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THESIS ABSTRACT

The problem which this thesis proposes to treat is Immanuel
Kant's attempt to frame an ethical system ultimately bassd on the
postulatas of moral freedom (i.e. moral sautonomy), and at the same
time to espouse what he describes as the doctrine of "radical innate
evil in human nature." While the examination may well have sicnificant
implications for moral and religious theories beyond the bounderies
of Kentisn though%, generally these tempting vistas are not explorad
in the thesis. Indeed, the issue may also have bread repercussions
fer Kant's philssophy in general but this too lies beyond tha scope
of tha thesis. Tha investication is limited s much as possible to
the presentation and znelysis of Kant's specific arqument for moral
autonomy and radicel evil as it is found in his two major ethical

works Critigus of Practical Reason and Tha Fundamental Principles of

tho Motaphysic of Ethics, es well as his religicus treatise, Religion

pithin the Limits of Reasop Alone. Howaver, the major interpretations

of Kant's doctrines of morsl sutcnomy and radicsl evil 2re exsmined
in some dstail since tha definition of these terms is crucial for
eny examination of their compatibility.

The first saction of the thasis, "Moral Rutonocmy" consists of
a presentation snd analysis of sama of the more prominent and
difforing interpretaticns of Kant's noticn of moral eutonomy.
Primarily, the ssction deals with ths visws of Hans Vaihinger, W. T.

Jones, John R. Silber, and Lewis White Beck. Both the "frasdom 2¢
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fiction" interpretetion of Vaihinger and the "freedom as personality
fulfillment® interpretation of Jones are rejeﬁted as not accurately
representing Kant's own view of moral autonemy. The 'fr;edom 28
spontarieity” interpretation of Silber is endorsed, but it is also
suggested that & full understanding of morel autonomy rsquires the
additional insights of Beck with respect to the distinction betwesn
*freedom as spontanaity" and "freedom as autonomy."® Tha interpreta-
tion of moral autonomy upen which the balance of ths thesis is
constructed is, tharefore, a combination of the views of Silber and
Becke

The second section of the thesis, "Radicel Evil," contains
a systematic presentation of Kent's doctrine of "radical innate evil
in human nature." Thare is much less controversy concerning the
dofinition of this term than surrounds the definition of "moral
sutonomy.” This is probably due to the fect that the only place
where Kant fully treats this doctrine is in the RBeligion and his
discussion of it there is thorough and reasonably straightforward.

The final saction is an analysis of the compatibility of these
two Kantian doctrines. First, it is arqued that Kent was very well
aware of the danger of contradicting his fundamental ethical postulate
of moral sutonomy in affirming the doctrine of radical evil. Second,
due to his cognizance of this danger, ha carefully and successfuily
defined radicsl evil in such a way that it does not contradict moral
sutoncmy. Third, the compatibility of these two doctrines in Kant's
philosophy may not ultimately be a satisfactory resolutien of the
cencral problem of affirming that man is both morally responsible and
morally depraved beceuse Kant's understanding of radicel evil is

dubious.
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INTRODUCTION

The long evolution of philosophical thought has been influsnced
and shapsd by a multiplieity of creative minds. Among this muitiplicity,
however, a few philosophers enjoy a place of particular prominence
owing to their overtly significant contributions to the development
of philosophical inquiry. Immanuel Ksnt occupies such & position.

His philosophy, alono with that of Plato and Aristotls, stands among
the most influentisl both in clarifying perennial philesophical problems
and providing direction for future philosophical investigation. This
thesis will concern itself with one sspect of Kant's rich philosophy,
namely his attemot to construct an ethical system ultimately based

on the postulate of morel autonomy, and at the same time to effirm

a doctrine of "radical innate evil in human nature." The issue of
man's moral freesdom has bsen a topic of enduring debats among both
philosophers and theologians, and its complexity has been compounded

in the cese of those who would wish to affirm not aonly that man is
morally frea but also that he is innately morally corrupt. Many
scholars have rather lightly dismissed this lattar position as being
obviously contradictory, and yet such s dismissal bscomes more
difficult when a philosoph-er c¢f the stature of Immanusl Kant is the
proponent. The purpose of this thesis, is, therefore, to examine Kants
case for the compatibility of moral sutonomy and redicel evil.

With respect to Kant's writings, the exemination will be drawn
primarily from his two ma jor ethical works, The Fundamental Prineciples

of the Metaphysic of Ethics and the Critique of Practical Resson, as

—1-
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aeil ec from Xant's religlous itreatise, Relinion Within the Limits

of Reason Rlone. The first sectien of the thesis will assess soms

of the more significent interpretations of Kent's understanding of
moral sutonomy. The second section will syetematically present Kent's
doctrine of radical evil &s Kant, himself, articulated it in the
Religion. Then, given the definition of these two terms tha final
saction will attempt to sveluate their compatibility.

| Although Kent wished to maintain = distinction between ethics
and religion, hn a8lso recognized their interrelatedness. His comments
concarning radical evil in the Religion, therefore, provide a helpful

slucidation of the strictly ethicsl considerations which ha undertook

in the Metephysic of Fthics and the Critigqus of Prectical Reason.

In much the ssme way, then, although the purpcse of this thesis is

to present 2 treatment of one spacific issus (i.e. the compatibility

of Kantian radical evil znd moral autonomy) it is hoped that in this
process, other concerns both within Kant's philosophy and beyond it

will be highlighted. The consideration of thess other issues, however,
lies beyond the scone of this work, and therefore must be left unattended.
Nevartheless, perhaps even thasse unattendad questions, which are

implicit in the particuler issue before ue, wi)l bs seen in 8 new

light and will therefcre receive the attention due to them on another

occasion.



I. MORAL AUTONOMY

As mentioned in the Introduction, the Kentian undarstanding
of moral autonomy must be sexplicated prior to tha treatment of the
specific problem with which this thesis is concerned (i.e. the spparent
contradiction in Kant's concurrently affirming tha notions of moral
fresedom and innate, radical evil). However, ths iesus of how Kant
understood the tarm “moral autonomy® must itself be viewed within
the contaxt of Xant's discussion of another apparent contradiction:
namely, the contradiction betweesn moral freedom and natural law.
Kant presumably hsld both "(1) that 'svery sction that takes place
at 8 certein point of time is 2 necessary result of what existed
in time praeceding,' and so is completely conditioned in accordance
with the general principle of causality, and (ii) that we are bound
to do only what we sra free to do."1 In working toward; a Kantian
dafinition of moral freedom, therefors, we must keep before us the
fact that Kant sought to defins this freedom in such a wey that it
did rot centradict natural necessity and man's place as a "phenomenon"
within the natural order nor man's dignity es a moral agent. The
task of this section is rot to critically essess Kant's definition
of moral autonomy. Rather, we shall attempt to discover and explain
¥ant's definition as it is presented primerily in ths Fundemental

Principles of the Metephysic of Ethics snd the Criticue of Practical

1
William Thomzs Jonesg, Morality and Freedom in the Nhilosophy
of Immenuel Kani (Oxford Univeraity Press, 1940), p. 1.




b

Reason. In order tz do this, it i3 necessary to consider several

significant interpretations of Kant's use of ths term 'moral autonomy’
befors one of thes= interpretations can bs endcrsed or a new one
given. The three ma jor interpretations which we shall consider are
(1) Hans Yaihinger's theory of "moral fresdom as fiction,”2 (2) we T,
Jones' theory of "mocrel freedom as personality fulfillment,"3 (3) Jobn
R. Silber's theory of "morel freedom a&s spontaneity."4

In The Philasophy of 'As If' Hans Vaihinger presents his argument

on behalf of the "fresdom as fictidn" interpretation. He begins by

quoting from Kent®s The Fundamontal Principles of the Metaphysic of

Ethics:

Now 1 say: Everything that cannot act ctherwise
than “under the idea of freedom" is therefore in practical
respects really free, that is to ssy, for him ell the laws
count which are inseparably ccnnacted with freedom, ss if
his will wers of itself declarec to be free and indeed by
a proof acceptazble in thecreticel philoscphy.

Now I meintain that to sach being who has a will
wa muet necessarily also attribute the idea of freedom by
which alone he scts. For in such e being we concelve @
raason that is practicel, that has causality in reference
to its objects. It is impossible to conceive a rsason that
in full conscicusness would be directed in respect to its
Judgments by some outside source, for then the sub ject would
ascribe the determinration of his judgment not to reason,
but to some impulsion. Reason must look upon its=zlf as the
originater of its principles, independent of foreign
influences. Ccnsequently it must, es practical reason or
will of & rational being, conceive itself as free, that is
to sey, its will can bs =2 will of its own only under the

2Hans Vaihinger, The Philosophy of 'As If', trarse. by C. K. Ogden
(New York:s Harcourt, Bracs, & Co., Inc., 1924).

3

We Te Jones, Meralitv and Freedom.

4 john R. Silber, "The Ethicel Significance of Kant's Religion,"
in the Intro. to Immanuel Kant, Religion Within the Limits of Reason
Along, trans. by Theodore M. Greens and Hoyt He Hudson (Nex York:
Harper & Row Publishers, 1960).




S
iden of freadom, and this {dea #ust thersfore in every
practical respact ba attributed to 211 rational beings.s
Vaihingsr takes this passaqe -sas u clear statement of Kant's
*fictional view® of moral freedom for he (Vaihinger) writes ". . «
hers Kant_cl?arly and ungmbigiously declaras freedom to be but 2 merse
idea without reality."6 It muat not be 2ssumed, however, that
Vaihinger theought he was pointing out a deficiency in Kant's morel
philosophy. Nor dces Vaihinger suggest that Kant was unaware of this
interpretation. Indeed, Vzihinger apperently belisved not only that
Kant eonstiously espoused this view of freedom as fiction but eslso
that Kant saw it as an acceptable resolution of the apparent contradic=-
tion betwean natural law end moral autonomy. Vaihinger insists "Here
we reach the highest pinnacls attained by Kantian thought, or indeed,
by eny human thought. Only & few, only an elits, can continue to
breathe at all at this altitude: ths vest ma jority ansed a different,
2 less rarafied atmosphere.'7
A clossr inspecti-on of the passage which Veihinger quotes,
howsver, fails to lend strong support to eifher of Vaihinger's
conclusions. First, ;t is not clear that Kant is ststing or even imply-
ing that moral freedom is vltimately fictitious. Kant simply says,
e o « Everything that cannot act otherwise than
"under tho idea of fresdom" is therefore in practical
raspects really free « + «

Reason must look upon itself as the originator of
its principles, indepandent of foreign influences. Consequently

Simmanuel Kant, The Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic
of Ethics, trans. by Otto Manthey=Zorn (New York: Appleton-Century-
Crofts, Inc., 1938), p. 67.

Byaihingar, 'As If,* p. 289.

7ibid., pe 293.
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it must, as practical rsasont cir,will of » rational being,
conceive itself 2s free « « o o
In other words, man es a rational being must view himself as
free (1i.e. 2ct "under the idea of freedom™) and therafore is practically
free. But this does not necessarily mean that man is not actually free
both practically and thesretically. Rather, it simply states that
evan if man were not theorstically fres (i.2. ultimately free) he
would still be morally responsiblae, "« « « for him all the laws count
shich are inseparably conngcted with freedom.'g Theraforae, Kant is
willing te ferequ the question of man's theoretical freedom an the
grounds that 1ts resclution ie not essentisl to the task before him.
Indeed, he explicitly states this in 2 note to tha very passazqge
which Valhingar quotes.
1 &m adopnting this method of assuming ss sufficient
for our purpose that freedom is merely "as an idsa®" made the
basis of all actions of raticnzl beings, so that I may be
relieved of the necessity of proving freedom in its thecre-
tical respect alsa. For even whan the latier i3 left
undone, then for the being who cannot act otherwise than
under the idea of his own fresdom the saTS laws 3till apply
which would bind en actually free being.
Thus Kent was nct suggesting that moral freedom is e fiction,

but only thst moral resporeibility does not require the thaoretical

proof of fresdem. Indsesd, othar passeqes, both in tha Metaphysic of

Ethics and the Critigue of Practical Rezson make it clsar that Kant

did not consider freedom to bs fictiticus. Xant atates:

e ¢ o« 1t is an indisponsable task of speculative
philosophy to point out that the deception ragarding this
contradiction (between netural necessity and frecdom) rests
upon tha fact that when we call a man free wa think of

Brant, Metechysic of Fthics, p. 67.
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him in anaotha> sanse and in a different relation than when
we consider him as part of nature ard subfect to its laws.
It must point out also that the two not only can go together
very well, but must bte regarded 83 necessarily unitad in

the same subject « + o o1

And in the fritigus of Practical Reason, *Speculative rez un

does not herewith grow in insight but only in respsct to the cartitude
of its problematic concept of freedom, to which objective, though

n12 1y 1g certainly

only practical, reality is now indubitably given.
true that for Kant moral freedom has a diffarent epistemological
status than the concept of nature (i.e. natural law) which "provas
and necessarily must prove its reality in examgles of experience."13
Howaver, this is not to say that fresdom is a fiction but only that
its significance is primarily practicel rather than speculative. For
Vaihinger's interpretation to stand, it would have to bes demonstrated
that Kant equated the nbjective and the practical with the fictional,
and tc my knowledgs no such eguation is sver mads in Kant's writings.
Indeed, such an equaticn saems to be antithastical to the whole thrust
of Kent's ethice. As W. T. Jones phrases it:
e » o to call a belief a fiction is to say that

what is belisved is not the case . . . Kant's whole inquiry

was designed to explain the possibility of f{reedom and

thereby to establish that oblication is an cbjective

fact and not an illusicn; and it is impossible to ktelieve

that Kant could have accepted as satisfactory the conclusion

that it (freedom) is a false hypoth=sis to which nothing cor-
rasponds in fact.!

"bid., p. 76.

12 {mmanuel Kant, Criticue of Practical Reason, trans. by Lewis
white Beck (MNew York: The Bobbs=-Merrill Co., Inc., 1956), p. 50.

13Kant, Metephysic of EFthic3, p. 76.

14y, T. Jores, Morality and Freedom, pp. 44-45.
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It would szem, then, that neither the "latter" nor the "spirit®
of Kant's writings tend to support Vaihinger's conclusi-pn that Kant
saw moral freedom as a useful fiction. It may be that such a view
would resolve the contradiction betwean natural lza and freedom. But,
it would do so on terms unacceptable to Kant bscause it would forfeit
the morzl dignity of man by reducing moral obligation to an illusion.

W. T. Jones suggests another interpretution of Kant's view of

moral freedom in his book Morality end Freedom In_the Philoscphy of
IJmmanuel Kan;.15 JSnaa' entire discussion of moral freedom pivots
sround the problem already referred to of uncerstanding freedom in
such-a way that it satisfies the following criteria:t "(1) compatibility

with the principle of causality as laid down in The Criticue of Pure

Reaspn, and (ii) compatibility with the reality of morality and of
16
obligation.” Furthermore, Jones openly admits that the "Kantian"
view of morel freedom for which he erques is not "Kantian" in the
sense that 1t is the only interpretation which Kant explicitly
affirmed, but only in the sense:
(1) that this "critical" theory was in fact held by
Kent (together, however, with other theories from which he
seams never to have distinguished it); (ii) that it satisfies
Kant's own "Broblemstsllung," while thass other thecries do

not; (iii) that it goes a long wey towards being en sdequate
solution to our own conception of the problem.1

Jones begins his articulation of Kent's "critical® theory by

a discussion of the "noumena/phenomena" distinction. Jones rejocts

the notion that noumena can be causully sfficacious in the phenomenal

world on the grounds that this would contradict natural necessity and

15lb1d-, De 3.

161014,
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thereby preserve the reslity of mcrsl odligation at tha unacceptable
cost of denying the principle of causality-18 Jones willingly admits
that at times Kant himsslf thought that noumsnal causslity was the
kesy to en acceptzble resolution of the antinomy between freedom and
natural law. However, Jones insists that this view fails to satisfy
either of his firal two criterisj the satisfaction of Kant's own

"Problemstellung®” or the solution to our present view of the problem.

The best wey to present Jones' arqument {s to quote it:

Let us suppose, in eccordance with Kant's thesis,
that 8, b, and c are the antecadent events which condition
the occurrenca of a certain act p. Now if on = certain
occasion, after the occurrence of a, b, ¢, the agent does q,
what we assuma, and what Kant himsslf assumes, is simply
that some factor x has also occurred, that x is another
evant, at the moment unknown, and that a, b, c, x, conditions
the occurrence of g. If we did not make this essumption, it
would obviously be in principle impossible to predict human
conduct with certainty, and we should have to sbandon the
thesis, on which Kant insists, that all events happan in
sccordance with unchangeable laws.

It is clear, moreover, not only that this assumption
leaves no placa for thes hypothesis that there hes bean a
manifestation of noumenal ceusazlity, but that the hypothssis
itself i{s really meaningless. For, if q is noumenally caused,
then x, the factor in the situation which brings it about
that g rather than p occurs, is non-temporal. Therefore,
though q is an event and occurs, there is no time at which
x happans. But whether g happans or not is supposed to
depend on whether or not x exerts its efficeacious power,
and this is really meaninglass. It is quite impossible to
attach sny significance to the idea of x and g varying
concomitantly where x does not "erise or begin et a certain
time."

s « « Heonce, on Kant's own torms, thera seems but
one conclusion to draw: that noumena aSe not causally
efficacious with respect to ghanomena.1

After rejecting the causel efficacy of noumena, Jpnes goes on
tc develop hie intarpretation of moral autonomy by considering the

"will" not as a "spontasneous exercise of noumanal cousality” but es

'81bid., p. 4 and following.

91pid., pps 7-8.



e causal, phaencmenzl, psychiczl svent. The psychical emphasizes tha
will®s cognitive powsr. Tha causal 2spect extends tha definiton of
will beyond the merely cognitiva. "Practicsl remason . . . does not
merely contemplate its ob jects as non-existent; it contemplates them
as ob jects which we propose to do something about .20 Finally, will
is phenomenal, which means that it is governed by and subject to
tha laws of nature. Jones is confident that such an understanding
of the will is consistent with ths demands of natural necessity, and
he therefore proceada to discuss ths adequacy of this interpretation
within the contaxt of morel obligstion. |

Jones beqgins by noting that however loosely one interprets
Kant's ethics, it is at least certain that any ethicel system which
claims to be "Kantian" must contain the concept of the "a priori"
character of the moral law (i.a. that the moral law is both a universal
and necessary end for all men). Jones suggests that there is only
one legitimately moral end which fully satisfies this critericn:
personality, itself. "Our account of a2 morally good act of will is
now complate. What distinguishes such an act, 2s regards its content,
is that it is the kind of act by which personslity is realized.'?1
The ethical command towards the fulfillment of human personality is
universal because reason, 25 the distinctive part of human parsonality,
is possessed by 2l) men, and {t is necessary in the senss of "felt"
22

nacessity, berause of the paculiar worth of reason.

Thus, it is not from the concept of a rational
being that we should try to deduce the moral lesw, but

201h1d., p. 29.

1
2 lbiﬂ.o, De 97

Qzlbid., ppe B0-85. Jonas rejects the possibility of a logically
nocessary morel imperative.



upon the valua {or worth) of such & creature that wa should
reflect if we would understend both the categorical form
and the 2 priori end, which are the distinagishing charac=
teristics of the morally good act of will.

With this dafinition of the moral imperative ss the categorical
end 2 priori command towards the fulfillment end realization of per-
sonelity, and with the concept of will as 2 phenomenal, psychical
event, Jones is able to construct & "critical" theory of fresdom.
This eritical theory is, according to Jones, not only a satisfactory
resolution of the contradiction between natural necessity and moral
freedom on grounds which eliminates neither, but is malso "Kantian"
in the sanse that the theory can be found in Kant's writings in et
least embryonic form. The key question for Jones is, "Does Kant
ever give an account of freedom which consists in saying that to be
free means to be moved by the kind of thought which we have just
described?24

This thought cantains in the first place, the
representation of a certain change in the state of affcirs
#s being one by mesans of which personality can be realized,
and, in the second place, the recognition that the worth
of perscnality has s an end in itself a sufficient ground
for producing the change.25

Jonas believed that he found such an account of freedom in
Keant's discussion of the sutonomy of the will. This aspesct of the
will which relates to its ¥gglf=lagislating® furction is certainly
central to Kent's ethics, snd Jones understands Kant to mean by it,
thet the will is not only the means by which the moral end is realized
but s also the moral end itself. In ordsr to realize this end, it

is not necessary, according to Jones, that the will be freec in the

zsxbido’ P 100.

241bid., p. 101.

21pid.



zense that it is cepable of initlating acts while at the same time
being unaffectsd iteelf by previous svents in time (1.0. it is not
necessary that the will be "spontansous"). Rather,

To call an act free is not, in a2 word, to deny
that 1t is an act, for then, indeed, "2 free will would
be an absurdity." It is simply a way of characterizing
an important kind of practical thought which sometimes
moves us. Practical thoughts are, by definition, causes
which are, without exception, the effects of antecedant
events in time. What distinguishes those which we call
free is not, thorefore, thes way in which they are causas
or effects; but the kind of thought that they ara.25

Hence, "freedom . . « is not incompatible with material nsecessity,
because fresdom does not mean 'not-determined.'*2’ At the same time,
fregdom understood in this way confirms the legitimacy of moral
obligation which i=z both categorical and g pricri. On this basis,
then, Jones concludes that a successful resolution of the contradic=
tion Batwean natural necessity and morel freedom is, indeed, possible
while still remaining within the general framework of Kant's own
philosophy.

Thus thers ere not two differsnt acts--a noumenal
act and a phenomenal act. Thers is one act (taken as =
sequence of events in time), which is through and through
natural, end which differs in no essential way from any
other causal seriss. But in virtue of being the particular
kind of &ct which it is, a valus of & certain distinctive
kind is realized . . . Moral goodness, in a word, is just
that kind of value which is experiencegswhenever a certain
kind of thought turns prectical.. . «

And 2as it is the concept of freedom which gives
expression to this value which reason has in itself, Kant's
claim is essentially justified: it is precisely the concep%9
of freedom which reconciles morality and natural necessity.

26
Ibidi’ Pe 109.

27lgigc, Poe 1200

2BIbid., pe 137,

291bido, P 139.
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Despite th= initial persursiversss of Jones' spgument, it does
soam that his positiocn ie susceptible to numerous objections. As
stated sarlier, _onee admits that the theory which ha develops with
raspect to freedom is "Kentian® only in a2 limited sense. Jones proposes
that Kant held the "freedom as fulfillment of personality" view,
although he (Kant) espoused other views as well. Sscond, Jones
contends that his (Jones') concept of freedom satisfies Kant's own

*problemstellung.” We shall not beconcerned with Jonas' third assertion,

that his interpretation is s remsonably adequate solution to "our own
conception of the problem™ between freedem and neturel necessity, for
this issue lies bayond the scope of our investigation. However, the
first and sscond of Jonss' 2ssertions do lie within the bounds of this
work end therefore require comment.

Jones begins the development of his own viesw by rejecting the
notion of poumena as being causally efficacious in the realm of

phenomena. He states,

s« s o if g is noumenally ceused, then x, the factor
in ths situastion which brings it ebout that g rather than
p occurs, is non-temporal. Thsrefore, though g is 2n event
end occurs, thsre is no time at which x happens. But whether
q happens or not is supposed to depend on whether or not x

exerts its efficacious powsr, end this is really meaningless.so

Now, it mey be that after 2 thorough philosophical analysis the

idea of noumsnal causality is "really meaningless,"™ yet a number of
passages suggest thzt this (noumenal causality) is pracissly what Kant

means. Kant writes in the Critigue of Practical Reason:

In the concept of 2 will, however, the concept of
causality is already conteined; thus in that of a pure will
there is the concept of causality with freedom, i.e. of a
causality not determinable according to natural laws and

30
Ibidl, ppo 7-8-
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consaquently not susceptible ic eny empirical intuition

es proof . . « Now the concapt of a beinq1which hes a

froe will is that of a "gause noumenon."”
In Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alore, Kant stataes, "To sesk
the temporel origin of fires acts as such (as though they were natural
effects) is thus a contradiction."3

It is clear that Kant not only affirmed the efficacy of noumenal

causality but also that he was sble to allow for the possibility of
events in the phenomenal world being the results of noumenal causes
which are themselves non-temporal. Nor is this a "meaningless"
assertion if one is willing to accept, as Kant sursly was, that time
is a category of cognition which applies to appearances (i.ee phengmena)
but not necessarily to things=-in-themselves (i.e. noumena). Kant never
suggests that such non-temporal, noumenal causes can bs "known," but
this by no means excludes the factual possibility of noumenal causality
which ia all that Kant wanted to establish. It simply means that such
causes can never be “known" in the strict senso in which Kant defined
*knowledge." Therefore, it does not seem that Jonss'! refutation of
noumenal causality 1s cogent on Kentian terms. The quotation from
the Critique of Practical Reason is also svidence, contrary to Jones!
view, that the will was not considered by Kant to be merely a
phenomenal, psychical process which is subject toc 211 of the natural
Jaws. Kant expressly states that the concept of the will with which

he is operating is one of a will which is "not determinable according

to natural laws.”

31Kant, Proctical Reason, pp. 57-58.

32Immanuel Kant, Religion Within ths Limits of Reason Alone,
trans. by Theodors M. Greene and Hoyt He Hudson, (New York: Harper &
Row Publishers, 19683), p. 35.




We must now turn to 2 consideraiion of Jones! “critical®™ theory
of fresdom. Agsin, it would seem that this view is neither true to
Kant nor adequate for morel responsibility. While it is true that
the notion of autonomy (i.e. self-legislation) is at the core of Kant's
ethics, it is not true that heteronomous sction for Kant (i.e. action
which is not self-legislative and personslity fulfilling) is necessarily
un=free action. And yet, if we accept Jones' view of freedom, heter-
onomous action must be un-free. Indeed Jones himself states this:
The assertion of mants freadom is therefore not an
sssertion ebout the way in which certain events are caused.
It 1s an assertion about a certain kind of value. Hence,
we may not say at all that Cain's act of killing Abel was
*free," since we can be reasonably certain that it wgs
not a sense of duty which moved him to do this act.
But what are we to say of Cain's action? Can he be hsld morally
responsible for an act which is not free? Jonas never chzllenges
the "I ought implies I can* rationale, yet neither does he ever supply
us with an answer as to how we ere to consider acts which do not
contribute to the fulfillment of personality and thus cannot be
considered free. ¥ant had no such problem for he saw both the autonomous
and the heteronomous s expressions of a free, morally responsible
agent.34
On telance, then, Jones! view of freedom ss the fulfillment of
personality is unsatisfactory because it fails to fulfill even Jones'

own criteria. It is neither Kantian in the sense that Kant espoused

such 8 view; nor is it an adequate solution to Kant's "Problemstellunqg"

because it erodes the very basis of moral responsibility: the ascription

3Jones, Morality and Freedom, pe 136,

34wg shall say more about this in our discussion of Silber's
view of freedom as spontaneity.




of moral praise and 2lame. It 2llaws us to praise but not to blame
by defining {mmoral acts as un~free azts. To czll such & view Kantian,
would be to fundamentzlly misunderstand the thrust of Kant's entire
ethical endsavor.
The final view of morel freedom which we must now inspect is
the "freedom as spontaneity” view presented by John R. Silber in his
essay "The Ethical Significancs of Kant's Religian."ss In opposition
to Jones' strong refutation of spontaneous causation, Silber explicitly
states, "Responsibility cannot be personal unless it can be concentrated
in free individuals who can act without being determined to action by
external sand antecedant causes.“36 And Silber takes this not simply
as a statement of his own personal conviction, but one which is
sbsolutely consistent with Kant's own view. He quotes Xant:
What we wish to understand and never shall

understand is how predetsrminism, according ta which

voluntary actions, as events, have their dstermining

ground in antecedent time (which, with what happened in

it, is no longer within our power), can be consistent

with freedom, according to which the act as well as its

opposite must ba within the power of the subject at

the moment of its taking place.37
Freedom then for Silber and for Kant implies spontaneity {(i.s. the
independence of tha will from external influences end ant e cadent
determination).

43 we noted eariier, Jonas' view of freedom precludes the possi=-

bility ' © heterocnomous sction belng free action, because heteronomous

action fails, by definition, to be = "personality-fulfilling" experience.

Silber has no such problem. For him, "Heteronomy and autonomy ars

35511ber, "Fthical Significancs,” pp. lxxix-cxxxiv.

3Btbid., p. lxxxvii.

P

37Kant, Roligieon, n. 45.



the two primary modss of exprsssing tranazerdaental fraedom."38 Evan
if one chooses to act on the bssis of his strongest passion or desirs,
this is done, according to Silbar, on thes baosis of the freely chosen
maxim of choice, which says that "I shall act according to my strongest
desire.” This act, therefore, is spontaneous (i.e. free), and yet it
is not a "fulfilling realization of transcendental fraedom.”39 Whilse
heteronomous action is as much the actuaslization of transcendsntal
freedom 2s is sutonomous action, it denies this fresdom in srinciple
by acting as if no such freedom were possible. For exemple, &an aniral
presumably acts, on the basis of its strongest desire. Houwasver, an
animal, according to Silber, is not fres. But, it is important to
note thet the animal is not free not because it acts heteronomously
but because it doea not have a will which is free from external influsnces
end previous determination. Man, who is free, may choose to act like
an enimal (merely on the basis of his strongesit desire); in which case
man acts heteronomously. But man, sven in actirg in this way, never=-
theless remains free because his action is tha result of a maxim of
choice, whereas the animal's action is not. Heteronomny and autonomy,
are, therafore, both expressions of man's freadom. The latter confirms
man's freedom by practicelly sxhibiting its possibility. The former
denies it by mcting as if fresdom wers not possible.

With this understanding of fraesdom &s spontensity, Silberngoes
on to explicate Kantfs definition of the will. As one might expsct,
this definition is radicelly differsent from Jones' theory of the will.

Silber staies that although Kent construed the will as a "unitary

8 .
Silber, "Ethical Signifircance," p. lxxix.

356
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faculty,” neverthsless he thought it hslpful for purposes of analysis
to distinguish thrse separate functivns of the will. The first function
of the will is denotad by the word, "Willkur®s the power to choose
between alternatives. In the fulfillment of this function, the will
is 2 faculty of desirs, "for Kant held that Willkur is determined
according %o tha strength of the pleasures or displeasuree it anticipatss
in connection with ths alternatives open teo it."40 However, Willkur
must not be understeood as a sort of animal instinct, for this would
deny the very fresdom which Kant was attempting to establish. What
Willkuyr does imply is that man's will is influenced by impulses and
determined by the strongest impulse, but that Willkur is free in the
decision as to which impulse is to be the strongest. Only after this
choice has been made can we say that man's choice is determined by
the strongest impulse. Thus, Willkur does not deny humen freedom but
presupposes it.

Whareas Willkur rafers primsrily to the capacity of the will
to choose, Silber suggests "Wille" is introduced by Kant 23 representing
ths "purely raticnul aspect of the mill."41 Willkur is free to choose
those maxims which are in accord with the moral law, thereby affirming
its freedom, oy to adopt other maxims inconsistent with the moral
lew thereby abnegating its freedom, but Wills constitutes the will's
own demand for self=-fulfillment. As such, Wille implies an incentiva
towards self~realization, internal to the will. It is pracisaly because

uilig is a part of man's will, that moral experlence is "autonomous®

40Ibid., Pe XCVe

MIbid., pe cive
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in the sense that the catsegoricazl impsrative is & self-imposed demand.
The function of Wills, then, 1s to provide sn incentive to Willkur to
adopt these maxims which ers consistent with the moral law. As
an incentive towards the moral Yaw, the desire which Wille aropuses
in Willkur is described as 2 "moral feeling® which consists in the
"gimple respect for the morel law.”™ ™"The predisposition tec personality
(®ille) is the capacity for respect for the moral law as in itself a
sufficient incentive to the will (Willkur). This capacity for simple
respect for the moral law within us would than be morasl feeling."42
¥ille, then, is a sufficient incentive to motivate Willkur to chooss
maxims in accordance with the moral lew, but it is important to notice
that Wille is only en "incentive." That is, Wills does not predetermine
Wilikur, which is always free to go against Wille snd the dictates
of the moral law. Finally, although Willkur can choose to ignore the
incentive of Wille and fail to fulfill its own freedom, Willkur can
never be entirely devoid of Wille for "when the incentives which can
spring from freedom srs taken a2way, man is reduced to a merely animal
being."43 Such a reduction would render mcral experience msaningless
and is, therefore, unthinkable for Kant.

The final function or faculty of tha will which Silbsr desecribes
is what Kant denotes by the word, "Gesinnung.” Hs (Kent) describes
it as "the ultimatz subjective ground of the adoption of méxims."44
Gesinnung is freely chosen by Willkur, and thus every man is morally

responsible for his Gesinnunq. As the "ultimate subjective ground

42yant, Religion, pp. 22-23.
43 ‘

Ibido, Pe 30,

44Ibido, P 20,



of tha adoption of maxims,” Cesfinnung ie the underlying maxim which
promotes the choice of particular maxims. Thus any given moral act
.is traceable not only to =2 "supar?iéial" moixim but slso to an under=-
lying maxim. In su fer as we are able to see bgyond the perticulsr
maxims to the level of the Cesinnung, we can perceive not cnly the
morality of the specific maxim but also of the underlying maxim as
well. In the Metachysic of Ethics and in the Critigue of Practical
Reason, Kant snalyzed man's moral experience almost exclusively in
terms of specific or "superficial*maxims. It is only when we come

to the Religion and Kant's fullest articulation of his understanding
of the will that we sse him locating the heart of morality at a deepsr
level, the lsvel of Gesirnunge This new dimension however, is
extremely significanf for Kant's concept of radical evil, as we shall
ses latsr.

This then ie Silber's view of moral fresdom. He begins by defining
freedom as spontansity (freedom from external and antecedent causes)
and from thare goes on to present the process by which this freedom
is operative throuch the compound functions of the will. Any critical
comments which could be made about Silberts inierpretation of Kant's
view of frsedom would indeed be brief, bscause it would seem that
his explicetion of Kant's writings, as far ss it goes, is fundamentally
correct. However, Lewis White Beck in his commentary on Kant's -

Critique of Practical Reascn helpfully expands Silber®s position,

45
particularly with recspect to the interrelation of Willkur and Wille.

5

Lewis Wihite Beck, R Commentary on Kant's Criticgue of Practicel
Renson (Chieago, Illinois: University of Chicego Press, 1960),
PR 176"209 .




Beck distinguishes betwesn two modes of freedom: spontaneity
end sutonomy. Freedom in the senss of spontansity réfera to the operative
functioning of the will =zs Wjillkup. Freedom in the sense of autonomy
relates to the exercise of the will as Wille. Wille is always free
in that its decrees follow from its own nature necessarily. This typs
of freedom Beck calls "'fresdom in the positive sense,' cr autonomy."4
The spontaneity of Wjllkur is "'freedom in the negative sensa' or freedom
from nature."47 While Wille is always free, Willkur is not. In the
sense of spontaneity (i.e. freedom from external influences and
entecedent determination) Willkur is free even in evil actions, but
Willkur can be free in a "complete“ sense only when sponteneity and
autonomy join in & truly moral action. Thersfors, heteronomous acts
sre free, and Beck's view does not suffer from the same deficiencies
as Jpnes'. But at the same time Beck's view has tha virtue of accounting
for the "necessity®™ of the cateqoricel impsrative by showing that only
in moral scts can full freedom be realized. Thus man can be both morally
praised and blamed, and yet the moral law is still the necessary
condition of man's fullest reslization of himself. Beck's view, then,
does not contradict Silber's but amplifies it. The two, when taken
together, mccurately repressnt the views of Kant whizh he developed
throughout the Metaphysic of Fthics, Critigue of Practical Reason, and
the Religion.

Moral freedom for Kant, then, is not a fiction; nor is it

dafined in such a way that evil acts cennot be attributed to a free

and responsible moral agent. Rather, the freedom raquired by morality

461b1d., p. 197.

471bid., p. 196



and consistent with natural necessity seea man aa 8 "gausa noumenan,®

whose freedom is spantanaous Iin ths exercise of Yillkur and autonomous
in the decrees of uille. Man fully actuaiizes his freedom, howsver,
only when the "coblication-creatina" functian of Wills is united wifh
the "obligation-executing®™ function of Willkur.48 Thus the categorical
imperative is both sutonomous to man and necessary for the realization
of his fullest humanity. We must now go on to discover how Kant

defines innate, radical evil in order to see if it is consistent with

this understanding of moral autonomy.

4816 terms ‘obligation-creating! and 'ohligation—axecuting'
gre intreduced by Beck in A _Commentary, pe. 199.




I1. RADICAL EVIL

In his essay "The Ethical Significance of Kent's Religion,"
Silber remarks, "So closs then, in Kant's thinking is the reletion of
religion to ethics and so dependent i{s the former upon the latter,
that Kant could scarcely have wirtten a book on religion without
sidultansously illuminating and expandiﬁg his ethical thenry."49
This same point wag made in our introduction and indeed the vital
relationship between Kantien ethics and Kantien religion is basic
to the rationale implicit in the purpose and methodology of this thesis.
However, we must be careful toc understand that ethics and religion
for Kant are connected but not identical. Kant, himself, emphasized
this in his prefaca tc the first edition of the Religion. "So far
as morality is based upon the conception of man ag a fres agent who,
Just because he is free, binds himself through his reasen to unconditioned
laws, it stands in need neither of the idea of =nother Being over him,
for him to apprehend his duty, nor of an incentive other than the
law iftself, for hin fo do his duty."50 Therefore, tha firset thing
that ought tn be noted about the significence of Kant's religion for
Kant's ethics is that ethirs is not dependent upon religien, and in
fact, the reverse is much cleser to the case. Howsver, in the Religion
and most particularly in the discusaion of "radical evil," Kant expands

the ethicel and metephysical considerations 2iready expressed in the

49
Silber, "Ithical Significence,” pe lxxx.

50
Kant, Reliqion, p. 3.
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Pmtaphysic of Fthics =nd the Critigue of Prasziicail Reason. . As

Donald Freeman has put i%, Kant's "undarstanding of human freedom
comes to {ts fullest exprassion in his doctring of redical evil 2nd
is further illumined by his treatment of the biblical account of

the fall-"51 We must now turn to an examination of Kant's doctrine
of redical evil to find whether it i3 indeed ths "fullest expression"
of Kent's understanding of human freedom or whether it involvaes the
contradiction of this understanding.

From Kant's sarliest commants about radical evil, ons thing
is clear: wse must understand radical evil in such a way as not to
deny the reality eof moral experience. "Man himself must make ar have
made himself into whatever, in a moral saense, whether good or evil,
he is or is to become. Eithar condition must be an effect of his
free choice; for otherwise he could not be held respcnsible for it
and could therefora be morally neithsr good nor evil."52 Radical
evil, therefore, cannot mean that man possesses s corrupt Willkur
which enables him to adopt only avil maxims because this would deny
the meaning of moral experience- Nor, however, can man be said to
possass 2 corrupt Hille, for the incentive tcowards fulfillment of the
moral law, which Wille reprssents, is also a necegsary condition of
moral freedom. Therefore, since the source of evil, just as the
source of qood, must lie within the will, and since we have eliminated
Willkur and Wille as potential sources of evil, ths source of radical

evil must be within the Gesinnung. Kant lsys the groundwork for

51

Doctrine of Treadom in fxistentis] ferspective, Doctoral Thesls for
Drew University (Ann Arbor, Michigan: University Microfilms, Inc.,
1969)’ Pe Te

52

Donald Dale Fresmen, Radiral Fvil and Original Sin: Kant's
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locating radical evil in Sesinnung by discussing three “"pradispositions”
implicit in-man's natura.

The first predisposition is the "predisnosition to animality.”
This predisposition manifesty itself in man a2s therdesire for selfe
.preservation, propagation of the species, and community with other
men (i.e. the social impulse).53 The second is the "predisposition
to humanity" which manifests itseif as an inclination to compars
oneself with other individuals and‘to judge one's uortﬁ and happiness
in those terms.sA That is, the "predisposition to humanity" represents
a kind of social consciousness. The third predisposition, is the
"prodisposition to personality," which represents "the capacity for
respact for the moral law as in itself a sufficient incentive of the
will (Willkur)."55 Kant labels all three of these predispositions
es original in man in that humen nature presupposes all three. That
is, a man could not be a man without possessing ell three of these
predispositions. These predispositicns are not only original in men,
but they are alsoc good bacause they "enjoin the observance cf the
law." The first two predispositions (i.e. to 2nimality and te humanity)
can lead to vices: for exeample, gluttony and drunkeness in the case
of the predispositicn to znimelity end envy in the casa of the
predisposition to humanity. However, these vices are not describgd
as "rooted" in the predispositions but rather “grafted" upon them.56
That is, slthough a vice such as envy can be tracsd ultimetely to the

desire to compare onaself with others, which is the manifestation of

53
Ibid-, PDe 21-22.

S41bid.
551bid., ppe 22-23.

56 1b1d.
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the pradisposition to humenity, anvy is nct a nacessery rssult of the
predisposition to humanity. Thus, whils human nature prssupposes all
thres predispositinns, the vices which arz trecesble tec tha first two
predispositions ere not essential to man's nature. Therefore, they
are not described as "rooted" in human nature, tut rather "grefted"
upon it. The predisposition to personality cen never lead to evil
since it expressss the very essence of moral goodnsss (i.e. respect
for ths moral law). In the senss that 211 thres predispositions are
inclined towards the gcod, in that they "enjoin the observance of the
law" and in the case of the third predispositicn in that it expresses

moral goodness itself, man can be said to possess an "original predispo-

57

sition to good.” In stating that these predispecsitions are towards

the good, Kant rejects what waas then the popular notion that the
sinful is to be identified with the sensual.

Kant, therefore, slong with Kierksqaard, "parries
the rationalistic view that the sensual itself is sinful.”
e« ¢« o« Sin is not for Kant, as it was for Ritsehl, "the
contradiction in which man finds himself, as both a part
of the world of nature and a spiritual perscnality claiming
to dominate nature." . . . Certainly the contrast batwsen
man's finitude and his rationality, his sensible needs and
inclinations snd his unconditional moral destination, is
of great significance for Kant's view of man and his condition.
But this contrast itself does not make men an evil, =
sinful being. Kare again, Kant repudiates ths stoical
rationalism with which he is usually charged. The valient
stoics, he said, were mistaken in seeing evil only in
"undisciplined natural inclinations," where in fact evil
is really "en invisible foe who screens himself behind gg
reason and is therefore 211 the more dangerous.” « « « «

Mevertheless man can choose to ignore the dictatas of thsse predispo-

sitions and turn himself towards evil rather than good. And it is

571bid., pp. 22-23.

58Allan W.. Wood, Kant's Morsi Reliagion (Ithaca, New York:
Cornell University Press, 1970), p. 210.




here that we begirs to see the unfoiding of Kant's undsrstarnding of
redical evil.

For Kant, man is confronted by & chuice betwsen two kinds of
good both of which are relatsd to the threea predispositions inherent
in every human being. All thrse predispositions sre good, but man
is said to be evil when and if he reverses the priority of these
goods. That is, a man is evil if he adopts maxims which subordinate
the incentive of the moral law to the incentive of the "natural"
impulses (i.e. the predispositions towards animality and humanity).
Conversely, a man is good if he recognizes the priority of the moral
law and chooses maxims which subordinate the "natural™ impulses to
ite Once 2gain we need to emphasize that the basic morality of an
individual is located st the level of Cesinnung. Thersfore, the
subordination of ths natural impulses to the moral law or the reversas
takes place at this level. A man whose Gesinnung is oriented towards
tha adoption of maxims which affirm the priority of the moral lsw
is good, and a man whose Cgsinnung is orientsd towsrds adoption of
maxims which subordinate the moral law to the natural impulses is
evil. For Kant, thera is no neutral ground; ons is either good or
avil. DOne either recognizes and affirms the priority of the moral
law and is good or subordinates this law to othar incentives z2nd is
avil.>”

Thus, we understand tha meaning of the term 'svil! for Kant.

A man is said to be "evil"™ when he subordinates the incentives of

the moral law to the incentives of his natural impulses at the level

of Gesinnung.

59%ant, Relinion, p. 20.



7?8

We c21]l = man evil, howsver, nct Secsuse he

performs actiona that are avil (contrary to 1=x) but

because these actions era of such a reture that wa may

infer from tham the presance in him of evil maxims « » « &

In order, then, to call a man svil, it would have to be

possible "a priori" to infer from several evil zcts done

with consciouzness of their svil, or from ons such act,

an underlying evil maxim; and further, from thi:z maxim to

infer the presence in tha agent of an underlyin3 common

ground, itself a maxim, of sll particular moraliy-svil

maxims.
But Kant wished to do more than define *svil,' he also wanted to
demonstrate that this evil is "netural® in men, a concept which is
expressed by the phrass "propensity to evil."61 A *sropensity” is
distinguished from a ®"predisposition™ in that a prozensity is acquired,
whereas 8 predisposition is "given.“52 Again, this propensity to
evil is located in man's Casinnung. Although morazl evil relates
to Willkur in that & men becomes morally good or evil only through
the exercise of his ective will (i.e. Willkur), this sctivity is
manifested in the orientation of Cesinnung. Man's uropensity to evil
is, therefore, acquired but at the same time Xant desscribes it as
*natural®” or in man "by nature.” To some, the assertions that man
acquires his propensity to evil and that this propensity is in men
*"by nature,” would seem to be blatantly contradlctory. But, Kant
defines nature in such a way as to ircorporate within it the exercise
of freedom rather thsn sxcluding it.

Laest difficulty at once be encountered in the

expression "nature," which, if it mezns (as it ususlly

does) the opposite of "freedom" as a2 basis of zction,

would flatly contradict the predicetes "morally" good or

evil, let it be noted that by "nature of mean" we here intend
only the subjective ground of the exercise (undar ob jective

50
Ibido’ Pe 160

61 Ibido’ Pe 23.

szzbid-’ Pe 2‘.



moral laws) of man's freadom in general, this grounde=
whatever is its character--is the nacessary antecedsnt

of every act apparent to ths sensas. But this subjective
ground, sgain, must itself always e an expresalon of free-
dom (for otherwise the usa or ebuse of men's poier of choice
in respect of tha moral law could not be imputed to him nor
could the good cr bad in him be called moral).®?

This means that tha propensity to svil cen be considered as "belonging

d"64

universally to mankin or "can be predicated of man as a species,65

although not in the sense “that such 8 quality cen be inferred from
the concept of his speciss (that is, or man in general )--for then

it would be necessary; but rather that from what ws know of man
through experience we cannot judge otharwiss of him, er that we may
presuppose evil to be subjectively necessary to every man, even to

the best."66 Kant sometimes refers to this propensity as "innate,”
but this is not to be understood s denying the fact that man ecquires
his evil disposition.

We shall say, thersfora, of the character (qood
or evil) distinguishing man from other possibls rational
beings, that it is "innate™ in him. Yet in doing sc we
shall ever take the position that nature is not to haar
the blame (if it is evil) or take the credit (if it is
good), but that man himself is its author. But since the
ultimate ground of the adoption of our maxims, which
must itself lie in free choice, cannot be a fact revealsd
in experience, it follows that the good or evil in man
(es the ultimets subjective ground of ths adapiion of this
or that maxim with refarence to the moral law) is termed
innate only {n this sense, that it is posited as the 67
ground antecedent to every use of freedom in experiencees =« «

631bid., pp. 15=17.

641b1d., p. 25.

®51b1d., p. 27.

6
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Finally, ths evil disposition is termed “radical® pracisely
because m2n must bear the responsibility for its pressnce in him.
"Hence we can call this a natural propaensity to evil, and as we must,
after all, svar hold man himself responsible for it, ws can further
call it a 'radical’ innats 'evil' in human nature (yet none the less
brought upon us by ourselves)."68

Finally, we must comment on the possibility of a "restoration . . »
of the original predisposition to gbod."sg Thus far‘we have established
that man possesses a propensity towards evil which corrupts his Gesin-
nung. However, since man is commanded to attain the "good," it must
be possible for him to do so, ". « . duty bids us do this (i.e. becoms
good), and duty demands nothing of us which we cannot do."70 There=-
fors, there must be some way for man to reorient his Cesinnung and
Secome morally good by adopting maxims which affirm the priority of
the morsl law. Kant confasses that this is a problam which is not
easily solved. "How it is possible for a naturally evil men to make
himself a good man wholly surpasses our comprehsnsion for how can a

1

bad tree bring forth good fruit?"7 Although he cbviously did not

feel confident that he had an entirely satisfactory explanation for
man's moral regensration, Kent did suggest that it must be understoed

as & "revolution" or "rebirth."72 That is, man's Geeinnung must be

681hid., p. 28.

Gglbid., p. 40.

701b1d., p- 430
"Ibid., p. 40.
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reversed from its orientation tow2rca ihe suvcrdination of ths
morel law to a new perspectivs which recognizes the priority of this
law. Kant views this revelution as being effected by the individual
although cnce again he admits his failure to fully comprehend the
mechanics of this seslf-renewal.

This, then, is Kant's explanation of "radical innate evil in
human nature.” £fvil is freely chosen by man. Nevarthsless, this
evil is universal and thus can be predicated of all men. Through Willkur
man freely chooses to orient his Cesinnung towards the adoption of
maxims which subordinate ths moral law to natural incentives. Thereby,
man's will becomes morally evil. This evil, though "in human nature,"
is attributable to m2an's free cholce and is, therefore, morel evil.
Despite the possession of this "radical evil®" men is commanded to
follow the "categorical imperativa" by reorienting his Gesinnung.

This can only be accomplishaed through e personal "rebirth.”



IT1I. THE ISSUE OF RECONCILIATICN

As stated earlier, Kant held that wse are obligated to do enly
what we are able to do. Thus, the reality of moral experience demands
that man is a free and responsible agent,

e ¢« o the morsl principle itself ssrves as a

principle of the deduction of an inscruteble faculty which

no experience can prove « « « « This is the faculty of

fresdom, which the moral law, . « « shows to be not only

possible but actual « «+ » ¢« Tha moral law is, in fact, a2

law of causality thtough freedom and thus a law of a

superssnsuous natura.’
In the first section of the thesis, a definition wes suggestsd of this
problematical concept of fresdom. It was concluded that for man to
be genuinely free, in the Kantian sense, his will must be viewed a3 a
"causa noumenon," capeble of initiating svents in the "phenomenal®
world, while at the same time immune from determination by external
influences and antecedent accurrences (i.e. the will of man must be
spontaneous). Additionally, the cetegorical and "2 priori" status
of the moral law reguires that man's "fullest" freedom be defined
not merely as the spontaneous exercise of Willkur but also as the
autonomous dictates of Wills. That is, man realizes his "fullest"
freedom end humenity when Willkur spontansously chooses ths autonomous
incentive of Wille and fulfills the categorical imperetive by adopt=-
irng maxims which a2re consistent with that impsrative ~-t of pure
respect feor the moral law.

In the second section of the thesis we articulated anothsr

significant Kantian noticn: "radicel innate evil in human nature."

73Kant, fritinue of Practical Reason, pp. 48-49.




Here Kant sppsared to portrzy the universal condition of man as being
one of pervasive moral corruption. That is, 211 men have chosen to
sub jugate the dictztas of the moral law to the dermands of ths "natural®
impulses. By insisting that this is s universal, innate and inextirpable
condition of man, Kant has bsen accused by some offalling into a
contradiction which is similar to the antinomy betwesn natural lew
and freedom. It is charged that Kant definess man's moral condition
in such & way that he (i.e. man) is morally determined, and this is,
indeed, us great a problem for Kentian sthics 2s is the issue of man's
datermination within the realm of naturae. The task of this final
section 1s, therefars, to consider carefully the implications of
both Kant's definition of freedom and his definition of radical
evil in ordsr to discover whether they sre, in fact, irreconcilable,
or whather freemen is corract in his belief thet "Kant's understand-
ing of human fresdom comes to its fullest expression in his doctrine
of radical evil."74

Ona place in Kant's discussion of radical evil at which it might
seem that Kant is committed to a view of man which denies morel autonomy,
is in his treatment of man's "sensuous nature-"75 It bas been suggssted
that because the "sensuous nature"” motivates man to adopt other
incentives into his maxim than the moral law, it must be considered
es a predisposition towards evil since the moral law requirss that it
(i.e. the moral }aw) be adopted as the "sole incentive." Moreover,
since Kent defines ths "sensuous nature™ 2as a given part of man's

personality, this mature must be considsred as an orientation towards

7‘Donald Freaman, Radical fvil, p. 7.
75

Kant, Religion, pp. 21-23.
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evil fo- which men Is net responsibla. harefora, man is detarmined

to bs evil in that an assential part of hia personality is, by

>

definition, oriented towards ovil.’8

However, upon a closer inspection of the text, it becomes clear
that Kent's definition of man's sensuous nature does not in fact
commit him to this position of moral determinism (or perhaps more
correctly, moral predeterminism). The evil in man is not the result
of his adopting maxims which include the incentives of the sensuous
nature. Rather, it is the result of.man's choosing to give the moral
law a lower priority than the natural incentives.

Hence the distinction between a2 good man and one
who is evil cannot lie in the difference betwssn the incen=
tives which thsy adopt into their maxim (not in the content
of the maxim), but rathsr must depend upon subordinaticn (the
form of the maxim), i.e. which of the two incentives he makes
the condition of the other. Consequently man (esven the best
is evil only in that hs reverses the moral order of the
incentives when he adopts them into his maxim. He adopts,
indeed, thz moral law along with the law of salf-love; yet
when he becomes aware that they cannot remain in a par with
each other but that one must bs subordinated to the other
es its supreme condition, he makes the incsntive of self-
love and ita inclinations the condition of cbaedience to the
moral lew; whereas, on the contrary, the latter, zs the
suprema condition of the satisfaction of the former, ought
to have been adootsd into the universal maxim of the will
as the sole incentive.?”

It would ssem, then, that Silber is right in his conclusion
that, "Many moralists and theologiens havs sought the condition or
occasion of evil in man's saensible naturs. Kant, howsver, explicitly
rejects this position and argues that man's sensible nature, neither

78
evil in itself nor ths occesion of evil, is good and worthy of fulfillment.®

76
This opinion was advanced by the suthor of this thesis in

an garlier papsr on this topic.

7
7 Kant, Religion, pp. 31-32.

78Silber, “Fthical Significance,” p. cxii.



Thue, if man's sansucus mnature doss rot contradict morel freedom, any
contradiction between Kant's doctrines of redical evil and moral
autonomy must be found elsaahers. Howevsr, the search for such e
contradiction ultimately proves fruitless, beceaose Kant wes very well
eware of the danger of contradicting himself and skillfully evoided it.
This i3 not to say that Kant's concept of radical evil or his concept
of moral eutonomy is thoroughly satisfactory (we shall have more to
say sbout this later), but it is to say that Kant defines these two
terms, and particularly *radical evil,? in such 2 way as to systaﬁatically
evoid any contradiction of freedom. At every crucizal polnt where Kent
comes close to defining radical evil such that a centradiction with
moral autonomy would be gensrated, he demonstrates a clear understand=-
ing of this threat. At first glance, the introduction of the term
*radical innate evil in human nature” seems to present genuine difficulties
for moral froedom, but after Kaht's defintion of this term is under=-
stood, the difficulties are rasolved. For instance, we generally
considerlsomething which is "innate" as something which is "given."
Indeed, Kant defines man's svil eas "innata" in the sense that this

evil "is posited as the ground antecedent to every use of freedom

in experience."79 But he gives this definition only after clearly
stating that the svil in man is attributsble to "men himself" as its
”author.“BD Therefore, man's evil is not "innate" in the "given"
sense, but only in some special sense which Kant, himself, defines.
And this defirnition precludes the possibility that “innate® evil in

man can contradict man's moral freedom, because Kant makes this

7gl(ant, Relinion, p. 17,

801p1q.
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innate evil in man the result of man's fregdom (i.s. man is the author
of it). Now, it i{s not clear how men is rasponsible for this evil,
if the evil is "antecedent to avery use cf fresdom in experience."
Kant ettempts to resolve this problem by stating that it is a

". « o« contrediction to seek the temporal origin of man's moral
character, so far ag it is considered 2s contingent, since this
charecter signifies the ground of the exerciss of freedom; this
ground (like the determining ground of the free will generally) must
be sought in purely rational representations."e1 Therefore, Kant
believed that man could be held responsible for the evil in him,
while at the same time this evil could be described as "antecedent
to every use of freedom in experience.” While ths sdaquacy of this
explanation may be doubtful, nevertheless, tha crucial point is that
Kant defines *innate' in such a way that it does not violate the
concept of moral freedom by being beyond man's contrel.

The same situation erises with respect to Kant's definition
of "humen nature." Rather than something "given" to man for which
he bears no responsibility, "human nature” for Kent is, "ths neces-
sary antecedent of every ect apparent to the senses. But this sub-
Jective qround, again, must itself always be an expression of
freedom « » .“82 As sbove, the Kantian reconciliation of these two
spparently contredictory assertions that man is morally responsiblse
for hig "humen nature” and that this nature is "the necessary antece-
dent of every act apparent to the senses,” lies in Kant's insistence

that man's moral character does not have a temporal origin. Therefors,

1
8 Ibido, Poe 35.

82Kant, Religicon, pe 17.



responsibility for "human nature® can be atiributad to man, despite
the fact that this naturs iz necessarily antecedant to evsry temporal
act. Again, the philcsophicel efficacy of Kant'e defense might be
called into question, but the salient point remains that Kant dafines
'innate® and 'human nature® such that their definitioredo not deny
the reality of moral autcnomy.

We conclude thsrefore that Kant's definition of radical evil
is not in fact contradictory with his notion of moral freedom.
But this is nct 211 that nesds to be said about the problsm, for at
the same time that Kant qualifies his definition of radieal evil in
order to avoid contradicting moral freedom he attempts to do full
Justice to his notion of radical evil. Thus Kant scught an understand-
ing of radicel evil which not only fails to violate moral fraedom
but also fairly representg what Kent took to be man's universal, sin=-
ful condition. Thaerefore, if any criticism of Kant's two concepts
is to be given, it cught to be centered nct around the incompatibility
of radical evil and morel freedom but arecund the adsquacy of the former
es & meaningful and cogent description of men's statae.

However, befors we consider the adequacy of Kant's doctrine
of radical svil, we must peoint out a possible contradiction with
another of Kant's metaphysical postulates besides the postulsate qf

human freedom. In the Criticus of Practice]l Reamson, Kant begins with

moral experiencs and derives from it the "g priori" truth of the moral
lew. From the certainty of the moral law, Kant darives thres
metaphysical postulates: (1) human freedom, (2) the immortality of

3
the soul, (3) the existence of God.B The argument for thz immortality

3
Kant, Critiqus of Practical Reasgcn, pes 126 and following.




of the soul is rcther simple. Kent sugpests that tha ettainment of

the highest good is 2 necessary condition of the moral law. However,
the attainment of ths highest gond implies as its necessary condition,
the "complete fitness of intantions toc the moral lam." Since, the
attainment of the highest good i3 & necsssary condition of the moral
law, the necessary condition (i.e. "the complete fitness of intentions
to the moral law") of this necessary condition {i.e. tha attainment

of the highest good) is &lso necessary. But, this "complete fitness"
implies "holiness” which is unattainable in this life. Therefore,

the attainment of "holiness” requires the existance of an "endless
progress to that complete fitneass." In turn, this "endless progress"
requires (1) "an infinitsly enduring existence" and (2) the "personality
of the same rational being." Taken togethsr, these two cheracteristics
define the immortality of the soul. In short, the immortality of the
souUl is proved by showing that it stands at the and of o series of
necessary conditions ultimately traced back to the "a priori" existence
of the moral law.

However, in the Religion and specifically in his discussion of
Gesinnung, Kant suggests that there is a gap betwsen man's morel disposi~-
tion and his actions wmhich ars carried out through his "sensuous nature.”

That is, it & man reversss, by a sinnls unchange=-
able decision, that highest ground of his mexins whersby
he was an evil man, . + « he is, so far as his principle
and cast of mind 2re concsrned, a subject susceptible of
goodness, « « « But in the judgment of men, who can eppraise
themselves and the strength of their maxims only by the
sscendancy which they win over thesir sensuous nature in

time, this change must be regarded as ngshing but an ever~
during struggle toward the better . « .

84Kant, Religion, p. 43.



The revarsal of men's Gesinnung from the propensity towards evil to
an orientation towards the good is ghe key to moral goodness. It is
in fact, tha essance of moral goudness, for Kant. Howaever, even when
this reversal or revolution is effected it somshow failé to manifest
itsglf in overt sctions due to man's sensuous nature. Thus, man sees
himsslf es progressing "toward the betier," when in the sight of God,
he has already attained goodness.85 |
However, this calls into aqusstion the entire notion of the
connection between Gesinnung and action as it relates to moral status.
Presumably for Kant, ections are irrelevant to morality becauss "good"
sctions can result from svil maxims. Therefore a man's moral status
is entirely dependent upon the inclination of his Gesinnung. However,
if this is tha cese one wondars why Kant thinks it nescessary for man
to possess immortality in order to attain "holiness." Kant's proof
for the immertality of‘ the soul rests upen the assumption that since
holiness is commanded by the moral law, it must be attainable. But,
since it is not attainable in the "world of senss,"” the immortelity
of the soul is necessery to fulfill the moral law. The ksy to this
proof and its application to Gesinnung is the definition of "holiness.”
There. ere two asliernative ways of undarstanding this term. The first
is to make "holiness® synonymous with the concept of a "holy will"
which Kant defines as & "will incapable of any maxims which conflict
with the morel lam.“Bs However, if Kant intended to use "holiness® in
this way when applied to man's moral davelopment, then it would seem

that the immortality of the moul is totally irrelevant to the attainmaent

Ibid.

85Kant, Critigue of Practicel Reason, pe 32.
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of such a state. The attainment of "holiness" is rspressnted as an
evolutionary process which requires an infinite amount of time to
-effacty thus, the necessity of the immortality of the soul. But, if
"holinass" is understood 28 man's bgcoming “incapabls™ of z2dopting
sny maxims which conflict with the moral law, then whet is necsssary
is not an infinits amount of tima for man's moral evolution but rather
8 miraculous event. To make man "holy" in this senss would require

2 supsrnatural act which would change the essence of man's personality.
At times Kent comes close to suggesting that this is exactly what is
necessary, but if this is the case than there is no reason why the
immortality of the soul is essential. The other alternative is, that
Kent understands "holiness" es something different from a "holy will"
when he describes *holiness" as the complete fitness of ths uili

87 namely holiness is synonymous with what Kant

to the moral law:
describes in the Relicion as man?s “rebirth™ or "revolution in . « o
man's disposition*(i.a. Gesinnuno)-BB That is, holiness consists in
man's reversing his basic morsl orientation from evil towards the

good and adopting maxims out of pure respect for the moral law (i.e.
man's becoming morally good). However, Kant represents this "revolution"
as a possibility and aven a fact in "this 1life." And it is precisely
because this revoluticn is reslizable in man's mortal existence thet
there is & conflict between man's interior goodness (i.e. in the
Gesinnung) and his actions. Thus, if the attainmsnt of holinsss means

the achisvement of moral goodness, then there is no reason to posit

an immortal soul because men can evidently reverse his Gssinnung before

87 1bid., p. 126.

88Ks.nt, Relicion, p. 43.
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death end thus become holy. The only thing that 13 not perfected is
the correlation betwsen Cssinnung and actions, which, cauzes man to
see himself as pragressing towards the qood rather than already having
atteined it. But, as we have ssen, actions 2re incidental to morality
and therefore do naot effect man's moral goodness or holinass. If
man's actions did sffect man's Gesinnung then one could ses why
holiness could only ba attained in an after 1i{fe in which man is free
from the limitations of the sensuous nature. But, since the sxternal
sctions of the sensuous nature are not influential or esven relevant
in the determination of moral goodness or holiness, then the rationals
behind the immortality of the soul is undermined. B8y separating
morality from man's sensuous acts Kant seems to contradict one of his
thres fundamentel, metephysicel hypotheses: the immortelity of the
soul. However, the immortality of the soul is not crucial for Kant's
ethical system as & whole, and therefore the alleged contradiction
batween it and radical evil is serious but not fatal. e must now
return to our discussion of the adequacy of Kant's understanding of
redical evil.

The first thing that ought to be noted is the means by which
Kant astablishas the fect of "“radicel evil." Kant writes, "That such
s corrupt propensity must indeed be rooted in man need not be formally
proved in view of the multitude of crying examples which experience « « »
puts before our eyes."89 In other words, the certainty of the existencs
of radical evil is established by experience. However, sppeals to

experience or history generally demonstrate nothing more than personal

891b1d., p. 28.
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preference and are conclusive only ror those who ere predisposed towards
accepting the very conclusion under censideration. That is, if one is
inclined to believe that there is "radical innate svil in human
nature,” then one will most likely see this belief confirmed in
experience. If, on the other hand, one is not inclinsd towards such

a belisf, experience is broad enough to afford psrsuasive "evidence"
to deny the existence of such evil. Of coursa, experience could

never establish a strictly logicel connection between "radical evil”
and human nature. Kant saw this and was content with the informality
and limitations of such a proof, " « « « even if the existance of this
propensity to evil in human nature can be demonstrated by experiential
proofs of the real opposition, in time, of man's will to the law, such
proofs do not teach us the essential character, of that propensity

or the ground of this oppusition."gD But 1t is not clear that an
appeal to experience can bs regarded as forceful even if taken as the
most informal of philosophical proofs for "radical innate evil in
human nature." WNaverthaless this is the only proof which Xant offers
on behalf of a wview of man which proposes to loceate evil at the very
core of man's personzlity. If Kant had appealed to experience to
verify the fact that men commit some moral misdeeds, then his proof
would be more palatable. But Kent not only wished to sstablish this,
but also that all men possess a fundamental propensity towards evil.
It would seem that the sstablishment of this conclusion requires a

91
much more stringant proof than the one Kant offars.

901bid., ppe 30-31.

91It is, however, possible that the genseral religious climate
of Kant's time would have made ‘he appeal to experience more powerful,
both for Kant and his contamporaries, than it is for us today.



~43«

The final point which wa would like to make with respect to
Kant’s doctrine of rasdical evil ralates to its ultimate weakness.
To say that man is plagued by "radical innate svil in human nature”
is to make & very strong and far reaching comment upon the nature of
man. Indeed, the allaged contradiction betwesn radical evil and
moral freedom is almost obvious if we take Kant's descristion of
radical svil at "face values." However, as we examine more closely
the way in which Kant defines the terms in his definition of radical
evil, it becomes clear that wuhat sezemed teo be a2 very sericus charge
against men's nature, is in fact little more than the mere recognition
that 211 men ere immorel to 2z limited extent. Kant writss, "Man (even
the most wicked) doss not, under any maxim whatepever, repudiate the
moral lew in the menner of & rebel (renouncing obedience to :lt)."92
And yet, this is precisely whet many theolegians and philosophers
(e.g. St. Paul, Kierkegazrd, Nietzsche, etc.) whe heid to & view of
men approximating radical evil would suggest: namely, that the
radical nature of men's sin liss precisely in the fact that he does
"repudiate the moral law in the manner of & rebel." Yet Kant felt
it nscessary to reject this possibility because he was, as we have
elready suggested, intensely swere of the possibility of violating
his fundamenisl ethical presupposition: human freedom. “Kant, like
Plato before him, explicitly considered the data which seemed contrary
to his theory and,,like Plato, used his theory to dismiss the
contravening evidence 2s illusory. He gave his theery momentary

93
support, but ha exposed its ultimate weakness." The ultimate

9
'2Kant, Religion, pe 21,

93Silber, "The Ethical Significance," p. cxxix.
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weakness in Kant's understanding of redicsl evil is, that for him evil
is, in fect, neithar redical, innate or a part of hurmen nature in the
common understanding of thess terms. Rather, Kantian radical evil
seeme to represent an attempt on Kant's part to remain faithful to
the religious tradition of his time. But, Kant's basic concern was
never as much religious ag it was ethical.A And 8s it was clear to
him that a strong definition of radical evil would indeed contradict
moral autonomy, he qualified his definition in order to remecve the
contradiction. The result is s consistent view of moral autonomy
and redicel evil, but one which does not do justice to & view of man
vhich could appropriately be described as "radical, innate evil in
human nature.”

Moral freedom, undarstood as the union of spontanaity and
autonomy, and redicel evil, understocd as Kant defines it, are in
no way contradictory. Nevertheless, the issus of their compatibility
outside of their Kantian definitions remains an unanswered guestion,
And the consistency of Kantian religion with Kentien ethics is not
1ikely to be of great satisfaction to those who wish to takas the
notion of racdical evil as seriously end as literally as they do the

concept of morzl autoncmy.
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