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This Essay is going to explain what morality was from Kant’s view and it is going to evaluate Kant’s system of ethics. This will be done by using analogies and the essay will be looking at real world examples and contexts of our current society to do so. 
Morality according to Kant equalled good will meaning the will to do the right thing, this was viewed through categorical imperatives and were set on a duty based system of ethics. The moral worth of an action came from its intentions and should be motivated by the right reasons, even if the outcome is good, it does not mean the act is. 
Categorical imperatives derive from our reason and the moral law is binding on all of us and therefore should be followed by all. Categorical Imperatives help create a universal formation on how to determine whether an action is moral. The first categorical imperative of Kant is as follows, ‘Act only on the maxim through which you can at the same time will that it be a universal law’ and this means to act in a way that can be universalised and that everyone should act in that way. To further demonstrate this meaning I will use a well known analogy. Would lying be moral? For example, you and a friend are at home having a meal but then a stranger knocks at the door and you answer. The stranger asks where your friend is so they can kill them. In order to save your friends life you would want to lie and say they are not there at the minute. But by lying you have further jeopardised your friend’s life as the stranger could still find them and kill them. By telling the truth and saying your friend is in the kitchen, it is then the fault on the stranger if they were to kill your friend or not. If everyone lied, truth would not exist, and trust would not exist either and therefore you can not �will that to be a universal law’. By telling the stranger and not lying you are also treating them as an autonomous agent. 
This brings us to the second formulation, ‘Act so that you treat humanity, whether in your own person or of that of another, always as an end, and never as a mere means.’ This means you must not use people as mere means as we are an ends-in-ourselves. We are rational and autonomous, and we exist for ourselves because we are self governed and can set our own ends to make free decisions based on our rational will. But in our current state of society we do use people as a means. For example, if you wanted a cup of coffee you would use the barista to get your cup of coffee, but when you do this you do not do it as a mere means as you are still aware they are also a person with their own free decisions. 

Kant’s account of morality however has a disregard for emotions.  For example, if we look at the previous example of the murderous stranger attempting to kill your friend, from a kantian perspective it would not be moral to lie about where your friend was, even if that meant you could save their life. By telling the truth you would be acting morally. Even if by telling the truth the fault is then with the stranger as they are an autonomous agent and they warrant this. As a human being and in our society, there is a trust of protecting life arguably over kantian morality. Going back to the example of the stranger, if it was known that you had told the stranger then society would view you as assisting the murderer. Because you were friends with the victim of the murder you would be viewed as untrustworthy and heartless and opinions would form causing other problems. Even with the justification that even the murderous stranger was an autonomous agent and their actions were their decision, it is difficult to argue that from experience from the news and general life the stranger would very probably kill your friend and yet with this knowledge you still gave your friend up. If you lied you could save your friend and this would comparatively bring the greater amount of happiness and less pain. You would be acting to save a life with the intention of saving a life. But morality focusing on the greater amount of happiness is a utilitarian point of view and not Kantian. Also by emotion giving rise to moral actions then this cause this to become a sentimental argument. 
However, what we perceive as acting to save a life is really acting to not cause suffering. But morals are not Dependant on emotions due to the very fact they are not completely universalize. There will be instances where by acting because of emotions, good-will will not be reached for some people despite it being met for others. For example, it is a common thought proposed that maybe money really does bring happiness and so the pursuit of riches is your maxim. If everyone started this climb there would be immense competition with populations of the world being left out and stood on to climb higher. Considering this is already a real current problem in our society it is easy to see how personal gain can cause immense pain. Conclusively, I do believe kantian morality would be overall beneficiary to us all but in our current climate of emotions and our nature to contradict ourselves, and not to mention our instincts as humans, I believe we would therefore be unable to act completely morally as according to Kant. 

Admittedly, we all contradict ourselves and therefore is a positive that Kants formulations of the categorical imperatives are made to be universal, but what happens when two maxims contradict one another, for example, do not lie, and protect the vulnerable. The example as previously mentioned further illustrates just that. Kant�s argument here would be that one of the maxims is wrong. Additionally, maxims must be very specific to follow that of its moral duty and be a categorical imperative and therefore universal. Many scenarios are possible in the world where something could be classed as a highly moral act, for example self sacrifice in the instance of an explosion to save everyone elses lives, but according to the categorical imperative, if it was willed for everyone to do it then there would be no humanity left and therefore not moral. 

Another point to propose is that Kant assumes we are all rational beings. But does an infant have any understanding of what it is to be rational let alone moral? Kant also does not consider those with mental health problems or impairment that could cause them to be unable to act rationally. What would Kant’s argument to this be? It is possible he would simply say that rationality is something to be developed and so in the case of the infant they would then develope the ability and skills to be rational. Or he would say that morality does not apply to those who can not be rational

Kant’s entire proposition on morality assumes that we all have free will. If we do not have free will and are in fact acting due to predetermined actions then can anybody really act morally? Even if this is the case, Kant would possible argue that this shouldn't infringe on your conscious actions to act morally. But then if a person is predetermined to lie or steal then is it even their fault? It has been an action predetermined by forces they could not control. They could not control it even if they wanted to and so does that not mean that nobody has the capacity or capability to act morally. 

To conclude, Kant’s account of morality, as previously mentioned is a beneficiary and practical way to act in order to be moral. It can however be seen as an unsympathetic system of ethics but in order for it function on a universal scale it must be able to be generalised to the population. Categorical Imperative maxims are urged to be very specific otherwise it could cause problems, but in an instance where you must make your mind up in a very limited amount of time then this could again cause problems. The same can be said about two maxims that contradict each other and having to think in to deep detail about which maxim would be the true maxim. Maxim’s need attention and detail in order to function as categorical imperatives.
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