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ABSTRACT 

KANT'S ANALYSIS OF THE SUMMUM BONUM 

By D.R. Lea 

M.A. Thesis Department of Philosophy 

There is a generally acknowledged opinion that 

Kant's ethics are morose or joyless. This is qui te un­

derstandable for Kant emphasizes the value of a moral 

motivation which will act from dut Y rather than inclin­

ation. Recently, however, certain proponents of Kant 

have pointed to his concept of the summum bonum, thereby 

seeking to indicate that Kant's thought is neither in­

human nor morose. However, what l will attempt to show 

in this thesis is that the summum bonum and the view of 

dutiful motivation expressed primarily in the Foundations 

of the Metaphysics of MoraIs are not coherent expressions 

of a single point of view or insight. Though Kant be­

lieved they were, l will attempt to show that a belief 

in the possibility of the summum bonum cannot but under­

mine the type of motivation he stresses. 
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PREFACE 

The purpose of this thesis is to analyse the mean­

ing of moral behavior as set out in the Foundations of 

the Metaphysics of MoraIs, and subsequently, the concept 

of the summum bonum as introduced in the "Dialectic of 

Pure Practical Reason". My object is to elicit the dif-

ferences and inconsistencies which l find between the ear-

lier and later writings. In the Foundations of the Meta­

Physics of MoraIs, * Kant emphasizes the.necessi ty of being 

guided by .. the principle of dut y rather than the ends pro-

posed by happiness, inclination, of self-interest. However, 

in the "Dialectic of Pure Practical Reason", Kant repre­

sents moral behavior as necessarily having a final objective, 

of which one of the components is happiness. l think it is 

important to ask whether the representation of moral be.hav­

ior as having a particular ultitriate objective is consistent 

with certain of Kant's statements in the Foundations con-

cerning one's principles and ends. Further, one should 

consider whether the assumption of the summum bonum as our 

ultimate end affects or changes the characterization of 

moral motivation as found in the Foundations. Finally, one 

should similarly enquire whether the introduction of hap­

piness into the summum bonum additionally modifies or 

effects the question of motivation. These, l believe, 

are significant topics, and in order to treat them 

* Henceforth; for convenience, Foundations of the Metaphysics 
of MoraIs will be read as Foundations. 



effectively, l will begin first with an exposition of the 

more salient ideas expressed in the Foundations. 

In the structure of this exposition l will attempt 

to derive by analysis (as Kant does), the .supreme principle 

of morality. After having derived this principle, l will 

analyse those salient elements, which, according to Kant's 

insight, comprise the workings of ordinary moral judgement 

and behavior. Finally, l will consider whether Kant's 

undertaking is wholly successful, which is to say, whether 

Kant's categorical imperative does account for and explain 

those aspects of conduct which are commonly regarded as 

criteria of moral motivation •. In this analysis l will 

emphasize the relationship between happiness and moral be.­

havior. This latter aspect, l think, is important since 

happiness is a component of the summum bonum. 
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l 

The Argument of 
The Foundations of the Metaphysics of MoraIs 

.. 
Kant begins the Foundations with the assertion that 

" ••• nothing in the world - indeed nothing beyond the 
world - can possibly be conceived which could be 
called good without qualification except a good will."l. 

It is important to see what Kant means by saying that the 

will is the only good that is unqualified. He statesl 

"Moderation in emotions and passions, self-control, 
and calm deliberation not only are good in Many 
respects but even seem to constitute a part of the 
inner worth of a person. But however unconditionally 
they were esteemed by the ancients, they are far 
from being good without qualification. For, without 
the principles of a good will, they can be extremely 
bad." 2. 

This sort of statement seems to express the theme one meets 

throughout Kant's thought: that everything else in the world 

can only be conditionally good on the premise of a good will. 

"This will must indeed not be the sole and complete good but 

the highest good and condition of aIl others, even of the 

desire for happiness •• .3. In other words, by saying that the 

will is the.highest or unconditional good, Kant is not 

denying that other good things exista what Kant says is that 

the goodness of other things depends upon whether they exist 

concomitantly with a good will. For example, with a virtue 

like moderation, Kant says goodness depends upon whether it 

is the instrument of a good will. As for more recognizable 

or tangible goods, Kant says much the same thing, that is 

that they fail in goodness if there is an absence of a good 

will. He saysl 
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"Power, riches, honor, even health, general well-being, 
and the contentment with onels condition which is 
called happiness make for pride and even arrogance 
if there is not a good will to correct their influences 
on the mind and on its principles of action." 4. 

, '. 

In short, these other goods presuppose a good will; otherwise 

their goodness becomes subverted or perverted. It is there­

fore, first of aIl, moral good'ness which must be sought, for 

without it nothing else could be worthwhile. 

In the preface to the Foundations, Kant lays it down 

that goodness of the will is to be found by ascertaining the 

principle from which it operatesl "The present foundations, 

however, are nothing more than the search for and the estab­

lishment of the supreme principle of morality." 5. Kant 

says that the ground of morality can only be found in the 

principle which guides the pure reason. This is to be found 

a-priori and independent of experience, for rules or principles 

gained from experience can only be called practical rules 

and never moral laws. The principles which guide the will of 

the good man must have as their basis a supreme principle 

existing independent of his experience, but to be found solely 

within the a priori realm of reason. Kant takes it that moral 

dicta should be capable of being ascribed universally. Hence, 

the basis for this universali ty which can not be u'niversali ty 

of a practical kind, could only be sought in a principle of 

the reaso'n by which aIl good men uni versally govern themsel ves. 

We find therefore, that Kant attempts to ascertain the concept 

of a good will with an investigation as to a supreme principle 
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from which aIl other moral rules are generated, and that this 

principle is to be understood by an analysis of the workings 

of practical reason. 

In the first section, Kant begins his investigation of 

the good will. His avowed purpose,as we said, is to investi­

gate and elicit those principles from which a good-willed 

person acts. The method employed is one .of analysis which 

begins first from the commonly accepted fact of morality, and 

that behavior designated as moral. As l interpret it, Kant 

proceeds to his principle by means of elimination. He would 

appear to assume or accept that moral behavior is opposed to 

self-interested behavior, and hence, in his modus operandi, 

he seeks to withdraw from one's principles aIl considerations 

of self-interest. In the forthcoming exposition we will see 

that Kant initially equates dutiful behavior with moral behav-

ior, proceeding to ascertain a principle devoid of exigencies 

of self-interest and thereby suitable to serve as the basis 

of duty. Without further preparatory explanation, l will begin 

as exposition of Kant's analysis. 

Kant expounds three propositions which are intended 

to express what it means to act with a good will. His first 

proposition is that the actions of a good-willed person are 

done not from inclination nor from self-interest, but for 

the sake of duty.6. Kant explains that a dutiful act is not 

simply one which conforms to the demands of dut Y , but rather 

one which is done from the motive of duty.7. To explicate, 
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he says that an act which May fulfil the requirements of 

dut Y is not necessarily a dutiful act, for the agent May 

perform the, act solely in order to satisfy an inclination. 

"To be kind where one can is dut y , and there are, more­
over, Many persons sosympathetically constituted that 
vrithout any motive of vanity or selfishness they find 
satisfaction in spreading joy and rejoice in the 
contentment of others which they have made possible. 
But l say that, however dutiful and amiable it May be, 
that kind of action has no true moral worth. It is 
on a level with other inclinations, such as the 
inclination to honor, which, if fortunately directed 
to what in fact accords with dut Y and is generally 
useful and thus honorable, deserve praise and encour­
agement but no esteem. For the Maxim lacks the moral 
import of an action done not from inclination but from 
dut Y ." 8. . 

Kant's position, unequivocally, is that what we Mean by the 

term moral conduct is not simply conduct which agrees with 

the formal demands of dut y, but rather conduct inspired by 

dut y, for it is very possible that one May act in accordance 

with what is dutiful and yet do so because one finds it 

convenient or to one's taste; Kant mentions the grocer who 

is fastidiously honest in giving weights, but the rationale 

behind this man's seemingly impeccable behavior is that 

honesty in the long run is more profitable than dishonesty.9. 

In his first proposition, one observes that Kant dis­

tinguishes a moral act as one which is based upon considera­

tions of dut Y not inclination. l said in the prologue that 

Kant seeks to distinguish moral motivation from self-interested 

motivation and that his object is to preclude the possibility 

of self-interest from figuring in the principle of morality. 

One notes that Kant's first proposition is a movement in this 
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direction. In his conception, when a rational being's prin­

ciple is the satisfaction of 'inclination!;:!,: his objective is 

happiness: 

" ••• all men have the strongest and deepest inclination 
to happiness because in this idea aIl inclinations are 
summed up." 10. 

But when one acts to satisfy one's happiness, one is acting 

from nothing more than a principle of self-interest or self-

love 1 

"Nowa rational being's consciousness of the agreeable­
ness of life which without interruption accompanies 
his whole existence, is happiness, and to make this 
the supreme ground for the determination of choice 
constitutes the principle of self-love." Il. 

Hence, Kant calls upon the reader to recognize that moral be­

havior is not moved by the principle of fUlfilling one's 

inclinations, which is necessarily equivalent to a principle 

of self-love. Dut Y , rather, is opposed by the principle of 

self-love, that is, motivation based upon the satisfaction of 

desire or inclination. 

However, l should interject a word of caution; though 

l have identified acting from inclination with acting for 

happiness, and finally with the principle of self-love, l 

should not have asserted the identity of happiness and inclin­

ation without first making certain qualifications. Primarily, 

happiness is said to be an idea of reason in which " ••• all 

inclinations are summed up.,,12. However,to simply act from 

inclination is not necessarily to seek happiness becausel 

" ••• the precept 'of happiness is ofte~ so· 'formulated that i t 

definitely thwarts some inclinations." 1;. What Kant means 
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is that to simply follow one's inclinations is not necessar­

ily in accordance with furthering happiness. The man whose 

end is happiness has an idea of total well-being (or satis­

faction of needs), and in order to promo te this condition of 

maximum satisfaction he will often have to limit and suppress 

certain inclinations or desires. Kant sees that rational 

agents in seeking to satisfy an inclination have as their end 

theirown general satisfaction and well-being. Renee, when 

he speaks of a r.ational being acting to satisfy a desire,he 

presupposes that this human being is motivated by the idea of 

happiness. Further, a rationalbEdng, even when he acts to 

satisfy a desire, must set rules for himself, which is to say, 

he considers his end (the satisfaction of a particular desire), 

and sets about findi'ng universai rules of skill which will 

function as a means to that end. This is by way of contrast 

with an animal which merely acts from blind instinct or im­

pulse without the interventil)n of rationality. Therefore,it is 

characteristic of a rational being that he exercises forethought 

and prudence, and will set as his end, not the wavering impulse 

itself, but an optimum of well-being and satisfaction, happi­

ness. This is to say that when a rational being acts to 

satisfy a desire, he has made a decision in accordance with the 

principles of happiness. This is cor'roborated by Kant's 

statement. "To be happy is necessarily the desire of every 

rational but finite being and thus it is an unavoidable deter­

minant of its faculty of desire." 14. In ,conclusion, one can 

say that the alternative ta a motive of dut Y is motivation 
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which looks only to the satisfaction of inclination based 

on considerations of happiness in accordance with the prin­

ciple of self-love or self-interest. 

After having asserted that a person of goodwill acts 

from dut y, Kant proceeds to establish two further propositions 

concerning the good will. The first states:: thatl 

"An action done from dut Y does not have its moral 
worth in the purpose which is to be achieved through 
it but in the Maxim by which it is determined." 15 .. 

He explains this by saying that the effects of our actions and 

the intended consequences can not impart value to the will. 

He claims that this is clear from what has been previously 

said. Now, firstly, one might question as to why an intended 

end or purpose would not be a dete:r:minant in assessing the 

goodness of the will. One realizes that a lack or absence of 

worthwhile accomplishments does not necessarily indicate that 

one 1 s wil.l is lacking in goodness; however, would not the 

worthiness of intended accomplishments indicate goodness of 

the will whether or not that will was fortunate or capable 

enough to achieve them? 

This objection would perhaps be valid had Kant not 

given us a sketch of what he mean by dutiful action. In that 

sketch he makes it clear that an action can fail morally even 

when one's intended ends are of value, if one acts for these 

ends, not from dut Y but solely from personal proclivity. 16. 

Kant concludes that what is at issue are the rules or principles 

by which we guide ourselves and therefore the salient question 
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is whether they are based upon self-interest (inclination) or 

duty. 

It is Kant's observation that rational beings in their 

actions follow maxims or principles. The concept of a Maxim 

has reference to certain generalizations of the rule of be­

havior which we regard ourselves as following. For examplel 

if one 1 s intention was to secure money by promising to repay .. 

a lender while knowing that this will never be the, case because 

of onels impecunious condition, then onels maxim would be 

something like "whenever l am in a bad financial state, "1 

will secure money by false promises". The idea of a maxim 

is that men do not simply make decisions for the moment but 

rather attempt to set general rules for themselves based upon 

certain considerations. Kant designates the. principle of 

the above kind, a material maxim, that is a principle of action 

which is based upon a certain intended effect. In this par­

ticular instance, the intended effect is the redressing of onels 

financial situation. However, principles which correspond to 

material maxims cannot be the basis of dut y, since such rules 

are derived from the desirability of particular ends. If the 

conéept of dut Y is not to elude us, rules must be founded on 

something other than considerations of self-interest. The 

principles which guide us must direct us for the sake of dut Y 

alone irregardless of the ends prescribed. It is Kant's con­

clusion that the principle which guides the moral man must be 

a formaI principle which compels obedience wi thout justifyi"ng 

itself by reference to any end. In order to assure that one 
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acts from dut Y alone, Kant withdraws from this formaI prin­

ciple any material content, ..;;.........reference to any definite ob­

ject. Hence, the formaI principle of morality is to be dis­

tinguished from a material Maxim, the latter being justified 

by reference to certain objectives, for example, redressing 

one's finances. 

Kant now proceeds to a third proposition, which, it 

appears, is intended to convey the reasons or considerations 

which compel one to obey this formaI principle. The third 

proposition states thata"Duty is the necessity of an action 

done from respect of the law." 17. Kant claims that this 

proposition is the consequence of the other two and says thata 

" ••• as an act fr(!)m dut Y wholly excludes the influence of in­

clination and therewith every object of the will, nothing 

remains which can determine the will objectively except the law 

and subjectively except pure respect for this practical law."lB. 

In other words, since the motive of the will cannat be the 

desirability of our intended end and therefore cannot be inclin­

ation, Kant argues that the motive for a dutiful act must be 

that of respect for our principles as law. It must be admitted 

that it is not immediately clear that if we take away aIl mo­

tivation due to inclination, the only thing which could move 

us would be respect for the law. However, it is undeniable 

that sorne other motivation must be presupposed. Nevertheless, 

a more detailed explanation than is sketched in the Foundations 

can be suggested; one conjectures that Kant reasons a man will 
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do something either from inclination or because he is comman-

ded by some authority. Now if he obeys authority because of 

rewards and punishments, then this type of behavior is simply 

motivated by inclinatio'n (the i'nclination te seek rewards and 

avoid hardship~. However, there is still another motive for 

obeying authority, and that is based upon respect. It is 

Kant's position that a command is capable of affecting us with 

respect if we recognize it as lawful. According to Kant, when 

we honestly apprehend somethi'ng as lawful, we feel bQund to 

obey it whether we believe its demands serve our personal 

inclinations or not. 19 • It would seem that if our principles 

are to be followed from something other than preference or 

advantage, they must embody or represent law, for only that 

which we apprehend as lawful is capable of motivating us for 

reasons other than self-interest. Nevertheless, it might 

be questioned that respect as the motive for following the law 

does not clearly distinguish something different from inclin­

ation and motives based upon inclination. In common usage we 

often speak of being respectfully inclined to do something 

just as we speak of a pers on as being selfishly inclined. How­

ever, to disavow this criticism it should be pointed out that 

by inclinations, Kant means various self gratifying desires, 

whereas by respect he means not desire but rather the concep­

tion of worth recognized in what is lawful. Hence, respect 

represents something dif;ferent from a feeling or a passion, 

it presupposes, first, the apprehens~on of something as being 
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lawful and subsequently, a conception of worth in that which 

is apprehended as lawful. Kant says that i t is this co'ncep­

tion which thwarts self-love, that is, the inclination to seek 

out those things which will bring personal gratification. Re­

spect moves usnot by desire or passion, but rather by a con­

ception of worth which can compel me against my desires. Kant 

gives us an addi tional explanatiem of respect which is defined 

as the consciousness of the determination of the will by the 

law. 20 • In other words, what is being represented by respect 

is more of an intellectual awareness of a value before which 

we naturally submit in obedience. Hence, Kant's third propo­

sition, that the reason or necessity for performing a dutiful 

act is that of respect for the law. 

However. what needs to be made clear is what it means 

to follow the formaI principle of duty. So far, the principle 

of dut Y has been characterized in negative terms distinguishing 

it from those principles which are based upon the directives 

of our desires. The question remains how are we to fulfill the 

demands of the conception of law said to be expressed in the 

formaI principle of duty. Kant has deduced that the will must 

act from a formaI principle {as opposed to a material maxim}. 

and in addition that it is this principle when acted upon which 

imparts value to the will. Further, this principle must be 

looked upon as law, for only respect for the law can command 

the will when aIl material incentives have been renounced. But 

what is it we obey when we follow a formaI principle which we 
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revere as law? 

According to Kant. what we obey cannot be a parti-

r cular principle. such as "Thou shal t not kill". because 

particular principles in themselves are incapable of moti­

vating us. The motive for obeying particular rules would be 

one which looked to agreeable coonsequences. Kant's exclusion 

of all mate rial maxims from ser ... dng as the moral principle 

equally excludes obedience to principles based upon the 

i desirability of consequences. for this is equivalent to 

obeying a material maxime It remains that in obeying the 

formal law we respond not to a particular principle or law, 

but to the conception of law alone. According to Kant, in 

responding to the conception of law. one attempts not to make 

one's actions agree with a principle or law, but rather to 

ensure that one's actions themselves are fit to be law. 

"Since l have rubbed the will of all impulses which 
could come to it from obedience to any law, nothing 
remains to serve as a principle of the will. except 
universal conformity of its action to law as such. 
That is, l should never act in such a way that l 
could not will that my maxim should be a universal 
law." 21. . 

Since the individual cannot look for particular laws to guide 

him, what he must see is that his own subjective principles 

(maxims) are adequate as laws. The way in which he judges 

whether or not his actions fulfil moral law is to ask whether 

or not his subjective maxim or principle can be willed as 

universal law. Ion brief this has been Kant's derivation of 

what he calls the "categorical imperative", the formal prin-

ciple of duty. 
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Kant illustrates the meaning of the categorical im­

perative by asking us to consider whether l may or may not, 

when in difficulties, make a promise with the intention of 

not keeping .it. If we consider this action from the aspect 

of prudence, it is apparent that the acceptance of such a 

maxim as a general maxim depends upon how l weigh and discern 

thepossible consequences. However, if l enquire solely as to 

whether this maxim conforms to the demands of dut Y , l 

need not conjecture about possibilities; rather l look to 

the maxim itself and enquire whether it could be willed as 

universal law: 

"1 immediately see that l could will the lie but not 
a universal law to lie. For with such a law there 
would be no promises at aIl in as much as it would 
be futile to maIre a pretense of my intention in re­
gard to future actions to those who would not believe 
in this pretense or - if thewoverhastily did so -
who would pay me back in my own coin. Thus my maxim 
would necessarily destroy itself as soon as it was 
made a universal law." 22. 

On e obeys the formaI principle of dut Y not through consider-

ing the consequences or projected consequences of a particular 

rule, but rather by enquiring as to whether theprinciple itself 

is adequate as a universal law. If a material maxim satisfies 

this formaI principle, irrespective of its intended ends, 

then it accords with moral demands. One observes that in con-

sidering the morality of one's rules or maxims, one refrains 

from judging its material element, that is the ends proposed 

(its intended consequences); rather one judges whether it po­

ssesses the universal legislative form which is the criterion of 

its acceptability as law. 
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Hence, Kant has derived the absolute formal principle 

which he believes is the basis of all good-willing. This 

principle is not a particular dictum urging us to pursue 

certain designated ends, rather, in acting morally, the will 

follows the MOSt general and formal of rUles, which is that 

the laws we prescribe for ourselves should themselves be 

suitable as law. More technically, this means that the formal 

principle of morality does not prescribe definite ends but, 

mo~:properly, is a formal criterion by which we are said to 

test the suitability of our material maxims. 2J • This is 

observed qui te clearly in the nature of the categorical im­

perative. From a consideration of the categorical imperative 

"in vacua", one cannot ascertain what one should do.' The 

categorical imperative can only function when one is furnished 

wi~h mate rial maxims whose ohjectivescome to one from 

appetite or the faculty of desire, then one ascertains the 

moral appropriate'ness of these proposals by enquiring whether 

they could be willed universally. The will, if it is not 

furnished with this mate ri al element (ends from the faculty 

of desire) is unable to prescribe actions on the basis of the 

formal requirement alone, that is, the universal legislative 

form of ,the law. The idea to be grasped is that the will 

limits the material of volition (ends proposed by desire), 

by the form of the moral laws, which means, ul,timately,. 

that the moral law functions as the test or criterion as 

to the morality of proposed actions. 

l shall now sum up the development so far. l have 
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been seeking to elicit:Kant's argument from which he derives 

the principle of morality. l have followed the three basic 

propositions which he lays down. Nevertheless, though l have 

given a brief illustration of what it means to act from that 

principle, I"believe one needs to give a mo:œ:substantive 

account. In order to do so, l will make three points con~ 

cerning Kant's meaning. 

Kant's three propositions provided an exposition of 

his deduction of the categorical imperativeJ however, the 

three following points have as their object a more general 

understanding of what it means to act.morally. 

The first point taken is that moral behavior is 

characterised by the submission of self-interest to the de­

mands of principle or law. Kant has stated that the moral 

man legislates his life by the principle of dut Y , rather than 

that of self-love or happiness. That is to say, that when the 

moral man decides upon his conduct, his dominant concern has 

not been service to himself J the dominant co"ncern for a man 

of moral priorities is not his own wishes, but the demands 

of duty. As we have seen, the individual-of moral prin­

ciples is the man who restrains his desire for certain ends 

(expressed in material maxims), if they fa il to accord with 

the demands of universal legislation. 24• In other words, 

the man of moral intention will constrain his own inclina-

tions and desires (which for the rational a~ent, are deter­

mined from the principle of self-love), in deference to the 

requirements of the moral law. 'rhe will which maintains 



this adherence to dut y rath~than to its own selfish pro­

clivities, is said to gain value, and thereby, to be de­

serving of respect. 

From this point follows the second point, that moral 

action is that behavior done in conformity to principle, not 

for the sake of one's ends. This is because if one acts 

solely for the sake of one's enns, and not fr~m obedience, 

to moral principle, th en one is in danger of losing the basis 

of morality which is submission of self-interest to princi-ple. 

AlthoughiKant might give his approbation to such phenomena 

as actions ins-pired by ~_l truistic or even righteous ends, 

l do not believe he would attribute moral worth ta their 

performance if done solely for these objectives. For Kant, 

moral motivation sienifles that .a man acte not primarily for 

his own sake, but instead, acts out of obèdience to the require­

ments of the principle of dUty. It would seem that this 

disposition can only be achieved when one rerollates one's 

conduct by the formal requirement:· or moral principle, 

not when one acts from an attraction to certain ends. l 

believe that Kant recognized (as is borne out in his examples) 

that enthusiasm even for altruistic ends. is often a source 

of inner delight to the agent so that extremely noble purposes 

can still be the product of something indistin~uishable from 

inclination. 25. Hênce,_in order to maintain a valid con­

ception of morality, Kant distinguishes moral conduct which 

ls governed by principle, from conduct which is done for the 
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sake of certain ends. With this conclusion, Kant wished to 

support the insight that in acting for the sake of one's 

ends. the motivating factor is more like inclination, whe-

ther this constitutes direct desire or a.less conscious delight 

in worthy purposes. 

As we have seen, Kant claims that a pri"nciple which 

does not justify itself by reference to any end must be a 

completely forma! principle. Principles entirely devoid of 

material content can only be generated by pure practical rea­

son. This is 'because only the apriori ground of reason can 

furnish a completely formaI rule which is universally appli­

cable to any ethical action. Only reason can give us rules 

which are formally or universally valide Renee, my third 

point, that the forma! principle of dut Y must essentially 

be an a-priori formal requirement of pure':practical reason. 

Kant claims, therefore, that it is a demand of reason that our 

actions conform to the concept of law. that is, that the rule 

of behavior can be followed universally. Maxims which do not 

have this universal legislative form aœ:found abhorrent by 

reason. The explanation is 'no't difficul ta maxims wha.ch are 

incapable of being applied universally are those which will 

contradict themselves when universally followe~ for example, 

the maxim of insincere promise making. Since reason must abhor 

contradiction, it is not hard to see why it must be a formal 

demand of reason that we reject principles which cannot be 

given co'nsistent universal application.. It therefore stands 
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that when one respectfully submits to the concept of law, one 

is perforee, agreeing to the legislation of pure practical 

reason for which the sole rule is this requirement of uni­

versal promulgation. Subjective questions of self-interest, 

or even more objective questions of general utility, are of 

no consequence to its deliberations. Pure practical reason 

only wishes to know that our rules have this universal leg­

islative forme 

Although l have not yet had the occasion to make this 

clear, it is Kant's conviction that the impersonal legislator 

of the law is reason. For Kant, wholly rational behavior and 

moral behavior are identical. Though prudential action may 

be rational, it is not wholly so, for its incentives, its 

ends, come from the faculty of desire. However, when one acts 

in accordance with the categorical imperative, one decides 

upon the proper action solely upon tm,basis of whether the 

action fulfills the demand of universal legislation, and~not 

on the basis of the desirability of the proposed ends. In 

this manner, one's decision as to what must be doné rests 

ultimately, not with one's inclinations, but rather with the 

requirements of pure practical reason. In Kant's thinking, only 

rational creatures possess a concept of law, and he,nce, reason 

makes it possible that a rational creature can regulate him­

self by the universal form of the law. When one begins to 

scrutinize or judge one's behavior rationally, one necessarily 

takes or assumes a moral standpoint, for when one rationally 

considers onets actions, one evaluates them according to the 
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concept of law, thereby judging them according to the ethical 

criterion. On the other hanQ" if one refuses to think and 

guide oneself in a wholly rational manner, and thereby mor­

ally, one relinquishes any claims to an objective rational 

standard (the concept of law) and one is forced to proceed 

according to subjective inclinations which have neither ra~-

tional nor objective foundation. One apprehends that for Kant 

the rational criterion of moral action is objectively and uni­

versally the same for aIl men. In Kant's thought, aIl ration­

al beings implicitly acknowledge the moral law, even those 

who transgress it. 26 • 

The following three propositions and their implications 

are, to my thinking, central to the Foundations: first, that 

which says the moral man denies considerations of self-interest 

and acts from obedience to the principle of morality; second, 

that which says a moral man acts from principle or law and 

not for the sake of the value of his ends; third, that which 

says that reason is the impartial legislator of the moral 

law which is conceived according to the concept of universal 

legislation. We have dwelt upon these three aspects because 

they are points to keep in mind, both in comprehending and in 

criticizing the concept of the summum bonum, When considering 

the summum bonum, it is important to enquire into whatxespects 

it is a consistent extension of theseother ideas, and also 

to question whether or not its modifications can be understood 

as consistent extensions or additions. 
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This adumbration of these three points ia intended to 

provide a general characterization of what Kant recognized 

as moral behavior or what he felt to be "the moral knowledge 

of common human reason". In other words, this basis of judge­

ment is operative in ordinary moral behavior, "though common 

human reason does not think it abstractly in such a universal 

form.,,27. This is because common human reason ordinarilY 

does not hold its own activities up to abstract scrutiny. 

However, l think it would be worthwhile to ret~rn to 

the individual issue upon which this analysis has turned. 

Specifically, l am referring to the moral principle and the 

question of selfless or disinterested motivation. As l have 

been emphasizing, Kant arrives at the supreme moral principle 

by seeking to withdraw from our rules any content which is 

founded upon self-interest. As we also said, in this process 

he derives a completely formal law devoid of any material con­

tent. However, simple deduction of the principle of morality 

does not comprise the entire task which Kant set out for him­

self. In the Preface, Kant states that the latter part of the 

book returns.· to common moral knowledge where the moral prin­

ciple finds its application. In the latter parts of the second 

section~ ·one be(.':omes acquainted with the principle of autonomy 

which, Kant asserts, explains how the agent can follow moral 
28. 

dicta without being determined by appeals to personal advantage. 

l have shown that the moral law functions basically as a test 

for the morality of a contemplated action, and further, that 
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it is respect for this law that motivates the agent to com­

ply with its requirements. 29 • However, the moral law, as 

Kant deduces it in the first section, has not been put forth 

with great regard for its utilization in moral decision 

making. The principle of autonomy is presented as one of 

the formulations of the categorical imperative (found in the 

second section), and thereby intended to provide a fUller 

understanding of how the moral law is applied or used in 

ordinary moral reasoning. The specifie mark of the principle 

of autonomy is that it indicates how the moral law is followed 

without the agent having to be induced through interest. At 

this stage, a complete appreciation of the meaning and im­

plication of this principle cannot be gained without a review 

of themoral principle as we become acquainted with it earlier, 

with consideration as to how it excludes self-interest. 

It will be remembered that Kant felt that the formaI 

principle of law must be the basis of dutiful motivation be­

cause it is without mate rial content, that is, it refers to 

no particular end. Kant reasons that if. we were to follow 

laws founded on particular objectives, our motivation would 

have to be that of desire for these endsl however, if our 

rules had their genesis, not in certain ends, but in a prin­

ciple which is abstracted from any end, then the ground for 

disinterested action could be established. Accordingly, the 

ends we pursue would have to be undertaken, not because of 

any attraction we could have for them in themselNes, but 
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because the y would be posited by our formal law. Although 

Kant goes on to characterize this formal law as determining 

our will by means of respect, it remains that it is this for­

mal aspect which precludes self-interest by wi thdrawing,. mat­

erial content, and thereby renouncing considerations based 

on one's ends. 

Though Kant offers this account of the universal moral 

law in the first chapter of the Foundations, he presents~a 

further elaboration of this concept in the seco·nd chapter. 

Upon reading the second chapter, one gathers that Kant offers 

this elaboration in order to explain how .it is that the moral 

agent acts without being induced through appeals to his aelf­

interest. One finds this explanation proceeding from an~effort 

to explain what it is that distinguishes moral imperatives 

from hypothetical imperatives. Albeit, we are already aware 

that hypothetical imperatives are usually followed with 

the furtherance of happiness in view,JO. whereas the categor­

ical imperative moves us with respecta however, Kant seems 

to say that there is still something left unanswered. This 

something involves the coincidental fact that both the 

categorical imperative and the hypothetical imperatives 

require submission ta their rules 1 both seern:' to impose upon 

or coerce the will, the former by the demands of morality, 

the latter as counsels of prudence.. The salient question iSI 

"where is the qualitative difference to be found?" In the 

case of moral action, it ia not enough to say that the source 
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of determination is respect, for there still remains the 

fact of determination and, seemingly coercion of the will. 

Kant resolves this question by exploring moral deter­

mination according to the principle of autonomy. The principle 

of autonomy, in effect, states that the constraint which the 

moral law imposes is, in fact, self-imposed constraint since 

the will is the author of the law by'which it is restrained. 3l • 

The autonomy of the will is a simple concept and is said 

to follow from the fact that the will, in acting ethically, 

creates its own rules by enquiring of a proposed maxim whether 

it satisfies the form of universality. Since the will for-

mulates its t)wn rules, in fOllowing these rules, it is not 

being externally imposed upon, since its principles are of its 

own devising. By contrast, in following counsels of prudence 

formulated as hypothetical imperatives, the will regulates 

itself by rules which do not proceed from its own authorship, 

but which are derived from the object of desire. 

This analysis enables Kant to explain how the moral 

principle differs from rules based upon self-interest. Accor­

ding to Kant, When one discerns that man is capable of acting 

from laws of his own legislation, then one can understand how 

it is that one can act free from coercion by self-interest 

Kant argues that all moralists who fail to see that the 

moral will authors its own rules are led to assume external 

laws or dicta to which the will must conform. Since these 
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rules do not arise from the agen~ own legislation, these 

moralists are likewise led to formulate some form of,compul­

sion or force to induce obedience, inevitably, this compulsion 

takes the form of inducements to self-interest. Kant labels 

such principles, principles or' heteronomy, by way of opposing 

these to the moral principle, the principle of autonomy.J2. 

Heteronomy is said to arise when the will assumes some 

objective or end as determining it prior to the moral law, 

or when we unreflectingly conform to a law which is imposed 

by some authority. for example, rules imposed by a state or 

religion. J)· In both these cases, the principles we follow 

do 'not resul t from our own legislation, and therefore, there 

must be some form of inducement to force our compliance. In 
,. 

one case, it is sélf-interest operating in us through desire 

or appetite. in the other case (as in an imposed moral code), 

it is usually some promise of future rewards or punishments. 

Kant understands that when the will acts from principles of 

he te ronomy, it is coerced to obedience by some sort of 

appesl to'its self-interest. J4• 

To put the case succinctly, one finds that the prin­

ciple of autonomy is put forth in order to explain how it is 

that a moral agent is capable of acting free from self-interest. 

Kant thought that to simply assert that the agent's motivation 

is based on no particular end does not explain how it is that 

one is impelled to action if there are no considerations to 

personal advantage. . By stressing the self-legislating aspect 
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of regulation by the moral law, Kant felt that he had found 

the answer to this problem. It seemed to Kant that the 

self-regulating moral will does not need to be incited by self­

interest aince its demands spring from its own legislation. 

l t is oruy the win.which looks outside i tself for motives 

that must be assured of inducements, for such a will must 

comply with rules which are not its own. 

What this characterization aims at is to distinguish 

rules of morality from rules of prudence, that is to say, it 

indicates a particular characteristic of rules of morality 

which distinguishes them from rules of prudence, and which 

shows how the former can be followed without inducements 

to self interest. As l interpret it, the fact that the will 

is self-legislating indicates something about moral deliber­

ation, and further, what it indicates about ethical delib­

eration would appear to explain how selflessness is possible. 

Kant asserts that in the case of moral conduct, tœ,principles 

one reasons or. deliberates to, follow from reason's own 
.-

inherent criterion, the moral law, whereas when one follows. 

counselsof prudence, one's rules are formulated as hypothet­

ical imperatives, principles which must be followed if one 

is to obtain the ends one has willed. In order to put the 

case more'explicitly, one can say that the agent, in obeying 

the moral law, autonomously reasons to his ru~es'because he 

deliberates from his own moral criterion, whereas in the other 

case (when hypothetical imperatives are obeyed), his rules 
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are derived from the contingencies which play a part in 

affecting, the ends he has chosen. Thus, in following hypo­

thetical imperatives, he is, in fact, conforming to those 

means which are necessary in order to gain his end. By con­

trast, in obeying the moral law, reason does 'not derive i ts 

rules in accordance with external contingencies, but auto­

nomously formulates them from the immanent and transce'ndental 

moral criterion of pure practical reason. Hence, Kant says 

'tha't inducements (usually taking the form of rewards and 

punishments) must be assumed in order to make one comply 

with principles which do not result from one's own autonomous 

delibera tion. 

Now, l believe the principle of autonomy to provide a 

convincing explanation as to the possibility of a practical 

reasoning, or a deliberation uninfluenced by extrinsic demands. 

However, does the mere fact that one acts from principles of 

one's own devising Mean that one has realized a rejection of 

self-interest? Kant certainly thinks this to be the case, 

for he asserts that the concept of autonomy explains how the 

renunciation of aIl interest is the specifie mark of regula­

tion by the categorical imperative. 35 • Kant therefore is 

claiming that autonomous deliberation, immanent in moral 

regulation, is significant of a renunciation of self-interested 

determinants. Now, l question this claim because though the 

exercise of one's own judgement is necessary if moral behavior 

is not to be coerced, and thereby corrupted into a forro 
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of prudence, it would still seem that the realization of the 

denial of self-interest occurs apart from the act of deliber­

ation. Selflessness occurs when we actually realize our 

convictions in behavior which may be antithetical to our self­

interest - when we force oursel ves to obey our" corlvictions 

even though the act may be i~imical to ourselves. 

My meaning is that the rejection of self-interest can 

only be accounted for in the actual c.ontext of the act and 

not by our form of deliberating. Ultimately, selflessness 

or the rejection of self-interest is only realized when 

one concretely decides to rejectthis or that prompting 

of inclination which could lead us away from what is right. 

The denial of our interests is not yet a reality when we deli­

berate, but only becomes real when we deny ourselves something 

which promotes our advantage. Hence, in order to assess 

selflessness, it is unavoidable that one have a direct 

acquaintance with the act itself, thereby allowing one to 

identify what tangible objectives of desire actually have had 

to be renounced; it would seem that this cannot be known 

from the autonomous form of our deliberations. 

To substantia te this li"ne of argument, one should re­

turn to the fundamentals of Ka:nt's moral theory. The moral 

man, as we have shown earlier, is the man who regulates his 

material maxims (derived from the faculty of desire) by the 

legislative form of the moral law. 36 • It would seem, therefore 
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that the occasio'n upon which the moral agent realizes his 

moral worth cornes with his decision in favor of dut Y rather 

than an errant material maxime It is in these sorts of 

instances that hie adherence to obligation is evinced, for 

in'acting dutifully he chooses to deny sorne definite attrac­

tion to his self-interest •.. Contrariwise, in situations 

where both material maxims and the formaI law agree, the .moral 

agent does not have to make a decision between obligation 

and his advantage, and therefore no decision in favor of dut y 

is realized. An actio'n in these circumstances, even though 

it conforms to dut y, is not the product of a decision in 

favor of dut Y since onels material maxims and the moral law 

are in agreement, and therefore one's personal desires will 

be fulfilled by acting dutifully. One concludes that the 

moral manrejects the incentives of desire in favour of the 

demands of dut Y when he co'nstrains certain material maxims 

because they fail to harmonize with the universal legislative 

form of the moral law. 

It would seem, therefore, that there are many actions 

which may issue from autonomous deliberation, but which occur 

in circumstances in which the agent does not have to make a 

choice between following dut Y or obeying sorne more selfish 

tendency; actions in these circumstances, eveli though they 

are in accord with autonomous principles, do n:>t precipitate 

a de'nial of self-interest. By way of illustration, one might 
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cite the example of the man who will autonomously reason to the 

proper conduct and follow that conclusion when the consequences 

are not inimical to his advantage, that is when material maxims 

and the forma! law agree so that both incentives, dut Y a'nd in­

clination, are fulfilled by the same behavior; but on the other 

hand, when he finds the consequences disadvantageous, that is 

when the mate rial maxims and the formal law do not agree and 

the same action will not satisfy both demands, he fails to 

live up to his convictions. Hence, autonomous reasoning to 

onels rules cannot stand as a criterion for the renuncïation of 

personal advantage; that self-interest is denied through an 

action, can only be ascertained through direct knowledge of 

the particular moral act itself, that is to say by knowing if the 

person in acting dutifully has had to deny his inclinations. 

In the first chapter of the Foundations, Kant seems to 

assert this point in an example which is intended to serve as 

an illustration of dutiful conduct. The example presented is 

one in which a man acts charitably out of obligation, despite 

the fact that he is naturally disinclined to helping others. 

Kant says that this ma'n gains moral worth, whereas others 

who engage in these actions because they find satisfaction in 

such behavior, realize no moral worth. Kant states 1 " ••• it is 

just here that the worth of the character is brought out,which 

is morally and incomparably the highest of aIl, he is beneficial 

not from inclination but from duty."37. 
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To my mind, this remark underlines that where inclin-

ation is opposed to dut Y and one subsequently decides in favor 

of dut y, then one has a true indication of moral character, and 

therefore of that behavior which is valuable because it is in-

formed by a good will. However, though Kant here gives emphasis 

to this criterion of selfless motivatbn, one finds that in other 

parts of the Foundations he is taken with attempting to under­

stand selfless motivation solely through a consideration of a 

particular characteristic of moral reasoning. In order to as-

certain why Kant's thought took this development, one should 

consider the schema of the F~undations. The first chapter proceeds 

from consideration of the common aspects of moral action (dut Y 

and s.elflessness) to a derivation of the supreme principle of 

moral evaluation. However, in the second chapter, in which we 

find the principle of autonomy, there is a movement backward 

in which Kant attempts to illustrate moral behavior by way of 

his principle. This is corroborated by Kant's words in the 

Preface: 
"1 have adopted in this writing the method which is, l 
think, most suitable if one wishes to proceed analyti­
cally from common knowledge to the determination of its 
supreme principle, and then synthetically from examina­
tion of this principle and its sources back to common 
knowledge where it finds its application." 38. 

In other words, Kant's expressed purpose is to derive the moral 

law from a contemplation of ordinary moral behavior, following 

which, he endeavors to explain the fact of moral behavior from 

the moral law. 

Nevertheless, though Kant begins with what he regards 

to be moral motivation, that is, a will which denies its own 

interests if they are countermanded by dut y, he procgeds ta ~I-

stract only a form or formula for moral evalution, the formaI 

law of duty. 
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Now, the moral will, we argued, possesses worth or value 

because it will deny its own interests if they contradict dut y; 

however, Kant seemingly disregards this incontro.verti:,.ble 

criterion of selflessness because he has set for himself 

the task of explaining the critical denial of personal 

interest by means of his supreme moral principle. The fruit 

of this effort is the formulation of the moral lawaccording 

to the principle of autonomy. 

Against Kant's effort to identify the rejection of self­

interest by autonomous deliberation, l have sought to argue 

that to deny incentives aimed at onels advantage means that 

one denies some definite advantage or advantages to oneself', 

for whatever reason. Hence, disinterested deliberation as 

to what is right cannot be equivalent to the denial of' self'­

interest, for the rejection of' personal advantage occurs when 

we deny ourselves that which is attractive to our appetite. 

However, proponents of Kant have contended that the principle 

of autonomy serves as a criterion of self-denial, not in the 

sense that it signifies the rejection of' a definite inclination, 

but in the sense that egocentric incitements have not figured 

or entered into our calculations as to what is the right thing 

to do, a'nd therefore, ipso facto, we have abnegated the claims 

of our desires, even if what dut Y dictates is in concord 

with our inclinations. The point that this sort of' thinking 

neglects is that a man, even though he May disinterestedly 
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ascertain what is right, will still be aware of how the con­

s,eq uences of the proposed action will affect him. l t is this 

awareness which allows for a moral option and the possibility 

of meritorious moral conduct. One can see that an awareness 

of how actions will affect us must unavoidably insinuate itself 

into our desire, both ta follow dut Y and, when the consequences 

appear inimical, to refrain from duty. In the final analysis, 

the agent who obeys the proposals of dut Y when he is aware that 

the consequences of such conduct will imperil his interest, 

evinces an option for dut Y and a de'nial of egocentric concerns 

which cannot be matched by the agent who is mativated to dut Y 

only when he feels that the actions required by obligation will 

not be 'disadvantageous to himself. 

At most, autonomous deliberation can only serve as a 

prerequisite ta the denial of self-interest. Ultimately, 

the principle of autonomy provides for the possibilïty of 

the agent impartially determing or deciding what is right. 

The point is that acting upon a conviction is something dis­

tinct from formulating a conviction. Even though an indi v·· 

idual may impartially reason as to what is right, he is still 

aware of how the possible consequences of a'n act may affect him .. 

and this awareness must have an influence upon him. In other 

words, l do not believe it correct to claim that an individual 

who has acted upon a moral conviction when his selfish pro­

clivities are in agreement, has really denied his own interests. 

What l claim is that the denial of personal concern only becomes 

the case when one is willing to adhere to one's disinterested 
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convictions, when one expects that those moral actions will 

be thwarting to one's"self'-regarding" desires. 
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II. 

The Command to Holiness 

In this chapter l intend to provide sorne prepara tory 

discussion before beginning a direct consideration of the 

summum bonum (highest good). The first topic considered will 

be how Kant makes a reasonable connection from the ideas of 

the Foundations to the positing of the highest good in the 

Critique of Practical Reason. In the latter work, Kant argues 

that moral volition seeks as its ultimate object this highest 

good which consists of virtue and happiness causally related. 

The following few pages should be considered as an introductory 

treatment examining the relation between this concept and 

certain salient ideas in the:Fbundations. 

In the Foundations, as we saw, Kant attempts to assure 

us that the morality of our conduct should not be equated with 

the suitability or worthiness of our ends. l • Although a moral 

act must have an end, the moral value of that act is not de-

rived from those ends. Kant claims that the goodness or deficien­

cy of various objects or circumstances, posited as the purpose 

of volition "does not mean the moral goodness of volition; this 

can only be ascertained by tœ'principles from which the act 

was willed. 

According to this thinking, the 'entire question of 

moral value is related to the appropriateness of one's principles 

and is in no·, way dependent upon or concerned wi th the worthiness 
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or appropriateness of a man's endSI " ••• moral value therefore 

does not depend upon the reality of the object of action, but 

merely upon the principle of volition by which the lID~tJ:o'rt was 

done without any regard to the ob'ject of the faculty of de­

sire.,,2. This line of thinking, of course, is in direct contra-

riety to that of English utilitarians like Bentham and Mill. 

What Kant is saying is that when one talks'about morality or 

moral value, the worth of one's ends is inconsequential, be-

cause the moral question turns upon the relation between one's 

principles and volition, not between volition and one's ends. 

Hence, in the Foundations no intimation is given that morality 

is primarily concerned with the ends men seek; the entire em­

phasis of Kant's analysis is upon the principles of volition 

without any regard to the value of tm-possible objects of 

volition. 

The above statement appears to be corroborated in the 

"Preface" to the Foundations in which Kant sets out the pur­

pose of his treatise. In the "Preface" he makes a.distinction 

between the formaI and material elements of moral action. The 

principles of volition are said to refer to the former while 

the actual act with its respective end is said to refer to the 

latter. The relevant study for the moralist concerns the 

formai element, the principles of volition, while research 

into overt physical behavior, the material or empirical element 

is reserved for the anthropologist. 3• "In ethics, however, 

the empirical part may be called more specifically, practical 



anthropology; the rational part morals proper.,,4. According 

to Kant, the sphere ofmorality is only concerned with the a 

priori universal principles of reason and therefore, no moral 

insight can be gained from studying man's overt conduct, or the 

ends he proposes. 

However, despite the fact that Kant, in the Founda­

tions, limits moral enquiry solely to a consideration of the 

principles of volition, sorne philosophers have welcomed Kant's 

positing of the highest good in the Critique of Practical Reason 

as complementing the ideas of the Foundatio'ns. It is often 

said that the summum bonum completes the theory of the 

Foundations because it shows us what moral volition actually 

seeks to promoter in other words, it fills in the material of 

volition while the J"oundations concentrates solely on principles 

of mo'ral volition. Al though this is often posi ted, l find i t 

hard to reconcile the summum bonum as an altogether consistent 

addendum to the theory. In -the Foundations, the only moral 

demand is that our principles be of a certain type, that is that 

theybe capable of universallegislation. Tœ!moral law says 

nothing directly about which ends were to be preferred or what 

sort of achievement should be sought. As we saw, morality in 

itself does not prescribe any ends, it can only indirectly 

affect our choice of ends,through its demand that we refrain 

from those actions which can not be given consistent universal 

application. S• Hence, the problem which springs to mind is how 

one moves from a moral law which only makes demands upon the 
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suitability of one's principles, to the argument that the moral 

law or morality does in fact demand the promotion of a parti­

cular end. In order to answer this, l will enquire first as 

to the grounds upon which reason is said to propose the summum 

bonum. l believe this problem can be treated best if: one refers 

to Allen Wood's book, Kant's Moral Religion. 

Wood, who has devoted extensive study to this area 

of Kant's thought, brings it to our attention that practical 

reason is not content simply to derive a supreme principle 

of conduct unconditioned by practical needs, but also seeks to 

propose a final moral objective apart fromnon-moral objectives 

h " h bd" 1" t" 6. w 1C are ase on need or 1nc 1na 10n. As practical reason 

gives us a principle of conduct which is distinct from pragrnatic 
~ 

principles, so likewise it labors to establish a final end for 

aIl moral interests which is distinct from the ends proposed 

by desire, .or prudence. Kant feels that reason is not content 

with simple obedience to principle, but further demandsa sin­

gle ultimate purpose in order to focus aIl our particular moral 

strivings. Allen Wood claims that Kant intended this need of 

reason to be compared to that which we find in the Critique of 

Pure Reason, in which reason strives to organize totalities 

into a unit y of single principle. One concludes that it is 

along these lines of thought that the summum bonum is said to 

be required; for these lines of thought argue that the summum 

bonum is posited because of the need of reason to find an un~ 

conditional unit y of the totality of ends of pure practical 

reason. 
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Wood cautions that the highest good is not to be con­

cei ved as a particular end, but rather as an u'ncondi tional 

unit y of the totality of the ends of pure practical reason, 

" ••• which while not mUltiplying men's duties, yet provides them 

wi th a special focus for the unificatio'n of. aIl ends ll
• 7. To 

express this mOlèsimply, one can say that the summum bonum is 

not a requi:rCement posi ted in addition to the demands of the 

moral law, but rather le the unifying e.nd for aIl particular 

moral strivings required by the law. This unifying of aIl 

purposes in this final purpose, is something which reason re­

quires us to do, as we have seen. This analysis is corroborated 

by Kant's statement in the Critique of Pure Reason, that. 

Il ••• as pure practical reason, it likewise seeks the 
unconditioned for the practically conditioned (which 
rests on inclinatio'ns and natural need), and this 
unconditioned is not only sought as the determining 
ground of the will, but even when this is given (in 
the moral law) , is also sought as the unconditioned 
totality of the object of the pure practical reason, 
under the name of the highest good." 8. 

Yet, this analysis has not given usa complete explan­

ation to show that morality does command this particular end. 

Certainly it May be a demand of reason that our strivings be 

ordered and unified in a single purpose; however, a readér 

unacquainted with Kant would not immediately see how this must 

also be a moral prescription. As weIl, l have been arguing 

that the moral law as presented in the Foundations, only seems 

to con~ern itself with one's principles. 

However, Kant would claim that a directive which can 
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be willed universally must be a moral directive, for ~e moral 

law requires that we act only from those principles which are 

capable of universal legislation. Clearly, the promotion of 

the highest good does'lulfill this requi:r,:ement, for Kant is 

claiming that this object is the unifying end which aIl moral 

men universally seek to promote, and therefore that it would be 

desired that aIl men universally further this end. Therefore, the 

highest good is proposed not because it is subjectively desir­

able, but because it is right that its objectives be promoted. 

If we define as right that which we would universally will to be 

the case, then it is clearer how the moral law might entail this 

object, for Kant will argue that in all forms of moral action 

(action in accordance with the categorical imperative) the moral 

agent universally wills this end. Kant's reasoning therefore 

is that just as the moral law approves these actions which can 

be willed universally, so also there is an end which can be willed 

universally by aIl moral agents. 

Hence, the logic which says that the moral law requires 

the promotion of the summum bon~m would operate according to the 

idea that the moral law gives approbation to the principle of 

promoting the summum bonum. It does so because such a principle 

fulfills the form of universal legislation. Kant would say that 

it is seen as necessary that aIl rational agents promote this 

end, because it is universally applicable. Hence, if one dis­

interestedly considers the principle of promoting the summum 

bonum, he will see that it is a universally valid principle and 
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therefore, that it should be obeyed. 

However, if one follows the serpentine manoe'\rerings 

of Kantls thought, one can perhaps agree that the moral law can 

legislate an end without having to deny that the moral law is 

solely concerned with the formaI aspect of onels principles. 

However, l believe this oan .. only be accepted if the moral law 

is understood 'Somewhat differently from the interpretation 

which is conveyed in the Foundations. l believe it is quite 

clear that in the Foundations the moral law does not function pre­

scriptively. As we have shown, the mo~al law is said to be a 

criterion for evaluating whether proposed maxims satisfy moral­

ity.9. In this sense, its use would be not to tell us spec­

ifically what we are to do, but rather what we are allowed to 

do. Clearly the moral law did not require that we act upon 

every maxim which is found to be universally applicable; what 

the moral law demands is that the maxims which we do decide to 

follow should have this universal form of law. For example, 

the moral law may tell me that it is ethically acceptable to 

borrow money if l have the intention of repaying the funds; 

however,this wouJd"not mean that there is an immediate obliga­

tion to go out and borrow money. Obviously, aIl that the moral 

law has told me is that if l do decide to borrow money with 

these intentions, then this action will meet with approval. 

One concludes therefore, that if the moral law informs me 

that the principle of promoting the summum bonum is capable of 
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universal legislation, it seems somehow a mistake to say 

that the moral law demands the furtherence of the summum bonum. 

It would seem that aIl the moral law can say to me is that 

if l do make the summum bonum my end, this is allowable; how­

ever, it (the moral law), cannot be said to oblige or demand 

that l seek the summum bonum without one having to reinter­

pret the function of' the moral law. 

This is to say that one would have to see the moral 

law as legislating specific and def'inite requirements, such 

as we find in something like the Spartan military code, or in 

most civic constitutions ref'erring to the obligations of' 

ci tizens. Obviously, the :moral law as presented in the Foun­

dations, does not function to dictate specific demands, but 

only serves to indicate which 'sort of' behavior would be moral 

and which immoral. 

l think this argument can be used effectively against 

Kant's claim that the moral law demands that we pursue the 

summum bonum as our end. Despite this, however, l think a 

strong case can be made for a command to hOliness, though l 

remain unconvinced that the supreme principle of morality can 

be said to command both virtue and happiness taken together 

as a whole in the highest good. l think holiness can be 

understood as a command according to the following reasoning. 

As we have seen, the categorical imperative says that every 

maxim we act from should be capable of universal legislation. 
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Indubitably, the moral law does make a demand, not a specifie 

but a general demand,that aIl our actions should fulfill this 

formaI requirement. Further, one can say that the man who in 

aIl his various and sundry activities lives up to this moral 

demand, should be regarded as a holy man, a man who never 

contravenes morality. On this interpretation, l think one 

can say that the essential command of the moral law is 

tautologically equivalent to a demand that we be hOly,that is, 

that we always act morally. Though a tautology is often 

claimed to be an uninformative restatement of terms, it is also 

true that though two terms may denote the same thing, they 

may also have different connotations. With regard to ethical 

principles which are intended to exhort and urge, differing 

connotations can make a difference. Undeniably, the command 

to holiness conveys something which is not quite the same as 

that which is conveyed by the command of the categorical im­

perative. In the command to holiness, we have the ide a of an 

excellence or perfection to be realized, which is not understood 

from tho idea of unremïtttng, or unflinching commitment to the 

moral law. Hence, l think there is a command to moral perfec­

tion which can be derived from the moral law, and which is 

also meaningful. 

The remainder of this chapter will be givenover to 

an analysis of Kant's concept of holiness which is somewhat 

different from MY understanding of it. l find it noteworthy 

that Kant thinks of holiness as an end to be striven for, 
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and in the following analysis l will scrutinize this idea 

and e.xplain how l think i t to be wrong. In .·c.oncluding this 

chapter, l will attempt to show that the command to holiness 

can still be viable without the postulate of immortality, which 

means that such a command can be meaningfully followed even 

if one knows that human beings are incapable of complete 

moral perfection. 

One may find it strange that l treat the concept of 

holiness before offering a detailed analysis of the entire 

summum bonum. However, l think a primary discussion of 

holiness is justified because, firstly, Kant claims that, 

" ••• complete fitness of intentions to the moral law is the su­

preme condition of the highest good." 10. In other words, 

in order for the agent to realize the highest good, it is nec­

essary that he first assure his own virtuel hence, virtue is 

said to be the end for which the agent must strive so that 

the summum bonum may be attained. Secondly, virtue is 

asserted to be the supreme constituent of the highest good; 

Kant labels it the supreme good. For the above reasons, l 

think it important to effect sorne clarity about what holiness 

itself means, and further, what it means to attain holiness. 

This is necessary before entering into a consideration of 

its relation to happiness in the concept of the summum bonum. 

According to Kant, virtue is the ideal of the moral 

law itself, and the ideal is itself commanded by the moral 

law. Kant states that the imperatives of morality require 
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that we seek perfection. In An Inguiry into the Distinctness 

of the Principles of Natural Theology and MoraIs, he states: 

"Do the most perfect thing that can be done by you, is the 

primary formaI principle of aIl obligation of commission and the 

proposi tion.; Refrain from that whereby the greatest perfec­

tion possible through you is hindered, is the primary formaI 

principle with respect to the dut Y of omission." Il. To 

attain perfection in our willing is to fulfill the state of 

holiness; essentially, it means that our will is incapable of 

any maxim which could not at the same time, f'unction as 

universal law. 12 • Specifically, this end which the moral law 

holds before us is said to be that of a self-sufficing intel­

ligence whose" ••• choice is correctly thought of as incapable 

of any maxim which could not at the sarne time be objectively 

a law." 13. The moral law which is regarded as a constraint 

upon our sensual or pathological affections always holds this 

ideal before us. However.~ in the apprehension of this pro­

hibition, the moral law presents us with the ideal of a will 

entirely determined by moral law. Hence, with each moral 

directive felt as a restraint upon the inclination, we have 

also a concomitant awareness which is that of an absolute 

intelligence incapable of deviance from goodness. The motive 

for moral action would derive, first, from respect for the 

moral ~aw itself, but also from the concomitant respect 

for. and desire to imitate the paradigm of holiness which 
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that law present·s. This po si ting of a conception of moral 

perfecti'ol} seems to me tobe reasonable. Certainly, an 

innate ide a of perfection has been a recurrent motif in 

Western philosophy (E.g. Anselm, Descartes, Malebranche). 

That we ourselves possess a conception of moral goodness is 

something which most men who have thought about ethics 

or morals would probably agree upon. Therefore, Kant's 

argument that imperatives also present us with this model 

in order to inspire us to emulation, is something with which 

l have no fundamental disagreement. However, l believe that 

difficulties are inherent in the .characterization of this 

perfecticn as the end of action, and in the addi tional meaning 

we are to give to the concept of striving for this end. Before 

more detailed investigation is given to this point, we should 

reach some clarity concerning the imperfection attributed 

to men, for we should be clear as to what perfection demands. 

As we saw before, we are moral beings because we are 

rational beings. l4 • This is because only rational beings are 

capable of acting out of the conception of the law~thatis) out 

of the universal principle of morality. A wholly rational 

being, synonymous with a holy will, is incapable of acting 

contrary to the law since its behavior is entirely rationally 

determined; which is to say that su ch behavior is directed 

solely by the rational principles of morality. However, as 

finite beings, we do not possess a wholly rational nature. 
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Since we are also members of the phenoménal or sense world, 

we possess a sensual nature in addition to a rational one; it 

is due to the former that we suffer influences and inclin­

ations which run counter to the dictates of rationality.15. 

Hence, in addition to being subject to moral imperatives, 

we also suffer from sensual influences which can often run 

counter to moral dicta. It is the latter which tempt us and 

often overcome our more moral intentions. A more familiar 

statement of this condition is expressedin St. Paul's Gospel. 

"The flesh lusteth against the spirit and the spirit against 

the flesh and between them ye can do nothing so that ye can 

not do the things ye would." 

Hence, Kant' s characterization of the f ini te~DDral 

agent is that of an imperfectly rational nature whose sensual 

nature prevents it from ever being totally determined by rat­

ional principles of morality.16. The holy will, the ideal 

of the finite moral agent, is however, wholly rational and 

therefore incapable of being determined contpary to morality.17. 

To state the case briefly, Kant's characterization of finite 

moral imperfection in Critigue .of Practical ReaSon is syn­

onymous with the fact that we are not wholly rational creatures. 

Kant, as we have shown, stated that the moral law 

always holds before our eyes the model of pure will, incapable 

of any maxim which could not at the same time serve as objective 

law. One cannot question that this model would serve as a 



47. 

source of inspiration, however, there is still a problem 

with Kant's own representation of this goal, for it would 

seem that we could never achieve this state. This state 

of holiness would be°,unattainable because the attainment of 

holiness for a finite creature according to Kant's own de­

fini tion, wouJd be impossible. As .Kant continually under­

lin~s, human beings are members of both the intelligible and 

phenomenal worlds. In the sphere of rationality or intelli­

gibility, we are subject to morality; however, as phenomenal , 

beings, we are affected by sensual desires and inclinations 

contrary to moral law. (Kant says that we suffer pathological 

affection);8. It is the case that as members of the phen-

omenal world, we are always capable of evil for we always 

experienee sensual inclinations; it is for this reason that 

the categorical imperative is usually felt as constraint upon 

the will. Given this, the command to attain holiness 

seems somewhat cOnfused, since to possess holiness is to be ° 

incapable of evil. Obviously, there can be no way in which 

volition can change its essential self. We are irrevocably 

members of the sense world; su ch a transformation could not 

be brought about through our agency, but only through that of 

an omnipotent .being. No matter how moral we strive to 

become, or do become, we will always be subject to temptation, 

for this is inextricably bound up in our nature. 

This topic should be examined in more depth, What 

l think is obscured in Kant's analysis is the distinction 
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between the quantitative and qualitative aspects 

of the finite and the infinite holy will. What l 

-- eall the quantitative aspect might admit the poss­

ibility of parity between the finite and the infin­

ite holy will; however, the qualitative difference 

irrevocably divides the finite and the pure will. 

The quantitative difference refers to the fact that 

the holy will always acts in accordan~e with the 

principle of morality, whereas it is rarely 

the case that a finite will is sufficiently moral to 

be always in adherence with the moral law. The 

qualitative difference, however, brings out the 

essential distinction; this distinction is 

that the holy will is incapable of any act 

contrary to the categorical imperative, whereas 

the finite will, regardless of how moral, is always 

capable of evil. Hence, whatever the degree 

of developed morality, one can never bridge the 

essential division between the finite and the pure 

will which consists in the latter's total incapacity 



for evil (the essential qualitative aspect). Through 

moral progress, the finite will could only approximate 

the pure will in the quantitative aspect, - the 

latter's moral consistency. 

Although this analysis is consistent with 

certain salient points of Kant's presentation in the 

Critique of Practical Reason, if one reads Religion 

Within the Bounds of Reason Alone, (hereafter short­

ened to Religion), one meets Kant's more mature 

thought, which provides a more sophisticated inter­

pretation of moral imperfection. Specifically, certain 

of Kant's remarks in the former book manifest a certain 

ambiguity which is not explained until the latter 

book. In the Critique of Practical Reason, although 

he says we must strive for holiness, he admits 

at the same time that this is something we can not 

effectively attain. 19 • Although he posits this 

ideal ( holiness) as our end, he subsequently announces 

that this can not be the case, since this objective is 

not within our power. Rather, he says that the model 
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of holiness demands that we achieve virtue, by which 

he means " ••• the indefinite progress of our maxims 

towsrd this mOdel.,,20. However, in th~ Critigue 

of Practical Reason, Kant leaves it unexplained 

why holiness is to be ~ttained in progress to­

wards this ideal (virtue). He st*tesi "Only 

endless progress from lower to higher stages of 

perfection is possible to rational but finite 

creature. The infinite being, to whom the temporal 

condition is nothing, sees in this series, which 

for us is without end a.whole comformable to 

the moral law; holiness.,,2l. However, moral 

progress, no matter how successful, can only achieve 

resemblance in the quantitative aspect; it can not 

remove temptation (pathological affection) to 

which a finite being is always susceptible. 

Despite the degree of moral development, a finite 

being is always capable of evil, and therefore, 

though fully virtuous, could not be equivalent to 

a holy being in this respect. 
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In Religion Within the Bounds of Reason, this am­

biguity concerning our ends is cleared up. Here, it is 

manifest that Kant was thinking not that our end should be 

to take on the identical moral nature of an infinitely holy 

will, but rather to make our behavior resemble that of a 

holy will. Allen Wood, in his book Kant's Moral Religion, 

has drawn attention to the fact that in Kant's later 

work Religion Within tœ\Bounds of Reason Alone, Kant has 

propounded that God confers righteousness upon us for the dis­

position to the good which we have adopted, that is, the 

virtuous disposition whereby we endlessly progress from 

perfection to perfection. Kant says that." ••• a superior's 

decree conferring a good for which the subordinate possesses 

nothing but the (moral) receptivity is called grace.,,22. 

It is by means of the cOnferring of righteousness that the 

gulf between virtue and holiness is bridged. Here, in 

Kant's conception, it is clear that he does not see this 

gulf bridged by a renovation of man's essential nature. 

Kan1!'s later work seems to preclude an interpre­

tation which represents the command of holiness to be that 

of acquiring the actual moral'nature of a Holy Being or 

the actual freedom from sensual inclination. Grace is 

conceived as efficacious because it redeems man from his 

evil,his failure ever to be wholly adequ~te to the law. 

By means of Grace,· God is capable of " ••• supplementing out 
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of the fullness of hisholiness man's lack of requisite 

qualifications therefore." 2). If grace is important 

because it somehow supplements for man's failings, Kant 

must have been referring to the actual fact of moral fail­

ure, that is, sensual inclinations. This is to say that 

moral imperfection is identified not with the fact that 

man is always capable of evil, but with a certain intrinsic 

quality of his conduct. Therefore, what is imputed by the 

term moral imperfection is the failure of our conduct to 

accord with moral principle. This could only be righted 

by bringing that conduct into line with those moral prin­

ciples. The ideal is one in which .our behavior would 

correspond to moral principle. 

However, even given that our ideal is to make our 

actions adequate to moral law, Kant's remarks in the Critique 

of Practical Reason still leave us unenlightened as to how 

this ~end is to be pursued. The difference between a finite 

will and a holy will is here represented as the difference 

in nature between a partially sensual character which al­

ways suffers pathological affectation, and a wholly rational 

nature which always follows moral inclination. Logically, 

if we are to become holy, it would appear that our nature 

must be radically altered. However, in Religion Within the 

Bounds of Reason Alone, Kant conducts a more detailed inves­

tigation of moral evil. Here, it is underlined that human 
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evil is not generated by man's sensual nature ~tby a 

quality of human volition or choice. It is not due.to the 

mere fact that we naturally possess this disposition (sen­

suaI inclination) that we are morally imperfect or fail in 

goodness; rather, it is due to our tendency to adopt freely 

in our maxims those ends which have their source in our 

lower nature. Although we possess these sensual inclinations 

they are not per se evil; rather man's inherent evilness 

is found in a propensity of choice whereby he prefers this 

incentive to moral consideration. In Religion Within the 

Bounds of Reason Alone, Kant labels this defect "radical 

"1" 24. ev~ • He explains that the moral law and man's sensual 

nature are the source of two distinctive incentives, both 

operative in impelling a man to action. Kant says that 

men, even in the adoption of good maxims will incorporate 

both incentives; for example, a man 'will fastidiously ful­

fill the duties of his vocation both from a desire to be 

moral and with a view to his own financial remuneration. 

Kant realized that attention to self-interest insinuated 

itself into even sorne of the best aspects of human conduct. 

However, it is not simply due to this mixing of incentives 

that we distinguish man as failing in goodness; rather, the 

inherent moral deficiency is identified with the tendency 

to reverse the moral order of incentives. This is done 

when men make the incentive to self-love with its concomitant 

inclinations,. the condition of obedience to the law. This 
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directly opposes the moral order, for properly, the moral 

law should be the condition for following self-Iove. 25 • 

This is the idea that men will only ~gree to do their 

moral dut y if they are first assured that they will re­

ceive sorne benefit. Kant illustrates his point with a 

quote from an Engl,ish parliamentarian who stated that 

"every man has his priee". It is this which Kant wishes 

to designate as :"radical evil". The above. disposition 

manifests itself not only in the obvious case when we act 

from maxims which'directly violate the natural law, but 

, also, insidiously, when we in fact, follow the law. Kant 

says that its affect in the latter instance is to "corrupt 

the ground of maxims". 

Kant concludes that radical evil is part of the concept 

of finite rational VOlition;26. it is inextirpable which 

is to 'say, it can not be removed. It is this "wickedness 

of the will" which is presupposed in aIl finite rational 

agents. Nevertheless, this does not mean that man in gener­

al is incapable of goodness or that he will always adopt 

evil maxims. Rather, it means this disposition is Inherent 

in aIl human natures, and therefore, must always be struggled 

against. Since this liability is ineradicable, it appears 

that Kant disclaims the possibility of overcoming it by 

any single action. Rather,he sees a more graduaI progress 

as he remarks, " ••• progress from one perfection to others.,,27. 

However, Kant comprehends that even in moral progress, there 
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is an aware~ess of failure, a knowledge of the distance 

between ourselves and our ideal, Kant characterizes it 

as tt ••• that failure which is inseparable from the existence 

of a temporal being as such, the failure, namely, ever 

wholly to be what we have a mind to.become. tt28 • 

In his delineation of the concept of radical evil, 

Kant is explicit that man fails in goodness, not simply 

because of an uncontrollable accident of nature, but 

through his own free agency. Prior to this analysis, it 

appeared that the only means of overcoming our imperfection 

would be through a radical transformation of our own nature. 

However, it is clearly not the case that imperfection is 

due to something for which we have no responsibilitYI Kant 

has clarified that it is not due to·our sensual nature that 

we fail, but to a propensity of our own faculty of choice. 

Since man is responsible for this evil through his own free 

choice, he must be capable of altering in part what he is 

responsible for, that is, his behavior. Hence, to become 

more perfect, we must strive to make our behavior accord 

with moral principle. Further, since radical evil is in­

extirpable, complete accordance of our behavior with moral 

principle is never totally attainable. What we must strive 

for is that progress to ever higher degrees of perfection. 

In short, Kant's discussion of radical evil makes it 

clear that, firstly, moral imperfection is not identical 
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to our sensual nature, and therefore, moral improvement 

is not to be attained by eradicating that nature; secondly, 

that human imperfection refers to an intrinsic character~ 

istic of human volition which infects our behavior. Since 

we are free agents, it is by altering our willed behavior 

that we are, to a certain extent, capable of overcoming 

this condition. In attributing moral failure to the will 

and not to one's sensuous nature, it becomes clear that it 

is through actions for which the will is directly respon­

sible, that moral change can be brought about, and not by 

altering our nature for which we have no personal respon­

sibility. Kant's idea is, l believe, that a person will 

improve morally as he forces.himself to take on various 

worthwhile , moral actions to which he may be indifferent 

or disinclined. 

However, the specifie question raised by this discussion 

is how virtue is to be distinguished as an end. If we assert 

that our endeavor is to bring our conduct into harmony with 

the moral law, it is to be wondered whether or not it is . 
. correct to calI moral improvement an end. Kant describes 

an end as a hoped-for result or effect of action. 29 • If 

we speak of trying to improve morally, our moral improve­

ment would seem to refer to our behavior itself, not to the 

results of that behavior. However, it appears, as we argued 

above, that Kant was thinking of moral improvement in the 

sense of a formed moral character, that is, a disposition 
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to act in a certain manner which is brought about by cer-

tain acquired habits of behavior. According to this con­

ception, our moral character, our tendency to act in a cer­

tain manner, would be the result of a certain manner of acting 

which we have developed. 

If we consider the ide a of radical evil, it is evident 

that perfection demands that we overcome our propensity for 

the incentives of inclination rather than those of duty. Kant 

says that radical evil " ••• arises from the frailtjr.;r of 
ht'.man nature, the lack of sufficient strength to follow 
out the principles it has chosen for itself, joinéd 
with impurity, the failure to distinguish incentives 
(even of well-intentioned actions) from each other by 
the gauge of morality'." 30. 

He says that it can be overcome by limiting and disciplin­

ing those sensual influences which militate against our 

moral feelings. 31 • Kant does not believe evil to be gen­

erated by a lack of awareness or insight, for he holds that 

the transgressor, even in his transgressions, aCknowledges 

the law. 32. 

Since evil involves an acquiescence to these other 

propensities, development in morality would necessarily be 

effected through subsuming and disciplining that suscept­

ibility. This discipline would be brought about by training 

ourselves to act against tœinclinations which oppose moral 

demands. 

Hence, the overall aim to which our particular moral 

acts are directed, would be that of achieving virtue, that 
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is, the acquiring of a disciplined moral character. There­

fore, we are to regard our particular moral acts as being 

unified in this final moral objective. Supposedly, a par­

simonious person who sees the error of his life and decides 

to obey the law and engage in philanthropie behavior, can 

regard the ultimate end of that behavior as that of con­

quering his parsimoniousness, and thereby developing his 

virtuel 

Despite the fact that this is seemingly persuasive, an 

individual acquainted with contemporary analysis must feel 

that Kant has blundered into a conceptual confusion. If one 

subjects Kant's work to linguistic analysis, one realizes 

that conquering one's lack of generosity could never be the 

result of any number of philanthropie activities, and that 

such an intention could never be properly described as the 

end of such acts. Disciplining one's ungenerous spirit should 

not be looked upon aS:aresult of generous activities, because 

correctly, it is identical to such activities. For example, 

if a parsimonious pers on were asked why he was sU~denly 

engaging in frequent charitable behavior, he might legit­

imately answer "to become more generous". However, becom-

ing more generous is not astate brought about by generous 

activity, but is in fact indistinguishable from such activity. 

This sort of error is primarily fostered by linguistic usage. 
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For example, we do say something like "so and so disciplined 

his slothfulness by taking on extra tasks in his leisure 

time". Hence, we are led to think that overcoming this 

propensity was the result of those activities, rather than 

acknowledging that the achievement is identical to those 

activities. To see this problem aright, on~ should under­

stand that though it is quite correct to say that by be­

having generously we discipline our lack of natural charity, 

this is an achievement, not as an effect or result of activ­

ity, but in the sense that this activity is the realization 

of that achievement. What we Mean by the term moral charac­

ter is œually designated by the term "will". What l am 

arguing is that the will can not be distinguished from the 

aggregate of human activities and is in fact, idential to 

these. 

In speaking of a disciplined or moral character, we 

refer not to a state identifiable or separable from our 

disciplined conduct which is its realization. This further 

error arises from something Gilbert Ryle and Ludwig Witt­

genstein have devoted attention to, the confusion of thinking 

of the will as distinct from, and yet antecedently deter­

mining, our behavior. The point that has been made by RYle 

and Wittgenstein is that the will is not a distinguishable 

faculty. Rather, the faculties of the mind which we refer 

to by the terms intellect and will, are identical to those 
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activities which are their expression. JJ • Ryle has made 

his point by comparing the error made in this respect to 

that of a pers on who, after visiting aIl the collegesat 

Cambridge, continued to ask when he would see the Univer-

sity. Obviously, this person confusedly thinks of the Uni­

versity as a separate and identifiable entity, as each of the 

colleges is; this pers on has made a "category error" in 

failing to grasp that the University refers not to a 

particular entity but to the aggregate of functions, activ­

ities, and colleges denoted by the appellation "university".J4. 

Ryle believes the same error to be made by those who think 

of the intellect or will as distinct from those actions we 

calI intelligent or those human movements designated as 

willed. What we refer to by the term will is simply the 

aggregate of activities a human being consciously under­

takes. In addition, what we mean when we say, for example, 

that a person has a strongly disciplined or good will, is 

simply that this person exhibits these qualities in his 

behavior. 

According to this logic, l deny that there is such a 

thing as volitional disposition existing somewhere behind 

the scenes and determining the events we calI human actions. 

That Kant held sorne form of this belief is apparent. Kant 

defines the will as " ••• a kind of causality of living thing 

so far as they are rational."J5. By " a kind of causality", 
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Kant means a principle or law which determines certain 

events to occur (specifically, those events denoted by 

human actions.) 36. Obviously, Kant would hold that this 

principle, which determines these events, is in sorne way 

immanent in a person's character. Hence, the will would be 

the antecedent condition of our character, which deter-

mines our actions according to a certain principle, either 

that of autonomy or heteronomy. l have argued that there 

is something wrong in this, that we do not have to posit 

something behind human action which is said to cause it. 

Rather, what is needed is an acceptance of the fact of 

human behavior sui generis without attempting to explain it 

by the assumption of factitious entities. Given this, 

that a moral disposition is identical to the moral qualities 

of our actions, moral improvementban not be an effect of 

activities, but rather can be no more than the improved 

activities themselves. Hence, the motive to better ourselves 

morally would not be an end of action, that which can be 

affected by our conduct, but must refer to that actioo in 

itself. 

This analysis, l believe, reveals that there is some­

thing chimerical about the idea of moral improvement as an 

end. This has further implications concerning the postulate 

of immortality. If what we mean by the concept of a moral 

character is simply amentirely one's habits of action or 



62. 

behavior, a developing moral character would be identical 

to one's developing behavior, the changes and modifications 

of one's behavior. With'the denial of moral character 

existing independent of our actual conduct, one finds that 

the rationality which posits moral improvement as an end, 

collapses. Moral character does not folbw as a consequence 

of action, but simply refers to the fact that our behavior 

accords with moral principle. The struggle to moral 

perfection is therefore the struggle to make our behavior 

accord with moral dicta. As it turns out, the command 

to holiness asserts no more than the demand of the moral 

law that we obey moral dicta in aIl cases. What we are 

striving for is not a particular end, that which wouldbe 

an effect of action, but the more strict correspondence 

of our behavior with the moral law. 

One should subject this to closer scrutiny: one 

realizes that the incapacity to which Kant is drawing our 

attention, is associated with the distance between aIl 

moral agents and their ideal. Kant sees Man's failure as 

a result of the inherent radical evil, because of which, 

no man is capable of sustained moral behavior. Because of 

the tendency of self interest to dominat e one' s actions, 

no man is capable of being entirely morally motivated. On 

this basis, Kant sees holiness as an end for which we must 



struggle, but yet one which will always elude us. However, 

according to my analysis, one can say that to be thoroughly 

morally motivated is our ideal yet it cannot be our end, 

for we cannot make ourselves possèss a fixed moral nature. 

This is not due to the"madequacy of our strivings, for 

no possible behavior could ever be an appropriate condition 

for the attainment of holiness - simply becausemorality 

is not a state, but rather a quality of conduct. Since our 

moral character alters with our conduct, given the fact 

of huma.n freedom, one can see that no particular act or 

action can ever ensure that our future actions will follow 

the samenoral development. In this sense, we are never 

capable of making ourselves possess any moral character, we 

are only capable of determining the moral character of 

particular actions. 

l propose that holiness should have been properly 

termed an ideal rather than an end. The term ideal is used 

in the same sense that complete fulfillment of the law 

is an idea. An end is clearly distinct front this; tech­

nically an end ls regarded as an effect of an action. An 

ideal "should not be thought of as an effect of action, as 

it refers to the action itself ln so far as it is thought 

to fulfill or satisfy the ultimate criterion of law. In 

the Foundations, ideal moral behavior is that behavior which 
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fulfills the concept of .law, and it is by comparing one's 

conduct with this conception that one tests the moral 

appropriateness of an act. It is significant that Kant 

delineates the consequences as being in no way relevant 

to the question of whether an act fulfills the concept of 

law. The important aspect to which Kant draws attention is 

that morality is not fulfilled through consequences or 

results, but to the degree in which the act itself satis­

fies the criterion of law. Briefly, this is how one would 

have preferred Kant to characterize hOliness, that is, as 

a standard to be lived up to, not as something we might 

effect through action. 

Nevertheless, one might object to representing holiness 

in this sense, simply because Kant defines holiness not in 

terms of particular actions, but as a disposition to action. 

However, at the risk of reiterating my previous statements, 

it suffices to say that this assertion is precisely what my 

statements have been opposed to; l have said that a moral 

disposition simply means that our actions are of a certain 

character, not that there are certain built-in tendencies 

to engage in particular activities. Accepting this, it 

would seem that to say that we possess a concept of holiness 

or perfection can only mean that we conceive a pers on who, 

in aIl aspects of his behavior, acts in complete conformity 



with the coricept of law. This conclusion draws attention 

to the fact that moral perfection, if it is to be achieved, 

is not susceptible to being attained as a single result, 

but rather will be fulfilled in each of our acts as they 

are said to satisfy the conception of law. What is there­

fore the essence of holiness is this idea of an ideal 

fulfillment of the law. When one is said to satisfy holi­

ness, one has shown that his actions live up to the ideal, 

that of fulfilling law in every case. 

This completes my separate discussion of the concept 

of holiness. In concluding this chapter, l will consider 

what application my analysis has to the postulate of immor­

tality. Kant postulateS immortality in order to resolve a 

specifie problem which he felt to arise in relation to the 

command to achieve holiness. The followingp3.ges are meant 

to present that problem, and therefore, they will be mainly 

expository. 

As we saw, the highest good can only be realized 

if we first achieve holiness. In my exposition, l have 

sllown that man has an inextirpable tendency to prefer sen­

suaI incentives to moral ones, and therefore, though ev il 

can to a degree be overcome, .it can not be totally removed 

from the character of a finiie·being. 37 • However, holiness is 

not incompatible with the idea of a human being, for my ex­

position has also made· us aware that holiness can be gained 
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through endless moral improvement, which God regards as 

being equivalent to holiness. However, there is a final 

problem which Kant believes can only be resolved by the post-

ulate of immortality. This problem arises because man 

knows himself only as a fin~ ;member of tœ sense world 

and thereby as a mortal. This indicates that if holiness 

is to be met in endless moral striving, man will never 

know holiness, for his existence, apparently, is only 

temporal. 

Kant argues that the problem which presents itself, 

involves the fact that if one reasons from the appearances 

of man's existence, one can not avoid vitiating the 

command to holiness. If the agent, believes he exists only 

temporally, he must conclude that holiness is impossible, 

and this must have a debilitating effect on his commitment 

to holiness, for supposedly he can hardly commit himself 

to something which he believes impossible. Despite this, 

Kant argues that one can not simply give up one's efforts 

to promote hOliness, for the command to holiness is contained 

in the command to pursue the summum bonum. On this reasoning, 

he asserts that the object of holiness must be possible 

because it is a command of the moral law. 38• Ultimately, 

there is a resulting contradiction between, on the one 

hand, the demands of the moral law, and on the other hand, 

the realities of the phenomenal world. 

1. 
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Kant resolves this problem by means of the postulate 

of immortality. However, he prepares the way for this 

postulate by an argument intended to show that it is not 

entirely certain that phenomenal existence is man's sole 

form of existence. Kant argues that whoever claims holiness 

to be impossible is basing his conclusion upon a cognition 

of man as he appears in the phenomenal world. Kant points 

out that this argument is grounded in an assumption, the 

assumption that existence in the sense world is the only 

mode of existence for a human being. 39 • Though Kant is 

quite right to bring this to our attention, it does not 

immediately strike one that there is any data which might 

argue for an alternative existence. However, Kant proposes. 

that from the fact of human rationality, we have evidence 

that man is not solely a member of the world of sense. 40 • 

Kant argues from the fact of man's intelligence, that there 

is the possibility that man has existence in an intelligible 

world. Therefore, the possibility of an alternative existence 

must be admitted on the grounds of man's rationality. 

This argument is seen to.be important, at the very least, 

because it shows that the postulate of hum an immortality can 

be made without contradicting the facts of human nature. More 

generally however, this argument is intended to convey to 

us the idea that man as an intelligent being May very possibly 

exist immortally, apart from his existence in the mutable 
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sense world. Hence, Kant sought to show that postulate of 

immortality which is said to resolve this problem of attain­

ing holiness, is not altogether an unreasonable assumption. 

If we return to the moral problem, we can now appreciate 

how the postulate of immortality is meant to rectify that 

difficulty. According to Kant this problem haS reference 

to the contradiction between what the moral law commands, 

and what the apparent reality of the phenomenal world implies. 

However, if one postulates man's immortal existence, one 

need no longer accept the implications of the appearance 

world as final. This would follow, for if the agent postu­

lates a belief in his immortal existence, then endless moral 

striving is seen as a possibility, and thereby the achieve­

ment of holiness is also seen as possible. 

Though Kant has shown to us that a belief in immortality 

is far from being unreasonable, l think we should enquire 

whether the reasons which are said to necessitate the postulate 

of immortality are as compelling as Kant believes them to be. 

Kant claims, first of aIl, that moral p'erfection must be 

possible because it is contained in the command to seek the 

summum bonum. In other words, this object (holiness) should 

be possible to attain because it is commanded by the moral 

law. Kant elaborates on this point, and attempts to explain 

what the impossibility of holiness would mean with reference 

to the moral law. Kant claims that if holiness is impossible, 



then one will be hindered in " ••• the unceasing striving 

toward the precise and persistent obedience to acommand of 
. 41 

reason.O 

Il • Kant argues that thiso must be the case, for upon 

realizing that moral perfection is unattainable, either the 

agent will relax and give up his devotion to moral principle 

altogether, or he will become fanatically given over to 

mystical ideas about the possibility of holiness here and now. 

One gathers that the latter possibility has reference to those 

dangerous instances when individuals imagine their will to 

be in accord with the holy will of God, thereby exempting 

themselves from the moral order of restraint and obedience. 

In any case, whichever course the agent will follow, the con­

sequence will be the same, for the agent will forsake the 

persistent application to moral principle which is supposed 

to be every man's vocation. 

Essentially, what is to be gleaned from this explanation 

is that if man's commitment to moral excellence is not to be 

undermined, the agent must believe that holiness can be 

achieved. It is according to this reasoning that Kant concludes 

that in order to sus tain one's commitment to holiness, one 

must regard oneself as a member of the intelligible world in 

which one will possess an immortal existence. Hence, Kant 

asserts that the pursuit of holiness can only be maintained if 

the agent accepts the postulate of " ••• the infinitely enduring 
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existence and personality of the same rational being; this 

is called immortality of the soul." 42. 

In considering this argument, the question which should 

be asked is whether the impossibility of holiness must nec­

essarily force the agent to forsake his commitment to 

moral excellence. l believe that if holiness is represented 

as an ideal rather than an end, it is apparent that this 

conclusion has not the same cogency. According to the con­

cept of an ideal, the command of holiness should be inter­

preted as the demand that we live up to the moral law in aIl 

our behavior. Now l believe that the fact that no one can 

expect to totally fulfill the law does not inexorably mean 

that the command to perfection cannot function as a directive. 

Human beings can still strive to approximate holiness, apply 

rules to regulate their conduct, and live up to the imperative 

as closely as possible. Kant saw that we suffered. pathological 

affectation which made a perfect moral life unattainable; 

however, we still remain capable of degrees of success in 

overcoming these inherent tendencies. Thus, it is reasonable 

to believe that though holiness cannot be entirely aChieved, 

we are still capable of governing much of our conduct by the 

moral principle. It therefore appears that the impossibility 

of perfection does not provide sufficient grounds to warrant 

a cessation of our striving to excellence, for clearly our 

efforts at moral regulation do meet with a definite degree of 
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success. Secondly, however, l do not think that a disparity 

between what the moral law demands and what is possible, 

should lead anyone to see a commitment to strive for moral 

excellence as absurdo There is no contradiction in holding 

that we are aIl called to perfection, and on the other hand, 

knowing that this is not totally attainable, (there are 

many theologians who have maintained and argued for this 

apparent contradiction.)4J. Morality demands that we surmount 

our sensuous nature; while in aIl our conduct we are under' 

constraint to do so, the fact that we never achieve total 

success should in no way affect our belief that it is necessary 

to strive for this. The question whether or not any human 

being can possibly fulfill the moral law in every particular 

case, can not alter the fact that in each particular case 

we are called upon to do SOI 

o In order to explicate this point, one can argue that the 

àrtist, like the moral agent, attempts to realize a certain 

quality in aIl his endeavors, specifically that of beauty. 

However, the fac.t that artistic success is also accompanied 

by artistic failures would not make these endeavors absurdo 

Although the artist intends to succeed, at sorne time he will 

inevitably produce a world of substandard quality. However, 

this fact would not lead anyone to conclude that it was 

unreasonable for one to try and succeed in every case. Sim­

ilarly, with regards to ethics, one can say that a moral man 
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will desire that he be virtuous in aIl aspects of his behav­

ior. However, aIl men know that they will also be guilty 

of sorne moral failings. Similarly, we(tan say that no one 

will accept this as sufficient ground for giving up moral 

intentions. 

This can be understood by analogy if one grasps the 

point that we evaluate the aesthetic qualities of every work 

of art individually, judging each according to the ideal. 

Failure to realize certain qualitie~ in aIl cases would not 

diminish the qualities which have been realized. Hence, it 

is wholly reasonable for the artist to attempt the ideal in 

every case, despite the knowledge that he cannot succeed in 

every case. This argument applies equally to moral conduct. 

It should be emphasized that moral fulfillment is realizèd 

individually in particular actions and that the worthiness of 

each of these acts stands solely on its own merits. Though 

sorne of our acts will fail moral standards, this will not 

diminish the value of those acts which do realize moral 

qualities. As it turns out, each act will realize its moral 

quality individually, since its value can not be affected 

by other moral failures. One as certains that it is worth­

while to attempt moral rectitude in aIl cases. The moral 

intention would not be absurd even given the necessity of 

sorne moral failure, for clearly our achievements will still 
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be of value despite our failings. One concludes that even 

though we are commanded to holiness, the unattainability of 

that ideal is insufficient to render moral obedience to this 

command of holiness, unreasonable. 

Finally, it is not difficult to ascertain why Kant 

thinks that unless holiness is possible, a commitment to moral 

excellence can not be maintained. l believe Kant's conclusion 

can be derived from his mistaken conception of holiness as 

a volitional state which is supposed to result or follow 

moral action. Now basically, my argument has been that even 

if aIl human beings must inevitably fall short of perfection, 

their strivings are not in vain. Undeniably, their efforts 

at perfection will still be of value in those cases where 

they have succeeded in Maing particular actions moral. How­

ever, l think it can be seen that if one agrees to Kant's 

conception of hOliness, this fact will often be obscured. 

This is because Kant thinks of holiness as an end, a hoped­

for effect of action. When one commits oneself to an end, 

one chooses and selects a course of action which one believes 

to be an approprite means to an end. Hence, when a parti­

cular action or behavior is deemed to be insufficient or 

inadequate in achieving the proposed end, one gives up or 

renounces that particular form or mode of behavior. This is 

incontrovertibly the rationale which leads Kant to conclude 

that adherence to the command of perfection couldnot be 
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maintained unless holiness is possible. 

Nevertheless, one will not be beguiled into this type of 

thinking if one keeps in mind that holiness simply denotes 

that behavior which fulfills the law in aIl circumstances. If 

one attends to this fact, one sees that holiness is realized 

through particular moral acts, not as something distinct from 

moral actions. Given this, one must admit that failure to 

make aIl one's actions moral (to achieve holiness) cannot 

affect the value of those acts which do fulfill morality. 

Hence, it is reasonable and worthwhile to strive for'moral 

perfection, for our particular efforts will be of value apart 

from whether any man can always be sufficient to moral 

perfection. 
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III 

The Summum Bonum 

In the last chapter, l gave a detailed analysis of 

holiness, and argued that a cornrnand to holiness was consis­

tent with the theory of the Foundations, though l criticized 

Kant's representation of holiness as an end. In this chap­

ter, l will consider the summum bonum taken as a whole, 

that is, as including both virtue and happiness causally 

related. l have already argued that it is not quite correct 

to say that the moral law demands the pursuit of the highest 

good; however, l believe the point has been made, and that 

i t is not entirely worthwhile to overstat.e this argument. 

Hence, in this chapter, l will consider the question of 

whether or not the positing of the summum bonum affects moral 

motivation. This problem is essentially generated from the 

fact that, in the highest good, happiness is said to follow 

from virtue. This would seem to calI into question whether or 

not purity of motivation can be maintained. This is an 

extremely moot topic which has been the basis of wide con­

tention among Kantian scholars, both currently and in the 

past. 

By way of background information, it will be remembered 

that it was stressed in the "Foundations of the Metaphysics of 
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MoraIs" that the moral agent undertakes action, not because 

his ends are desirable, but sOlely for the sake of the moral 

law. l • Hence, the consideration of the moral agent is not 

whether his ends are desirable, but rather whether the maxim 

(regardless of the desirability of its end), agrees with the 

universal form of the moral law. This position has led many 

people to assume that, for Kant, the moral agent should not 

be concerned with the achievement of happiness. It is there­

fore striking to such people that Kant, in the "Dialectic 

of Pure Practical Reason", asserts that practical reason de­

mands that happiness follow from virtuous behavior. Kant 

nevertheless assures us that this move does not contradict 

his earlier statementsr he believes one can still maintain 

that the moral agent can act for the sake of the moral law 

while believing that happiness must follow upon virtue. How­

ever, before looking into this questi on whichIshall.:principal­

ly dwell upon, l shall give the substance of Kant's argument 

which claims that practical reason demands that happiness 

follow from virtue. 

In the"Dialectic of Pure Practical Reason tl
, Kant boldly' 

statesl 

"In the highest good which is practical for us, i.e., 
one which is to be made real by our will, virtue, and 
happiness are thought of as necessarily combined, so 
that one cannot be assumed by a practical reason 
without the other belonging to it." 2. 
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He states that an omnipotent being would see it necessary 

that this be the case; 

"For to be in need of happiness and also worthy of it 
and yet not to partake of it could not be in accordance 
with the complete volition of an omnipotent being, if 
we assume such for the sake of argument." 3. 

Afterreading these statements, one can perhaps hazard a con­

jecture as to what transpired in Kant's mind between the 

completion of the Foundations, and the writing of the Critique 

of Practical Reason. In reading the Foundations, one is 

impressed by Kant's efforts to delineate principles of moral-

ity from 'principles based upon self-interest or principles 

which have the object of personal happiness. From this, 

one often concludes that the pursuit of moral perfection and 

the pursuit of happiness are antithetical concerns. However, 

between writing these two books, Kant must have arrived at 

the insight that it was unjust that those men who attain 

purity of will should be without happiness. By incorporating 

happiness into the summum bonum, Kant felt not that he was 

allowing for thepursuit of self-interest, but simplY that he 

was allowing for the alleviation of that injustice whereby 

those who have proved their virtue find themselves unsatis­

fied in their personal happiness. 

In order to remedy this state of affairs, Kant incorporates 

virtue and happiness (the satisfaction of inclination) into 

the concept of the summum bonum, arguing that this object 

.;-



78. 

is ' ,the ul timate end of aIl moral strivings. One observes 

that in formulating this concept, Kant connects virtue and 

happiness in the forrn of cause and consequent: 

"In as much as virtue and happiness together constitute 
the possession of the highest good for one person, and 
happiness in exact proportion to morality (as the worth 
of a person and his worthiness to be happy), constitutes 
that of a possible world, the highest good means the 
whole, the 'perfect good, wherein virtue is always the 
supreme good, being the condition having no condition 
superior to it, while happiness, though something 
always 'pleasant to him who possesses i t, is not Of i t­
self absolutely good in every respect but always presup­
poses conduct in accordance with the moral law as its 
conditions. Il 4. 

Virtue exists in the highest good (summum bonum) as the supreme 

good (bonum supremum), but it is not the entire good (bonum 

consumatum), for reason demands the further object of hap­

piness. However, while happiness is posited as the completing 

component of the highe8t good, its value still depends upon 

the concomitant existence of a good will; (as we saw, in the 

absence of a good will, othervalues become perverted). Hence, 

the attainment of happiness could only be regarded as part of 

the absolute good if the agent maintains a virtuous life. 

It will be recalled that Kant, in the Foundations, enumerates 

particular values besides moral values, such as happiness and 

even wealth and honor, which, he says, can add to both well­

being and contentment; however, he cautions that they are 

far from being good without qualification, " ••• for without 

the principles of a good will the y can become extremely bad ll
•
5• 
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When one turns to the highest good, one meets with the same 

line of thought; Kant maintains that the summum bonum can only 

be held as good or valuable if the individual possesses a 

good will; in the absence of a moral disposition, value 

attributed to thehighest good becomes perverted. It is there­

fore, in accordance with this insight, that Kant claims the 

highest good can only be realized if one first proves one's 

virtue. Hence, Kant sees virtue as the condition of one's 

worthiness to be happy and therefore, he claims that virtue 

is the condition for the possession of happiness, and the 

realization ·of the summum bonum. 

It is noteworthy that Kant says that virtue, the su·preme 

good, is the supreme condition for the realization of the 

summum bonum, for by means of this statement, Kant wishes to 

convey to us that this ultimate end of moral endeavor is not 

something to be gained by prudence. Rather, Kant is saying 

that only those men Who have first proved their virtue, stand 

worthy to attain this object. Thus, he wishes to preclude 

anyone from thinking that in proposing that moral striving 

le directed to this end, he has denied the primary value of 

ethically principled behavior. Rather, Kant seeks to indicate 

thatprincipled action is still the supreme good, and the 

condition for realizing other values. He is therefore asserting 

that this is no less the case when we promo te the summum bonum. 
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We have seen that Kant believes justice would demand 

that happiness be included with virtue in order to complete 

this highest object of value. Further, since morality is 

held to be the 'prerequisi te for personal fulfillment, Kant 

believes that when virtue and happiness are combined in this 

objject (the summum bonum), happiness would relate to virtue 

as its consequent. 6• Kant theorizes that when reason 

combines two terms into a single concept, relating one as 

the consequent of the other, the second term must follow 

either as a logical consequent or as a real consequent. 7. 

His point is that there are only twopossibilities for the 

connection of two substantives into a single concept; either 

it is an analytical connection or it is a causal relation. 

If it is the former, it is necessarily a logical unit y 

according to the law 0f iden~y and the reason for combination 

is that the two terms are identical; and the latter possib­

ility is a synthetic combination according to the relation of 

cause and effect. 8• 

Kant observes that the ancients sought to solve the problem 

of bringing virtue and happiness into a harmonious relation 

by regarding these two constituents as identical. He inter­

prets that there were two opposing schools of thought, both 

of which seized upon this method but with differing conclusions. 

One school, the stoics, said that consciousness of one's virtue 



81. 

was equivalent to being happy; the other, the epicurean, 

said that furthering one's happiness was equivalent to 

exercise of virtuel Kant, however, rejects both efforts, 

arguing that the rnaxirns of virtue and those o.f happiness 

are: 

" ••• heterogenous, and far rernoved frorn being at one 
in respect to their suprerne practical principle; and 
even though they belong to a highest good ••• they 
strongly lirnit and check each other in the sarne 
subject." 9. 

In short, virtue can not be gained ty furthering one's 

happiness, for the rnaxirns airned at happiness are not nec­

essarily the sarne as those rnaxirns derived frorn the suprerne 

prmciple. Kant says that in the sarne subject, rnaxirns of dut y 

and rnaxirns of inclination strongly lirnit and check one ano-

ther. LiIœw·i;se, consciousness of one' s virtue can not be 

equivalent to happiness, for happiness dernands the gratifi­

cation of certain definite needs, not sirnplY the sense of 

satisfaction in our own virtuel Kant concludes: "happiness 

and rnorality are two specifically different elernents of the 

highest good and therefore their cornbination cannot be known 

analytically." 10. What would fulfill virtue and what would 

fulfill happiness are distinct, and therefore, the relation 

between virtue and happiness can not be resolved in an 

analytic ident:ity. 

If we follow this enquiry to a consideratiGn of specifie 

issues, it becornes undeniable that the stoics and the epi­

cure ans were both wrong. The stoic, who realizes virtue 
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and effects a domination over his inclinations, can know 

a certain contentment which issues from an independence 

from one's desires. However, this contentment is more a 

negative comfort following from the cessation of .that dis­

content or discomfort precipitated by desire, whereas true 

happiness denotes" ••• a positive participation of feeling".ll. 

In short, exercise of virtue alone can not be actual hap­

piness, that which is fulfilled by the satisfaction of 

definite and undeniable needs which we possess as finite 

creatures. Secondly, however, the answer of the epicurean 

is also inadequate. The successful pursuit of one's well­

being cannot be virtue, for virtue consists not in satisfy­

ing one's innate desires, but in following the supreme 

principle of pure practical reason. Hence, the analytical 

identity is disproven, and what we must therefore expect 

is a synthetic identity, with virtue ·and happiness recognized 

as two essentially disparate elements joined according to 

cause and effect. 

Now Kant's argument is that we must expect virtue and 

happiness related in just this sort of causal connection. 

However, as·I argued earlier, in the beginning of the second 

chapter, l do not think there is much of a case for saying 

that moral conduct necessarily implies worthwhile ends. 12 • 

Equally, it does not seem that there is much truth in saying 
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that one would necessarily find :"the ends prescribed by morals, 

or the consequences of moral actions, as always being 'per­

sonally desirable~ However, this is not the force of Kant's 

thinking. Kant's method here is not to study morality as 

an accomplished fact as he did both in the Foundations and 

in the Analytic of Pure Practical Reason; rather, in the 

Dialectic of. Pure Practical Reason, heis conducting a study 

from the point of view of the moral agent. Kant's point 

is, l believe, that the moral agent, whose behavior, above 

all, is in accordance with the dictates of rationality, must 

aSGume a rational context for his behavior. He argues 

that a rational context would have to be onein which hap­

piness would necessarily follow upon virtue. In speaking 

of the necessary connection between virtue and happiness in 

the summum bonum, Kant says " ••• happiness is also required, 

and indeed not merely in the partial eyes of a person who 

makes himself his end, but even in the judgement of an im­

partial reason, which in general regards persons in the world 

as ends in themselves.,,13. In other words, it would be 

contrary to a rational state of affairs for an individual 

who acts morally and thus realizes ultimate worth as a human 

being,. to be, at the same time, deprived of happineslP. Hence 

a moral agent who must regard his behavior as ratiorui,L and 

therefore assume a rational context for that action, must 

regard happiness as the consequent of virtue. Hence, ha:ppiness 



84. 

and virtue must be connected as cause and effect; this we have 

seen from Kan:t's argument that happiness cannot be related 

to virtue as a logical consequent. l4 • 

The logic, therefore, whichposits virtue and happiness 

as concomitants, derives its force from the fact that an 

agent, if he is to accept moral motives, must assume a 

moral order in the universel however, his confidence in 

the moral order would be imperiled if virtue were not 

rewarded with happiness. Hence, happiness must be séen as 

a consequent of virtue. This means,- additionally, that if 

we posit a consummate end for which all moral agents are to 

strive, happiness must be included in this objecte Happiness 

must be included for it would be contrary to justice or to 

the moral harmony of the universe for the virtuous to go 

unfulfilled. Therefore, the ultimate end which the moral 

law demands we 'pursue, is seen to comprise not only virtue 

but also happiness as a second component. Hence, the man 

who 'pursues virtue must also expect to attain happiness, for 
) 

the moral order demands that they both be related together 

in the summum bonum. 

However, l wish to bring to attention the fact that if 

we do accept this assumption, that morality demands that 

happiness follow from virtue, and therefore that the agent 

is to expect happiness from virtuous conduct, then l believe 
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the previous characterizatic:n of moral motivation in the 

Foundations is difficult to realize. In that characteri-

zation, Kant underlined that when acting morally, the agent 

is moved by dut Y and not by inclination. 15. In a sense, 

we become aware of this moral motivation when for its sake 

alone, we o'ppose the course urged upon us by inclination, 

to follow an alternative demanded by'duty. However, if 

as Kant asserts in the Critique of Practical Reasc:n, the 

course to the ultimate satisfaction of desire and the 

proper moral course of behavior, in fact, coincide, then 

the agent can not objectively realize his moral motivation. 

What l mean is that the agent can no longer be certain that 

'he is acting for moral reasons, since that behavior which 
, 

would realize moral motivation is the same" behavior w}1ich 

would ultimately fulfill our desires. Hence, the moral 

test which éntails whether or not we are willing to act 

morally, against inclination, has been lost. 

However, in writing the Critique of Practical Reason, 

Kant anticïpated such criticism. He therefore makes definite 

stateménts intended to assure the readèr that inproposing 

the summum bonum, he has not abrogated his main ide as con­

cernïng moral motivation. Kant defends the inclusion of 

hap'piness in the highest good by asserting that this should 

not lead us to think that ,this object ,(the summum bonum) 

is the determining ground of the will. He points out that 

'. 
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the assumption of an object of volition which determines 

the will 'previous to the moral law, would resul t in heter­

onomy.16. Kant claims that with regard to the highest goo~, 

this would not be the case, since the moral law is given 

before the highest good is derived. 17 • Kant conceives that 

the moral law functions both as the a-priori determining 

ground of action, and the further ground for assuming the 

highest gOOd. 18• Therefore, while the moral law remains the 

sole motive of action, in addition, i t is said to legislate -;-: 

the highest good as an end. Thus, "tlhe highest good is only 

assumed upon the prior assumption of the moral principle. 19 • 

What Kant is saying is that the moral agent does not first 

set up the summum bonum as his goal and then act ethically 

in order to gain that end; rather the highest good is sought 

only because it is first required by the moral law. Hence, 

in so far as one promotes the summum bonum out of obligation 

to moralprinciple, one's motivation will be dutiful and not 

self-interested. Further, if one does advance the highest 

good, not because this action is legislated by law, but 

out of a desire for the end itself, then heteronomy will 

resul t, which contravenes the moral principl~-~' Th~~,vt'Ulld 

mean that one's behavior would no longer be moral, and, 

ipso facto, that the highest good could not be realized, 

since the pre-condition for its attainment is that one assures 

one's virtue. Kant statesl 



"Consequently, though the highest good may be the entire 
object of a pure practical reason, i.e., of a pure will 
it is still not to be taken as the determining ground 
of a pure will; the moral law alone must be seen as 
the ground for making the highest good and its realiza­
tion or 'promotion the object of the pure will ••• For 
one sees from the Analytic that when we assume any 
object, under the name of good, as the determining 
ground of the will' prior to the moral law, and then 
derive the supreme practical principle from it, this 
always produces heteronomy and ru:les out the moral 
principle." 20. 

However, one questions how one would know that one is 

acting solely 'from moral principles rather than self-interest. 

Kant is saying that the incorporation of happiness into the 

summum bonum is justified because we are motivated solely 

by the moral law, and therefore, we are acting according to 

the demands of moralprinciple. In other words,'Kant is 

saying that the 'pursui t of the highest good (in which hap­

piness is a constituent) should not effect one's motivation 

if one acts for the end sOlely because it is legislated by 

the moral law. This, however, is just the issue; how would 

we know that we are acting solely from the moral principle 

rather than self-interest. 

My first objection stems from what was said in the 

first chapte±'. In that chapter, l argued that an option 

for dut Y as against self-interest is achi'eved when one 

conforms to the law, even when one's interests will be 

denied. 2l • If that argument was seen to be cogent there, it 

must certainly be relevant here. It was argued ther.e that 

a moral agent is one who limits his material maxims by the 
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formaI law of duty. The formaI law, as was presented, fun­

ctioned to limit or restrain a man's conduct in accordance 

with its requirements. One would necessarily conclude, 

therefore, that conformity to the law would not be singularly 

meritorious or establish a priority for dut Y under circum­

stances in which one would be liable to benefit frDm such 

conduct. In such circumstances, disciplining one self to 

duty's dictates would not involve the denial of self-interest 

and hence, one can not realistically say that the agent has 

chosen between the demands of dut Y and those of selfish in­

clination. 

However, this is, in fact, the state of affairs Kant 

presents us with; he makes that conduct which would satisfy 

virtue identical to that which sa:ti.sfies one's selfish de­

sires, by making happiness the consequent of virtue. In 

other words, adherence to the formaI law does not really 

demand anY'constraint or limitation on that obvious end which 

we would naturally purpose. A man unregulated by moral 

concerns exercises limits on his inclination only so he 

can gain that maximum satisfaction by which we further hap­

piness,that natural end proposed by the faculty of desire. 

The man who seeks the summum bonum is in an analogous po­

sition; he does not really have to limit his desire for 

personal gain, for developing in virtue is the soundest form 

of prudence he could practice. 
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For example, it is very likely that men engage in 

actions with more than one reason for doing so. One can 

think of good examples in which men have done things from', 

a sense of dut Y and with the expectation of and desire for 

happiness; to illustrate: a man may seek to take up a good 

profession, both"because he thinks it is the right thing 

to do and because he feels that he will be happy with that 

particular kind of work. Now, it is very unlikely that he 

will be able to distinguish clearly which consideration mo­

tivates him, since it is obvious 'Chat both do (this being 

unavoidable), and if one were to press him, asking whether 

he would do this for the sake of dut Y alone, even if he were 

to be unhappy in his job, surely he would be quite unable to 

answer decisively. He would be unable to do so because he 

would not have made his .decision in the light of a situation 

of this sort. In short, he has notbeen confronted with a 

situation in which he has had to choose between dut Y and 

happiness. 

~would seem that it is impossible for one to state 

precisely what one would do in a given situation until one 

has actually been confronted with similar or identical 

situations; on thebasis of these past actions, one can 

conjecture as to what one would probably do in the future. 

For example; Stephen Daedalus questioned whether he could 

make himself save a drowning man, as his friend Mulligan 

did. Like most of us, he had never found himself in such 



90. 

circumstances, and like most of us, he wondered whether he 

would carry through and do the noble thing, or ignominiously 

refrain out of fear for his own safety. When one speaks 

of more prosaic examples, such as whether the average man 

would do his job for dut y alone if he knew that he might be 

unhappy in it, the same conditions apply. Probably, the 

individual has not met with this type of problem, and hence, 

a-priori, he can not'predict as towhat he would do, though 

he would like to believe that he would do what is right. 

What is being said, in regard to Kant's theory, is that the 

positing of the summum bonum does create an almost identical 

situation. If the moral agent must expect happiness to 

follow from virtue, then he can never prove or substantiate a 

moral motivation which will act from, dut Y alone, even if 

inclination is opposed. The man who expects happiness to 

eventually follow from moral living islike Stephen Daedalus, 

for he can only make predictions about whether he would 

choose dut y over inclination. ln his ordinary behavior, the 

agent is never confronted with the necessity to decide be­

tween d1.1ty or happiness, for by believing in the summum 

bonum, he acce'pts that, ul timately, happiness will follow 

from whatever virtuous efforts he makes~Ç· 

What l believe, is that acceptance of Kant's argument, 

tha.t the agent must expect the summum bonum, would affect a 

necessary conviction about the moral conditions which gives 
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meaning to onels moral behavior. What l claim, is that 

the person 'who ascribes to a belief which says that hap­

piness must follow from virtue, has correspondingly abnegated 

a belief in the common facts of human experience. The known 

facts of the human condition are that happiness does not 

necessarily follow from virtue. This is important, for what 

is conveyed by Kant in the FoundatiCl1S, is that the moral 

agent is worthy of esteem or respect because he will act 

morally, ra ther than conform-::to the contingencies of the 

world, which promise happiness or the satisfaction of desire. 

My point is that the agent who expects a future happiness from' 

present virtue, is in a way exempting himself from the ordin­

ary conditions of life, in which happiness does not necessarily 

follow virtue. Such an agent can not be regarded wi.th qui te 

the same esteem or value, for in acting morally, he clearly 

does not have to decide between morality and the alternative 

course whichpromises happiness. This is because his con­

victions furnish him with the luxury of believing that 

happiness must follow morality, and therefore that he can 

act morally with the expectation of consequent happiness. 

My conclusion is that such a belief must denigrate the 

value attributed to principled behavior. Certainly, not 

aIl principled action is valueless if it do es not cost the 

agent something,however, if principled behavior could always 

be achieved without any self-sacrifice, th en one would not 

regard it in the same way. One can certainly see that the 
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agent who believes in the summum bonum would, in a 

sense, conform to the latter condition, for he can 

never believe that morality limits his self-interest. 

This point is apposite, for l argued in the first chap­

ter that the strength or extent of moral commitment 

can only be known when one chooses dut Y when one's 

personal desires oppose that course of action. The 

problem with Kant's positing:~ the summum bonum is that 

it undermines this possibility. Kant makes happiness 

follow from virtue, and accordingly, there is nothing 

by which to check that he, who purports to act from dut y, 

would do so if this behavior did not also further his 

self-interest. This means that one can never be able to 

unconditionally substantiatefor oneself the extent to 

which one is attached to disinterested principle. 

Other philosophers have found fault with Kant 

on similar grounds, among them Schopenhauer. Allen 

Wood, in his book, Kant's Moral Religion,has taken note 

o~ such criticisms and has sought to provide an interpre­

tation of finite volition which shows that Kant's intro­

duction of happiness into the Summum Bonum does not 

vitiate the principle of acting for duty's sake alone. 

Wood claims that criticisms of Kant's inclusion of 

happiness are founded upon a confusion of motive and end. 

He says that they (the critics) assume that because 
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Kant niakes happiness a component of the ultimate objective, 

then happiness must be the motive of such action. He states 

that to make this assertion means that one has confused the 

terms motive.and end. 23 • In explaining, he argues that the 

motive of a moral act is established by Kant in the principle 

of maxim from which we act, and not in the consequences of 

the act (the intended end). Kant's remarks, as understood in 

context, give one to conclude that, by the term "end", he 

denotes the consequences or results which the agent intends 

to achieve by means of his actions, and therefore not necessar-

ily the consequences which actually come to pass, or other 

expected but ancillary results of the same act to which one 

might be indifferent. For example, he statesl 

"Where-in then, can this worth lie if it is not in 
the will in relation to its hoped for effect? It 
can lie nowhere else that in the principle of the 
will irrespective of the ends which can be realized 
~ such action." 24. 

Now the crux of what Wood is saying is that, in moral action, 

it is the universal legislative form of the maxim which deter-

mines our action, not its material content, that is, the re­

sults (ends) it requires us to promote. 25. Therefore, the 

intended results or hoped-for effects of behavior are not what 

has incited our behavior; the incitement issues from the re-

quirements of the law. Now Wood argues that if this is the 

case, tœ,motive to moral action can not be affected by the 

desirability ofproposed ends, for the act is decided upon, 

solely on the basis that tnr!maxim can be applied universally. 
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In other words, it is put forth that the reason a moral 

agentperforms an action is that he sees that it is 

lawful; whether the consequences are desirable is 

not his concern; hence, if the consequences are in fact 

desirable, his motivation will be left unaffected. 

Part- of this argument derives from the observa­

tion that an immoral and a moral act may apparently 

have the same end, and,';yet be actualized out of different 

motives. This led Kant and Wood to assume that a motive 

is something different from an end, and therefore that 

one can alter one's ends without necessarily affecting 

motivation. However, it seems to me that though an 

immoral and a moral act may apparently have the same 

end, they cannot, in fact, have the same end. To illu­

strates two rich people, for wholly different reasons, 

decide to donate large s~ms of money to various charities; 

one does this because he feels it proper and right that 

he should aid less fortunates, the other to aggrandize 

his own reputation. Kant and Wood would say that they 

act from different principles and motives; however, they 

have the same end, which is giving unfortunates the 

amenities. On the contrary, they do not have the same 

end. One man (the moral one) engages in his actbn with 

the actual end of alleviating the deprivations of the 

poor, the other, the less moral, follows the same 
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behavior with the actual end of enhancing his own 

esteem; alleviating poverty is only the means to this 

end. 

l think this argument holds true in aIl cases. 

In aIl cases in which one compares examples of the same 

behavior realized from different motives, one notices 

that the agents ·purposed different resul ts by that 

behavior. This is not to say that in the case of moral 

behavior, the action was undertaken for the sake of one's 

ends. The moral agent will have undertaken to pursue 

these ends for the sake of the moral principle, yet 

the ends he ·pursues will necessarily be distinct from 

those a less moral man wouldpurpose by the same 

action. For example, the moral law could be said to 

demand that we alleviate human suffering, and therefore 

the alleviation of human suffering would le~itimately 

be the end and what we commonly calI the motive of the 

moral agent's behavior. A more corrupt man whose mo­

tives were n9t ~oral might undertake the same behavior; 

however, his emwould not be the simple alleviation of 

human distress, but rather the gaining of a tax rebate, 

enhancing his self-esteem, or whatever. 

These illustrations from ordinary discourse give 

prima facie evidence that when one speaks of two ac­

tions having different motives, this means that the 
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sent further examples, l believe that if one reflects, 
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one will have to admit the above statement to be the case. 

As against Kant and Wood, l believe this argument to 

reinstate that one's motives have to do with o~es ends, 

and that motives are indicative as to one's ends; if 

we say that two people have differept motives, we mean 

that they intend different ends. Further, it follows 

(and l believe it to be true) that we evaluate and judge 

a person!:! motivation by the ob"jectives and designs he 

seeks to promote by his actions. To put the case simplis­

tically: we calI a man selfishly motivated "if he is in 

the habit of always seeking ends which are to his advan­

tage; on the other hand, we calI a man morally motivated 

if he is in the habit of pursuing objectives which are 

conceived to agree with moral priorities. 

Ultimately, Wood's defence rests upon the contention 

that the command to pursue happiness cornes from the impar­

tial legislation of pure practical reason, and not from 

the faculty of desirè. This is an argument which attempts 

to say that this command is the product of disinterested 

deliberation; therefore, the basis of disinterest is not 

undermined. However,. l believe that there are two aspects 

to what we calI selfless behavior. The one aspect is un-
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deniably this disinterested deliberation, but the' other 

concomi::;cant would seem to be the actual pursui t of ends 

which are not in my self-interest, and which are sometimes 

inimical to it. l believe that there is this division 

between reasoning, whereby we come to sorne sort of con­

clusion about a particular ac'tion, (for example, whether i t 

is moral, prudent, and so'on), and the motive of an action. 

As l understand it the motive usually means the end or ob­

jective actually decided upon. We usually say that a per-

son has disinterested motives when he is distinguished 

as acting for and purposing ends which are not directly 

beneficial to himself. This is because it is one thing 

to speak of the reasoning whereby we come to decide what 

is right, and it isanother thing to carry out our conclu­

sions. The ultimate and unavoidable criterion of self­

lessness is whether one will carry out what one has reached 

by objective consideration, when such action is opposed 

to one's advantage of even dangerous to one's welfare. 

In the final analysis, this selfless devotion to principle 

only becomes a reaiity when we force ourselves to follow 

i ts demands, even when we 'personally have nothing to gain. 

The man who pursues the summum bonum can never actually 

realize this motivation, for the ends he pursues are always 

ultimately in his self-interest. Even though his end is 

legislated by impartiàl reason, the man whopromotes the 
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summum bonum never substantiates his selfless, dutiful mot­

ivation, for he pursues no course and initiates no~actions 

for which the objectives or consequences are ever finally 

inimical to himself. From this analysis, there follows 

what we have said, that such a man has not really decided 

for dut Y as against the furthering.of personal satisfaction, 

for in following dut Y he has not been forced to forsake 

the ends which will bring happiness. 

Ultimately, l find that the inclusion of happiness 

into the summum bonum makes impossible the sort of moral 

motivation demanded in the Foundations. There, it was 

said that moral motivation involves decidirtg to follow 

dut Y rather than inClination; however, as l have sought to 

show, thepossibility of deciding meaningfully is lœt 

if happiness is expected to follow from virtue. 

Though we commonly speak of a pers on as being un­

selfishly motivated, by referring to the fact that his 

behavior isprincipled, this is because a man who adheres 

to principle inevi tably will come up against situations. 

in which, in following his principles, he will be forced 

to abrogate sorne personal concern, and for this reason 

such an individual is looked upon as self- denying. How­

ever, if one disassociates moral action from its normal 

context (in which principled behavior often leads one to 

pursue ends which are thwarting to tœ~omotion of one's 
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personal advantage), then one does not have the right 

to conclude to a person's unselfishl1ess from the fact that 

his actions are done in accordance with principle. What 

one finds, therefore, is that Kant has severed the 'phen­

omenon of principled conduct from the normal context in 

which it is realized and which gives it meaning. A dis­

interested deliberation of onels principles is meritorious, 

because it is often realized in the promotion of objectives 

which are indifferent or even dangerous to one's interests. 

This i.s unquestionably why men of moral disposition are 

deemed as worthy of respect. However, if personal rewards 

are always commensurate with virtue, then the ordinary 

circumatances would have somehow been lifted, this is to 

say, the ordinary circumstances in which virtuous behavior 

often checks the promotion of our personal satisfactions. 

In this eventuality, one would not give quite the same 

meaning to the fact that one acted in accordance with 

moral principles simply because adherence toprinciple 

would not have involved a definite denial of self-interest. 

What one concludes is that action from principle 

could only possess worth in the normal context inmich it 

is followed. The normal context is one in which devotion 

to principled action is often realized in the pursuit of 

ends which thwart the promotion of sorne of one's selfish 
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action, in accordance with principle, could still have 

moral value even if the consequences of one's behavior 
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were different from normal experience with regard to one's 

happiness. However, our point has been that action from 

principle could only be thought of as having value if realized 

in the circumstances of common experience, in which adher­

ence to principle has meant denial or limitation of the 

selfish desires and objectives men usually entertain. 

' .. - ~-
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IV. 

The Antimony of Pure Practical Reason 

1 • This final chapter will be devoted to an under-

standing of what Kant labels the, "antinomy of pure 

'practical reason". In the course of this study, l shall 

enquire whether the ideas presented in the "Dialectic 

of Pure Practical Reason", with reference to the anti­

nomy, are consistent with one of the central propositions 

of the Foundations. Further, l shall consider whether 

the ideas expressed in the "Dialectic of Pure Practical 

Reason" modify or change moral motivation as it is 

presented in the Foundations. However,' this question will 

be left untouched until the latter part of the chapter. 

The problem at hand is to appreciate and understand how 

the antinomy is provoked and what it means, 

In the last chapter, l sought to discern what 

effect on motivation would result if the agent were to act 

morally with the expectation of happiness. This question 

was seen to arise because Kant argues that justice 

demands that happiness be related causally to virtuel 1. 

Kant argues that virtue and happiness must be joined to­

gether by this synthetic connection (cause and effect) 

in the ob ject of th;a) highest good. However, there is a 

difficulty in this which l did not discuss in the last 

chapter. Kant asserts that a problem must be forthcoming 
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because no such relationship is exhibited in nature. This 

is dncontravertible, for one must acknowledge that vir­

tuous acts in this world do not apodictically bring hap­

piness to their agent. Since morality is said to demand 

this relation, one therefore finds an apparent contradiction 

between the demands of morality and the reality of the phen­

omenal situation. Kant says this conflict must affect our 

regard for the moral principle itself, for morality is 

said to posit this relationship. 

Kant concludes that this problem can not be left 

unresolved, for if one accepts the implication of the anti­

nomy, one must also acce'pt that ethical principles are un-

reasonable. Kant argues that this must follow for if one 

admits that the highest good is unattainable, then one must 

admit the moral law to be " ••• fantastic, directed to empty 

imaginary ends, and consequently inherently false." 2• The 

logic behind this is that since the moral law demands the 

promotion of the summum bonum, the impossibility of this 

end must mean that the moral directive is absurd, for what 

it requires us to do is impossible. Kant statesl 

"Since, now, the furthering of the highest good, 
which contains this connection in its concept, is 
an apriori necessary object of our will and is 
inseparably rel~ed to the moral law, the impos­
sibility of the former must prove the falsity of the 
latter also." 3. 

In any case, Kant reasons that what is demanded is 

that nature be brought into harmony with practical principles. 
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Since we are not the cause of nature, however, we are not 

capable of creating this harmony. Hence, to maintain moral 

principles, we must postulate a supreme cause of nature, 

which alone would be capable of setting right this relation­

shi'p. 

"Therefore also the existence is postulated of a 
cause of the whole of nature, itself distinct from 
nature, which contains the ground of the exact co­
incidence of happiness with morality." 4. 

However the mere existence of an omnipotent creator is not 

enough to ensure that this being will be disposed to act 

according to moral intentions and make happiness coincidental 

with virtue, "Therefore the highest good is possible in the 

world only on the suppositi(l).n of a supreme cause of nature 

which has a causality corresponding to the moral intention." 5• 

As we saw, a being who acts from moral intentions must be 

a rational being, for to act morally is to act from laws 

authored from reason alone. Further, a being which is able 

to bring about effects from rational considerations must 

possess a will, for Kant defines the concept of will as 

" ••• a kind of causality of living things so far as they are 

rational. 11
6. In order to maintain the possibility of virtue 

and happiness as concomitants and thereby, the reasonableness 

of the morallaw, we must postulate the existence of an 

omnipotent creator possessing an intellect and will; in 

short, a being which possesses the attributes which we 

associate by the term God. 
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Kant maintains that this postulation, like the other 

two, freedom and immortality, is assumed purely for the sake 

of moral law. They do not extend our speculative knowledge, 

but they are assumed in order to mainta.in the moral law. 

They are said not to extend our speculative knowledge, be-

cause though clearly we can conceive such ideas, we have no· 

direct experience or intuition of their objects. 

"For nothing more has here been accomplished by 
practical reason than to show that these concepts 
are real and actually have (possible) objects, but 
no intuitions of them ~re hereby given (and indeed 
none can be demanded)." 7. 

One notices that this problem is analogous to that 

which we found in the second chapter, when holiness was found 

to be impossible according to the reality of the phenomenal 

world. In this case, the difficUlty encountered involves 

the fact that the laws of nature are not constructed in su ch 

a way that a moral act brings happiness to the moral agent; 

the other problem derived from the temporality of one's 

existence. However, one notes that Kant labels the appar­

ent difficUlty associated with the possibility of attaining 

happiness, "the antinomy ofpractical reason"; one con-

jectures that he does this because the antinomy has refer­

ence to the 'possibili ty of the summum bonum taken in i ts 

entirety, for it involves the causal relation which is 

supposed to join virtue and happiness in this single concept. 
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However, the above adumbration is only intended 

to impart a general understanding of the antinomy and its 

critical resolution by the postulate of God. Having now 

gained the requisite acquaintance with the basic issue, it 

would seem imperative that one proceed to analyse this prob­

lem in greater depth. We have shown that the moral law 

is said to command the summum bonum, but on inspection it 

appears that the summum bonum is not attainable in this 

life. There has been sorne contention between two of the 

more prominent Kantian scholars as to what this fact implies, 

and therefore, as to how the antinomy should be explained. 

In order to do justice to the analysis, it is necessary that 

we give an account of this scholarly altercation. 

Louis White Beck in his book, A Commentary on Kant's 

Critique of Practical Reason, has argued that the unattain­

ability of the en~ire summum bonum represents sOlely a 

theoretical problem and is in no way a moral problem. By 

this he means that the "antinomy" only threatens the consis­

tency of theory; it does not calI into question the possib­

ility of moral behavior. Beck argues that reason, in so 

far as it is practical, " ••• issues no declarative statements; 

it only requires, inspires, guides, and judges actions which 

may not be real but are always possible.II 8 • Beck argues 

that since practical reason is not engag~d in issuing 

statements of fact, the contradiction between what the 



106. 

moral law demands and what appears to be possible which 

throws doubt on the truth of the moral law, cannot be a 

problem for practical reason, for it is a question involving 

solely truth ,and falsity. Hence, the antinomy is only a 

problem for reason in so far as it is constructing a con­

sistent theory. Beck statesl "The illusions are theoret­

ical illusions about morality not moral illusions. The 

moral illusion which is heteronomy has already been exposed 

in the ."Analytic".,,9. Hence, for Beck the reason why the 

unattainability of this end is a problem is because it 

implies that the moral law is false, thereby making our 

moral theory false. 

However, Allen Wood in his book, "Kant's Moral Re­

ligion", ,has challenced this interpretation. Specifically, 

Wood denies that the unattainability of the summum bonum 

could be a threat to the veracity of the moral law. lO • 

Wood argues that the moral law has already been substantiated 

theoretically in the "Analytic" and therefore if the imposs­

ibili ty of the summum bonum re'presented a "theoretical threa t 

to the categorical imperative, surely its solution would 

have been included there. Inmdition to this analysis of 

textual organization, Wood uses quotations to support his 

position. His chief quote is from "Lectures on Philosophical 

Theology," in which it is saida "Our moral faith is a 
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practical postulate, through which anyone who denies it can 

be brought ad absurdum practicum. An absurdum logicum is 

an inconsistency in judgements. The~e is an absurdum prac­

ticum however, when it is shown that if l deny this or 

that l would be a Scoundrel (Bosewicht)."ll. In Wood's 

exegesis, he notes that Kant does' not say that the denial of 

the practical postulate results in an reductio ad absurdum 

logicum, that is, an argument leading to an unwelcome inGon­

sistency in judgements; rather, he says that it is a reductio 

ad absurdum practicum, an argument leading to an unwelcome 

conclusion about oneself as a moral agent. The import of Wood's 

remarks is that the impossibility of the summum bonum must 

clearly result in moral consequences, for the stated con­

sequent of the antinomy is that we will be forced to regard 

ourselves as scoundrels. Wood contends that the denial of 

the summum bonum cannot shake our belief in the moral law, but 

rather it precipitates sophistries which can make us dis­

believe in the reasonableness of following its demands. 

According to Wood's thinking, one who commits himself to 

pursuing something also commits himself to the belief that 

whatever it is, it is at least possible of attainment. Hence, 

Wood argues, the man who commits himself to follow the 

moral law and to 'pursue the summum bonum, also commi ts himself 

to the belief that at the least it is possible to achieve 
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this end. To deny this possibility and abnegate this neces­

sary belief would leave us no choice but to desist from moral 

action.,12. For Wood, i t is this secondary belief which is 

called into question and not the moral law. This would 

explain the unwelcome conclusion that"I am a scoundrel" , 

for if l am led to regard moral demands as unreasonable, l 

become a man unregulated by moral sanctions, which is what is 

usually meant by the term ~scoundrel". This therefore has 

been Wood's argument: The dialectic in no way calls into 

question the theoretical truth of the moral law; rather, we 

are led to look upon obedience as unreasonable. Hence, the 

postulates are required in order that we can see obedience 

as reasonable and thereby avoid being misled(~ into giving 

up the moral struggle and becoming scoundrels. 

In summing up, these two divergent opinions can be 

sketched as followsl The impossibility of the summum bonum 

means for both Beck and Wood that to pursue the summum bonum 

would be absurdo However, what the y conclude from this 

fact marks the essential difference in their interpretati~ns. 

Wood says that what is affected is a necessary belief which 

must accompany aIl actions, which is the belief that the 

end is possible to achieve. Contrariwise, Beck thinks that 

the impossibility of the summum bonum does not obstruct 

action, but rather leads us to theoretically doubt the moral 

law. In theory, if the moral law directs us to this end, 
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its .impossibility would indicate that the moral law directs 

us falsely and is thereby itself false. For Beck, the 

reasonableness of following moral demands is not in question; 

rather the problem is that of theoretically substantiating 

the truth of the moral law. 

In order to refute Beck's interpretation, it can be 

maintained that Kant does not think that the problem 

remains solely within the bounds of theory, for clearly 

Wood's quotation from "Lectures on Philosophical Theolbgy" 

says that the unresolved antinomy results in an absurdum 

practicum, that is, a moral conclusion about the agent 

himself. 13 • It seems obvious that if Kant has stated that 

an effect of the antinomy is the cessation of ethical restraint, 

this must preclude a conclusion that the problems of the 

antinomy are purely theoretical. However, one can equally 

say if one looks to the statements of Kant, which Beck 

underlines, that Wood must also be wrong. Wood claims that 

the veracity of the law is not in question; however, there 

are undeniable statements in the Critique of Practical Reason 

which aorroborate Beck's assertion that the veracity of the 

law is in doubt. 14. 

Despite this, l believe that the dialectic and the 

antinomy it engenders are clearly moral problems, for other­

wise Kant would not have spoken of the resulting absurdum 
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practicum. l think it is therefore best to attack the anti­

nomy from this moral point of view. In doing so, l will 

first scrutinize Wood's position and attempt to discern 

whether his interpretation is a satisfactory explanation of 

this moral implication. l should say that l do not find 

Wood's position tenable, though l do have more affinity 

for Wood's interpretation, since it attempts to explain the 

antinomy as a moral dilemma. l shall proceed to explain 

why.1 believe Wood to be wrong. 

Wood is claiming that if l believe my end (the summum 

bonum), to be impossible, this must lead me to forsake 

moral principles, since what they command can not be rea­

lized. However, what this thinking neglects is the- fact 

that the highest good is not the immediate object of a 

particular act, but rather the ultimate object of aIl moral 

strivings. This point, if not emphasized, will lead one 

to Wood's conclusion, which is definitely wrong if applied 

to the impossibility of the summum bonum. 

By an immediate object of volition, l primarily 

mean the particular individual and distinct end which 

each moral act seeks to achieve. For example, if l act 

charitably, my immediate end might be to alleviate the 

condi tion of less fortunates, or if l act kindly, my end,: might 

be to make another person happy, and so on. If one ascertains 

that this particular, immediate end which one is intending, 
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is in fact impossible, then the only reasonable coUrse is 

to refrain from the action. For example, if the categorical 

imperative tells me that it would be moral to attempt to 

save a drownir.gwoman, but l realize that l can not swim, 

then it would be absurd for me to follow this command, 

since it is entirely impossible that l might achieve the 

rescue of the drowning woman. Clearly, it is absurd to 

obey a moral imperative which commands an immediate end 

which is impossible to achieve. 

Now the reason why it would be ridiculous to attempt 

an action if the immediate object of that action is 

unachievable, is simply because it is impossible that 

the action can be "brought off". One can say, according 

to Austin's terminology, that the attempt will inevitably 

"miss-fire".15. The act will be said to "miss-fire" because 

the immediate object of an action is inextricably tied up 

in one's concept of the action. For exarnple, when one talks 

about murdering a man, rescuing a man,Qr electing someone, 

one sees that in this idea of perforrning the action is 

the idea of aChieving the intended end. Therefore, if it 

is known that the end is impossible, then the action can 

not be performed. Applying this argument to the sphere of 

action governed by moral imperatives, one can see that if 

morality requires one ta promote an immediate end which 

is impossible, then the command de facto can not be obeyed. 
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This would follow, because one acknowledges on the above 

analysis that if the end is impossible, the action can not 

be realized, and the command can not be fulfilled. This is 

why the agent would be justified in concluding that obedience 

is unreasonable, for in apprehending that the immediate 

end is impossible, he sees that the act cannot be carried 

out- (performed). 

However, when one turns to consider the summum bonum, 

one sees that this reasoning is not qui te applicable. This 

is because the summum bonum is not immediate, but an ultimate 

end. What l mean by this is that no particular moral act 

has the highest good as i ts immediate ob ject. For example, 

a particular charitable act seeks the immediate amelior­

ating of someone else's circumstances, not the achievement 

of perfect virtue and happiness, (the highest good). This 

latter object (the summum bonum), is something which is 

supposed to result,not from any particular act, but 

from aIl one's particular strivings. Therefore, the summum 

bonum is not an immediate, hoped-for effect, but rather 

. something which we hope will eventuallY be generated from 

aIl our moral efforts. This means that the idea of achie­

ving.- the summum bonum is not inherent or immanent in the 

concept of any particular moral act. This can be put in 

another way by saying that when we credit a person with 

performing a particular moral act, we do not necessarily 
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credit him with achieving the summum bonum. In order for a man 

to successfully fulfill an individual ethical action (for exam­

pIe, a charitable act) it is not requisite that he also realize 

the highest good. We would not claim that an individual failed 

to act charitably if, in performing a charitable act he did 

not bring into existence perfect virtue and perfect hap'piness. 

This indicates that the fulfillment of particular moral activities 

would not be thwarted if the ultimate end of those activities 

(the summum bonum) was impossible. 

No'w Wood' s argument was that if the highest good 

is not achievable, this signifies that the agent can not look 

upon moral imperatives as reasonable, for in order to commit 

himself to an imperative, the agent must helieve that he can 

realize the object which the imperative proposes. However, my 

contention is that, firstly, the summum bonum should' be, 

apprehended and understood as a final, not an immediate 

object of volition. Hence, even if this ultimate object 

(the summum bonum) is unrealizable, the:agent is yet able 

to commit himself to working for this immediate moral 

end.:~' de ri ved from the formaI principle of dut Y • Sinceparti­

cular moral acts are defined by their ends (for example, 

helping a neighbour, rescuing someone in distress,) the im­

possibility of the highest good can in no way be viewed as an 

impediment to living up to the demands of ordinary ethical 

behavior. Hence, one must unquestionably assert the reason­

ableness of pursuing these ordinary, particular moral ends 
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end of moral striving is impossible. 
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Since Wood's analysis cannot be correct, it is nec­

essary to look for sorne other explanation. It should be men­

tioned, however, that l have neglected to give an extensive 

cri ticism of Beck' s position, because l believe i t to have .. 

already been refuted by Kant's statement that an absurdum 

practicum is the consequent of the unresolved antimony. 

Greater consideration has been given to Wood's analysis 

also becaase l believe it more interesting to study the prob­

lell1 of the antimony from the aspect of the resulting.absurdum 

practicum. However, in the explanation of the antimony 

which l shall propose, l will attempt to do justice to several 

of the points which Beck makes. 

Ultimately, l believe that the agent would only give 

up moral behavior if he believed the highest good to be im­

possible, if he had become convinced of a logic of value 

associated with the concept of means and ends. This is to say 

that when one thinks .of something as a means to something 

else, one thinks of the means as only possessing value de­

rivitely from the end. This signifies that the means will 

only be viewed as worthwhile or valuable if it is appropriate 

to its end; if the chosen means are inappropriate, they are 

looked upon as useless, and the agent refrains from using or 

fOllowing them. l believe that this is how the antinomy 
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should be understood. To express this idea, one can say that 

since the agent has set the highest good as his goal, the 

inappropriateness of moral behavior to the achievement of 

that end renders such behavior unnecessary or useless; l'lence, 

it is not reasonable to engage in such activities. 

This arguement differs from Wood's explanation. Wood 

says that the agent cannot commit himself to acting morally 

if he believes in the impossibility of fulfilling the final 

requirement of the highest good. l have said however that 

this is not sufficient, for he(the agent) can still believe 

in the possibility of fulfilling particular moral imperatives. 

What l claim therefore, is thatthe moral agent, in order to 

view all moral action as absurd, must see particular moral 

actions as worthwhile or commendable only in so far as they 

'further the achievement of the summum 1monum. . According to 

the logic l propose, each moral act, however successful in 

itself, would be rendered worthless if it did not contribute 

to, or further, the achievement of this highest good. To see 

this distinction, one should consider the example of seeking 

public office. In essence, one must see the highest good as 

an end in the sense that seeking pub;tic office is an end. 

Looking at this example in detail, one can conjecture that 

the unsuccessful candidate will have performed numerous differ­

ent actions, aIl with this one objective~in mind. Sorne of 

these acts will have been successful in themselves (perhaps 
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he won over several wealthy supporters); nevertheless, if the 

ultimate object went unachieved, all his efforts and work 

have been useless. Similarly, in order to see moral behavior 

as useless if the highest good is unreachable, one would 

have to see moral behavior as having utility only in so far as 

it promotes this end. Hence, the summum bonum must be looked 

upon as an end in the analogous sense that seeking public office 

is an end. This means that no particular moral act can be 

successful, or realize any value in itself,if it does not 

act to advance one's final goal. 

Clearly, Wood fails to make this point, for aIl that he 

has said is that if the summum bonum is impossible, we can not 

commit ourselves to realizing the summum bonum. This is quite 

true; however, it remains that we can still commit ourselves 

to realizing the particular ends required by the moral law, for 

trepossibility of their fulfillment is in no way in question. 

Ore therefore cart not deny that my argument is more explanatory 

of the resulting absurdum practicum. l have a~gQed that the 

moral action could be ~1~ seen as futile or senseless because 

the agent must see any particular moral act as failing in 

value if it can not promo te the attainment of the highest good. 

Therefore, on the impossibility of the summum bonum, aIl moral 

activities are shown to be insufficient to their end, and aIl 

will be looked upon as futile. One can say, therefore, that 
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a particular moral act can be fulfilled, such -acts are still 

to be refrained from because they have no utility. 

In order to decide whether or not this interpretation 
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is fully comprehensive, l believe one should return to consider 

the arguments raised by Beck. We are weIl acquainted with 

the resulting absurdum practicum stressed by Wood. l believe 

that the above argument quite adequately explains this fact; how­

ever, something also should be said with reference to what 

Beck has stressed. Beck takes his position franKant's statements 

which claim that the impossibility of the highest good must 

issue .. in the falsi ty of law. Though Wood unequivocally denies 

Beck's position, l believe that there is unassailable textual 

evidence which supports the main point Beck makes, which is that 

the impossibili ty of the summum bonum malŒs the law false .16. 

Hence, l believe one must become convinced that Kant held both 

that the unresolved antimony would ramify wi th the consequence·; of 

the absurdum practicum, and also with the imputation that the law 

is false. It is therefore imperative that an interpretation of 

the antimony attempt to explain both these statements. 

Therefore, the matter at hand is to see if the above 

interpretation l have offered, can do justice to Kant's statements 

which claim that the implication of the antimony is to lead one 

to doubt the veracity of the moral law. 
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Now on my interpretation, l think one can account 

for this 'point. l have argued that if our ul timate aim 

is unobtainable, moral conduct would be absurd, only if 

we valued moral actions solely as they functioned as a 

sufficient means to the desired end. If one agrees to 
, 

this understanding, one would have to see morality and aIl 

various moral endeavours as absurd. This s'phere of human 

undertaking would be absurd or fantastic because apparently 

aIl ethical conduct is directed to an engaged in advancing 

something which is impossible. This means not only that moral 

regulation is not worth the effort, but additionally, that 

one is led.·· to question the basic grounds of moral law • 

. Clearly, if the moral law is exhorting us to do things 

which are futile and worthless, then one can hardly have 

much fai th in the! legi timacy of such a principle. This, l 

think, is why Kant says that we must come to doubt the 

veracity of the supreme principle itself. 

Ultimately, l conclude that Beck or Wood's opinion, 

which ever is maintained, rests finally upon an inter­

pretation of Kant's classification or organization. 0b­

viously, one is free to accept either interpretation; but 

l think it is more reasonable to see that each one has 

seized upon part of the truth. From the statements Kant 

has made, it is incontestable that Kant holds that both 

the moral principle is made false and moral conduct is 
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suspended •. Hence, l believe that the above explanation of 

the antinomy which l have offered, is the correct one, for 

it more adequately accounts for both these facts. This 

explanation does justice to Kant's statement that the un­

resolved antinomy results in anabsurdum pr.acticum, found 

in Lectures on Philosophical Theology, and his statement 

in the "Dialectic of Pure Practical Reason", that the un­

resolved antinomy renders the moral law false. 17 • There­

fore, l put forth that my exposition is the right one (that 

is, as far as Kant intends the antinomy to be understood), 

since it is more explanatory with regard to the remarks and. 

conclusions Kant gives us. 

While l have defended this interpretation as being 

the one which Kant wishes to convey, this does not mean 

that l find it to be correct in itself. This is to say, 

that l do believe that.Kant does in fact hold this view, 

though l myself am not in agreement with his thinking. 

l have argued that a resulting absurdum practicum can only 

follow from the unobtainability of our ultimate end if 

we attribute value to our actions only in so far as they 

function as a means to this end. l am saying that Kant 

himself must have accepted this reasoning, for only if an 

agent becomes convinced of this sort of logic, would he 

see moral action as pointless when his final objective is 

unachievable. Nevertheless, l think this logic of value 
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is not representative of moral action. To see that this 

is the case, one need onlY imagine moral conduct as it 

occurs in reality. If one is honest, one will apprehand 

that even if morality is said to posit some consumè.te end, 

the feasibility or unfeasibility of this undertaking could 

not affect the value we attribute to ethical behavior. 

For example, even if we admit that the object of morality 

is perfect virtue and perfect happiness, and further admit 

that neither could ever be realized, we would still,feel 

obligated to refrain from malicious conduct toward others, 

to attempt to act honestly, etcetera. Clearly, whether 

this ultimate objective can ever be fulfilled or not, we 

would still regard moral behavior as worthwhile and 

obligatory. 

In order to develop this point, l shall return to 

the argument of the second chapter. In the second chapter, 

l argued that the command to strive for moral perfection 

is a viable directive, because our particular moral successes 

(particular moral acts) would still be of value even if we 

could never completely satisfy the criterion of holiness. l8 • 

At the foundation of this argument was a claim that each 

moral act is valuable in itself, like each work of art. 19 • 

From this premise, l argued that even if we could not suc­

cessfully make aIl our behavior moral, the effort at 

perfection would be still worthwhile, because of the 
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immanent value of the ethical behavior we do achieve. 

What was implicitly communicated by this idea, was that the 

intrinsic or immanent value of a moral act could not be 

diminished or augmented by other actions which may or 

may not have been of moral value. The corollary of this 

would be that whatever has intrinsic value (such as a 

moral act or an artistic work), can not have that value 

affected by a relation to something external to itself. 

For example, a 'particular moral act would still possess 

value, even if the unforseen consequent of that act was 

deleterious~ or a particular work of art would still main­

tain its value even if its creator never produced another 

work of quality. Equally, that which possesses goodness 

in itself would not have that value denigrated because 

i t was andnefficient:means to sorne end. 

Further, l believe that the idea of ethical conduct 

having inherent value would follow from the principled 

nature of su ch action. In the Foundations, Kant underlines 

that moral value has its genesis in moral principle. 20 • 

By this statement, Kant is expressing that morally prin­

cipled conduct realizes a value which is independent of 

such factors as the desirableness of actual consequences, 

or the worth of intended ends. 2l • Clearly, Kant is saying 

that action which springs from moral principle, possesses 

an inherent goodness which is unaffected by whatever 

relation it bears to things external to itself. 
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If one concurs on this conclusion (that prin-

cipled behavior is intrinsically valuable), one has to 

see that Kant's presentation of the antinomy is spurious. 

According to the antinomy, moral behavior would be looked 

upon as worthless if it did not function as an appropriate 

means to the summum bonum. In order to avoid concluding that 

ethical action is absurd, the agent must assume the poss­

ibility of the highest good, and therefore the postulate 

of God. l have said that one can only accept this rea­

soning if one holds that moral conduct possesses only der­

ivitive value, so far as it is a sufficient means to the 

consummate end. One can see now, that this directly con­

tradicts the idea thatprincipled acts have value in them­

selves, apart from what they promote or achieve. It 

remains that in order for one to implicitly conclude that 

the unreflecting acceptance of the antinomy would throw 

doubt upon the worth of morally principled behavior, one 

must give up the idea that moral conduct is to be respected 

solely because it proceeds from principle. One would have 

to deny that principled conduct has inherent goodness which 

is distinct from questions of utility or lasting achieve­

ment. This means also that one would have to regard moral 

behavior as something good and commendable, only in as far 

as it functions usefully and pragmatically to bring about 

the establishment of the desired goal. 
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l conclude that if one agrees with Kant, that mor­

ality demands that the summum bonum at least be possible, 

then the acce'ptance of this proposition involves the acce'p­

tance of a logic of moral value which in no way agrees with 

that found in the Foundations. This is a logic of value 

which regards moral behavior as absurd because it can 

not bring about a final ultimate achievement. It denies 

that moral behavior has value in itself as obedience to law, 

apart and distinct from whatever lasting achievements it 

brings about. In the Foundations, it was seen that moral 

action was valuable because of the principles of that 

action, not the consequences. l contend that Kant has not 

maintained this position; had he done so, he would not have 

conceived the moral law to be endangered if the far-ranging 

objective of the summum bonum was not achieved. 

Further, such a view must also influence motivation. 

Unquestionably, if we esteem moral behavior not because 

it is principled, but only as it services sorne end, this 

must result in a motivation based not upon principle, but 

upon the proposed end. This is to say that we could only 

see the moral law as doubtful if the summum bonum were not 

achieveable, if we acted not from the supreme principle, 

but from the expectation of achieving this incommensurate 

goal. This obviously contravenes one of the basic concepts 

of the Foundations, that moral conduct is engaged in for 

the sake of principle, not for on~s ends. 22 • 
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l argued that in Kant's r~presentation of the dia­

lectic of practical reason,the value attributed to morally 

principled actions is seen to be denigrated or abnegated if 

those actions do not function to promote the consummate object 

of value. l think one must see that when something is accepted 

as valuable only as it is a means to something else, this primae 

facie indicates that the individual is attributing primary worth 

to the proposed end. Further, the man who above aIl values 

the goals and intended consequences of his behavior must (as 

Kant shows in the first section of the Foundations) be motiva­

ted by those ends. 23 • Clearl~ if the agent is ready to desist 

from ethical action when the unifying aim of that ethical life 

is unachdé.vable, then inexorably that highly regarded aim 

must be what stimulates or incites his action. 

In summation,what can we conclude from this ana­

lysis concerning the general nature of the antinomy and con­

cerning the entire question of the summum bonum? First, l 

think it can be seen that Kant's treatment of the problem of 

the antinomy can not simply be characterized as a piece of 

theoretical tidying-up as Beek seems to do; neither can it 

be viewed as an attempt to solve a moral sophistry as Wood 

concludes. l say this because the problem of the antinomy, 

while presented as contradiction to be worked out and resolved, 

is also the vehicle by which Kant advances a stronger claim 

for the summum bonUIJl. Previous to l1is treatment of the anti­

nomy, and. his re·presentation of the dialectic of practical 
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reason, Kant argues that impartial reason demands that we 

promote certain circumstances consisting'of virtue and fel­

icity.24. However, in the "Dialectic", Kant concludes that 

moral action would be rendered absurd if the antinomy were to 

remain unresolved and the summum bonum thought of as imposs­

ible. Surely this must be recognized as a much stronger claim 

than the simple assertion that reason demands that we unify 

our efforts to advance a single end. One sees that the 

argument of the "Dialectic" presented. in the form of an 

antinomy seeks to convince us that not only does reason posit 

a final end, but also more importantly,that moral volition 

itself must be pointless or worthless if that end is categorized 

as unattainable. 

This move intended to strengthen the position of the 

summum bonum indicates, to my mind, a change in Kant's emphasis. 

l have said that the renunciation of morality could only fol­

low from the impossibility of the summum bonum if one's eth­

ical motivation is ultimately determined by that end. It 

would therefore seem that Kant, in claiming that ethical 

existence would be unreasonable if the summum bonum were im-

possible to attain, obviously must have thought disinterested 

principle in itself to be insufficient. Clearly, in 

the "Dialectic", Kant is saying that without the incitement 

promising the possibility of the highest good, an ethical 

commitment can not be maintained. Even though Kant continues 



126. 

to theoretically affirm the incommensurate value of action 

derived from principle, the insinuation of the whole "Dia-

. ". lect1c 1S one which reverses the order of Kant's hierarchic 

conception of values. Kant, by insinuating that principled 

conduct would be worthless if the summum bonum were un-

realisable, is making the worth of principled conduct secon­

dary to its appropriateness in affecting the valued consequent. 

Further, since one's motivation is inextricably connected with 

what one values or esteems, one sees that Kant is concomitantly 

switching the motivational emphasis from principle to proposed 

end. Kant is saying that without the possibility that one 

might achieve this consummate object of value, moral motiva­

tion, on the strength of principle alone, can not be sus-

tained. 

Hence, l believe that the central claim of the 

"Dialectic", that morality demands the possibility of the high­

est good, is significant of two things: first, that the 

emphasis of value has moved from principled conduct to the ul­

timate end of that conduct; second, that motivation is now 

based upon this proposed end (the summum bonum) and not the 

principles themselves. 

This first conclusion indicates to me that Kant 

had come to believe that the meaning of morality must be 

teleological or purposive, and concomitantly that the value 

of morality is to be derived. from this goal which it is designed 

to serve. We have se en that Kant never explicitly admits 
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to su ch a belief for he continues to uphold his previous 

statements concerning moral value. Hence, overtly Kant affirms 

both the primacy of action from principle and the position 

that principled action has an ultimate worthwhile purpose. 

Nevertheless, my interpretation appears to be corroborated, for 

in reading the "Dialectic" one sees that the worth attributed 

to principled behavior has surreptitiously been·made subservient 

to that value attributed to the purposed goal. 

The second conclusion is intimately related to this 

first. In coming to the view that morality has its value in 

its. purpose or goal, Kant would have had to see moral 

motivation as dependent upon the possibility of realizing 

this purpose or goal. This would explain the conclusion 

Kant reaches, which is that if this goal is unattainable, a 

moral commitment can not be expected. Hence, by placing 

value in the ultimate end of moral striving, Kant concomitantly 

sees that the possibili ty of achieving. this goal must exercise 

a greater influence on motivation than disinterested. principle. 

Kant sees that the purpose which gives morality its signifi­

canee, must also be the dominant motivating factor. 

Finally, one should take note that the argument of 

the "Dialectic" says that unless happiness completes this 

valued object, moral commitment can not be maintained. Hence 

an addendum to the conclusion that morality is directed to 

the possibility of achieving a worthy end would be the con­

clusion that happiness is a required value and incentive for 
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this moral purpose. 

This is important because it reinforces the argu­

ment of the last chapter (that the positing of the summum 

bonum makes it improbable that we can realize an action mo­

tivated by dut Y alone.)25. The investigations of this 

chapter indicate that in positing the summum bonum, not only 

has Kant made action from dut Y alone unrealizable, but also the 

argument of the "Dialectic" would convey that happiness must 

be part of the goal of moral life and that it is nec~ssarily 

a valued incentive to such 'a life. Surely Kant came to 

conclude, lilce Bishop Butler, that " ••• when we sit down in 

the cool hour, we can neither justify to ourselves this or any 

other pursuit, till we are convinced that it is for our 

happiness, or at least not contrary to it. .. 26. Though l 

know there will be less than overwhelming support for this 

reading, l believe that an implicit conclusion of this sort 

came to dominate and.direct the explici t li teral conclusions 

at which Kant arrived. Surely this is manifest in the logic 

of the antinomy in which we are told that unles8 we believe 

in the possibility of a highest good, in which happiness 

is included, moral obedience i8 to be looked upon as absurdo 
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