ethics
Critically assess Kant’s account of morality.
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By Nicola Sperry 

 In this essay I will argue that Kant has a good grounding for people to act morally but the theory seems somewhat flawed in its approach. I would argue for it to be more of a backup (or combined with) rather than a stand-alone theory to be implemented by just reason alone. At the same time, it does seem to have a basic moral ground as to which everyone should be responsible for his or her actions. It also seems that Kant was trying to get across that if people acted from a place of which they would stop and ask whether this would be what I would want done unto myself, then people would act well after reasoned consideration. To really implement categorical imperative, it would seem though that the very things that Kant does not take into consideration, seem to be the very things that are of importance to us as human beings and our basis to everyday living. Such as relationships with other people and knowing that we are in fact in life and a part of it, and contributing in a way that is meaningful. For us to take on his account for moral conduct there would have to be more to it (I would say a combination of theories) so that it could be implemented and conducted as to be of use to society and to individuals. 	Comment by Tristan Nash: Perhaps just briefly mention what you are referring to. 	Comment by Microsoft Office User: 

Kant’s account of morality
Kant’s moral theory was based upon the Categorical Imperative; meaning each individual maxim could be universalized and also be applied to every situation regardless; and in this then becoming a universal law. This meant that moral behavior was based upon a person being able to reason and being rational, and that desires and passions should be resisted. The categorical imperative was stated by Kant as to:  	Comment by Tristan Nash: Or rather that an individual maxim should be able to be universalized, so that what when does in any situation could become the universal law.  
1. "Act only according to that maxim whereby you can at the same time will that it should become a universal law.’ 	Comment by Tristan Nash: Remember to give a reference. 
Meaning that if a law cannot be universally applied to all situations regardless of the person or situation then it would only be a hypothetical imperative. Hypothetical Imperative meaning that you would desire the outcome of the implication; that there were a means to an end and would be of no use because of the desire attached to it. He believed that people naturally act from self-interest and in this every person should conform to a universal law. With this law, you didn’t have an obligation to interfere in others acting morally, but that you had to do your part and follow the laws regardless and other people would have to comply to universal law too. For example, if I were to say to a person that knocks on my door wanting to hurt someone I love, and me knowing their intentions were to do so. I would still have to state the truth whether it would bring harm to them or not. Therefore, it would be my duty to tell them that indeed they were upstairs in the bathroom. This for me really seems to be where Kant’s theory falls apart; for this would go against who I am and my duty to protect that person in which I love. Breaking the universal moral law would be forbidden, as to say that for example you should not act for your own advantages; for if everyone acted from such a place then no one would be honest and true; and everyone would be out for themselves. What Kant wanted to get across was a kind of treat people in a way that you yourself would like to be treated, which up until now was really associated and tied to religion. Kant seemed that he wanted to break free of religious doctrine and allow a law to be universally accessible to all no matter if they had religious beliefs or not; something that could work for the whole of humanity and could be implemented by everyone regardless. All in all, Kant’s theory is based upon a sense of duty of an individual.	Comment by Tristan Nash: You should define what this is. 	Comment by Tristan Nash: Perhaps you could expand this out a little. Maybe use an example to illustrate this point. 



What Kant leaves out of his Moral Theory.
Kant’s theory although on the surface seems to be a logical, universal and accessible theory; seems to leave out our very basic instincts of being human; in that although logic and reason is a good skill to have, it is also not the only part, or the whole picture. There are a lot of other factors that have to be included, such as relationships between people; relations between ourselves and our environments and different people in different situations. With this it seems to actually take away our collective intuitive nature of good will to others, and makes life a little too robotic and cold. In retrospect, it doesn’t seem to take these parts into consideration and dismisses the chance of people being able to create a good character through the nurturing of it. People break laws if it is in their character to do so, so before laws are implemented wouldn’t it be seemingly true that for the laws to even be implemented by a person it would be of utmost importance firstly to create a good character? Creating a good character through good upbringing would be more beneficial to a person; combined with the ability to reason and you would have good foundations for a person to act morally and just. Aristotle’s Virtue Ethics has nurturing good character at its center by good upbringing so that one would instinctively act morally; but even so in that there is also things left out. For example, it seems that Aristotle relies heavily on status in life, and that status and how people see you are of much importance. I don’t believe this to be of great importance for you to create a good person and could be very limiting in a way. My view would be that language and doctrines really miss the point and do not mold a character, but the actual being in life; of how a person acts seems to speak much louder than words, as we seem to really act a lot from a feeling place rather than a rational. For if someone was to act from good will it would be their natural state of being in the world and therefore would act morally in all situations regardless of rules or not. It seems that Kant’s moral theory should really be the basis or guideline for people who so lack in a good character and do not act morally; a more of a guideline as to which could create a good character and for society to nurture that in all that we do rather than just condemn. For people who have the encouragement and guidance are more likely to broaden their way of thinking and in return their behavior changes also. 	Comment by Tristan Nash: This is a good point, but it is a very long sentence. 	Comment by Tristan Nash: This is a good point. Perhaps you could expand this by identifying that we do not always understand what is good by reason, but rather upbringing. 	Comment by Tristan Nash: You could say a little more about Aristotle’s argument to demonstrate why this is the case. 



Support of Kant’s Moral Theory
It is obvious within our society that there are endless differing views, beliefs, and status. For Kant, it seems that indeed a universal law would be the only rational way to go forward so that all people no matter what their status would be able to follow and implement these laws. It seems that mostly all individuals are acting from a place of self-interest, and with this in mind the will of us all is really to do what is best for us with no regards to the whole. It seems that with laws in place it could be a more reliable way to have all people become moral agents, and that it would seemingly take away the uncertainty of relying on the hope and chance that people should act in a way to be moral. There is also the fact that with a set of rules in place it would be obvious what our duty was, and people could possibly rely more on duty and having certain systems in place, rather than the chance that they have had the correct upbringing to create a good moral character. It would also seem that Kant’s view also would see that it gives way for life to have the space in which it is not so much categorized and sorted by enforcing our views as such upon the world. For the categorical imperative would seem unbiased and somewhat liberating to know that you didn’t have to live in the future thinking of all the possible outcomes, and how they would affect others, but that you did what was your duty and that is all that you could ever do. With Kant’s view we would be more in line with how things are, and not so much influenced by others and how we feel towards them, and in this clouding our own rational judgements. A kind of view of taking the stickiness of self out of the equation so that we can act in a way that is a true reflection of reality; a stripping it back to basics as such. 

Conclusion
With looking into Kant’s moral theory, it seems that there are things that are left out, but also an opening for a new way to look at ourselves and how we operate. It would be good to have an underlying guideline of moral laws in which all people could follow, but at the same time it has to take into account our being in the world. I do think that Kant’s view could possibly release us from the stickiness of self and also enable us to stand back and see the whole picture. Rules and systems are good to have in place and beneficial only when they allow for the character of a person to be able to flourish and to be a part of society. A rigorous set of rules and regulations of laying down the law does nothing but create confinements and fear, unless they are done so in a way that you are able to implement them as your own. If Kant had taken into account, our humanness; that as being human we have faults and flaws but what makes us learn is by seeing how they affect others and how we can learn from one another and communicate. It seems that there is really an interlocking system of language in which to really implement any kind of law you would have to really look at the whole picture. To just pick one part out from another there will always be something or someone that is left out, and in this a system cannot be upheld universally. If a law that points out to us the nature of things, the polarities and the patterns of life so that we can be in tune with that and also to have the breathing space to be actually in the world and with it; playing the character in life. I don’t think that Kant takes into account at all that we are very much feeling beings and to take this out of life would be really taking life out of life. For when you fall in love you don’t really know the exact reason and if you were to try to reason and rationalize everything it would become frustrating, cold and calculated. I think there has to be a middle ground in which we have to reach as human beings.
[bookmark: _GoBack]It sounds paradoxical but It seems that the groundings could be right but the overall idea is somewhat flawed in a way. I would agree that Kant has a good idea to really separate ourselves from the previous thinking that has the self at the center, and would be a good way to move forward but it does not take into account of us being in the world and being a part of it and our very basis of living. Our human interaction and connection to one another and the world around is an important part of every-day life and to discount this large part of who we are would be really missing the point.
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