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Morality refers to the set of characteristics that allow people to distinguish right from wrong. Societies are the ones that determine what is acceptable and have a set system of values and codes of conduct. (Morin, 2020). Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) was a German philosopher and author of Kantian ethics. He is also associated with deontology and spent his professional life teaching the university in Königsberg. (Byars and Stanberry, 2019, p.22). Deontology is Greek for duty. It examines actions whether good or bad according to predetermined rules. Kant’s theory believed that the idea of motive was the fundamental element in determining what is ethical and what is not. It stipulates that actions aligned with these rules are ethical no matter the result while actions that don’t align aren’t ethical. Immanuel Kant thought that pairing religion and morality was a horrible thing, and at all costs, they should be kept apart. Kant opined that one should use reasoning and consideration for other people when determining what is wrong from right. Kant was very serious when it came to morality and thought that everyone should do the same irrespective of one’s religious beliefs or a lack thereof. He believed that if persons were to look to religion for morality, then individual end decisions would be different. Kant However thought that morality should be constant in a mathematical sense. For example, whether you are a Christian, atheist, or Muslim five times five is twenty-five. Kant also believed that this system was the same for moral truths. 
At the same time, the distinction was made by Kant regarding things that should be done for moral reasons and vice-versa. He posited that our actions were driven in most cases by our desires rather than being a matter of moral correctness. For example, if the desire is to get a good-paying job, then you should get a degree. Kant referred to these as hypothetical imperatives. He thought of them as commandments that one should follow to achieve goals. He also opined those hypothetical imperatives were judgment rather than morality. Therefore, if you didn’t want a good-paying job then you could choose not to get a degree. Kant however viewed morality as categorical imperatives. In Kant’s view, these are “commands” that one must follow not taking into consideration one’s desires. He thought of them as moral obligations and believed that they are a result of pure reason. As he stated, “It doesn’t matter whether you want to be moral or not – the moral law is binding on all of us.” (sites.psu.edu, 2018).
theory of deontology denotes that the act being performed must be ethical regardless of the consequences or outcome. Kant opined that religion was not necessary for the law-making process and one could decipher what is wrong or right by using one’s reasoning skills. In Kant’s bid to explain categorical imperatives he opined that reality and be discerned through experience and understanding how the human mind operates. Kant argued that the mind created complex structures using experiences and learned behavior. Thus, the mind can be structured to act ethically regardless of the situation an individual is placed in.  Therefore, what Kant was really trying to say is that an unrighteous act cannot breathe righteous consequences. Take, for example, Mary hides her friend Alice from her father because Alices’ father abuses her. When Alice’s father asks Mary where Alice is, Mary tells the truth to the father, knowing that it will harm Alice. From this example, one can observe that Kant didn’t take the human factor into account where Mary would be instinctive to protect her friend even if it means that she would do something morally wrong “lying” by Kant’s standards. Because according to Kant, one must always tell the truth no matter the consequences. He was convinced that whether you wanted to admit lying is wrong you were normalizing the action thus saying that everyone should lie. Because if one person is allowed to do something then everyone should be allowed to do that same thing.
This concept however leads to conflict because Kant’s theory specifically stated that moral actions cannot bring about conflict. (Kleingeld, 2017). The conflict brought about here is that no one says or thinks that one should always lie because if this were the case everyone could lie all the time, and no one will ever know if and when the truth is being said. This would lead to a vicious and continuous cycle that never ends. Therefore, one should never lie to either benefit yourself or others no matter the situation and this is what Kant was trying to convey in his formulation of humanity. 
There are, however, many objections to Kant's theory, for example, you are in your house. There is a knocking at the door. A friend who is distressed wants to come in. Being a good and concerned friend, you let them in and hide them under the bed. Moments later, there is another knock at the door. This time it's a man holding a gun. The gunman wants to know where your friend is. The dilemma here is that Kantian ethics states that you don't lie because of the rule of universalization. Because if everyone lied, you would never know who is telling the truth. By lying, you are also breaking the autonomy of the gunman because here, you are essentially taking away his ability to choose. Based on Kantian's strict rules, you should open the door and say he's in here under the bed. This in and of itself commits us to "wrong" action by helping the gunman find your friend because it is essential for you not to lie. Benjamin Constant, a Swiss-French political thinker, opined that "a strict adherence to the categorical imperative is inadvisable either because of the harmful consequences that will follow or that the other person acting unethically has forfeited her contract with society and the right to ethical treatment" (Stapleton, 2002). This says that accepting Kant's theory as ends all method of morality would essentially be harmful in cases where another life is at stake.
Another philosopher that rejected Kant’s theory of deontology was Annette C. Baier. In her article “The Need for More Than Justice,” Annette argued that the Kantian theory assumes that one should not worry about a person’s passions or goals; just as long are they can make rational and moral decisions, that is what matters. Baier believed that while justice should still have its place in society, it cannot ignore compassion or the emotions of an individual or community that would impact how persons perceive an action or event. In this regard, she believed this was the element that Kant was missing in his theory. Baier acknowledged that men and women mature morally in different ways. As such, Baier’s moral explanation of why something works or happens the way it does, one needs to think about justice in a complex way to see the importance of care, especially in areas where things depend on each other. Baier’s main thought on individualism and her ethics of care was that they were in direct conflict with each other, especially in the western judiciary system. Baier was convinced that Kant completely omitted the two-person relationship in any given situation and believed that Kant only focused on an isolated individual and singular feelings and not how they necessarily affected persons around them (BAIER, 1987). In this way, one must understand that their actions directly or indirectly affect the wellbeing of others, so everyone has the moral obligation to consider others when making decisions and how they will affect others. 
One of the more well-known objections to Kantianism would be Utilitarianism, formulated initially by Jeremy Bentham and later developed by one of the most influential English philosophers during the nineteenth century John Stuart Mill. "Mill Defines Utilitarianism as a theory based on the principle that actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness, wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness" (Sparknotes.com, 2019). Mills' argument for Utilitarianism is that happiness is the most desirable thing that any person seeks. Thus, everyone should strive to maximize happiness. Mill was most concerned with everyone's welfare and opined that one should be allowed to do whatever one wanted by the government if no harm came to anyone. Mill's focus was more on the results of an action rather than the intent on the move. The utilitarian view was that "the moral value of any action is measured according to the amount of happiness that results from it" (Carlisle, 2010). The theory ultimately argues that happiness is the ultimate goal, and as such, everything is done for happiness. It is believed that everyone strives for happiness, and utilitarians think that this should drive morality to make life better. Like Kant, Utilitarians believe that their moral theory should have the same consequences for everyone, and it should apply across the board. The approach seeks pleasure for all rather than the singular individual. It, however, sometimes meant sacrificing individual pleasure to increase overall happiness. For example, Bernard Williams, in his thought experiment, gave an individual the opportunity to save many by killing one. This example sought to critique Utilitarianism; however, if it is looked at from the perspective that sacrificing one would save more than choosing not to do anything while all are sacrificed, then bringing about the greater good would be to sacrifice the one individual.
John Stuart Mill (1861), alongside Jeremy Bentham (1789) and Henry Sidgwick (1907) (Sinnott-Armstrong, 2003), later went on to develop the theory of Consequentialism from utilitarianism. Line utilitarianism, this theory also focuses on the consequences of one’s actions over the rules one should follow. It seeks to bring about the greatest happiness in the most significant number of people. In comparison, Kant’s theory focused on only obeying laws that you would give to others. Mill believed in the utilitarianism theory that the greatest happiness comes from engaging happiness in the greatest number of people. Mill’s hedonistic principle was that happiness is the absence of pain (Weijers, n.d.). Mill formulated that pleasure could be divided into higher and lower pleasures. He opined that only people could obtain higher pleasures and come through forms such as the mind through imagination and emotion. Lower pleasures, however, are common to both animals and people and are mostly connected with the body and consumption. For example, animals hunt and eat to be happy. Mill believed that to attain the greatest pleasure, and there needs to be some sort of sacrifice. This directly refers to Agent Neutrality: anyone in a situation, regardless of relationship, is prioritized over another (Oxford Reference, n.d.). He opined that one should focus on the decisions that would bring about the best outcomes over a prolonged period; this is what he teamed as being morally correct. Mill, in his foresight, was able to distinguish between different qualities of pleasure. He believed that quality and quantity should be contemplated when trying to determine the full consequences of an action. Consequentialists agree that norms are necessary to practice so long as the theory of creating the greatest happiness is obtained. It is a standard to measure actions and results and not an actual procedure.
In conclusion, Kant’s theory of Deontology sought to look at morality from an individual perspective. While this may be applicable in some cases, it neglects to consider a person’s feelings during the decision-making process. This theory has had the potential to be seen as inconsiderate and lacking empathy, and therefore it was widely criticized. While I agree with this theory to some extent, I find it restrictive and goes against principles that were instilled in us from a young age. This theory suggests that individuals have the capacity and capability to reason; it was limited to set boundaries and failed to consider the human factor. As a result, Kantianism should never have been an end all be all theory that stands independently. In my view, it should have adopted or incorporated the understanding that humans could reason and could set self-boundaries, rules, and free will. Unfortunately, Kant failed to realize that in the concept of human nature, we are not always rational in our thinking and, in many instances, act upon impulses. Therefore, Utilitarianism and Consequentialism sought to expand on Kantianism. While these two theories believed in some of Kant’s teachings, they ultimately differ in focusing on the result rather than the action itself. Understandably, Utilitarianism and Consequentialism are interrelated as they were formulated from the same beliefs, mainly because Mill was a student of Bentham. From this research, one can gather that ultimately, only one thing makes an action morally right: the maximization of good consequences. In this way, the ideology is that the ends justify the means.
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