp. 4-5.
2\bid. p. 4
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Taylorean model of morality and modern idertityTaylor's moral account cannot
solve conflicts between differegbodsof the members of the same group, community,
or society.

Taylor's moral theory does not seem to work in saseconflict. We have seen that
on the one hand he favors individual goods andurlldiversity, whereas on the other
hand he talks about some universal moral framewsukl as respect for and obligation
to others and human dignif§ The problem of his theory can be highlighted bkires
the question of how useful our individual sensga@bd and cultural diversity is for our
sense of respect for and obligation to others. [daw a person consistently follow the
sense of moral responsibility and obligation infboases — for his own good and good
of others? If any action, say gives a meaning to my sense of full life and dighut it
goes against the similar sense of other peoplediven situation, then what should |
do? Should | go ahead and perfaarm accordance with my individual meaning of life,
fixed through qualitative distinction, or shouldstop myself and not da because it
goes against the sense of full life and dignitpthiers?

Another example can help us. Many people in theemodvorld find smoking to be
part of a meaningful lifestyle. But other peoplepse who are non-smokers, find the
habit of smoking a reflection of bad character. this point, the meaning of a
‘meaningful or full life’, which Taylor often takess a moral space or moral
background, does not work: One cannot claim thatrear's meaning of a full life is less
meaningful than one’s own and vice-versa. In tltisasion, there is room for conflict
between individuals’ different moral senses andmegs of a full life. How should this
situation be handled? Isn't it clear or necesshay to settle the problem in a humane
manner we need a common standard? Since the nemunteof a common standard to
settle moral problems does not allow for individsia, Taylor's defense of individual
good in the Neo-Aristotelian sense seems to bempedible and hence unacceptable.
Even if it is compatible, his theory is no doubt explication of the Aristotelian
eudaimonic theoryn terms of ‘what it is good to be’ but his exg@limn is objectionable

3 This example indicates why we need, if not in Kamform, a common criterion of moral judgements.
" Shapiro observes this problem from a differentl@angle observes that “although the argumentation
aspires to an interpretive analytic influenced byHeideggerian ontology, Taylor's philosophical
discourse remains primarily Kantian.” See Shapli@gg). p. 312.
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in the sense that it ‘prioritize(s) not so much go®d over the right as the ‘Self’ over
the ‘Other”.”

Taylor's SIM-theory As a Moral Wéb

The picture we are getting from the above exanonabf the Taylorean model of
morality is no doubt a moral web in which everyf sellike a spider, which moves in a
self-made web for the survival and enjoyment ofaten life. The moral web | am
talking about in Taylor's moral theory can be digeed in the web of interlocutions,
the diversity and hierarchy of individual goodsffetient backgrounds for moral
frameworks, moral articulation in terms of a futidameaningful life, and the subjective
role of a person in his or her likes and dislikes] so forth. Following John Mackie, we
can say that Taylor seems to have a projectiorest of morality’”

His projectionist view is grounded in his assertithrat ethical values are not
absolutely objective; rather they are our subjecpwojections in terms of a purposeful
life. To defend his claim that ‘there are virtuenis which apply to features of our lives
as individuals’, he argues against naturalism atingrto which ethical values must be
objective in another sendéHe seems to have asserted in one place that letiaices
‘are not part of reality, but in some form our @tion’:"® His projectionist view seems
to be claiming that the best sense of gaining moraintation is to make sense of the
good, the actions and feelings of both ourselvas$ @hers, by projecting our moral
values®®

Taylor sets out some standards of moral judgmérats Sometimes seem to be of a
Kantian approach. For Kant, universal moral lawsaouniversal maxim could be a
standard to determine which action is morally wprénd which is not. For Taylor,
strong evaluation, moral frameworks, qualitativstidiction are like those standards by

which we judge our actions in terms of value andamggfulness. In Taylor's own
words—

5 Smith (2002). p. 112.

| have constructed this term to show that Tayl@thkical theory is based on three elements of his
philosophical accounelf Identity andMorality (SIM).

" Taylor (1989). pp. 53-54; also Mackie (1977). p. 4

8 Taylor (1989). p. 55; also Gutting (1999). p. 148.

" Taylor (1989). p. 56.

8 Taylor (1989). pp. 56-57.
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[T]hey all involve what | have called elsewheradsig evaluation’, that is, they involve
discriminations of right and wrong, better or wqréégher or lower, which are not
rendered valid by our own desires, inclinationsclooices, but rather stand independent

of these and offer standards by which they cambggd™

While establishing his moral theory, Taylor tries dubsume everything good for
individual life under morality, as he claims thatranoral world must be understood not
only in terms of the ideas and pictures that umeléour sense of respect for others but
also those which underpin our notions of a ful'lff There may be a discretionary role
of every individual if he or she compares ‘a valedife’ with ‘a life’. A modern life
(modernin the sense of westernized lifestyle) can be gddonly on the grounds of how
much a particular kind of life is luxurio§&One can find his life more valuable if he has
millions of dollars in his bank account, owns a pajace-like house with all kinds of
modern equipment, cars, servants and many othaabia@ things. Is this form of life
valuable in the real sense of morality? Does thecept of morality depend upon those
things an individual finds valuable in respect is articulation of a comfortable life,
without having a sense of moral worth?

In contrast, a person might find his life more megful and valuable either in form
of sainthood|oksamgrah&® (well-being of all), or being a peacemaker, baigligious,
aboriginal etc. Are these forms of life morally wable? There is one serious
predicament in answering these questions and shat finding out a reason to decide
what kind of life is worth living. If it is individal, as Taylor says, and not a common
moral norm, and if everyone determines on his osardtion thasuch and such kind
of life is worth living, then every individual begncould be said to be living a worthy
life and everyone and his/her actions could be saidbe moral. For me, it is more
problematic since ‘worthy life in general’ and ‘Wy life in a purely moral sense’ is
not the same. A terrorist finds his life worthytarror-related activities, but | think no
one, except other terrorists, will recognize His is a moral life.

Some may argue that if we define ‘morality’ in terof the higher form of life, we

will be trapped into a theoretical quandary becaoms®ality’ then will be linked to one

& bid. p. 4.

8 bid. p. 14.

8 perhaps he elaborates morality in this sense diemnity. See also fn. 40.

8 This is a moral concept of the Bhagavad-Gita, ating to which one should work for the well-being
of other people.
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dimension of life and the other dimension of thedo life will be marginalized or less
valued. This argument isn’t very convincing: Wedfimany honored and famous people
to be morally corrupt. Contrary to them, many peagminong us, unknown to the public
eye, morally have a sound character, though theypatoeven have proper means to
survive. Thus ‘the sense of hypergoods’ is neithaecessary nor a sufficient condition
for a broader concept of morality.

One more problem in Taylor's moral web is that i€ whange our approach in
explaining the link between our identity and mavakntation, the claim Taylor seems
to be making becomes a false claim. One’s ideraya Catholic or a Hindu or a
Buddhist has little to do with one’s sense of maréntation. Of course, these identities
cannot be ignored in the social context but they mnly a limited role for fixing our
deep moral sense that we all have in ourselves.n@ual identity is independent of
other (given) identities such as religious, paditior social.

A sense of moral identity is in fact a sense ofngcfrom our pure nature. We can
claim that every human being is a moral being lsyrature, though this claim seems to
be polemical; but from the perspective of the iehérrational capacity that every
human being is presumed to have, the claim is truether words, the concept of moral
identity cannot be understood in terms of onets difyle or religion or caste or nation. It
can be or should be understood in terms of onéiena nature. Those like Taylor who
believe that moral values are relative to one’sohisal orientation indeed seem to be
undermining human rationality.

When a person is believed to possess non-mordlitiesn(better to call theraocial
identitieg, he/she is believed to have evaluated himseH#ielas a rational human
being in orienting his/her identity on various gnds of appearance, relationship,
citizenship etc. For example, some of us are Amas¢ some Africans, and some
Asians. Similarly, some are teachers, some Hindug] some Christians. More
precisely, we can say that our social identityasstructed but our moral identity is not.
The sense of our moral identity is prior to thesseaf our social identity. If someone is
asked who he or she is, the answer will not be ‘thain a human being’ or ‘Il am a
moral being’ or ‘I am a social being’; rather ondlway ‘I am Krishna’ or ‘I am the
chancellor of Germany’ or ‘Il am Mr. or Ms. X frorhe University of Heidelberg’ and

SO on.
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Questions like this always inquire about our socédEntity, not moral identity
because moral identity is a pre-understood notidme reason is obvious: Being a
human means being a moral agent. In other wordsstaengly believe, every human
being is psychologically connected with a deep seofs morality in terms of his
conscious capacity of decision making. Taylor ckithat one’sactual identit{® in
terms of a full life is more important than his her self-represented identfybut he
does not give a justificatory explanation why tiSiso.

Taylor also puts the plurality of goods and valuresonnection with his notion of the
modern self. It can be asked whether there is ealitjy of moral standards for the
justification of every single good and value or wies there is only one. In the case of
plurality, his moral web becomes thicker and marebfematic since the plurality of
standards may require a plurality of justificatiolmsthe case of one standard, it must be
something that can be applied in each and every aasoral justification. What can
that be? Is it not the rational morality of the Kan model that is highly appealing to all
in every time and space? My answer is certainlyraétive.

| would like to point out some more objections mpport of my claim against
Taylor’s account of morality. One objection is th& evaluation of modern ethics is not
justified and his argument seems to be merely bateme®’ Taylor holds the view that
modern ethics is mistaken in dealing with the goestof what is right and what it is
good to be. According to him, it emphasizes anegiprimacy to the former over the
latter or to ‘right’ over ‘good’. As we have sedmat Taylor's emphasis on what it is
good to be seems problematic, we do not need tweanshy ‘a right action’ should be
prioritized over ‘a good action’. Indeed, the foatidn of his moral account in terms of
hypergoods or goods in the sense of a full liferse#o be a product of his reformed
version of Christianity.

Following Shapiro again, | must say that Taylorigjpction of the modern self on
the one hand and his denial of ‘absolute understgraf what we are as persons’ on the
other seems to be rather contradictory and hisnaegti seems to be unconvincing since

8 Actual identityrefers to one’s life traits in his/her own eyesl aaflects “the whole structure of her
character, the traits that are central to her ddpador agency.” See Flanagan & Rorty (1990)3pl
think one’s actual identity refers to one’s lifaits that are inherent, but not that are sociatig a
historically constructed because what is construédenot always justified. Taylor’'s account of adtu
identity seems constructed, therefore it is morigadequate.

8 Flanagan gives a clear picture of the distinctimiweenactual full identity and self-represented
identity. See Flanagan (1991). p. 198.

87 Larmore (1991). p. 160.
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the self, which he is projecting through strongleaton ‘is smuggled into a form of
facticity’.®® It can also be said that the way Taylor sometimasates the self in the
sense of ‘growth and becoming’ and sometimes asaadtor’ doesn’t give a clear
picture of what exactly he wants to convey. Eveit i§ clear to others, it looks more
proceduraf® Thus, the link he makes between the three elenwérgslf, identity, and

morality and recognizes asodern identitys not conceptually appealing.

2.4 Cultural Morality vs. Moral Culture

Both Maclintyre and Taylor have tried to defend radkof cultural morality. We can call
it cultural moral relativism, which implies that nad truth is relative to a culture. Since
Maclintyre’s account of morality entails that thetkr of moral judgments depends upon
cultural tradition, his theory no doubt entailstaul moral relativism. Relativism is an
attractive idea that can help us to explain cultditierences but it does not explain
similarities that we do or can see in the idea afrahculture. Both Macintyre and
Taylor do not think that there is moral culturedrefcultural morality in human history.

Macintyre seems to claim that the criterion foredetining morality is tradition or
history dependent. He cannot escape from the trapaditional relativism that is, in
fact, a kind of cultural relativism since tradit®wary from culture to culture and time to
time. Even his concept of rationality within theubalaries of tradition is subject to
change. InAfter Virtue he seems to assert that morality is traditiondooand argues
that the concept of morality can be assessed aaldaed in the culture in which the
concept has been developed. This assertion imgbkeepriority of cultural morality over
moral culture. In fact in his writings and argunsehe has promoted culturalism and
traditionalism against universalism and Kantianistowever, he tries to universalize
his theory of cultural moral relativism on the gnols of some rational justifications but
since ‘rationality’ for him is also tradition-bourahd hence relative, his attempt has
failed.

8 Shapiro (1986) pp. 317-318.

8 Taylor (and many likeminded philosophers) critiiz<ant arguing that his moral theory is procedural
| think if one goes through Taylor’'s own writingn® can easily conclude that the Taylorean apprzach
more procedural than the approach of any otheogbiiher, including Kant.
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Like Maclintyre, Taylor also seems to be defendimdfuzal morality® Cultural
morality should be understood in the sense thdereifit cultures practice different
moral norms inside their cultural boundaries (laagg) religion, history etc.). This is the
hidden but problematic characteristic of Taylor&tian of morality that appears while
recognizing ‘others’: “Culture and upbringing magifh to define the boundaries of the
relevant ‘others™* Taylor recognizes ‘others’ in terms of culturalriagion to justify
the individual meaning of what the term ‘moralitg’exactly. It can be asked: Why does
he talk about cultural morality in the sense otund as a horizon of moral frameworks
but not about our moral culture that reflects ceegland universal moral sense?

By ‘moral culture’ | mean the sense of respondipidind obligation that we all have
in connection with the actions we perform for olwes and for others. This sense of
moral responsibility and obligation does not comoarf a culture, though it flourishes in
it; rather it comes from our rational capacity tolge which action is right and which is
not. This sense grows within us when we evaluatsatwes from the perspective of the
rational capacity we are believed to have, irrespeof our cultural and social norms,
and categorize our actions already performed asl godad, right or wrong. A child,
when once burnt by a flame, views ‘fire’ and simitdjects as a dangerous thing and
never goes near them again. He also makes otHdrezhaware of this characteristic of
fire. Similarly, when we evaluate our actions agatyg right or wrong, we make people
aware of performing a particular action in a paiac situation whatever the case it is.
The evaluation of actions presupposes our deepesefismorality. When one
continuously acts from one’s moral nature, oneoas gradually develop a trend of
moral acting or in another sense, moral culturdikgrihe idea of cultural morality, the
idea of moral culture implies that it is our marghwhich determines our culture: It is
not the case that our cultures determine our nigrali

Taylor's account of morality seems to be culturieimied and individually
determined in terms of what it is good to be. Hiscunt seems to be ignoring the
natural and most significant dimension of our sesfseioral orientation. If | accept, as
Taylor claims, thamorality is a topic of discussion only within cultural balamies and

individual goodness, | must accept that the cultdnéch the agent comes from can be

% Both Maclintyre and Taylor might object to my claimn the basis of the three dimensions of the self
and argue that they were not talking about cultaratality; but their moral writings reflect thateth are

no doubt cultural moralists.

I Taylor (1989). p. 5.
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criticized or appreciated more than the agent foerain action that is performed in a
certain situation. The agent becomes a culturakestand lacks his or her freedom and
autonomy which Taylor sometimes talks about busfeo give a proper place in his
writings.

One might be confused that cultural morality andahoulture are not two different
things, but one. This, however, is not the casdtu@al morality is distinct from moral
culture or | can say that the former has less maahle and more limited moral space
than the latter, which has greater moral value gme@ter space. In cultural morality,
standards for our moral judgments grow, flouriskd aan be practiced only inside the
boundaries of a particular culture. In other womise’s culture itself plays a role as a
standard of what is good and bad. Moral normslealirect product of one’s culture.

In contrast, moral culture is a category where ywee is moral. Here morality gets
primacy over culture, though the question of whatatity is still remains. | believe the
guestion of ‘what morality is’ can be answered bgnKan ethics, not by Macintyrean
and Taylorean ethics, since the Kantian notion ofatity based on the idea of freedom,
autonomy and human dignity focuses on humans’ erftemature of being capable of
decision making and acting upon moral laws thatmiss in the ethical accounts of
Macintyre and Taylor.

Taylor sometimes seems to be trying to link the tweatrary views of teleological
and deontological ethics through his notion of miaddentity and moral frameworks
but as we have seen, in this chapter, he doesunoéed in accomplishing this objective.
This may, in fact, be considered the main drawhzdhkis moral view. His focus on the
ethical feature of strong evaluation through qaélire distinction doesn’'t seem justified
either. The reason is that a person also identifieself or herself at different points in
time in non-ethical frameworks which Taylor eitlmrerlooks or gives no proper value

to.

2.5 The Foundation of Moral Orientation: Reason or Tradition?

The term ‘moral orientation’ is generally appliedahildren’s behavior in terms of their
overall development and value perceptions. In ethdtscussions, it seems to be a new
theme of the Zbcentury that we find in the writings of philosopfiéke Maclintyre and
Taylor. Ethically, the term implies the ability tocate oneself as a moral agent in a

given space in terms of determining a course abactn one definition, the term—
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[Flocuses on mutual obligations, rights and entidats of the people involved in the
relationship. It implies that in a relationship yand the other(s) mutually perceive the
obligations you have to one another and mutuakpeet the framework of social norms

that define what is fair or unfair in the interacts and outcomes of everyone involvéd.

It can be asked: What is the foundation of mor@rdgation? Macintyre seems to be
moving between the concepts of traditionalism aistbhicism in order to make use of
their respective accounts of ‘moral orientationt&ts determining reasofis.He has
developed his idea of moral orientation on the dastraditionalism, which he has tried
to justify in his overall account of rationality dumnorality. As a neo-Aristotelian, he has
found traditionalism an easy vehicle to carry \@rethics and the dominating elements
of western tradition. But as expected, his tradaism has been severely criticized.
Susan Moller Okin has criticized him for defendimgditions such as Aristoteliansm
and Thomisn?* Lisa Bellantoni has criticized him for not beintpar in his position
since, as she has observed, he sometimes seems #o rbalist while defending
Aristotelianism and sometimes a constructivist ehaitguing for other traditions.

Taylor seems to be defining ‘moral orientation’dagh his account of historicism
and communitarianism with a claim that moral fraroekg are the product of history
and culture in terms of moral identity orientatigks we have seen in this chapter, he
has given a narrative of how the modern moral itherf a person is grounded in
historical concepts and meanings. In other wordsyldF's approach is historicist in
moral orientatiorn’?

The question is whether history or tradition caovpte the foundation for moral
orientation. If we apply a general notion of ‘mo@ientation’, our answer will be
affirmative since a child learns morality and magpehctices from family, culture, and
tradition. Maclintyre and Taylor seem to be treatwvgryone like a child and justifying
their historical orientation as fully rational. éméestingly, they seem to forget that moral
agents are not children. They have their own cognfaculties to take ethical decisions.

A tradition can characterize an action as moralh@torical grounds, but it cannot

2 sandy, Boardman, & Deutsch (2006). p. 343.

% See Lutz (2004); Allen (1997).

% Okin (1989). Ch. 3.

% Bellantoni (2000). p. 33; also Myers (2001). p325
% Neville (1995). p. 112.
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justify that action as moral with sound argumerdsause a justification comes from the
cognitive faculty, not from tradition or history.f @ourse the practice of a particular
action may be good for the growth of a traditiont e growth and goodness of
tradition do not justify that action as moral eithe

More precisely, we can learn lessons in moralignfrtraditions and histories and
also act according to them to the satisfactionhef ttadition and community to which
we individually belong. We can satisfy our desiagsl feelings through those actions
that are determined as moral by orientation in Mice’'s and Taylor's sense but we
certainly cannot satisfy oueasonsincereasondoes not take decisions from desires and
feelings; rather it takes decisions from princiglest are given to itself by itself and for
itself. Can slavery be justified as moral evenlaives are fairly treated? Of course not,
but was it not once justified by the Greeks in anttimes?

What is the foundation that determines moral oagon? In Kant's reply, it is
humanreasonsince tradition and revelation cannot be graftétiout the agreement of
reason He considers ‘reason’ as the only source of taiten in thinking and does not
say anything directly about moral orientation. Heesm his account of reason-based
orientation in thinking is also the foundation farentation in acting or, so to speak,
moral orientation. He is of the opinion that readased orientation determines one’s
assent according to a subjective principle on whichct?” Orientation through thinking
means to find out truth in one’s self. It is a kioldself-inquiry one makes in search of
the basis for one’s own beliefs and assumptionsit kkeems to be claiming that one
who has rational capacity can definitely questioeself in terms of determining one’s
courses of actioff’

When one’s reason participates in moral orientatime knows who hes and what
he ought todo in moral matters. He does not need a justioatrom his tradition or
history. Kant rightly claims that reason is the ibaf®r orientation not only for a
speculative thinker but also for the ordinary mahowhas morally soundeason
Through his reason-based orientation, an ordinay can realize the end to which he is

97 “Sich im Denken Uberhaupt orientieren, heil3t alsich bei der Unzulédnglichkeit der objectiven
Principien der Vernunft im Flurwahrhalten nach eirgrpjectiven Princip derselben bestimmen.” Kant, I.
WDO, AA 08:136

% «Selbstdenken heilt den obersten Probirstein dahrtéit in sich selbst (d. i. in seiner eigenen
Vernunft) suchen, [...].Sich seiner eigenen Vernbefiienen, will nichts weiter sagen, als bei alleemd
was man annehmen soll, sich selbst fragen: ob mavoal thunlich finde, den Grund, warum man etwas
annimmt, oder auch die Regel, [...]. Diese Probe kaimnjeder mit sich selbst anstellenbid, AA
08:146-147.
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destined and determine his course of moral actibiciwmay lead towards that end. In
this process, not his tradition or history but reason plays a major role. John Rawls
correctly observed the Kantian idea of reason-basmgehtation as an idea which
‘belongs to reason and reflection (both theoretemadl practical) to orient us in the
(conceptual) space, say, of all possible endsyitidal and associational, political and
social.?®

Traditional and historical orientation is basedbetiefs that people generally have. It
can be asked whether those beliefs are reasont@dtidhthey are not then how can they
help people who possess reason as determiningnaldoan to orient themselves on?
Once a person orients himself in his reason, heeaize his autonomy, will, freedom,
and his moral identity different toultural identitywhich | regard as identity based on
cultural norms. How can traditionalism and histisne provide a foundation for moral
orientation?

Macintyre and Taylor have provided mistaken accewitmoral orientation to the
public. They mistakenly thought that historicalibtd are the same as rational beliefs.
And they seem to be claiming that what is basedhistorical belief can be fully

justified. This is not true. In Kant’'s own words—

[T]he situation with respect to a rational beligfdifferent from that of a historical belief,
for in the latter it is always possible that protafghe contrary may be found, and we must
always hold ourself in readiness to change ouriopiwhen our knowledge of the objects
if extended->°

No doubt, the foundation for moral orientation i own reason and autonomy. A
person can have many traditional and historicattities, for instance of being a father,
mother, Indian, German, professor, singer and sth.f@ut he cannot have several
identities as a moral agent. He can realize hisamagency only through his own
reason. Since Macintyre, Taylor and other relavido not consider reason to be a

primary basis for moral orientation: Their morakagnts seem to be flawed. On the

% Rawls (2001). p. 3.

“Also ist es mit dem Vernunftglauben nicht so, wié dem historischen bewandt, bei dem es immer
noch mdglich ist, dall Beweise zum Gegentheil aufgggn wirden, und wo man sich immer noch
vorbehalten mul3, seine Meinung zu a&ndern, wenn wisere Kenntni der Sachen erweitern sollte.”
Kant, I.,WDQ, AA 08:142.
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other hand, Kant's proposal for reason-based mamiahtation is strong enough for
acceptance.

Interestingly enough, in one place, Taylor has piszkthe Kantian claim to reason
as the foundation for moral orientation. He colgeobserves that the Kantian personal
autonomy ‘offers a set of objective ends to helgrag to orient themselves both
personally and morally when they construct theimpl of life’** But Taylor, being an
Aristotelian, does not give full value to humansaa in moral orientation. This is why
his acceptance of the role of human reason in mmrahtation cannot be said to be

Kantian.

2.6 Summary

| have presented in brief an account of moral ingkah in general and the positions of
Macintyre and Taylor in particular. | have argudthtt both philosophers follow
Aristotelian ethics and do not accept moral judgtees universal. They defend a kind
of moral relativism, hard or soft, and cultural mldy. In the sections related to
Macintyre, | have explained why Macintyre’s objects against Kant’'s theory are not
scholarly. Most of his objections are of the samedk| have also shown that
Macintyre’s claim against the universalizability etlis to defend the anti-
universalizability thesis is not acceptable eithecause of its many conceptual flaws.
Like Macintyre’s Taylor's notion of modern moraleidtity is also Aristotelian and
Augustinian. He has fabricated this theory fromiweisdified language in accordance
with his needs. In the section on Taylor, | haverty explored his notion of self—
identity, explained the contrast between culturarahity and moral culture, and
concluded that the Taylorean model of moralityike & moral web. Taylor seems to be
right in some places but his ‘right’ position batefhim very little since his entire
concept of modern identity lacks the real ratiotiahension of our moral sense. And
some of his contradictory claims weaken his modemorality. For this reason, the
Taylorean model of morality is hard to accept sineéhas weaker arguments than Kant.
Instead of giving priority to reason-based origotathe gives priority to desire-based

orientation.

11 Taylor, 2005, p. 618.
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CHAPTER 3

Agent, Autonomy, and Reason: The Locusof Moral
L egitimacy

Acting autonomously is acting from principles thae w
would consent to as free and equal rational beings.

—— John Rawl

3.1 Introduction

In the preface td’he Invention of Autonompchneewind makes two clainfSnethat
great moral philosophy is a result of serious eegant with problems related to
‘personal, social, political and religious life’ duwo that the conception of morality as
autonomy given by Kant ‘provides a better placest@rt working out a contemporary
philosophical understanding of morality than anythiwe can get from other past
philosophers? | agree with Schneewind, but unlike him | do nutend to discuss, in
the chapter, the historical development of the ephof autonomy. Instead, | intend to
discover the concrete level of agreement and dissgent throughout the different
dimensions emerging from the Kantian account obmminy as well as its role in

determining our actions, local and universal, mara political.

3.2. What isthe Sour ce of Moral Agency?

Allow me to ask a fundamental question of moraMyhat is meant by an ‘agent’ in the
moral domain? The answer to this question is ingmrin the context of our usage of
another term: ‘doer’. Is a doer an agent or is ggenaa doer? What are the differences
betweena doer and an agentwhen discussing the question of morality in afl it
respects? Etymologically, a ‘doer’ is a very gehegan which simply refers to a person
‘who acts or does something’. The ‘something’ cdutdanything, for instance, acting in

a play, swimming in the Neckar, cooking, paintingiting and so fourth.

! Rawls (1971). p. 516
2 Schneewind (1998). p. xiv.
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When we sayX is a doer of anything’, we only mean thax has done something
andy can be anything irrespective of any claim to mtyalOn the other hand, an
‘agent’ is a more specific term which denotes aamerkind of ‘authority’ or ‘power’ of
a person when doing. In this sense, the term implies one’s respongibénd
accountability for that particular action whichimsaccord with or violates a particular
rule or law, or concerns a person or a communithelVwe sayX is an agent of
anythingy’, we not only mean that is a doer ofy but also thak is responsible for the
resultr thaty produces. Let me explain both terms more cledmgugh the help of an
example.

Supposex is Krishna and Krishna is a doeriter of book b. Suppose again that
either nobody readb or b does not contain anything to be considered a matfte
responsibility. No problem will emerge if this ibet case. Suppode results in a
communal riotc. Is b responsible foc? Of coursé is responsible foc and sincé was
produced by Krishna, there is no doubt that Krisisneesponsible foc. Then the next
guestion emerges: Why did Krishna write a bbdkat caused a violent communal riot?
He would probably tell us certain obvious thingsntexts and motives that led him to
write b. He might say that he wrote it just for selfisagens without having any motive
to cause a riot. We can say that as an authbr loé didn’t have a sense of what could
happen in the public domain: What he thinks abdtar dhe riot was believed to have
been thought about before he wrote it. The corgéhts book might be good as a story
or novel but the outbreak of a riot shows that &swot morally good in the sense of
‘right’. To judge something as right or wrong, good bad, just or unjust means to
(morally) scan and evaluate our actions throughhible of our individual reasoning
capacity that we are believed to have by naturetiBnbasis one can simply assume
that humanreason which directs all our actions, is therefore th@anary source of
moral agency and moral laws.

Aristotle once claimed that only a certain kinddofer is called to be a moral agent
and must be subjected to ascriptions of respoitgiBiBut Aristotle’s explanation of
‘responsibility’ in terms of one’s capacity to makelecision of what it is good to be, or
better histeleology, has been ‘displaced quite generally during the enoderiod’,

probably after many of the major developments iarsze? However, his observation of

% Aristotle.NE I, 1111b5-1113b3
* Schneewind (1998). p. 286.

53



‘one’s capacity to make a decision’ is widely adeepas significant in determining the
source of moral agency. The Kantian notion of punacticalreasoncould be seen in
the same sense of one’s decision-making capadigy, theory of which excludes
children, as well as abnormal and mentally chakeihgeople from the category of so-
called moral agents.

The debate among moral and political philosophewwlves around where exactly
decision-making capacity lies since apart fromasonwe seem to have various other
faculties like will, soul, or ego, which are otheasible sources of moral agency. The
problem puzzles not only the scholars of moral aaditical philosophy but also
common practitioners and socially-engaged peoiplanfy group is to be blamed for
making morality perplexed, it is the group of pedphers, particularly those members
who write more but produce less in terms of quatifythought. Although a large
number of philosophers, known as neo-Kantians, feecognizeéeasonas the source
of autonomy and autonomy as the source of moralgynembers find the concept and
role of autonomy in moral and political theoriesia controversial. The controversy
involves their disagreement over the theorizing aondceptualizing of the concept

‘autonomy’ and its practical implications in thelgic domain.

3.3 Kant on the Concept of Autonomy

Autonomyhas been used differently in moral, social andtipal discussions in the post-
Kantian contemporary world. It is often underst@sdsome form of self-legislation or
self-governance as the term ‘autonomy’ etymolodyaadfers to the capacity of a person
to act according to his/her own lanwaufo=self andnomoslaws). Since only human
beings are believed to be the bearers of this dgpéwe term ‘autonomy’ can therefore
only refer to humans and can be takerhaman autonom3g Historically, it is quite
difficult to determine how and when this concepteesd into the philosophical
discussion on morality since Greek thinkers ofteaduthe term for and in regard to a
political state. However, from the perspective afdarn philosophy we can say that it

was Kant who discovered ‘autonomy’ as a key aspéanorality — it was he who

®> Haworth makes it quite clear that “the beginninggautonomy are to be traced back to one’s fignsi

of competence as an agent. The underlying reasahifois that without competence there is no seif]
without a self there can be no self-rule” and thacoming competent is a process of gaining self-
control.” See Haworth (1986). p. 16 & 18. § Thergtmh be other beings like aliens and angels in the
universe having rational capacity but until it i®yen, there are only humans to be consideredtiasah
beings and thus moral agents.
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developed the concept of autonomy in its modermfar the 18' century and gave
contemplation on morality a new direction througdritical philosophy.

Kant’s moral philosophy has different features thake him a revolutionary thinker,
though not easy to understand. In order to bet@spgthose features, it is necessary to
go through his major writings on metaphysics andahnphilosophy and then connect
his theories and explanations. His concept of aurton said to be based on human
reason can only be apprehended by making a serioustdffounderstand what he is
really implying with the term in respect to ethickdcision making. Kant's definition of

autonomy is as follows—

Autonomy of the will is that property of it by witidt is a law to itself independently of
any property of objects of volition. Hence the pipte of autonomy is: Never choose
except in such a way that the maxims of the chareecomprehended in the same volition

as a universal law.

Kant seems to be claiming that we as rational searg autonomous agents and all
our actions are or should be governed by our owlivigual will. We need no external
source of our actions since we are believed tcepatdle of being fully self-governed. A
rational being knows what he ought to do and wieabinght not to do in moral matters.
The study of Kant's metaphysics, within this contecould be of even greater help in

understanding human beingsrasonal. In Critique of Pure Reasohe writes—

Reason has insight only into that which it produaisr a plan of its own, and that it must
not allow itself to be kept, as it were, in natsr&ading-strings, but must itself show the
way with principles of judgment based upon fixeavda constraining nature to give

answer to questions of reason’s own determifiing.

® Schneewind (1992). p. 315.

" “Autonomie des Willens ist die Beschaffenheit deslats, dadurch derselbe ihm selbst (unabhéngig
von aller Beschaffenheit der Gegenstande des Wa)lkein Gesetz ist. Das Princip der Autonomie isbal
nicht anders zu wahlen als so, dal die Maximeneseiliahl in demselben Wollen zugleich als
allgemeines Gesetz mit Begriffen seien.” KantGIMS AA 04:440.

8 “IDJie Vernunft nur das einsieht, was sie selbstimihrem Entwurfe hervorbringt, daR sie mit P
ihrer Urtheile nach besténdigen Gesetzen vorangehdndie Natur néthigen musse auf ihre Fragen zu
antworten, nicht aber sich von ihr allein gleichsam Leitbande géngeln lassen misse; denn sonst
hangen zufallige, nach keinem vorher entworfeneanélgemachte Beobachtungen gar nicht in einem
nothwendigen Gesetze zusammen, welches doch dieuRrsucht und bedarf.” Kant, IKrV, AA,
03:010.
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As autonomous moral agents, we rational beingsgssssvo basic characteristics:
the capacity to know what morality demands in digalar situation and the will power
to act according to our own laws. However, one khoaderstand that not every self-
given law is a moral law and therefore not evetfrgaverned being is a moral agent if
such a self-governed agent’'s maxims cannot be tsdireed, though they can be said to
be autonomous. Kant rightly claims that man ‘wasns® be bound to laws by his duty,
but it was not seen that he is subject only tools, yet universal, legislation, and that
he is only bound to act in accordance with his uith’ °

For Kant, autonomy lies in pure practiceasonfrom which moral laws come into
expression and practice. Moral laws are the proditiuman reason, which according
to Kant is ‘the power to judge autonomously—that figely’® Kant's psychology
behind his account of autonomy as the power of jquelg of human reason is that an
action based on a desire, feeling, or fixed obyechieeds some sort odasoningafter
all for why the action should be carried out by #gent. It is not always the case that
the agent performs an action just because he wishds that. Most of the time, he
analyzes, evaluates, and changes a pre-planneskecouaction. This shows that human
reasoningis capable of giving directives to itself, makiagew law, and evaluating and
legitimizing other laws as well. This is not an @sgtion; rather it is a real fact Kant
discovered through his continuous philosophicalitaédn**

Human reason as it appears in Kant's philosophgfiswo sorts: theoretical and
practical. Theoretical reason is believed to see&wkedge of the phenomenal and
possibly of the noumenal world, though the latsesaid to be completely unknowable.
Practical reason, on the other hand, deals withhtirean actions and the moral and
political conditions of their legitimization. Sin@ne performs an action only when one
wills to perform that action, the primary motivefctical reason is to determine one’s

will so that one can act autonomously. This is Want describes thautonomyof the

° “Man sah den Menschen durch seine Pflicht an Gesggbunden, man lieR es sich aber nicht einfallen,
dal3 er nur seiner eigenen und dennoch allgemeireset@ebung unterworfen sei, und dafld er nur
verbunden sei, seinem eigenen, dem Naturzwecke alaehallgemein gesetzgebende Willen gemaf zu
handeln.” Kant, .GMS AA, 04:432.

9 «“Nun nennt man das Vermégen, nach der Autonomiefrei (Principien des Denkens iiberhaupt
geman), zu urtheilen, die Vernunft.“ Kant,3E, AA 07: 027.

™ Hannah Arendt observes, “We know how Kant’s ovstieony that the turning point in his life was his
discovery (in 1770) of the human mind’s cognitieedlties and their limitations, a discovery thaiko
him more than ten years to elaborate and to pubBdheCritique of Pure ReasohSee Arendt (1982). p.
10.
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will as the supreme principle of morality in therthformulation of the categorical
imperative™” He regards autonomy as the essential propertpegavill.

One’s autonomy comes into public expression thrahghunity of one’seasonand
will. The unity of reason and the will forms some gsafrtfunctioning relationship
between what one rightly knows and what one rigbtight to do. The agent imposes
certain kinds of moral laws on himself that lateregrise to certain kinds of necessary
moral obligation in a social space. Since tightnessand wrongnessof an action
performed in a moral space could only be judgethfem existing common criterion, a
common moral law for human society is a requirenfentconsidering and deciding
which actions are morally justified and which am.rAutonomous moral agents, thus,
can be said to be the moral lawgivers in one sansemoral agents in anothérA
relevant question can be asked: How could one@naumy be realized and preserved in

a larger moral space, tied to social rules, divestiand laws?

The Role of Freedom

Kant finds the concept of freedom in this connettd greater moral value, which is of
dual characteristics. Firstly, it consists in ongslity to be independent of his passions,
desires, and inclinations. Secondly, it helps ooestlf-legislate. The concept of
autonomy is therefore different (though the diffexe between the two is very thin and
thus difficult to explain) from the concept of foeam in the sense that the former is the
capacity of acting independently of internal anteexal domination by human instincts
and tendencies, while the latter is the capacithehg self-governed or the power to
determine actions without restraint. Kant thus rsff@ new conception of freedom which
allows one’s autonomy to be actualized in its ddiran of freedom.

We find two kinds of freedom in Kant’'s writings. ©ns a sort of transcendental
freedom, based on his transcendental idealismttendther is practical freedom. Since
transcendental freedom is of less value in ourudision of moral agency and its
autonomy because of its connection with the supesisous world, | therefore do not
intend to discuss it in the dissertation. What luldolike to say is that transcendental

2Kant, I.,GMS AA 04: 445-463.

3 There is a distinction between moral and pragnatm-moral) laws. Kant says that “in a moral law i
is dispositions that are referred to; in a pragmiativ it is actions” and that “anyone who declafest a
law in conformity with his will obliges others tdey it, is giving a law”. See Kant/-Mo/Colling AA
27:282/283.
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freedom provides a foundation for practical freed@@nto say that practical freedom
leads the agent towards transcendental freedomghwé of greater value. Practical
freedom, according to Kant, ‘is the independencetled power of choice from
necessitation by impulses of sensibility’ln GMS Kant gives a holistic explanation of

the concept of freedom. In his own words—

As Will is a kind of causality of living beings dar as they are rational, freedom would
be that property of this causality by which it dam effective independently of foreign
causes determining it, just as natural necessitthesproperty of the causality of all
irrational beings by which they are determined ttivity by the influence of foreign

causes. The preceding definition of freedom is tiegand therefore affords no insight
into its essence. But a positive concept of freedloms from it which is so much the

richer and more fruitful. Since the concept of asaity entails that of laws according to
which something, i.e., the effect, must be esthbtisthrough something else which we
call cause, it follows that freedom is by no melawdess even though it is not a property
of the will according to laws of nature. Rather,miust be a causality according to

immutable laws, but of a particular kind. Otherwéstree will would be an absurdity.

There are two opposite dimensions of human freedoegative and positive®®
Negative freedom is the power of one’s will to athout being causally determined by
his or her sensuous impulses. Positive freedonth@mther hand, is the power of one’s
will to act in accordance with the principles ofetmownreason A moral agent utilizes
his own rational power for determining and endagdirs choices and actions. Since the
ultimate source of decision making is one’s owrsoga Kant is right in fixing moral
decisions in the faculty akasonby giving up desires and inclinations. The questio

why one needs to be liberated from the dominatioone’s own inclinations and those

Y Kant, 1.,KrV, A534/B562.

15 «Der Wille ist eine Art von Causalitat lebender ¥é@, so fern sie verniinftig sind, und Freiheit welird
diejenige Eigenschaft dieser Causalitat sein, daisabhangig von fremden sie bestimmenden Ursachen
wirkend sein kann: so wie Naturnothwendigkeit digeBschaft der Causalitat aller vernunftlosen Wesen
durch den Einflu® fremder Ursachen zur Thétigketimmt zu werden. Die angefiihrte Erkléarung der
Freiheit ist negativ und daher, um ihr Wesen eiahes, unfruchtbar; allein es flie3t aus ihr einitpes
Begriff derselben, der desto reichhaltiger und fitbarer ist. Da der Begriff einer Causalitdt dem vo
Gesetzen bei sich fuhrt, nach welchen durch etwas,wir Ursache nennen, etwas anderes, namlich die
Folge, gesetzt werden mul3: so ist die Freiheitsigbzwar nicht eine Eigenschaft des Willens nach
Naturgesetzen ist, darum doch nicht gar gesetzosidern mufld vielmehr eine Causalitdt nach
unwandelbaren Gesetzen, aber von besonderer Axt denn sonst ware ein freier Wille ein Unding.”
Kant, I.,GMS AA 04:446.

16 See Schneewind (1997). Part IV.
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of others may be answered in this way: Since humeimations and desires are goal-
oriented, subject to partiality, and do not provatey universal basis for morality, an
agent is therefore supposed to be free from therthabhe or she can judge which
action is in accordance with universal (moral) piphes or, so to speak, principles that
can be universalized.

Human reason cannot fairly evaluate and judge an action on llasis of its
subordinate sensuous impulses. It can fairly juglgeaction as moral on certain moral
principles, given by it to itself. Kant, howevemeas not tell us how one can acquire
freedom of this kind since our impulses are als&dd, in one or the other way, with
human reasoning. What he might say is that ‘intloms are to be regulated, not
abolished™® But for obvious reasons, they are to be regulagedniversal moral law¥’

Kant probably believes that humegasonis capable of thinking in at least two ways:
dependently and independently. When it thinks iedeently, it regulates its action
universally. Independent reasoning is not freeasftent or is empty as it often appears
to be; rather its work is to explore the moral sgith of the human will and to search for
a common moral law applicable to all moral ageSthneewind correctly observes the
strength of Kant's moral theory, free from traditgd and relative input. In

Schneewind’s own words—

Kant did not deny the moral importance of benefi@ation, but his theoretical emphasis
on the importance of obligation or moral necessgffects his rejection of benevolent
paternalism and the servility that goes with istjas the centrality of autonomy in his

theory shows his aim of limiting religious and pickl control of our lives?

Kant's autonomy-oriented moral account faces a remob objections: Is autonomy
a necessary condition of freedom of the human arilis it freedom of the will that

makes an agent autonomous? How realistically isnecommoral law possible? Kant

71t seems to me, though | may be wrong, that Kaidés of liberation from one’s sensuous impulses is
based on his phenomenological approach, becaubkdibacation is possible only through the practfe
eliminating and bracketing those impulses on the band and strengthening the power of will on the
other.

18 Guyer (2003). p. 75; also Guyer (2005). p. 120.

9 Some might allege that Kant focuses on the nowmatimension of moral laws more than on human
emotions, feelings, and sentiments. | find thibéotrue, but what is important to know is that wiemt
insists on moral laws, he does not mean that nigrsiiould be based on laws; rather what he means is
that laws should be based on morality. Kant's nityréd, of course, based on principles, not on eomst
and feelings.

2 Schneewind (1992). p. 311.
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does not seem to have any clear answer to theqiirsstion. We can simply assume
from his writings that autonomy is prior to freedand that it is not the case that
freedom of the will ascribes autonomy to a moraéerdg In fact, every agent is

autonomous by nature insofar as he maintains i@ticepacity: He loses this inherent
natural capacity after being trapped by sensuoymilges. Being free from external
causes and sensuous impulses is freedom of the Butl Kant scholars like Henry

Sidgwick and Paul Guyer seem to observe that (pedgfreedom of the will is nothing

other than its autononty.

Kant might respond to the second objection by gpjfrat we impose a certain kind
of moral law on ourselves in a certain situatiaonirwhich it can be assumed that we
feel the worthiness of that law. His answer mighply that we can also have the feeling
of the worthiness of a moral law in common inter&st from this perspective, we can at
least say that common moral law is not impossibleisociety where people share
mutual feelings and interests Similarly, universal moral law is not impossibler f

those who share their rational capacity in ethaiesdision making.

The Nature of an Autonomous Agent

There only appears to be a hierarchy in Kant's ast®of ‘personhood’ in terms of
autonomy and freedom in the phenomenal world. Atlibttom could have been those
who are satisfied in always acting according to dleeisions of other individuals. A
loyal servant, for example, might be satisfiedahdwing his master’s words at all time.
Above them could have been those who are satisfiesbmetimes acting from the
desires and directives of other individuals and etimres on their own desires,
inclinations and purposes. An actor on stage, Xangle, sometimes performs what his
audience demands and sometimes what he himsetegeshen playing a role. A bit
higher could have been those who always act acupriai their own choices, desires
and feelings. And at the top could have been thds® always act in accordance with
their reason, not according to their sensuousnatibns. Such persons at the very top of
the hierarchy would then be believed to act autangsty or from the unconditioned

command of their free will.

2L Sidgwick (1988); Guyer (2003). p. 77.
22 One should not assume that Kantian morality isppsive. Kant only talks about a reason-based
morality which would necessarily be in common huriraarest.
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Kant probably would then have wanted to show tivarye normal adult belongs to
the higher level. Each person in the hierarchy gjivalues to all of his actions to a
certain extent. For instance, a pergomay find the domination of his own inclination
morally more worthy than the domination of the inations of others. Imagingwants
to have an ice cream cone with vanilla flavor big fiiends persuade him to have
strawberry instead. In this casepibrders vanilla, he finds his own desire sufficignt
worthy. If he orders strawberry, he values the washis friends more and his own
desire to have vanilla seems to be of lesser véluen those who are dominated by
their own desires and inclinations sometimes givieripy to one over the other.
Similarly, an action commanded by one’s reasongneater moral value than an action
performed from one’s desire. If so, it would befidiflt to attribute autonomy to
ordinary people who are believed have not yet ftdblized their moral capacity.

Kant, however, does not in fact adhere to any hibsa of personhood since
according to him everyone is a rational being aad the capacity to realize his
autonomy and freedom of his will, though some beli¢that one can realize one’s
rational capacity only ‘through the course of arteeded process of maturation and
education” One can avoid the domination of his own inclinasian the same way one
avoids the domination of others’ and can fully imalone’s freedom of activity
governed by the laws ofeason which are universally valid. This is said to be
empirically true about all moral agents in the ptraenal world. In reality, every human
will is autonomous and free to choose any coursacatibn but such an autonomous
moral agent is hard to find in the real world. Tleswhy scholars like Schneewind
believe that ‘Kant’s attribution of autonomy to ey@ormal rational adult was a radical
break with prevailing views of the moral capacifyoadinary people®

Certainly, Kant is looking for some sort of selfstery in excluding our inclinations
in order to realize and develop our autonomousisfaHere we can ask a very relevant
guestion: Is the complete exclusion of inclinatigmossible in human life since human
actions generally require certain ends to be at#inf it is possible, can it be a moral
ideal of human life? Kant does not seem to givéearanswer to these valid questions.

Rather he seems to be suggesting that we regulatectons rationally to avoid mutual

% Guyer (2003). p. 80.

24 Schneewind (1992). p. 311.

% Guyer has provided a good elucidation on how @redevelop his action purely in the Kantian sense.
See Guyer (2003). pp. 92-94.
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conflicts and disagreements so that a better (nevatld can be establishéd.in a
looser sense, what he probably means is that we hasommon inclination or will
rationally-speaking to perform a right action sitiee rightness of an action can produce
higher moral worth. This is why he believes in granacy of right over good, though
the issue of primacy is debatable.

If a judge in court intends to acquit the real ¢nah because he is a friend or
neighbor, he would not hear the case fairly. Ifiliends to hear the case fairly, he
would certainly listen to the law and stick to #@dence. It is natural that when the
judge intends to respect his relationship withieicral friend, he cannot act according
to the law: He will only produce a small amountgafod for his friend by making his
judgment in his friend’s favor, however, because ¢riminal friend may in the future
stil be seen as having been involved in those ghable activities due to his
connections with his judge friend. In fact, in adtjog him, the judge will have
encouraged criminals and promoted their corrufiudts.

Contrary to this, if he respects the law, whichche only do if he ignores personal
ties to the criminal, he will produce a higher amoaf moral worth. For example, his
fair hearing will give other people a reason toéhaith in the court and its verdicts, and
at the same time it will discourage criminals aad-violators from continuing their
illegal and immoral activities. Similarly, one cproduce greater moral worth only if he
performs all of his actions independently of hré$ to his own inclinations and desires.
Kant is therefore justified in arguing that thelizgtion of the autonomy of reason is the
only source of the highest moral worth: The ideflaatonomy provides us with a
common moral law to guide our actions and increasesnotivation to act rationally’

The psychological basis for Kant’s appeal for fngeourselves from the domination
of our own inclinations and the inclinations of etk is that every normal human being
has a natural capacity for self-inquiry, self-cohtrself-legislation, and ‘a natural
disposition to moral feelings, which can make therah law efficacious in the

regulation of our conduct® We can regulate our actions to make them more effective.

% This could be considered an answer to the lastafigant’s famous three questions: What ought | to
do; and what may | hope? (The first question wakaitan | know?). Perhaps Kant thought about a
completely moral world, free from conflict, violemcand war caused by differences in society and
dominated by our selfish inclinations and interests

%" Rawls correctly observes that “a person is acsingnomously when the principles of his actions are
chosen by him as the most adequate possible eigreasfshis nature as a free and equal rationaldiein
Rawls (1999). p. 222.

% Guyer (2005). p. 138.

62



Kant encourages all human beings to realize tharal capacities of this kind and to
act accordingly. He does not offer us anythingifpréo our nature. So the criticism that
his moral philosophy is procedural is not accematihce what he discovers and
explores is in fact inherent and implicit in outioaal naturée’’

Kant seems to be rejecting teleological ethicshasé grounds, arguing that it makes
our autonomy impossible and enslaves us to ouwithakl inclinations. He argues that
even the ‘goodness’ and ‘evilness’ of an action caly be determined after knowing
what exactly a right action is. Teleological ethitsthe sense afightness sometimes
seems to be logically unacceptable. For example, dlaim that x is good’ is
determined at any time& by the goodness of the reswyltproduced byx. It is also
possible thaty may produce something ewul at t,. If the result is the criterion for
goodness, they could not be considered good if it produgesghich is not good, and if
y based on this result is not good, then how coulse considered good? From the
logical principle ofhypothetical syllogisinwe must affirm that as a causezpk is not
good. [Symbolically, the logical formulation can éepressed as: ( y) o(y — X) |-
(z—x)]

Sometimes the goodness»ofippears to be contingent wherproduces something
goodg att; and something evié att,. Kant’s deontological ethics is free from such
kinds of logical inconsistency — and that is thegme reason why he claims that the law
is more important and effective than the resulpof actions® Somethingx is right
because of its righteousness as a law or as arsalizable maxim, determined by
certain principles of human rationality. For exaept is always right, and also good, to
travel by public transport with a valid ticket. Td@who manage to traweithout ticket
(WT) and obviously save the required amount of fdearly cannot universalize their
very act of travelling-without-ticket (TWT) sincédy are certainly prone to be caught
by the ticket-checkers in the future. Thus, we sag that only right acts by moral

agents provide good states of affairs.

2 Many Kant critics like Hegel believe that the Kiantprinciple of morality is useless because ibis
formal and therefore cannot guide our actions. @mell describes this problem in Kant's theory de*
problem of relevant description”. See Nell (1975).

9 Explaining the reason why moral laws should beriized over the concept of good and evil, Kant
once wrote: “... the concept of good and evil is defined prior to the moral law, to which, it would
seem, the former would have to serve as a foundatidher the concept of good and evil must beneeffi
after and by means of the law.” [der Begriff dest&uund Bdsen nicht vor dem moralischen Gesetze
(dem er dem Anschein nach sogar zum Grunde gelegien mif3te), sondern nur (wie hier auch
geschieht) nach demselben und durch dasselbe betstierden musse.] Kant, KpV, AA 05:62/63.

3L Schneewind (1992). p. 316.
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3.4 Three Accounts of Personal Autonomy>

Kant's rational moral philosophy, based on the ephof autonomy and freedom of the
will, creates a strained relationship or tensionwieen human reason and desire,
between one desire and the other, and betweendadaglobal autonomy. How can this
tension be removed, or at least reduced to thd levea common agreement? This
guestion cannot be answered and the determinardstohomy cannot be discovered
locally and globally unless and until we come t@krthe essential features and shared
framework of individual or personal autonomy argdiitvolvement in self-legislatiof.

As for Kant, a perfect moral agent is one who abvagts in accordance with his

rational will with a motive of necessary moral galtion. How does one of one’s
various motives dominate his other motives or @ssand give a moral push to the
agent to perform an action of a certain kind? Hoould individual or personal
autonomy be realized and practiced if there iseaahchy of desires and motives? What
will happen if every rational being claims his nvetito be a standard of morality? Who
will decide and on what basis that someatseaction is a moral law for others shyc,
d, e...n? This is the problem of how personal autonomy lbanstored and later be
transformed into a common autonomy. If there is meed for such a type of
transformation, the problem will then be how cartflican be resolved. In other words,
it is to ask: How much should we value our indiatlautonomy in order to avoid the
tension that emerges at the local level on thearal and at the global level on the
other?

The philosophical account of personal autonomyftisnobelieved to be tied in with
one’s self-integration. To be an autonomous ageean®s to have full control over
actions and directives of actions. All of one’siags must be governed by one’s own
rational laws, qualified to be moral laws. Hereréhare some relevant questions to be

asked: What are those conditions which determimepreserve one’s autonomy? What

3t is difficult to discover how many independetaunts of autonomy have been developed in the post
Kantian discussion since all available accountsedtiger interlinked or modified versions of previou
theories. My consideration of three accounts isyam attempt to make a sketch of the problem of
personal autonomy, discussed from different padfitsiew to give a better insight into the Kantiastion

of a moral agent and moral agency, though all thrednterlinked at the core of the problem.

% There is a definite feature of personal autonoistirdt from those of local and global autonomyr Fo
the clear notion of autonomy in a wider sense,Veheategorized ‘autonomy’ in three parts: individua
local and global. Individual autonomy can be coesd to be personal autonomy, which is basic,
whereas local and global autonomies are its extbffiolens in the sense that they are a comparatively
bigger moral space.
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are those factors which give one a moral pushalzes his individual accountability for
all of his actions? What happens if a person déesalize his autonomous status or if
he is unable to regulate his activity by his re&stircan be observed that when a child
asks his parents not to interfere with him at setiwhen he is making a decision based
on his own choice, or when a man asks his wifetodecture him on certain family
issues, or when a community or state asks othemeonities or states to not interfere in
its lives, laws, social and geographic boundaaighree—the child, the person and the
state—show their individual autonomous will.

No one wants to be governed by someone whose @8l ot exhibit a resemblance
to his own will. The child wants to play in acconga with his own will, the man wants
to treat his wife (and the wives dafthers for that matter) according to his own
knowledge and understanding of relationships, &edstate wants to govern according
to its own laws and customs. They all perform tlaetrons differently: What isommon
in them is that they all want to act autonomoustiiey are authorities in themselves.

The authoritative character of a person or a (goug) body is indeed tied in with
his power of judging and decision-making regarduogv to act or what is worth doing
in a given moral space. The power of judgment dug#scome from the desires and
sensuous inclinations of a person; rather it cofm@® his reason. The desires and
sensuous inclinations of a person can be considbeedubject or the content of the
judgment by his reason. It then comes to expredsi@mugh actions a person performs.
If the agent fails to perform what he wills in argpaular situation, it can be said that
either he didn’t act according to his reason ohaé no choice to perform differently.
His failure may be caused either by the dominatibhis own (internal) impulses or by
the domination of the impulses of the others. Ifihvéree from the domination of both
the internal and external impulses, he will deéilyitdo what he rationally wills. So the
choices of action, freedom of the will, and the m®tto act rationally are those
necessary conditions which ascribe, express, agsepre one’s personal autonotfly.
The Kantian notion of autonomy, when applied toeaspn, can be expressed in this

Very sense.

3 Some may think that there is a duality involvedtie above explanation of moral agency. They may
think that the governing agency (reason) and theegeed agency (agent) are two different entities or
forces as they seem to be. However, this is net #uduality can be seen only in explanation. lalitg,
both reason as a law giver and reason as a marat age the same.
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As far as the general account of personal autonsmgncerned, there seems to be,
prima facie a divergence between the actions governed bysoregison and those
governed by one’s desires and inclinations. Itfisrobelieved that actions governed by
reason have only theoretical importance since #reygoverned theoretically by one’s
reason and lack practicality, whereas actions geeeby desires and inclinations have
practical implications in the sense that they poadthose results the agent wills during
a certain period of his life. If this is so, twooptematic questions emerge: (1) Can the
desire-basedactions not be willed and reasoned by a moral tagerd (2) can the
reason-basedctions not be considered as a specific kind girdeo act in the way
one’s reason demands? The objective of these quess to inquire how the Kantian
notion of autonomy could be defended in terms ah&m reason and whether human
reason can play its subjective role, and to whidierd, in ethical decision making, free
from sensuous desires or unreasoned-desires.

Three views emerge in response to these problemagistions. One is known Hwe
hierarchical view which attempts to elucidate ‘autonomy’ in ternfsaohierarchical
order of human desires. The other view can be rézed asthe reason-responsive
view, which holds that an agent should will to perfantease to perform a certain kind
of action only after getting an affirming or a reifitig nod for that action from his reason.
In other words, when one’s reason justifies or Baghk his action based on a particular
motive or will, he moves forward to perform it. Thieird view is known aghe
coherentist view which tries to show how an agent performs hidoast for his
authorized preference after being coherently harneonwith his reasoning-capacity. |

will now focus on these three different accountmiore detail.

The Hierarchical View

The hierarchical account of personal autonomy hthds every (moral) agent directs
and governs his actions from hisgher-order desire motivated by asecond-order
desire®® The higher or first-order desireis a desire to act freely and autonomously
whereas thesecond-order desires a kind of ‘volition’ or ‘the desire of willing’ The

second-order desire or volition plays a motivationée and endorses one’s action. This

% | am only concerned with the basic approach ofHerarchical View due to the fixed scope of this
chapter.

% This account is proposed and widely discussed byal@ Dworkin and Harry G. Frankfurt. See
Dworkin (1970, 1981, and 1988); Frankfurt (1988999 Buss & Overton (2002); also Haworth (1991).
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account was strongly proposed by Gerald Dworkin Hady G. Frankfurt during the
1970s and the 1980s. Dworkin seems to hold thatetle an inseparable relation
between one’s motive to do something and one’tud#j backed by his reason, toward
such a motivation. He argues that it is the ‘atuin human personality that

determines ‘the conduct of the agetitHe explains his views in the following words—

It is characteristic of persons that they are dbleeflect on their decisions, motives,

desires, emotions, habits, and so forth. In domthsy may form preferences concerning
these. Thus, a person may not only desire to smeé&ecan also desire that he desire to
smoke. He may not simply be motivated by jealousy@nger. He can also desire that his

motivations be different (or the sanid).

According to Dworkin, an agent is autonomous irpees to his desires that motivate
him if he endorses or repudiates his being so moketbnomy is a desirable quality
that we are supposed to have in terms of our owerdsts, as he argues in another

place—

It [autonomy is equated with dignity, integrity, individuality independence,
responsibility, and self-knowledge. It is identifigvith qualities of self-assertion, with
critical reflection, with freedom from obligatiowjth absence of external causation, with
knowledge of one’s own interests. [...]. It is retht® actions, to beliefs, to reasons for
acting, to rules, to the will of other personstttoughts, and to principles. About the only
features held constant from one author to anotfeethat autonomy is a feature of persons

and that it is a desirable quality to hdve.

One year later, Harry Frankfurt presented a similaw at greater length. He is of
the opinion that an agent is autonomous in regpduis first-order desire that motivates

and moves him to act if he volitionally endorsesepudiates that desire—

To identify an agent’'s will is either to identifjxé desire (or desires) by which he is
motivated in some action he performs or to identiifg desire (or desires) by which he

will or would be motivated when or if he acts. Ageat’s will, then, is identical with one

37 Dworkin (1970). p. 378.
38 Dworkin (1976). p. 24.
39 Dworkin (1988). p. 6. [italics added]
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or more of his first-order desires. But the notafrthe will, as | am employing it, is not
coextensive with the notion of first-order desirktsis not the notion of something that
merely inclines an agent in some degree to actc@rin way. Rather, it is the notion of
an effectivedesire—one that moves (or will or would move) aspe all the way to
action. Thus the notion of the will is not coextieaswith the notion of what an agent
intends to do. For even though someone may hawtladsintention to do X, he may
nonetheless do something else instead of doingcAuse, despite his intention, his desire

to do X proves to be weaker or less effective $mme conflicting desir&.

Dworkin and Frankfurt's accounts were later recagdi by philosophers as the
‘Hierarchy-thesisor view of autonomy** The view reflects the psychic unity between
one’s reason and his desire and claims that amawnous agent faces a number of
desires in a hierarchical order, one of which stasidthe top and is irresistible for him.
This is thefirst-order desireand can be expressed g@sdesiresto perform such-and-
such an actioa in such-and-such a situatign

The first-order desiregets endorsing appeal fromsacond-order desirer volition
and can be expressed pslesiresor does not desiréhatp desiresto perform such-and-
such an actioa in such-and-such a situatish Frankfurt explains this dichotomy of the

top two desires—first and second—in the followiay:

Someone has a desire of second-order either whemahes simply to have a certain
desire or when he wants a certain desire to bevitlisin situations of the latter kind, |
shall call his second-order desires “second-ordditians” or “volitions of the second

order desire*?

He argues that those who have first-order desires s'econd-order volitions are
persons; they act according to their will. On thieeo hand, there are ‘wantons’ who do
not care about their will, since they only haveosetorder desires, not second-order
volitions; they do not care about what their secorder desires have to do with their
|.43

will. ™ A particular desire of a person presupposes anatbsire to be his will for

achieving the objective set by the first order gesiThe wantons do not distinguish

O Frankfurt (1971). p. 8.

“L Taylor (2003). p. 127.

2 Frankfurt (1971). p. 10.

*3 Cuypers finds Frankfurt's idea of will problematidccording to him, Frankfurt's answer to the
guestion ‘what is the will?’ is inconsistent andf-@®ntradictory. See Cuypers (1988).
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among their desires: That is why they are diffefemin persons who have not only the
first-order desires but also the second-order ool as their will.

The hierarchical view was later criticized by pkibphers like Irvin Thalberg and
Lawrence Haworth. Thalberg's first objection istthi@e hierarchical view seems to be
counterintuitive when a person is forced to perfarcertain kind of action under duress
or coercion. Thalberg infers that because of thisblem, the agent suffers from
impaired autonomy in the hierarchical viéivHe also accuses Dworkin and Frankfurt
of exaggerating the thesis, pointing out the faett tooth Dworkin and Frankfurt ‘are
mistaken or anyway guilty of exaggeration, wherytheppose that what a constrained
person “doesn’t want” is for some desire of otteemove him'*® What Thalberg means
to say is that the proponents of the hierarchicalvwive privilege to only the higher
level aspects of one’s self based on an explanabucture that is recursive and
excessive. With these objections, Thalberg clalmsthe hierarchical view fails due to
the inadequacy in its positidh.

Haworth, on the other hand, proposes three negesséts for one’s autonomy: (a)
competence, (b) procedural independence, and [e¢a@@rol. The first trait is one’s
ability to realize his goals, the second traiidé free from the objectives of the others,
and the third trait necessary for one’s autononty ise free from his own passions and
impulses. When all three traits are possessed anohjo practice by a person when he
acts, he is then called an autonomous agent. Iicdke that these traits are not fully
acquired or developed, ‘theyn@ividualg remain creatures of others or of their own
impulses™’

Instead, the hierarchical view faces a number loéioproblems: It faces a problem of
regress-infinitumin the sense that the first-order desire is eratbksy a second-order
desire; the second-order desire is possibly enddrgeanother (third-order) desire and
so on. If this is so, the hierarchical view seemsbé facing a serious problem of
incompleteness because it is not certain that dirstsorder desire is always endorsed
by one’s second-order desire. It is quite posdidd one’s first-order desire is endorsed
by a desire that one would have experienced tweosyleack in his life. For example, a

prominent lawyer, who has been working in courttlr years, may suddenly change

*4 Thalberg (1978); also Taylor (2003). pp. 130-32.

> Thalberg (1978). p. 216.

“® Taylor attempts to deferttie hierarchical viewof free will and argues that Thalberg’s objectiams
based on his misunderstanding of the view. Seeof4%003).

*"Haworth (1986). pp. 42-46.
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his profession to become an artist based on theedes had during his college time. If
that is true, the hierarchical view seems to beleqaate because a person can have
many desires, more than just two. In that casse, ot predictable which one of one’s
many desires endorses one’s first-order desire. Hiagarchical view also faces the
problem ofauthority, observed by Gary Watson and Waddell Ekstrom. grbelem of
authority could be expressed in question form: ‘Hadevthe higher-order desires of a
person play an authoritative role over his subatirdesires® The hierarchical view
does not seem to give any satisfactory answer.

Proponents of the hierarchical view later modiféed tried to correct their theory but
it still appears to be subject to those problengetiver with another problem—the
Problem of Manipulatioi’ To avoid a lengthy chapter, | would like to switefi the
debate on the hierarchical view and would like tdydbring forward the notion of
autonomy as reflected in it.

It is true that the idea of autonomy is closelkéd to the idea of the will, which in
Frankfurt’'s view can be ascribed to the second+owddtion and in Dworkin’s to the
reason for which one acts. Dworkin’s modified actpufollowed by Frankfurt's
account of free will, is that ‘it is not the idefitation or the lack of identification that is
crucial to being autonomous, but the capacity ieerghe question of whether | will
identify with or reject the reasons for which | naet'>® Although they both seem to
believe that exercise of the free will preserves’®mutonomy, it is quite clear that the
hierarchical view does not reflect Kantian insigitb the concept of autonomy; still, it

definitely helps us to come closer to Kant’'s conad@utonomy in one or another way.

The Reason-responsive View

The reason-responsive view, developed by philosspilee Gary Watson, Susan Wolf,
J. M. Fisher, M. Ravizza, Paul Benson and manyrsthmlds that the capacity of being
responsive taeasonis the necessary condition of moral obligation.t$%a comes to
this view after criticizing Frankfurt’'s hierarchicaonception of motivation. He
criticizes Frankfurt arguing that ‘the “structurdBature to which Frankfurt appeals is
not the fundamental feature for either free ageocypersonhood; it is simply

8 \Watson (1975); Ekstorm (1999): also Frankfurt (20(p. 124-128.
9 To explore this problem, see Friedman (1986).
0 Dworkin (1988). p. 15.
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insufficient to the task he wants it to performha the ‘second order volitions are
themselves simply desires, to add them to the gbwotfeconflict is just to increase the
number of contenders; it is not to give a spedateto any of those in contention’ and
that ‘the notion of orders of desires or volitioises not do the work that Frankfurt
wants it to do. It does not tell us why or how atipalar want can have, among all of a
person’s “desires,” the special property of beiegiarly his “own™ >

It should be noted that Watson distinguishes batweduational and motivational
systems, and claims that free agency acts aftergbeiotivated by the valuational
system since ‘the free agent has the capacityaoskate his values into action: his
actions flow from his evaluational systeM’For this reason, he concludes that agents
‘do not ask themselves which of their desires tivant to be effective in action; they
ask themselves which course of action is most wautisuing’>>

Following the Strawsonian model of moral resporiybin one or another sense,
Watson defends that there is a moral communityhhvwe, with our moral attitudes,
belong and that we share our ends within ‘a shaedework for practical reasoning’;
he concludes that ‘the boundaries of moral respditgi are the boundaries of
intelligible moral addres3® and that ‘to regard another as morally responsible react
to him or her as a moral seff The question is whether Watson’s notion of freeray
is appropriate for one’s autonomy. My answer isatieg in the sense that to claim a
person to be autonomous is not necessarily basedeodlaim that he is performing a
goodaction. Watson’s evaluational system does noécethe notion of autonomy in its
purest form since thigee agencyand theagency acting for gooi not the same.

An autonomous agent, according to Wolf, ‘must beaiposition that allows her
reasons to be governed by what reasons there amad.that we ‘have reason to hope,
that is, that the metaphysical truth about the @varld our relation to it is not such as to
imply that we are not responsible beintfsFor Wolf, bothreasonand a sense of
responsibility to that reasoare the conditions that must be satisfied priogdeerning
oneself; the agent is responsible for those ofabtfons which are done from his own

self-force and not from any other external thinge ®xplains that we ‘hold an agent

> Watson (1975). pp. 217-119.

*2|bid. p. 216.

%3 |bid. p. 219.

¥ See Strawson (1982); Watson (2004). p. 258.
> Watson (1987). p. 267 & 286.

0 Wolf (1990). p. 117; Wolf (2005). p. 259.
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responsible for an action when, and only when, dgons originate from within
himself, when nothing beyond or behind his sefbising him to act as he doe¥.’

On this basis, she argues that an autonomous agemnme whose actions ‘are
governed by his self, and there is nothing behinbdeyond his self, making it govern
actions the way he doe® Wolf calls her view ‘the Reason View’ and arguleattwhat
a free agent requires is ‘the ability to do théntithing for the right reasori®.® Wolf's
view seems to be closer to the Kantian notion dbrmamy in the sense that when a
person is morally responsible, his autonomous stata natural requirement.

Like Wolf, Fisher correlates free agency with maedponsibility in terms of what it
means to be rationally accessible to moral pramgedame and claims that ‘it is very
natural and reasonable to think that the differdneveen morally responsible agents
and those who are not consists in the “reason®nsigeness” of the agenf® What
Fisher really means is that every moral agentpmesclear cases, can be held morally
responsible for his actions even if he could natehacted otherwise. An example will
help us to better understand this view.

Suppose that | and one of my friends who is coggligi impotent in remembering
information appear at the final examination 201Mere the text he writes on the
answer-sheet has somehow come to his mind fromhnoeigh an electronic device.
Imagine that in his routine checks, the proctorgbdnim writing the same text | wrote
on my own answer sheet. The question is whetherfaeynd is or isn't morally
responsible for cheating on the test: Fisher's angs affirmative. Fisher seems to be
claiming that my friend is morally responsible tbe text he writes on his answer sheet
even though writing the same text is not of his @emg, rather of mine. The reason is
that, he argues, ‘when an unresponsive mechanifualgcoperates, it is true that the
agent is not free to do otherwise; but an agent ishaable to do otherwise may act
from a responsive mechanism and can thus be hetdlljnoesponsible for what he
does’®* Some may think that my friend is not an agentllabecause he is free to do
otherwise: For example, he could have submittedahswver sheet blank. | would say

that my friend is definitely a moral agent if wensader that his cognitive impotency is

> Wolf (2005). p. 261

%% |pid.

9 Wolf (1990). p. 71. § Berofsky observes that Waffers a trichotomy of the autonomy view, the real-
self view and the reason view. See Berofsky (19982202.

€ Fisher (1987). p. 84

®1 Fisher (2006). p. 66
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an unresponsive mechanism and his cognitive potéacynake cheating possible
through an electronic device is a responsive mashan

Thus, the reason-responsive view of personal amgmeflects the agent’s inherent
capacity for rational assessment, not purely farsldut for preferences. This is what
Haworth seems to be claiming when he writes thailg rational person ‘will need to
think critically about his preferences. Failuredo so will diminish his autonomy?
Having a different approach but a similar view, sophilosophers like Berofsky argue
that autonomy ‘is essentially constituted by thenn& in which an agent is engaged in
her world rather than the metaphysical origin af imetivations’®®> However, | propose
that thereason-responsive viewoes not give the same explanation of autonomy as
provided by Kant: In fact, the reason-responsivewiseems to be searching for the

reasons to perform a preferable action in termsoaofething good or desirable.

The Coherentist View

The coherentist view seems to be a combinationhef grevious two theories—the
hierarchical view and the reason-responsive vieleagh some philosophers may not
agree with what | assume here, sipciena facieit does not show any link to the later
view. However, the view is grounded mainly in tleddwing two factors: (a) persons
have preferences regarding their desires, beliets a@titudes, and (b) they have
capacities to reflect on them. Those who deferglidw in fact want to show some sort
of coherence between the two factors. They tryind but the manner in which the
agents’ capacities reflect on their different prefiees. Ekstrom, a coherentist, claims
that ‘preferences are thiesults ofthe higher-order states, since they are, by defimi
the output of reflection about first-order desiresflection that occurs as the agent
evaluates those first-level desires with respeti¢cstandard of goodnes$s’.

No doubt, an agent is capable of forming preferenneaccordance with his goals
and plans of life and is capable of evaluating wieatwants or does not want to act.
Criticizing Frankfurt for his failure in capturinthe real notion of the self, Ekstrom
argues that an agent does not form the first oorgkorder desire; rather he evaluates
and restructures one preference over the othehiohweasoningplays a crucial role —

2 Haworth (1986). p. 37
83 Berofsky (1995). p. 1
%4 Ekstrom (1993). pp. 604-605.
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and this very feature is the nature of a moral ageme capacity for reasoning belongs
to a faculty which ‘performs the evaluation of desi and beliefs with respect to
standards® On this basis, she believes that the evaluaticeltia of reasoning is
internal in one’s own self and that only througts tlaculty we all have to reflect on our
preferences.

How does coherence take place when a person hasakg@veferences of different
kinds at the same time? Ekstrom gives an answedhanfollowing way: An agent
belongs to a character system in which he forms i@fdrms his desires, makes
preferences, authorizes one by challenging prefesenand later either approves or
disapproves a preference for a certain sort obactiA preference’, she writes, ‘is
authorized for an agent at a time if and only i§itoherent with the character system of
that agent at that time’ and that ‘one acts in § that is autonomous when one acts on
a first-level desire because one has a personalhodzed preference for that desire to
be one’s effective desiré®.

Ekstrom thus concludes that on the basis of his auwthorized preference, an agent
can provide a reason for his action and a reasonigacharacter to realize his autonomy

or self-rule. She argues that—

When | act on an authorized preference, | actwag that is autonomous because | can
give many reasons for my act, reasons that sugamt other in a coherent structure.
These are the reasons of my self. Hence, in aotirtese reasons, | am self-governed. In
acting autonomously, | act in a way that is chanastic of me — a way that coheres and is

not at odds with the ways | should behave, giveatwiprefer and accept.

It seems to me that theoherentist viewalso fails to give the real picture of the
autonomy of the will that we can call Kantian sirtbe Kantian account of autonomy
does not presuppose any coherence or mutual cdmpergith any other internal or
external body.

Thus, we can say that neither thierarchical viewnor thereason-responsive view
nor thecoherentist viewsucceeds in capturing the Kantian insight intoab®nomy of

reason, though each theory tries quite hard toagx|dl

% Ibid. p. 606.
% |bid. pp. 613-614.
" Ibid. pp. 614-15.
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3.5 The Kantian Account of Personal Autonomy Re-examined

All of the accounts of personal autonomy as disetissbove reflect one common
feature: That a free agent acts and wills to adeuself—rule whatsoever it is. It may be
a first-order desire or second-order volition wesase of being reason-responsible or a
will which forms the rule. The other common faci®that all such theories work based
on a common assumption that there is a self, mhg metaphysical or moral, in each
person that acts and practices certain laws witithinks, are its own. No doubt, there
is a psychological connection between one’s thigkamd acting. Here the following
guestions arise: How can we define this connedtidhe Kantian sense of personhood?
How can we show reconciliation between what toktand how to act in a moral space?
Does the Kantian theory need modification to do b@&Rggest that all problematic
issues will disappear as soon as we come to knewéeheral process of how the mental
faculty of an agent, concerning his capacity faigimg an action, generally acts in a
given moral space. There seem to be two proce$sasrial faculty in regard to how it
makes decisions.

Ong the agent first desires somethingthen he generates/realizes a will to hayve
then he undertakes reasoning whig more justified to be attained compared to some
other thingd and/ore. His reasoning seems to be following certain ppies or laws as
a criterion for determining which course of actisnmorally good for achieving, as
compared with the other possible course of actibashe could also take. Let's imagine
that he makes a decision either to perform aciar b from many other alternative
actions, and finally decides to perfoannotb. In both cases — his decision to act and
not to act to achieve — he appears to be an autonomous being. Suppatsthéhagent
performs actiona for c. Here, it is not the question of why he desicesather the
guestion is whethea is rationally justified or not. I is rationally justified then the
desirec is morally not important for actioa if a is not rationally justified, it cannot be
considered to be a moral action regardless of veneth achievesc or produces
maximum good for the agent. The agent’s autonomythiat case seems to be
overpowered by his inclinations during decision mgkThe same is true about action
if the agent finally decides to perfororfor c. c is a personal desire aadrb a personal
course of action, determined by the sensuous etahins of the agent. In other words,

andb seem to be a meansdoTherefore, neither the desicenor actiona or b has any
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moral worth if they are not solely determined reasonof the agent, since morality is
something impersonal.

It can then be asked: Why is oneé&asonso important in ethical decision making?
The answer is because one’s reason does not evdluatan actions on the basis of
desires and purposes; rather it evaluates themhenbasis of certain common or
universal moral norms that are said to be applecéblall. Sinceeasontreats everyone
equally, no discriminating elements can be founddrethical decisions. Onefsason
forms a certain type of non-discriminating relasbip with other moral agents who are
also governed by their ownreason A moral agent can manifest this inherent natdre o
his reasonin public moral space if he realizes his beingatdg of treating himself
independently of his own desires and inclinatiths.

Twao, mental activities can also be explained in th&ext of when an agent performs
an action from an objective moral principle, rathiean from any desire or feeling:
When he acts from a principle, he does not desiyghing else. Kant seems to hold a
very clear position that a desire-inclined agergrtmoks his capacity for reasoning at
the time he determines his particular course obactHe respects neither his higher
authority (reason) nor moral laws, which, as Kaetidves, link our actions to a
common moral space. This is why Kant excludes mations from the autonomous
activity of the will and considers moral laws ag triterion for determining our course

of moral action. Kant writes—

Duty is the necessity of an action done from resfmcthe law. | can certainly have an
inclination to the object as an effect of the pregub action, but | can never have respect
for it precisely because it is a mere effect antdamactivity of a will. Similarly, | can
have no respect for any inclination whatsoever,thdremy own or that of another; in the
former case | can at most approve of it and inlatter | can even love it, i.e., see it as
favourable to my own advantage. But that whichadarnected with my will merely as

ground and not as consequence, that which doeseneg my inclination but overpowers

% | do not claim that human reason desires or thetiKa notion of reason is reducible to a humanrdesi
Nor do | claim that there is a necessary causahection between desiring and reasoning. | wouldl jus
like to emphasize how human desires generally eménternally with a necessary link to the
(phenomenal) world and how they come into praciiceur ordinary lives. Kant does not seem to be
against human desires; rather he is against actlmtsare inclined to them, when making an ethical
decision: He is concerned with the purity and ursasity of a right action from a set of possibldi@ts

in the moral domain.
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it or at least excludes it from being consideredniaking a choice—in a word, the law

itself—can be an object of respect and thus a comff

It is human reason, Kant believes, which formsn& hetween autonomous agency
and its responsiveness to all its actions. It setanme that Kant insists on global
autonomy for which the realization of personal aoty is the starting poirf. His
three formulations of the categorical imperativeacly show his intention. | will discuss
these three formulations of the categorical impegan the next chapter. Here | wish to
discuss the current issue of autonomy a bit mam fthe different perspectives of local
and global.

Kant seems to be insisting that we have an urget@according to our will and not
according to our desires or inclinations. How cae actively involve his will if there is
no content of action? A law, for example, cannoirbplemented without content of a
certain kind. No one would stop his car at the sirasif there was no red light or if the
signal was not functioning due to some technicabfms or any other similar failure.
Similarly, one cannot act autonomously if theradscontent regarding what and how to
act, if there is no content of moral laws to guahe’s course of action in a given moral
space. By ‘content’ | mean something that give®hbjective foundation to laws to be
practiced in a given moral space.

Kant seems to be aware of this difficulty whichthes to resolve through his notion
of ‘maxim’. A maxim is not a desire or inclinatiorgther it is a subjective plan of action
prepared by our reasédh.lt is the content of our actions in the sense ithaotivates us

to judge what we really ought to do under partic.dacumstances. Our sensuous

89 “pflicht ist die Nothwendigkeit einer Handlung a@shtung fiirs Gesetz. Zum Objecte als Wirkung
meiner vorhabenden Handlung kann ich zwar Neigwaigeh, aber niemals Achtung, eben darum, weil sie
blo3 eine Wirkung und nicht Théatigkeit eines Wibeist. Eben so kann ich fur Neigung Uberhaupt, sie
mag nun meine oder eines andern seine sein, natuAg haben, ich kann sie héchstens im erstee Fall
billigen, im zweiten bisweilen selbst lieben, dsie als meinem eigenen Vortheile glinstig anselan.
das, was bloRR als Grund, niemals aber als Wirkuitgmainem Willen verknipft ist, was nicht meiner
Neigung dient, sondern sie (iberwiegt, wenigstemsealivon deren Uberschlage bei der Wahl ganz
ausschlie3t, mithin das bloR3e Gesetz fir sich k@nnGegenstand der Achtung und hiemit ein Gebot
sein.” Kant, I.,.GMS AA 04:400.

" Taylor points out that Kant has a clear notiorpefsonal autonomy as a foundation of moral agency:
“Kant implicitly offers us a conception of persoraltonomy in his Doctrine of Virtue in the form tefo
imperfect duties of virtue: natural perfection afeself and beneficence toward others.” See Taylor
(2005). p. 614.

L “[EJinem Maxime ist das subjective Princip des Wob; das objective Princip (d. i. dasjenige, was
allen verniinftigen Wesen auch subjectiv zum prekés Princip dienen wirde, wenn Vernunft volle
Gewalt Gber das Begehrungsvermogen hatte) ist ddsigche Gesetz.” Kant, IGMS AA 04: 400. See
also Schneewind (1992). pp. 318-19.
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desires, on the one hand, compel us to work fartain cause in contrast to a maxim,
which compels us to always act according to theréhéaw. This is the obligatory role
of maxims, which motivate every rational agent tdloiv the voice of his will in
determining a better course of action, obviouslyonal in the Kantian sense. A maxim
for Kant is a subjective principle which qualifigsbe a universal law. A maxim is not a
desire; rather it is a law of one’s rational will.

The term “ought to” has two different implication(§: for what it is to be rationally
‘right’, and (ii) for what it is to be ‘good’. Wean say that anyongought to perform an
actionx only because is rationally right or rationally commanded. Wancalso say
thatp ought to dox if x can produce any good for him or others. This seentseate a
dilemma because we are not quite sure what exactght to’ implies. It is true that we
do not always perform our actions only for the go®éten, in ordinary situations, we
follow and act exactly according to what is beli@we be morally right and also advise
others to do the same in the same situation. Tkisates our rational ability to evaluate
an action as right or wrong.

For example, we help physically challenged peopleR) in our society only because
the very act of helping is morally right — one cahget anything ‘good’ for himself by
helping such people. When you help a blind pergon, don’t think that he will help
you one day if you unfortunately lose your eyesighthat he will help others in the
same way. | don’'t see any good reason behind ourvendor helping physically
challenged people other than this: That ‘helpingdyepeople’ is always morally right.
We help them because we respect them; and we tabpet because we think of them
as similar (rational) to us. That is what Kant v&atd establish in his notion of ‘the
kingdom of ends’—a notion of why people shouldreated as ends and not merely as

means.

3.6 Local vs. Global Autonomy

| have already mentioned that there are threedesehutonomy: individual or personal,
local and global (see fn. 33). In previous sectidndiscussed different accounts of
personal autonomy, revising Kantian personal autonwith the claim that Kant not

only invented the notion of personal autonomy, &lgb that he clearly explained that
autonomy plays a key role in ethical decision mgkim the broader perspective of

global society. It can be asked: How can personautenomous at the global level?
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Before coming to this question, let me explain whatean by ‘local autonomy’ and
‘global autonomy’.

By ‘local autonomy’, | mean a moral space (bigdsart personal and smaller than
global) where every individual realizes his pladébeing governed by common moral
laws as a free moral agent. Such a moral spaced teuteligious, cultural, or social. All
members of a particular moral space share thesrasts and act according to its set of
rules and moral principles. This implies that evieidividual belonging to that space is
an active member of it. He/she realizes that tleeplattern of that space is his/her own.
No one feels any threat to his/her freedom froneothembers of that space because
everyone realizes that the moral space is exattilygg same form as his/her own reason
freely manifests. No one needs to go voluntarilgiast the common life pattern of that
space because the pattern is the same for alsense thateasonor the will of many
individuals manifests the same life pattern, lamesnmon goals and course of actions.

In other words, local autonomy refers to a largerahspace where one’s personal
autonomy becomes the autonomy of a community oumgré social community, for
example, might fix certain rules to fulfill the damds of its members and to preserve
their dignity, self-respect and life-plans in a senthat those rules are willed
autonomously by all its members. There are marbaltrcommunities which do not
allow others belonging to another community to rifetlee in their social and cultural
ways of living. We find the same approach in défarreligions.

The moral space of local autonomy is not the autgnof one member but of all
members of a group or community. No tension casdemn between two members of a
single moral space because the space is regulgtednbmon moral laws, determined
by all members of that space who are autonomousybeit is like merging personal
moral spaces into one to form a single but locatainepace that is bit larger than a
personal moral space and smaller than a globallrepeze. The local but larger moral
space can be considered a border of local autoreihys a kind of transformation of
personal autonomy into a higher level of autonoigwever, tension can be found
between two local but different moral spaces (dwbken two local autonomies) if the
two are not governed by the same moral laws. Howheaimony be established between
two local communities or autonomies? To avoid tpisblem, personal autonomy

should go a few steps further to form a global rhepace, merging all local moral
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spaces in on& If that happened, every autonomous person woutdrbe a member of
the single moral space—a space of global autondmyuestion arises at this point:
How can a global moral space be formed?

There is no direct mechanism for forming a glob@hmunity for realizing a global
moral space where all individuals can realize theiedom and autonomy. However, it
can be confidently said that a global autonomoaeesman also be formed in the same
manner in which a local autonomous space is formid@. first important thing for
realizing us as being globally autonomous agents &bolish our local boundaries and
come under one umbrella; we should free ourselvem flocal bindings. Global
autonomy, in this sense, is a single moral worltherkingdom of morals of which we
all are members irrespective of our religion, adtuace, caste and profession.

The general view on global autonomy is quite défér Most scholars often think
that global autonomyrefers to the extension of one’s personal autonaiye global
level and implies that a person can be said toldéigally autonomous when no external
elements/factors restrict his individual will anldocce of acting at any time in any part
of the globe”® Oshana, for example, defines personal autononaygisbal phenomenon

of one person’s life. She writes that—

[Plersonal autonomy as | construe it is a “gloh@ienomenon, a property of a person’s

life that expresses and unifies the will and cheickthe person. By contrast, the “local”

2 From the perspective of a common morality it i$ dificult to assume such a global moral spaca as
reality because moral norms are related to ondwr@asimilar to the nature of others, and not ite’s
desires, religions, and cultures. Relativists likacintyre and Taylor may argue that in the endoinpote
localization when | propose to merge two local rhemaces to form one moral space. They may argue
that they do not have any problem if no conflicedvieen the two local autonomies in a global moral
space emerge. | would say two things: Firstly, whenopose to form a global moral space by merging
two local moral spaces, | mean to show that loatibn is destined to universalization. Secondlgré¢h
would not be any conflict on moral grounds if alembers of a global moral space acted according to
their reason and not desire. Since the relatigsts priority to the social, cultural and histoflicver the
moral, a global moral space for them seems to Ip@$sible because the social, cultural and thergsio
presuppose discrimination.

3 There are not many references on the topic of &lélitonomy. Those which are available deal with
the issue of global autonomy mainly in terms ofetznunlimited freedom and autonomy’. | would lile t
call this ‘the traditional account of Global Autanyg’ because it applies ‘global’ to one’s ‘personal
autonomy’ in terms of a space indicator. Oppositéhis, | use ‘global’ as an organic individualuority,

not merely a space, to introduce the thought thalbad autonomy can be realized when the globe is
governed by those universal maxims that are wibhgall its members. One can call it ‘the non-triaxatial
account of global autonomy’. When all members @& tfiobe autonomously will the same maxim of a
certain kind and act accordingly, global autononily lve realized by all of them.
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or occurrent sense of autonomy is a property otm@agn’'s acts or desires considered

individually, and pertains to the manner in whichesson acts in particular situatiofis.

Another scholar Hyun defines local autonomy andirdjsishes it from global

autonomy in a similar manner. He writes that—

[Ulnlike local autonomy, which refers to a persorspecific actions in particular
situations, global autonomy is a richer, broaddioncthat expresses a person’s ability to
make important decisions about his life accordmbis own values and goals, while local

autonomy is a characteristic of actions, globabaamy is a characteristic of pers6hs

Oshana’s notion of ‘global’ seems to be very narrom the sense that it does not
reflect the harmony between the wills and desireswo persons. Her meaning of
‘global’ denotes a kind gbersonal universalisrwhich is contradictory in nature: What
is personalcannot be said to beniversaland what isuniversalcannot be said to be
personal It is not the unity between one’s will and theus®e of his actions that can be
considered global; rather it is the harmony andyunetween the will and actions of one
person and that of others. If Oshana is right, yeymrson is global as far as his/her
unrestricted freedom is concerned; but it wouldbsurd to say that there are numerous
global persons. ‘Global’ thus denotes a common attaristic or a common way of
living. | think Oshana’s view needs a little chang its approach.

My account of global autonomy seems to be in starkrast to that of Oshana and
Hyun. Both Oshana and Hyun describe global autonasngne’s capacity and freedom
to form, reform, and follow his own plans in lif&lo doubt, their descriptions are
fascinating and acceptable by the general pubét itiore or less describes the concept
of global autonomy in a similar way. Here some tjoes arise: How is personal
autonomy then different from global autonomy? Amne two identical? If we follow
Oshana and Hyun, they seem to be identical. | dihattthis is really the case. ‘Global’
is not a property to be ascribed to persons; rathpertains to the whole world — a
single space in which we are supposed to practice agtions without ignoring
autonomies of others. | think they have misusedténm. The Kantian notion of the

Kingdom of Endsould be considered a global moral world whereyeteman being is

" Oshana (2003). p. 100.
> Hyun (2001). pp. 195-196.
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equally autonomous, dignified, and respected. Hawatis not, of course, as simple as
it looks. The difficulty is that we do not know hawuch we should value our individual

autonomy in regards to realizing our global autopamterms of then realizing a global

moral space.

Kant seems to be aware of the multiplicity in hunmature, diversity in culture, in
religion, and in life goals, when considering hoke tkingdom of ends could be
established and how a global moral world could dvened without doing any harm to
individuals and their autonomy. The kingdom of ersf®uld not be taken as an
externally constructed world; rather it should bkein as an inherent, but unrealized,
part of our rational nature — that is to say tjlabal autonomynust be the autonomy of
something like a ‘global self which is none othtean the unity of different human
selves (See figure 1). Kant seems to have reattrdpersonal autonomy is crucial not

only for moral assessment but also for realizirggkimgdom of ends.

Global
Autonomy

P =Person A = Autonomy n =indefinite number
Each number ®ne individual Global Autonomy

Figure 1: The Relationship between Personal arlobal Autonom

In the figure one can see how personal autonommdaglobal autonomy. The left
diagram shows that global autonomy is a share®moAll six persons in the diagram
on the left can imagine a common way of living,cmnenon goal in life, and a common
course of action. They can also then decide on cammoral laws to guide their
courses of actions. If they did so, those laws @ahén be called ‘local moral laws’ or,
in aloose sensef global, ‘global moral laws’ since there mighd some other persons,
P; andPg for example, who are possibly not governed byéhasral laws.

The diagram on the right shows a complete globalatrgpace or autonomy where
each human being is integrated. It is #tect senseof global autonomy where afi

persons mutually share their interest and coursiwdn. Each member in the diagram

82



on the right is determined by the common moral lgiven by all of its members. Thus
we can say that the diagraom the leftpresents, in one sense, the notion of ‘local
autonomy’ and the diagramn the rightrepresents the notion of ‘global autonomy’.
Global autonomy, depicted in the diagram the rightf may be claimed to be the
kingdom of ends

Since the philosophical issue related to globabmaminy is not easy to solve and
cannot be discussed in a dissertation like thisishaf limited length/scope, | would like

to simply propose to end this discussion herepi@iatly.

3.7 The Problem of Moral Legitimacy

The term ‘legitimacy’ is often understood in a natime sense as a foundation for
determining what a right and just action is in ®egi moral and political spa¢& The
term reflects the state of being lawful either bstue or authority. And it presents a
challenge to autonomy at all three levels — indigid local, and global.

Based on our discussion in previous sections, we hanotion of moral agency and
of the psycho-philosophical features of personalomamy which is subject to
transformation into local and global autonomy. Igemeral and very weak sense, each
individual is believed to be autonomous; howevenew we go through the complex
web of human psychology and of human society, ormionomy becomes a
problematic issue. How can individual autonomy kesprved, maintaining a respect for
others’ autonomy in a world as multicultural as tme we live in? From one point of
view it is a question of legitimizing ordinary humactions, whereas from another it is a
guestion of legitimizing morality on the one hamalgolitics on the other.

The problem of legitimacy becomes hard to resolterwit becomes apparent that
some laws determined socially and politically havan individual autonomy. The other
side of the problem is that one’s individual autmryosometimes violates a law that is
morally preferred or obligatory. The first probletould be considered a crisis in the
socio-political domain, whereas the second a cirsithe moral domain. My focus in

this section is on the second problem, i.e., tiodlem related to moral legitimacy.

® Suchman defines ‘Legitimacy’ as “a generalizeccpption or assumption that the actions of an entity
are desirable, proper, or appropriate within somgadly constructed system of norms, values, bglief
and definitions.” See Suchman (1995). p. 574.
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The problem of moral legitimacy can be explainedemms of conflict between (a)
moral and immoral, (b) private and public, and o) action governed by moral laws
and an action governed by one’s desire. Prior ésghemerging conflicts, philosophers
have the challenge of determining the criterion emalditions for legitimization that are
acceptable to all — the crisis could not be resblwéthout legitimization of ‘moral
legitimacy’.

Moral legitimacy involves normative evaluation thady be based on a value system
or a system of justice. It may be consequentidlased on objective principles, personal
or public. The consequential and personal legittien of morality leaves room for
conflict and patrtiality; it is helpful only in presving personal autonomy and rules out
the possibility of global autonomy. Objective piiples and public legitimization, on the
other hand, overlook human desires, feelings anatiens, and stand for what it is the
right thing to do. Objective principles are alsoarsense consequential because they
direct human actions to realize certain objectivesexample, global autonomy or the
kingdom of morals. The problem of moral legitimaslgould be dealt with in this
respect: We should value ‘legitimacy’ in the samepprtion we value our ‘autonomy’.
The question is in which direction our actions dtddae directed: towards a good life, a
just life, an equal and dignified life, or sometielse. The role of local determinants in
a good life is of course historically appealing tbe growth and preservation of local
cultures. However, moral universalism in contrasiotal relativism is of greater moral,
social and political value because it assumesebatyone should belong to the global
moral space.

| see good reason for defending objective prinsigiemoral legitimacy since global
autonomy or the universalization of morality apgeanuch worthier than the
localization of moral laws. | can give four reasdmsmy claim: global determinants (1)
are free from bias and are applicable across @dtand borders, (2) reduce the
possibility of conflict and disagreement, (3) arelpful in uniting local bodies or
autonomies, and (4) are helpful in achieving thal @b the kingdom of ends.

There is a very constructive idea of equality imKamoral philosophy. His notion
of autonomy and freedom recognize every human asgyheaturally the same and
provide everyone with a moral space. Those who deebe incompetent in reasoning
and acquiring their autonomy may transform theinanfrom one state to another
following the reason-governedgents. Kant's idea encourages people to thinkitabo
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their dignity and respect as well as to develojr thielden and undeveloped potential in
a more constructive way: It is to transform oneselbrder to reach the highest level of
personhood. Some anti-Kantians and communitariamsargue that the Kantian notion
of autonomy has very little to do with contemporangral debate. | do not agree with
them because they give moral value to personahauty over global autonomy: They
follow the consequentialist and personal form d@jfittmacy which, as | have shown,
may cause conflict both at the local and globakleWoral universalism appeals to
having objective moral principles for fair evalwatiof our actions, though we still have

the major philosophical problem of how we can digmbjective moral principles.

3.8 Summary

| have attempted to explore different accountswhén agency, human autonomy and
moral legitimization and | have asserted that humgency can be best understood in
terms of human reason. With this assertion, | laed to defend the Kantian notion of
personal autonomy. In the last two sections, mylesis was on global autonomy as an
ideal or objective of morality to be realized. Adeal global autonomy is a kind of
appeal for universalism for which local autonomyvdes a structural framework.
Localization in fact provides a linking thread betm personal and global autonomy.
Thus, one should not think that | am completelyimgamoral relativism; rather |
consider it to be a small version of universalisasdd on its connection to a very small

moral space.
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CHAPTER 4

The Doctrinaire Kant and his Moral Absolutism: From
Pure Philosophy to Impure Ethics

The principles of practical reason, if they are te@ b
normative, must be principles of the logic of pieait
deliberation. They must be formal principles. Foithaut
such principles the will, like George’s mind, Wik a mere
heap, not of ideas now, but of impulses to act. Ansl
brings us at last to Kant.

Christine M. Korsgaard

4.1 Introduction

From the previous two chapters, we have learnedhttimanreason autonomy and
freedom are inseparable parts of Kant's moral account #mat the categorical
imperative is the absolute moral law in terms efdtigin from humarreason Kant's
moral philosophy is rational and a result of hissteynatic metaphysical and
epistemological discourse in which he gives the &ummind the apex position for
knowing and for rational inquiry. Accepting the tarmary division of philosophy into
theoretical and practical, he distinguishes betwberconcept of nature and the concept
of freedom and claims that the objects which belnthe former must be distinct from
those which belong to the latter. Theoretical @ojothy leads to understandingture
with the help ofa priori principles whereas practical philosophy leadsrtdeustanding
and determining theill with the concept dreedony

Though Kant distinguishesature from freedomwhen discussinghorality, he could
not escape the complex web of his metaphysicsid®otd in the firstCritique. Due to
an inclusion of metaphysical elements, his accafimhorality seems to be a bit more
theoretical than practical. That is why many sci®leonsider his moral philosophy
merely a procedural and formal enterprise. For satris supererogatory; for others it

lacks real implication. There are many objectiomsl &riticisms against his moral

! Korsgaard (2009). p. 67.
2Kant, I.,KU, AA 05:171.
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theory. However | suggest that not all objectiomsl ariticism are correct: Some
criticize Kant’'s theory either because they do aotlerstand the spirit of his moral
philosophy or they have understood it only in part.

| am neither against Kant nor do | completely falir moral interpretation: Kant’s
approach is right, his moral spirit is pure, and thieological input is significant, but
overall his ethics is impure, particularly from agtical perspective. The impurity is not
in thought, but in practice. On intellectual groantddoes, of course, appear nice and
amazing to claim that ‘I should perforxbecause is a duty’ or ‘I should not perform
because is not my duty’ and so forth — it looks like a sigiicated moral theory in a
situation in which an agent has to perform accaydia it. When discussing the
categorical imperative, Kant fails to mentiarmo should perforrx for whom where
andwhy anywhere in his moral writings. And that has aedathany problems for his
entire moral theory.

In order to avoid these problems in his theoryrdahe the need either to reach the
Kantian level of morality he is proposing or we sglibfind an alternative, obviously for
practical purposes, without doing any harm to higrahtheory. This chapter is an
attempt to point out those spots where Kant hasddred — the mistakes in his
metaphysics that have produced an impractical quumem ethics. For this reason, |

examine some aspects of his metaphysics prior examination of his ethics.

4.2 The Human Mind: A Complex Unity

Kant produces a complex structure of the human miheth can be seen as seriously
problematic in the first place. According to Katite human mind has three faculties:
(a) the faculty of cognition, (b) the faculty oeleng of pleasure and displeasure, and (c)
the faculty of desird.Though each faculty appears to be independeriteobther two,
their independent functioning is based on the tgcwf cognition in terms of
understanding, making judgments and decisions reasbning. The faculty of pleasure
and displeasure acts as a mediator between thé#id¢acaf cognition and desire. For
Kant, understanding contains a priori principlestfe faculty of cognition, namely the

theoretical cognition of nature whereas for theufigc of feeling of pleasure and

® Kant does not use the term ‘faculty’ with ‘feelimgf pleasure and displeasure,’ but because he
categorizes the latter as a faculty of mind, @tlisnsy to write it as ‘the Faculty of feeling ofplsure and
displeasure.” See Guyer (2000). pp 44-45 & 82-83.
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displeasure, understanding is the power of judgrhéBee Kant's classification of the
mind in classifications 1 and 2)

Classification %

Faculty of the Mind Higher Cognitive Faculties Apriori Principles Products
Faculty of cognition Understanding Lawfulness Natur
Feeling of pleasure Power of judgment Purposivenes Art
and displeasure
Faculty of desire Reason Purposiveness Morals
that is at the same time
law (Obligation)

Classification 2

All Faculties Faculty of Cognition Apriori Principles Application to
of the Mind
Faculty of cognition Understanding Lawfulness Natur
Feeling of pleasure Power of judgment Purposiveness Art
and displeasure
Faculty of desire Reason Final end Freedom

Allow me to closely examine and compare both of tanolassifications. At first
glance, the two classifications look similar butfact they differ in many respects and
show the conceptual complexities that Kant hadismiind” | would like to now point
out those differences in order to locate and hgjttlthe mistakes and weaknesses of

Kant's moral philosophy. The first difference isthn classification 1 (hereaft€; for

““In Ansehung der Seelenvermdgen iiberhaupt, soferals obere, d. i. als solche, die eine Autonomie
enthalten, betrachtet werden, ist fur das Erkefngrimdgen (das theoretische der Natur) der Verstand
dasjenige, welches die constitutiven Principierriarpenthalt; fir das Gefuhl der Lust und Unlust és

die Urtheilskraft unabhangig von Begriffen und Emgfingen, die sich auf Bestimmung des
Begehrungsvermdgens man das Gesagte nur verstdhesoust die Mil3deutung sehr leicht zu Verhten.
Der Widerstand, oder die Beférderung ist nicht ziwen der Natur und der Freiheit, sondern der enster
als Erscheinung und den Wirkungen der letzternEateheinungen in der Sinnenwelt; und selbst die
Causalitat der Freiheit (der reinen und praktisciemuntft) ist die Causalitat einer jener untergeaten
Naturursache (des Subjects, als Mensch, folglistEascheinung betrachtet), von deren Bestimmung das
Intelligible, welches unter der Freiheit gedachtdyiauf eine tbrigens (eben so wie eben dasseldg, w
das Ubersinnliche Substrat der Natur ausmacht)klimbche Art den Grund enthdlt. ' beziehen und
dadurch unmittelbar praktisch sein kénnten; fir 8agehrungsvermdgen die Vernunft, welche ohne
Vermittelung irgend einer Lust, woher sie auch kampraktisch ist und demselben als oberes Vermédgen
den Endzweck bestimmt, der zugleich das reineléutelelle Wohlgefallen am Objecte mit sich fuhrt.”
Kant, I.,KU, AA 05: 197.

® Kant did not publish his first introduction. It @ublished by one of Kant's students who had itisé f
introduction manuscript after Kant’s death. | hgueted this classification here because it hadaiitiés

with his second introduction in many respects. Fieinst Introduction’, Guyer (2000), p. 45.

® From ‘Introduction’,lbid, p. 83.

| do not mean that Kant's proposed structure eftthman mind is inappropriate; rather that thecstne

of the faculties of the human mind he presentsiieqcomplex.
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classification 1 ane, for classification 2), he uses ‘higher cognitiaetlties’ while in

C,, he uses ‘faculty of cognition.” This differenceeates the conceptual confusion of
whether the faculty of cognition is one, with uretanding, the power of judgment and
reason as its parts; or all the latter three alependent cognitive faculties as assigned
in Cy. It is also unclear whether the ‘faculty of cogmit under ‘all the faculties of the
mind’ is the same as the ‘faculty of cognition'dicated separately i@.. In either case,
whether both are the same or different, many caneépmbiguities arise.

The second difference is that@, he uses ‘products’, under whiolatureg art, and
moralsare placed, while i€, the latter are placed under ‘application to’. Toafusion
which arises from this difference is that if natuaet, and morals ammerelyproducts,
then all three lose their ontological basis — gttt would be conceptually relative. But
if they are different conceptual entities, as shaw@, under ‘application to,” then it is
not clear how they can be distinguished from edhbro

The third difference is that i€@; Kant uses ‘purposiveness that is at the same time
law (obligation)’ while inC, he uses ‘final end’. This creates confusion arsgr@ous
problem for decision making. The confusion is tima€C; purposivenesss defined in
terms of daw whereas irC; it is not clear whethefinal endimplies anything similar.
The problem, and a serious one at that, is thtaei& priori principlesin C; andC, are
true, then Kant cannot defend the moral spiritisfdeontological moral theory: If the
human mind acts towards a purpose or final endifaticht purpose or end has moral
significance then accordingly all other human awialso have moral significance since
they in some way help moral agents achieve an emuligpose that is connected with
their final ends. If this is not the case, how @apurpose at the same time be a law
when it is known that the human mind has many paep®

The fourth difference i€, andC; is in Kant’s application of ‘morals’ as ‘freedom.’
Here | have a question: Araorals andfreedomsynonymous terms? If they are, then
my saying that ‘X is free/X has freedom’ implieathX is moral/X has morals.’ If that
is true, it creates a major problem for Kant inesefing morality on the one hand and
freedom on the other since saying that ‘X is fribée’n means ‘X is moral’ or vice-versa.
But the notion of freedom in the non-moral domaequires a different account: The
proposition ‘X is moral’ can imply that ‘X is fregbut vice-versa is not always true. Of
course the proposition ‘X is free’ does not meaat tiX is political’: How the Kantian

notion of freedom as moral can be fit into politidescussions is still up for debate.
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From the Kantian perspective, the faculties of dogmand desire play a major role
in moral decisions. The faculty of feeling of plees and displeasure also plays a role,
although it mainly belongs to aesthetics. The figcaf cognition, however, provides a
metaphysical basis for his moral philosophy whichinty belongs to the faculty of
desire since Kant claims that the will, which ikey player in moral decisions, always
acts as the faculty of desiteThough the will seems to be a natural final cafsse
performing moral actions, Kant has made it cleat tit is left indeterminate with
regard to the practical whether the concept thaggthe rule to the causality of the will
is a concept of nature or a concept of freedbhte however seems to be accepting that
the causality of the will is a concept of freedom.

With regard to the problem of determining differéaculties of the human mind,
Kant seems to argue that the limitations of humaowkedge make it impossible to
know what they the faculties of the human mihah reality are and how they can be
identified. It is impossible to determine what etkathe point of its origin, content and
limits to a particular faculty is in terms of itsrfction as part of the human mitfd.
However, it is the human mind and its various faes| causally connected, that is
identified in the unity as the locus of moral agenthe locus of a moral agency, as
Kant seems to believe, is inherent in every ratidmgng like humans. For Kant,
rational beings are considered moral agents indernthe originality and purity of their
inherent rational nature: They have the clear conoEmorality that Kant holds ‘to be
implicit in our commonsense judgements concernirggrhoral worth of actions and of
the character they expre<s’.

This is one of the several foundations on which tkdevelops his account of moral
universalism that | find quite convincing in termisthe ethical-decision-making nature
of a person. Convincing is also the claim that rityrés a matter of the unity of the
practical and theoretical reason of a person irerdehing a common principle.

However, my opinion differs from that of Kant in marespects that | will discuss in

8 Kant, I.,KU, AA 05: 171-172.

® “Hier wird nun in Ansehung des Praktischen unimesti gelassen: ob der Begriff, der der Causalitét de
Willens die Regel giebt, ein Naturbegriff, oder Eieiheitsbegriff sei.tbid. AA 05:172.

10 “wenn es um die Bestimmung eines besonderen Vesnmgler menschlichen Seele nach seinen
Quellen, Inhalte und Grenzen zu thun ist, so karem mawar nach der Natur des menschlichen
Erkenntnisses nicht anders als von den Theileretters, ihrer genauen und (so viel als nach deiggtz
Lage unserer schon erworbenen Elemente derselbglicméollstandigen Darstellung anfangen.” Kant,
l., KpV, AA 05:9.

1 Rawls (2000). p. 146.
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the next chapter. Here, | would say that those wiiticize Kant by arguing that his

moral philosophy is theoretical or procedural fartat he uses the terms ‘theoretical’,
‘speculative’ and ‘practical’ to show not two difemt reasons or minds, but two
inseparable dimensions of the same human mind sie@aims that ultimately there is

oneorthe sameeason-?

Speculative vs. Practical Reason

There are two dimensions of the human mindeaisonaccording to Kant: speculative
reason (SR) and practical reason (PR). Speculatiason deals with empirical and
metaphysical truth and its source of knowledgés Ih this sense ‘the arbiter of truth in
all judgements™® It explores scientific enquiry and tries to knofe tphysical world
through laws based on concepts and principles a€twh itself is the only source.
Some of these determining principles of laws belanthe understanding—a faculty of
cognition through which we know nature and the wdwerwhile some determining
principles belong to a transcendental world, knaagrtranscendental ideashrough
which we attempt to experience super-sensibleieniike God and the soul. But due to
its limited approach our speculative reason does provide any determinate
propositions about them. However, speculative meamacceeds in at least pursuing
scientific and mathematical enquiry and gives tetyao our knowledge of daily life.
Our empirical knowledge of the world, gained throwggientific and mathematical
principles, is not certain since it is based orsgelity. Sensibility gives knowledge of
appearances and representations. Reason, on tke lwdihd, only provides some
conceptions and principles to sensibility and & ha knowledge of thing-in-itselfand
thus of the ultimate reality of the world. This meathat the world as a whole is
unknowable. The same is true of our knowledge dities like God and the soul.
Neither can be known through sensibility since they super-sensible, and nor through
reason since it is powerless in supplying knowleoliginem. Kant seems to be claiming
that speculative reason is limited to the worldsehses; it plays a significant role in
regulating the practical side of the human minac8iit is humanly impossible to have
adequate knowledge of the world and the world bdytrithe question of denial of their

existence is not an issue — what is left as a meaksowing is &aith in the existence

12 Quoted in Rawls (2000). p. 146.
13 Williams (2009).
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of the world, God, the soul, and all other inselesibntities: The approach of
speculative reason is limited to the phenomenaldvor

Kant’'s conception of speculative reason is probleama many respects. It is not
clear whether reason belongs to an entity of timsibke world or of the transcendental
world that is insensible. If it belongs to the gblesworld, the question is from where
does it give first principles to understanding aedsibility to get knowledge of objects?
If it belongs to the transcendental world, doewefn that it is like God or the soul? It is
not clear how speculative reason acts as a pranapginator in the phenomenal world
and at the same time goes beyond it. This coulgrbblematic since Kant seems to
affirm that reason regulates itself in a senseithaffree and a self-legislatot.

Unlike speculative reason, practical reason nog gides principles to itself but also
always acts according to them. This is what Kantte/éo establish in his moral theory,
defining morality in terms of acting fronpractical reason. Kant claims that since every
human being has practical reason, everyone is alragent by his/her own nature and
has a natural capacity to act morally. Acting migrateans acting in accordance with
universal moral laws or those maxims an agent céinas universal laws> In this
sense, practical reason is action-responsibleside of the human mind but it does not
always act responsibly due to the influence ofgbeses upon it. Most of the time, it
acts from inclinations, desires, and plans and éeticits actions performed under the
external influence of sensibility can be said tanlbé moral. However by its own nature
and essence, practical reason is a free and autwsoantity and therefore all actions
that it performs from its own laws are said to berah and universal. The universality
of a moral action, Kant seems to claim, should étemnined by the principle of the
categorical imperative—treeipremanoral principle—discovered by him.

Though speculative reason and practical reasolwasdimensions of the human
mind are mutually different and complex, they aeersin unity because the former
always acts as a law-giver to our senses and @sudt pur sensibility gains knowledge
and truth of the visible world. This means thatsthdaws given by speculative reason
have meaning only in terms of their applicatiorthe sensible world. The latter, on the

other hand, always acts in accordance with lawgvis to itself: In this sense, it is an

! Due to the conceptual complexity involved in Kantlassification of the human mind into various
faculties, | must reject his idea because | doagwee with a fundamental distinction between sp@tival
and practical reason...more in the next chapter.

®Kant, 1. GMS AA 04:421-422.
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independent law-giver and at the same time angeigyent. How it gives laws to itself
is difficult to explain because, from the Kantia@rgpective, it is not clear whether its
role as a law-giver is speculative or practicalwHdoes practical reason which gives
laws to itself always act as a moral agent andvolthe categorical imperative? Of
course speculative reason shares the speculativendion and particular reason shares
the practical when making judgments in their relafields, demonstrating a complex
unity of the human minf Kant seems to be focusing on a complex but ursitedture
of the human mind when separating one faculty ftoenother. This makes our task of
synthesizing and interpreting the Kantian accodnthe human mind with its various
faculties quite a challenge for explainingprality and its practical application in the
real world.

It is also true that Kant's definition of ‘practitas different from the common
notion of ‘practical’. ‘Practical’ for Kant looksheoretical and a bit structural from an
everyday point of view. The same is true of the c@mn notion of morality, which is
not at all morality from the Kantian perspectivecg, as Kant believes, it does not
follow practical reason. Kantisncommorapproach sometimes makes his position quite
difficult to defend becausmorality is or should bepractical from a common sense
perspective even if average people cannot exgiphilosophical background.

Kant seems to believe that ‘practical’ implies #&jsative necessity of acting from
speculative reason which is said to direct alaitions via its own laws. In a sense the
practical use of reason is an assumption or pretondor achieving one’s goal set
through his actions: It is a requirement that pidegi the agent a moral reason for his
actions. Thepractical use of reason is the other side of the same d¢egriittman mind
of which speculativereason is a part. It is said to be practical beeati not only
determines but also directs all its actions as fdvBistinguishing the theoretical use of
reason from the practical, Kant also claims thatfdrmer is ‘concerned with objects of
the merely cognitive faculty’ whereas the lattercencerned with the determining
factors of the will'® The will, as we will see later, is causally corteecwith the

conception of freedom. Practical reason determtimesvill and gives it objective reality

'® There is a very interesting philosophy of mind licipin Kant's Critiquesthough one has to extract it
like a dentist pulls teeth.

' Kant, I.,KpV, AA 05:4-5.

‘% Ibid, AA 05:15-16.
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in the sense that the will and the conception @&diom are given by practical reason to
itself.

With the faculties of the human mind, Kant attemptgxplain the procedure of how
we should begin with speculative and practical saa®y and what to get as a result. In
the study of pure practical reason, we begin withgiples and then through concepts
reach the senses. In this process we study a mdllita causal relationship with reason

itself. In Kant’s own words—

We begin with principles and proceed to concepts, @nly then, if possible, go on to
senses, while in the study of speculative reasomackto start with the senses and end
with principles. Again the reason for this liestive fact that here we have to deal with a
will and to consider reason not in relation to abjebut in relation to this will and its

causality*®

There is an inseparable unity in speculative ardtpral reason that can be realized
if and only if we believe that speculative reasaweg us knowledge of both the
transcendental and phenomenal worlds, while pictieason guides us to act in
accordance with the knowledge it receives from glagiwe reason. From the Kantian
perspective, we find a separation between spevaland practical reason and also
between knowledge and action. However, | propoatttiey are in reality not separate.
Speculative reason and practical reason seem twdenseparable sides of a single
cognitive faculty of a person: One cannot be sdpdrdrom the other. A theory
presupposes practice just as knowledge presuppasies and vice-versa. Those who
observe a duality in reason are mistaken.

If there was a dual nature of the human mind, ér¢hwas no unity, there would be

no universal application. For example, if thereaisift between a thought given by

¥ “Denn in der gegenwértigen werden wir von Grungsétanfangend zu Begriffen und von diesen
allererst, wo mdoglich, zu den Sinnen gehen; dahiiigegen bei der speculativen Vernunft von den
Sinnen anfingen und bei den Grundséatzen endigeriemuRlievon liegt der Grund nun wiederum darin:
dafld wir es jetzt mit einem Willen zuthun haben die Vernunft nicht im Verhaltni auf Gegenstéande,
sondern auf diesen Willen und dessen Causalitétwégen habenlbid, AA 05:16.

% some may say that there are two different ‘faeslti two different ‘critiques’, and two different
‘realms’ in Kant’'s account of reason, and may asly whe Critique of Pure Reasoneed morals. In my
response to them | would say that two faculties) tnitiques, and two realms are not mutually défer
like two different pieces of two different objectBhey only look different because we fail to seeirth
unity. Two faculties of speculative reason and ficatreason are not two different human mindsheat
they are two inseparable sides of a single humaua rfiihe same can be said about the difference batwe
two critiques and between two realms. So the quesif why theCritique of Pure Reasoneeds morals
does not seem to be philosophically relevant.
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speculative reason and the law determined by pedateason, then there is very little
chance of one’s will being able to decide whethieshiould act from the thought of
speculative reason or the law of practical reagdmen the rift between the two is filled,
the will finds it easy to determine its course ofien. The same is true about the will of
all moral agents: Once the will of a moral agendlives the unity between its
speculative and practical reason, it is said toabiéng according to universal moral
laws. Is the dual nature of human reason not utgiyaone and it not belong to the
same faculty of the human mind? | believe the humard, particularly the cognitive
faculty, seeks to bring theoretical knowledge aratiical will together under a single
principle of autonomy of the will that is superiand acceptable to both: There is, in
fact, a unity binding these two reasons (SR andtBgdther.

The philosophically relevant point is that one dawelop and reach the unified form
of reasonby realizing one’s cognitive faculty where the Ivglides all actions in the
practical domain. Kant claims that the cognitiveulty is ultimately the same for both

speculative and practical reason since they ‘bagtparereason.

Understanding vs. Reastn

The first and foremost thing we find in Kant’s gdgbphy is his emphasis on the pivotal
role of the human mind. The human mind plays a magte in having theoretical as
well as practical cognition of the sensible andestgensible worlds, more precisely the
phenomenal and the noumenal; it acts differentlyifferent cases. For example, it
knows nature throughinderstandingwhich is responsible for theoretical cognition. It
knows its own freedom througteason which is responsible for practical cognition.
Both understandingandreasonact differently because they do not belong tostme
faculty or the same purpose of cognitfdiJnderstandingbelongs to the faculty of
cognition and acts to gain knowledge of nature ughothe principles confirmed by
sensibility. Nature is believed to be an objecttibé sensesUnderstandingfirst

legislatesa priori principles and then explores the theoretical dogmiof nature that

2L “Nun hat praktische Vernunft mit der speculatienfern einerlei ErkenntniBvermdgen zum Grunde,
als beide reine Vernunft sind.“ Kant, KpV, AA 05:89.

22| have added this section in order to give angimsinto how Kant's notion of morality is tied withis
notion of knowing and understanding thoughts an@aib — it aims to show the connection between his
epistemology and ethics.

%t is true when we look at both of Kant's clagsifions horizontally. When we look at them verligal
they belong to the same faculty and that is whatbg confusing. See the classifications on p&je 8
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appears via experiencReasonon the other hand, belongs to the faculty ofréeand
acts as a free agent — it attempts to legisabeiori principles for the realization of its
own freedom and itself as the subject; it always at accordance with and also for
practical cognition.

From Kant's perspectiveynderstandingis not helpful in moral discussions since
morality is not a matter of sensibility. Those whave a basic idea ainderstanding
and of how it acts for nature providing generabriation about our sensible world
through causation can have better insight imderstandingas a part of the cognitive
faculty of the human mindUnderstandingseems to help us distinguish the role of
reason towards nature from its role towards moratgems to be a participatory side of
practical reason, the role of which is limited twokvledge of nature.

For Kant,understandings a faculty that enables us to have thoughts tatigjects of
sensible intuition, in other words, it is ‘the misgower of producing representations
from itself.** Understandingrepresents objects in the phenomenal world acogrtdi
general conceptions as formed by categories. ksgspontaneous knowledge of an
object through the faculty of sensibility but gives guarantee of certainty about the
real nature of the object represented by it in experiences: It simply observes the
causal relationship between an object and the cagsy and gives a primary thought to
the mind.

Allow me to explain this with an example: The amnti®elief that the sun moves
around the earth can be said to be a kind of iggtesentation of the phenomena given
by the understanding. This belief was based onetlgeneral principles which Kant
calls categories of mindBut there are other principles that are more ifpeand
cognitively preferred by humamason The belief that the sun moves around the earth
was rejected by one of the cognitively preferredgples which Kant seems to call the
unifying laws. These principles or laws are not \klemlge, but merely a source of
knowledge. Our modern knowledge that the earth maveund the sun is based on one
or many of such unifying laws.

What unifying laws are and how they comeadasonto produce knowledge are the
metaphysical questions Kant seriously intends &l déth in the firstCritique. Since

the basic aim of this dissertation is to focus oan&s ethics (not on Kant's

2 “Wollen wir die Receptivitat unseres Gemiiths, eltangen zu empfangen, so fern es auf irgend eine
Weise afficirt wird, Sinnlichkeit nennen: so ist gdgen das Vermodgen, Vorstellungen selbst
hervorzubringen, oder die Spontaneitat des Erkéssen der Verstand.” Kant, KrV, AA 05:75.
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metaphysics), | would like to put a cap on thiscdssion. However, it should be
remembered thatnderstandindhas very little to do with morality and/or freed@mnce,

as Kant seems to be claiming, morality and freedimactly belong toreason Kant
writes that the concept of freedom and the conokptiture are entirely separate — they

do not influence each other. In Kant's own words—

The domain of the concept of nature under the egsslation and that of the concept of
freedom under the other are entirely barred from mutual influence that they could
have on each other by themselves (each in accardaitic its fundamental laws) by the
great chasm that separates the supersensible fiemapgpearances. The concept of
freedom determines nothing in regard to the theaetognition of nature, the concept of
nature likewise determines nothing to the practaat of freedom; and it is to this extent

not possible to throw a bridge from one domairhdther®

Kant seems to be claiming that although the conoéfiteedom and the concept of
nature belong to two different domains of laws, th@persensible can however
determine the sensible in certain respects bed@stormal principles of the laws of
reason provide a basis for the laws of nature. Kiescribes the causal connection

between the supersensible and the sensible iboe/ing lines—

[A]lthough the determining grounds of causality accordance with the concept of
freedom (...) are not found in nature, and the sémsidnnot determine the supersensible
in the subject, nevertheless the converse is des6ib) and is already contained in the
concept of causality through freedom, whose efiieetccordance with its formal laws is
to take place in the world, although the world eaushen used of the supersensible,
signifies only the ground for determining the cditijsaf natural things to an effect that is
in accord with their own natural laws but yet a game time is also in unison with the

formal principle of the laws of reason?®’

% “Das Gebiet des Naturbegriffs unter der einen wlad des Freiheitsbegriffs unter der anderen
Gesetzgebung sind gegen allen wechselseitigen uRinflen sie fir sich (ein jedes nach seinen
Grundgesetzen) auf einander haben konnten, dueclyrdiRe Kluft, welche das Ubersinnliche von den
Erscheinungen trennt, ganzlich abgesondert. Dethé&itsbegriff bestimmt nichts in Ansehung der

theoretischen Erkenntni3 der Natur; der Naturbegtien sowohl nichts in Ansehung der praktischen
Gesetze der Freiheit: und es ist in sofern nichgjlioly, eine Briicke von einem Gebiete zu dem andern
hinlberzuschlagen.* Kant, KU, AA 05:195.

% «pllein wenn die Bestimmungsgriinde der Causalitith dem Freiheitsbegriffe (und der praktischen
Regel, die er enthélt) gleich nicht in der Natutegen sind, und das Sinnliche das Ubersinnliche im
Subjecte nicht bestimmen kann: so ist dieses dagelehrt (zwar nicht in Ansehung des Erkenntnisses
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We can say that the sensible world, under the qanafenature, presents a general
idea of Kant’'s cosmology. Things are causally catex either as parts to parts or as
parts to a whole. Kant seems to assume that thiel wer experience through our senses
is not the world we experience through eaason Similarly, the realm of morality
experienced by the senses is not the same realmoddlity thatreasonexperiences.
Here, one should not think that there are two ckffié realms of morality; rather one
should think that there are two differef¢vels of morality—the sensible and
supersensible.

In his first and secon®ritiques Kant assigns two kinds of principles to human
reason. The first kind of principle iegulatory in nature while the second kind of
principle isconstitutive He calls the regulatory principle of reasomaximwhich as a
prototype of laws plays an important role in unsadizing an action. On the other hand,
the constitutive principles of reason guide us otlofving particular knowledge we
have. These two different dimensions of reason sti@vunity of principles of the

human mind’

4.3 Practical Reason and Freedom

In the previous chapter, | discussed the role eédom in regard to the concept of
autonomy. Here, | want to discuss the concepteddom in regard to practical reason
in terms of self-legislation. We have seen tiegtsonis involved in determining laws
and principles and that it deals with the problehthe transcendental or supersensible
world. Due to its limited capacity, it does not datannot) provide adequate knowledge
of the supersensible world: Kant claims that knalgke of the supersensible world
cannot be revealed by reason. This is why he pesptisdeny reason in order to make
room for faith in entities like God and the immortal soul, redgcreason to a more
practical level. And that is the starting point foactical reason in terms of its decisive

role in determining actions as morally worthy enougr providing a basis for the

der Natur, aber doch der Folgen aus dem ersteredi@udetztere) moglich und schon in dem Begriffe
einer Causalitét durch Freiheit enthalten, derenkMyig diesen ihren formalen Gesetzen gemalR in der
Welt geschehen soll, obzwar das Wort Ursache, vem @dbersinnlichen gebraucht, nur den Grund
bedeutet, die Causalitat der Naturdinge zu einakifdg geman ihren eigenen Naturgesetzen, zugleich
aber doch auch mit dem formalen Princip der Vengasetze einhellig zu bestimmen, wovon die
Moglichkeit zwar nicht eingesehenbid.

27 Williams (2009).
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concept of freedom as well as for the categoricglarative as the supreme principle of
morality. | will discuss the principle of the categal imperative a bit later. Here, |
want to focus on the relationship between practieason and the concept of freedom.

It is a widespread view that onefree if one is not precluded from doing what one
wishes to do and caireely follow one’s inclinations, choices and decisions.
philosophical notion of freedom is that one canydm calledfreeif it can be shown
that one is free from one’s inclinations, choicesl aecisions and always acts from
one’s essential nature of being a completely fgamta The general notion of freedom is
freedom from external causes, whereas the philosalphotion of freedom is one’s
freedom from both external and internal causes.tiesple favor the general notion of
freedom and argue that freedom of the latter ksdripossible to realize; Kant is a
strong supporter of the latter kind of conceptreEtiom (philosophical).

Kant defines ‘freedom’ in terms of the inherentumatof pure practical reason which
provides itself with unconditional laws. Laws coddd unconditional only if they came
directly from practical reason without being infheed by any internal or external cause
(for example desires or inclinations). Since pdtreason is a self-legislator, it should
follow its own commands: It should not act for dmmim an inclination or passion or law
which is not given by it to itself. When practicaason is free from passions and
inclinations, it only has laws or, in practicalrtes,maximsas moral laws.

In the preface t&pV, Kant explains how the concept of freedom, prattieason and
speculative reason are interrelated. He seems lieveethat the faculty of practical
reason confirms the reality of both empirical amdnscendental freedom (TF).
Transcendental freedom is required by speculateeson to free itself from any
antinomies it is entangled with; it is required toink of something which is
unconditioned by causal series. Kant describesrétetion between the concept of

freedom, practical reason and speculative reastheifollowing lines—

With the pure practical faculty of reason, the itgadf transcendental freedom is also
confirmed. [...]JFreedom is required if reason is ésaue itself from the antinomy in
which it is inevitably entangled when attemptingtiink the unconditioned in a causal

series. [...] The concept of freedom, in so far agetlity is proved by an apodictic law
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of practical reason, is the keystone of the whobhitecture of the system of pure reason

and even of speculative reasén.

Kant claims that freedom as a concept of spec@ateason isa priori and a
condition of moral law. Like God and immortality, is a supersensible object of the
category of causality, provided by practical reaseithout any collusion with
speculative reason. Unlike the mechanism of nafteedom as “causality” is given by
moral law which is different from natural law. Seni the end both moral and natural
law belong to the same subject—a rational ageoth-dre in some way in unity. This
unity can be seen in the rational agent’'s connectm moral and natural laws.
According to Kant, it is impossible to show a unitgtween causality as freedom and
causality as the mechanism of nature if the suligjees not conceive itself as a being
that stands in relation to freedom in terms of pcat reason and also in relation to the
mechanism of nature in terms of empirical reaSon.

Further, Kant seems to be claiming that it is inginle to explain how the
consciousness of moral laws or freedom is possiBlent's acceptance of the
impossibility of explaining freedom makes for aises gap in his theory because his
theory is conceptualized in terms of the freedonaahoral agent, but if one cannot
explain whatfreedomis, how can one understand whatrality is. What has been said
about freedom, Kant seems to believe, is a poseipéanation: We can give no further

explanation. In Kant’s own words—

It (KpV) makes the concept of their existence in the ligtele world, i.e., freedom, its
foundation. For this concept has no other mearang, these laws are possible only in
relation to the freedom of the will; but, if thelWis presupposed as free, then they are
necessary, being practical postulates. How this@onsness of the moral laws or — what
amounts to the same thing — how this consciousok$®edom is possible cannot be

further explained®

% “Mit diesem Vermdgen steht auch die transcenderfaéiheit nunmehr fest, und zwar in derjenigen
absoluten Bedeutung genommen [...], um sich widerAtignomie zu retten, darin sie unvermeidlich
geréath, wenn sie in der Reihe der Causalverbindicty das Unbedingte denken will. [...]. Der Begriff
der Freiheit, so fern dessen Realitat durch einlitieches Gesetz der praktischen Vernunft bewiésten
macht nun den Schlussstein von dem ganzen Gebé#ugke ®ystems der reinen, selbst der speculativen
Vernunft aus.” Kant, I.KpV, AA 05:03-04.

% |bid, AA 05:05-07.

%0 «statt der Anschauung aber legt sie denselbenBisgriff ihres Daseins in der intelligibelen Welt,
namlich der Freiheit, zum Grunde. Denn dieser bedenichts anders, und jene Gesetze sind nur in
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In the previous chapter we saw that freedom hdbgswill in keeping practical
reason away from foreign causes and provides h gt autonomous status. Freedom
from foreign causes means manifesting the will'seesial nature. These three—the
will, freedom, and autonomy—are causally conne@rd help practical reason to
realize its own nature. Kant explains the pradiigalf pure reason in terms of freedom
regarded as causality in the human will's makindgments. He seems to be arguing
that if we can show that in reality freedom belotgthe human will and the will of any
rational being, we can prove that practical reaatmme is unconditionally practical;
empirically conditionedeasoncannot be practical based on the same arguthent.

Kant further claims that freedom as causal law gn®e to our concept of the will so
thatreasoncan determine its own course of action. Once we laaclear concept of the

will, we can apply it to objects and also to itbjgat —reason Kant writes—

The principles of the empirically unconditioned sality must come first, and afterwards
the attempt can be made to establish our concépt® ground of determination of such
a will, their application to objects, and finallpelir application to the subject and its
sensuous faculty. The law of causality from freedoe, any pure practical principle, is

the unavoidable beginning and determines the abjeathich it alone can be appli&d.

Thus according to Kant, freedom plays a key role reason-based moral
determination. The human will is directly deterndnby moral law because it has
freedom as an inherent virtue. How does freedom idarole? Kant's answer comes in
this way: Freedom plays its role both negativelg aositively. In the negative sense,
the principle of morality consists in freedom fraih desired objects. It also consists in
the determination of choice of universal legislatiwhich a maxim must be capable of

making. In the positive sense, freedom is thensid legislation of pure and practical

Beziehung auf Freiheit des Willens mdglich, untesrdlssetzung derselben aber nothwendig, oder
umgekehrt, diese ist nothwendig, weil jene Gesatzepraktische Postulate nothwendig sind. Wie nun
dieses BewulR3tsein der moralischen Gesetze odechegkinerlei ist, das der Freiheit moglich sdit 1a
sich nicht weiter erklarenlbid, AA 05:46.

*Ibid, AA 05:15-16.

%2 “da denn die Grundsatze der empirisch unbedingtensalitat den Anfang machen miissen, nach
welchem der Versuch gemacht werden kann, unsergff@egpn dem Bestimmungsgrunde eines solchen
Willens, ihrer Anwendung auf Gegenstande, zuletdétdas Subject und dessen Sinnlichkeit , allererst
festzusetzen. Das Gesetz der Causalitat aus Rredhéi irgend ein reiner praktischer Grundsatacht
hier unvermeidlich den Anfang und bestimmt die Gegggnde, worauf er allein bezogen werden kann.”
Ibid, AA 05:16.

101



reason. Based on this the moral law ‘expressesnwgptiise than the autonomy of the
pure practical reason, i.e., freedom. This autonanyfreedom is itself the formal
condition of all maxims, under which alone they edlragree with the supreme practical
law.”** No doubt, freedom is an inherent element of thareaof human reason. It plays
many roles: It determines universal moral law argp$ the will in realizing its

autonomy in thinking, legislating and acting.

4.4 Law (Gesetz) and Morality ( Sittlichkeit)
The Concept of Law and Maxim

We have learned thatorality, for Kant, is based on universal laws and thatyew®oral
agent must practice them. This is to say that ielgein morality means believing in
universal laws. If this is the case, then a quastitses: What does the term ‘Law’ mean
for Kant and in what manner is it linked to ‘motgh’ It is interesting to know that Kant
frequently uses three German ternfSesetz Rechi and Regel—which are often
translated in English daw, right, andrule, respectively. In th&ant-Lexicor** ‘law’ is
defined as ‘objective rules, unified, and universahnection’. Laws are objective rules
in the sense that they exist independently; theyusified because they have certain
kinds of common preconditions that must be satisfiefore they can be recognized as
laws; and they have universal connection in theesdmat they are applicable to all. This
definition of ‘law’ is in normative form. And nowhe next question: From where do we
get those objective and unified laws?

Kant talks about two categories of law: tietural and themoral. We can realiz¢éhe
natural law or the law of nature through our experience whepriori laws or the
principles of the faculty of pure understandingpare reasorare applied. The faculty of
understanding recognizes empirical conditions diuna laws: It is said to be the
legislator of the world — it provides the laws oature. A priori laws are those

transcendental principles through which our minérexes the phenomenal, makes

33 «plso driickt das moralische Gesetz nichts anders, als die Autonomie der reinen praktischen
Vernunft, d. i. der Freiheit, und diese ist seltist formale Bedingung aller Maximen, unter deradlein

mit dem obersten praktischen Gesetze zusammenstirkimsen. “1bid, AA 05:33.

3 «Gesetze sind objektive Regeln, einheitliche, eiigingiiltige Verkniipfungen.“ See ,Gesetze’ in Hisle
(1930)..

% The contemporary philosophical debate on moraditpasically to search for or at least propose the
criterion for how to assign objectivity to moralMa and on what basis. The issue of objectivity wrah
assessment is quite problematic not only from aritecal point of view but also from the practicale.
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relationships among various things, and finallydumes unifying empirical principles
which are identified as natural law. Since natuzenss to be working in accordance
with the laws produced by humasasonor themind, it is said to be subject & priori
transcendental laws. If anything is free from thigd of legislative procedure, it is, Kant
claims, athing-in-itselfor reality, though unknown.

In the preface t@&roundwork Kant claims that all our rational knowledge ither
material or formaf® The material form of knowledge deals with defirgtiobjects and
laws of two kinds: laws of nature and laws of freed The former is known as a theory
of nature and the latter a theory of morals orasthihe laws of freedom are primarily
concerned with ethical matters. If this is so, fillowing can be asked: Why is Kant so
passionate about natural laws which are primaolycerned with physics, not morality?
In what manner is moral philosophy or are the lafdreedom linked with natural
laws? We do not get a clear answer from Kant. lenseto hold that natural law is that
law according to which everything happens or happgenbe, while moral law is that
law according to which ‘everything should happent bllows for conditions under
which what should happen often does fbt\No doubt, Kant believes in the idea of a
twofold metaphysics—of nature and of morals—dauins that both have an empirical
as well as a rational part. The rational part biost according to Kant, is morals. And

that is the foundation for his so-called pure mptalosophy. In Kant's own words—

There must be such a philosophy is self-evidenhfaommon idea of duty and moral
laws. Everyone must admit that a law, if it is tolch morally, i.e., as a ground of
obligation, must imply absolute necessity; he nadhit that the command, “thou shalt
not lie,” does not apply to men only, as if othatignal beings had no need to observe it.
The same is true for all other moral laws propedycalled. He must concede that the
ground of obligation here must not be sought inrthire of man or in the circumstances
in which he is placed but sought a priori solelythie concepts of pure reason, and that

every other percept which rests on principles ofenexperience, even a percept which is

% «Alle Vernunfterkenntni3 ist entweder material ubdtrachtet irgend ein Object; oder formal und
beschéftigt sich blo3 mit der Form des Verstandesder Vernunft selbst und den allgemeinen Regeln
des Denkens Uberhaupt ohne Unterschied der Obj&gtet, |., GMS AA 04:387.

37«Dagegen konnen sowohl die natiirliche, als sh#itVeltweisheit jede ihren empirischen Theil haben,
weil jene der Natur als einem Gegenstande der Enfafy diese aber dem Willen des Menschen, so fern
er durch die Natur afficirt wird, ihre Gesetze lrasten muf3, die erstern zwar als Gesetze, nach denen
alles geschieht, die zweiten als solche, nach dales Geschehen soll, aber doch auch mit Erwagdeng
Bedingungen, unter denen es 6fters nicht geschildid, AA 04:387-388.
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in certain respects universal, so far as it leartheé least on empirical grounds (...), may

be called a practical rule but never a moral #aw.

Kant claims to develop a pure moral philosophyemmis of fixing the same degree of
certainty he observes in the metaphysics of naduiia physics. Are the laws of nature
certain? Kant gives a negative answer. For him,estaws of nature may be uncertain
and may affect our views, but behind those nafara$, he claims, certainty is involved
because the human mind has invented those nasuwsal However, they are not always
certain; they seem to be uncertain at a partiqudart in time as compared withpriori
principles which are free from all kinds of uncértg and defects — and without which
the human mind cannot gain knowledge about objdttis. is why Kant claims that ‘all
moral philosophy rests solely on its pure part. Wggpto man, it borrows nothing from
knowledge of him (anthropology) but gives him, asional being, a priori laws? It
should be noted that Kant makes a distinction betwe practical ruleRege) and a
moral law Gesety According to Kant, a practical rule rests on enexperience and
empirical grounds, whereas a moral law restsaqgriori principles. This may be the
reason why he considers moral philosophy the ratipart of ethics.

| mentioned at the beginning of this chapter thaht#s moral philosophy is purely
based on his metaphysical account. The notion aalitypis based on ontology without
which the notion of morality would seem to be anpgmnotion. If we forget for a
moment Kant's notion of a noumenal world and iteireection to human action, we
cannot find anything like moral principles. Someolgematic questions of moral
consideration come to me: If there areriori transcendental laws and they are certain,
how do they come to human reason? What is the smfra priori laws and why are

they certain?

% «D]enn dass es eine solche geben miisse, levatieselbst aus der gemeinen Idee der Pflicht und de
sittichen Gesetze ein. Jedermann muf3 eingestelaein Gesetz, wenn es moralisch, d. i. als Grund
einer Verbindlichkeit, gelten soll, absolute Notmdagkeit bei sich fihren miusse; dal das Gebot: du
sollst nicht ligen, nicht etwa bloR3 fir Menschetiegeandere verniinftige Wesen sich aber daran micht
kehren héatten, und so alle Gbrige eigentliche iGjsetze; dal? mithin der Grund der Verbindlichkit
nicht in der Natur des Menschen, oder den Umstaimdeler Welt, darin er gesetzt ist, gesucht werden
musse, sondern a priori lediglich in Begriffen deinen Vernunft, und daf3 jede andere Vorschrit, di
sich auf Principien der bloRen Erfahrung griundetd sogar eine in gewissem Betracht allgemeine
Vorschrift, so fern sie sich dem mindesten Theirlleicht nur einem Bewegungsgrunde nach auf
empirische Griinde stiitzt, zwar eine praktische Regemals aber ein moralisches Gesetz hei3en kann.
Ibid, 1V, 389

39 «[S]ondern alle Moralphilosophie beruht ganzlichf ahrem reinen Theil, und auf den Menschen
angewandt, entlehnt sie nicht das mindeste vorkKéantni3 desselben (Anthropologie), sondern giebt
ihm, als vernlinftigem Wesen, Gesetze a pridiid.
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Kant's answer to these questions is faulty becduisexplanation is supported by
human belief not by humanreason He seems to be claiming that these laws are
dependent on God who implants them in our mindianthature as well, and therefore
they are immutable and eternal. Since there isvideace to prove the existence of God
except through having a belief that ‘there is G, explanation seems to be based on
a faith that contradictseason Kant claims that God is the ideal asonbut at the
same time claims that his existence cannot be prbyespeculative reasdfil consider
this to be the first big gap in his speculativelggophy: It seems to me that his complete
rational philosophy is ultimately based on faithaimpriori laws or some superior entity
like God, although Kant would never accept thisaflis why Kant's moral philosophy
must face a challenge from its own claims.

If we go back to Kant's firsCritique in which he tries to establish the nature and
power ofreason we find that his notion of God, as compared il traditional notion,
somehow belongs to the transcendeatatiori laws, similar to Platonic universal ideas.
(That is why his philosophy is also known as tramslkental idealism.) His
epistemological considerations seem to be connectgtth his metaphysical
transcendentalism, though he argues that neifi@sonnor cognitionitself provides any
metaphysical reality. If Kant's position is trueatiGod is not a metaphysical reality but
only an ideal of reason, we are forced to accegitttnscendental conditions in general
anda priori ideasin particular have no source of existence. Anthdt is the caseg
priori principles cannot be justified as real. How canntKéen justify his pure
philosophy? If we move towards the other possibéihd assume that for Kant nature
may be the source & priori principles then he faces the same problem and must
demonstrate to the world the naturenafure

In the secondCritique, the KpV, Kant seems to be maintaining that God is real and

determinate in the moral sphere when he argues-that

All other concepts (those of God and immortalityieh as mere ideas, are unsupported
by anything in speculative reason now attach thérasdo the concept of freedom and
gain, with it and through it, stability and objeeireality. That is there possibility is

proved by the fact that there really is freedom tfis idea is revealed by the moral I&w.

“OKant, 1.,KrV, AA 05:99.
“1 «[A]lle andere Begriffe (die von Gott und Unsteidfikeit), welche als bloRe Ideen in dieser ohne
Haltung bleiben, schlieBen sich nun an ihn an uekommen mit ihm und durch ihn Bestand und
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This passage reveals that the concepts of Godrammbiitality are not objectively real
because they are dependent on the concept of freetiois implies that the ideas of
God and immortality ultimately prove the supremaxythe concept of freedom in
determining moral laws. And if that is the casetagppears to be, | do not understand
why Kant assumes God and immortality to be postslaf morality. He claims that a
moral agent should free himself from his naturgpuises and inclinations in order to
always act from universal moral law. Why he does say that a moral agent should
also free himself from moral postulates which hesiders mere ideas is unclear. In
contrast to moral postulates, natural impulses iactinations show some objective
reality which Kant tries to exclude from the readfimorality. But why does he do that?
| don’t see any rationale behind his giving priprib mere ideas (those of God and
immortality) over real desires and purposes. Whgsdbe consider three postulates of
morality, not one, when he knows that the conceyptssod and immortality are
ultimately dependent on the concept of freedom?t’Kaxplanation comes in these
lines:

The postulates of pure practical reason all proéesd the principle of morality, which is
not a postulate but a law by which reason dirediéyermines the will. [...]. These
postulates are not theoretical dogmas but presitippssof necessarily practical import;
thus, while they do not extend speculative knowdedfey give objective reality to the
ideas of speculative reason in general [...]. Thestutates are those of immortality, of
freedom affirmatively regarded (...), and of the tige of God?

Kant's explanation contains many problematic eleiiehhe above passage claims
that moral postulates are not theoretical dogmather they are produced by the
principle of morality. If this is so, Kant must &gt one of two alternatives: (a) moral

postulates are real because they come from theciplenof morality, or (b) not

objective Realitat, d. i. die Moglichkeit derselbeivd dadurch bewiesen, dal3 Freiheit wirklich gnn
diese Idee offenbart sich durchs moralische Gédeant, |. KpV, AA 05:4.

42 «Sje gehen alle vom Grundsatze der Moralitat ales, kein Postulat, sondern ein Gesetz ist, durch
welches Vernunft unmittelbar den Willen bestimmegleher Wille eben dadurch, dal3 er so bestimmt ist,
[...]. Diese Postulate sind nicht theoretische Dogmatondern Voraussetzungen in nothwendig
praktischer Rucksicht, erweitern also zwar nichdé dpeculative Erkenntnil3, geben aber den Ideen der
speculativen Vernunft im Allgemeinen (vermittelstér Beziehung aufs Praktische) objective Realitat
[...]. Diese Postulate sind die der Unsterblichkeér Freiheit, positiv betrachtet (als der Causaditées
Wesens, so fern es zur intelligibelen Welt gehd)] des Daseins Gottesdid, AA 05:132.
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everything coming from the principle of morality risal. If Kant accepts (a), he must
give the concepts of God and immortality objectieality but then moral postulates will
become conditions for morality that Kant will newasrcept. If he accepts (b), he must
consider the principle of morality incomplete ireteense that it sometimes provides
unreal and unnecessary elements like the concé@saand immortality in our moral
orientation. | don’t know how Kant would deal tlmsoblem. What | can say for sure is
that his inclusion of moral postulates seems probie in regard to his rational
philosophy. | can also say that either his pur@mal philosophy or his ethics is impure
in certain respects. Can we then say that Kanfdiksl to provide the real source &f
priori laws?

Allow me to come to Kant's concept of law and miyaKant distinguishes between
subjective and objective principles of practicasen.Subjectiveprinciples are known
as maximsand objectiveprinciples adaws in relation to the will. He defines practical

principles of practical reason as follows—

Practical principles are propositions which contaigeneral determination of the will,
having under it several practical rules. They ambjective, or maxims, when the
condition is regarded by the subject as valid daiyhis own will. They are objective, or
practical, laws when they are recognized as objectie., as valid for the will of every

rational being?

According to Kant, not all principles are laws. e a law, a principle must be a
product of reason. Those principles which any pebsanakes for herself are not laws
in accordance with which she, as a rational bemdpound to act, because it is quite
possible that such principles are influenced byféicalty of desire and the senses. If this
is the case, they can be considered as rules wainéchlso a product of reason, but since
they are subject to actions that deal with purpoesy are not laws. However, Kant
says, a rule which can be characterized by an ‘otajhs a kind of imperative to an

agent. In his own words—

“3 “praktische Grundsatze sind Satze, welche eirgemlkeine Bestimmung des Willens enthalten, die
mehrere praktische Regeln unter sich hat. Sie silhjectiv oder Maximen, wenn die Bedingung nur als
fur den Willen des Subjects giltig von ihm angeselved; objectiv aber oder praktische Gesetze, wenn
jene als objectiv, d. i. fur den Willen jedes verftigen Wesens giiltig, erkannt wirdtid, AA 05:19.
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The practical rule is always a product of reas@talise it prescribes action as a means to
an effect which is its purpose. This rule, howeveran imperative for a being whose
reason is not the sole determinant of the willislta rule characterized by an “ought,”
which expresses the objective necessitation of dtie and indicates that, if reason
completely determined the will, the action wouldheiut exception take place according

to the rule**

Here we can see the difference between imperagindsnaxims. According to Kant,
imperatives are objective principles, whereas maxame merely subjective principles.
When imperatives are conditional or when they deitee the will only in respect to a
desired effect or purpose, they are known as hwictil and are recognized merely as
practical precepts. When imperatives only deterrtieewill without regard to its effect,
they are known asategorical Hypothetical imperatives are not laws but categbr
imperatives are, because the former doesn’t coelplatetermine the will as will,
whereas the latter does so. The former determhmesvill in regard to its effect, while
the latter determines it as it is. Thus, to bevg Bn imperative must be categorical. An
imperative is not categorical if it lacks the nesigsof being completely free from
condition. In this sense, maxims as subjective gples become laws but not
categorical imperatives. To be a categorical imjperaa law must be determined by the
will to be a moral principle and must be objectjvelid.*®

Some may believe that Kant's subjective maximpé&sonal Perhaps they have
misunderstood the definition of a maxim. In realtynaxim involves the objectivity of
being a law. A rational being who knows that a maiivolves objectivity also knows

that it is valid in relation to moral laws in alinslar situations'® Those who do not

* “Die praktische Regel ist jederzeit ein Produat dernunft, weil sie Handlung als Mittel zur Wirkgn
als Absicht vorschreibt. Diese Regel ist aber fir Wesen, bei dem Vernunft nicht ganz allein
Bestimmungsgrund des Willens ist, ein Imperativj.ceine Regel, die durch ein Sollen, welches die
objective Nothigung der Handlung ausdrtckt, bezethwird, und bedeutet, dalk, wenn die Vernunft den
Willen ganzlich bestimmte, die Handlung unausblefbhach dieser Regel geschehen wiirdgd, AA
05:20.

“5 “Die Imperativen gelten also objectiv und sind Wdiaximen, als subjectiven Grundsétzen, ganzlich
unterschieden. Jene bestimmen aber entweder died@@edien der Causalitat des verniinftigen Wesens,
als wirkender Ursache, bloR in Ansehung der Wirkumgl Zulanglichkeit zu derselben, oder sie
bestimmen nur den Willen, er mag zur Wirkung hicinend sein oder nicht. Die erstere wirden
hypothetische Imperativen sein und bloRe Vorsamifder Geschicklichkeit enthalten; die zweiten
wirden dagegen kategorisch und allein praktischeetZe sein. Maximen sind also zwar Grundsatze, aber
nicht Imperativen.’lbid.

“® Dietrichson writes: “Kant insists, of course, tha action is to be both objectively correct and
subjectively worthy, it must, in addition to beibgsed on a universalizable maxim, rhetivatedin a
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observe this dimension of maxims do not know whaytought to do in a given moral
situation either. Kant says that all material piptes or principles related to material life
cannot be a determining basis for morality. Thawlsy imperativesare said to be free
from material principles in order to be universabral laws, objectively valid. Kant

writes—

Since it was shown that all material principles eveholly unfit to be the supreme moral
law; it follows that the formal practical principtef pure reason, according to which the
mere form of a universal legislation possible tlgtowour maxims must constitute the
supreme and direct determining ground of will,hie bnly principle which can possibly
furnish categorical imperatives, i.e., practicatdavhich enjoin actions as dutiful. Only a
so defined principle can serve as a principle ofatity, whether in judging conduct or in

application to the human will in determining'it.

No doubt, laws, according to Kant, are maialyriori and maxims are subjective
principles that rational beings think of as staddaior their course of action. When a
maxim is universalizable, it becomes a universal la moral matters, Kant insists that

we act from those maxims, which at the same tinmebeamade universal.

The Concept of Morality and Moral Law

Morality, for Kant, refers to a specific meaning of thierthinessof human actions in
terms of their respect for universally valid lawsegardless of the results produced by
them, since the essence of moral value, he assipends on those laws which
determine an agent’s will. If an agent’s will istelenined by a moral law for the sake of
some feeling and not for the sake of the law ifdaf action can be said to be legal, but
not moral. An action isnoral only if it is driven by the motive of respect fmoral laws.

It can then be asked: What kinds of laws areral or what are moral laws? If an

agent’s motivation to respect those laws makes mional, then the same question |

special manner. In other words, it must proceed onty “according to duty”, but also “from duty“.e®
Deitrichson (2009). p. 143.

47 “[D]aR, weil materiale Principien zum oberstent@igesetz ganz untauglich sind (wie bewiesen
worden), das formale praktische Princip der reidemunft, nach welchem die blof3e Form einer durch
unsere Maximen maoglichen allgemeinen Gesetzgeburgn dbersten und unmittelbaren
Bestimmungsgrund des Willens ausmachen muf3, dasgeimdgliche sei, welches zu kategorischen
Imperativen, d. i. praktischen Gesetzen (welchedHamen zur Pflicht machen), und tberhaupt zum
Princip der Sittlichkeit sowohl in der Beurtheilyras auch der Anwendung auf den menschlichen Wille
in Bestimmung desselben tauglich ist.* KantKipV, AA 05:41.
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asked in the previous subsection reappears beforé/bat is a law and where does it
come from?

According to Kant, the first condition of moral lag freedomwhich is ofa priori
nature and hence it is the foundation of the systépure reason. Compared to it, the
ideas of God and the immortality of soul are natdibons of moral law; rather they are
‘conditions of the necessary object of a will whishdetermined by this lav® We
know nothing about the existence of God and the ontafity of soul, but it iSreedom
which gives objective reality to them in the praaticontext of morality, and in this
manner their ideas gain subjective necessity imibeal domain: They are, in fact, the
objects of pure practical reason. On this footi@gd andimmortality are the two other
conditions of moral law.

From Kant's firstCritique we can assume that speculative reason acts amtydr
priori principles and gives objective reality to thosegfs which satisfy its categoriés.
Why does Kant, who loves speculative reason ablbwher things, think that there is a
practical dimension of pure reason? Is the prdctitaension ofreasonreal or unreal?
If it is real, how can the ideas of God and immidstde said to be objectively given by
freedom? If it is not real, why does Kant give therld a readymade notion of morality?

In Groundwork Kant provides a conceptual framework of moralityen he asserts
that moral actions are those done solely from duby,for any specific end. He claims
that a moral law becomes duty when it is practiogdhe will of the agent solely for its
purity and genuineness. With this thought, he fitarithe objective of ethics claiming
that ‘the metaphysics of morals is meant to inge$é the idea and principles of a
possible pure will and not the actions and condgiof the human volition as such,
which are for the most part drawn from psycholo§yKant's second assertion leads to
a kind of emptiness in his basic idea of moralityce he overlooks the actions and
conditions of human volition. This is another reasdhy his moral philosophy is such a
debatable topic both in academic and non-acadeomtachs: Some argue that Kant's
basic idea of morality is influenced by the Chastiethics of his time. | think Kant’s

“®Ibid, AA 05:4.

49 Objective reality’, for Kant, seems to be ‘thealigy’ that exists independently of the individuaind

or perception.

0 “Denn die Metaphysik der Sitten soll die Idee whd Principien eines méglichen reinen Willens
untersuchen und nicht die Handlungen und Bedingurigss menschlichen Wollens tberhaupt, welche
gréRtentheils aus der Psychologie geschépft wetrtemt, ., GMS AA 04:390.
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denying that actions done based on altruism shbaldonsidered moral disappoints
many.

Of course Kant cannot surrender #y@iority of duty if he wants to develop a notion
of morality based on certampriori laws. This is what leads him towards the concépt o
autonomy in order to determine moral obligationtémms of moral legislation and
respect for laws. The concepts of morality andgation come fronreasonsince, for
Kant, obligatoriness ‘constitutes the essence afatity’.>* This is what Kant seems to
be establishing in his metaphysics of morals. Hefia certain belief that since ‘the
human reason, even in the commonest mind, carydassibrought to a high degree of
correctness and completeness in moral matters'alihors a matter ofeasonwhich is
capable of producing a wijood in itself? I will later focus on how human reason has
an influence on human will, which forms the catécgdrimperative.

Kant defines thenoral lawas an imperative or an unconditional command ofidu
reason. A categorical imperative or an uncondifi@mmanmand is a law because it is
given by the will and testified by reason—the seuof it. Since it is a command by

reason it is an obligation or a ‘constraint’ for humactian. In his own words—

The moral law for them, therefore, is an imperata@mmanding categorically because it
is unconditioned. The relation of such a will téstkaw is one of dependence under the
name ofobligation This term implies a constraint to an action, gtothis constraint is

only that of reason and its objective laws. Suchetion is callediuty.”

What is the basis of a moral law? According to Kaints the autonomous will on
which a moral law is dependent since the will i$ owly the origin of a moral law but
also confirms it as belonging to duty. The samiue about all moral laws and duties.
In the previous chapter we saw that autonomy ofwhle is the sole criterion for
determining a law as moral. When the will autonostpadetermines a course of action,
that action is qualified to be an objective moeak/Ibecause it is not only free from all

external causes but also internal causes of thet.alglest anti-Kantians seem to argue

1 Beck (1976). p. 20.

2 «Dlie menschliche Vernunft im Moralischen seldseim gemeinsten Verstande leicht zu groRer
Richtigkeit und Ausfihrlichkeit gebracht werden kdrKant, I.,GMS AA 04:391.

3 “Das moralische Gesetz ist daher bei jenen eirematjpy, der kategorisch gebietet, weil das Gesetz
unbedingt ist; das Verhaltni3 eines solchen Willens/: diesem Gesetze ist Abhangigkeit, unter dem
Namen der Verbindlichkeit, welche eine Noéthigungzwar durch blof3e Vernunft und deren objectives
Gesetz, zu einer Handlung bedeutet, die darumhftieidt.” Kant, I1KpV, AA 05:32.
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that Kant's emphasis to human reason cannot provigjective moral laws but only
subjective principles because the human reason dhginates moral laws is not
objective but subjective. | think this argumenbé&sed on a misunderstanding of Kant’s
formulation of reason as the source of morality.@WiKant claims that reason provides
objective moral principles, universally valid, heeams that reason makes ethical
decisions from its own laws, and since the reasail agents performs in the same way
without differentiating between their own laws, ridaés no subjectivity involved.

In order to explain autonomy of the will and itdern ethical decision making, Kant
makes moral agents aware of what is not autonommyydiherheteronomyof choice.
The heteronomy of choice is the opposite of theorauny of the will. It neither
establishes any obligation nor implies any constrait always goes against ‘the
principle of duty’ and ‘the morality of the wilP* According to Kant, it is the

heteronomy of the will that is the source of alispus principles of morality:

If the will seeks the law which is to determineaaitywhere else than in the fitness of its
maxims to its own universal legislation, and ithiis goes outside itself and seeks this law
in the property of any of its objects, heteronorwyags results. For then the will does not
give itself the law, but the object through itsaten to the will gives the law to it. This
relation, whether it rests on inclination or on ceptions of reason, only admits of
hypothetical imperatives: | should do something tioe reason that | will something

else®

There is no confusion involved regarding spuriousgiples of morality and real
principles of morality: Spurious moral principleseaelated to the heteronomy of the
will, subjectivity, and relativity, whereas real mb principles are related to the
autonomy of the will, objectivity, and universalitflant seems to have a clear view on
what a determining basis for moral law is. Accogdin him, the three—the autonomy
of the will, objective validity, and universal apgation—can be considered the criterion

or the determining basis for morality. | do not sewy theoretical problem in accepting

> Ibid, AA 05:33.

5 “Wenn der Wille irgend worin anders, als in deruglichkeit seiner Maximen zu seiner eigenen

allgemeinen Gesetzgebung, mithin, wenn er, indefiber sich selbst hinausgeht, in der Beschaffenheit
irgend eines seiner Objecte das Gesetz suchthdakestimmen soll, so kommt jederzeit Heteronomie
heraus. Der Wille giebt alsdann sich nicht selbahdern das Object durch sein Verhaltni3 zum Willen
giebt diesem das Gesetz. Dies Verhdaltni3, es bemuheauf der Neigung, oder auf Vorstellungen der
Vernunft, lalkt nur hypothetische Imperativen mdgheerden: ich soll etwas thun darum, weil ich etwas
anderes will.“ Kant, . GMS AA 04:441.
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Kant’'s criterion for morality, but when we scrutiei it and try to find a justificatory
foundation for it in the real world, many practigabblems emerge. | have pointed out

some of them in different sections of this disserta However, a full epistemological

From the Kantian perspective, what determine maxoise moral laws are the three
components of his criterion (autonomy, objectiviayd universality), not any material
content or goal. For exampleappinessould not be considered to be based on a moral
law because it is not determined by an objectivecple, but by the sensibility of the
agent. The determining base is itself a law—aeqtive maxim which has been (and
also should be) universalized by the autonomoustagappiness of the agent or others
cannot be a determining base of moral law sinceniblves sensuous desires and
inclinations, goals and purposes. It does not fyatlee three components of Kant's
criterion: it is a product not a principle — it cent be objectively valid because the
meaning and means of happiness differ from persgretson. Since it lacks objective
validity, it cannot be universalized. In contrasipral law ‘is thought of as objectively
necessary only because it holds good for everyamimg reason and wilP® Here,good
does not imply any desired good in relation to wWwld of objects; rather it implies
good-in-itself

There is a distinction between morality and selfeloand Kant rightly observes that
all people and rational beings have a capacityitberentiating between the two: They
can very clearly see whether an object belongkdddrmer or the latter. One can see
that a maxim of self-love or prudence gives adva@éhe agent to do something for its
own sake, whereas the law of morality always condsathe agent to perform
something as duty/.

Kant seems to claim that the superiority of moeald asa priori can neither be
proven nor can there be any example of its explamalf what Kant says is correct, his
moral theory seems problematic in terms of itsilagla source of justification for moral
laws. It can then be asked: If moral laws cannoptowen then why should we believe
in those laws and act in accordance with themf2elfet is no proof of their certainty then
what is practical in practical reason? Is Kant's moral theory noplalosophical

construction that is of no use? Let’'s see what ksags in the following lines—

%% “Das moralische Gesetz wird aber nur darum aleabj nothwendig gedacht, weil es fiir jedermann
gelten soll, der Vernunft und Willen hat.“ Kant, KpV, AA 05:36.
57 1hi

Ibid.
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The moral law is given, as an apodictically cerfaict, as it were, of pure reason, a fact
of which we are a priori conscious, even if it lbarged that no example could be found in
which it has been followed exactly. Thus the olyecteality of the moral law can be
proved through no deduction, through no exertionthd theoretical, speculative, or
empirically supported reason; and, even if one weittng to renounce its apodictic
certainty, it could not be confirmed by any expece and thus proved a posteriori.

Nevertheless, it is firmly established of itsBlf.

One should not be confused between whatasal and what idegal. Kant makes a
distinction between the two arguing that moral @ivectly determines the will only for
the sake of the law without any feeling or purpdSe. the other hand, if the will is
determined to fulfill a feeling or purpose andhktdetermined will doesn’t act for the
sake of the law but for that feeling or purposésitalled legality, not morality. The
difference between the two is that in the firstecasioral law directs the will to act
without any subjective or objective feelings, whitethe second case moral law seems
to somehow be linked with the feelings of the agént

We can explain the difference between the two \@ithexample of ‘truthfulness’.
When we speak a truth taking it as a command franr@ason or will, we do not think
anything of it. When we speak a truth without hgvamy thought or feeling that our
truth can put us behind bars or that we can bedilly some who suffered some kind of
personal loss due to our truth, it is moral. Whea speak a truth having just the
opposite will it is then legal as we see in codnt seems to hold that the essentiality
of the moral worth of human actions lies in theedirdetermination of the will by moral
law. If an action lacks this essentiality, it h@smoral worth.

We can now understand why Kant emphasizes morabtaduty and why he insists
that we should have respect for moral law. In f&&nt does not see any difference
betweenduty andrespect for lawsHe claims that respect for laws is nothing ottean

the concept of duty, which is done not from animation or desire but law itself. His

8 «Auch ist das moralische Gesetz gleichsam alsFaictum der reinen Vernunft, dessen wir uns a priori
bewul3t sind und welches apodiktisch gewil} ist, gegegesetzt dald man auch in der Erfahrung kein
Beispiel, da es genau befolgt ware, auftreiben té&nflso kann die objective Realitdt des moralische
Gesetzes durch keine Deduction, durch alle Anstreggler theoretischen, speculativen oder empirisch
unterstutzten Vernunft, bewiesen und also, wenn aumh auf die apodiktische Gewil3heit Verzicht thun
wollte, durch Erfahrung bestatigt und so a posteliewiesen werden, und steht dennoch fiir sichstelb
fest.” Ibid, AA 05:47.

*° Ibid, AA 05:71-72.
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claim is based on the belief that in all decisiogiated to the understanding of human
nature, there is always a sense of moral law. heroivords, all human judgments, from
a psychological point of view, ultimately rest oonmal law. Kant explains the concept of
duty in the following words—

The concept of duty thus requires of action thabjectively agree with the law, while of
the maxim of the action it demands subjective resfre the law as the sole made of
determining the will through itself. And thereonst® the distinction between
consciousness of having acted according to dutyframd duty, i.e., from respect for the
law. The former, legality, is possible even if ineltions alone are the determining
grounds of the will, but the latter, morality or rabworth, can be conceded only where
the action occurs from duty, i.e., merely for ta&esof the law

It is of the utmost importance in all moral judgitg pay strictest attention on the
subjective principle of every maxim, so that ak timorality of actions may be placed in
their necessity from duty and from respect for [, and not from love for or leaning
toward that which the action is to produce. For raad all rational creatures, the moral
necessity is a constraint, an obligation. Everyoacbased on it is to be considered as
duty, and not as a manner of acting which we nlyufavour or which we sometimes

might to favour?®

In principle it appears to be a great philosophyh&we a notion of moral law or
human duty as such, but the question is whetherahuduty of this kind, purely as
moral law, can be practiced only by so-called ralagents or also by all human beings
believed to have rational capacity. Kant seemsdidl la perfectionist view when he
claims that moral law is for those who are pertegings and whose will takes moral

laws as laws of holiness. Such perfect beingsrdmeite in their nature. Since human

0 “Der Begriff der Pflicht fordert also an der Handy objectiv Ubereinstimmung mit dem Gesetze, an
der Maxime derselben aber subjectiv Achtung firsegigg als die alleinige Bestimmungsart des Willens
durch dasselbe. Und darauf beruht der Unterschigidchen dem Bewul3tsein, pflichtmaiig und aus
Pflicht, d. i. aus Achtung fiirs Gesetz, gehandelhaben, davon das erstere (die Legalitat) aucHichbg
ist, wenn Neigungen blos die Bestimmungsgriinde \Wédkens gewesen waren, das zweite aber (die
Moralitat), der moralische Werth, lediglich dariasgtzt werden muf3, daf3 die Handlung aus Pflicht, d.
blos um des Gesetzes Willen, geschehe.

Es ist von der grof3ten Wichtigkeit in allen moreitien Beurtheilungen auf das subjective Principr alle
Maximen mit der &uR3ersten Genauigkeit acht zu hadamit alle Moralitat der Handlungen in der
Nothwendigkeit derselben aus Pflicht und aus Aoptfiirs Gesetz, nicht aus Liebe und Zuneigung zu
dem, was die Handlungen hervorbringen sollen, geseérde. Fiur Menschen und alle erschaffene
verninftige Wesen ist die moralische Nothwendigkéithigung, d. i. Verbindlichkeit, und jede darauf
gegrundete Handlung als Pflicht, nicht aber ale @ins von selbst schon beliebte, oder beliebt werde
kénnende Verfahrungsart vorzustelletnid, AA 05:81.
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beings are finite beings, for them moral law isaav lof duty: It is a law of moral
constraint and one that determines actions ofefibggings ‘through respect for the law
and reverence for its dut§*.In this sense, moral law or duty seems to meaationof
the will. I will discuss that in the next chapter.

That is why Kant claims that all human actions, eltwy a good will, out of love or
sympathy, have no moral worth since acting outosklor sympathy is not the real
nature of the will and hence not the real cond@icdbonal beings like us. Acting out of
love or sympathy could not be a moral maxim that loa universalized as a command
of the will since such maxims fulfill only sensibd@ods and pleasures and lack moral
constraint. For this very reason, Kant insists #ihtoral agents must not forget their
subjection to their practical reason by which thik eemmands them to act only in line
with duty. He writes—

We stand under a discipline of reason, and in atl maxims we must not forget our

subjection to it, or withdraw anything from it, by an egoistical illusion detract from the

authority of the law (even though it is given by own reason) so that we could place the
determining ground of our will (even though it saccordance with the law) elsewhere
than in the law itself and in respect for it. Datyd obligation are the only names which
we must give to our relation to the moral law. We mdeed legislative members of a
moral realm which is possible through freedom ammictvis presented to us as an object
of respect by practical reason; yet we are at #meestime subjects in it, not sovereign,
and to mistake our inferior position as creatures @ deny, from self-conceit, respect to

the holy law is, in spirit, a defection from it evi its letter be fulfilled®

By we Kant seems to mean rational beings like us, pegied imperfect, intelligent
and not intelligent. Perfect beings always folloenwomands of their will and always act

from duty, while imperfect beings always need tdofe their practical commands.

®! Ibid, AA 05:82.

2 “Wir stehen unter einer Disciplin der Vernunft undissen in allen unseren Maximen der
Unterwurfigkeit unter derselben nicht vergessennibhts zu entziehen, oder dem Ansehen des Gasetze
(ob es gleich unsere eigene Vernunft giebt) durgbrdiebigen Wahn dadurch etwas abzuktirzen, dafd wir
den Bestimmungsgrund unseres Willens, wenn gle@amn éesetze gemaf, doch worin anders als im
Gesetze selbst und in der Achtung fur dieses Gesetzten. Pflicht und Schuldigkeit sind die
Benennungen, die wir allein unserem Verhéltnissen zooralischen Gesetze geben missen. Wir sind
zwar gesetzgebende Glieder eines durch Freiheitichég, durch praktische Vernunft uns zur Achtung
vorgestellten Reichs der Sitten, aber doch zugleioterthanen, nicht das Oberhaupt desselben, wnd di
Verkennung unserer niederen Stufe als GeschopfeNeiderung des Eigendiinkels gegen das Ansehen
des heiligen Gesetzes ist schon eine Abtrinnigkit demselben dem Geiste nach, wenn gleich der
Buchstabe desselben erflllt wirdiaid, AA 05:82-83.
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From this perspective, the objections with whichnK&as been criticized for his
perfectionist view and moral abstraction are nadidyle. There are many examples
from the real world that Kant uses in his moralbtlyeto make it clear that moral law is
applicable to all without any exception. One of bBisamples is of love: ‘Love God
above all and thy neighbor as thyselfigbe Gott tGber alles und deinen Nachsten als
dich selbst According to Kant, to love God is to like follomg his commandments in
the sense that they are laws as commandegkdson and to love one’s neighbor as
oneself is to like to perform all duties towardsnhiTo love indiscriminately is a
command from reason or will since it requires ‘\exgpfor law which orders love and
does not leave it to arbitrary choice to make ftheeprinciple’®®

Is it possible to love someone in the real worlthauit any desire or feeling? Kant's
principle seems to be self-contradictory in praadtiaffairs because it is impossible to
love someone takinfpve merely as a command: One cannot avoid one’s motins
attached to the principle of love of this kind. Fbis reason, Kant calls love attached to
inclinations practical love®® He seems to believe that when the principle ‘Ldve
neighbor as thyself’ is taken as a command or lapresents ‘the moral disposition in
its complete perfection’ like other commands of wi#, although he believes that ‘as
an ideal of holiness it is unattainable by any tnes it is yet an archetype which we
should strive to approach and to initiate in amterrupted infinite progres§®.

Can one reach to that level of perfection whearactical lovebecomes a command
and one can practice it from its lawfulness? Kaatriswer seems to be negative: He
seems to be saying that ordinary human beingsukkare not conscious of our freedom
from natural feelings, impulses, desires and estecauses; to reach to that level of
perfection is not possible unless we realize ouesels being free agents whose duties

1.5 To be free means to be free from desires and

are to act in line with oureasonandwil
inclinations. Freedom of this kind is impossibler fos to attain because of our
imperfection. One’s imperfection does not mean tha lacks human qualities and

rational capacity; rather that one has not yetizedl his own nature of being a free

8 “Denn es fordert doch als Gebot Achtung fiir eirs@e, das Liebe befiehlt, und iiberlalt es nicht der
I&eliebigen Wabhl, sich diese zum Princip zu machimnd; AA 05:83.

Ibid.
85« _die sittliche Gesinnung in ihrer ganzen Vollkornheit dar, so wie sie als ein Ideal der Heiligkeit
von keinem Geschopfe erreichbar, dennoch das Urklildvelchem wir uns zu naheren und in einem
ununterbrochenen, aber unendlichen Progressusigaiwerden streben sollerbid.
% One should always remember that there is a difterdetween Kant's usage Bégerungsvermogen
(faculty of desire) an@8egierde(desire). When | use ‘desire’, | meBrgierde
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agent. Once he realizes his real nature, he wilbobfrom his desires at least in moral
matters, but from his reason and will. A person vklas realized his freedom and who
always acts from reason, not on desires, is a @arferal agent.

Kant seems to be depicting an imperfect moral agemvo forms. In one form, a
moral agent is capable of reaching a level of mpeafection because he is a perfect
being by essence. In another form, the agent desply attached to his physical and
psychological desires that if he wants himself teeffrom those desires for the
realization of his free will, he must sacrifice thhe- and that is not so easy to do. Here is

Kant’'s explanation—

If a rational creature could ever reach the stdgbhayoughly liking to do all moral laws,

it would mean that there was no possibility of éheeing in him a desire which could

tempt him to deviate from them, for overcoming siactesire always costs the subject
some sacrifice and requires self-compulsion, ae.inner constraint to do that which one

does not quite like to dB.

We can agree with Kant on this point, namely thahan beingslo have a capacity
for reaching a level of perfection but it is quddficult for them to overcome their
personal desires and inclinations related to praktffairs. Why this is so is a question
for further research; Kant does not give us ang ¢tuknow how one can realize one’s
perfection in the real world. What he seems tawlasi that even though no creature can
reach a perfect level of moral constraint, it doedé mean that the whole idea of
perfection has no meaning. The truth is that (ansl @& practical implication of Kant's
moral theory)moral perfectionis always ‘an ideal of holiness’ or ‘an archetypdiich
we as beings with bodies must forever seek to aehill our actions must be directed
towards it in order to realize moral law or resgectthe law.

For some people, moral law may look empty sinac®és not have any content from
the phenomenal world. But it just appears to beldé@y do not observe that moral law
treatspersonhoognot theindividual person. Personhood is the content of moral latv tha

comes from the autonomous will. To say that maaal is empty is to say that there is

67 “knnte namlich ein verniinftig Geschopf jemals idakommen, alle moralische Gesetze véllig gerne
zu thun, so wirde das so viel bedeuten als, esféioth in ihm auch nicht einmal die Méglichkeit exin
Begierde, die ihn zur Abweichung von ihnen reidtenn die Uberwindung einer solchen kostet dem
Subject immer Aufopferung, bedarf also Selbstzwahg, innere Néthigung zu dem, was man nicht ganz
gern thut“lbid, AA 05:83-84.
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no will, no freedom, no autonomy, and hence nogmrsod as such. The question that
puzzles ordinary people and moral relativists ifodlews: How is moral law applicable
to the physical world? If it is not applicable,ist no doubt empty. | hold the moral
relativists’ observation for incorrect: Moral law applicable to the physical world not
exactly in the Kantian form but in a modified fothat | will discuss in the next chapter.

The difference in views on moral and immoral caaists is based on the notion of
personhood. In the Kantian sense, a person igeyprational being having a will as
legislator; and in the relativists’ sense he isemd with desires, inclinations and a life
plan. Kant’s idea is that personhood does notligheé faculty of ‘likeness’, ‘dislikeness’
or the ‘the faculty of desire’Begehrungsvermdoggnrather it lies in human reason:
Likeness and dislikeness do not possess one’snaityo If what Kant claims is true,
we can ask how a person can abandon the faculplealsure and pain or like and
dislike.

| think Kant’s focus is on one’seasonwhich he believes to be the locus of one’s
personhood, whereas the relativists’ focus is o@'opsycho-physical structure that
gives rise to feelings and impulses. For Kant, sn@asonis superior to one’s feelings
and impulses; for relativists, one’s natural instsnare unavoidable. In other words,
reason is the higher element of personhood andalatistincts are lower. Relativists
and others favor the lower elements over the higrle others like Kant and the
Kantians favor the higher over the lower. | thin&riK is justified in his position since all
natural instincts and desires are in a way baclatidwill. His concern philosophically
speaking is why all human beings, or rational beilike us, do not give preference to
the higher over the lowé&.

We can now summarize Kant's ideal@ifv, morality and the relationship between the
two: Kant seems to affirm thainiversal lawsandmorality are inseparable terms. If an
agent acts from the former, he is engaged in ttterjaf he acts from the latter, he
conforms to the former, leaving no question of somacy between morality and
universal laws in Kant's moral philosophy: Both aspects of the guiding force of
rational agents. Some may argue that it is notrcle®ugh whether morality or
universal laws should be prioritized in Kant's nidteeory since he defines morality in
terms of law. They may argue that for Kant someslare moral and the practice of

those laws means practicing morality. | considés #trgument to be weak, however,

% |bid, AA 05:86-88.
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since once we understand that morality and lawsirsseparable terms, there is no

guestion of giving priority to one over the other.

4.5 The Source of the Categorical Imperative

According to Kant, the idea of the categorical imgpee as the supreme principle of
morality contains three laws, which he calls tHiggenulations—

1. Act as if the maxim of your action were to becotmetigh your will a universal
law of nature?

2. Act so that you treat humanity, whether in your quemson or in that of another,
always as an end and never as a means'dnly.

3. Every rational being must act as if he, by his mmesi were at all times a
legislative member in the universal realm of erjds]. So act as if your maxims

should serve at the same time as the universaldball rational beings):

Kant seems to claim that practical reason is capabyrasping the absolute principle
of morality: the categorical imperative, which s @énconditional command to the moral
agency; it is capable of following the three prpies of the categorical imperative.
Well, if that is true, the categorical imperatigenio doubt a higher moral principle. The
guestion here is: Where do these three formulatidribe categorical imperative come
from? When we search for the source of the categlornperative, we face a number of
problems. One problem can be seen in terms of Galleaonly source of the categorical
imperative. Since the existence of God is a metsiphl problem for philosophers,
Kant’s claim that the categorical imperative isafnsolute moral law seems to be subject
to scrutiny. The second problem is related to tle of human reason in regard to his
silent acceptance of an immortal soul. It is noteqalear how they both (reason and
soul) harmoniously and unconditionally play theates in every moral space. Also in
guestion is how they are mutually linked and hoeytfunction.

89 “[H]andle so, als ob die Maxime deiner Handlungatiudeinen Willen zum allgemeinen Naturgesetze

werden sollte.” Kant, LGMM, AA 04:421.

0 “Handle so, daR du die Menschheit sowohl in deiderson, als in der Person eines jeden andern
jederzeit zugleich als Zweck, niemals blof3 als ditirauchst.1bid, AA 04:429.

" “Demnach muR ein jedes verniinftige Wesen so handéd ob es durch seine Maximen jederzeit ein
gesetzgebendes Glied im allgemeinen Reiche der klbveére. Das formale Princip dieser Maximen ist:
handle so, als ob deine Maxime zugleich zum allgeeme Gesetze (aller verninftigen Wesen) dienen
sollte.” Ibid, AA 04:438.
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Kant's supposition of a transcendental role of théegorical imperative is further
problematic since it seems inapplicable in the weatld. For some, his moral theory
seems to be supporting a perfectionist model ofafitgy which is, for certain sound
reasons, less important than the importance ofinkegitability of morality. In his
analysis of pure reason, Kant talks about tweltegmaies of understanding and claims
that even ordinary human being makes decisionfi@eiasis of those categories. What
is true about practical reason? Does practicaloreasso act in accordance with those
categories? The problem is that if those categailmsde the function of practical
reason, practical reason itself does not seemagiefeautonomous. If so, how could the
unconditionality of the categorical imperative sablished and how could moral laws
and maxims be decisive for the Kantian agent?

One’s pure practical reason (PPR) only has priesipmaxims or laws to determine
how it should act in a given moral space. Kant setarbe distinguishing between the
principle of morality which is applicable to all @very situation and a principle which is
applicable to all in a givemoral situation. The first kind of principle is the cgteical
imperative which directs a moral agent to act omgm duty. The second kind of
principle is the situational imperative (Sl). Theiwersalizability of both the categorical
imperative and the situational imperative is thienpry condition of moral worth for an
action, though Kant never talks about a situatiangberative. The only difference
between the categorical imperative and the sitnatiomperative is that the former is
applicable to all and in all situations, whereas ldtter is applicable to all in a given
situation.

For example, the categorical imperative directsnatiral agents to perform their
duties forduty’s sake Since the categorical imperative is a universatahlaw, it has
nothing to do with a particular situation, thoughris position is highly criticized for
being supererogatory becaubgy for duty’s sakéooks empty or like an abstract moral
idea. What Kant means is that the categorical iatper is a supreme principle of
morality; and actions which are based on this gpiecare moral and have universal
application. The situational imperative, on theenthand, has universal application in
similar situations and is more practical. For exem actionX is moral in a situation

O then all persons who belong@must performX in their turn — it is not the case that
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personA should perfornX and persom should not: When all circumstances are given,
a particular action can be universalized for atikir situations’?

I will discuss these problems in more detail a later. Here, allow me to first
summarize Kant’'s account of the categorical impesatKant says that all rational
beings belong to the intelligible world and all ithactions ‘would completely accord
with the principle of the autonomy of the pure il The intelligible world is said to be
self-legislative in the sense that it belongs te #utonomous will. Kant claims that
acting in line with the autonomous will in accordanwith the laws given by pure
practical reason in the sensible world is one’s dutan imperative for him. He seems
to propose that the categorical imperative canrbetiged only by members of such an

intelligible world. In his own words—

Thus categorical imperatives are possible becalseidea of freedom makes me a
member of an intelligible world. Consequently, ifwere a member of only that
intelligible world, all my actionsvould always be in accordance with the autonomy of the

will. ™

Kant certainly seems to believe that in the seasiobrld, an act of an intelligible
being must conform to or be in accord with the gateal imperative in order to be
morally worthy. Every will is autonomous, pure, amttelligible, but due to its
connection to the sensible world it is affectedsbpsuous desires and motives. Because
it is affected by desires and motives, it cannataatonomously as a moral agent. In
order to act autonomously, the will must free ftsebm natural inclinations and

impulses. As an objective command, the categomepérative guides the affected will

2 One feature of the categorical imperative thatlede be emphasized is its construction. Kant'&sth
is in a sense a situational ethics, because eaayl @f the situation needs to be built into thetesment
that needs to be universalized. That is why commmeamds like “thou shalt not kill” don’t work for Kdn
Killing may well be justified once all the circunasices are taken into account. Nothing in Kant comes
from outside, but only from inside the subjectthis sense Kant's ethics is ultimately subjectivat, the
subjectivity does not imply relativity in the commaise of the term: The subjectivity also implies th
objectivity of a free will and the ability to unikgalize that which is common to every human.

3 “Als bloRen Gliedes der Verstandeswelt wiirden aidle meine Handlungen dem Princip der
Autonomie des reinen Willens vollkommen gemal sals;bloBen Stiicks der Sinnenwelt wirden sie
ganzlich dem Naturgesetz der Begierden und Neigungethin der Heteronomie der Natur gemaf
genommen werden missen.” KantGMS AA 04:453.

" “Und so sind kategorische Imperativen méglich, utad daR die Idee der Freiheit mich zu einem
Gliede einer intelligibelen Welt macht, wodurch,nmach solches allein ware, alle meine Handlungan d
Autonomie des Willens jederzeit gemaR sein wiirdémid, AA 04:454.

122



and helps it to realize its freedom. In other worttee categorical imperative is a
command on the intelligible will which may have hekstracted by foreign causes.
Every rational human being, Kant believes, is a tmemof the intelligible world but
not everyone acts as a free moral agent in thaldensorld. However, Kant believes
that every such being, whose decision making isctdfl by foreign causes of the
sensible world, wishes ‘to be free from such irefions which are burdensome’ to
him.” Kant describes the nature of a member of theligitele world in the following

words:

He can expect only a greater worth of his persanirfagines himself to be this better
person when he transfers himself to the standpbiatmember of the intelligible world to
which he is involuntarily impelled by the idea oeédom, i.e., independence from the
determining causes of the world of sense; and fitusstandpoint he is conscious of a
good will, which on his own confession constituties law for his bad will as a member
of the world of sense. He acknowledges the aughofithis law even while transgressing
it. The moral ought is therefore his own volitios @ member of the intelligible world,
and it is conceived by him asghtonly in so far as he regards himself at the same t

as a member of sene.

From Kant’'s writings, it is not clear what the gnols for such a distinction between
a supersensible (intelligible) and a sensible (afligible) world are’’ This is another
problematic issue in Kant's metaphysics that shdwgddiscussed in the context of
morality from the epistemic perspective of the piraenal world and the noumenal
world. I will skip this issue as well in order taovk on the main objective of the section,
namely to find the source of the categorical impeea Allow me to examine the three

possible sources one by one.

> “Er kann es aber nur wegen seiner Neigungen uridefe nicht wohl in sich zu Stande bringen, wobei
er dennoch zugleich wiinscht, von solchen ihm sédistigen Neigungen frei zu seirbid.

6 «[S]ondern nur einen gréReren inneren Werth sefferson erwarten kann. Diese bessere Person glaubt
er aber zu sein, wenn er sich in den StandpunkiseBliedes der Verstandeswelt versetzt, dazu die Id
der Freiheit, d. i. Unabhé&ngigkeit von bestimmendesachen der Sinnenwelt, ihn unwillktrlich nothigt
und in welchem er sich eines guten Willens bewsBtder fir seinen bésen Willen als Gliedes der
Sinnenwelt nach seinem eigenen Gestandnisse daszGesmacht, dessen Ansehen er kennt, indem er
es Ubertritt. Das moralische Sollen ist also eigamethwendiges Wollen als Gliedes einer intelligghe
Welt und wird nur so fern von ihm als Sollen gedaels er sich zugleich wie ein Glied der Sinnerwel
betrachtet.1bid, AA 04:454-55.

"It is true that if we do not accept the distinntiof two worlds—the supersensible and the sensible
there is not much left in Kant for philosophicalsclission. | believe Kant's dichotomy of the
supersensible and sensible world needs some adjotem
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Is God a Source?

In Kant's moral theory, the question can be askdtkther the principle of the
categorical imperative is a divine command of Goddtional agents, that is, whether
God is the source of the categorical imperativels uestion can be asked because
Kant accepts God as a postulate of morality anddmeetimes seems to be defending
Christian ethics in which God is the source of nityraKant’'s answer, however, is
negative. In his deontological ethics, he claimattthe idea of the categorical
imperative as the supreme principle of morality sle®t come from outside of the
rational agent: It is therefore not imposed by God.

Some may argue that these doubts cannot be cotypliggeored because it
sometimes seems that morality is based on theeexistof God. Others may argue that
Kant has put God in the domain of moral law as@egy for escaping the criticism for
not producing a theological moral theory: They magtend that when Kant talks about
apure will or holy will, he is in fact talking about God, because only '&aedll is pure
and holy. To act from a rationally pure will meansact from the will of God; in this
sense, God’s will seems to be the source of thegoatal imperative.

These arguments do not work against the Kantiarowsxtcof the categorical
imperative since he is clear in stating that owotitical reason cannot establish the
existence of God: If there need not be a God, tlem can morality be based on him?
No doubt, Kant cannot ignore the idea of God indiggussion — but why? The reason is
clear: He knows that otherwise he cannot firmlyspré his position to the Christian
theologians and ethicists of his time. And thaivisy he seems to be establishing God
through practical reason and by arguing that onsesef moral duty or the categorical
imperative provides us with the thought that Godstsx This is popularly known as
Kant's moral argument for the existence of God. deer, he claims that his argument
does not supply proof of the existence of God. &fwee, we cannot say that God is the

source of the categorical imperative.

Is Nature a Source?

If not God, is nature the source of the categoringberative? Those who consider
nature to be a supersensible entity or a divineef@man give an affirmative answer on

the basis that all beings including rational beiags part of nature. They can argue that
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the autonomous will of a rational agent cannotudueled from the domain of nature; it
chooses to act from moral law just as a non-aut@usmwill chooses to act from
inclination. The former acts on laws whereas thtedaacts on inclinations, but both
parties act within the realm of natural space.amhmot be said that laws come from
outside the kingdom of nature while inclinationsnefrom within: They can argue that
both laws and inclinations are given by nature bedce we must accept that nature is
the source of the categorical imperative.

This argument seems to be quite strong. Howevawnsider it to be deficient in the
sense that it defines nature as a supreme eritigyGiod. Since Kant does not think
nature to be of this kind, this argument does ratrhKant’'s moral theory. Nature
cannot give a basis for determining moral laws #edefore it cannot be the source of
the categorical imperative. Even if it is true tmational agents belong to nature, it
cannot be said that nature is the source of mgrhkcause the process of how the
categorical imperative takes place does not givanysclue of nature’s involvement in
producing the categorical imperative. We have dyekarned that the categorical
imperative comes from humaeasonwithout any connection to objects of nature. So

like God, nature cannot be considered a sourdeeotategorical imperative.

Is Reason a Source?

It is widely believed by Kant and the Kantians @by anti-Kantians) that the principle
of the categorical imperative comes from inside tagonal will in terms of a self-
imposed moral law? Kant claims that ‘all moral concepts have theiatsand origin
entirely a priori in reason”® This is true not only about speculative reason disio
about ordinary human reason. | agree with Kant teasonis the source of all moral
concepts including the categorical imperative. hratsense is reason the source?
Based on Kant's interpretation, the categorical émative does not seem to be a
direct law the subject (rational will or reasonyeag to itself. If this is the case, the

following may then be asked: Why does the ratiamdlcommand itself? Why is there

8 Both the Kantians and the anti-Kantians acceptréssonis the source of the categorical imperative;
however they accept reason as a source of thecoratalgimperative for two opposite purposes. The
former accept it to defend Kant's standard deowfiold ethics while the latter accept it to criteiKant’s
ethical theory.

9« .daR alle sittliche Begriffe véllig a priori inedt Vernunft ihren Sitz und Ursprung haben und diese
zwar in der gemeinsten Menschenvernunft eben squashter im hdchsten Mal3e speculativen.” Kant, 1.,
GMS AA 04:411.

125



a need for it (reason) to give its own laws tolis®oes it all not look awkward? If we
seriously scrutinize the three formulations of tagegorical imperative, we see without
any doubt that the categorical imperative is somgtimore than a law. But what is that
somethingn the categorical imperative? | will answer thisestion in the next section.
Here | would like to propose that although reassrthe source of the categorical
imperative neither Kant nor the Kantians have cocivigly explained the reason for

why reasonis the source and in what sense it is the source.

Is the Categorical Imperative a Causal Relation?

In Groundwork Kant makes two similar claims. On the one harel,ctaims that
autonomy of the will is the supreme principle of rality, while on the other hand he
claims that this supreme principle is the categbiimperative. However, Kant does not
distinctly clarify the relationship of the categmi imperative to autonomy of the will.
Some of what has been said prompts the idea thatategorical imperative is possibly
a causal relation between different activitiesezfson. The principle of autonomy, as we
saw in the previous chapter, is related to freedbmie will by which the will chooses
that maxim which it can comprehend as universal [Bince the will is the capacity of
acting from principle, one can simply ask the falilog: How does this capacity turn
into action? InKpR, | find two patterns or orders of a causal relatibat can be

explained as a function of the categorical impeeati hey go as follows:

i. Practical Reason> Conscious of Laws> The Will - Actions
ii. Laws— Maxims— Test of Maxims— Actions

Human reason with sound moral understanding follthese two patterns when
determining the categorical imperative as its cewfaction. The parts of each pattern
are causally connected: There is nothing outsideuofan reason that commands it to
performx ory; rather human reason itself possesses thesernza#ted always acts from
them. To become moral, an action should go throingise patterns. It can then be
asked: How do these patterns work? It is not cleakKant’'s moral theory whether
practical reason or objective (divine) laws are sloerce of moral action. If practical
reason is the source, then it first creates sonmeglinlaws to guide all its actions before
performing them. In this case, maxims, laws, cansziess of laws and the will are

causal parts of its final decision on a coursectiba.
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On the other hand, if objective laws are the sowfcenoral action, then practical
reason of rational beings can be said to be actugyto a causal push of those laws.
However, in either case, whether practical reasarbfective laws determine the course
of moral action, both patterns seem to be caugahdiucausal in the normative sense of
cause and effect; both patterns are causal inghgsesthat they are interconnected and
interdependent. If they are really necessary paftsKkant's formulation of the
categorical imperative, the categorical imperatiga be said to be a causal relafidt.
the will is not involved and maxims are not guidsdiaws, the categorical imperative is
not possible: Since maxims are the subjective jpies of human reason and only some
of them are qualified to become laws, and sinceatioaws can be said to be moral
laws, the categorical imperative must have a gbadtern. And since a pattern forms a
causal chain, Kant’s categorical imperative mustdmgsidered to be of the same nature.
In Kant’'s own words—

When the maxim according to which | intend to gtestimony is tested by practical
reason, | always inquire into what it would betifwiere to hold as a universal law of
nature. It is obvious that, in this way of lookirg it, it would oblige everyone to
truthfulness. [...]. Through reason we are conscafus law to which all our maxims are

subject as though through our will a natural ordest arisé’

Kant insists on the purity of practical reason agg the only determining grounds
for moral law, which is ‘ana priori principle that originates in our free reaséh’.
However, the manner in which determination of mdaal takes place in free reason
cannot be explained without considering a caustépa though the pattern does not
assign any conditionality to moral law.

When Kant distinguishes between the domains ofreand the will, he accepts in

some sense the causal role of determining groutesargues that there are only two

8 Korsgaard observes this in a different way. Acomgdo her, “To act is to constitute yourself as th
cause of an end. The hypothetical imperative pitkshecausepart of that formulation: by following the
hypothetical imperative, you make yourself tause [...], the categorical imperative picks out another
part of that formulation—that the causey@irself By following the categorical imperative, you make
yourselfthe cause.” Korsgaard (2009). p. 72.

81 “Wenn die Maxime, nach der ich ein ZeugniR abzetegesonnen bin, durch die praktische Vernunft
gepruft wird, so sehe ich immer darnach, wie sie sgirde, wenn sie als allgemeines Naturgesetzgolt
Es ist offenbar, in dieser Art wiirde es jedermamn\Wahrhaftigkeit ndthigen. [...]. Gleichwohl sindrwi
uns durch die Vernunft eines Gesetzes bewul3t, werictals ob durch unseren Willen zugleich eine
Naturordnung entspringen mii3te, alle unsere Maxiome@rworfen sind.” Kant, IKpV, AA 05:44.

82 Rawls (2000). p. 147.
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options: Either the laws of a system of nature mieitge the will or it is the will that
determines the laws of a system of nature. In tienér, objects of nature must be
accepted as causing factors of conception, whitériakénes the will, whereas in latter,
it is just the opposite, or to say that the willshbe accepted as the causing factor of the
objects of nature. Kant seems to be acceptingdttericase when he claims that ‘the
causality of objects has its determining groundelgadn the pure faculty of reason,
which therefore may be called pure practical rea8bn

Indeed, Kant tries to answer two questions: (a) Kaw pure reason know objects in
causation, and (b) how can pure reason providetdigtermining grounds for the will?
According to Kant, the second question is to askvitat way practical reason can
determine its maxims. Are the determining grounaseld on empirical conception or is
practical reason practical in terms of being a tdva possible order of nature which is
empirically unknowable®* Kant asks: ‘Is the determining ground empirical,i®it a
concept of pure reason (a concept of its lawfulnesgeneral)? And how can it be the
latter?®°

Kant's own answer to these questions is unclearhibself seems to be wondering
where to locate the ‘practical’ nature of reason éime grounds on which practical

reason can determine its capacity—the will. Herghat Kant says—

The decision as to whether the causality of the wilsufficient to the reality of the
objects is left up to the theoretical principles m#ason, involving as it does an
investigation of the possibility of volition, thatuition of which is of no importance in
the practical problem. The only concern here ihite determination of the will and
with the determining ground of its maxims as a frééand not with its result. For if the
will be only in accord with the law of pure reastime will's power in execution may be
what it may; and a system of nature may or mayaothally arise according to these
maxims of the legislation of a possible nature (This Critique concerns itself only with

whether and how reason can be practical, i.e.,ihoan directly determine the wif.

8 «[D]aR die Causalitat desselben ihren Bestimmungsg lediglich in reinem Vernunftvermégen liegen

hat, welches deshalb auch eine reine praktischewiéirgenannt werden kann.” Kant, KpV, AA 05:44.

8 «“/0]b auch reine Vernunft praktisch und ein Gesaitzer méglichen, gar nicht empirisch erkennbaren
Naturordnung sein wirdelbid, AA 05:45.

8 “Denn es kommt nur auf den Bestimmungsgrund deéMin den Maximen desselben an, ob jener
empirisch, oder ein Begriff der reinen Vernunft fvder GesetzmaRigkeit derselben Uberhaupt) sei, und
wie er letzteres sein konndlid.

8 «Ob die Causalitait des Willens zur Wirklichkeit rd©bjecte zulange, oder nicht, bleibt den
theoretischen Principien der Vernunft zu beurtimeilberlassen, als Untersuchung der Mdglichkeit der
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If we give attention to Kant’s interpretation oktlwill as a capacity of human reason
and think about the possibility of how the will cha determined, we can certainly come
to a causal order which Kant would find quite diffit to accept: If he accepts the
categorical imperative as a casual relation inaeasethical decision making process,
his moral theory would be more acclaimed. | pergm not understand why he fails
to discuss this dimension of causality in the catiegl imperative.

The whole procedure of decision making is basedthen simple fact that pure
speculative reason first gives laws to itself, thkase laws give commands to pure
practical reason to determine its course of act®ince the will is the capacity of pure
practical reason, it causes in its bearer a sfabeiag conscious of those laws; however
mere consciousness of those laws is not enoughwilhenust also causally push its
bearer to follow those laws as determining groufatsits course of action. If the
rational agent performs an action according to pincecess, his action has moral worth;
otherwise it does not.

If it is true that the three laws of speculativasen known as the laws (formulations)
of the categorical imperative push the will of pymeactical reason to determine its
course of action with the help of other causaldextike freedom and autonomy of
reason, we can come to the conclusion that theyakreausally linked. Speculative
reason seems to be tliest cause or source that produces moral laws which are
imperative to practical reason. The categoricaldrapive cannot escape being a causal
relation of the whole procedure. In our close sogyubf the three formulations of the
categorical imperative, we can see how speculagason, practical reason, the will,
universal law as standard, consciousness of thosemsal laws, and the autonomous
state of united reason are interlinked or causallglved, though not in the cause-effect
form.

My personal point of view is that the categoricaperative is not a principle caused
by a single part or element of human reason; ratheran output of a complex pattern

in which both the speculative and practical pafftgeason, will as its capacity, its

Objecte des Wollens, deren Anschauung also in dektipchen Aufgabe gar kein Moment derselben
ausmacht. Nur auf die Willensbestimmung und dertiB@sungsgrund der Maxime desselben als eines
freien Willens kommt es hier an, nicht auf den Eyfdenn wenn der Wille nur fur die reine Vernunft
gesetzmalig ist, so mag es mit dem Vermégen desseitder Ausfuhrung stehen, wie es wolle, es mag
nach diesen Maximen der Gesetzgebung einer mogliblaur eine solche wirklich daraus entspringen,
oder nicht, darum bekiimmert sich die Kritik, dieuddersucht, ob und wie reine Vernunft praktisch, d
unmittelbar willenbestimmend, sein kénne, gar nfchitid, AA 05:45-46.
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autonomy as a necessary condition, and all otletorathat help reason to be conscious
of its nature in every moment of time are causaiiyolved. Only in this process is the
will good and is it capable of acting from its oVamvs.

In a hypothetical imperative, for example ‘if yoamt x, you do or ought to dg, it
is clear that the grounds for doig@re somehow causally connected witim the sense
that the doer knows thgtwill producex. Herex andy are related as ends and means. In
contrast, in a categorical imperative, for examgtey, or you ought to d¢’, this is not
the case since there is r@r z as an end to whichis connected. However, if we look
at the first formulation of the categorical impérat it is clear that there is causality
involved. We can sum up the first formulation imnte of causality as ‘perform as if
the maxims of your action were to become through your willraversal law of nature
(end’. In other words, moral agents should act fronesth maxims which can be
converted into universal law. The universalizapibf moral laws or the moral worth of
y can be explained in terms of its (causal) conoactiith x. However, the causality
involved in the categorical imperative is not likke causality involved in the
hypothetical imperative because a categorical maddment cannot be turned into a

hypothetical judgment.

4.6 Problems with Kant's Moral Theory

| have repeatedly said that there are many probietfisKant’s moral theory. Most of
them have already been raised or pointed out iresmmtext. However, a few problems
need to be discussed a bit more because they wé&akdis moral theory. One of those
can be seen in his acceptance of the immortalityhef soul, and the other in the
existence of God as a postulate of morality. | demderstand why Kant presupposes
the immortality of the soul as a required conditionmorality. Is his acceptance a result
of his inclination towards Christian theology? Ifparson is really governed by pure
practical reason, why does Kant believe in theterise and immortality of the soul and
consider it to be a postulate of morality? If heegts the continuous existence of pure
practical reason, why does he use theological tékmsGod’, ‘immortality’, ‘soul’ and
‘holiness™?

Secondly, | do not see how the continuity of putacpcal reason or the soul is really
required for morality. Is ‘morality’ a matter of tgoorality or non-temporality? Why

should | need another life to be a perfect morahdand what certainty is there that
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people who cannot realize their moral nature inpgtesent life will ultimately realize it
in their future life? | don't think that such a ptgposition is really required for our
moral behavior. If a person really has pure prattieason, as Kant strongly seems to
believe, and knows what morality is, he does na&dn& decade or century to practice
moral law. | must say that | totally disagree wikant on this point because | think
morality is neither dependent on religion nor oe tthea of another world; rather it is a
matter of realization and practice by all ratiobalngs like us in the real world we are
living in. The idea of another world beyond the gilogl world seems to be highly
influenced by theological thought or it can be semna product of a wonderful
imagination. Therefore, | am of the opinion thatradiby should not be discussed in
reference to the idea of another world.

The problem related to the existence of God isegsiinilar to the problem related to
the idea of the immortality of the soul. Kant trigs attach the idea of God as a
necessary condition for morality for the same readltat he tries to attach the
immortality of the soul. There seems to be a cagty involved in Kant’'s position. On
the one hand, he claims that it is moral law teahe supreme principle of morality and
that the will of a moral agent is completely fradnile on the other hand he seems to be
claiming that the supreme principle of morality ssrow comes as a command from
God or the holy will of God. Kant would most defely not accept what | am saying,
but if we examine members of the intelligible wourdho all seem to be liberated or
enlightened or pure soul just like God, we can n@fey claim. Why Kant suddenly
becomes so religious and insists that moralitylheadrom the domain of pure practical
reason to the kingdom of God is baffling. Is theot¢ a confrontation betwedaith and
reason apparent in Kant’'s moral theory, particularly ims lassertion of God as a
postulate of morality?

Kant would like to establish a ‘morality’ that ip@licable to all and ‘the objectivity
of the moral law’. We see that moral law is nothatger than the pure functionality of
pure reason in practical affairs — it looks probdgimbecause Kant is trying to prove the
subjectivity of the will as objective. This is nptausible based on his theory since
subjectivityand objectivity are the terms used for opposite positions. Kaotdcbave
been right if he had assumed that the subjectofifyersonA is not different from that
of personB: He mistakenly assumes that what is subjectiasis objective. No doubt,
he is trying to establish a completely new forntalfjectivity’. Well, if he is right, he
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cannot avoid assuming a divine will or command tacl our individual subjectivity
belongs. From this perspective, his idea of freedbthe will or autonomy of the agent
does not sound good: The problem of determinisnassuming any divine will or
objective reality of morality arises. | do not kntmw Kant would resolve this problem.
The other problem can be explained as follows:dfagcept that Kant's moral theory
does not assume any situation or relation, it wéaelcompletely impossible in practice,
since no action can be thought outside of a cepaiticular situation. So in order to
think of a maxim, Kant must presuppose a situatorspace. It can then be asked:
Where is that space and is it empirical or non-eicgdl? Kant seems to be accepting
that there is only one moral space, i.e., theligtble world — there is no other space or
multiplicity of the intelligible world or moral sg&. This is one of the major problems
many anti-Kantians highlight in their criticism. iFme, it is quite plausible to think of a
multiplicity of moral space; however each spacelwaconsidered Kantian.
Furthermore, Kant seems to believe that to be humalways to participate in moral
actions — he seems to be claiming that his acooiumoral universalism does not mean
that morality has become merely a formal and procddexercise, since universality
rests on the foundation of a decisive ethics wigigles a command to perform a certain
kind of action without any kind of bargaining wishsituation or desire or goal. | doubt

if there is or can be an action independent ofteaon.

4.7 Summary

In this chapter, | have briefly examined Kant'siedlh theory in connection with his

epistemology and metaphysics, and pointed outkhat's moral universalism as based
on the categorical imperative is acceptable antigppealing; nevertheless his theory
is not free from conceptual problems. | have disedssome of those problems in
different sections, showing that the categoricglenative is nothing other than a causal
relation. | have claimed that Kant’'s two postulafeisGod and the immortality of soul)

are unimportant for morality, which is based onsma However, | have left some
problems undiscussed due to the limited scopeeoftiibsertation. | have also promised

to answer some relevant questions in the next ehapgo allow me to move on to that.

132



CHAPTER 5

Duty: A Moral Vocation of the Rational Will*

The world of the senses and belief in the realitshaf world

is produced in no other way than through the cotioepof a
moral world, even for the person who may never have
thought about his own moral vocation [...], or, if Blkeould
have thought about it, has not the least intentdfulfilling

it at any time in the indefinite future.

— Johann Gotthéthte

5.1 Introduction

Kant's account of ethical universalism in genenadl @f the categorical imperative in
particular are grounded mainly on three of his ppessitions: (1) all rational beings
including humans are free moral agents in virtuéhefr nature, (2) morality is a matter
of the intelligible world, members of which actancordance with the supreme principle
of moral law, determined by their autonomous walhd (3) moral laws are duties in
terms of their relation to agents’ rational nature.

Theoretically, these presuppositions seem to bepatible with Kant's moral
discourse in a noumenal or an ideal moral worldylwch all beings are presumed to be
rational and absolutely free in making their demisi and acting in accordance with
moral principles which they at the same time takeuhiversally valid without regard to
any subjective or objective inclination except thelination of self-determined will to
moral laws. Since we live in the phenomenal woridwhich agents have physical
bodies and they are bound to be in a complex cbawarious human relationships,
guestions of the practical implications of Kant'sonal theory arise: How can the

supreme principle of morality of the noumenal wdrkl practiced by rationally unequal

! | have borrowed the term ‘vocation’ from FichtedaWeber and used it as the categorical imperative o
‘moral calling’ of the will. | have found many ples in the firsCritique where the term ‘vocation’ is used
in relation to duty or command of the rational wiiough there may be some confusion over the Emgli
term ‘vocation’ with the German ternerufe (KpV, AA 05:78) andBestimmungln KpV (AA 05:122),
Kant's sentence ‘Der Satz von der moralischen Besting unserer Natur’ seems to support my
observation that ‘duty’ is a ‘moral vocation’. Bedq&976) has translated both termBerufe and
Bestimmung—as ‘vocation’. | thinlBestimmungs fit for vocation

2 Fichte (1800). p. 78.
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human beings in the world we live in? In what waytlhe categorical imperative
applicable to members of the physical world and/bat extent? How do we fill the gap
between theoretical and practical lives in the rhdmmain, between speculative and
practical reason in human agency, and betveg®hin-itselfas such anénd-in-itself in

situation X This chapter aims to propose a modified versfdfamt’s moral theory.

5.2 Three Proposalsto Kantian Ethics

Kantian ethics faces a number of criticisms foeéhreasons: (i) the existing duality of
noumenal and phenomenal worlds, (ii) the existinglity of pure and practical reason,
and (iii) his theological assumption of the existewf the soul and God as postulates. |
do not find any sound reason for accepting thes@gsitions as necessary for our
discussion of morality in the phenomenal world #merefore suggest avoiding them in
this particular discussion. The noumenal world rhayacceptable from the perspective
of spirituality, sainthood, enlightenment, theolpggnd religion: But it is of no
importance for moral purposes. How can the noumewald solve moral problems in
the phenomenal world? To solve the problems thaé lanerged in Kantian ethics, |

propose the following three changes be made tmbisl universalism:

The Phenomenal World: The Only World of Morality

| first propose to avoid entering the noumenal @arto our moral discussion. Kant
seems to claim that the categorical imperativeotsnecessary for morally pure beings
in an intelligible world; it is only necessary fttrose members of the intelligible world
who are imperfect in acting rationally due to thdesires, inclinations, feelings and
external affections. Based on those affectionsthgranternal and external causes, they
cannot act from their pure nature. Here Kant iohfisly right, but the following should
then be asked: What is the role of the noumenaldwvor making imperfect people
perfect and moral? The noumenal world is an idealdwvhere all beings act from their
pure nature. In reality, we do not find such a pwald of pure beings — it looks
mythical or philosophically constructed. In order free people from internal and
external causes, Kant seems to go beyond the pheraworld to construct or design
another world of pure reason: the noumenal wortte Tea of such a world does not
stand up to critique nor is it reasonable for mguadposes: Even if there were such a
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world, average people would either not belong tr ithey would not get help from the
so-called moral beings of that world.

The noumenal and phenomenal seem to be two ind#earides of our real world in
which when an agent acts from duty, he belongs¢ddarmer side; when he acts from
self-interest or the interests of others, he bedotugthe latter side. A person can and
does act phenomenally and noumenally in the realdw@/hen he acts phenomenally,
he acts as an ordinary being whereas when he agtaenally, he acts as a pure being.
Ordinary beings like us do not always act from @essand inclinations: Many of us act
from reasonin some moral situations, though it does not hapgery often. In other
words, there is no noumenal world beyond this wddery human being is rationally
capable of revealing his noumenal and phenomenatenan the real world, at least in
moral context.

Another reason for avoiding the noumenal world um moral discussions is that it
considers common human beings morally inferior.wi examine Kantian ethics
seriously, we must accept that the phenomenal werdth immoral world since no one
here acts from duty, i.e., from reason — theredsmorality here; it is only in the
noumenal world. Now if common human beings areriafeif they are immoral beings,
how can they reach the superior level? Kant cajusbify his position unless he accepts
that all normal human beings have equal rationgaciy or equal belief in this capacity
to make ethical decisions like that of the intellg beings of the noumenal world. Once
we accept the rational capacity of common humandseiwe need not go beyond the
phenomenal world. However, the only thing that barsaid is that very few of us do or
may act from that capacity. So what is left for K&to provide a way with which
every one of us may act from this capacity: It roayregular practice or self-awareness
or any other means of actualizing this capacity.

Moreover, talking about morality in the noumenalrldois an absurdity since if
everyone from that world is moral then there is question of discussing morality
among or for them. And if we do not consider thamlan beings of the phenomenal
world have the same rational capacity as ratioeaildgs of the noumenal world, then no
one, not even Kant can justify reason-based mygralthe higher order conduct because
then they cannot understand what morality and mpeafection are in the Kantian
sense. And that is why | propose to drop the canogthe noumenal world from the

discussion of morality.
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Pure and Practical: One Reasbn

We have already discussed that Kant's distinctibrreason into the pure and the
practical creates some conceptual problems. Kastakenly thinks that practical reason
gets commands from pure reason, which ascribes gaori laws. Where those laws
come from, and why practical reason always needsnamand from pure reason are
those problematic questions that cannot be answsatidfactorily. So my second
proposal is that rather than believing reason tofltevo kinds, we should see reason as
only agency with two inherent qualities or featurest is pure as well as practical.
Reason always asks itself to act from its own dasdemature with its two sides—pure
and practical—but due to the domination of inteemal external natural causes it often
fails to do so. However, its failure does not destmte its lack of capacity; rather it
demonstrates that either the internal and exteraates have dominated the rational
capacity or the agent is highly inclined to thoaases. This may happen due to a lack of
awareness or because the other causes are tog strtwecause we deliberately ignore
our reason — we experience this conflict betwesasonand desire in our everyday
lives. For example, we can question whether educasi reasonable or desirable. If we
take it as reasonable, we can see its universdicappn at every age and time. If we
take it as being merely desirable, illiteracy imsotribal communities can be justified if
their members do not desire to have an education.

In a (practical) situation, reason directs itselact from universal moral law just as
feelings or desires direct one to act from inter&hce people do not realize their
capacity of reason and rely more on interest, thesrlook or avoid those directives
given by their reason. Rational capacity is anriremoral force that pushes its bearer
to act from itself. But most of us avoid our ra@brcapacity when deciding our daily
course of action. For example, if we suddenly sekild drowning in the river, our first
thought is given by reason in the form of a monmah@ple: save the life whereupon

many other thoughts follow:

1. Save the life (of the child)
2. Save the child to get a rewand

3. Save the child to gain popularity

% Some may ask: Is it not that from which the stadsi@f morality come? My answer is that reasorifitse
gives objective moral laws in terms of their unsadizability and also practices them. So this doass
meaningless.
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4. Save the child because it is well-knoam

5. Save the child because of such and such...etc.

It is not important in which manner these thouglisie to the agent, what matters is
whether he does or does not act from the first ghguwhich comes directly from
reason: It is the first thought because all otheughts cannot come to the agent if the
first thought is not there save the lifeKant can certainly defend the first thought as
conforming to the categorical imperative in ternmisa@riori laws or laws produced by
reason since the first thought is unconditional fred from internal and external causes.
This is what Kant wants to establish in his notidrduty or moral laws. If an agent acts
from the first thought, it means he has followed heason, or we can say that if he
follows his reason, he will definitely act from tHest thought. But the reality is
different: We, as moral agents, do not act fromfost thought; we act from second or
third or fourth thoughts because we are used iaguot this manner. Can we justify our
‘used to’'moral attitude? My answer is negative: We canustify ourused toattitude
as right and as the true nature of rational belikgsus.

A very relevant question arises here: How shouldaetdrom reason? To answer this
guestion, we need to know our real nature, our @gapaour merits and demerits. We
need awareness andreoral world view, based on reason. It is quite possibkg the
way we act in the phenomenal world is not the rigay of acting: Kant’s main point is
that acting from reason is the right way becausenalie act from reason, our maxims
and actions gain universal appeal. What seems fardddematic in Kant's position is
that according to Kant, practical reason first getommand and then acts accordingly.
However, | propose the following: Reason is enotglirect itself to act in the sense
that the first phase of the acting process caraltete be connected to the pure side of
reason, and the second phase of the acting proxcéss practical side of reason. Reason
is one, not two: It autonomously thinks, evalusded determines its course of action.
All other thoughts, for instance in the above exkmpare caused either by natural
inclinations, self interest, ignorance, a lack apability, or abnormality.

Some may argue that reason cannot be located wiifsoattachment to a particular
inclination. They may also argue that it is notacleo them how reason gives the first
thought and how it moves itself to act in a pattcisituation. My response to these

arguments is that we are so stimulated by inteanal external causes that we fail to
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locate reason in its pure form. Again, our approachased on the mistaken idea that
reason is dependent on natural instinct. | wouke ko discuss the question of how

reason acts from itself in the next section.

The Categorical Imperative: A Moral Calling

In his moral universalism, Kant claims moralitylie a/the categorical imperative. Most
people may argue that they in their reason do motamnot experience any such
command or imperative to act from laws. The argunsequite strong in the context of
the existing duality of pure and practical rea€But if we can remove the duality, the
argument will become weak. To do so, my third psgbas to replace the Kantian term
‘imperative’ with the new term ‘calling’ and to ceider the categorical imperative as
the ‘moral calling of reason’Once we accept that there is only one reasorg tkeno
need to get a command from anything else. Onesoress in itself enough to carry out
its moral actions. The Kantian term ‘imperative’ rslative: It presupposes another
entity or source as a commander or imperative-gikerl proposed earlier, we need not
believe in another reason or source as a commaydenperative-giver. When we
accept that human reason in the real world hasdhacity to direct itself to perform an
action as according to moral law, terms like ‘imgiere’ and ‘command’ become
inappropriate.

We have seen that reason is the center of moralcgge Kant’'s moral philosophy.
Since humans are rational beings, meaning they tsdaculty of reason, they are
equal moral agents and hence are presumed to Ieveeia of the same objective moral
law. Why laws? Because laws defend the equal nsadlis of rational agents. There
seems to be a distinction between the domainsoofgtit and action in moral discourse,
but in reality there is not. If asked which partasf agent’s body is responsible for an
action performed by him, our fingers would pointhis head, more precisely his mind
indicating where his decisions originate from. Afteoking at things more closely, we
find that it is rational capacity or reason thatesponsible for the action because it is
believed that if there were no reason or rationllbehind the action, it would not have
been carried out. When Kant talks about freedomaantdnomy of reason, he probably
means the same thing as saying that moral ageribg iwill of human reason. Ordinary

people do not act in accordance with their willaTis why Kant seems to believe that
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they do not act from their reason and hence thepadaact morally — ordinary people
always act from inclinations and desires withouhgsheir rational will.

It could be accepted that reason is or should §goresible for determining a rational
course of action without any regard for its conseges: Only reason or the rational
will calls upon a person (its bearer with bodygtd. In the case of an action done from
a desire or an inclination, the moral agent, Aagatisfies his personal value-judgments,
but at the same time fails to satisfy value-judgtaetaken by his higher faculty —
reason. The agent, however, does not have an arguor why he has chosen value-
judgments based on desire over the value-judgmeitss rational will: The agent
simply cannot say that he didto achievey or z since the question regarding the value-
judgment of the will still remains unanswered.

There is a serious problem in accepting a relativend teleological kind of ethics:
The problem is that both relativistic and teleot@di ethics give priority to lower-
ordered decision making over higher-ordered decisi@aking (or to the second calling
over the first calling). If the agent says thatdiéx to fulfill his particular desire, say,
or his best friend’s desire, say he accepts that these desires are in principte no
condoned by his higher-ordered decision makinglfgcli this is so, Kant seems to be
absolutely right in claiming that actionis not the action oA’s own reason, but o&’s
desire. Some teleologists may respond to this aggihiat actiorx was finally endorsed
by A’s will. If they argue in that manner, they areimbtely accepting Kant's position
that it is the will that in the end determines arse of action. Indeed, they are justifying
Kant’s position and not their own. It is clear inmist example that the will has not
endorsed the action x or y simply because ratialaloes not endorse desires in moral
context.

| don’t find the teleologists’ position convincir their arguments strong enough
since it can still be asked why the will endorsedeaire instead of endorsing itself. In
fact, teleological ethics cannot give us a reashy avparticular desire must be fulfilled.
If an agent can prefer a desire over her will, velay she not do just the opposite, in
other words ask why can she not prefer the willrdwer desire? It can be observed that
the agent who acts from an inclination choosesadmeany objectives to be achieved —
it is an attitude of preference, or better, a chditat he makes between two desires.
What puzzles Kant and me is why the agent doeshmmise the will over a desire if he
really prefers a more noble preference or moralthvok particular action done from
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desire can be justified only by the result produbgdt but the result cannot justify the
moral worth of that action.

For example, a thief can fulfill his desire by diteg a bundle of notes from a bank.
He may feel happy about the money he has stolendititer the stolen money nor his
desire, which pushed him to steal money from th&kphas any moral worth. How can
we justify his action as moral? The thief himselblvs that stealing can be considered
good only in terms of the money as a means ofilfatli a desire; stealing is clearly not
good in terms of the goodness of his action. Yettthef ignores the goodness of an
action for the goodness of money and desire. lfjuwdge the act of stealing from the
Kantian perspective and consider money to be agrmaitcause and the desire to steal
that money an internal cause, we can see how Hegseious causes affect the goodness
of an action. And if we go much deeper into whahKia saying, we can believe with
certainty that the goodness of an action lies enghrity of the rational will or reason.
The purity of the will is not religious or theolagil; rather it is freedom of the will from
all causes, external and internal. In other wotldks,purity of the will is the state of its
freedom.

If we turn the same question of preference to Kewet,do have an answer, namely
that since the world of desires and objects dorasmauman will, which is the essence
of a rational being, the preference of the forntesudd not be justified over the latter.
Relativists may argue that the will is determined desire and objects and hence
morality must be grounded in the desires and iatilbms of the agent. | believe the
relativists’ position can be recognized as a predfoican position in moral
discussions: They seem to believe that desiresratidations determine the will just as
the ancient Greeks believed, before Copernicus,tilgasun moved around the earth. |
definitely give full credit to Kant’'s revolutionargnoral philosophy for bestowing us
with the moral truth ofwhat determineswhat in ethical decision making: He is
absolutely right in claiming that it is reason ahe will that determine our decisions
and courses of action.

But unlike Kant who definedluty as the categorical imperative, | prefer to define
duty in terms of a moral calling aocation A duty is a moral calling of the rational
will, which legislates, examines, and determinesetion for practice. After one’s will
calls for an action, one can listen or avoid itlircg. Agents, who hear moral callings of
their wills, should always act from laws that havaversal application. For example,
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‘respect elders’ is a moral calling of the will aitdchas universal application, not on
based on any hidden consequence, inclination, ¢ovaffection, but on its own moral
worth in terms of its universality. A calling tosmgect elders can be found in every
society, community, time and space. If we findilbetwhere elder people are not treated
from this moral calling, we cannot say that thdikglhas no universal application: We
can only say that the tribal people are incapalbleearing the moral calling of their
will, i.e., respect elders.

A calling is not like a command; rather it is a force thaghpes human agency, which
is presumed to lie imeason to have respect for laws and to act accordinghém.
Ordinary people act according to their desiresnalinations because those desires and
inclinations block the way of the moral calling force. If |1 hear the moral calling of
‘protection of life’, | will not commit suicide. $iilarly, if a person hears the moral
calling of his will to be truthful, he will alwayspeak the truth without regard to the
result his truthfulness may produce. The moralirmglbf ‘truthfulness’ has universal
application. Here, critics may argue that the maalling of truthfulness cannot be
universalized; they may argue as follows: Suppt®e golice was after a thief who
somehow managed to hide inside the house of leisdrivho is not a thief. If his friend
tells the police the truth, the thief will be catigind sent to jail. The friend could also be
punished, under certain laws, for being an accaragh the thief. In this case, critics
may argue that the moral calling of truthfulnessincd have universal application
because the situation requires telling a lie andtim® truth — they can argue that if the
friend tells a lie, the thief will be saved frometipolice and their friendship will be
strengthened.

But this argument can easily be defeated: Whernthte# hides inside his friend’s
house, he thinks that his friend will lie and sava from the police. The thief seems to
be following truthfulness within the relationshipp miendship and at the same time
following untruthfulness in action. This is, of asa, contradictory. If something is
based on truth, how can it survive on lies? Theftm the critic’'s argument tries to

universalize two contradictory callings of ‘truthfiess’ and ‘untruthfulness’. On the one

* Some may say that since Kant is famous for a aimilgument, in which the person sought by thecpoli
is not a thief, this particular argument seems yeguliar. | respond to them by saying that thesqelin
my example igeally ‘a thief and that my example is constructed diolygive an idea of how to evaluate
the universalizability of a particular kind of ceerof action such as ‘to be truthful'. | do notdithis
example peculiar because after all, | defend Kantisal universalism.
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hand, he universalizes truthfulness in friendshifplevon the other hand he universalizes
a maxim to lie, making the argument unacceptabllewAme to elaborate.

Suppose the friend tells a lie and saves the tmedoing so, he tries to universalize
the maxim of ‘untruthfulness’ to the police. Thelipe will retreat accepting that the
friend is telling the truth. Suppose the policeoal®llow the same maxim of
untruthfulness and do not believe the friend’s worthe police will definitely search
for the thief inside the house. As a result, theftill be caught and sent to jail. So the
maxim of untruthfulness cannot save the thief uralgy circumstances. Whether the
thief universalizes truthfulness or untruthfulnedg® police will still catch him: The
result cannot determine which action is better. Waa determine an action as morally
good or bad is the action itself. Further, | bediethat we will all accept that the
universalizability of truthfulness has true morair over the universalizability of a lie.

Thus, the Kantian form of ethics or reason-basedahty is universally appealing.
And that is what | defend in terms of moral callimging a force of human reason. | find

prima facieno counter argument against my position.

5.3 An Interpretation of Duty AsaMoral Calling

The principle of the categorical imperative carfliaened somehow afo x only if your
rational will commands you tdNow rephrase that command witho x if there is a
rational calling forx. Thecalling by the will is not a desire or want or an inclioat
rather it is a moral force of reason that pushes dgent to dox becausex is
universalizable. The calling as the highest mavedd is not directly a duty; it is a force
that decidex to be duty. However, it can also be said in thatiéa sense that acting
from that force is our duty or the categorical imgieve. If an agent always acts from the
moral force of his reason, all his actions will bleuniversal application. Here is an
example:

Suppose is a duty ofy who is the mother db and at the same time the wife ©f
The question here is: ¥sa duty ofy towardsb or c? If we judge actiox and consider it
to be a duty ol from the principle of the categorical imperativee must prove that

satisfies the following three conditions—

1. xis a duty according to a maxim thatt the same time wills that it is capable of

becoming a universal laMifst formulation hereafter FB
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2. xis aduty ofy if and only ify treatsb or ¢ in her actiorx only as an end (RF
3. Xxis a duty ofy only because is a rational being who through his maxim belotws

a universal kingdom of ends (BF

Now take Fk and apply it in a situation wherey is a mother and a wife. If we
follow FF;, we must say that is a duty ofy towardsb andc without any exception. It
implies thatx is applicable td in the same manner as it is applicable smd that there
is no relational difference betwegno b andy to ¢ as far as actior is concernedy
should treat her son the same as she treats hearmisvhich means that morality, or
more preciselyxX as duty’, is independent of the human relationstip can prove it to
be true after replacingk with the maxim ‘treat everyone politely’ or ‘do yo
schoolwork’. In other words, ‘treating everyoneluding b andc politely’ is a duty ofy
and also of other persons since the maxim is usahgable without regard to human
relationships and inclinational attachments. It daen be asked: What happens if we
replacex with other maxims like ‘feeding or providing fodd the hungry’, ‘taking care
of a patient’, and so on? | will try to answer thjgestion a bit later. For now, let me
examine whethex does or does not satisfy the other two conditioinge categorical
imperative.

According to FFE, there could be two possibilities: Eithgishould treab andc as
ends based on relations such as ‘mother—son’ amdbdnd-wife’ or as ends
independent of the relationship, i.e., as morahdpi In the first possibility, iy treatsb
only as a son, she must tr&afs a son too becausdas also a son of someone. This
looks really problematic sincg cannot treat as a song is her husband. Since Kant
seems to be explaining morality without bringinghaman relationships, there is no
guestion of treating people as sons or husbandeawhers. And that is the major
problem in Kant’'s account of morality because hisoant overlooks the chain of
human relationships in the phenomenal world anccéienbecomes impractical. But
let's look at the second possibility: Of coussean treat botl andc as dignified moral
beings as moral agents (doers) and also as maigienets without regard to personal
inclinations and relatiors.

® | propose that we as rational beings are not ambyal agentsbut alsomoral recipients As a moral
recipient one expects a kind of duty from moralrdagenho are in a given situation doers or moral
performers. On the other hand, when one acts asral ragent one fulfills or should fulfill the moral
expectations of moral recipients. Since moral agan¢ in turn botldoersandrecipientsthey know or
should know what their duties are in a given sitratTo avoid conflict between different notionsduity,

143



If y satisfies two conditions kRand FF; of the categorical imperative, the third will
automatically be satisfied. In other words, it d@said that those whose maxims are
universalizable and those who act in accordanck thibse maxims treat everyone as
ends and will therefore belong to the kingdom adsrThe kingdom of ends is Kant's
intelligible world to which all rational beings shid belong® He seems to think that all
members of the kingdom of ends are intelligibleaiional beings. | put forward that a
kingdom of that kind should not be somewhere ekstier it should be in the real world
so that all non-intelligible beings can follow thath towards it. It would be better to say
that Kant wants to see every human being as a nreaibéhe kingdom of morals’
instead of saying ‘the kingdom of ends’.

We must accept that maxims based on human relai@nsither outside of the moral
domain or they are situational. If Kant thinks tttegse kinds of maxims have nothing to
do with morality, he is certainly wrong and | wowdy that his notion of morality is
defective both from a speculative and practicakpective. The defect is that if his
‘practical reason’ is not practical from the comnperspective and that if the notion of
morality does not include such types of human astithen Kant’'s whole discussion of
morality is only an intellectual exercise and hassignificance for humanity since it
excludes ordinary human beings from the realm ofality. If he agrees that the
categorical imperative is also applicable to thesims, there is no doubt that his
moral theory is practically situational when apglte the real world, but that situation is
not based on subjective arbitrariness; rather lilaised on objective moral laws that are
competent enough to be universalized. Such lawsdoom the moral force of reason.
In this sense the following two maxims are quatifi® be moral duties and can be
justified by the Kantian notion of the categoricaperative in all similar situations—

1. Feeding or providing food to the hungry {M
2. Taking care of patients (1

we must search for objective moral principles; | quite convinced that Kant's notion dfity and his
criterion for searching for universal moral prirleip in terms of ‘what one cannot expect of oneself
should also not apply to others’ provide a stromgnflation for what it is to have a moral duty igieen
situation that is acceptable to both moral agent$ moral recipients. More precisely, a moral agent
should examine a moral situation both from the pectives of being a doer and recipient before gatin
determining his/her course of action. That is ttay whrough which we can evaluate whether a pasticul
action is moral and whether that action is univiezahle.

® This is not to say that rational beings have toie@ something that does not belong to them. What
mean is that rational beings belong to the kingaddrends metaphysically, but they do not belongtto i
morally since they haven't realized their very mataf being a part of the kingdom of ends and afdpa
member of the intelligible world.

144



The two maxims (M and M) are applicable to all moral agents (doers and
recipients) in all situations and become moral etutiThey are of universal application
not based on any subjective motive of the agerdgngr objective result that they may
produce, but because they are unconditional callofghe rational will of the rational
agent to act according to them as duties: Theyaties ofy not because they fulfill any
personal or relational demandsypfout because they belong to a particular situation
whichy is the agent. In the case ofiMt isy's moral duty to feed a hungry child living
on the street the same as she feeds her own diitdlving a maxim that all moral
recipients expect the same moral duty from the tagegardless their relation to the
agent except the doer-recipient relationship betvibem. It is a categorical imperative
or a situational imperative of a rationally-willeyent to feed or provide food to a
hungry person whosoever he or she is if she casoddf y feeds her own child and
ignores the child living on the street, the acfesdding is not moral since she violates
FF, of the categorical imperative. Nor is it moralstie feeds a child with any result-
based motive, for example, to gain affection frdva ¢thild. Similarly, in the case of M
all men and women as rational agents includighould take care of patients not
because they are relationally tied to them or teeha better reputation or fame or
money, but because ‘taking care of a patient’ ¢aling of the rational will that can be
universalized: It is the moral force of the willlbe realized as duty.

Some people, mainly consequentialists, may argat ttlte two maxims—Mand
M—are empirical and therefore neither of them istkéa. They may argue that the
idea that ‘feeding the hungry is a duty’ is basadcempirical results and that they cannot
find a person who would feed a child without someotiue,; similarly the
consequentialists might claim that we treat pasiemth care because we want to help
them which is based on historical facts or on gunEathetic motives that are relative to
one’s culture and civilization.

However, these arguments are not convincing: the taaxims look empirical
because we are in the habit of examining our astianthis way. If we judged them
from a non-empirical perspective, there would netaby problem of motive, culture or
civilization. These arguments, in a way, try totijysthat the cultural or historical
identity of a person is more and above his ratiodhtity. If that is the case, we have

no right to condemn the Islamic veil custom. Once waccept that culture and
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civilization are only relatively true, we can bettenderstand what | am saying with my
argument.

In the case of feeding, there is no category ofghypeople as moral recipients and
also no motive: A moral agent in a situation whieeéshe has to make a choice between
whether to feed a hungry person or whether to grtom/her should determine his
course of action after imagining himself in the gelaof the hungry person and the
hungry person in his place: What would he expeatnfithe agent in the situation of
being hungry? Would he not (the agent who is exglace of the hungry person) expect
the same course of actiorfeed the hungry (as a dutpfrom the agent (the hungry
person who is in the place of the real agent)? artwver, of course, is yes: Any moral
recipient would expect the same fulfillment of détym another fellow moral agent. If
this is the case, then feeding a child on the stseeur duty regardless of our personal
connection with that child.

Kant’'s moral theory says the same thing, namely ¢hanoral being always acts
rationally because his personhootkasor) commands him/her to do so. Since
rationality is equally distributed amongst all human beingtemms of their personhood
and not in terms of their actual physical capaditgy are all supposed to follow their
very nature. My proposal to consider ourselves nasral recipients aids us in
determining our course of action as universalizable

Similarly, we should take care of patients not lseaof our motive to help but
because treating a patient is a moral vocatiom@ftational will. It may be the case that
a patient dies even after our care, but this doéslisprove that taking care of people as
members of humanity is an imperative — it wouldrblative only if | said that we
should take care of patients and not others: Thait what | mean at all. Rather my
point is that taking care of people is a maxim tteat be universalized. It is given by our
own will as acall that we are believed to hear — or at least we btamlmnear. In the
Weberian manner, | can paraphrase my argumentntithing is morally valuable to
human beings, as rational beings, if they cannotaath reason

"It is our moral obligation to provide food to hupgeople, regardless of who they are. As | sail ane
not only moral agents, but also moral recipients] e should determine our course of action froen th
two perspectives of beingdoer and also of being gecipient If a person can feed the hungry child, he
should do that because taking care of a hungryopefthe child in the example) is like taking cafe o
patients, which can of course be universalizedeBam this, we are obligated to provide food to enor
than 1.02 billion hungry people around the glokee EA0O Report 2009.
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My answer to possible objections from the relatsvis that in all similar situations,
the choice is between acting from a conditional emafive and acting from an
unconditional (categorical) imperative — it is upthe will of an individual to make a
choice between the two. If the will acts categdlycat confers morality and the dignity
of man. If it acts conditionally, it satisfies patts and structures of society. It is true
that an individual who is passionate about actlmsed on a culture or tradition finds it
challenging to act categorically due to increadifficulties in liberating himself from
his attachment to internal and external causas.dtso true that at some point in time,
his rational will criticizes his own actions andeso’t endorse them for practice. This
proves that the will always favors the duty of segkruth and acting according to it to
give ultimate meaning to its own actions. Figuralyy we can say that the will directs
itself and creates a sense of duty and respedafes and in so doing conscientiously

avoids its desires and self-interest.

5.4 Human Universalism As a Postulate

Although Kant's moral theory suffers from severanceptual problems related to
theory and practice, there is something of greai@ral significance that can be used as
a base for a modified version of moral universaliins the idea ohuman universalism
(HU) as a postulate of morality. As a postulatés ibasically anchored in Kant’s notion
of personhood and the universality of moral actidriee idea is not procedural; it is not
merely a moral concept to satisfy one’s speculateason or any divine command.
Rather it is a basis for exercising one’s rationdll in the so-called phenomenal world
in the same manner the will is believed to acthe moumenal world without regard to
the faculty of desire or feeling of pleasure ansptiasure. It provides a moral theory
which is applicable to all human beings who haveatéonal capacity for categorical
decision making and assumes actions of a certaith & unconditioned duties even if
they look conditioned. With this conception, | lgidown the Kantian morality of the
noumenal world to the phenomenal world: | bring #&ntian notion of ‘universal
kingdom of ends’ or ‘humanity as an end’ from théelligible world to the surface in

order to develop a stronger notion of moral uniakssn, making some modifications to
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Kant's theory in certain respe&dhe following lines by Kant reflect the idea ofrhan

universalism that | am seriously talking about—

The idea of personality awakens respect; it pldefere our eyes the sublimity of our
own nature (in its [higher] vocation), while it sk® us at the same time the suitability of
our conduct to it, thus striking down our self-ceitcThis is naturally and easily observed

by the most common human reason.

At the beginning | mentioned that Kant's moral theds based on an internal
presupposition of human universalism, though hesdo# say anything about it. He
presupposes that what is true for an individual &irbeing is also true for all humans
and what is true for all humans is also true foiratividual. If this is not the case, no
maxim can be universalized as moral law. For te&sson, Kant develops his moral
theory on that presupposition and assumes that vemerndividual rational being
realizes his own autonomous will, it also at thenedime realizes the autonomous will
of all other rational beings, and when it realiles will of all other rational beings, it
will only choose a maxim in a moral domain that tenuniversalized from the will of
all. That is the inherent nature of the human anmtl what Kant wants to establish in his
notion of practical reason under the autonomy efwhll: to give the world a moral
meaning by connecting all its members with the gatieal imperative as the supreme
principle of morality.

One can mistakenly understand that the universagdam of ends is an end for
which the categorical imperative is a means, bat th not the case. There is no end-
means duality in Kant’s moral theory since whatesgyp to us as means is the end itself:
When one follows the categorical imperative, heoaudtically belongs to the universal
kingdom for which he does not need any means; rdtheneeds to realize his own

nature of being an autonomous agent. The goodowiitee will is self-enlightening or

8 Some people may think that no attempt will sucdeegducing Kant’s moral theory to a concrete leve
because such an attempt would lose the Kantiait.dpdio not agree with them because | think thaths

an idea is based only on Kant's speculative reaswhnot on his practical reason, inherent in human
nature.

° “Diese Achtung erweckende Idee der Persénlichkegiche uns die Erhabenheit unserer Natur (ihrer
Bestimmung nach) vor Augen stellt, indem sie unglaah den Mangel der Angemessenheit unseres
Verhaltens in Ansehung derselben bemerken latdawdirch den Eigendiinkel niederschlagt, ist selbst
der gemeinsten Menschenvernunft natiirlich und tdaemerklich.” Kant, IKpV, AA 05:87.
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self-realizing when acting morally. In other wordfsthere is anyend-in-itselfin the
moral domain, it is thautonomous wilbf reason that acts from its own laws.

Human universalism is not a theological or religiatoncept; rather it is a purely
moral concept. Theological and religious univessaliare impossible unless and until
we believe in a moral concept of human universalisSthe concept of human
universalism presupposes that all human beingsgeio the kingdom of ends. Due to
their ignorance brought in by internal and exteaalses, they find it difficult to realize
their nature and membership — they do not reahaé morality is a matter of both the
noumenal world and the phenomenal world. The oiffgrénce is that all members of
the noumenal world have either realized or areziegl that the essence of morality or
the categorical imperative is inherent in everyivigial will as a moral vocation or
calling. In contrast, members of the phenomenaldMoave not yet reached that level.

Acting from duty is a vocation of a rational wilhat every human being has, not
because of a divine or supersensible entity buaudmez of the inherent rational capacity
as its essence. A vocation of this kind does nesygpose that morality is merely a
matter of the intelligible world; rather it presugges that all human beings possess an
equal potential of knowing and decision making utjfio only some of them realize their
rational potential. This potential can be realibgydan agent through the exercise of his
rational will in a practical domain. The will iskanding force of reason, and freedom,
autonomy, moral laws and the categorical imperagineein fact its (reason’s) integral
parts™® All these inherent properties can only be exprssea binding force.

My account of human universalism as a postulat@uty does not face the objection
that Kant’s moral theory does for making the exiseeof a soul and God postulates of
the categorical imperative. Once we free our thtaglelated to spirituality and
metaphysics, our ethics will be universalized. Waveh seen that Kant does not say
anything about one’s duty in a particular situatibte only says that a moral law is
one’s duty or obligation or the categorical impemataccording to which an action
should be judged by the will before being performdgdman universalism on the other
hand says thax is a duty for all in all similar situations onlyetause it is a duty

determined by the will. We can sum up this ideaygserformsx because she is called

1 Landshut once wrote, when discussing Weber's vigwscience as vocation, that ‘the human
significance of the scientific standpoint, in redat to the anarchy of all received ethical, poétjcor
philosophical postulates, lies precisely in its ptete freedom, which forces the understanding nind
maintain itself in a state of inner suspense a®ie.’ See Landshut, p. 105.
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by her will to do so oy’s will wants her to performx as a command in a given situation

r.

5.5 Ethical Decision-making

The central question of morality regarding a pevifie in a public world is as follows:
How should a man live in a public world that does affer him any binding criterion
for his own life? | argue that Kant gives suchrigedon in terms of ethical decision
making in a universal context. The criterion isgrded in autonomous reason, which
not only legislates but also acts from those mdealisions that come to it in the form of
moral laws. As a systematic theorist, Kant seemsetof the opinion that detachment
from the world of objects and desires is requiredrational understanding so that a
‘reflective judgement has the effect of producimgenlarged mentality’**

Those who understand the spirit of Kant's morabtigeknow that Kant in fact wants
to establish the universalizability of morality tive basis of universal human nature that
| briefly discussed under the idea of human unaiess1. He seems to be assuming that
if everyone realizes his own free will, autonomydaself-legislative nature then
everyone will be a member of the kingdom of endsbetter, everyone will be a
member of a kingdom of morals. The critics may &$bw does an agent realize that he
belongs to a kingdom of morals? Following Kant,duld say that it is one’s faculty of
decision-making that determines whether he doeslams not belong to a moral
kingdom — it can be determined by reason itself.

Reason is a self-sufficient faculty: It does nodesh@ny support from other sources. It
recognizes the moral space and acts from its galis a force. By ‘ethical decision
making’, | do not mean that reason makes ethicaisgs on the basis of outcome or
self-interest; rather | mean that it makes decsion the basis of laws that are either
universal or universalizable. The act of decisioaking is also based on reason’s
autonomy. So there is no question or confusion ris@son plays a mechanical role for
evaluating actions based on their results or pattero! Reason evaluates moral maxims
according to the universalizability of duty as #liog or command of its own.

Another crucial dimension—the epistemic dimensiai—how ethical decision
making takes place within an autonomous reasomowithegard to its connection to the

1 Lassman & Velody (1989). p. 172.
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physical world remains. | will leave that topic fother researchers in the hope that they
locate or fix some other properties in Kant’s mdhedory in order to strengthen the idea
of moral universalism so that the process of ethierision making byeason be

properly revealed.

5.6 Universal Attitude or Universal Moral Law?

The essence of Kant's account of the categoricpemative as the supreme principle of
morality is that all moral agents should act frdmait rational will so that they can at the
same time will their maxims to be universally valldere a question arises: Is Kant
talking about universal moral attitude or universabral law? The term ‘attitude’
literally implies a manner or disposition or origton of mind that comes into
expression through the action done by the agenthitnsense, Kant's saying that one
should ‘always act from the will seems to be a ah@ttitude that every rational agent
should follow in every given space. If the agens ki@s attitude and acts accordingly,
his actions have true moral worth.

When Kant talks about morality in an objective senéa priori laws, he seems to
believe that moral agents should always act from mmoral law—the categorical
imperative. The three formulations of the categirimperative are those moral laws
from which moral agents are presumed to act. Ia seinse, he seems to believe that
only those actions that are done from these thoemulations of the categorical
imperative have true moral worth.

For ordinary people like us, the two dimensionsiwihan actions—universal attitude
or universal moral law—are a bit confusing. We sawn that we are not in the position
to decide which to follow—the will or the laws. Wever, | do not think this is really a
problem for those who understand the essence ofidfamthics since whether the
agents act from the universal attitude of the willfrom universal moral laws, their
actions have true moral worth: Both ways of acthegeal the true nature of an
autonomous agent — they appear to be different ionperception. In reality, they are
the same because universal moral laws do not coone dutside of the rational will;
rather they come from the will itself. So the qumstof whether the agent acts from the

will or from moral laws is irrelevant: In eithersm the agent acts morally.
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5.7 Summary

This chapter gives three proposals to Kantian stimca modified version of moral

universalism defining duty as a moral calling oé ttational will in order to defend

Kant’s ethical spirit. The idea of duty as moralling is based on the rational capacity
of reason that can be defended in terms of a deciforce, based on human
universalism as a postulate of morality. Ethicatisien making is another dimension of
reason-based morality that | have briefly explained sufficient level. This chapter
reinforces my position that moral universalismti®isger than moral relativism in terms

of the Kantian account of duty.
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CHAPTER 6

Why Kantianism? A Concluding Remark

His (Kant's) writings on ethics are marked by an
unanswering commitment to human freedom, to theitglig
of man, and to the view that moral obligation deswneither
from God, nor from human authorities and commus)jtrer
from the preferences or desires of human agentsfrbm
reason.

—— Onora O'Neill

After the Kantian era of morality in the "i&entury, the world divided into two main
groups: the Universalists and the relativists. Tbeiversalists tried to establish
Kantianism while the relativists tried to criticite The former group defined ‘morality’
in terms ofobjective‘laws’, the latter group defined it in terms gbod ‘results’ or of
laws relative to a culture or society. Because Wmversalists emphasized the
importance of moral laws and overlooked the resniltactions in the real world, their
moral theory could not win the hearts of ordinaepple. In contrast, the relativists took
‘people’, not ‘principles’, into account when deafig morality. Because of their
everyday approach, the relativists founded a numbgr moral theories like
utilitarianism, consequentialism, individualism, nmmunitarianism, and pragmatism
etc., all connected to one another in some respetteach moral theory that belongs to
the relativists’ group is weak based on the faat tts determining ground is local, not
global or universal.

The Universalists or Kantians were seriously comeérwith the following question:
Why does the world needs a universal form of moyalirheir approach was different:
They tried to create a theory of morality that cbbke universalized and in so doing
overlooked other even more important aspects ofdmmterest, one of which is an
individual’'s rational capacity for ethical decisiomaking in the real world in harmony

with its preferences and relationships.

1 O'Neill (1991[1993)). p. 175
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The importance of human relationships can be olksemhen a person, who is at the
same time a father, brother, husband, friend,esitiand so forth, is asked to follow the
principle of thecategorical imperativeor duty for duty’s sakeThe Kantian notion of
‘duty’ seems to be empty if it is not linked to hamrelationships because a duty cannot
be said to be practical if there is no recipientitofThe hidden emptiness in Kant's
account of duty can easily be recognized by queistipwhat the content of duty is;
maxims or universal laws cannot be said to be tmenit of duty because they face the
same question. If | say that | will perform ddby duty’s sake, it is clear to me what
duty requires and what violates its requirementsvéver, it is uncleavhatexactly it is
that | should not violate. In order to avoid sucbljjems, | have presented a modified
version of Kantian ethics giving three proposalsitt@nd definingduty as amoral
calling or vocation

Now you are probably wondering about the answehéofollowing question: Why
do | defend Kant and Kantianism and in what formRev¥¢ should | begin? There are
many reasons for defending Kantianism, though iha$ possible to convince the
relativists in Kantian terms. So | will give a quigeneral but the most significant reason
for the justification of my defense. One can eveduaow my modified version of moral
universalism reflects the Kantian form of moralijowever, in some way, my position
may look similar to that of the relativists, butlypm its manifestation: The spirit of my
argument is purely Kantian and that is importannhioreaders.

We all know that moral universalism faces its bgjgechallenge from
multiculturalism, which claims to be the main defenof the rights and values of non-
Western cultures, and hence is believed to strosgihport moral relativism. But moral
relativism creates three serious problems: (1)aakens all ethical arguments against
cultural imperialism, (2) it divides people and isties by keeping them away from
moving outside their cultural and moral boundarges] (3) it provides no criterion for
making moral decisions in a strict sensenadrality and can justify any good or bad
action agnoral within a particular culture and society.

The second and third problems are more seriousubedhiey exacerbate other kinds
of problems like conflict, terrorism, and commuwiadlence and hence disturb the peace
and tolerance of the world. These two problems rbvestleared up if human society
really wants to realize a global world ase world of humanity and to connect one

culture to another in a fair and impartial manrére question is how we can set the
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world free from these major problems: How can weettgp, within us, a moral attitude
of cultural harmony for a better human society?

| am quite convinced that the philosophical notidrmoral universalism is the best
suited alternative for this humanitarian purpodeatlis the notion that demands cultural
unity and a common set of values and moral nornyorgk cultural boundaries and
individual ethics. It recognizes each and every culture asleg the moral domain as
universally required. In order to defend moral tiglam, some may argue that
multiculturalism is historically justified, whereasoral universalism is theoretically
designed. | wholeheartedly accept this argument defeat it by saying that
multiculturalism is based on historical facts thet contingent or subject to change, so
to speak; moral universalism however is based aressential nature of being rational
and moral which is not subject to change. The mplidity of cultural moral norms or
relative morality is visible because the philos@ahnotion of multiculturalism is rooted
in the very idea of the existence and growth ofotes customs and traditions in their
own cultural periphery without being disturbed bther cultures — it believes that
morality is relative to culture.

This belief is wrongly conceived in regard to theral spirit and reciprocity that can
be found in the various cultural, religious, andlggophical teachings of Jainism,
Buddhism, Hinduism, Christianity, Zoroastrianismprfucianism, and Sikhism, of
Mohammed, Gandhi, the Dalai Lama and many otherthi$ sense, the notion of moral
universalism is said to be rooted in human culhueseems to be unexplored due to the
lack of reciprocity between various cultures in adispects. The focus of moral
universalism is therefore not only to create ayunitcultures, but also to make people
realize their moral nature by exchanging valuesgatterns of life based on the popular
belief that a certain kind of human behavior isvensal.

My usage of the term ‘culture’ is not similar teethsage of the same term by moral
relativists: | use it in terms of a global morahsp that we can take as the kingdom of
morals or, in Kantian terminology, the kingdom afds, where everyone acts from
universal or common norms of morality without reydor any cultural boundaries or
conventionally conceived tradition. When | talk abthe unity of cultures, | mean only
morality as culture or moral culture: When everyawots from duty as the calling of
their rational will, their actions create a cultwfemorality. Nonetheless, whatever | say
here in plain language should not be taken as &igossimilar to that of moral
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relativism or Aristotelian virtue ethics - no! Mysgition is Kantian and | defend moral
universalism.

In the introduction to this dissertation | staté@tt moral relativism, supported by
moral multiculturalism, generally refers to a pbibphical account of cultural diversity
and its survival within a particular demographicritery. It holds that each culture,
without regard for its theory, practice or populgrshould survive without one specific
culture predominating and recognizes different idiess of various cultures,
communities and religions and advocates a societyudtiplicity. Compared to that,
moral universalism is a more advanced and progresphilosophical concept of
cultural unity and common moral value. It does motlermine the identities of various
cultures; rather it provides a larger moral spamethem to be mutually benefited.
Unfortunately, the core notion of moral universalisor the unity of cultures is
misunderstood by anti-universalists and multicalligsts because they unnecessarily fear
that universalism is an idea which has the powedewastate cultural diversity or at
least marginalize less popular cultures to a aegatent — but the truth is different.

The truth is that moral universalism is opposedhtwal relativism and in this regard
is more likely to maintain the global face of the world:i$ an account of universal
ethics for universal application or of similar aootability in similar situations
regardless of culture and creed; it is an expressia single path of unity and oneness
in the thoughts and actions of our multiculturatiety. Moreover, the account of
cultural unity based oonommon moralitys the soul of moral universalism. Therefore
the new form of cultural historicism and moral telesm, namely multiculturalism,
seems to be irrelevant for ethics: Once we recegard realize the essence of unity of
various cultures, the idea of localization will auiatically transform into universalism
in due course.

Moral relativism provides a kind of consolation those who are radical and
culturally confined and should therefore not beegithe privilege of ruling over ethical
decision making capacity. Taking human problems @&tcount, | must say that the
ethical exercise is the more effective path toyaitd harmony since the human mind-
set of value-perception is inherent in every celtand society.

There are three positions that we find in our discan on Kant’s account of
morality: standard, semi-standard, and anti-stahdar in a sensenon-standard
Although there is no written evidence for the thpasitions | talk about, the historical
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discussion on Kantian ethics reveal those thresiplespositions. In what form do |
defend Kantian moral universalism? | defend in seerse the standard position and in
another the semi-standard. Allow me to give a legflanation of these positions.

The standard position seems to accept Kant's etlsas was produced by Kant and
interpreted by the Neo-Kantians. It believes inicth universalism, based on
absolutism, and seems to claim that the practiggdgses of the empirical world are not
important for morality. What is important is thellaf rational beings without regard to
the real world. However, how to accommodate theé within the scope of practical
purpose seems to be an unanswered question.

The standard position cannot give a satisfactosyen to the question of why the
phenomenal world should be excluded from the sodpeorality: If morality is not for
this world, then why should the people of this widoke taught the lessons of morality
provided by another world for another world, moreqisely the lessons of morality
provided by the noumenal world to the phenomenaldy@and why should they worry
about their actions if they have nothing to do witis life? Therefore, the standard
position does not reflect the real scope of moralitif lessons of morality have any
significance, it must be in the real world. Sinbés tdimension of morality is not taken
seriously by the standard position, | do not conghjeaccept it; but because | have
extracted significant parts of morality from thearslard position, | also do not
completely reject it.

| accept that Kant’s account of reason is capabbeing practical in the phenomenal
world, but only if we can somehow connect itccmmmonsensmorality by correcting
his account: His account does not show any linkdmmonsense morality; therefore
many criticize Kant's moral theory as supererogatdrhe standard position can be
considered to be Kant's moral structuralism or inigllectual design of morality. |
defend the standard position of Kantian ethicsemms ofreasonas the source of
morality without any connection to internal andegrial causes or laws that cannot be
universalized in the moral domain. | also defencdhtt&amethodological approach to
ethical decision making in terms of its self-legigdn under the autonomy of the will.

The anti-standard position is held by both anti-#@rs and relativists. This position
denies Kant’s notion of morality both on the théiaad and practical level by arguing
that his theory is procedural and formal; theymlai has nothing to do with the moral
sense of ordinary people, their culture, traditiang history. | have already criticized
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this view and have given some arguments against ghsition. In sum, | strongly
criticize the anti-standard position because isft understand the essence of Kantian
moral universalism.

Those who support the anti-standard position inféen of moral relativism might
allow for the existence of slavery: One could argoat if the Greeks approved of
slavery, then slavery was good for them despiteeibg bad for the slaves since they
obviously did not approve of it. The same could daéd of despotism, oppression,
economic deprivation, caste discrimination, claserdnination, racial discrimination,
and so on. Moral or cultural relativism can eveadlgo fascism whereas Kantian
universalism can never lead to fascism but onlyattrue participatory democracy,
something which is much needed in today’s worlcené€, moral relativism, despite its
appearance of being progressive, is ultimately eggjve; and Kant's universalism
despite its appearance of being retrograde is lctilne progressive choice. And for
that reason, | defend moral universalism.

The semi-standard position accepts Kant's morariher a modified form. On the
basis of my explanation of Kantian morality in theevious chapter, | can say that |
defend the semi-standard position. This positioesdoot criticize Kant; rather it
corrects Kant and therefore making it a Kantiantpms It accepts his methodology and
approach on how to reach from a sensible objeet hon-sensible will; it accepts the
supremacy of human reason in ethical decision ngakiralso accepts that morality is a
matter of universality that is possible in a purebjective sense, which presupposes a
subjective but common notion of the will.

Benhabib raised a good point that answers the aragiestion of why we need a
universal form of morality: Because the univergatlit morality is an urgent necessity of
the world. She argues that the world is in needumderstanding ‘how claims to
universality can be reconciled with assertionsedigious and cultural difference; how
the unity of reason can be reconciled with the i of life-forms’? Her answer is
presented as followsMy agent-specific needs can serve as a justifici#tiopou only if

| presuppose thatour agent-specific needs can likewise serve as digagion for me

2 The basic idea that this passage reflects cameetérom Dr. Priyedarshi Jetli in an email discussim

the issue. | also presented a paper entitled ‘ldartiniversalism vs. Moral Relativism’ at the Depzent

of Philosophy, University of Calgary in 2008. Thaper defends the same idea of moral universalism
against moral relativism.

® Benhabib (2007). p. 9.
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And this means that you and | have recognized edllrs’ right to have right§.’
Rephrasing her words, | can say that my agent-Bpegiorality can serve as a
justification for others as moral beings only ipdesuppose that others’ agent-specific
morality can likewise serve as a justification foe as a moral being — and that means
that we have recognized each others’ morality asncon.

Universality is urgent for us to understand becaus@are members of a social world,
in which everyone for his or her part is a ‘doer’respect to his or her responsibilities
towards other members of the same social world. fawly evaluate those
responsibilities that are assigned to us as magahts, we must look towards our
reason not our desires and natural instincts, becaubeaun reason can fairly ascertain
the value of our moral actionk.is the human reason that has primacy over human
goals, making the goal-centric morality of Maclmtyand Taylor appear very weak.
How can one fulfill one’s natural command for end asgood by practicingduty as
conceived by Kant? Benhabib gives a solution diffiérfrom Kantianism: The form is
different because she explains ‘morality’ simul@mgy in two different contexts: the
political and theglobal® If she discussed ‘morality’ independently of theseo
contexts, she would be making a different claimbptdy closer to Kantianism.
However, she is after all a Universalist.

Thus to conclude this chapter as well this dissiertal would say that although
Kant's ethics has been criticized for its absoltaen of morality, the element of
universality we find in his writings is still sigigant. In its pure form, Kant’'s ethics is
without a doubt a form of moral structuralism: #esns to be impractical in the real
world. In order to show its practical dimension, nKka moral universalism needs
revision and a few theoretical changes. My hoplas my proposals will be taken as a
revision of the universalizability of the categaligmperative and of Kant’'s notion of

duty.

* |bid, p. 16.

5 One aspect about Kant that is generally overldageghe political implications of his view on athi |
would venture to say that there could have beernaaxMithout Hegel but there could not have been a
Marx without Kant. Similarly |1 would say that theowuld be a Sartre without Hegel but not a Sartre
without Kant. Since the categorical imperative usgby rational, it is said to be a capacity thatiéversal
and common to every human being: the ultimate &galh principle. Kant's epistemology is also
egalitarian because each human being has the sapeity to acquire knowledge. What are the
implications of this? One could be the call foriatism, which some have in fact deduced from Kant.
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APPENDIX |

Nishkama Karma and the Categorical Imperative:
A Philosophical Reflection on the Bhagavad-Gita

It is true that Kant has made us aware of the atisciund
unconditional nature of ethical imperatives. Yetading
Kant into Gita is [...] simplifying the matter too oiu

— Tara Chatterjéa

[. Introduction

The western philosophical tradition seems to hawe basic characteristics: First, it
prioritizes normative philosophy over practical lpeophy, and second, it believes that
philosophy and religion are two different disciglgy though many western
philosophers, ancient and modern, have discussetbspphical questions of
metaphysics and ethics from the religious perspecantian ethics is a good example
for demonstrating these characteristics: Kant's leshethical philosophy, which is
normative, is based on human reason, not on hueiamwon. However, the hidden fact
exists that his normative ethical rationalism corgaelements of Christian ethics, in
particular of pietism, his faitfg

In contrast, the eastern philosophical traditiohslimduism, Buddhism, Jainism and
Sikhism subscribe to the opposite view: They anghae normative nor do they take
philosophy as completely independent of religicather they believe that reason and
religion are two foundational pillars of philosopai meditation. They discuss
philosophy (larshand as a way of life. For these traditions, philosphnot a subject
of mental and academic exercise; rather it is aiglise with which one can develop
one’s capacity to realize one’s spiritual and mesdence. For this very reason, we do
not find a distinction between what is normatived amhat is practical in Indian

philosophical theories.

! Chatterjea (2002). p. 125.

2 Firestone & Jacobs (2008). § Some scholars maytisal the division | make between Indian
philosophical tradition and western philosophiceddition in relation to religion and theology is
inadequate. They may argue that it is too generdlcan be doubted to be true if we refer to thevéla
philosophy. My response to them is that no exceptiexample weakens my observation.
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Yet, despite this basic distinction between thdgsleiphical traditions of east and
west, they have many things in common. Many wespéitosophical theories carry a
close resemblance to those of the east. For examplean observe similarities between
classical Indian and classical Greek tradition he philosophies of Heraclitus and
Buddhism, and of Parmenides and Shankara; we cagmize similarity of thought in
British philosophers like David Hume and F. H. Beadwith that of Buddhism and
Shankaradvaita Vedanta, respectively; the philogoph German philosophers like
Schopenhauer closely resembles that of Vedic armd Wpanishadic philosophy
expounded by Shankara; and so forth. However, inasable that most of the
resemblances between these two traditions are ynaninetaphysical issues.

On morality, if there is a resemblance betweenethycal theory of Indian tradition
and western tradition, it is no doubt between thadavad-Gita'siishkama karmand
Kant’s categorical imperativeKant tried to find a way of formulating morality terms
of universal laws. To do so, he examined variousas of human actions, for example
actions done from desires, motives, obligationsdence, altruism, and so on. Finally
he found a universal moral lawuty for duty’s sake-popularly known as the principle
of the categorical imperative. His idea of the gatecal imperative is quite similar to
the idea ohishkama karmaexplicated by Lord Krsna, in the Bhagavad-Gita.

This appendix aims at providing some philosophiedllections on hownishkama
karmaand thecategorical imperativare of close conceptual resemblance regarding the
nature of manRurusg and his/her dutyk@rmag. Western readers of this thesis should
benefit by enhancing their ethical knowledge o$ thastern tradition. | mainly focus on
the philosophical and ethical aspects of the Gid avoid its theistic elements.
However, the Gita conception afshkama karmaannot be well understood without
properly grasping the implications of some of itthes terms likedharma and
svadharmaFor this very reason, | not only discuss the ephofnishkama karmabut

also ofdharmaandsvadharman detail in this Appendix.

Il. The Bhagavad-Gita: A Philosophic—religious Text

The Bhagavad-Gitais one of many holy texts of Hinduism. It is a tpaf the sixth
book—'Bhismaparvam’'—from thklahabharata The exact dating of thBhagavad-
Gita and Mahabharataare unknown, however, most scholars believe tlo#t lexts
were written at about 1000-500 BCE. The h@lta is considered to be one of the most
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popular and accessible books of classical Hinduigmboth eastern and western
scholars’ One can imagine its popularity by knowing that @étevery Hindu family
holds a copy of thBhagavad-Gita

In this holy text, there is a philosophical dialegand discussion between Lord Krsna
and his favorite warrior Arjun&.This dialogue takes place on the battlefield at
Kuruksetra (a city located nearby Delhi). It regatle essence of being human, the
ethics of human duty, devotion, meditation, se#ffesss, and spirituality that are said to
be the interconnecting threads of Hinduism. Howgakhough it describes the science
of self-realization and the significance of spaituknowledge, its fundamental
philosophy is to explaidharma svadharmaandnishkama karma

The Gita has immensely influenced philosophers #mdkers like Shankara,
Ramanuja, Vivekananda, Aurobindo, Mahatma GandiibeA Einstein, Dr. Albert
Schweizer, Carl Jung, Ralph Waldo Emerson, Rud@gsiner, Aldous Huxley, and
many others. These thinkers believe that the piyilbg of theGita applies to all human
beings and does not postulate any sectarian idgolibgs approachable from the
sanctified realms of all religions and is glorifiad the epitome of all spiritual teachings
because th&ita reveals the eternal principles which are fundaaiesntd essential for
spiritual life from all perspectives, and allowseoto perfectly understand the esoteric
truths hidden within all religious scriptures. Tjpemary purpose of thBhagavad-Gita
is to illuminate the true nature of humanity andimity. On the one hand, the text
reveals classical—-spiritual Hinduism, while on ttker hand, it reflects a similar sense

of ethical rationalism as found in the moral philpBy of Immanuel Kant.

[1l. The Notion and Nature of dharma

The termdharmahas a long and rich history based on its origevetbpment, and
philosophic—religious implication®harmais discussed in almost all classical texts of
Hinduism. The term is derived from the rodthr (to hold or possess or have) with the

primary suffix—-ma and is often interpreted as ‘that which is helgpoessessed From

® The Bhagavad-Gitais available online in Sanskrit and many otheglages (Hindi, Bengali, English,
German, Greek, Dutch, Chinese, Japanese, FrengingBese, Spanish, Italian, Hebrew, Arabic, Russian
and Serbian). See the URL: http://www.bhagavad-aitd

* The dialogue between Krsna and Arjuna reflects tlacher-disciple tradition Guru-Shishya
Paramapara of ancient India in seeking and sharing knowledge

®> Dharma is also discussed in Buddhism and Jainism. Insidak Buddhism, the term is known as
dhamma(in Pali) and has been discussed as the key cooédduddhist philosophy. Buddhists define
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Rig-Veda to contemporary Indian languages and dislehe term has been widely
used. For example, RRig-Vedathere is a terndharmanthat is understood as something
‘established’ or ‘sustained’ and has been tied whh Vedic concept ata that is often
explained as ‘the law of world order’ or ‘the Cosntiaw’.° The dharmanandrta of
Rig-Vedabecomedharmain Brihadaranyaka Upanishadvhich has explained it as ‘the
most excellent law’ or ‘truth’.In theDharma-gitra, dharmais interpreted as the key to
Hindu ethics. Later irMahabharata dharmais defined as ‘laws both of this—worldly
and other—worldly® The Gita emphasizes this same meaninglioirma

In order to determine what is to be held or posstssdharma both eastern and
western scholars have given some explanationssétae,dharmarepresents the ‘laws
for world order’; for others, the laws of righteoess or a set or rules for the regulation
of human life. For some, it represents a behavipattern; for others, a guiding force for
human actions. For some, it embodies the empiviakie of actions directed by Vedic
scriptures; for others, an accepted Hindu custararg). And for somedharmais a set
of caste—based qualities tied up with the notionvamasramdharmaand still for
others,dharmais synonymous with the western teratigion.”

However, these interpretations are only partly tamel therefore do not give the

proper meaning of the term becauk®rmais such a unique and specific term that no

dhammasometimes agratityasamutpaddcausal chain of life’s circle), sometimes asuthéversal law of
truth, and sometimes as the teaching of Lord Budbharmais considered to be one of the three jewels
of Buddhism: the Buddha, the Dhamma, and the SaneVinayapitakaand Suttapitaka In classical
Jainism,dharmais taken as the inherent nature of an objeattlju sahavo dhamrpand since objects are
qualitatively different from one another, thdinarmasare said to be different as well. S8learma-Bindu
by Haribhadra. Jainism gives a more comprehensieeumt ofdharmathat seems similar to that of
Hinduism, though Jainists’ conception difiarmais more technical compared to that of Hinduismt Bu
both philosophical traditions seem to accept thattharmaof a human being is to act morally, contrary
to adharmawhich is said to be immoral action.

°®RV. 10.133.6.

" Brh. Upanishad1.4.14.

8 dharanad dharma ityahur dharmaa vidhtah prajh | yat syid dhirana sanyuktam sa dharma iti
niscayd 11 Mahabh.12.110.11

° See P. V. Kane (1969); Derrett (1976); Creel (398 Harder (2001)." Most western Indologists
mistakenly think that the Gita’s notion aharmais more or lessyarnashramdharmal completely
disagree with them becaudbarmais prior tovarnashramdharmathe former is the basis for the latter.
How can a basid of somethingx be x itself? We can extract some elements dbfarma from
varnashramdharmdut we cannot extract elementswvairnashramadharmdrom dharma The reality is
thatvarnashramdharmas a concept related to Hindu social life, widlearmais a concept of universal
moral life. Varna is a category of people who are assigned soméfigspéaties and responsibilities in
accordance with their capacity and capability imdHi social life. For example, members of the stedal
upper caste Brahmin can also be warriors the safesatriyas, and Ksatriyas can also perform thesdut
of a priest. The same can be said about the otleecastes of Vaishya and Shudra. Historically,ehsr
evidence that Shudras become popular priests vathias to Hindu caste—system. My philosophical
impression is that some historians and westernlachbave wrongly interpreted the ancient Hinduaoc
system.
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exact interpretation or translation can be madédigh the term has been taken from
many theological, philosophical and ethical perfiges, its sole meaning is to realize
and flourish in one’s own absolute nature of beengnoral and spiritual being. An
example from our physical world can help us undadtthis point. The human entity,
soul or reason, is like a piece of iron alloy, ntixeith other non-metallic materials like
clay. When we purify the raw material applying soseeentific processes, we find pure
iron that is capable of absorbing magnetic powanil&ly, a human entity is mixed
with sensuous desires, views, and inclinations. Wiinés entity through a rational or
meditational process abandons those sensuousgasilenclinations, it reaches its real
form (svabhaveaor dharmg and realizes its pure magnetic power of spirityal

For this reason, | regagharmaneither as religion nor custom; rather as theresse
or inherent nature of the cosm8sDharma is a unilateral, integral, and unbroken
realization of one’s moral natuté When applied to human beings, it is their inherent
nature of being moral—-spiritual entities. Since arai-spiritual entity is believed to be
righteous at all times, and since we are essentiadiral-spiritual beings, it is our real
dharmato be righteous at all times without regard to desires and inclinations.
Further, those who defindharma as varnashramdharmaprobably would not have
given proper attention to the fact that the firstse of the Gita begins with the word
dharma-ksetregthe field ofdharmg.*? If we takedharmaas varnashramdharmathe
categorization of a field atharmaseems to be amusing and even absurd becausd a fiel
does not belong tearna indeed,varnais a category that is applicable to living beings
like humans. If this is so, the following can thiea asked: What idharma-ksetren
general andlharmain particular?

Thedharma-ksetres a moral space in the battlefield. The term a¢wv¢hat even in a
situation of war and battle, one should alwaysrach his/herdharmaor moral spiritual
nature. The battle between Kauravas and Pandawagymod example of the human
conflict on moral issues. The battle symbolicalypiies that at the time when it is
compulsory for an agent to make a choice betwesmm@l and an immoral course of

action, one should always choose the former, retdtter. This is why the battlefield is

19°M. K. Gandhi wrote: “The term ‘religion’ | am uginin its broadest sense, meaning thereby self-
realization of knowledge of self.” | use the terdiharma’ in the same sense. See Gandhi (1927). p. 29

1 According to Creel: ‘Dharma pointed to duty, apeaified duties; dharma also supplied a rationale o
justification for duties by reference to patterrisooder understood to be regnant in society anth@n
cosmos.’ See Creel (1975). p. 161.

12 dharmaketre kurulsetre samavétyuyutsavl | mamakih pandavas caiva kim akurvata safijayaBG.

1:1.
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called a field oidharmawhere morality faces a war from immorality. Theggo do not
get this deeper sense oflharma are in fact confused in their minds
(dharmasamighacetif).:

When Krsna says to Arjuna: “Considering at your adtnarma (righteousness) you
should not falter; indeed there is nothing highar & Kshatriya (upholder of justice)
than a righteous war”, meaning that fighting againzholders of injustice is always a
dharmaor moral duty for upholders of justit¢One could say that if war is necessary
to save righteousness and justice, it is everyohaty to go to war. If a warrior does not
go to war when justice and righteousness are uatitik, it means that he either favors
injustice or he undervalues justice; similarly lither favors immorality or undervalues
morality*®

Understandingdharma as one of the fouPurusharthas we can certainly say that
dharmais notvarnashramdharnarather it is to say that the former denotes onwsal
duties while the latter denotes social dutfe&rsna’s account ofiharmashould be
taken in its entiretyVarnashramadharmaan be said to be conducive to universal
dharmathat is easy to perform in the phenomenal wotlé hotable that th&ita talks
aboutdharmafrom the spiritual and moral perspectives. Fromspaitual perspective,
dharmais one’s surrender to the Supreme Being; from aahyerspective, it is one’s
preliminary duties in a socio—moral space. Those fatus on its spiritual connotation
definedharmaas religion, whereas those who focus on its mayahotation define it as
moral duty. It is up to the readers of the Bhaga@#d to decide which connotation

they choose to subscribe to when discussing theeafdharma®’

*BG. Ch. 2:7.

“Ibid. Ch. 2:31.

15 The battle of Mahabharata has a metaphorical @afiin: Kaurava’s big army is like one’s sensuous
desires ichchhabhavy whereas Pandava's army is like one’s pure souleason which always acts
according to one’s pure righteous natus¥aphava and one’'s mind is like the real battlefield at
Kuruksetra. Like the struggle between Kaurava aaddBva, there is a continuous struggle as a war
between one’s sensuous desires and pure reasonloiTke ethical predicament is to determine whethe
one should follow one’s sensuous desires or ressoh/This is what the whole mythological storyttodé

Gita tells us; it gives us solutions to the moral dileanof whether one should act from sensuous desires
or reason/soul in the form effadharmaandnishkama karma

8 Rosen (2006). Ch. 3

" Mishra writes: ‘The real significance of dharmasliin the profound Vedic perception of man’s
existence as a rational being who harmonizes tffereint purposes of life to be realized here and
hereafter.” See Mishra (2005). p. 55. On the otteard, S. P. Kumar writes: ‘The most comprehensive
description of dharma is that one should look upthers as upon oneself.” See Kumar (2005). p. 12.
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IV. Svadharma and Nishkama Karma
SvadharmgRealization of Self-nature)

Svadharmais made up of the prefisva and the root wordlharma Like dharma
svadharmatoo has a wide range of connotations and impbeoati Scholars from the
east and the west have often interpreted the tertheir own way creating ambiguity,
confusion, and controversy—the most popular svaflharmaasvarnashramadharma
Those who considersvd to be an adjective often interpretadharmaas ‘owned’ or
‘assigned duties’ in a social system, and assiesladharmaasvarnashramadharma

Those who considersvd to be a noun in terms of ‘the spiritual self’ enpret
svadharmaas ‘moral duties of the Self’ which is said toidentical in all persons. This
identical self can be said to be the Cosmic Spirithe transcendental world. On the
other hand, a phenomenal self (or an individudlisghe phenomenal world) connected
to a physical body and certain psychological progeris a manifestation of the cosmic
spirit in a social system. Such a socially situagetf plays different roles in order to
fulfill certain social demands. The Hindu sociab®m ofvarnashramadharmahould
be understood from the perspective of one’s sgcaabigned duties and responsibilities
considering it (one’varnashramadharmjato be the narrow sense @#fadharmaln the
broader senssyvadharmamplies actions that are of one’s cosmic naturéuf being
a pure spiritual and moral entity.

The controversy regarding the concepseddharmas quite misleading; in fact the
controversy is a result of scholars’ misinterpiietatof the term svd. Some scholars
say thatsvadharmais a Brahmanic creation in favor of the casteeysif ancient
India, whereas others say it is an ethical concgpime say it is one’s particular duty
assigned to him or her by the community or societhers say that it implies
individually determined duties, and so on. Mostusfwill agree prima facie that the
concept ofsvadharmareflects these implications. However, | must daat above all,
there is a deeper sense of the teé8vadharmas one’s moral obligation in a situation of
social predicament or dilemma. On the battlefieldkaruksetra, when Arjuna was

challenged by the moral predicament of whether @ot@ war or retreat from the

'8 The idea of the Cosmic Self looks similar to ttea of pure reason, developed by Kan€iitique of
Pure Reasonalthough the two are metaphysically quite différfom each other. However, we can say
that the Cosmic Self is the locus of a persavadharmgust as pure reason is the metaphysical locus of
the practical reason of a moral agent.

167



battlefield, Krsna reminded him of his moral dusyddharma of being a warrior for
righteousness. And those are the moral nuancesGitetbrings out in its concept of
svadharmad?®

There is no verse in tighagavad-Gitahat forbids a Brahmin, a Vaisya, or a Shudra
from performing the duties of a Ksatriya (the warrrclass) in the battlefield when
morality and justice are under threat. If this @& Bow can some reach the conclusion
that svadharmais synonymous withvarnashramadharnfa Indeed the emphasis on
varnashramadharman theGita is just an example to demonstrate the moral dofies
warrior on the battlefield; it is like demonstragithe moral duties of a teacher towards
his or her students in the classroom. Assimilathmg Gita’s notion osvadharmawith
Kant's notion of self-legislation, we can say tltansequences and situations do not
determine one’s duty in a moral space; rather ot'e’s inherent moral nature that
determines one’s duty in a particular situationtha Gita, Krsna does not talk about
how one gainwarna—identity rather he in his talk reveals that one&anadharmaor
course of action is based on the proportional camipo of three qualities ofattva
rajas, andtamas which make up a perséff: One’svarnais not based on birth but only
on qualities and actions, determined by a domigaguality. The caste-system can be
said to be a result of timely changes in Hindu etatipatterns that occurred in the post—
classical era. Due to these changes in societ@rpaidharmaandsvadharmabecame
traditional and could not maintain their true ingplions.

In light of the distinction | have made betweereassious selftiie lower sejfand a
spiritual self the higher se)f it can be contented that an action can be regass$
dharmaor moral duty if it is practiced by one’s higheifswhich is a self-governing
entity. Even in the case of a moral dilemma orfloadnover good or bad actions, the

voice of the higher self should be the deciding, drezause the higher self always acts

19 Chatterjea (2002). pp. 111-112.

® This is a unique interpretation of how one&na—identityis determined by the threginasintroduced

in classical Hinduism for determining one’s psycgbloysical capabilities and behaviors. It may beeuit
surprising for some that a person born in a Brahfainily may be of Shudra Varna and a person born in
a Shudra family may be of Brahmin Varna. This canjidged as true by knowing one’s astrological
composition (in Indian astrology) and observing trisher course of action. A Brahmin may be seen as
engaged in immoral and bad actions compared tadr8lwho may be seen as engaged in actions of high
moral value. For example, Dronacharya was bornBnadamin family but he chose to be a warrior, acted
as a warrior, and trained many who wanted to beiorar He did not choose to be engaged in Brahmanic
activities.# All created life is individually composed of etgflements: Bhumi (earth), Ap (water), Anala
(fire), Vayu (air), Kha (ether), mind, intellecthé ego. (bhmir aponalo &yuh kham mano buddhir eva
ca |
ahankara iftyam me bhin@a praktir astadta 1| BG, 7:4)
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according to the law that can be universally apglie. For example, thevadharmaor
svabhaveaof a watrrior is to always fight for righteousneasd applicable to all warriors.
Taking Krsna as a symbol of the higher self andiaj of the lower self, it can be said
that fighting against Kauravas is Arjuna’s morakyd(dharmg, directed by Krsna’s

conception ohishkama karma

Nishkama KarmgDuty without Desire)

Nishkama Karmas a very unique concept of the Gita that is tietesl as ‘a duty
without desire’, as ‘an action done with no regtrdks fruits’, as ‘disinterested action’,
and ‘selfless actiorf'§ It commands that an agent has the right to gtestmctivities
(moral and social duties) but never at anytimeh&rtresults; the agent should never be
motivated by the results of the actions he perfonmsshould he/she have any affinity
for not doing his/her prescribed activities. Thamcept has two basic implications: (1)
One should always act according to one’s spiritmalral nature fvabhava and (2)
he/she should always act accordingduaties prescribed by society for the sake of
righteousness as a moral virtsed¢ial dutie$.

The first implication is all abouttharmaas universal moral law and the second is
about thesvadharmaof an agent in a moral space created by socidtg Giita tells us
that regardless of whether the agent acts frorhérisiature or from social duties, he/she
should not have any desire of or any attachmenheofruits of those actions. If an
action is done from a desire or feeling or an &tta@ent, it has no moral worth; even if
the agent desires to achieve a certain resulth@&annot always achieve it because the
result of an action is not in his/her hands; rathes in the hands of the Supreme Self.
The Gita’s interpretation ofnishkama karmas a determining law of morality looks
similar to Kant's interpretation of the categorigaiperative, which implies that the
moral agent should always act according to hisfieasson or good will free from
sensuous inclinations and desires. From the pergpesf dharma nishkarma karmas
a universal moral law and from the perspectivevaidharmaasvarnashramdharmait
is a moral maxim determined by society.

In the Gita, an action performed according iishkama karmas known askarma-

yogaand the agent/doer &arma-yogiin the sense that acting from selfless motives is

# karmany evadhikaras te m phaleu kadicanal ma karmaphalahetur Iin ma te saigostv akarmai ||
2:47. § Mehta translatesshkama karmas selfless action. See Mehta (2005). p. 39.
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possible only if the agent sacrifices his desiras iaclinations. A verse of th@ita says
that one should always perform one’s duty to the& beéone’s moral capacity with one’s
mind attached to the lord, abandoning selfish httemnt to the results and remaining
calm in both success and failure. Acting in thisckof yogic manner brings peace and
equanimity to his/her mintf. Another verse says thakarma-yogior the selfless person
becomes free of both virtue and vice in this lielf and therefore strives for selfless
action. Acting to the best of one’s moral capawitthout becoming selfishly attached to
the fruits of one’s work is callekarma-yogaor seva(service)*

It is interesting to know thatishkarma karmas devoid of desires, but not karma
(duty). The reason the Gita gives is quite cleanbedied beings cannot completely
renounce actions until they reach the level ofgiténment because they are composed
of three constituengunas (qualities) of Prakrti, i.e., sattva rajas, and tamas that
necessarily give rise to actions, both sensuousspiridual®* For this reason, it can be
said that thesita’s concept ohishkama karmas not negation of actions, but negation
of desires attached to one’s duty. Since desirasechondage and limit one’s potential
for renunciation or self-realization, an agent nfusé himself/herself before he/she can
realize his/her own reality.

When caught up in the moral dilemma of whetheradaywar for righteousness or to
leave the battlefield for unrighteousness, ArjursksaKrsna a very philosophical
guestion of metaphysics in which he wants to kndvatwt means to be an enlightened
or a rational person: What are the characteristic@n enlightened person whose
intellect is steady? What does a person of steashjiect think and talk about? How
does such a person behave with others, and litiésworld?° Arjuna’s moral dilemma
is quite similar to Sartre’s moral dilemma in whiahmoral agent (a soldier) finds it
difficult to decide whether he should stay with lmisther and let his country be invaded
by the enemy or go to his military battalion anibwlhis mother to dié® As a perfect

philosopher, Krsna solves Arjuna’s moral dilemmaacing up all his doubts.

= yogasthh kuru karnani saigam tyaktva dhanafijaya siddhyasiddhylb samo bhitva samatven yoga
ucyatel| BG. 2:48.

% puddhiyukto jahtiha ubhe suttadwskrte | tasnad yogiya yujyasva yogakarmasu katalamii 2:50.

% na hi dehabtta sakyam tyaktun karminy asesatehl yas tu karmaphalaigi sa tyigity abhidhyate i
18.11

% sthitaprajfiasyabhisa sanidhisthasya k&va| sthitadith kim prabliseta kimasita vrajeta kimi|
2.54.

% This dilemma is discussed in Chapter 2 of theishes
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Krsna answers, O’ Arjuna when gives up all desiogesense gratification produced
within the mind and becoming satisfied by the wlon of the self in the pure state of
the soul; then it is said one is properly situate@erfect knowledgé’ In other words,
only a self-realized person can be called enligkderenlightenment is thevabhava
(nature) of a self that can be realized only if #ae#f always acts according to its own
laws. A person whose mind is unperturbed by sormwg does not crave pleasures, and
is completely free from attachment, fear, and angercalled an enlightened sage of
steady intellect®

The mind and intellect of a person who is not &gacto anything and is neither
elated by getting desired results nor perturbecubyesired results become steadly.
When one completely withdraws one’s senses fromsemese objects as a tortoise
withdraws its limbs into the shell for protectiomoi calamity, the intellect of such a
person is considered steatlyThe desire for sensual pleasures fades away if one
abstains from sensual enjoyment, but the cravimgsémsual enjoyment remains in a
very subtle form. This subtle craving also compietisappears from one who knows
the Supreme Being.

Why does Krsna talk about the enlightenment of eyenterms of the realization of
their own individual natures of being rational-gpal selves? Because he knows it
better than others how one’s unrestrained senss#avenone’s intellect and encourage
one’s decision-making faculty to act from selfislotives. The restless senses forcibly
carry the mind of not only a common person but alfe®ven a wise person away
striving for perfectiort> When the senses of a person are under complet®kdris/her
intellect becomes steady and leads the personlfoeséization®® One loses control
over one’s mind because he/she develops attachtmeenhse objects by thinking about
them all the time and that causes desires. In atbeds, desires for sense objects come

from the attachment to sense objects and cause ki anger, delusion, wild ideas,

" prajahiti yada kaman sandn partha manogan | atmany etmart tustah sthitaprajfias tadocyateBG.
2:55.

% duhkhesv anudvignamaah sukhesu vigatasphah | vitarigabhayakrodHa sthitadfir munir ucyatel|
2:56.

# yah sarvatinabhisnehas tattagpya subhasubham| nabhinandati na d\ati tasya praj#i pratithita |1
2:57.

%0 yadi sanharate ayam kirmonganiva sarvéah | indriyanindriyarthebhyas tasya praijfpratithita i1
2:58.

3 visaya vinivartante niiharasya dehinia | rasavarja rasopy asya pamadrstva nivartatel| 2:59.

% yatato hy api kaunteya pusasya vipcitah | indriyani pramithini haranti prasabima mana 11 2: 60.
33 vase hi yasyendrigni tasya prajl pratisthita | 2:61.
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and bewilderednes4.It should be noted that the spirit of Kant’s raibethics in which
he stresses the essential role of human reasomial mecisions was sensed by Krsna
when he explained to Arjuna that one’s reasoningeastroyed when one’s mind is
bewildered; one strays from the right path whesoaing is destroyetf.

Some people who consider tk&ta’s philosophy to be theological and not purely
moral may not agree with my observation and mayefoee reject my interpretation.
They may argue that | am relying more on selecteta ideas inherent in th@ita and
giving less attention to most parts of the text @ primarily theological. They may
also argue that th&ita’s concept ofnishkama karmas not purely an ethical theory;
rather it is a theory that emerged from the notadndharma (religion) taken as
varnashramadharma

| accept this argument wholeheartedly because Wki@s most of us do) how one’s
imperfect understanding results in imperfect knalgke At the beginning | explained
that reason and religion are two inseparable fouimwk pillars of Indian philosophical
tradition. | have the impression that western Inddts take Hinduism in general and
the Gita’s philosophy in particular to be religious teachiragsd not philosophical. At
this juncture | can only say that their arguments reot acceptable because they have
not grasped the dimension | am highlighting in tAispendix. Of course, religious
elements in thé&ita are comparatively more frequent than ethical efembut | do not
think that philosophical ideas are quantifiable.

In human social life, the concept nishkama karmas contrary to the concept of
sakam karmddesired action). One who understands vga&bm karmamplies can also
understand the philosophical implicationsnishkama karmaSakam karmas said to
be an action that is done from the motive of adhigwomething. Most of our actions
are sakam karmanot nishkama karmaFor example, people cook food to satisfy their
hunger; students prepare notes for examinatiossdare the highest grades; people get
married to enjoy physical pleasure and to havenalyafarmers harvest their fields to
have food; scientists do experiments to enhancevlauge; nations have military forces
for security; and so on. In fact, most of us sa&amipeople who desire results of our

actions, contrary taishkamipeople who always act from the motive of action.

¥ dhyayato visayan pumseh saigas teipajayate| saigat safijiyate kimah kamat krodhobhifiyate|| 2:62.
% krodhad bhavati saimohan sanmotat snrtivibhraman | snttibhramsad buddhinso buddhimsat
pranasyati 11 2:63.
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A sakamiperson is naturally inclined to and interestedsemsuous feelings and
demands and always makes an effort to fulfill thémmishkamiperson, on the other
hand, always acts from his/her spiritual naturd thadescribed in terms aftharma-
svadharmavarnashramdharman theGita. However, in the real world it is hard to find
nishkamipersons who always act from duty (karma), not faesires, just as it is hard
to find an exceptional agent (a la Kant) who alwagts according to the categorical
imperative. The reason is clear: detaching fronmsseus inclinations is not easy for
ordinary people. In order to bensshkamiagent, one needs to go through yogic exercise
to overpower one’s desires and feelings. This usigue technique we find in th@ita
and other classical texts of Hinduism. It makes@it&a's concept ofhishkama karma
uniquely different from Kant’'s conception of thetegorical imperative because Kant
does not tell us how we can defeat our sensuolisations: He has only given some
formulations that are fascinating in theory, buttgematic in practicé®

Indian scholars like D. C. Mathur interpret tBé&a’s concept ohishkama karman
terms of ‘an exhortation to duty’ and ‘a stirringlicto action’. Mathur emphasizes the
point that Krsna'’s philosophical teaching to Arjwrathe battlefield at Kuruksetra gives

a rationale to moral actions. He writes—

[T]he Gita is an exhortation to duty and a stirricagl to action. Krishna undertakes the
task of persuading Arjuna to shake off inertia pedform his duty in a manly way. This
is supposed to be a moral persuasion becauseaitmsd at convincing Arjuna and
converting him on rational grounds. The actual argots may have a mixture of reason
and emotional appeal, but the impression givemas of rational justification for moral

action®’

According to Mathur, the concept ofshkama karmas disinterested duty has two
ethical implications: (1) A moral agent should foem all its duties dharmg
conscientiously in light of itsvabhavaand svadharmg and (2) all actions ‘must be
done in a spirit of nonattachment’. Mathur explaihat by ‘nonattachment’, the Gita

means ‘freedom from an egoistic pride in one’s agency Karttrt-vabhimang, and

% This is precisely because Kant is not interestecligion, nor in how one gets to be a person wém
perform morally right actions. He just tells us home can decide what is morally right and obligates
that is the purpose of ethics. Even weaknessdseokill which often result in not doing that whichthe
right thing to do is not a part of ethics. So thleimally we can agree with Kant.

37 Mathur (1974). p. 34.
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freedom from the desire of the fruits of actipmlasd’.*® | agree with Mathur and thus
argue that it is ousvabhavaandsvadharmahat morally push us to performshkama

karmaor a duty detached from desires and worldly asfair

V. Nishkama Karma and the Categorical Imperative: A Moral Path to
Perfection

In the Gita, we find a duality ofdharma and svadharma of Purusa and Prakrti; of
moral duty and social duty; of Krsna Consciousnasd human consciousness; of
Supreme Soul and ordinary soul; and of a perfeadigo@nd an imperfect being.
Similarly, in Kantian ethics we find a duality ofo@d Will and Holy Will; of rational
being and irrational beings; of practical reasod @are reason; of perfect duty and
imperfect duty®® and of a noumenal being and phenomenal being.riBiere of the
spiritual self described by theGita looks identical to the nature of thgood will
described by Kant, and the Krsna consciousness l@#atical to the Holy Will. The
Gita reveals that a human self sgabhavatah(essentially) spiritual and moral and
therefore it should always act from its reghbhavaln the same manner, Kant reveals
that thegood will is svabhavataha moral autonomous being, and therefore it should
always act from its pure will. The duty of a spiat and moral being is expressed in the
Gita’s concept ohishkarma karmar ‘duty without desire’ and in Kant’s concepttbé
kategorischer Imperatior ‘duty for duty’s sake’.

The Gita emphasizes the purity of the self in termsdb&rma (universal law) and
svadharma(self-law) and Kant emphasizes the purity of tletne Vernunft(pure
reason) angraktischeVernunft(practical reason). With their similar conceptsthothe
Gita and Kant reach the same moral principlelaty always for duty not for any desire
Their final principle of morality in this senseasmost similar, if not identical. In other
words, theGita’s nishkama karmalearly anticipates Kant’'s ethical theory of diby
duty’s sake'® Kant claims that a moral agent always acts fremsonand not from the
sensegust as thesita claims that a moral agent always acts from hisa¢ure of being
a spiritualpurusa(unbound self) and not from the nature of matesrakrti (physical

senses).

3 |bid. p. 35.
% See Kant'sviS.
“0varma (2005). p. 67.
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Some may then ask how thieeological ethicsof the Gita can be similar to the
rational ethicsof Kant, who only postulates the existence of Gdds question may be
asked by those who do know that there are hiddeoldbical elements in Kant's
rational ethics. Is it not obvious that his notiointhe Holy Will looks like the will of
God? Varma rightly observes that Kant’s notiontifgoodin formulating the supreme
principle of morality and his distinction betweedmetordinary will (of an imperfect
rational being) and the Holy Will which ‘is possedsby God alone as a perfectly
rational being’ clearly show that his rational ethalso has a theistic sidfe.

Some philosophers like Peter Singer seem to haweosee moderate opinion.
According to Singernishkama karmaor the disinterested actiongthics of theGita
‘might look somewhat like Kant’s ethic of ‘duty foluty’s sake’, or acting from respect
for the supreme moral law (the categorical impeejti but the precise rational-
universalizable formulation of Kant is absent hé#e.argues that the motivation of the
Gita ‘is not so much to make the ‘good will' theteleninant of moral actions but to
conserve the Brahmanical cultural base (its perétina ideal) while integrating the
threatening asocial ethic of ascetic renunciatsorg also accommodating the influence
of nascent devotionalism, with its theistic origima.’*> However, Singer
wholeheartedly accepts that tBéa ‘does not overlook the significant role that agjua
rational discerning faculty plays in such a procgsg. That the ‘will’ could at once be
intelligent and practical (i.e. socially attunedjaking for its moral autonomy, is itself
an interesting idea canvassed’ in the conceptatfakama karm&®

Some other scholars like Gauchhwal accept withoytreesitation that both Kant and
the Gita ‘offer very identical views to account for bothetie realms—that of matter and
spirit’.** He argues that th&ita and Kant's moral philosophy are pathways to human

perfection through freedom and self-determinatite writes—

If, then, bondage, according to Kant and the @agsists in our inability to discern
the law of our true beingsyabhavaor autonomy) from the law of the sensible

attachments, perfection consists in so determiaimgactions that only our rational

*bid.

2 Singer (1993). p. 50.

3 |bid.

* Gauchhwal (1967). p. 94.

175



law fulfils itself therein, so that ultimately owself discovers itself as absolutely

self-determined®

Despite differences in many respects of their goiphical views on human duty,
both theGita and Kant have shown a very close resemblancet@npireting human
beings as rational and spiritual. Their perfecsbniiews on disinterested duties and
duty for duty’s sake are of notable ethical sigrafice in terms of self-realization and
self-determination since their philosophical insmste on the purity of the self or reason
gives a clear moral message to the world that vdmenacts according to moral laws as

one’s duty, one demonstrates one’s real natuseashava

VI. Summary

In this Appendix, we have discussed thia’s concept ofhishkama karman light of
Kant's moral philosophy and learned that: fighkama karmas a philosophical theory
of action, more or less the same as Kant’s philogay the categorical imperative, (2)
the Gita’s philosophical account oflharmag svadharma and varnashramdharma
provides a foundation for its moral theory ofshkama karmajust as in Kant’s
philosophical account of universal moral laws, dsitdetermined by one’s autonomous
will and duty towards oneself provide a foundatitor his moral theory of the
categorical imperative, (3) a disinterest doera(@hkGita) and a bizarre rational agent
(a la Kant) are difficult to find in the real worl§4) some duties accepted both in the
Gita and Kant's philosophy are socially important Inorally have less value if the
agent performs them to fulfill his self-interestyties of this kind are known as
varnashramadharman the Gita and imperfect duties in Kant’s morailpsophy, (5)
Kant's moral philosophy seems helpless in providisgutions to some serious
problems in the social and moral domains of the enodvorld, whereas the Gita’'s
moral philosophy certainly provides practical smn$ to those problems (6) Kant
defines morality or one’sluty in terms of a form of transcendentalism leavingeay
small place for practice, whereas the Gita's nigiikakarma is a practical moral
philosophy, and (7) the Gita’s philosophy of actglrows a theistic faith in a supreme

entity, while Kant’s philosophy shows the suprematyeason.

*Ibid. p. 98.
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It is also of moral significance that despite sal/eonceptual and practical problems
in the Gita’s and Kant’s ethical theories, theyhbobnvey to the world the fascinating
and inspiring ethical message of non-attachmergettsuous inclinations and desires:
Their message is the importance of achieving aarsal moral approach to dealing with
social issues like protecting righteousness, jast@nd bias from unrighteousness,

injustice, and partiality.
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