Critically assess Kant’s account of morality.
Here I will argue that Kant’s account of morality is flawed by analysing key aspects of Kant’s ethical system with examination of accompanying examples.
Kant believed that people are rational, autonomous beings[footnoteRef:1], therefore capable of making moral decisions. However, Kant’s argument for free will is controversial. His claim that people have free will relies on distinguishing between the two domains of causality and freedom. He believed we could know a priori that we inhabit the natural world, which causality is part of. Our knowledge is part of the natural, causal domain and morality is part of the domain encompassing freedom.[footnoteRef:2] This explanation rightly receives the objection “that this dual-aspect view of human beings is ultimately incoherent.”[footnoteRef:3] [1:  Hill, Thomas E. Jr. “Kantianism”, in The Blackwell Guide to Ethical Theory, ed. Hugh LaFollette 		(Oxford: Blackwell Publishing Ltd, 2000), pp.227-246 (p.242).]  [2:  O’neil, Onora. “Kantian Ethics”, in A Companion To Ethics, ed. Peter Singer 				(Oxford: Blackwell Publishing Ltd, 1991), pp.175-185 (p.176).]  [3:  ibid., (p.180).] 

He identified “a good will as the only unconditional good” and denied that the principles of good will are determined by an objective good or telos. Kant’s focus on will is undeniably a strength as it recognises even if the agent is unable to carry out a moral action, they have not failed to be moral. This is characterised as “ought implies can” The agent only ought to do x if they are capable.[footnoteRef:4] To determine what actions should be willed, he formulated the categorical imperative from which maxims describing how to act, such as “do not lie,” are derived through reason.[footnoteRef:5]  [4:  MacIntyre, Alasdair, A short history of Ethics (London: The Macmillan Company, 1967), 			p.196.]  [5:  Hill, Thomas E. Jr. “Kantianism”, in The Blackwell Guide to Ethical Theory, ed. Hugh LaFollette 		(Oxford: Blackwell Publishing Ltd, 2000), pp.227-246 (pp.228-229).] 

The categorical imperative has three formulations: 1) “Act as though the maxim of your action were to become, through your will, a universal law of nature,”[footnoteRef:6] 2) “…treat humanity, whether in your own person or in that of anyone else, always as an end and never merely as a means.”[footnoteRef:7] and 3) “…the will of every rational being as a will laying down universal law.”[footnoteRef:8] [6:  Kant, Immanuel. “Groundwork for the Metaphysic of Morals”, September 2008. Accessed 06 Jan. 2018. p.24	<http://www.earlymoderntexts.com/assets/pdfs/kant1785.pdf>. p24.]  [7:  ibid., p.29.]  [8:  Ibid., p.30.] 

The first formulation means that a maxim is only morally right is the action it prescribes can be universalised. A classic example of this is promise keeping.[footnoteRef:9] In a situation where one may consider breaking a promise (perhaps they realise more harm will come about from keeping the promise), one should ask “could I will this to be universalised?” The conclusion is that breaking promises is not an action that can be universalised, as it would be inconsistent with the nature of promise keeping, causing a logical contradiction, rendering promises meaningless.  [9:  Ibid., p.11.] 

The second formulation focuses on respect for humans because humans are rational, autonomous beings, and their ability to make rational, autonomous decisions should not be removed by another to achieve their own ends.[footnoteRef:10] For example, if you help someone you know to be rich to gain favour with them and benefit from their wealth, rather than out of good will, you would be using them as a mean to an end; not respecting them as a rational being. Another example is blackmailing someone to do your will, which would remove their autonomy, so not respect them as a rational being able to make moral decisions, thus a maxim could not be passed allowing blackmail.  [10:  O’neil, Onora. “Kantian Ethics”, in A Companion To Ethics, ed. Peter Singer 				(Oxford: Blackwell Publishing Ltd, 1991), pp.175-185 (pp.178-179).] 

The third formulation means everyone should act as if every person is an end in themselves and an autonomous moral agent. By this, maxims created cannot be self-serving to the lawmaker, but must consider everyone to be a lawmaker.
Initially, the universal principle seems a good moral guide. It prevents situations where one may act with the mindset of their actions causing no harm because the effects will be negligible on a global scale; it encourages the “what if everyone were to do this?” mindset. This is particularly relevant today with situations such as climate change. One may think using a car for short journeys is of no consequence because they are just one person, so alone cannot affect carbon emissions globally, but the universal principle forces considerations of the consequences of everyone thinking and acting like this, emphasising that everyone is morally responsible for their actions. However, a charge made by Hegel and Mill, characterised as formalism, points out that many well-formed maxims could conceivably be universalised[footnoteRef:11], for example “kill when it will prevent many more from dying.” [11:  ibid., (pp.181-182).] 

As Philippa Foot points out, many who reject much of Kant’s account for morality maintain he was right to distinguish between moral judgements and hypothetical imperatives. Many regard that having necessary moral truths is a strength of morality as it protects it from subjectivity and individuals’ interests and desires.[footnoteRef:12] Foot convincingly argues that Kant was incorrect to categorise moral judgements as categorical imperatives, and that they are in fact hypothetical imperatives. She argues this by asking what difference the “should” used for moral judgements has from the “should” used in other normative statements such as etiquette, concluding that “normative character…doesn’t guarantee its reason giving force” therefore if you say to someone “you should do x” but upon asking for a reason as to why, no reason is found, they can reasonably refuse.[footnoteRef:13] Foot concludes that there must be a reason morality is considered more important than other normative statements and that this is the desire to help others, but this makes them hypothetical.[footnoteRef:14] [12:  Foot, Philippa. “Morality as a System of Hypothetical Imperatives.” The Philosophical Review, Vol. 81, 		No. 3 (Jul. 1972) Duke University Press on behalf of Philosophical Review. 			Accessed 07 Jan. 2018. pp.305-316 (pp. 305-306). 
<http://www.jstor.org/stable/2184328>.]  [13:   ibid., (pp. 309-11).]  [14:  ibid., (pp. 312-13).] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]The reason we should follow the categorical imperative is out of duty, and actions only have moral worth if they are done for duty’s sake.[footnoteRef:15] Whether the agent is happy or reluctant to follow duty has no bearing on the moral worth of the action as inclination is due to our determined nature, so we have no control over it, whereas we can choose to follow inclination or duty.[footnoteRef:16] For many this is a strength as it doesn’t give people predisposed to be moral what could be considered unfair credit. Furthermore, is means people who act with ulterior, egoistic motives are not falsely credited. However, it discredits people who act out of compassion. Kant’s supporters argue that duty is a more reliable motive, however it still seems more morally commendable to act out of compassion rather than duty. Other problems caused by acting only from duty, regardless of consequences, is that clashes of duties cannot be resolved by prioritising one duty above another, as this would involve assessing the outcomes of following each duty, which is inconsistent with Kant’s morality. Most damning though, is Kant’s assertion that one should follow duty because it will allow one to reach the summum bonum-the highest good-in the afterlife, which undermines the deontological stance by introducing teleological aspects. [15:  Kant, Immanuel. “Groundwork for the Metaphysic of Morals”, September 2008. Accessed 06 Jan. 2018. p.24	<http://www.earlymoderntexts.com/assets/pdfs/kant1785.pdf>. p.9.]  [16:  MacIntyre, Alasdair, A short history of Ethics (London: The Macmillan Company, 1967), pp.192-193.] 

To conclude, Kant’s account of morality is problematic as it presents itself as a theory based solely on reason, but is unable to resolve contradictions without postulating a God and afterlife[footnoteRef:17], despite initially claiming we can have no knowledge of this.[footnoteRef:18] The criticism of Nietzsche seems appropriate, describing Kant as retreating to theism.[footnoteRef:19]
 [17:  O’neil, Onora. “Kantian Ethics”, in A Companion To Ethics, ed. Peter Singer 				(Oxford: Blackwell Publishing Ltd, 1991), pp.175-185 p.180.]  [18:  ibid., pp.175-176.]  [19:  ibid., p.180.] 
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