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1. Kant’s division of duties 
One of the principal aims of Kant’s Metaphysics of Morals, especially of the Doctrine of Virtue, is to present a taxonomy of our duties as human beings. The basic division of duties is between juridical duties and ethical duties, which determines the division of the Metaphysics of Morals into the Doctrine of Right and the Doctrine of Virtue. Juridical duties are duties that may be coercively enforced from outside the agent, as by the civil or criminal laws, or other social pressures. Ethical duties must not be externally enforced (to do so violates the right of the person coerced). Instead, the subject herself, through her own reason and the feelings and motives arising a priori from her rational capacities -- the feelings of respect, conscience, moral feeling and love of other human beings, must constrain herself to follow them (MS 6:399-404).
 Among ethical duties, the fundamental division is between duties to oneself and duties to others. 

Within each of these two main divisions of ethical duty, there is a further division between duties that are strictly owed, requiring specific actions or omissions, and whose violation incurs moral blame, and duties that are wide or meritorious, the specific actions not strictly owed, but deserving of moral credit or merit. Kant treats these latter as ‘duties’ (eschewing any category such as ‘supererogation’) because the actions in question are conceived as fit objects of self-constraint – things we can make ourselves do through the exercise of reason and the moral feelings arising from the application of practical reason to our faculty of desire. Regarding duties to oneself, this division is between ‘perfect’ and ‘imperfect’ duty; regarding duties to others, the strict or narrow duties are called ‘duties of respect’ while the wide or meritorious ones are called ‘duties of love.’


We may represent the major divisions of Kant’s system of duties in the following diagram: 
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The aim of this essay is to discuss the three classifications of duties that appear leftmost on the bottom line of this diagram: Ethical duties to oneself (both perfect and imperfect) and duties of respect to others. Juridical duties and duties of love to others are not part of our topic here. 

It is important to recognize, however, that Kant’s Metaphysics of Morals does not attempt to cover all the ethical duties that we have. This is because Kant confines the ‘metaphysics’ of morals only to those duties that are generated by applying the principle of morality to human nature in general. But many of our duties, as Kant recognizes, arise from the special circumstances of others, or our relations to them, and especially from the contingent social institutions defining these relations. 

In Kant’s German idealist followers, Fichte and especially Hegel, the system of ethical duties came to be defined, or even superseded, by an account of the social structure (Fichte spoke here of ‘particular’ duties, Hegel of the ‘rational system of ethical life’ that is supposed to replace a ‘doctrine of duties’ in his system of objective spirit). Perhaps some people, who might call themselves as ‘cultural relativists,’ could even think that all ethical duties arise solely out of such social institutions relations. More cosmopolitan and universalistic, Kant holds that there are universal duties that we have, both to ourselves and to others, simply as human beings, and he regards these as in some sense the foundations of all our duties, within which we also acquire duties in consequence of social customs, institutions and relationships. Some of these duties might be to ourselves, though most will no doubt be to others; some will no doubt be narrow and others wide; and some may in effect convert wide duties into narrow duties, as when responsibilities to others convert our wide duty of beneficence into a narrow duty to contribute in determinate ways to the welfare of our family or friends or clients in some professional relationship. Kant holds that we have duties based on social institutions and relations, and that they are important; but they fall outside the scope of what he intends to cover in the Metaphysics of Morals. 

2. Kant’s theory of duties is his theory of moral reasoning 

For some reason, reading Kant’s Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals tends to create in you a kind of reflex-reaction. To the stimulus ‘Kantian ethics’, you tend to emit the response ‘universalize your maxims’. Some Kantians have even thought that the very essence of Kantian ethics is the use of a ‘CI-procedure’ (involving the testing of maxims for universalizability) to decide what to do, or even to ‘construct’ all ethical truth.
 All who would understand Kant’s actual theory of moral reasoning, however, ought to begin by performing a bit of minor surgery on themselves, severing the nerve that connects the stimulus with this reflexive response. In place of this reaction, we should think of Kant’s theory of moral reasoning as a theory about the way our different duties bear not only on our individual actions, but on our maxims and on the choices through which we, as self-governing rational beings, shape our lives and give meaning to them.
It may be true that for Kant every action conforming to duty involves a maxim that can be willed to be a universal law; it is certainly true for Kant that the fundamental principle of duty is a law given universally for all rational beings by the idea of the will of every rational being. But because they are propositions about the philosophical foundations of morality, Kant does not think that either of these propositions tells us very much about the structure of everyday moral reasoning. Instead, as Kant presents things in his final work on moral philosophy, the Metaphysics of Morals itself, the normal procedure of moral reasoning depends on the constraints of duty, on the wide variety of duties we have, and on the different kinds of duties which ought to determine our choices in various ways.
This point about the need to supplement the formula of universal law with a theory of duties, based on a different formulation of the principle of morality, is clearly stated early in the Doctrine of Virtue:
“[In] the formal principle of duty, in the categorical imperative ‘So act that the maxim of your action could become a universal law,’…maxims are regarded as subjective principles which merely qualify for a giving of universal law, and the requirement that they so qualify is only a negative principle (not to come into conflict with law as such). – How can there be beyond, this principle, a law for the maxims of actions?...
“For maxims of actions can be arbitrary [willkürlich], and are subject only to the limiting condition of being fit for a giving of universal law, which is the formal principle of actions. A law, however, takes away the arbitrariness of actions” (MS 6: 389). 

The law that goes beyond the merely formal principle of duty has to do with the ‘matter of choice’, namely with its ends. 
“Only the concept of an end that is also a duty, a concept that belongs exclusively to ethics, establishes a law for maxims of actions by subordinating the subjective end that everyone has to the objective end” (MS 6:389). 
“The supreme principle of the doctrine of virtue is: act in accordance with a maxim of ends that it can be a universal law for everyone to have. – In accordance with a this principle a human  being is an end for himself as well as for others, and it is not enough that he is not authorized to use either himself or others merely as means;… it is in itself his duty to make the human being as such his end” (MS 6:395). 
Here it is clear that the “supreme principle of the doctrine of virtue” is more closely allied to the formula of humanity as end in itself than to the formula of universal law. It is also clear that this principle will establish duties via establishing that there are certain ends which it is our duty to have – to which ends Kant gives the name ‘duties of virtue’ (MS 6:394-395). 
The ends that are duties to have in accordance with this principle are of two kinds: Our own perfection, and the happiness of others. Regarding the former, Kant says: 

“The capacity to set oneself an end – any end whatsoever – is what characterizes humanity (as distinguished from animality). Hence there is also bound up with the end of humanity in our own person the rational will, and so the duty, to make ourselves worthy of humanity by culture in general, by procuring or promoting the capacity to realize all sorts of possible ends” (MS 6:392). 

This argument rests our duty to make our own perfection into an end firmly on the formula of humanity as end in itself. Regarding our duty to make the happiness of others our end, the argument is different:
“The reason it is a duty to be beneficent is this: since our self-love cannot be separated from our need to be loved (helped in case of need) by others as well, we therefore make ourselves an end for others; and the only way this maxim can be made binding is through its qualification as a universal law, hence through our will to make others our ends as well” (MS: 6:393). 

This argument, while clearly alluding to the idea that humanity is an end in itself, also has evident parallels with the argument used in the fourth illustration of the formula of universal law in the Groundwork, where appeal is also made to the fact of human interdependence, that our self-love cannot be rationally separated from our need to be helped by others (G 4:423). 
A closer look, however, reveals that the two arguments are decisively different, and that the formula of universal law could not serve as the basis in this case. For there the question is only whether the maxim of refusing (on principle) to make the welfare of others our end can be willed without contradiction to be a universal law (or a law of nature). Since it can’t, it is impermissible to adopt it. But as Kant has noted, the formula of universal law (as a merely formal principle of duty) is only a negative test for maxims, and cannot give rise to any moral laws. Even if the maxim of principled non-assistance is impermissible, it might still be the case that helping or not helping others are equally permissible policies in general, that it should be possible to adopt no maxim making the happiness of others an end. But that is precisely what the present argument is supposed to rule out. 

“It does so by asking not whether the maxim of principled non-assistance can be thought without volitional conflict to be a universal law, but instead what we necessarily will to be an actual universal law consequent on our rationally necessary volition that we be an end for others. This question is the one posed not by the formula of universal law, but by the formula of autonomy, in those formulations which require us to act only on maxims that include at the same time the volition that they actually be universal laws (G 4:437-438, 440, 447). For it is only through such maxims that we can regard ourselves as legislating universally for all rational beings, in accordance with the idea of the will of every rational being as universally legislative” (G 4:431). 

None of this need come as a surprise to an attentive reader of the Groundwork. For Kant tells us that his search for the supreme principle of morality, which proceeds from the formula of universal law (and of the law of nature) through the formula of humanity as end in itself, to the formula of autonomy (and of the realm of ends) constitutes a progression – a progression in which one of the formulas combines the other two in itself (MS 6:436). This evidently refers to the fact that the formula of autonomy was derived by combining the formal principle of duty (the formula of universal law) with the principle specifying the matter of duty (the end in itself) (MS 6:431, 436). So we might have known that the formula of universal law, as the earliest stage of the progression, would also be the most provisional, least adequate and (as a merely formal principle) the poorest in content of the three formulas, while the formula of humanity would be the one from which insight into the matter of duty (the ends that are duties) could be had most easily, and the formula of autonomy would be the purest and hence the ‘universal formula’ which is the final touchstone of moral judgment – as Kant says it is, and as he also makes it in the Critique of Practical Reason and the Metaphysics of Morals (KpV 5:30, MS 6:225). But this is not the place to try to explain why readers of the Groundwork have so often and so mistakenly given priority to the formula of universal law in interpreting Kant’s ethics. 

3. Obligatory ends (duties of virtue) as the ground of ethical duties. 
In general, the easiest way to make out the distinctions needed for Kant’s taxonomy of ethical duties is through the use of the formula of humanity as end in itself. A duty d is a duty toward (gegen) S if and only if S is a finite rational being and the requirement to comply with d is grounded on the requirement to respect humanity in the person of S. A duty is wide or imperfect (or, if toward others, a duty of love) if the action promotes a duty of virtue (that is, an end it is a duty to set); an act is required by a strict, narrow or perfect duty (or a duty of respect to others) if the failure to perform it would amount to a failure to set this obligatory end at all, or a failure to respect humanity as an end in someone’s person. An act violates a perfect duty (or duty of respect) if it sets an end contrary to one of the ends it is our duty to set, or if it shows disrespect toward humanity in someone’s person (as by using the person as a mere means). No corresponding account of these matters seems derivable from the formula of universal law; that is a further reason for regarding it as a merely provisional formula, poorer in consequences than the formulas of the same moral law that Kant derives later in the progression.  
This also shows how there might be narrow or perfect ethical duties, even though all ethical duties, as duties of virtue, are fundamentally wide duties. For the duty to promote an end involves not only a duty to refrain from adopting the maxim of refusing in principle to promote it, but also a duty to refrain from setting all ends that opposed to the obligatory end – specifically any end of decreasing one’s own perfection (or doing anything that makes you less worthy of humanity), or making the unhappiness of any person your end (as happens in the “vices of hatred”: envy, ingratitude and malice) (MS 6: 458-461). We thus have a perfect duty to avoid any action that involves these forbidden ends, and also a narrow or perfect duty to perform any action whose nonperformance would amount to the principled renunciation of the obligatory end.

In grounding duties of virtue on the ends of our own perfection and the happiness of others, Kant does not mean to say that we have a duty to maximize our own perfection or the happiness of others. Rather, these duties, he argues, are wide duties, duties that determine us to make something our end, but leave us with latitude (or ‘play-room’) regarding how far we promote the obligatory ends, and which actions we take toward them (MS 6:390-394). All such actions are meritorious, but their omission is not blameworthy, unless it proceeds from a principled refusal to adopt the end in question (MS 6: 390). 

Kant’s theory regards the active pursuit of any end of these descriptions (the development of any talent or gift or capacity in ourselves, the contribution to anyone’s happiness, or any component of their happiness) as in general meritorious (unless, of course, it proceeds by way of the violation of a strict, narrow or perfect duty). It is up to us to decide which such ends to include in our plan of life. Our relation to others in determinate social institutions (the aspect of morality Kant deliberately leaves out of a ‘metaphysics’ of morals) may render some of these imperfect duties perfect (caring for our children, or parents, or friends in determinate ways may be perfect duties, for the neglect of which we might be blamed). 

Moreover, it is apparently also up to us, to some extent, to decide how wide or narrow to make a duty of this kind: “The wider the duty, therefore, the more imperfect is a human being’s obligation to action; as he nevertheless brings closer to narrow duty (duties of right) the maxim of complying with wide duty (in his disposition), so much the more perfect is his virtuous action” (MS 6:390). Thus if I commit myself to perfect myself in certain determinate ways, this can create something approaching a perfect duty to actions that promote this perfection (thus a devoted musician or athlete might be blamable for failing to practice or keep in condition, in ways that an a casual amateur at these pursuits would not be.) But one might have expected that an ethics of autonomy would leave a lot to individuals in determining their lives, including determining the content of their duties.
Regarding most narrow duties, including perfect duties to ourselves and duties of respect to others, however, Kant seldom appeals to the ends of our own perfection and the happiness of others. He more often goes behind the back of these obligatory ends, so to speak, appealing to something even more fundamental – to the worth of humanity as end in itself, and the requirement that we show respect for it in our actions. 
Humanity as end in itself is not an “end” in the sense of a future state of affairs to be brought about, but rather a value whose worth we are required to acknowledge expressively in our actions – an “end” only in a somewhat broader sense: that for the sake of which we act. This kind of end creates obligations to avoid acting in any way that shows a lack of respect for the worth or dignity of humanity. We could describe this by speaking about the value of ends, as by saying that conduct contrary to duty treats humanity as if it had value “only as a means” to some end to be produced, or treats the dignity of humanity as having lesser value than something whose value is mere price. But in order to be guilty of this conduct, it is not sufficient that you treat humanity as a means or use humanity in seeking something whose value is mere price.  For doing all that might still be compatible with also treating humanity as an end in itself and as having dignity, if your conduct also expressed that valuation of humanity. However you use humanity in relation to other ends, the crucial question always comes down to whether your conduct expresses respect for the dignity of humanity or, on the contrary, betrays a lesser valuation of humanity than its dignity demands.
 

A few of the perfect duties to oneself that we will be discussing appear to be based on the thought that their violation would be incompatible with making one’s own perfection an end, but even there, the deeper reason why failing to set that end is contrary to duty is that this failure shows disrespect for the dignity of humanity as an end in itself.
4. Duties to Oneself
In the Anglophone tradition of moral philosophy, the concept of a duty to oneself is commonly applied to alleged duties to promote one’s own welfare. But this is not what the concept means in Kant’s ethical theory.
 Kant does not regard one’s own happiness as a fundamental duty of virtue at all, because in general our own happiness is something we inevitably pursue without the constraint of duty (MS 6:386). But he does think that I have a duty to promote my  happiness whenever failing to do so might tempt me to violate other duties (G 4:399), and also insofar as my happiness falls under the heading of my perfection (MS 6:387). Further, though duty may sometimes require us to sacrifice our happiness, Kant thinks it cannot be lawful to adopt the general maxim of sacrificing one’s own happiness for the sake of others, since this maxim would destroy itself (frustrate the happiness of all) if made a universal law (MS 6:393). But none of these points has anything at all to do with “duties to oneself” as Kant understands that notion. Duties to oneself are not about self-interest but about self-perfection and being worthy of one’s humanity.

Kant begins by facing squarely the question whether the concept of a duty to oneself is contradictory, since it seems to make a constraining person (or auctor obligationis) the same as the person constrained (the subjectum obligationis), permitting the latter (in his person as the former) always to release himself from the obligation, thus making it fundamentally null and void (MS 6:417). The response is to deny that the author of the obligation is identical to its subject. Rather, what is distinctive about the concept of an imperfectly rational and self-governing being (a being with ‘personality’ in the Kantian sense) is that this concept involves that of a relation between two persons who are combined in one and the same being. I contain in myself both the person of the rational legislator, whose law is necessary, objective and binding on all rational beings, and the person of the finite, imperfect being who has the capacity to obey this law, but also the possibility of failing to obey it.

Kant employs here his distinction between the sensible and the intelligible (MS 6:418), but it is doubtful whether that distinction, with its metaphysical baggage, makes any sense at all in this context. The point is rather that the Kantian conception of self-legislation is misunderstood when it is interpreted as the subjectivizing of moral value, as by those who present it as the metaethical thesis that it is we humans who “construct” the moral law or “confer value” on things through our choices. The moral legislator for Kant is rather (as he puts it in the Groundwork) the “idea” (or pure rational concept, to which no experience can be adequate) of every rational being as giving universal law (G 4:431), while the subject of these laws is a finite and fallible being whose volitions are subject to this law, and have objective value only through conformity to it. The welfare and the choices of such a being do have value, but only because the moral law makes this being an end in itself.


Perfect duties: arising from our animal nature. The basic division within duties to oneself, as noted already in our diagram in § 1, is between perfect and imperfect duties. Kant describes the former as “limiting (negative) duties” that “forbid a human being to act contrary to the end of his nature and so have to do merely with his moral self-preservation” (MS 6:419). These duties are in turn divided into those arising from our animality and those arising from our moral nature (MS 6:420). Under the duties to ourselves regarding our animality, Kant includes the duty to preserve our lives (and forbidding killing oneself), the duty forbidding “defiling oneself by lust” and the duty forbidding “self-stupefaction through food and drink” (MS 6: 422-427). Some of Kant’s views about these matters seem quaint (or worse) to us today, but this may pose an obstacle to our recognition that his categories, and even his general approach, may still make a lot of sense, even if we come to very different conclusions from his on the moral issues themselves. 

Suicide. Kant approaches issues regarding our animality through the idea that our animal predispositions have natural purposes, and respecting ourselves requires treating this purposiveness with respect, rather than simply making everything serve our inclinations.  His views proceed from the proposition that the fundamental natural purpose of self-love is the preservation of the life of the individual (G 4:422). We are unlikely to accept this judgment today, and may even be skeptical about the whole idea of natural teleology. But we should, and probably do, have views about the value of our lives and of the role of sexuality in human life, views that might support the thought that we show disrespect for ourselves when we act in disregard of that value, and we should therefore also be susceptible to Kant’s argument that suicide is at least sometimes an act that shows blamable self-contempt (MS 6:422-423).
In some places, Kant seems to be aware of (though never wholly to accept) the idea that suicide might be compatible with, or even a necessary expression of, the preservation of our own dignity – when we face the prospect of a life deprived (by disease or by the mistreatment by others) of the conditions under which our human dignity can be maintained (MS 6:423, VA 7:258, VE 27:374). In light of this idea, it seems one-sided for Kant to suggest that any act of suicide constitutes a denigration of one’s person and a case of treating it as a mere means (G 4:422, MS 6:422-423). 
Sexuality. Kant’s abhorrence of sexual activity for pleasure, which he regards as inherently degrading to human beings, is likely to excite only amusement or indignation among us (MS 6:.277-280, 424-426). Yet we ought to think a little more deeply about the matter. The thought that sex is only “for pleasure” is not directly false, but it is shallow. Hedonism, the general doctrine that pleasure is good, is likewise not false but shallow in a way that makes it profoundly misleading about the nature of value and the relation of pleasure to value. Hedonism at least neglects the truth (insisted on even by a hedonist such as Mill) that pleasures differ in quality, and thereby also directly denies the deeper truth behind this (which Aristotle recognized) that the value of pleasure is not fundamental, but derivative, based on the value we place on the functions and activities with which a given pleasure is associated, and on the value of their proper ends. To say that we engage in sex “for pleasure” is misleading because simply elides the crucial distinctions here, and thereby fails to acknowledge the importance of the manifold, sometimes ambiguous connections of sexual pleasure with human life, and the qualitatively different values, even among pleasures, that these involve.
Kant’s discussion of the duty against sexual “self-defilement” in the Doctrine of Virtue is premised on the claim, which few nowadays are likely to accept, that the sole natural purpose of sexual desire is reproduction of the species (MS 6:424-426). In another context, however, Kant observed that sexuality has role in human life different from, and more important than, the role it has in any other animal species, because it is precisely not confined to its periodic reproductive function, and because it involves both the operation of the imagination, the attempt to excite and control desire of another, and also the attempt to make oneself the object of another’s desire while at the same time retaining the other’s respect. In the desire excited by sexual refusal Kant finds the origins of all morality (MA 8:113; cf. VA 7:152).
 
Thus it is sad that Kant did not apply these acute and adventurous observations to his thinking about the morality of sex. Perhaps he did not know how to do so without entering on paths of thought he could not comfortably follow where he could glimpse that they naturally lead. But we know that he was on the right track. The nature of sexual pleasure often has little or nothing to do with the “natural purpose” of reproduction and everything to do with the expression of distinctively human meanings, such as self-concealment, self-revelation, self-withholding and self-bestowal, both in the flesh and in the imagination, and the possibilities of intimacy that arise out of the ambiguities and transitions between offering and refusing oneself, giving and taking, possessing in reality and in the imagination. 

Yet it is also precisely for these reasons – and not at all because of any animal reproductive function – that some forms of sexual activity can indeed involve the degradation of one person by another, and also to self-degradation. Kant had to be aware of this, since so many of his pronouncements about sex are admirably (if also often misguidedly) sensitive to just these terrible possibilities (MS 6:277-278, 425).
 Issues about the ways that sexual activity might involve a violation of duties to ourselves as well as others are obviously more subtle than Kant ever acknowledged, but he was not mistaken in viewing these issues as turning on duties of self-respect based on the purposiveness (albeit individual and social as well as natural) of sexual desire and sexual self-expression. The noise in our heads provoked by Kant’s wrongheadedness on the surface too easily prevents us from listening for the ways he gets things right at a deeper level. 
Gluttony and drunkenness. It should be less controversial that we show disrespect for our humanity when we show contempt for our capacities, as by harming or depriving ourselves of them. This is the way Kant understands the violation of duty to ourselves involved in drunkenness or gluttony (MS 6:427). Kant is aware, of course, that what counts as a loss of capacity in one respect or in one context may not in another, or it may even count as an enhancement. In his “casuistical questions” he suggests that the slight intoxication afforded by the consumption of wine may even promote our healthy sociability at a dinner party, for example, by enlivening conversation, making it less reserved and more candid (MS 6:428).  
Perfect duties regarding our moral nature. Kant regularly recognizes three objects of human desire in society affecting our use of others as means to our ends: power, wealth and honor. This triad may be the principle ordering the three negative duties to ourselves regarding our moral nature: against lying, miserly avarice and false humility (servility). 
Lying. Some of Kant’s conclusions on this topic are infamously extreme, which tends to conceal from view the fact that the principles from which he derives them are conspicuously sensible and plausible. Lying is a violation of a duty to oneself when, and because, it is a violation of a rational being’s self-respect (MS 6:429). This seems right, even if it is not plausible to trace this back to the supposed natural purposiveness of our capacity for communication (MS 6:429) or to think that it forbids all intentional telling of untruth to others. Kant apparently sees no lack of self-respect in untruths told out of mere politeness or in accordance with social conventions (MS 6:431, VA 7:151-153). It should have occurred to him that there might be other cases in which, for quite different reasons, intentional untruthfulness might even be a direct expression of self-respect (as when it defies the disrespectful intrusiveness of those who are prying into one’s private affairs). 
This is not the proper place to discuss Kant’s brief, late and notorious essay on the right to lie, in which he claims that lying to a would-be murderer about the whereabouts of his victim is a violation of the right of humanity (RML 8:425-430). For this is not only not about a duty to oneself, but is even about a duty of right rather than ethics. But so prurient is people’s curiosity about this essay, that it would probably seem a dereliction of my present responsibilities not to say a few words about it. What is puzzling and shocking about Kant’s discussion of this example is once again not the principles from which he was arguing but rather the way he chose to relate it to them.  Kant clearly recognizes cases in which a person is not wronged by being told an untruth because the context is such that he has no ground to rely on what is said: Thus he acknowledges that we are sometimes “authorized” (befügt) to communicate our thoughts to others “telling or promising them something, whether what [we say] is true and sincere or untrue and insincere (veriloquium aut falsiloquium); for it is entirely up to them whether they want to believe [us] or not” (MS 6:238). Why did not Kant regard the case of the murderer at the door in this light? In the essay on the right to lie itself, Kant’s basic principle is that it is a wrong to humanity in general, regardless of the consequences, to tell an untruth under conditions where to permit people to do so would undermine the foundations of a rightful order in society (RML 8:426). And this seems right, if applied, for instance, to knowingly false declarations made under oath in a legitimate court of law, or by a public official (such as a U.S. President or executive appointee) who, under the pretext of ‘executive privilege’ or ‘national security’, lies under oath to a congressional inquiry. What is perplexing is not this principle, but rather Kant’s apparent belief that this applies to every case where I make an untruthful statement, even including my declaration to the would-be murderer at the door. I think the proper understanding of this perplexity must depend on a correct account of how Kant saw the issue between himself and Benjamin Constant about the requirement of truthfulness in political life, which is the real topic of the essay. 
Kant distinguishes the “outer lie” (to others) from the “inner4 lie” – what we would now call ‘self-deception’ (MS 6:430-431).
 Here I think he quite plausibly regards lying as always an expression of disrespect for oneself, hence always violation of a duty to oneself. Kant is also quite perceptive in bringing some religious beliefs under this heading, especially those that rationalize such beliefs as incitements to good conduct when they are nothing of the kind: 

“Someone tells an inner lie, for example, if he professes belief in a future judge of the world, although he really finds no such belief within himself but persuades himself that it could do no harm and might even be useful to profess in his thoughts to one who scrutinizes hearts a belief in such a judge, in order to win his favor in case he should exist. Someone also lies if, having no doubt about the existence of this future judge, he still flatters himself that he inwardly reveres the law, thought the only incentive he feels is fear of punishment (MS 6:430). 

Kant’s view seems to be that what is most reprehensible, as well as dangerous, about the inner lie is that it is also the commonest source of the outer lies that corrupt people’s relations with one another: “Such an insincerity… deserves the strongest censure, since it is from such a rotten spot (falsity, which seems to be rooted in human nature itself) that the ill of untruthfulness spreads into his relations with other human beings as well, once this highest principle of truthfulness has been violated” (MS 6:430-431). Kant’s principled objections to all religious creeds and catechisms derives from his conviction that their principal effect on people is to teach such hypocrisy and even to promote the superstitious idea that it is the most sacred of all duties (MVT 8:269; R 6:102, 108, 137, 180, 185-190).
Avarice. Kant distinguishes ‘miserly avarice’ (karger Geiz) from “greedy avarice” (habsüchtiger Geiz) (MS 6:432). The latter, which is a desire to have more possessions than others, is a violation of a duty of beneficence to them (MS 6:432). Miserly avarice, however, which is a propensity to hoard one’s possessions with no intention of using or enjoying them. This is a violation of a duty to oneself, because it involves a failure to respect one’s rational capacities to employ the means of one’s own happiness to their proper end. 
In his lectures, Kant makes some perceptive remarks about the psychology of this brand of self-contempt, which exhibits its close alliance to a kind of self-deception. Misers “go poorly clad; they have no regard for clothes, in that they think: I might always have such clothes, since I have the money for it… Possession of the wherewithal serves them in place of the real possession of all pleasures, by merely having the means thereto, they can enjoy these pleasures and also forego them” (VE 27: 400). “The invention of money is the source of avarice, for prior to that it cannot have been widely prevalent” (VE 27:402). For money gives the illusion of material substance to our imaginary power over the goods of life that we forego in order to possess and retain it. The imagination of what we might enjoy serves as the substitute for what we do not enjoy, and even multiplies our imaginary power of enjoyment in direct proportion to our deprivation in reality: “While still in possession of the money, we would have to expend it disjunctively, in that we could use it for this or that. But we think of it collectively, and fancy we could have everything in return” (VE 27: 403). 
In the same way, misers have the illusion of power over others, even of their admiration, since they possess the means to influence others and to be the objects of their envy: “Miserly people are scorned and detested by others, and they cannot understand why” (VE 27:401). “The miser is thus a stranger to himself; he does not know his own nature,” and this makes avarice a vice that is especially difficult to correct (VE 27:402). Misers, Kant says, are fearful and anxious, because their riches are so important to them; they also tend to be superstitious, and religiously devout, because they regard the fetishism of religious observances as a substitute for the good conduct pleasing to God in the same way that they regard money as a substitute for the goods of life: “In their anxieties, they wish to have comfort and support; and this they obtain from God, by means of their pieties, which after all cost nothing… [The miser] pays no heed to the moral worth of his actions, but thinks that if only he prays earnestly, which costs him nothing, he will already be on his way to heaven” (VE 27:401). Kant’s discussion of miserly avarice, both in its psychology and in the social analysis surrounding it, contains much that anticipates Marx’s critique of the fetishism of commodities. 
Servility. The proper measure of our self-worth is the fundamental issue for Kantian ethics. Kant’s conception of human nature also makes this measure deeply ambiguous. As sensible beings, we seem to have little worth or importance; but as moral beings, we have a dignity beyond all price (MS 6:434-435; cf. KpV 5:161-163). All human beings share alike and equally in this incomparable worth, yet we have a powerful natural tendency to self-conceit,  to value ourselves, our welfare and inclinations above those of others, and to treat other human beings as mere means to our own ends. This makes the moral feeling of respect – especially, self-respect, profoundly ambiguous (MS 6:437, KpV 5:72-75). Hence we must value ourselves simultaneously by a low and by a high standard (MS 6:435). Comparing ourselves with the moral law results in humility, or even humiliation (MS 6:435-436); but recognizing ourselves as both authors and subject of that law, and as having the capacity for a good will, exalts our value beyond every other we can even conceive (MS 6:436, G 4:393). In relation to others, therefore, our duty is twofold: to avoid the arrogance of rating our worth above anyone else’s, and also the servile disposition that tempts us to subordinate ourselves to others, either for our own advantage or because of the self-contempt that may result from our failure achieve competitive priority over them. 

The complexity of the duty to avoid false humility (or servility) may be briefly indicated by the variety of different requirements Kant regards as falling under it: (1) “Be no man’s lackey. – Do not let others tread with impunity on your rights.” (2) Avoid excessive indebtedness to others, which make you dependent on and inferior to them. (3) Do not be a flatterer or a parasite. (4) Do not complain or whine, even in response to bodily pain. (5) Do not kneel down or prostrate yourself even to show your veneration for heavenly objects – for Kant, this is the true meaning of idolatry (MS 6:436-437).
 
The fundamental duty to oneself: conscience. Kant concludes the discussion of perfect duties to oneself by describing a duty he regards as the most fundamental of all duties whatever. This is the duty to serve as inner judge of one’s own actions, before a (metaphorical) court, which is Kant’s favored depiction of conscience.
 It cannot be our duty to have a conscience, since unless we do, we are not moral beings at all and cannot be held responsible for our actions (MS 6:400). But it is our duty to act as prosecutor and as judge of ourselves, as before a court of justice, and then attend to the verdict of this court (MS 6:438). Kant’s conception of conscience shows (what he also makes explicit in this context) the way in which an imperfect rational being, in being self-legislating and self-governing, involves a “dual personality”: On the one hand, in turn as rational legislator, prosecutor, and judge, on the other as moral agent who acts subject to the law and must stand before the bar of this inner moral court (MS 6:438n). 
Conscience plays two roles in our actions: as warning us (before we act) and as pronouncing a verdict (of guilt or acquittal) over the actions we have performed (MS 6:440). This metaphor might make us think that Kant might view us also as having the duty to punish ourselves for our misdeeds (as by depriving ourselves of happiness of which we judge ourselves unworthy). But this would be a fundamental misunderstanding of his ethical theory. If we represent ourselves as unworthy of some happiness that we either enjoy or hope for, it is never our duty to deprive ourselves of it, as long as no direct violation of duty is involved in acquiring or enjoying it (such self-deprivation is simply irrational), but rather only to strive to make ourselves worthy of it by improving our conduct. Kant regards self-inflicted punishment as an impossibility (MS 6:335), and scorns the whole idea of religious penance, for example, as both “slavish” and “hypocritical” (R 6:24n). Punishment is a kind of external coercion, and ethical duties are never the proper object of external constraint but only of the inner constraint of our own reason. The inner court sentences us to no punishment except the painful feeling, a moral feeling (not an empirical one) that arises necessarily from the influence of reason on sensibility, attendant on the recognition that we have violated the moral law. This is why Kant also discusses conscience under the heading of those moral feelings which we can have no duty to have because susceptibility to them is a presupposition of being morally accountable at all (MS 6:400-401). 
The first command of duty regarding conscience, Kant says, is to “know (scrutinize, fathom) yourself” regarding your own maxims and the incentives on which you act (MS 6:441). This is a duty Kant regards as impossible to fulfill completely, and whose fulfillment is attended with some serious dangers. One danger is “enthusiastic contempt” for oneself (or of the entire human species), which we avoid through becoming aware of the moral predisposition in us (the absence of which would not signify evil but simply a lack of moral personality altogether) (MS 6:441). Here Kant’s target is the morose self-scrutiny of certain religious self-examiners (such as Haller and Pascal) which leads sooner to madness than to truth (VA 7:133). This is closely allied in Kant’s mind to the pietistic religiosity in which Kant himself was raised, which “reduces [the moral agent] to a state of groaning passivity, where nothing great and good is undertaken but instead everything is expected from wishing for it” (R 6:184; cf. SF 7:55-57). The opposed danger – which in the end even bears a strong resemblance to its opposite -- is the ‘egotistical self-esteem that takes mere wishes – wishes that, however ardent, always remain empty of deeds -- for proof of a good heart” (MS 6:441). The self-knowledge Kant insists is a duty is rather the sober resolve, as far as we are able, not to deceive ourselves about our deeds or about their sources within us, a knowledge whose sole aim is constructive moral improvement. 
Imperfect Duties to Oneself.  These duties are ends which we are required to have regarding our own perfection, whose promotion in action is meritorious, but the failure to promote them is never blamable (unless it proceeds from a principled refusal of the obligatory end). Kant divides these duties into those regarding our natural perfection and our moral perfection. 

Natural perfection is further divided into “powers of spirit” (or reason), powers of soul (or understanding, including memory, imagination and taste) and “powers of the body” (MS 6:445). These include the cultivation of our theoretical reason, the talents of mind falling under the various departments ranked along with understanding, and our bodily strengths and skills, including its general health and vitality. The Kantian theory is that it is not up to morality to determine in general what our priorities regarding these perfections should be: 

“Which of these natural perfections should take precedence, and in what proportion one against the other it may be a human being’s duty to himself to make these natural perfections his end, are matters left for him to choose in accordance with rational reflection about what sort of life he would like to lead and whether he has the powers necessary for it” (MS 6:445). 
The only constraint here is that each of us should try to make ourselves in to useful members of the world, as a way of showing respect for the worth of our humanity (our rational capacity in general to set and actualize ends of all sorts) (MS 6:446). 
Moral perfection includes our power to conform our actions to the requirements of morality. This includes both our ability to do our duties from duty, as well as our moral virtue – that is, our power, which insofar as the ends of morality are multiple, consists in a plurality of distinct virtues – to conform our volitions to the maxims of the good will (MS 6:446-447; cf. 6:405-409). This includes not only the inner strength that makes us immune to affects but also the cultivation of inclinations which add to the strength of our good maxims (MS 6:408-409).

What may surprise us is Kant’s position that even these duties of moral self-perfection are imperfect duties – that is, duties to strive for moral perfection, but not duties to achieve it. Of course, our strict, narrow or duties themselves remain what they were – the imperfect character of our duty to improve ourselves constitutes no excuse for our failure to act so as to avoid blame. But apart from that, we are not blamable for remaining morally imperfect, and our efforts to improve ourselves morally are meritorious rather than strictly required. Thus a person who does his narrow duties from some motive other than duty, and whose striving to improve himself on this point is only minimal and even unsuccessful, is not blamable.
 Nor is a person blamable simply because he has not made himself better able to withstand temptation than he has been in the past. His efforts in these regards are, however, meritorious.

5. Duties to oneself that appear to be duties to other beings
Above we characterized a duty to (gegen) S as one where S is a finite rational being and the requirement to comply with d is grounded on the requirement to respect humanity in the person of S. It follows, and Kant accepts the conclusion, that we have duties only to human beings – ourselves or others. Properly speaking, there can be no duties whatever to non-human living things, or to the natural world, or to God (or other nonhuman spirits). Strictly speaking, all beings for Kant fall either into the category of persons (rational beings) or things (non-rational beings). Persons are ends in themselves, while things have value only as means (G 4:428). But Kant realizes that we do seem to have duties to animals. He thinks we ought not to treat them as mere tools to be disposed of for our convenience, and does not intend his theory to slight these duties or release us from them. 
        Kant’s solution is to claim that although there appear to be duties to (gegen) non-human beings, all duties in regard to (in Ansehung auf) non-human or superhuman beings are really duties to oneself. In regard to non-human animals, for example, our duties to treat them with kindness, not to overwork them, to treat with gratitude those that have served us with devotion or affection, are really duties to respect our own humanity, which would be dishonored by cruelty or indifference to the sufferings of animals, or duties to perfect our moral character by cultivating virtuous qualities through our treatment of non-human beings (MS 6:442-443). Analogously, Kant argues that we have duties to preserve, and not destroy, what is beautiful in inanimate nature, and to respect the system of natural ends that we find in the natural world. This too, however, is really a duty to ourselves (MS 6:443). 
Elsewhere I have argued that Kant’s arguments on these points are unconvincing – they either beg the question or fail to establish that we have the duties Kant claims we have; but that Kant’s ethical theory has the resources to do better than he in fact does, and to ground our duties regarding animals and inanimate nature on the dignity of rational nature without having to interpret these duties as duties to ourselves and without having to treat animals or other non-rational beings as mere things whose only value is that of means. I won’t repeat those arguments here, but only refer to the reader to them.

What seem to be duties to God, according to Kant, are also in fact duties to ourselves. We have, according to Kant, a “duty of religion, the duty of ‘recognizing all our duties as (instar) divine commands’” (MS 6:443; cf. R 6:153-157). However, this is really a duty of the human being to himself (MS 6:444); and the duties we owe under it contain no special duties to God, but only our duties to human beings. The notion that we can serve God in any other way, as by praying, or churchgoing, or the reciting of creeds, or the performance of rituals, or placing ourselves in otherwise morally indifferent emotional states of belief or penitence or devotion, Kant condemns as “religious delusion” and “counterfeit service of the Deity” (R 6:167-175). I have also discussed elsewhere the reasons why Kant thinks we have a duty of religion; once again, I refer the reader to those discussions.

6. Duties of Respect to Others

Humanity in the person of every rational being has dignity – that is, a worth that is above all price, a worth that must always be respected and cannot rationally be sacrificed in exchange for any other value (even the value of something else that has dignity) (MS 6:462).
 Respect is the proper rational attitude toward something that has objective value.
 Contempt is treating something as without value, or else as having lesser worth than it in fact has. So treating any human being as if they lacked dignity is to treat them with contempt (MS 6:462-463). 
Kant thinks that people can act in such a way as to make themselves unworthy of their human dignity, but he does not think that when they do so, they actually forfeit it or deprive themselves of it. Thus the duty of respect for others entails that “I cannot deny all respect to even a vicious man as a human being; I cannot withdraw at least the respect that belongs to him in his quality as a human being, even though by his deeds he makes himself unworthy of it” (MS 6:463). This means, for example, that there must be no “disgraceful punishments that dishonor humanity itself (such as quartering a man, having him torn by dogs, cutting off his nose and ears)” (MS 6:463) – or, one might add, seeking to extract information even from “bad guys” by photographing them in sexually degrading positions and threatening to show the photos to their families. 

Kant thinks we must show respect for others even in the logical or theoretical use of their reason, and even in pointing out their mistakes. We thus have

“a duty not to censure [a human being’s] errors by calling them ‘absurdities’, ‘poor judgment’ and so forth, but must rather suppose that his judgment may yet contain some truth and we must try to seek this out, uncovering, at the same time, the deceptive illusions [that misled him], so as to preserve his respect for his own understanding” (MS 6:463). 
We also have a duty not to “give scandal” – by which Kant means tempting others, through example or through inducements, to do things that will later cause them to be ashamed of themselves (MS 6:464, cf. 6:394). In other words, what is most fundamental for Kant to our duty to respect others is actually the duty to preserve their self-respect, and this involves a narrow or perfect duty to avoid doing anything that would cause them to lose respect for themselves as rational beings with dignity.
Under the heading of duties of respect to others, Kant specifically lists three vices that violate these duties: arrogance, defamation and ridicule. 

Arrogance. If the violation of perfect duties to oneself fundamentally involves treating humanity in one’s own person with contempt, the violation of duties of respect to others involves treating someone else with contempt. Kant calls the violation of such duties ‘self-conceit’ or ‘arrogance’ because its typical form is that of thinking of oneself as of greater value than another – which, however, is impossible, since the worth of all persons is incomparable and absolute, hence equal. From this standpoint, self-conceit or arrogance cannot consist in rating your own existence too high, but rather in rating the existence of another too low. But as soon as we think of the worth of persons as something that can be comparative, or competed for (with winners and losers), we are already treating all persons with contempt, since their true worth is beyond anything that could be competed for with winners and losers. In that sense, arrogant people (who thinks they have won such a competition, and are entitled to treat others as having lesser value than themselves) directly treat these others with contempt, but they also indirectly treat themselves with contempt as well.
 

“Arrogance (Hochmut) (superbia and, as this word expresses it, the inclination to be always on top (oben zu schwimmen)) is a kind of ambition (Ehrbegierde) (ambitio) in which we demand that others think little of themselves in comparison with us” (MS 6:465). Arrogance is closely allied to our natural human desire for honor (Ehre) -- for the good opinion of others, which -- along with power and wealth -- is one of the basic goods for which people compete, and which Kant even regards as the psychological foundation of morality itself (MA 8:112-113). But he realizes there is something paradoxical in this, since competing for honor implies that people might be unequal in their worth, whereas the basic principle of morality, in the formula of humanity as end in itself, declares all rational beings to be of equal worth as ends in themselves. The point, however, is that what is basic to morality is establishing the correct rational standard for self-valuation, which involves valuing oneself for one’s humanity and not for anything in which one might even possibly be regarded as superior to others.

Defamation. This could be regarded as the characteristic vice of moralists, the desire to blame others and expose them to blame.  By ‘defamation’, Kant does not mean slander (or spreading false and malicious reports about others) but rather the spreading, simply for its own sake, or because we take pleasure in it, of true information that detracts from the honor of another (MS 6:466). It is wrong – a violation of a strict duty, and a proper object of blame – to gossip about others, to expose their faults to public censure, when this is done not for the purpose of guarding others against their misdeeds but simply in order to bring them (or even human nature in general) into disrepute. Kant includes under the vice of defamation “a mania for spying on the customs or morals (Sitten) of others (allotrio-episcopia) – an offensive inquisitiveness on the part of anthropology, which everyone may resist with right as a violation of the respect due him” (MS 6:466). In other words, respect for others means what we might rather call “respecting their privacy,” or simply “minding your own business.” 
Ridicule. If defamation involves taking pleasure in what is discreditable in the conduct of others, ridicule involves finding amusement in what makes them objects of mockery or derision. Kant distinguishes this from ‘banter’ or ‘joking’ (Scherz), “the familiarity among friends in which makes fun of their peculiarities that only seem to be faults but are really marks of their pluck in sometimes departing from the rule of fashion (which is not a form of derision)” (MS 6:467). It is also different from the use of humor as a way of brushing aside a malicious attack on oneself (for that is really nothing but a way of defending one’s dignity against the attack of another without descending to maliciousness. The crucial question is whether you take pleasure for its own sake in making the other into a laughing stock. 
For Kant, the vices of disrespect for others display something very fundamental about human nature which is closely allied to our radical propensity for evil. We know that all rational beings are of absolute, hence equal, worth, and yet we seek superiority over others, whether by making ourselves exceptions to what we ourselves will to be universal laws, or using other rational beings as mere means to our ends, or by adopting ends that systematically conflict with theirs (and therefore violate the laws of a realm of ends). Kant realizes that as moral beings we are entangled in social relations that involve competitiveness and a false sense of human worth at their foundations. 
This creates an ambiguity regarding duties of respect. Kant already acknowledges this when he speaks of showing to a vicious man “at least the respect that belongs to him as a human being” – as though (self-contradictorily) there might possibly be a greater respect shown to something than that to which it is entitled as a being with dignity or absolute and incomparable worth. Yet because our social customs are often grounded on this self-contradictory assumption, it is sometimes necessary, in social life, to treat people according to the rank that our corrupt customs assign them. Kant places beyond the scope of a Metaphysics of Morals, which is supposed to apply pure rational principles only to human nature in general, to set forth “all the different forms of respect to be shown to others in accordance with differences in their qualities or contingent relations” (MS 6:468). Yet he clearly thinks that it would be arrogant and disrespectful to the humanity of others simply to ignore all this in our dealings with them. At the same time, Kant clearly disapproves of – and regards as itself an affront to the dignity of humanity – the social customs enshrining various forms of inequality whenever they are not expressions of the obedience to civil authority needed to preserve right: 
“Preferential tributes of respect in words and manners even to those who have no civil authority – reverences, obeisances (compliments) and courtly phrases marking with the utmost precision every distinction in rank, is something altogether different from courtesy (which is necessary even for those who respect each other equally) – the Du, Er, Ihr and Sie, or Ew. Wohledeln, Hochedeln, Hochedelgeborenen, Wohlgeborenen (ohe, iam satis est!)
 as forms of address, a pedantry in which the Germans seem to outdo any other people in the world (except possibly the Indian castes)” (MS 6:437). 

Kant’s discussion of duties in the Metaphysics of Morals often seems to us too bound to the prejudices and conventions of his time (and perhaps also to some of his own perverse or unenlightened crotchets). But we should not forget that even the latter are sometimes his ways of trying to deal with the inherently conflicting demands of expressing appropriate valuation for humanity as an end in itself in a social world grounded on principles of mutual hostility and inequality between human beings. And we should not use our critical reactions to Kant on this or that issue as an excuse for perpetrating on ourselves the illusion that the dilemmas of upholding rational moral values in a fundamentally irrational human world are any easier for us to negotiate than they were for him.
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