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probably do not make it especially informative for

rt of his reason for thinking it would be useful in

bringing the moral law closer to feeling. The comparative ease with which

FH allows agents 1o distinguish duties 0 oneself from duties to others and

the relative familiarity and obvious moral relevance of such notions as
respect for persons, however, render FH the least cumbersome OF mysteri-
ous of the CI's formulations. Given FH’s comparative accessibility to
human understanding and intuitions, and Kant’s own application of FH to
«secure acceptance” of self-regarding duties, FH is the principle most like-
ly to reveal why Kant thinks agents ought to take duties to oneself
seriously.

In short, then, my reliance on FH is justified because Kant himself
appears to have celied heavily on FH in establishing self-regarding duties,
FH’s articulation of the «matter” of the Cl makes it the formulation of the
(1 relevant to a doctrine of duties which is also as doctrine of ends, and FH
is a comparatively easy t0 apply and compelling principle.

be a persuasive principle
us; it merely explains pa

6. CONCLUSION

f this chapter as the following. FH, which
her own and others’ ability to will ration-
ally as an end in itself, is a formulation of Kant’s supreme moral principle,
the caregorical imperative. As a version of the CI, FH constrains agents in
all acts of willing. Furthermore, FH underlies Kant’s ethical duties, whether
perfect or imperfect, self- or other-regarding. Indeed, for understanding
Kant's duties to oneself, FH is the most useful articulation of the Cl to
appeal to: Kant himself seems to think of duties to oneself primarily in
cerms of respecting and fostering one’s own cational nature; FH allows
agents to distinguish easily between duties [0 oneself and duties to others;
and of the various versions of the Cl, FH is the most useful (according 0
Kant at least) in securing acceptance 0
in representing certain ends an
as required or forbidden).

We can sum up the key points O
demands that each person treat

£ the moral law by human agents and
d maxims to agents as morally charged (i€

Duties to Oneself
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understanding of duties to oneself and their foundation in Kant’s moral sys-
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2. PERFECT DuTIES TO ONESELF

According to the FH test, the maxims that Kant considers vices contrary to
perfect duties to oneself should be maxims of action, the willing of which
expresses disregard for the dignity of humanity in one’s own person. It is
by reference to this criterion that T will discuss Kant’s classification of lying,
avarice, servility, suicide, sexual self-degradation, and excessive use of food
and drink, as vices contrary to perfect duties to oneself.

Kant divides self-regarding duties not only into perfect and imperfect
duties, but also into duties to oneself as an animal and moral being and
duties to oneself as a moral being only. He calls the division between per-
fect and imperfect duties the “objective” division of duties. It differentiates
duties based on the negative, “limiting,” prohibitive character of perfect
duties and the positive, “widening,” commanding quality of imperfect ones
(MS 419). Kant calls the latter division the “subjective” division of duties
to oneself. A subjective division of duties captures the “relation between a

being that is under obligation and the being who puts him under obliga-

tion” (MS 412). In the case of duties to oneself, “[t]he subject that is bound

as well as the subject that binds, is always the human being only” (MS

419). Thus, with regard to duties to oneself, the subjective division classi-

fies duties in terms of how the agent views herself.

When she thinks of herself only as a being capable of morality, accord-
ing to Kant, the agent will recognize certain principles of action that she
must reject as incompatible with willing from pure reason. This incompat-
ibility gives rise to the duties she has to herself as a moral being only: duties
to avoid lying, avarice, and servility. When she thinks of herself as a moral
being with an animal nature, she will recognize other maxims that threat-
en her free, moral, and effective use of her humanity. The duties that come
from thinking of herself in this light are duties to oneself as an animal and
moral being: duties to avoid suicide, sexual debasement, and gluttony and
drunkenness. The agent must recognize duties within both of the subjective
divisions. To treat her humanity as an end, she must recognize not only the
nature and value of her moral capacity, but also the role of her whole, com-
posite nature as the bearer of that capacity. Her moral capacity has to oper-
ate through and rely on her natural powers. Therefore, if she considers her
rational nature as the supreme limiting condition on her choice of all

means, the agent will recognize requirements with regard to her treatment
of her animal self.
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example of a vice through which the agent values her own humanity insuf-
ticiently. Servility is manifested in maxims of allowing others to treat one
as a mere means to their ends, or of encouraging others to look down on
one. The servile person may allow herself to be convinced that she is com-
paratively less worthy of respect and consideration than (at least some)
others.3 Alternatively, she may secretly consider herself ar least as worthy
of respect and consideration as others. Either way, the servile agent hopes
to gain some advantage by letting others think of themselves as her superi-
or. And either way, the servile person fails practically to give her rational
nature the respect it deserves. She behaves as though she were not others’
equal as a rational being, even though she is (on some level) aware thar she
is. She lets others view her as a mere means, or as less important: she thus
degrades her own humanity in order o bolster the self-esteem of others. By
acting as though she does not stand in a relation of equality to other ration-
al beings, she allows others to ignore her moral rights to respect and con-
sideration.?

The degree to which an individual’s subservience to others is vicious
may vary substantially. Kant thinks it impossible for knowledge of one’s
worth as a rational being to be beyond one’s reach entirely (G 428-29): one
who lack this basic appreciation of one's absolute worth lacks a feature
necessary for moral agency (MS 402-403). And yet it is easy to think of
societies in which certain races, members of a caste, or women, are raised
to view themselves as intrinsically less valuable (or at least as entitled o
fewer rights and considerations) than others. Similarly, people who are
emotionally abused as children are made to feel worthless by the people
who serve as their first and most crucial sources of self-worth. While pec-
ple in such situations are agents—and so (let us assume) are not literally
incapable of recognizing the dignity of their humanity—their struggles to
appreciate their worth are far greater than others’. Their failures to com-
bar the arrogance of others may show a lack of virtue, but certainly would
ROt constitute vice.

At the other end of the spectrum, we find the manipulatively servile
agent. When this agent flatters or grovels in front of others in order to
influence them, she is vividly aware that she is pretending to be worth less
than she is. She does not fail intellectually to appreciate her own worth rel-

3 In “What is Enlightenment?” (e.g., 54-55) and Religion (e.g.. w

-8~ whenever Kant discusses service versus
pseudo-service, as on 53), Kant seents to acknowledge rhar people can be intimid
state in which they do nort recognize their worth. Even in these cases, however. K
In question are choosing to settle for certajn comforts or o avoid certain difficulties by not asserting them-
selves. Thus, even here the agent would recognize her humanity’s worth on some level, and would pracri-
cally deny that worth as a means 1o a chosen end.

4 Kant calls servility “false {lying) humility™ (MS 435-36).
agent does not genuinely feel hum ty
the agent should nor feel humility in ¢

ared or confused inco o
antimplies that the agenes

The humility is false nor merely because the
in comparing berself with the person she flatrers, but also because
omparing herself with anything except the moral law. The hum

is false when based on a comparison with others because the agent is employing a false standard of worth,




Moral Self-Regard
90

, . . ‘ -
ative to others’. Rather, she fails to take her So&a mm:muﬂm_w. _W_,r,_ﬂmmﬁownr
[ i [ i te her recognition of her abso
latively servile agent fails to integra | !
: i ; sorth less than
[ illi She acts as though she were w
into her willing and behavior. . ;
others; she allows—even encourages—others to treat her mﬂoo_.;. WMMnmwmﬂ
u jor is i i 7 those w -
[ nded to gain her favor from ‘ .
obsequious behavior is intendec . il o
esteem she raises, her servility displays her ﬁ&:.:m of ?n.”n mmm:wmmmﬁwmw o
over respect for her rational nature. By _mﬁnm 3_5.; ignore o
her humanity, she wrongs herself; she fails practically to value
appropriately. _ .' _—
i d%m may wish that Kant had addressed the question mu%ﬁ%mmwmw Mmrn.
ncnuomm?:w self-deprecating behavior :mmwﬂ _*_u.m w.mw.a._wm.w Bﬂi‘ e
i ay i the vice of servility? In
deprecation always constiture i . Ko g g "
o i vides a compelling Kantian
Respect,” Thomas E. Hill, Jr. provid 8 K s
i een servility and necessary toleratio ;
how to draw the line between servilit) ﬁ v »
A too little concern for
ests that an agent “shows
spect from others. He sugg ) 1 agent i A
i f he is willing to deny it
his moral status as a person . . .1 a sma ;
i i to affirm it open
i I es some effort and courage
1t or w:ﬂﬁ;\ UmONCmm It requir . : : T et OﬂTmﬂm
” rilling e up one’s claim to the resp !
ly.”6 Such a vicious willingness to give u s b Nt st
) i i is not found in cases in which the ag :
owe one, Hill points out, 1s no e A ek
indignity i otect the welfare of his family, to pre: .
some indignity in order to pr e
i T il he has the strength to assert his rig .
own life, or to buy time until e oy Bl
i eV t would say that much of the behs
| think, however, both that Kan ; o -
i i nt is closer to
is W f not deeply vicious), and that Ka
exempts is wrong (evemn i deepl; : . i oty |
s requi i i tighter constraint on ag ole
FH’s requirements tn urging this ; : <o
disrespect. While we cannot generate a list of :_mnmmm.ns_ mmnﬁ_ mm_ﬂ_“_mﬁ_ﬂ o
il for W - ion constitutes the vice of servility,
ditions for when self-deprecation fu ligy, the R0
lowing features of Kant’s account of servility seem true to and indicative
its basis in FH. , . -
First, Kant characterizes servile agents as ﬁrﬂwnm_éwo _n:”“mwm”mn_wzamm
i the
i ct 118); he is repellea by
in the presence of others (Le J: i Bl s ok e
i i ¢ W “bowing and scraping’ D& other,
beings, with absolute worth, “bowing ol !
m_._aw,wm: before God (MS 437).7 He leaves open, :os.wa_mn ﬂ_rm ﬁﬂm.ym%“cwwu
that there are ways of enduring indignities that do not involve obje
able self-humiliation. ‘ o .
Second, Kant does not see the preservation of one’s life as m.._m_nm.ummwm_mw
sufficient to make self-deprecating behavior morally mmwa_mm_mnwnmm -
i highly as to warrant our being pr ,
itself ought not to be rated so : s pepases, =
; i ive otherwise than a human being i
order only not to lose it, to | . ing e
not a life of ease, but so that we do not degrade our humanity (Lect 119)

i i ference at MS 437.
He considers conventional pleasantries and manners showing deference

5

6 i} (1973b, 11). A , - . . n_A

7 _,./___ 5 ee MA_U< 131: “[Iln the order of ends, the human being {and every rational belng) is an end 10
Also s g i

1 5 1LCy use er as a means for someone (€ en 10r without the same
Vi Y (ev God)
tself, 1.e., he Is never to be used el 5 od ith arth L3 [S

s

being himself anend . . .7

Duties to Oneself o1

Kant would similarly reject many maxims of self-deprecation aimed at
helping and protecting one’s friends and family (Lect 119). This rigidity fol-
lows from the fact that the duty to avoid servility is a perfect—and so
exceptionless—duty: once it is clear to you that what you would be doing
constitutes servility, you are bound not to do it.8 According to Kant, pre-
serving the rule of reason requires us to avoid compromising our inner free-
dom: groveling before others, even to protect the ones we love, is not some-
thing that we can do for long without destroying our integrity as agents.
The continual pretense of humility before one’s equals amounts to a suffo-
cation of one’s agency, as well as to a denial of one’s worth as a person: one
is not being governed by one’s own reason, but by another’s sense of supe-
riority.

Third, in so far as Kant’s position follows FH, it should not entail that
one must immediately redress every slight to one’s dignity, regardless of the
cost to oneself or others. Kant says that if one wants to avoid servility, one
must not “let others tread with impunity on one’s rights” (MS 436). But we
are not always in a position to assert our rights and to defend ourselves. As
Hill suggests, there seems to be no servility in temporarily enduring disre-
spect while gaining the strength necessary to redress the wrongs done to
oneself.” We may show pettiness or lack of self-control rather than self-
respect if we are too quick to protest against others’ attacks on our digni-
ty. The agent must be guided by concern for her integrity in judging how
much she can endure without wronging her humanity.10

In sum, a maxim may instantiate the vice of servility even if its end is
good, just as a maxim of killing one (non-consenting) person to prevent
others from killing more constitutes murder. But not every sort of
endurance or compliance in the face of intimidation need constitute servil-
ity. Nor need every way of asserting one’s (moral) rights amount to an
appropriate reaction to the arrogance of others. FH prohibits as servility
maxims of letting others degrade (or disregard) one’s humanity in order to
achieve some end that one desires: determining which maxims manifest
that vice demands casuistry (MS 436-37).11

2.1.2 LYING

Kant provides a complicated characterization of the vice of lying. To begin

__with, he groups two quite different vices under the same heading: lying to

8 This may sound question-begging: after all, the question is how one determines whether a maxim con-

stirutes servility. My point, however, is that this question cannot be answered simply by looking at the end.
7 The agent seems quite vulnerable to self-deceprion here, however. She mav rell herself that she will set
things right once strong enough, while secreuly fearing the potential harm to her well-being that mav come
from the eventual confrontation.

10 of course, this task difficult 1o stick o in the face of remprarion. We know thar our inregrity as agents
does not suddenly dissolve when we violate a command of our own reason—even when thar command is
as central to our identity as practically acknowledging our absolute worth,

1T Kant himself resorts to examples in clarifying whae servility entails (MS 436).
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oneself (“inner™ or “internal” lying) and lying to others (“outer” or “exter-
nal” lying). By internal lying, Kant refers to the various ways in which an
agent may try to appease her conscience through particular acts of self-
deception. An example of this would be when “someone, from self-lave,
takes a wish for the deed,” i.e., when someone gives herself credit for hav-
ing worked to bring about an end that she in reality only had the right atti-
tude toward (MS 430).12 This type of self-deceprion is not the worst kind.
Nevertheless, the agent’s willingness to overlook her faults is incompatible
with inner freedom. If the agent lies to herself about what she is doing and
failing to do, she hinders her ability to legislate to herself appropriately.13
The rational judgment by which Kant expects agents to regulate their con-
duct cannot play its guiding and corrective role if agents do not honestly
offer their conduct for rational self-appraisal.!*

Rationalizing one’s choices to do what one wants (without regard for
morality) is a more serious form of self-deception. By treating a thought or
wish as though it were the outcome of rational judgment, when one actu-
ally wants to avoid subjecting one’s wishes to rational scrutiny, the self-
deceiver forsakes a genuine outcome of moral judgment for a “counterfeit”
one. Stephen Darwall describes this procedure as one in which the “self-
deceiver undermines her own moral character and integrity by corrupting
the very capacity for independent moral judgment that, in [Kant's] view,
makes integrity possible.”!5 Self-deception hinders—even if it does not
impair—the agent’s ability to guide herself by her best moral judgment, and
thus prevents her from realizing her rational nature as personaliry. An
agent who values her rational nature would not place a temporary (and
false) sense of contentment above her inner freedom. Considering oneself
as a moral being only, one can recognize self-deception as unendorsable by
reason.

“External lies” less obviously display self-regarding viciousness.16 Yet
Kant insists that every outer lie is a violation of a duty to oneself: “it is clear
of itself that no intentional untruth in the expression of one’s thoughts can
refuse this harsh name” (i.e., the vice of lying) (MS 429). The untruth “may

12 Note that for self-deceprion to be vicious, it must be directed to one’s conscience or used to obscure

deliberation. Kane allows as *permissible moral semblance” the practice of misleading one’s mclinations—
as a way to improve oneself. See Ant

a practice that he refers to as “deceiving the deceiver in ourselves”
151-53. Much of what he says here pertains to other-regarding conduct as well.

13" Indeed. being honest with oneself about one’s “moral perfection in relation to [one’s] duty™ is suffi-
ciently important for the operation of pure reason thar the duty to “krnow (scrutinize, fathom)” oneself is
the “first command of all duties to oneself” (MS 441). Tt is discussed in section 3.2.

14 §ee Darwall (1980} for a discussion of the perniciousness of self-deception on Kant’s (and any other
“constitutionalist™) moral theory. Baroun {1980) is also relevant.

1S Darwall (1980, 416). For a vecy diferent account of self-deception—one which makes a case for its
role in mainraining integrity and self-esteem—see Rue (1994, chap. 3). Another interesting discussion of
self-deceprion and related topics oecurs in Bok (1983, chap. 5).

16 1 will not deal with Kant’s conitroversial essay, “On an Alleged Right ro Lie from Benevolence,” which

treats lying as a breach of a duty to others and from the standpoint of Right.
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vm done merely out of frivolity or even good nature; the speaker may even
intend to achieve a really good end by it” (MS 430). Maxims of _1rm are
objectionable because “the way of pursuing [the agent’s] end is, by its mere
form, a crime of the human being against his own person and a worthless-
ness that must make him contemptible in his own eyes” (MS 430). But _:Wé
is this so? Kant introduces some comments about lying’s being contrary to
“nature’s purposes™ for language. But for a number of reasons, these can-
not help his argument.!” Kant also suggests that the viciousness of external
lies rests on their being manifestations of the propensity to falsity, which
underlies both self-deceit and outer lies. It is from ?E.J.. “(which seems
rooted in human nature itself) that the evil of untruthfulness spreads into
the human being’s relations with others . . ." (MS 430-31; Rel 32-34). If
external lies follow from the violation of “the highest principle of Q:n_:.c_-
ness” (i.e., dealing honestly with one’s own conscience) then telling outer
lies would signal that one had abandoned the concern for the rule of pure
reason in guiding one’s own conduct.!8 This explanation of lying’s vicious-
ness seems unsatisfyingly indirect, however. Moreover, it is not obvious
why we should share Kant’s supposition that to tell external lies one must
have given up being truthful to oneself.

Another argument assumes that the ability to communicate with oth-
ers through language is integrally tied to the ability to think communicable
thoughts.!® Kant calls language the “capacity to communicate one’s
thoughts” (MS 429). As an extension of the ability to reason, our use of
language m_r.uém us to represent ourselves to others as rational beings. We
express our identity as rational beings by representing accurately our judg-
ments and thoughts through language—i.e., by speaking truthfully. If we
intentionally speak in a way that fails to represent what we think, we show
a lack of regard for our rational nature. There could be any number of rea-
sons for our lying. Perhaps we do not recognize our l.mrm 1o our own
thoughts and our right to assert those thoughts. Perhaps we are too cow-
ardly to defend our views against others. Maybe we place others’ accept-
ance of us above gaining a fair hearing for our own views. We may simply
doubt our ability to argue for our beliefs, and prefer to manipulate others
(through lies) into behaving in a way that accords with these suppressed
_un:n.mm. Maybe we are simply too lazy to defend our beliefs. Whatever our
motive, we express thoughts that are not our own.

HN . - N .

, For one thing, consideration of nature’s ends belongs only to the discussion of duries to oneself as an
animal m,:a moral being. For another thing, purposes of nature are not ends thar one mav never act against.
(See section 2.3.) . ,

18
5 . .
In Kupffer {1982}, Joseph Kupffer offers a broadly Kanrian analysis of lying in which he discusses “the
self-opposition and internal conflict involved in speaking whar one disbelieves™ as one of two “inherent dis-
value[s] found in lying™ (103).

19 . ; ‘
H_._m argument I suggest here tries to exrract what might be useful and unobjectionable from Kant’s tele-
ological comments on language.
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This account of the vice of lying is compatible with Kant’s n_m__.,a that
«communication of one’s thoughts to someone ﬁ_.:o:mr, words __” at wmm
(intentionally) contain the contrary of what the mumm.wmn %Srm_.c: MM M.._“nr
ject” constitutes a “renunciation by the speaker of his _.uwnmo:m _a” g o
a speaker is a mere deceptive appearance of a human m_nm,.MM: 3 IR
being himself” (MS 429). The .m_.mc:._mzﬂ.éo:_a be ﬂ.run even ,_M Efore's v
is 2 good one, promoring it nw._nﬂzmr misrepresenting onmmmﬁ S
spect for oneself as a rational being. m._.._m this is too extreme .o = m: En::m.
Even if we accept that there is something pernicious o_..noSm_.,nm y s
rather than asserting one’s judgments as a means to arbitrary, desired e m.m
there are circumstances in which _&_:m s :nnmmmm_.w m.ao _u_aoﬁmnw co“ -
thoughts from misuse.20 If you are cw.:m tortured an mmnH ﬂ,.ﬂ: Mnmm:m N
reveal the whereabouts of a hiding :.mn.nn_ to your forturer, unw_._m FEma 1D
be not only a reasonable courses of action, but also far from Mw%om %.._m_m
such a case, verbal deceprion may be the only way to W_c,_.nﬂ con
reason away from someone trying to make evil use of it.” s o

Kant’s argument about the viciousness o_m external lies wou R
convincing if he were to define Hr,a vice of m.w:._m to ﬂﬂﬂmmﬂm:o,..mﬁzw am:wu
in a way similar to the way he am:n._mm the vice of suicide. Not mm MM” o
erate, verbal deception would constitute the vice of lying, just a et ey
act of killing oneself constitutes the vice of suicide. .:.:.m me.:“u cﬁ_‘m i
lie would involve using one’s linguistic self-representation H_._.__...., ea H.am:w o
for the purpose of one’s own ease: the agent would then place Eo“m :mﬂw_.m
tance on desire-satisfaction than on respect ._"cw her J_.uo:m o :n.m.,
Moreover, as suggested by the preceding n__mnd..mﬂc: of servi _mcw Aﬂ% | Ka e
definition of the vice of suicide), a good end is not by irself su __MEM_.. o
the permissibility of a maxim. The maxim must noM_ vm one mm HMM.EM%._E&
representing oneself to promote a Eo_.m:uw good end, but _.m_ﬂ er i
protecting one’s rational nature from misuse and manipu w_:o:.. i
torture example above). As a defense against force msm_ fraud, mmv:w_m im%m
that do not represent what one thinks seems to constitute 2 MOratly Vid

ort. .

o _M_M:o:mr Kant never embraces m._._n_._ a narrow ::n_m_.mmm_:a_ﬁzmmmﬂmmwﬂw
vice of lying, his comments in the Lectures on m,ﬂwh.nm mmm.mmmﬂ_ﬂ “__mc_, e
ognizes the intuitive validiry of the concept n._m .ﬂ_._m s_ ite _w e
forced upon us by necessity” (Lect 228). He n__m_.n._mmmm_“ he use cno S
category of permissible lies, _._05.3...2_ because of the :Mnmn‘n_u _.n: g g
make exceptions for (and to deceive) ourselves. If the “w .H e s_HM?.o. e
tutes permission to misrepresent one’s thoughts, Kant suspects, ry

will interpret [necessity| in his own way” (Lect 228). But while human

i i g sork just as well.
of course, non-verbal deception—or mere evasion—w ould work just as w

20 e .
. me Circunsrances ghi ! . ,
- : ut their backfiring is not their showing that you

21 Kant expresses worries about such lies backfiring, b

disrespect yourself.
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weakness hinders our recognition of duty, Kant goes too far in using that
hindrance as a reason to deny the existence of permissible (and even nec-
essary) lies. People’s frequent drinking to excess does not entail that all
drinking manifests the vice of drunkenness. If it is reasonable to think that
there are occasions in which lying is morally permissible, our difficulry in
distinguishing moral maxims of lying from desire-based maxims of lying
does not negate the existence of the moral maxims. FH’s concern with our
giving appropriate weight to our own rational nature demands only the
narrower understanding of the vice of lying.

I will make two final points about lying, First, given Kant’s claim that
an untruth “is a lie only if T have expressly given the other to understand
that I am willing to acquaint him with my thought™ (Lect 228), neither ver-
sion of Kant’s last argument against lying conflicts with the acceptance of
such activities as game-playing and acting. Participants in games and audi-
ences at plays understand the nature of these enterprises. It is a publicly
known convention that participants in these activities are not speaking in
order to acquaint others with their thoughts.22 Thus, untruths in these con-
texts do not constitute lies. Second, the account of the vice of lying that |
advocate does nor deny the stringency of the duty in question. It instead
defines the scope of the vice more narrowly than Kant does. As a result, my
version of Kant’s argument has a tighter connection to FH. For lying is
most obviously contrary to FH when its maxim displays one’s willingness
to put one’s chosen ends above one’s rational nature; even when one’s end
is good, pretending one’s rational nature works other than it does is imper-
missible so long as one is in a situation in which rational, respectful dis-
course is possible. When one is confronted with manipulation, deception,
or coercion, however, one may not be in a position to consent or to refuse
to acquaint another with one’s thoughts. One is then not being approached
as a rational being, but as 2 mere means to information. This is the type of
situation that appears to constitute a lie’s being forced on one by necessi-
ty—particularly if one has reason to believe that one’s (say) coercer will use
the information to harm oneself or others.23 Thus, we have a perfect dury
to avoid all maxims of verbally misrepresenting ourselves, unless we have

) . . — — . e . .
<% One might suggest that business people and politicians participate in similar conventions. Bur there is

a difference between participating in relationships in which one can assume that others will sometimes lie,
but in wiich all (implicitly if not explicitly] claim to be relling the reuth and depend upon being believed.
and participating in activities in which truth claims are either not offered or are avowedly strategic. Politics
and business seem to be in the former carsgory; games and acting, the larter, There may be a more ambigu-
ous category consisting of pleasantries and ather social convenrions.)

23 A different kind of case is that of being in a situation in which one's only way of préventing o horrible
wrong is by lying, because the would-be criminal will nor listen to reason. Perhaps heee one is not misrep-
resenting oneself in a way that violates one’s duty to oneself because orie has no chance 1o Tepresent one-
self 1o this other person as & being 10 be respected and listened ro. (Imagine reving to reason with Nazis
rather than hiding Jews (and having to lie about it if necessaryl.) For an exploration of this and relared
issues, see Korsgaard (1986b, especially 340-41).
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reason to believe that we are having our thoughts wrongfully extracted
from us (or our agency abused in some other relevant way). In such cases,
our lies protect our rational nature from being degraded to the level of a
mere means to another’s end: such lies seem consistent with our duty to

ourselves, according to FH.

2.1.3 AVARICE

Avarice most easily illustrates the usefulness of the FH test as a criterion for
viciousness. The kind of avarice that concerns Kant here is the hoarding of
goods that one would benefit from using. Kant sees avarice as “slavish sub-
iection of oneself to the goods thar contribute to happiness, which is a vio-
lation of a duty to oneself since we ought to be their master” (MS 434).
According to Kant’s theory of value, the material goods we acquire have
worth only insofar as they help us achieve our goals. They have only con-
ditional value as means to (or parts of) our chosen ends. Only rational
beings have absolute value as ends in themselves. So avarice gets things the
wrong way around: its maxim is that we constrain our ends in order to
acquire and to hoard goods rather than that we acquire and use goods inso-
far as they help us satisfy our ends. We degrade ourselves by elevating what
ought to be means to our ends over ourselves (and in parricular, over our
capacity to set ends according to reason). If we value our ability to will
from reason alone, we will not let a principle of hoarding interfere with our
ability to use goods in a rational manner.?*

From my explications of servility, lying, and avarice, we can extract a
general FH-based argument underlying Kant’s classification of the duties to
avoid these vices as perfect duties.

1. Humanity has dignity and is an end in itself; its worth is absolute
and unconditioned.

2. Ends chosen by rational beings in light of their desires are subjective
ends. Their worth is contingent on their being valued by a rational

being.

3. FH requires agents always to treat humanity as an end in icself.
Treating humanity as an end in itself consists in incorporating recogni-

24 Kant has an interesring psychological insight abour avarice. Because of the apparently irrational and
illogical confusion of means and ends inherent in avarice, Kant supposes that misers rely on self-deception
in order 10 justify their conduct. For example. they may rell themselves and others that they are saving
money to suppost themselves in their old age, or to pass on to their relatives after chey die (Lect 180). Thus,
avarice nor enly invelves the ire to value one’s rational nature appropriarely, it operates through a
mechanism destructive to one’s self-governance. At Lect 181, Kant implies that the miser cannot recover
from his viciousness due to his deeply rooted self-deceprion. That seems unreasonably pessimistic, as well
as unreasonably specific to avarice. Most addictions thrive due to the self-deception (or “denial”) of the
addict and her friends and family. 1t is hard to believe that every miser is beyond the point of recognizing

and correcring her miserly ways.
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. .u .
.Do: of r:_dm:_Qm absolute, independent, and unconditional worth
into one’s willing.

4. Certain maxims, such as avarice, secvility, and lying, subordinate the
. 5 s
wotth of the agent’s own humanity to her subjective ends.

5K q._.,n._,nmc_..m .5.05 (3) and (4)), willing on maxims of avarice, servility

m.:& lying, is inconsistent with treating humaniry as an end sq_.u} :5.:“.,

w._m unconditioned, absolute worth; willing on such maxims violates
W‘msa.m arguments for the viciousness of avarice, servility, and lying rest on
his showing that their maxims fail to trear the mmmﬂ_w.m:nma freedom as
absolutely valuable and as a supreme limiting condition on her use of
means. Thus his argument consists in explaining how the vices in question
violate the command that, in all her choices of acrion (even those aimed at
good ends), the agent treat her own humanity as an end in itself. If we
accept the interpretations of and minor alterations to his arguments thar [
suggest above, we ought to agree with Kant’s general conclusion: lying
avarice, and servility belong in step (4) above and fall under part (a) of ﬂrm
FH test. m.qm: if some acts of willing these maxims do not directly hinder
the operation of one’s rational self-government, they invariably show that

c_._mun_am.w not sufficiently incorporate respect for one’s rational nature into
one’s willing.

m.n PERFECT DUTIES TO ONESELF AS AN ANIMAL AND MORAL
EING

The perfect duties that Kant says that we have to ourselves as animal and
:.68_ beings are duties to avoid suicide, sexual self-debasement, and exces-
sive use of food and drink. As with duties to oneself as moral mmm:mm only
the mlno:u_m behind these duties is captured in the dictum “‘live in ooﬂw”
formity with nature’ . . . that is, preserve yourself in the perfection of your
nature” (MS 419). At first glance, it may be easy to accepr that preserva-
tion of one’s health as an animal being would give rise to the duties to avoid
E:Em oneself and eating and drinking too much. Sex, and especially the
vices E.m::o:mm in the previous section, may not be as easy to understand
as bearing upon one’s natural well-being.25 At the same rime, it may not be
at w_M clear why living in conformity with nature is a useful moral m_.m:nmﬁ_m
at all.

We can solve both these problems by recognizing two things. First
Kant has his own notion of nature—specifically, his own view of ::Emm
nmEme...E mind when speaking of the “the perfection of nature.” Second
xmnm is interested in the preservation of the human being’s “moral” :mm_nr,
particularly in terms of “the preservation of his nature in its perfection _mm,.

N,w . . .
Consider sexually transmirted diseases and pregnancy, however.



