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Motive and Rightness in
Kant’s Ethical System

Mark Timmons

One deeply entrenched assumption of ethical theorizing is that the rightness
of an act does not depend on ene’s motive in performing the acr, Considera-
tions of motive are generally understood to affect the moral quality of one’s
character and hence the moral worth of one’s actions. Bur, on the assumption
under consideration, the rightness of an act is to be sharply distinguished from
whatever moral worth it may possess; moral worth depends on motive, right-
ness does not,

The assumption, which [ dub the Independence Thesis, is shared by adve-
cates of different rypes of normative moral theory—virtue ethics, consequen-
tialism, and deontological ethics. One finds the thesis being acrributed to
Aristotle,' although Mill explicidly embraced it,? as have other urilitarians and
consequentialists generally, including G. E. Moore.” Perhaps its most ardent
defender, W. D. Ross,* held a deontological meral theory, and it was accepted
by Henry Sidgwick, who attempted to combine common-sense morality with
utilitarianism.> This thesis is also reflected in Anglo-American law in the
orthedox dectrine that maotive is irrelevant co criminal liability.f The fact that
the thesis is commen ground among major types of moral theory and is found

I would like to thank the audiences at Brewn University, Universitie Erlangen, and the University of Mis-
stssippi For discussion of an earlier version of this paper. For their comments on an earlier version of this
papet, [would like ro thank Robert Audi, Mascia Baran, Josh Glasgow, Michacf Gorr, Onora (' Neill, Tom
Nenon, Thomas Pogge, David Shoemaker, and Allen Wood.

' Aristotle, Nicomachean £ithic: 11035, wans. T. rwin (Indianapolis: Hackerr Publishing Co., 1985}, 40.

: See f. 8. Mill, {vidisarianism (1861; Indianapolis: Hackere Mublishing Co., 1979), 18, where Mill
writes: ‘utilitarian moralists have gone beyond almost all others in affirming that the motive has nothing w
do with the morality of the action, though much with the worth of che agenc”

' 5, E. Moore, Erhics (New Yark: Oxford Universiy Press, 1912), 77-80.

¢ W.D. Ross, The Right and the Goed {Oxford: Oxford University Press, 19303, 46, and The Founda-
tions of Eehict (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1939), ch. 6. :

* Henry Sidgwick, The Methods of Ethics, 7* edn. (New York: Dover Publications, Ine., 1907), 2014,

v See c.g. ]. Hall, General Principles of Crimina! Law, 2% edn. (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1960), 88,
and Glanville Williams, Criminal Law: The General Part, 2 edn. {Loadon: Stevens, 1961}, 48-50. Fora
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in the law is not surprising when one considers that it is rooted in pre-theored-
cal, common-sense moral chinking. We are used to distinguishing whata pet-
son did from why she did ir, sometimes issuing separate moral judgements
about the act and its motive, Thus, we have occasion to say, for example, that so
and so did the wrong thing {committed perjury), but her motive was good (to
save a life).

Kant is also taken to have embraced the Independence Thesis, and those
who ateribute the thesis to Kane typically take the examples in the first chapeer
of the Groundwork{ G. 4:397--9) as evidence of Kant's commitment o it. Ross,
for example, writes:

Again, the doctrine is stated very explicidy by Kant, when near the beginning of the
Grundlegung he distinguishes berween doing what is yvour dury and acting from duty
(i.e. from a sense of duty). He clearly implies that you can do the former even when
your motive is a purely selfish one; and [ believe that he consistently describes action
from a sense of dury not as the only action that is right, but as the only action that has
moral worth, thus making the motive {or, as he prefers to call it, the principle or maxim
of action) the ground of moral goodness, buc the nature of the action apart from irs
motive the ground of its righeness.”

Although Ross is mistaken in claiming that Kanc explicicly embraces the [nde-
pendence Thesis (he simply does not expressly say that one’s motives are always
irrelevant co every kind of dury), Kant does strongly suggest by his examples
that the rightness of an act is independent of one’s motives. (Think of the
shopkeeper giving correct change and hence doing the right act, but from self-
interested motives.)

My principal aim in this chaprer is to examine the issue of how, if at all,
motives bear on the rightness of acts in Kants ethical system, with particular
attention given to the various ducies of virtue elaborated in the second part of
The Metaphysics of Morals, There are two main reasons for engaging in this
study, one having to do with our understanding of Kanr's normative moral
theory, the other having to do with moral theory generally.

First, there is some reason to think that, even if Kant's Groundwork treat-
ment of motive and rightness commics him o the Independence Thesis, it is
not so clear that his treatment of duties of virtue is consistent with this thesis.
Tn order to Fulfi! a duty of virtue, one must, so it seerns, have the righe end, and

recent defence of this doctrine in the law, see Antony Duff, 'Principle and Conrradiction in Criminal Law:
Marives and Ceiminal Liabilicy, in A. Duff {ed.), Phitoroply and the Criminal Law {Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998), 150204,

" Ross, Foundations, 139,

.,
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if having the right end requires being appropriately motivated, then we are led
to agree with Marcia Baron in her contribution to this volume: ‘In the Ground-
work, conformiry of the action with duty does not depend on the agent’s
motive or . . . on the agent’s end. In The Meraphysics of Morals, this is true of
juridical duties but not of ethical duties . . .".*

Buc even in the Groundwork one finds some reason for doubring that Kane
is committed in that work to the Independence Thesis. For instance, in Kanc’s
suicide example in chapter 2, the maxim to be tested by the Categorical Imper-
ative is: ‘from self-love, 1 make it my principle to shorten my life when its
longer duration threatens more troubles than it promises agreeableness’ (G.
4:422) 2 Talk of acting from self-love seems to refer to one’s motive in commit-
ting suicide, and this motive is crucially relevant in Kant's argument for the
claim chat the suicide maxim cannot be conceived of as a faw of nature and
hence that the action in question is morally wrong. In this example, the
wrongness of the act is made to depend on one’s motives.

The other main reason for examining this issue of the bearing of motive on
rightness in Kant's ethical system is that the Independence Thesis has recently
come under atrack by philosophers who want to argue that mocive does some-
times bear on an act’s righeness." If such atracks are cogent, then it is of some
interest in judging the overal! plausibility of Kant's ethics to get clear about
Kanr's considered position on this matter. And, of course, gerting clear abouc
this matrer in Kanr's ethics should have some bearing on the debate in con-
temporary ethics over the plausibility of the Independence Thesis.

In whar follows, I will begin in Section [ by clarifying the notions of right-
ness and motive featured in the Independence Thesis. Then, in Secrion I1, |
consider challenges to the idea that Kant's ethics respects the Independence
Thesis based on the claim that fulfilling certain duries of vircue require that
one’s dutiful actions be motivated by the thought of dury. I argue against this
claim by showing why the various considerations one might marshal in its
favour are unpersuasive. In Section 11, I go on to reinforce this result by

1 Marcia Barun, this volume, 402,

s T have used the transtation of Kant included in the Cambridge Edition of the Works of Iinmanuel
Kant: Groundwork of the Metaphyics of Morals, ed. and trans. Mary Gregor (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1997); Critique of Praciical Reason, ed. and trans, Mary Gregor {Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1997); The Metaphysics of Merals, ed. and wans. Mary Gregor {Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996).

w Seee.g Michael Stocker, ‘Intentions and Act Evaluations’, fournal of Phitosophy, 67 {1970}, 589602,
Steven Sverdlik, ‘Motive and Rightness', Erbiey, 106 (1996), 327—49; and Michacl Gorr, “Morives and
Rightness', Philosophia, 27 (1999}, 581-98.Tn Anglo-American law, the encrenched doctrine that motive is
irrelevant re crimina! Hability has recently been challenged by Christine Sistare, Agent Motives and Crimi-
nal Law’, Soctal Theory and Practice, 13 {L1987), 30326, and Douglas Husak, ‘Motive and Criminal Liabil-
ity , Criminal fustice Erbricr, 8 (1989), 3-14.
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appealing to various doctrinal and textual considerations. However, in Section
IV, 1 argue that, although Kantian duties do not {with one possible exception)
require thar one act from the motive of dury, a case can be made for claiming
that morives can be and are relevant to the rightness of actions. [n the end, we
get a mixed verdict regarding the Independence Thesis and Kant’s ethical sys-
term: on the one hand, Ross is correct (and some recent interpreters of Kant are
wrong) in thinking that in Kant’s system the content of one’s duties does not
include a motive component; on the other hand, motive {(including non-
moral motives) can affect the rightness of one’s actions, and so, strictly speak-
ing, the Independence Thesis {as [ interpret it} does not hold in relation to
Kant's ethical system. Finally, in Section V, [ ground matters regatding the rele-
vance of motive to rightness in Kanc's ethics in a general Kantian theory of
moral relevance.

I. The Independence Thesis

So far, [ have characterized the Independence Thesis (IT for short) as the claim
thac rightness is independent of motive; motive is irrelevant vis-a-vis the right-
ness of an act. However, this admiteedly rough characterization needs clarifi-
cation. For one thing, we need some understanding of both motive and
rightness as these figure in the I'T, and, for another, the thesis, as it is intended
by its advocates, makes cnly a qualified claim zbout the bearing of motive on
rightness. In this section, I first wan to clarify talk of rightness and then work
towards a proper formulation of the IT. The concept of motive involves vari-
ous complications that | will deal with in the following sectdon.

(4) Rightnessand Deontic Evaluation Generally

In clarifying the notion of rightness operative in the IT, I shall restrict myself
to two remarks. First, talk of rightness is shorthand for talk about the deontic
status of actions. An action is either morally wrong (forbidden) ot nor, in
which case it is morally right {permitted}."! Within the category of morally
right actions, we distinguish between actions that ate morally obligatory and
those that are not, the latter being morally optional (merely permitted). Thus,
there are three basic deontic categories—the forbidden, the obligacory, and the
optional—and we can consider the bearing of motive on an act falling into any

W Here, we are concerned wirh the all-things-considered deontic status of acrians.
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one of these categories. For instance, one possibility is that some instance of a
morally wrong act is such that its wrongness depends partly on the agent’s
motive in performing it. Another possibilicy is thar in some cases we are
morally obliged to act from some particular motive, so chat lacking a proper
motive means that the act will fail to fulfil the obligadion. Although Ross, in
defending the IT, is mainly concerned to argue that our various obligations do
not require that we act from some particular motive, we should understand the
IT to be claiming chat, whatever deontic status an action has, it has that starus
independently of the agent’s motive.

The second remark about rightness (and the deontic categeries generally)
is that there are various notions of right {and wrong) action and we need to
specify which of these are featured {or may be featured) in the [T. There are
two scts of distinctions concerning right action that we need to consider: for-
mal rightnessimaterial rightnessand objective rightness/subjective rightmess. Let us
take these up in order.

An act is formally right (in the sense of being obligatory) when, given the
agent’s (morally relevant) non-moral beliefs about the situation, the act is the
right thing to do—the act in question is che right act to perform in situations
that are such as the agent believes them to be. An act is materially right when it
is formally right and the agent’s non-moral beliefs about the sicuarion are cor-
rect.’? These two notions represent two perspectives one can take in evaluating
the deontic status of actions. The notion of formal rightness reptesents a firse-
person point of view: what is relevant in judging the formal rightness of an act
is the agent’s intentions, which reflect her beliefs about what she is doing or
plans to do. The notion of material rightness represents a third-person point of
view from which rhe agenr’s intentions are not solely relevant. If you are in my
care and it is my duty to give you a certain medicine, then, if [ give you whar I
think is the prescribed medicine but through no fault of my own che substance
in question is a lethal poison, I do what is formally right: [ intend ro give you
your medicine. Despite my intentions, however, [ peisoned you {accidentally,
of course), and so my act, although formally right, was materially wrong.

The importance of this distinction in relation to Kant’s echics should be
fairly obvious. The decision procedure associated with Kant’s Universal Law
Formula of the Categorical Imperative involves formulating one’s maxim to
test the rightness of on€’s action. Bur, as Kant points out, maxims may involve
various sorts of mistakes in the agents conception of what she is doing: ‘A
maxim is the subjective principle of acting . . . [and] contains the practical rule

1 take chese distinctions from C. D. Broad, Broad's Critical Fiays in Moral Philasaphy {London:
George Allen & Unwin Led., 1971), 768,234 8,
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determined by reason conformably with the condirions of the subject (often
his ignorance or also his inclinations) . . . {G. 4:422). Thus, as a decision pro-
cedure to guide one’s choices, the universalization test can reliably lead to con-
clusions about the formal rightness of actions (though, of course, one isaiming
to come to conclusions about the material rightness of the act). One might
therefore conclude that Kanr's ethical theory can only deliver judgements
about the formal rightness and wrongness of actions, but T believe this would
be a mistake. [ have argued elsewhere® that Kants theéory does have the
resources to generate conclusions about the material rightness of an acr, a
claim that I will simply take for granted. Thus, in examining the [T in relacion
to Kant’s ethical views, we can consider the bearing of motive on both the for-
mal and marerial rightness of actions. However, because nothing crucial relat-
ing to the topic at hand rests on whether we are viewing Kant’s ctheory as
yielding an account of formal rightness, matetial tightness, or both, [ will con-
tinue to talk simply abour the rightness and wrongness of actions in relation to
Kant's ethical system.

In addition to the formal/material conceptions of rightness, philosophers
often distinguish berween objective and subjective rightness. The former
notion is roughly equivalent to the notion of material rightness, but the latrer
notion is quite different from the notion of formal rightness. An act is objec-
tively right if it really is right, independently of what the agent or anyone else
might believe about its rightness; whereas an action is (in one sense) subjective-
ly right (for a person to perform on some occasion) if the agent believes that the
action is objectively right.' Formal rightness allows for mistakes in the agent’s
morally relevant non-moral beliefs; subjective rightness allows for mistakes in
moral belicf as well. Clearly, the IT is not concerned with the notion of sub-
jective rightness since there are cases where it is obvious thac one’s motive
affects che subjective rightness of an act: acting from the motive of duty
tequires that one believe chat the act in question is objectively right, and so
motive, at least in this sort of case, does affect the subjective rightness of the

act."

1 §pe Mark Timmons, ‘Decision Procedures, Motal Criceria, and the Problem of Relevant Diescriprions
in Kant's Ethics', fabrbuch flir Recht und Ethik, 5 {19977, 389-417.

#  Here, 1 am borrowing from my ‘Objective Rightness’, in The Cambridge Dicrionary of Philosophy, 27
cdn., ed. Robere Audi {Cambridge: Cambridge Universtry Press, 1990}, G245,

" This point is made by Sverdlik, ‘Moriveand Rightness’, 334, Here is an appropriace place o acknowl-
edge my indebredness to this article in my thinking abaut the I'T in relaion o Kands ethics.

Lt

Motive and Rightness in Kants Ethical System 261

(#) The Independence Thesis Formulated

1 mentioned at the outset chat the I'T makes a qualified claim about the bear-
ing of motive on righeness, and before proceeding it will be useful to explain
the qualifications.

First, some duties may have as their content the adoption (in the sense of
coming to have), development, or maintenance of some particular motive. It
is plausible thac one has duties of self-perfection, including a general duty to
develop or strengthen some morivating characteristics such as kindliness,
compassion, and so forth, and to rid oneself of, or at least control, other
motives like revenge. Certainly we find such duties in Kant, both duties 1o
others and duries to oneself. The duty of beneficence, for instance, invelves
developing a disposition to act in certain beneficial ways towards others char
presumably involves coming to be motivated by a direct concern for their wel-
fare. Again, one’s duty of moral self-perfection according to Kant involves
striving to make considerations of duty the sole and sufficient motive in ful-
filling one’s obligations (see MS 6:446-7). One might, thercfore, restrict the
IT so that itapplics only to actions other than those having to do with motives.
But the fact that some duties have motives as their content is not a challenge to
the [T, Let me explain.

The main point to be made is that we can distinguish external and internal
dugies. External duties are duries that involve external acts like returning a bor-
towed object, while internal duties are duties ro engage in some mental activiry
like developing certain attitudes o striving to develop certain motives.™ The
act of engaging in the fulfilment of both rypes of duty is (normally) semething
done for a reason—a reason that explains one’s action in terms of some objec-
tive or goal chat one is atrempting to bring about through the action. Such rea-
sons are motives {see below). Just as excernal acts can be performed from some
motive, an internal act can also be performed from some motive. I may, for
instance, succeed in developing a disposition of gratitude owing perhaps to my
belieFthat being this way will be socially beneficial to me. Calculated self-inter-
est motivates my endeavour o develop this particular trait. If we interpret the
I'T, as I think we should, as applying to both external and internal acts, then the
claim is that what makes some act right {or wrong) does not depend on one’s
motive in performing that act.

However, there is one important aspect of the [T worth making explicir.
The thesis does not make the sweeping claim that considerations of motive are
never relevant to the deontic status of one’s actions; rather, it claims thar the

" Thedistinction is clearly made by Kant when, in distinguishing juridical from ethical duries, he writes
that “In afl lawgiving (whether it prescribes interaal or exeernal actions .. " (M56:21 ). Sec also M56:393.
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deontic stacus of one’s actions does not depend on ones motive in performing
the act. It is plausible o claim that my having a duty of gratitude rowards
someone depends in part on facts about my benefacror’s own motives in ben-
efiting me. If my benefactor’s mouve is really calculated self-interest or even a
deep hatred for me, then [ have (in fact) no duty of gratitude towards that per-
son {even if [ do not know this and think I ought to show gratitude).'” In this
case, another person’s motive is part of the exrernal circcumstances thar are
morally relevant in determining the deontic status of my action.
With these observarions in mind, we can formulate the IT as follows:

IT The deontc status of an act (whether internal or external) is inde-
pendent of the agent’s motive (ot relevant motive set) in performing
that act."

So in thinking about the plausibility of the IT in general and also in relation to
Kant's ethics, our main question is nicely stated by Steven Sverdlik: ‘does the
mortive of an acrion ever suffice to move an action out of one of the three deon-
tic categories and into another? Could a motive make an otherwise wrong act
merely permissible? Could a motive make an act thatis merely permissible into

"

an o_u:mmﬁcq one?

(e} Maxims, Intentions, and Morives

On Kant’s moral theory, the morality of an action is determined by consider-
ing whether or not the maxim corresponding to the action is universalizable.
Maxims are mental states that arguably are, or involve, an agent’s intention(s)
with regard to the action under considerarion. Expressions of maxims that we
find in Kant's works vary in terms of what sort of informarion is included.
Focusing for 2 moment on maxims of action, expressions of what we might call
simple maxims have the form,

[ will —, iffwhenever ,

where the blanks are to be filled with the agent’s characterization of the action
and circumstances respectively.

" This claim is defended by Fred Berger, ‘Gratitudc’, Erbics, 85 (1973), 298-309.

" Two commenrs are in order here. Fiest, the parenthetical remark aboue a relevant marive set is meant
to recognize the fact that often one’s actions are the product of a complicated set of motives. Secandly, we
might also ask whether motive makes any difference to the so-culled degree of deantic starus, that is, whether
mative affects the siringency of onc’s obligations or the degree of wrongness of an action, but [ will ignere
such possibilitics here.

" Sverdlik, "Motive and Rightness', 333.

*  Much of this section is based on section 1 of my ‘Evil and [mputation in Kant's Ethies', fabrbuch fiir
Reche und Erfik, 2 (1994, 11341,
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In The Metaphysics af Morals, Kant speaks of maxims of ends as distinet from
maxims of acrions (M5 6:395), and he claims that ‘An end'is an O—u_.nnﬂ of the
choice (of a rational being), through the representation of which choice is
decermined to an action to bring this object about’ (MS6:381). Since, accord-
ing to Kane, everyaction has an end {M56:385), we can express what we might
call complex maxims this way,

Twill , iffwhenever , in order to

»

where the first two blanles are filled as before and the third blank is 2 specifica-
tion of an end, adopred or embraced by an agent and which she thinks is pro-
moted by the action described in the maxim.* Complex maxims can be
understood as resulting from compressed bits of practical reasoning on the
agents part, where the agent either explicitly or implicitly reasons from certain
general aims or intentions to more specific intentions that she believes will
help her carry out the more general ones. Looked at in this way, complex max-
ims of the above form can be usefully understood as a fusion of owo maxims: a
simple maxim of accion plus a maxim of ends.

Since maxims are, or invelve, an agent’s intentions, and since cone’s inten-
tions at least partly determine the identicy of the action itself, they are relevant
for evaluating the deontic status of actions. Bue this fact about Kanrt's view is
not unique among competing moral cheories; it has been generally thoughe, by
advocates of competing types of moral theory, thar deontic status depends on
one’s intentions. Intendons are thus commeonly distinguished from motives
and advocates of the IT accept the verdict we find in Sidgwick, where, after a
brief discussion of the deontic relevance of intentions and motives, he remarls:
‘our judgments of righrand wrongstrictly speaking relate to incentions, as dis-
tinguished from motives.'

Things get messy, however, when we ask what motives are and how they are
related to intentions. As 2 number of philosophers have pointed out, terms
such as ‘motive’, ‘intention’, and ‘purpose’ are often used interchangeably in
ordinary English. Even within the law, where there has been some attempt ro
define motive in relation to intention, one finds a variety of conflicting con-

' Unformnately, this simple schema is misleading in suggesting that considerations of circumstance,

act, and end can be nearly disinguished in all conrexts of action. However, macters are far more complex.
For instance, certain terms denoting one’s action entail what DArcy calls ‘constitutive circumstances”. To
describe an action as theft entails, among other chings, thae the person did not own the item she took and
that the pwner had not given her permission to take or use ic. See Eric D Arcy, Fluman Acts {Oxford: Oxford
Universiry Press, 1963). chs. 1, 2. [n general, as D' Arcy argues, the distinecions between act and citcum-
stance and act and consequence are flexible and conrext sensitive.

2 Sidgwick, Metbods, 204. See also, Broad, Crirical Essays, 7881, and Mill, Uilisarianism, ch. 2 u. 2.
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ceptions of motive.” Here is not the place to sorc ouc the mess; rather I plan to
make a few brief remarks about motives, particularly as they relate to Kantian
maxims.

Motives are plausibly understood as psychological states (sometimes occur-
rent, somerimes not) that typically can serve as explanatory sourcesof action—
serving to explain, in some deep or ulrimace way, an agent’s choices and action.
They do so, in part, by revealing some goal or end thart the agent finds actrac-
tive or desirable for its own sake and in terms of which the agent’s interest in or
ateraction to some course of action can be explained.* For instance, if Andy is
taking a logic course because he aims to get an undergraduate degree in phi-
losophy (for which such a course is a requirement), one relatively immediate
end of his action is the goal of earning a degree in philosophy. Suppose Andy’s
main reason for having this end is to please his parents and that he wants to
please his parents to ensure that they leave him their fortune (even though he
is already quite wealthy), and suppose further thac his getting thar money is
something to which Andy has a direct, non-derivative attraction. Here, we
have a (non-pejorative) rationalizing explanation {an explanation of the
agent’s action in terms of relevant aspects of his overall psychological ser),
involving a series of ends and terminating with an end chat underlies the entire
course of acrion and represents the agent’s motive,”

In the case just described, Andy’s basic motive is greed. We have a battery of
common terms thar are typically used to denote motives: ambition, gratitude,

™ Foran overview of differing conceptions of morive in the law, sce Siscare, ‘Agenr Motives’, 303-7, who
distinguishes two main views: the inrentions-as-affective-states view and the motives-as-intentions view.
Although philosophers differ on whether or not motives are meneal sraces, thase who think they are gypically
advocate one of the wo views just mentioned. Sverdlik, "Motive and Rightness’, 3349, for instance, takes
motives to be basic desires; M. Beardsley, ‘Intention and Motive', in M. Bradie and M. Brand {eds.}, Aetion
and Responsibifity (Bowling Green, OH: Applied Philosophy Program, 1980), 71-9, on the ocher hand,
takes them to be ultimate intentions. (OF course, if one takes an inceniion to be a desire, as some have, then
these owo views collapse.) Nate that, even if one acceprs the motives-as-ultimate-intentions view, one has
not thereby compramised che IT; the defender of that thesis will claim thac cermain intentions—those uldi-
mate intentions that are one’s motives—are not deontically relevant.

# Two comments are in order here. Firse, given the flexibilicy of motive talk in ordinary parlance, it is
possible to distinguish berween basic and nan-basic motives where the latter do nor directly invelve inrrin-
sic desires (though may be traceable 1o such desires). Bur, in disringuishing marives from intentions (a5 is
cammeoniy done in cthics and law), [ am restricting the term in the way indicated. (Lchank Robert Audi for
pressing me on this point). Sccondly, | am ignoring Anscombe’s distinetion berween forward-looking
motives that concern a further end of action on the agent’s part and backward-looking mutives thar, seice-
ty speaking, do not. But noching important for nur purposes turns on such differences. Sec Elizabeth
Anscombe, fatention, 2 cdn. (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1963}, seer. 13

 Note that motive explanations do not always serve as justifying reasans or even as considerarions thar
the agent takes to justify some course of action. Lust may be the sole motive behind snme adulterous act and
hence helps explain what the person Found artractive abuut some course of acrion and hence why he did ie.
even if he docs not think cha he is justified in whar he has done.

"
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luse, love, hatred, jealousy, and compassion, just to list a few. Such terms, when
used o denote motives, indicate some end (for example, money or valuable
goods) to which an individual has an attachment and which explains in some
deep way the agent’s behaviour,

We can understand how motives figure in Kants theory of action if we
understand borh how they relate to maxims in patterns of rationalizing expla-
nation and what sources they have.

The relation berween motives and maximns is simply this: if motives are psy-
chological states that represent ultimate ends of action for which one acts, and
if, for Kant, having an end is a matter of adopting a maxim of ends (thus setting
oneself 1o bring about some state of affairs thar is the end), then, since maxims
are intentions, it follows that motives are, for Kant, ultimate intentions.

Mereover, according to Kant’s theory of action, such intentions have two
main sources: desire and reason, Some motives (maxims expressing ene’s ult-
mate ends} are based on desire. The desire for one’s own happiness is the basis for
many ultimate ends one adopes. Here 1 think it is helpful o think of desires as
prompting an agent to make certain choices—adopt certain maxims—rather
than thinking of them as motives.* Whether some desire does in fact lead one to
adopt some maxim depends upon whether the agent allows the desire to have
such influence on choice.” In Kantian terminology, desires as such are (or per-
haps reflect) incentives { Triebfedern) to action without necessarily being motives
to action. By contrast, a rational or reason-based motive has irs source, for Kant,
in respect for the moral law thar provides a radonal incentive to action. In cases
involving both desire-based motivation and reason-based motivadon, then, a
motive can be understood in Kant’s system as a maxim of ends that serves asa
terminus in a rationalizing explanation of an agent’s choices and acrions.

A motive as an end of action may thus be mentioned in the expression of an
agent’s maxim and will necessarily be mentioned when one is interested in giv-
ing a full and illuminating rationalizing explanation. One might express such
acomplex maxim, mentioning certain immediate ends as well as one’s ultimate
end as having the form,

Iwill , iffwhenever , in order to , out of .

whete the final blank mentions the agent's mocive(s).

* Defence of this claim would require developing it in the context of a full accounc of Kant's theory of

action.

Here [ have in mind the so-called incorporation thesis {as abelled by Allison): ‘An incentive fempiri-
¢al impulses including desires and aversions] can determine the will to an action ordy insefar a5 the individ-
watf has taken it up inco fis muxint (R G:24).
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We can now rerurn to the I'T and express it in Kantian terms:

KIT In Kants ethics, the deontic stacus of an act (whether internal or
external) is independent of the agent’s motive(s), that is, the agenc’s
ultimate maxim(s) of ends. .

The fact that a complex maxim revealing an agent’s plan of action may
include reference to an agenc’s motive does not aucomatically show that KiT is
false; it depends on the question of wherher reference to an agent’s mative is
deontically relevant, o which we now tum.

II. Obligatory Ends and the Motive Content Thesis

One way in which motive might be relevant to the deontic status of an act
would be if cerrain duties involved performing actions from certain motives; if,
that is, motive, cogether with some act, was part of the duty’s contenc. Lec us call
this the Motive Centent Thesis (MCT for short). In defending the I'T, Ross was
mainly concerned to argue against the MCT, and it is on this tarrer thesis that
those who think that Kant is not committed to the [T tend to focus. Specifical-
ly, some interpreters argue that the IT fails to hold in connection with Kant’s
doctrine of obligatory ends as elaborated in the Tugendlehre, because fulfilling
such obligations requires that one’s motive be the motive of duty. In this section,
I explore the plausibility of this claim, arguing that it should be rejected.

According to Kant's doctrine of obligatory ends, there are two fundamental
obligatory ends: one’s own perfection and the happiness of others. In connec-
tion with both of these general ends, Kant elaborates various subsidiary
duties—some of them duties of commission {whose justification depends on
che fact that these more specific requirements involve acrivities that are crucial
in promoting and maintaining these most general ends} and some of them
duties of omission {whose justification depends on the fact that certain actions,
if performed, would destroy or hinder the promotion or maintenance of these
ends). Some philosophers have claimed that adoption of the two most general
obligatory ends, as well as the adoption of various more specific ends (thac part-
ly constitute the adoprion of the most general ones), are cases where fulfilling
the duty requires acting from duty and thus motive is relevant to deontic status
tn such cases.

One important implication of accepting the MCT in relation o Kancs
ethics is thar, given Kane's account of moral worth, the fulfilment of any such
dury (that is, a duty o perform some action from the motive of duty) necessar-
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ily tesults in the relevantaction’s having moral worth. Thatis, if there are some
duties whose performance requires chat we act from dury, then necessarily
actions thac have what Kant calls ‘legality’ (they fulfil one’s dury} also possess
‘morality’ (they have moral worth).”® Ler us call this the Scrong Thesis abour
moral worth. The MCT (together with Kant’s account of moral worth} and che
Strong Thesis about meral worth imply each other.

Certain ethical duties, then, are supposedly duties whose fulfilment requires
thar one act from duty; a moral motive is part of their very content and so nec-
essarily actions that fulfil such duties have moral worth. This is what, in the
quote above, Baron was suggesting, and we find it being explicitly advocated by
(O Neill and Herman.™ Let us consider chis view in some detail.

{a) A Presumptive Case Against the Moral Content Thesis in Relation to
Obligatory Ends

It will be useful to begin with a challenge to those who maintain that the MCT
holds in connection with duties of virtue towards others. Since the dury of
beneficence is often cited as an example in Kant where the thesis in question
holds {and seems o be as plausible 2 candidate in relation to this thesis as any
other duty in Kant’s system), [ will simply focus on it. .
According to Kant, the general duty to make the happiness of others one’s
own end is explained as the requirement to adopt a maxim of beneficence—that
is, ‘making the well-being and happiness of others my end” (M5 6:452).
According to the motive content interpretation of the duty of beneficence, ful-
filling chis duty involves: (1} adopting the end in question from the motive of
duty and (2} on occasion performing specific acts of beneficence guided by
one’s commitment to the end. However, ene can, it seems, adopt 2 maxim of
beneficence for non-moral reasons: one might believe that one’s own well-being
is more likely to be promored by adopting such ends, or ene might be the kind

2 Clearly, for Kanr, the anly motive ehat is a candidate for inclusion as part of the content of some duty
is the mative of duty. For one thing, all ather mutives are desire based and on Kant's view we do noc always
pussess the sort of control over our desires that would be required for them to be part of anc's duty as the
MCT tequires. Additionally, were Kanr o requise that we fulfil this or that dury from some non-moral
motive, then, in connection with that dury, it would not be possible ro perform it in a morally worthy man-
ner. Bue Kant holds thae every dutiful action is capable of having moral worth. Thus, in considering the
MCT in relation to Kanr's ethics, we need address only the question of whether, in addirion to performing
some internal or external action, we must also uct from the sole marive of duty.

* Here, 1 am appealing to the legality/moralicy distinction, as Kant draws it at £pV'5:81. See n. 32 for
more on this distincrion.

* Onora O'Nelll (formerdy Nell), Aesing o Principle (New York: Columbia University Press, 1975),
chs. 46, and Barbara Herman, The Practice of Meral fusgment (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Universicy
Press), 15, 34, 186.
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of person Kant describes as a philanthropist, "Someone who finds sacisfaction in
the well-being (safus) of human beings considered simply as human beings, for
whorm it is well when things go wellfor every other’ (MS 6:450). If so, then the
MCT Eails to hold in connection with the duty of beneficence: one can fulfil the
obligation to adopt the well-being of others as an end, yet one’s motive need not
be the motive of duty. This conclusion is reinforced by what Kant says about che
ethical duty of commission one has to oneself to develop one’s natural ralents,
‘And it is not merely that technically practical reason counselshim to dothisasa
means to his further purposes (or art); morally practical reason commands it
absolutely and makes this end his duty’ (M5 6:387). Here, Kant is apparenty
allowing that one might adopt chis end of self-perfection for prudential reasons
rather than moral ones, and so (by implication) he is allowing that onc can dis-
tinguish between cases in which the duty is fulfilled {and one’s adoption of the
relevane end fulfils a duty), and cases where the end is adopred from duty, in
which case one’s action has moral werth.

There is one ethical ducy thar may be an exception. Moral perfection,
according to Kant, ‘consists subjectively in the purity (puritas moralis) of one’s
disposition to duty, namely, in che law being by itself alone the incentive, even
without admixture of aims derived from sensibility, and in actions being done
not only in conformity with dury but also from duty {MS56:446). Kant goeson

to explain that our duty here is to strive to make the moral law one’s sole and suf-.

ficient motive (in contexts of duty). But whether the dury is to act successfully
from the motive of duty ot only to strive to do sa, we have here an apparent case
in which the motive of duty is part of cthe content of a duty of perfection to one-
self. We can grant this, however, since the interesting cases, abourwhich there is
some dispute, are all the other ethical duries fearured in Kant's Tigendlehre”

In general, then, the case for denying the MCT in relation to ethical duties
is simply that such duries, although they require that we adopt general ends of
action, can be fulfilled by adopting them from non-moral motives; moral
rightness and moral worth thus do not collapse in connection with such
duries. The burden is therefore on anyone who would deny this claim.

{(6) Attempts to Rebut the Presumption

There are two main types of reasons to which one might appeal in an accempt
to rebut the presumption against the motive contentinterpretation of the duty

Michael Gorr and Thomas Pogge have suggested o me char perhaps we should not interpret Kant's
dury of moral self-perfecrion as having the motive of dury as part of its concent. Afrer all, the dury to perfect
myself marally is the duty to bring it about in the future that [ act from the sole motive of duty (or at feast
make it the case that [ strive ro do so) when dury cails, and T might best promore this end by, say, reading var-
jous navels, though, of course, | need not read them from the sole motive of ducy.
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of beneficence and other Kantian Tugendlehre duties: doctrinal reasons and
conceptual reasons. Reasons of the former type appeal to various doctrines in
Kant's moral philosophy; reasons of the latter type proceed from narrowly con-
ceptual considerations having to do with the virtue concepes thar figure in the
Tugendlehre system of duties. et us proceed to consider various specific argu-
ments in defence of the MCT {and hence against the IT) falling under these
two broad headings.

(i) Doctrinal reasons

There are at least three specific doctrinal considerations that one might be
tempred to use in an effort to argue that the MCT holds in connection with
certain duties of virtue: {1) Kant’s way of distinguishing between juridical
durties and ethical duties that make up respectively the Rechrslehre and the
Tigendlehre; (2) Kant's claim that actions that fulfil dudes of virtue are meri-
torious; and (3) the fact that the Tugendiehre, as the very title indicates, con-
cerns duties of virtue. Ler us consider these in order.

(1) Inthe general introduction to The Metaphysics of Morals, Kant explains
the division between juridical and ethical duties in terms of two types of law-
giving: external and internal, All lawgiving involves, according to Kanr, botha
law, which specifies the action that is obligatory (the duty), and an incentive,
which, he writes, ‘connects a ground for determining choice to this action sub-
Jectively with the representation of the law’ (MS6:218). Kant summarizes the
differences between these rwo types of lawgiving as follows:

All lawgiving can therefore be distinguished with respect to the incentive (even if it
agrees with another kind with respect to the action that makes it a duty, e.g., these
actions might in all cases be external), That lawgiving which makes an action a ducy
and also makes this dury the incentive is ethical Buc that lawgiving which does not
include che incentive of duty in the law and so admits an incentive other than the idea

of duty itself is juridical (MS§6:218-19)

Passages like this in which Kant either implies {as in chis passage} or mentions
the incentive of duty being ‘included’ in the law might be read as claiming thac
ethical duties have as part of their content (part of what is required) that one
perform some action {external or internal) from the sole motive of duty.”

But I chink there is another, more plausible reading of Kant's views about
juridical versus ethical lawgiving thar has no such implication. Briefly put, §
read Kant's remarks about two types of lawgiving as having to do first of all

) ¥ Tnchapter 7, this volume, Baron claims that there is good evidence char echical duties require chatane
fulfil them from dutyand cites passages ac M506:214, 216, and 2201 as passages suppotting this contention.
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with a certain precondition on some action’s being a duty at all (moral obliga-
tion requires some incentive to perform the required act) and second of all
with two types of incentives that provide the basis for distinguishing two main
types of duties. Bur such views about the nature and types of obligation do not
entail anything in parricular about the content of ethical as compared tojuridi-
cal duties and so do not entail the idea that to fulfil certain ethical duties
requires (as part of the duty) that one must act from the sole motive of duty.
Let me explain. .

We can usefully distinguish between (1) questions abour the preconditions
for moral obligarion, (2) questions about the particular grounds of various spe-
cific obligacions, and (3) questions about the content of one’s obligations.
Questions of the second sort concern the considerations that determine one’s
duties—considerations thar, according 1o the IT, exdlude one’s motives—while
questions of the third variety concern the very content of one’s abligations—
content that, according ro the MCT, sometimes includes mortives.

However, questions of the first sort include questions about what must be
true of agents in general if chey are the type of creature susceptible to moral
obligation at all. Though [ cannot argue the case here, Kanc is plausibly inter-
preted as embracing some form of ethical internalism—the metaechical thesis
according to which (roughly), for an individual to be morally obligated, it

must be true of her thar she has sufficient reason for acting accordingly.” To -

relate this 1o Kant’s views, the idea is that all moral obligation necessarily
involves the agent having some sufficient reason (sorme sufficient incentive
( Trichfeder)) for performing the act in question, where talk of reasons here
involves both normative reasons for action and motivating reasons for action.
The basic idea is that in order for an individual to be morally required to per-
form some action, it must be true of the agent that (1) there is an all-things-
considered good normative reason for her to perform the action in question,
which (2) is motivationally available to her. In the case of all duties then—both
juridical and ethical-—there must be some sufficient reason available to the
agent in relation to the duty in question, and, since dutics are not based on
pathological incentives {desires and aversions), the thought of duty must be
available as an incentive. Thus, Kant remarks in relation to juridical duties
{which, unlike ethical dutics, are not expounded in terms of the incentive of
duty): ‘All that ethics ceaches is that if the incentive which juridical lawgiving
connects with that dury, namely external constraint, were absent, the idea of
duty itself would be sufficient as an incentive’ (35 6:220).

% Internalist readings of Kant can be found in Thomas Nagel, The Possibility of Altruism {Oxford:

Oixford Univessity Press, 1970), ch. 2, and Mark Timmons, ‘Kant and the Possibilicy of Maral Motivation’,
Sonthern Journat of Philvsophy, 23 (1985), 377-98.

¢y e o

Motive and Rightness in Kants Ethical System 271

What is potentially misleading in the passage quoted above is Kant’s talk of
a kind of lawgiving that ‘makes duty the incentive’. I do not think we should
read this as saying that acting from duty is part of the content of ethical duties.
To explain why not, let us consider Kant’s characterization of lawgiving in gen-
eral, keeping in mind my remarks abour Kant's internalism.

At the beginning of the general introduction to The Metaphysics of Morals,
entitled ‘On the Division of a Meraphysics of Morals', Kant gives us his gener-
i¢ characterization of lawgiving:

In all lawgiving {whether it prescribes internal or external actions, and whether it pre-
scribes them & priori by reason alone or by the choice of another) there are two elemenes:
first, a law, which represents an action that is to be done as oéfectivedy necessary, that is,
which makes the action a duty; and second, an incentive, which connects a ground for
determining choice to this action subjectivelywith the representation of law. Hence the
second element is this: that the law makes duty the incentive.  (MS56:218)

Nortice two things here. In the parentherical remark, talk about lawgiving pre-
scribing actions either a priori or by the choice of another (which is che basis of
the diszrinction between ethical and juridical lawgiving respectively) has to do
with the basis of the law—whether it sets forth the act as rationally required ot
as required at the bidding of some external autherity. It does not have to do
with the content of what is required. Note also the manner in which Kant
generically describes the incentive element in all lawgiving: law making dury
theincentive. Law makes dury the incentive, not by making the motive of duty
part of the content of the duty, but by connecting an actien with a kind of
{available) sufficient rcason for action.

Now, although all duties must be appropriarcly related to the incentive of
duty in the manner just explained, certain duties can also be represenced in rela-
tion to what Kant calls external incentives—incentives for compliance that
involve the threar of legal punishment and thar therefore appeal 1o one’s aver-
sions. This class of duties composes the category of juridical duties that are elab-
orated in the Rechtslehre. Qther duties, however—those fearured in the
Tugendlehre—cannot by their very nature be so represented; for them, the
inceative thar provides the relevant connection between the action or omission
required and the agent’s choice is the moral law itself. The lazter is the kind of
lawgiving that, in Kant’s words, ‘makes an action a duty and also makes this
duty the incentive’.

So I maintain that we should read these passages as addressing an impaortant
question abour the precondition of obligation in which Kant is commirting
himself to scme form of ethical internalism. Notice further that the meraethi-
cal thesis of internalism is logically independent of the issue of motive and
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rightness with which we are concerned. Internalism makes a claim about the
conditions of moral obligation and does not entail anything either abour the
specific serts of considerations thar determine one’s obligations (type 2 ques-
tions) or about the contents of onc’s obligations {type 3 questions). Thus, even
if it is true, on Kant’s view, thac all ethical lawgiving (obligation) necessarily
involves having a reason sufficient to motivate the agent, and even if the incen-
tive in question must be the thought of duty, ic does not follow chat the con-
tents of one’s duties (what one is required to do} is to act from duty. I conclude
that Kants remarks in ‘On the Division of 2 Metaphysics of Morals’ do not
suppott the MCT in relation to ethical duties.
There is another passage in the general intreduction to The Metaphysics of

Morals that might be thought to support the MCT in relation to Kant's echical
duties. Kant writes:

As directed merely to external actions and their conformity to law [moral laws] are
called juridical laws; but if they also require that they {che laws) themselves be the
determining grounds of actions, they are ethicallaws, and then one says that conform-
iry with juridical laws is the legality of an action and conformiry with ethical laws is its

morality.  (MS6:214)

Now in the Critique of Practical Reason at KpV 5:81, Kanr distinguishes '

beeween the legality and the moralicy of actions in terms of moral motivation:
an act has legality just in case it conforms to the moral law; it has morality if ic
not onty conforms to the moral law but is done from the motive of ducy. The
passage just quoted from AS6:214 thus seems to be saying that ethical duties
involve as part of their content the motive of durty, since only if they do have
such content does it follow that conformity with them involves not just legal-
ity but morality as well. However, it is not clear that Kant uses the legal/moral
distinction univocally throughout his works. As Marcus Willaschek has poine-
ed out, in The Metaphysics of Morals, Kant seems to draw the legal/moral dis-
tinction not in terms of one’s motive but simply in terms of the type of law to
which one’s action conforms.* So perhaps the passage does not so clearly sup-
port the MCT in relation to Kant’s ethical duties after all. In any case, 1 think
passages like the one in question here (if taken to support the MCT) cught to
be balanced against the kinds of considerations I bring forth against the MCT.

* Marcus Willaschek, “Why che Dacrrine of Rightdaes not belong in the Metaphysics of Morals', fabrbuch
Siir Reche und Ethik, 5 (1997), 20910, (See M5 6:223 for a passage where it seems especially clear thar the
fegality! morality distinction is not being drawn in terms of motive )
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(2) Kant claims that actions that fulfil duties of virtue are meritotious ( MS
6:390).% If we assume that the concepts of moral merit and moral worth are,
for Kant, identical, or at least that an act’s being meritorious entails its having
motal worth, then it follows thac actions thar fulfil duties of virtue have moral
worth. Since moral worth is a marter of acting from the sense of duty, we are
led to embrace the Strong Thesis about moral worth: fulfilling duties of virtue
nccessarily involves acring from duty. And, if we accept this thesis, we are (as
noted above) committed o the view that the MCT holds in relation to them
and no:mnﬁﬁn:n_% that the IT does noc.®

[ think this argument can be disposed of in fairly short order. Robert John-
son” has convincingly argued that Kant's notions of moral merit and moral
worth are not identical, and that acrions can be meritorious without having
moral worth. Here, for brevity’s sake, I will simply summatrize some of the
main results Johnson reaches about moral merir, ﬂnmn:w:m the interested read-
er to his article.

Kant’s characterization of a meritorious action has two parts, the first con-
cerning an action’s possessing merir, the second concerning degrees of merit:
{1} ‘If someone does morein the way of duty than he can be constrained by law
to do, what he does is meritorions (merirum)’ (MS 6:228); (2) “The greacer the
natural obstacles (of sensibility} and the less the moral obstacle (of dury), so
much the more merit’ (MS 6:228). Regarding the possession of merit, then,
the crucial idea is that meritorious actions cannot be coerced by law—in rela-
tion to them coercion is not possible. Johnson points out that echical duties
that require the adoption of some end qualify as meritorious since it is not
physically possible for someone to be coerced into adopting an end, while ethi-
cal duties whose fulfilment involve specific actions or omissions qualify as
meritorious (when they reflect the pursuir of an obligarory end}, since coer-
cion is not morally possible (that is, pecmiteed) in regard to them. As Johnson
remarks: ‘the rationale for judgments of merit is grounded in the reasonable
idea that the merit of such actions should be atrributed to the agent’s own ini-
tiative (rather, than, say the prospect of punishment).”* In this way, then, the
various ethical duties featured in the Tugendlehre differ from the juridical
duties featured in the Recheslehre; fulfilling duties of the former sort are neces-
satily meritorious.

* Inhis fectures on Fthics, Kant writes, ‘in the observance of ethical laws, every actian is a mevieum.

{Col. 27:290; sec also Vig, 27:361).
* O Meill (Nell), Acring an Principle, 50, n. 23, makes che assumprion in question.
¥ Robert Johnson, ‘Kant's Conception of Merit', Pacific Phifosophical Quarterly, 77 (1996), 310-34.
* lbid. 318,
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Note chat this characterization of merit in terms of objects of possible coer-
cion does not entail anything in particular about one’s motivation in perform-
ing such merirericus actions. So, it would seem that actions fulfilling ethical
duties can possess merit even if they are not done from the morive of duty.
Moreover, this conclusion is supported by the fac that ascriptions of meritand
of worth relate to distinct evaluative purposes—ascriptions of the former sort
serve the purpose of assigning praise and blame to agents, ascriptions of the lat-
ter sort serve the pucpose of judging one’s own level of moral perfection. If we
follow Johnson on chis marter, appealing to the Kantian doctrine that fulfill-
ing echical duties is necessarily meritorious does not provide straightforward
support for the MCT and hence against the [T, as some have thought.

(3) The dudes fearured in the second half of The Metaphysics of Moralsare
called duties of virtue, hence the title of the section, Metaphysische Anfangs-
grinde der Tugendlehre. Moral virtue, for Kang, is ‘the moral strength of a
human beingrwill in fulfilling his duty. .. (MS6:405). The moral strength in
question is just the thought of one’s duty being a sole and sufficient mortive in
Fulfilling one’s ducies, and so ane might conclude thar fulfilling the various
duties of virtue requires that one act from duty.

The immediate problem with this argument is that one can, reminiscent of
Aristotle, distinguish berween acting virtuously and virtuous action. Actions
of the former sort are actions that spring from wharever motives confer moral
worth on an agent and her action, and are definitive of having a morally virtu-
ous character. However, actions of the latter sort involve only, in the words of
Sidgwick, ‘a sertled tesolve to will a certain kind of external effects’,” where
questions abour any motives underlying such a resolve or disposition ase not
directly relevant. Unless we find in Kant some reason to suppose that he does
notor cannot allow this distincrion, then we should not suppose thar fulfilling
duties of virtue requires acting from the marive of dury.*

However, this is not the end of the matter. It may be that, if we examine
some of the various specific duties of virtue (particularly the main duties of
commission such as beneficence and gracirude falling under the obligatory end

of others’ happiness), we may find that Kant's concepts of beneficence, grati-
ude, and perhaps other duties as well require that actions fulfilling them
spring ulrimately from the motive of duty. This thought brings us to whatTam
calling conceprual reasons for thinking that the MCT helds in connection

® Sidgwick, Meshads, 224

#  Kane watns against the ‘practice of virue’ becomming 4 mere habit instead of being guided by princi-
ples (MS G:409). This suggests thar there 15 room in Kanr to distinguish an act of virtee from a viruous
act.

S
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with certain Tagendlehreduties and that consequently the I'T does not hold for
Kant. Let us examine this matter.

(ii) Conceprual reasons

The suggestion under consideration is that, owing to the very concept of the
duty in question, certain ethical duties cannot be fulfilled unless one acts from
duty. Not all Kantian ethical duries are plausibie candidates in support of this
suggestion. The concepts thac refer to Kant's duties to oneself—both duties of
omission {suicide, sexual defilement, intemperance} and duties of commission
(duties to develop one’s various powers and capacities*'}—do not entail any-
thing in particular about one’s motive in fulfilling them. One can and often
does conform to, and thus fulfil, these various duties for purely prudential rea-
sons. It is in connection with duties to others thar the suggestion in question
might be thought to hold.

Kanr divides duties to others into duties of love and duties of respect. In
connection with duties of respect, Kant lists three main negative duties:
duties to refrain from being arrogant, from engaging in defamation, and from
being malicious. Whether we focus on these duties as they relate to one’s char-
acter or as they relare to specific actions, [ see no reason to suppose that refrain-
ing from such vices and the activities 1o which they lead require that one be
motivated by the thought of duty. One mighr simply be averse to such actions
and the associated vices or one might avoid such things out of calculated self-
interest.

[n connection with duties of love, Kant specifies three main duties of com-
mission: duties of beneficence, gratitude, and sympathetic joy. We can chink of
these duties as requiring that we become beneficent, grateful, and sympathetic
people—that is, that we develop certain traits of character—and thar we act out
of these traits by performing acts of beneficence, gratitude, and sympathy in
appropriate circumstances on at least some occasions. But wha, for example, is
involved in having a truly beneficent disposition and, consequently, what is it
to perform a truly beneficent ace? Consider how Barbara Herman characterizes
a rruly beneficent act:

There are also certain kinds of action that cannot be done at all unless done from dhe
motive of duty {as a primary motive). For exarmple, not every act of bringing aid is a
beneficent act. It is beneficent only if the agent cunceives of what he is doing as an
instance of what any moral agenc is required to do when he can help another, and acts
to help far that reason. For Kant, only the motive of duty could prompt someonc to act

“ Excluding, of course, the duty of moral perfection mentioned above.
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on a maxim with such concenc—for no other motive responds to a conception of action
that regards the agent himself as impersenally or is impartial in its application.*

Hence, on this reading, at least in connection with one of the primary
duties of love, the MCT holds and hence the Kantian echical system is incom-
patible with the IT.

Here is an initial response. One can agree that not every helping act connes
as an act of beneficence, If [ offer you my assistance, but my immediaze aim is
to help you along so that I can set you up for a terrible fate, my underlying
motive of malice rules out my helping action as one of beneficence, The idea
here is that beneficence involves boch an external aspect (helping actions) and
an internal aspect {one’s state of mind). However, granting this, it is a further
step to claim that genuine acts of beneficence require the specific motive of act-
ing frem duty. In the Groundwork (G. 4:398-9), Kant describes the naturally
sympathetic person who rakes immediate delight in the well-being of others—
he calls the actions of this sort of person acts of beneficence. Moreover, an indi-
vidual might reason to the conclusion chat beneficence pays (ac least in the
long run) and adopt the end of beneficence for self-interested reasons. kn both
cases, so it seems, we have individuals who adopt the well-being of others as
their end and act accordingly. In the light of such cases, then, the MCT does
not hold in connection with the duty of beneficence and Herman's character-
ization of this dury in Kanc is mistaken.

However, this reply is too quick because it fails to consider two important
elements in Kant's duty of beneficence. First, there are passages where Kant
seetns to require that genuine beneficence be non-selfish in the sense that to be
a person who is disposed to help others out of calculated self-interest does not
satisfy the relevane duty. “To be beneficent, that is, to promote according to
one’s means the happiness of others in need, without hoping for something in
return, is everyone’s duty’ (MS 6:453; emphasis added). This cruphasized
restriction apparently rules out our calculating egoist. Moreover, Kant
describes our obligation of beneficence as the duty to promote the morally
legitimate ends of others. “The duty of love for one’s neighbor can, according-
ly, also be expressed as the duty to make others’ ends my own (provided only
that these are not immoral)’ (M5 6:450). The qualification is impoertanc. [t is

morally constrainedbeneficence that it is our obligation to adoptasan end. This
feature of the dury of beneficence seems to rule out the naturally kind-hearted
petson whose helping acts are non-selfish but who simply responds directly
and unrestrictedly to the plighr of others. So, the duty of beneficence we find

“ Herman, Pracsice, 15, See alsa p. 34,
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in Kant’s writings is the duty non-selfishly to adopt the well-being of others
constrained by moral considerations. Perhaps, then, Herman is correct and we
ought to conclude that the MCT does apply to some of Kant’s duties,

Still, I resist this conclusion. It seems to me that even in the case of Kantian
beneficence {with the two qualifications just described) one can distinguish
the dutifulness of adopting beneficence as an end (and performing beneficent
acts) from doing so in a way that has moral worth. If so, then we are not com-
micted to the MCT in relation to this dury.

Consider Mr Hidebound Alreuist. Like the man of natural sympathy Kant
describes, he has the well-being of others as an end, not from calculated self-
interest, but from a nacural liking for others. He is also very selective in how he
promotes the well-being of others. He believes that one is more likely to pro-
mote the well-being of others if one operates within the bounds of dury. It is
not that he is committed to dury and for thar reason restrices his benevolence
accordingly; rather his controlling motive is others’ well-being, Mr H.A, pet-
forms genuine acts of beneficence, flowing as they do from having beneficence
as an end, burt he is not acting from dury. Relating this example o Herman'’s
remarks: she characterizes the truly beneficent person as someone who (1)
must conceive of her helping acrs as an insrance of whar anyone should do, and
(2) acts to help for that reason,* What my example challenges is the second of
her claims. Mr H.A. acts in recognition of the fact that what he is doing is what
duty calls for, bur he does not act from duty. Since my example seems to cap-
ture Kant’s concepr of beneficence, I conclude thac this concept does not entail
acting from the motive of duty. Further, since none of the uther concepts asso-
ciated with the 7ugendlehre duties seems to entail acting from duty {wirh the
one exception already noced}, these dudes, too, should not be interprered
according to the MCT.#

Let me conclude this section by raising an issue abour moral worth that I
have been putting off. The issue concerns che face that there are two ways in
which moral considerations might play a motivational role in the overall psy-
chological economy of an agent, and do so in a way that confers moral worch.
As a primary motive, the thought of duty {of some action’s being morally

* Itis interesting to consider O Neill's {INell's) characrerization of fulfilling the duries of beneficence and

perfecting uneself. On p. 106 of Acting on Principle. she raises the question of ‘why should acts done o treac
other racional nawures as ends, eo perfect ourselves, ot to make others happy, be considered marally worthy”
{and thus done from the motive of duty}. Her respanse (as [understand it} is that "Meraily worthy acts need
only sttive for objective ends in the knowledge that they are such ends’ {(p. 111). But this characrerization
simply incorporates the first of Herman's requirements, which is arguably too weak as an account of Kant-
ian mural worth, as my example shows.

* Obviously | cannot stop here ro defend this claim in deail; T offer it as a challenge to anyone wha
would suppose atherwise.
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required) motivates one to act accordingly. However, Herman and Baron have
noted the importance of moral considerations playing a limiting, regulative
function.® As an effective limiting motive, the motive of duty has as its object
that the agent act only in morally permissible ways. Roughly, it operates like
this. In cases where the agent cakes what she is doing to be permissible, what-
ever original motive is behind the act serves as the primary motive. In cases
where the agent believes chat the action is impermissible, the moral motive
interferes with the performance of the act in question. Now, to this point
have not explicitly distinguished berween these two models of moral motiva-
tion, and one might wonder whether fulfilling the duty of beneficence (and
possibly other Kannian duties) might be such that necessarily the motive of
duty functions in a limiting role and thus, afrer all, that, in fulfilling che ducy
in questien, one is necessarily motivated by the chought of dury.*

The shott answer to this query {which is enough for our purposes} is nega-
tive—fulfilling the duty of beneficence does not require that the thought of
duty play a limiting role. This can be seen if we go back to the case of Mr Hide-
bound Alrruist. I described the case as one in which there s a lack of the kind
of moral commitment that must be present if the thoughr of duty is to play the
sort of limiting role that is needed foran action’s having moral worth. Mr H.A.
is not commirted to duty for the sake of duty and so is noc committed in the
right way for it to be the case thac his brand of constrained benevelence counts
as being done from ducy. It is beyond the scope of this chaprer to sort out the
difference between cases in which one’s commirment to staying within the
bounds of duty expresses genuine moral commitment of the sort needed for
moral worth, and cases in which this is not s0.7 However, it is reasonably clear
from my example chat beneficence does not require having the motive of ducy
as a limiting motive in the right way to confer moral worth,

I conclude that the presumption against interpreting Kant's system of ethi-
cal duties as involving the motive content thesis has not been overturned by
any of the doctrinal or conceprual considerations we have been examining.

 Sec Barbara Herman, " the Value of Acting From the Morive of Duty’, reprinted in her Practice,
and also her *Motives, in Eryclopedia of Febrics, 2 edn, vol. i, L. Becker and C. B. Becker (eds.} {New York
and Londen: Routledge, 2001}, 1185-8; and Marcia W. Baron, Kantfan Ethicr Almost withowut Apology
{Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1995), chs, 45,

« This is not how Herman is thinking of moral motivation in connection with beneficence; she is
explicit in the quoted passage abeut the duty motive operating as primary motive.

1 believe this point about the kind of commitment comes out in Baran, Kantian Ethic, 140-1 n. 22,
where she explains that che kind of moral commitment implicared in moral worth involves a complex setof
manifestations that signify a genuine commitment o morality, and not just {as in my example] a commit-
ment contingent on cerrain beliefs abour the value of acting durifully vis-a-vis some other end.
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[II. Bolstering the Presumptive Case

In arguing that we should reject the MCT,  have been swimming against a cer-
tain current of recent Kant interpretation. Let me now reinforce what I have
been saying by offering a few additional reasons for rejecting that thesis,

Fizse, if we accept the MCT, Kant's ethical theory is impoverished. We
expect a plausible ethical theory to be able to make sense of various kinds of
moral evaluations thart reflect our various purposes. As mentioned ac the out-
set, COmMmOn-sense moral thinking does distinguish between the deontic sta-
tus of what one does and the moralicy of the agene, In connection with the duty
of beneficence, we can and do distinguish between what a person does in rn_m‘
ing someone and her motives for doing so, and think that such actions {unless
done from some evil motive} are dutiful or at least merally cight. The same
goes for the other duties feacured in Kant's echical system. Kant’s moral cheory
loses its capacity to make such moral judgements if we tie the duty of benefs-
cence to the motive of duty and chen claim that one fulfils the ducy only if done
from that motive. Moteover, even were it true that the texts bear out this
testricted reading, I see no reason why Kant’s ethical theory lacks the resources
for distinguishing berween the rightness of an ethical duty and irs moral
worth.

Secondly, Kant formulates the fundamental moral principle of the
Tugendiehre as follows: ‘act in accordance with a maxim of ends that it can bea
universal law for everyone to have’ (MS 6:395), and he uses the universaliza-
tion test associated with this version of the Categorical Imperative to derive the
duty of beneficence. Kant formulates the maxim of ends to be tested as ‘to
make others’ ends my own (provided only that these are not immaral)” (MS
6:450). Norice thar there is no mention of one’s motive in this maxim. More-
ovet, from the argument for the claim that adopting such a maxim is a duty
that we find in the Tugendlehreat MS6:393 and MS6:451, it does not appear
that the conclusion he derives specifies acring from duty as part of the duty of
beneficence. Furthermore, when one examines Kant’s arguments for the vari-
ous other duties that compose the Tugendlebre system (where he consistently
appeals to the Humanity formulation of the Caregorical imperative), we do
oot find him drawing moral conclusions that involve acting from duty as a
component.” The argument he uses, for instance, to conclude thart suicide is
wrong is that it amounts to ‘debasing humanity in one’s persor’ (MS 6:423),
while he argues that respectful treatment of others is a duty because falure to

. o
] With, of course, one notable but (as explained in n. 31} apparent exception: the duty to make the
motive of dury one'’s sole and sufficienr motive.
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do so violates a ‘dignity (dignizas) in other human beings’ (M5 6:402). These
arguments make perfect sense as arguments for omitting or performing such
actions, even if one’s ultimate intention is other than acting from duty: This
strikes me as good reason for being suspicious of the MCT in connecrion with
Kant's system of duties.

Thirdly, throughout the Tigendlehre, Kant has two related projects going:
he is concerned mot only with setting out a system of duties thar cannot be
externally coerced, but ke is alse concerned with moral character and its pro-
per development. Because he is interested in moral character and its develop-
ment, Kant remarks in the Preface that, in reaching ethics, ‘the kind of
incentive by which, as means, one is led to 2 good purpose (that of fulfilling
every dury) is not a mateer of indifference’ (MS 6:377). So, throughout the
Tugendlehrewe find some emphasis given to the proper incentive tharis w play
a large part in the teaching and inculcating of the virtues. Now, for the ideally
virtuous person, the sorts ofduties featured irf Kant's systern are complied with
out of the sort of motivation characteristic of genuine virrue—the motive of
dury. Mora! educadon ought to aim at cultivating this motive, Of course,
among, the various duries to oneself is the duty to strive to make the moral law
one’s sole and sufficient motive (in contexts where duty calls). In one placs,
Kane refers to what he calls the universal ethical ducy as the requirement to ‘act
in conformity with duty from duty’ (MS6:391). Buc the fact that the virtuous
person would act in this way, and that the rest of us ought to strive toward this
kind of ideal, does not mean that fulfilling duties of virtue requires that one act
from duty. Another way to put the point is this. From Kant’s universal ethical
duty, we ought to strive to be the sort of person who fulfils her or his duties
from the motive of duty. Thus, we ought to be beneficent from dury, we ought
to be grateful from duty, and so on with respect to all of the various ethical
duties. Proper moral development depends crucially on coming to recognize
the rational authority of considerations of duty and striving to make duty one’s
sole and sufficient motive (in contexts of dury}.

But, important as this is for proper moral education and development,
what Kant has to say about such matters does not entail that, in order to fulfil
say, the duty of beneficence, we must have acted from duty: we need to distin-
guish fulfilling the duty in question gue the duty af beneficenceand fulfilling the
more general duty of acting from ducy. We can fulfil the former withour ful-
filling the latter.

If we are mindfu! of the fact that in the Tagendlehre Kantis simulraneously
serting forth asystem of duties as well as addressing issues of character and devel-
optment, and if we are also mindful of how these projects are related in chis work,
we will be less likely to cead various of Kant's remarks as supporting the MCT.
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Finally, having considered some of the alleged textual evidence in favour of
the MCT, let me now offer one bit of textual support for the denial of this the-
sis. As we have noted, if Kant did hold the MCT, then he would be commitred
to the Strong Thesis about moral worth and consequently would not be able
to draw the legality/morality distinction berween actions the performance of
which merely fulfil a duty and those which, in addition, are done from the sole
motive of dury and hence indicate moral worth. However, in the Introduction
to the Tugendlehre (M5 6:398), Kant presencs @ chare that he calls a “schema’ of
duttes of virtue viewed in accordance with the principles he has been serring
forth. One major division represented in the chart is berween “What is Mater-
ial in Duties of Virtue' and “What is Formal in Duties of Virtue'. He mentions
one’s own perfection and the happiness of others as what is material in duties
of virtue (that is, what is required). What is especially inceresting for our con-
cerns is that, with regard to what is formal in duties of virtue (that is, concern-
ing possible reasons for action), Kant mentions both “the law which is also the
incentive on which the morality of every free determination of the will is based’
and ‘the end which is also the incentive on which the fegality of every free
determination of the will is based’ (M5 6:398). Unfortunately, Kant does not
comment on the chare and its distinctions. However, the distinction within
the formal aspect of duties of virtue between legality and moralicy make per-
fect sense on my interpretation of fulfilling such duties, but it does not make
sense if one interprets these duries according to the MCT.

I conclude that, on balance, we should interpret the duties of virtue so that
the legality/morality distinction can be made, which, of course, means that we
should reject the MCT.

IV. The Relevance of Motive to Rightness in Kant’s Ethical
System

Even if we reject the MCT, we have not thereby completely vindicared the IT
in relation to Kant's ethical systern. In fact, I want to show that Kant's moral
theory is commirted to the denial of the IT, indicating in this section how
motives can be relevant ro the deontic status of an action in Kant’s ethical sys-
tem. In the following section, | explain w/y they can have such relevance.

But, before proceeding, it may help the reader digest the interpretation of
Kant [ am defending if we pause for 2 moment and consider how my view is
situated vis-3-vis its competitors that I have been criticizing. The main theses
involved are the MCT and the IT {as they relate to Kant’s ethics). Since the two




o

M

P

B it

282 Mark Timmons

theses are apparently incompatible,* there remain three possible stances one
might embrace regarding them. Fig. 11.1 is a visual aid summarizing the three
stances. Ross, as we have seen, claims chat Kant accepts the [T, which would
mean that Kant must deny the MCT. Recent Kantians such as Herman and
Baron hold that Kant does accept the MCT, which means that on their read-
ing Kant must deny the IT. I deny both theses, agrecing with Ross that for
Kanr the motive of dury is not part of the content of one’s duties, while agree-
ing with Herman and Baron thar the IT is false: motive is relevant for fulfilling
certain Kantian dudies {bur relevant in ways other than such duties having as
part of their content the mortive of duty).

Main Theses _ Ross  Recenr Kantians Me

MCT? No Yes No
IT? | Yes No No

Fig. 11.1. Three views on the relevance of motive to rightness in Kans echics

Although a full exploration of the ways in which mative can be deontically

relevant in Kant’s ethics is well beyond the scope of this chapter, I shall proceed -

briefly to indicate three main ways in which mocive can be deontically relevant
for Kant. First, there are cases in which cerrain actions fail to fulfil a duty if the
action is performed from a certain motive. Secondly, there are cases where
otherwise forbidden actions may, owing to motive, be morally permitred.
Thirdly, there are cases in which an otherwise optional action is made wrong
by one’s motive. I rake these up in order.

(1) In my discussion of the general dury of beneficence (at least as Kant
understands it), [ have aiready noted that not any old helping action done on
purpose can fulfil this duty. J. Liewellyn Davies objected to Mill’s acceprance

*  In correspondence, Thomas Pogge suggested to me that one might be able vo embrace the MCT (and
hold that fuifilling certain duries requires that one act on the basis of some marive—the motive of duty for
Kane} and seill accept the {T by daiming that, if one perfarms the action chat is part of one’s duty to per-
form but fails w pecform it from the mative of duty, enc might be said t have done the right act even if ane
does not fdly sacisfy the ducy. This posirion would apparensly require that we distinguish berween doing a
right act in the sense of perfarming an action that is required (and not just permiteed), yer failing to fulfil
(fully) one’s dury. This kind of position would complicate matters and [ will noc pursue it here. However,
let me poin out that I sce no basis for attributing the MCT ro Kan, and any attraction attaching to the idea
that one can partly fulfil a duty without fully fulfilling it is already accommiodared in Kant's system by the
fact thar for Kant we have 2 dury (o perform our various duties from the motive of duty. Ifwe fulfil our duty
of benehicence and yet fail 10 do so from the sole mative of ducy, there is still a dury of maral pecfection that
we have nor fulfilled.

5
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of the I'T by describing a case where, he thought, motive was decntically rele-
vant. ‘Suppose that a tyrant, when his enemy jumped into the sea o escape
from him, saved him from drowning simply in order that he might inflict
upon him more exquisite tortures . . ..* Davies thinks thar, owing o the
tyrants mortive, the helping action in such a case is morally wrong,” Likewise,
we have seen thar the fulfilmenc of the Kantian duty of beneficence is not com-
patible with certain motives such as malice and (on the interpretation I
offered) calculared self-interest. So, in connection with this duty (and others),
it is clear thar fulfilment of certain duties by petformance of external actions
rules our acting from certain motives. Hence, in general, actions that might
otherwise fulfil cerrain dudies in Kant's system might not do so if they flow
from certain motives: otherwise duty-fulfilling actions become either merely
optivnal (as in the case of beneficence from self-interest) or positively wrong
when performed by certain motives (as in the case of *helping’ from malice),

{2) Imentioned at the ourset that, in the Grundlegung, Kant's suicide exam-
ple invokes the mative of self-love, which suggests that there may be room in
Kant for claiming that certain acts of killing oneself are not wrong, In one place,
Kant does characterize willfully killing oneself as murder, from which it follows
that it is morally wrong {445 6:422). However, in considering various matrers
of casuistry in relation to suicide, he asks: ‘Is it murdering oneself to hurl one-
self to certain death (like Currius) in order to save one's country?>—or is delib-
erate martyrdom, sacrificing oneself for the good of humanity, also to be
considered an act of heroism?’ {MS 6:423}. This passage continues with Kant
asking abour three further cases: aboue 2 ‘great king’ who carried poison that he
intended to take in case of capture so that he could not be coerced into acts that
would harm his country; about someone who tock his own life for fear of unin-
tentionally harming others as a result of an incurable disease he contracted; and
about the morality of being vaccinated against smallpox, which, although it
puts a manss life in danger, is done ‘in order to preserve bis lifé (MS 6:424). In
cach of these examples, a question about the person’s motive is pivotal in the
determination of the deontic starus of specific acts of killing oneself. Though
Kant does not answer his own questions, leaving them for his readers to ponder,
one might plausibly argue that, from within the Kantian moral system, some of
the actions in question are not morally wrong owing to the person’s motive.

¥ The passage is quoted in Mill, Uiliarianiom, ch, 20, 2,

*  Inreply to Davies's analysis of this case, one might insisc we must distinguish between the tyrant’s act,
his motive, and his further aces, and claim that the motive was surcly a bad one, his furcher 2ces of tarturing
his victim were wrong, hut thar we need not conclude thar cthe original set in question was wrong. {Michael
Ceorr in correspundence urged this rendering of the example.) But, aside from the derails of this particular
case, the point is that for Kant (as for Davies) morive is relevant to an action’s deontic status,
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There are two, related ways in which morive might be relevanc here. First, if
one defines suicide as murder (and hence as necessarily morally wrong), ques-
tions about one’s motives in killing oneself are televant for determining
whether one’s action is correctly described asa case of suicide. Secondly, if sui-
cide is defined merely as intentionally bringing about one’s own death, then
various motives might be relevant for determining the justifications one might
have for engaging in an act that is otherwise wrong. Considered in this man-
ner, we would say thar, in certain contexts, owing prirarily to one’s motive, an
otherwise wrongful act (killing oneself} is permissible.”

(3) Another broad caregory of action where motive is crucial is the catego-
ry of malicious actions.* Kant includes malice as one of the three main vices of
hatred opposed to our duty of love towards others. He also describes some of
the vices opposed to respect for othersas at bottom motivated by malice. Since
a malicious act is by definition an act having a certain motive, it seems rather
obvious that motive can be deontically relevant for Kant. However, in order to
make clear that it is the motive in question that can be deontically relevant, 1
want to consider some examples. Whereas in the case of killing oneself we had
examples of otherwise wrongful actions made right by one’s motive, here we
have examples of otherwise permissible actions made wrong by one’s motive.

For example, Kant treats the desire for revenge as ‘the sweetest form of

malice’ and describes the vengeful person as one who males ‘it ones end to

harm ochers without any advantage to oneself” (S 6:460). In discussing
avenging wrongs out of the motive of revenge, he argues thac ‘It is, therefore, a
duty of virtue . . . to refrain from repaying another’s enmity with hatred ouz of
mere revenge . . . (MS 6:460; emphasis added). These remarks suggest that
one’s motive can be deontically relevant as revealed by comparing similar cases
involving punishment. If, for example, a cerrain form of punishment would be
morally right to inflict on someone as a response (o culpable wrongdoing, then
Kane's temark here suggests that inflicting this kind of harm is itself wrangful
if done from the malicious motive of revenge.

The motive of malice is also an apparently wrong-making feature of certain
acts of defarnation and ridicule that Kant presents as vices that are contrary
duties of respect towards others. Kant defines defamation as ‘the immediate
inclination, wich ne particular aim in view, to bring into the open something

% Fora discussion of how mortives are both part of the very definition of cerrain legal offences and how
they can figure relevantly in justifications and excuses in the law, sec Sistare, ‘Agent Marives', and Husak,
“Motive and Criminal Liability’,

» W have already rouched on malice in connection with helping others {where it makes an atherwise
duriful acrion cither permissible or weong): here the concern js with cases in which motive makes an acher-

wise permissible action wrong.
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_un&c&nm& to respect for ochers’ (M5 6:466). The fact thac this sort of inclina-
tion prompts action with no other particular aim means that Kant is thinking
of defamation as an underlying motive that prompts certain negarively preju-
dicial acts. At bottom, this motive is a kind of malice {involving as Kant says, a
malicious pleasure (M5 6:466} ). A malicious motive also explains why certain
acts of ridicule are wrong, Kant characterizes ridicule as the holding-up of a
‘person’s real faults, or supposed faults as if they were real, in order to deprive
him of the respect he deserves. ..’ (MS6:467; emphasis added). Ridicule, as Kant
defines it, differs from defamarion in that acts of the former sort are aimed at
exposing others to laughter while the larter are aimed at exposing others o crit-
icism. In the case of both vices, there are arguably examples in which an other-
wise permissible act becomes wrong if done out of malice. For instance, Kant
distinguishes friendly banter involving exposing anothet’s faults (which is
morally innocent)} from cases in which such remarks are delivered in order to
deprive the person of respect. Here, again, otherwise permissible actions are
wrong when performed from a certain motive.

I have touched but on a few examples of duties from Kant’s ethical syscem
whose deontic status is arguably affected by motive.* Kant's discussion of the
vices of envy and ingraticude suggest many more. However, 1 have done
enough to make a presumptive case for the claim that motives are taken by
Kant to be deonsically refevant. I now want to strengthen my case by looking
to Kant’s normative moral theory as a way of grounding the decntic relevance
of mortives.

V. Grounding the Relevance of Motive in Kant’s Moral Theory

Whatever stand one takes on the relevance of motive to rightness in Kant’s
ethics, it ought to be anchored in a general account of moral relevance. Else-
where® 1 have argued that (1) a normative moral theory-—a theory that pur-
ports to reveal what features of an action at bottom make the ace right or
wrong—is just 2 theory of moral relevance and that (2) the Humanity formu-

* Although we are concerned with the question of whather one’s morive can affecr which of the thres
basic deontic categories some act belongs to, motive can also affect which type of act {from among thuse
falling within one of the basic carcgorics} the action belongs to. For instance, Kany distinguishes berween
acts of greed and acts of avarice according wo mordve: “The maxim of preedyavarice (prodigalicy) is o get and
maintain all che means to good living with the intention of enjayment —The maxim omﬁwn:?m.ﬁ.lnﬂ on the
ather hand, is to acquire as well as maintain all the means o good living, but with o fntention of mjsyment,
(i.c., in such a way that onc’s end is only possession, not enjoyment)’ (M5 6:432).

¥ Timmons, ‘Decision Procedures’.
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lation of the Categorical Imperative serves this role in Kants ethics. Thus, (3)
it is Facts abour the bearings of one’s actions on the maintenance and flourish-
ing of humanity (as Kant understands this notion) that are the morally rele-
vant facts determining che (objective) deontic status of an action. 1 suggest
then, that (4) the Tugendlehre system of dutics be viewed as a specification, in
fairly broad outline, of the various types of actions and omissions that bear
most direcdly on the maintenance and flourishing of humanicy.

To» make this a bit more concrete, humanity {personalicy), as Kant charac-
terizes it, concerns our rational natures and, in particular, our capacities as end-
setting creatures. According to Kant, not only are weable to setends in response
to the promprings of desire and inclination; we are capable of a kind of auton-
omy thar, he says, ‘is that property the will has of being a law to itself (inde-
pendently of every property belonging to objects of volition)” (G. 4:440). Thus,
it is our nacures as autonomous agents that provide the objective basis for right
and wrong action. Actions that destroy or degrade humanity are prima facie
wrong; actions that promote humanity are prima facie right. Thus, for example,
maintenance of one’s own autonomy requires thar we omit actions that destroy
ot degrade autonomy, and so such actions as suicide, drunkenness, and glut-
tony are WIONg (or tend to be wrong). Similar remarks apply to the other duties
fearured in the Tugendlehre, the basic idea being thar the various types of action

and disposition that are forbidden or required are types of action and disposi- -

tion that bear on the maintenance and flourishing of humanity.

Given this framework, we can readily understand why various motives can
be deontically relevant for Kant. Motives such as loyalty to others that motivates
the martyr and self-preservation chat motivates the individual to undergo 2
risky vaccinarion are motives that are necessarily aitned at the maintenance of
‘humanity in the person’. Granted, in the marryrdom case one is intencionally
bringing about on¢’s own death and so this fact about the act counts against
doing it, but the fact that one’s ultimate aim is the preservation of the lives of
others is also a relevant fact about the act and therefore should be considered in
determining the all-things-considered deontic status of the action in question.
Whether one’s aim does justify the act of killing oneself is a difficult question,
perhaps depending on other morally relevant fearures of the situation. Howev-
er, the important point here is chat motive is relevant and we have an explana-
tion, from wichin the Kandan framework, of why it is relevanc.

Malice involves a direct hatred for humanity, disposing the person infected
with this vice to ‘rejoice immediarely’ (MS 6:460) in the misfortune of others.
This kind of motive is thus necessarily contrary to respecting humanity, and
consequently is a morally relevant fact in derermining the deontic status of
actions s0 motivated.
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It is interesting to note in connection with malice that Kant’s overall
account of moral relevance allows for two main ways in which facts abour one’s
motives can be deontically relevant. First, and most obviously, actions whose
performance would in fact negatively affect the humanity in oneself or others
(where there are no considerations thar would justify such performance) are
wrong. If someone’s malicious gossip affects you negatively by, for instance,
setting others against you thereby interfering with your pursuit of legitimate
interests, the act is wrong, Here, the idea is that acts of malice are by their very
nature oriented towards degrading humaniry in the person and, thus, often
have this very effect. But Kant's moral theory, though obviously at odds with
various forms of consequentialist theory in rejecting hedonistic and eudai-
monistic conceptions of the good as well as rejecting maximizing conceptions
of moral action, also differs in allowing for and making sense of the deontic
evaluation of actions that are causally inefficacious. The fact thar an action,
because of its mental component and in particular its motive, can express ce1-
tain deontically relevant attitudes means that the act can be right or wrong apart
from its actual effects on humanity in the person. Acts of malice, for instance,
simply because they express an attitude that is hostile towards humanity in the
person, are (presumptively) wrong.

One might consider various generalizations about motive and rightness—
for example, that a ‘good’ motive usually justifies an otherwise wrongful acr
while a ‘bad’ motive can make wrong an otherwise permissibie act—but I
doubt any such claims would correctly characterize Kant's considered views on
the matter. Recall, for instance, his infamous essay in which he denies thata
benevolent motive makes a difference to the deontic status of a lie. In order 1o
sott out the bearing of motive on rightness in Kant's ethics will require, I sug-
gest, nothing less than an extensive examination of the various Kantan duties
and matters of casuistry associated with each.

In any case, not only do we have some textual evidence thar morives can be
deontically relevant for Kant, we also have an explanation of why they can be
relevant. In fact, when one considers that, for Kant, the motives behind an
action are high-level intentions and that, in general, one’s intentions are deon-
tically relevant if only because they help detctmine the identity of one’s
actions, the presumption, it seems to me, should be thar, unless there is good
reason to supposc otherwise, one’s motives can be deontically relevant. Indeed,
if ane were ro suppose they were irrelevant, how mighe this fact be explained
within the Kantian framework? Conerast standard ace urilitarianism. An act
utilitarian has a principled explanation of why motive is deontically irrelevant:
according to the urilitarian theory, it is only the values of the consequences of
actions that bear on the deontic status of an action; motives ate on the wrong
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end of the temporal sequence to matter deontically.” [ suggest chat, for Kang,
chere is no principled reason for excluding motives from considerations of
deontic status; chere is thus good reason t@ reject the 1T in relacion o Kant’s
system of duties.

V1. Conclusion

I have argued for the following conclusions. (1) The Motive Content Thesis
(MCT) applied to Kant’s cthics—the claim thar ac least some Kantian duties
have as part of their content the requircment that one act from duty—is mis-
raken. In supporting this claim, T have examined various doctrinal and concep-
ual claims that might be used to support the thesis and found them
unpersuasive. Here, [ take sides with Ross and against some recent Kant inter-
preters. However, (2) the Independence Thesis (IT) does ot hold for Kant:
motives can be included among the set of considerations that determine the
deontic status of an action. Here, | disagree with Ross’s more general claims
about Kant's theory and find myself in agreement with interpreters like Her-
man over the general relevance of motive to rightness in Kan’s ethical system
(though, of course, for reasons other than appeal to the MCT in relation to

Kant's ethics). In supporting this claim 1 considered various birs of textual evi- -

dence as well as the general philosophical case that can be made in support of
the claim. Finally, I beiefly indicated why rotives are relevant to rightness in
Kants moral philosophy by appealing to Kant's general account of mora} rele-
vance.

{ have not been able to explore questions about how my results affect the
overall plausibilicy of Kant's moral theory, but in the light of recent fand, [
chink, plausible) challenges to the old doctrine that rightness is independent of
one’s motives, | hope my effores will be viewed as bolstering the plausibility of
both Kant's ethics and Kantian echics generally.

% Here, [ am reporting what utilitarians say about the matter, though matters arz rather delicare since
wtilizazians tike Mill do allow that incention i deentically relevant and so owe ug same story about haw
intentions differ from marives in this way.
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The Inner Freedom of Virtue

Stephen Engstrom

Kant onm that virtue is a kind of strength. Virtue, he says, 1s 'a moral strength
of the Ew:. (MS 6:405), ‘the strength of a human being’s maxim in the obser-
vance of his duty’, a strength thar is known only through the hindrances ic is
able ro Hucnnnoﬁo. which lie in opposing narural inclinations (M5 6:394).' In
presenting this view of virtue, Kant does not fancy himself to be an innovator,
UE“ rather supposes that strength is whac the ancient authors generally had in
B_:m when they praised the virtue of the sage. Moreover, when he introduces
the idea of virtue in The Metaphysics of Morals, he seems clearly to be taking
for granted that his readers understand that it goes without saying, as a mat-
ter wm En.ﬁwnw meanings of the terms, that vircusis foreitude moralis, and that
fortitudois ‘the capaciry and considered resolve to oppose a strong but unjust
opponent’ (MS56:380}.

Many of Kant's readers today, however, find his conception of virtue to dif-
fer m:_umnmbam:% from, and ta fall short of, the classical ideal presented in the
ethical systems of the ancients. In particular, Kanr's account is likely to remind

1 E.M, mﬂﬁnm:wﬁw Zﬁw.ﬂﬂﬁouw and Allen Woad for their helpful comments.
el mnﬂmwr “MH”HH._ M“Mmumnm from Kane's writings are my own, though [ have consulted the commonly
) . :
FQEWMMPHMDMEE_M. of nn.c—..oﬁ that wirnus Rmﬁ..m specifically to a certain ideal of maniiness. [n one of his
e co n ethics, he is reparced to have said, *The very Latin word sirmus originally signifies nothing
elsc but courage, m,:.n_._mﬁ_.r and constancy, and the symbol for it indicates the same: a Hercules with lion-
m,_n.u: and club, striking down the hydra, which is the symbol of all vice' (Vig. 27:492). The ﬁn._.Bub rerm
Tugend m.__mm conveys some supgestion of masculine virme, though less prominently But the notion of
serength (Stirke) n.run. mm::u in Kant's conception of virtuc as a moral strength isa mote gencral concept
ﬁn i._"m_n mﬂ: nw&.ﬁ. is __w&_n 10 be obscured if it is linked directly to the specific images of lio nskin and nm:_u”
E..o_.“” En” ctier _mqin view this u.:.nuwnr in ﬂrn.:.wrﬁ of the face that Kant's ureatment of virtue is informed
o - - pervasive among ancient Greek cthivists, thae virtue is a kind of health of the soul, and vicean
ness, where, as s.,:_._ .nrn: analogues in the body, health is understood o lie in a cerrain order among rhe
vn:M illness in their disorder { M5 6:384, 409 cf. 4. 7:251). The strengeh in which virtue is said 1o consist
ME._ E.M_o.n ﬂnmw—“&nn— as robustness, the strength of health (see M5 6397, where reburis ?3..@& as a gloss
or Suirke). Kant's descriprion of virtue as a type of furtitude (M5 6:380}, or constant condition of coury
{A. 7:256), can be undetstood alony similar lines. *




