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Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 
Vol. LV, No. 2, June 1995 

Moral Anthropology in Kant' s 
Aesthetics and Ethics: A Reply to 
Ameriks and Sherman 

PAUL GUYER 

University of Pennsylvania 

I. Ameriks 

Ameriks has conveniently summarized his discussion under four headings. 
These are the Non-Conceptuality claim, that aesthetic experience as such re- 
quires no concepts; the Independence Claim, that the deduction of taste is in- 
dependent of any appeal to morality; the Assistance Claim, that aesthetic 
experience can assist morality; and the Requirement Claim, that aesthetic 
experience is actually required by morality. Ameriks differs with me about 
three of these four claims: (1) he rejects my acceptance of the Non- 
Conceptuality Claim, arguing that Kant's aesthetic theory need not be 
understood as postulating the freedom of the imagination from constraint by 
concepts in paradigmatic cases of aesthetic response, but rather postulates the 
freedom of the imagination in the use of concepts; (2) he agrees with me in 
rejecting the Assistance Claim, but differs with me on the issue of whether 
the deduction of pure judgments of taste needs any assistance at all, finding it 
a more adequate defense of the intersubjective validity of aesthetic judgments 
than I do; (3) while agreeing with me on the Assistance Claim he differs with 
me on the Requirement Claim, arguing that while we can see the cultivation 
of taste as conducive to morality we cannot see it as itself required by 
morality. I will comment briefly on each of these three issues. 

(1) The Non-Conceptuality Claim. Ameriks characterizes me as accepting 

at face value the standard reading of Kant's explanation of aesthetic response, 
which interprets Kant's notion of the free play of imagination and understand- 
ing as the claim that our response to beauty involves our faculty of concepts 
but no particular concepts. He objects that there are so many systematic 
difficulties with this interpretation that we should instead interpret Kant's 

analysis as requiring only that "we avoid traditional 'determinate' concepts or 
deductions from alleged 'perfections'." However, he also states that there may 
be little more than a terminological difference between us on this point. My 
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reply is that in the case of some objects of aesthetic judgment there is clearly 
more than a terminological difference, and that even in those cases where the 
difference is terminological it is still very important. 

In discussing this issue, we must keep firmly in mind what Kant means 
by a concept. As the Logic states, "a concept [is] a universal (representatio 
per notas communes) or reflected representation" (Logic, ? 1); but as the Cri- 
tique of Pure Reason emphasizes, it is a universal that functions as a rule: "as 
far as its form is concerned this is always something universal, and some- 
thing that serves as a rule" (A 106). This means, if I can put it this way, that 
the mere fact that in the experience of an aesthetic object we respond to and/or 
with something intellectual rather than sensory does not make our response 
conceptual rather than not; only if our response to and judgment of an object 
can be seen as being determined by a rule can it be seen as conceptual in 
Kant' s sense. 

With this reminder, let us consider the two kinds of judgments of beauty 
(for that is what is at issue here) which Kant recognizes.' First, there is the 
case which Kant considers initially and apparently-but only apparently- 
paradigmatically, the case of "free" beauty, the beauty of a flower or a crus- 
tacean, which "presupposes no concept of what the object ought to be" (CJ, 
? 16, 5:229).2 In this case, there can be no question but that the object both 
falls under and is typically recognized to fall under both the pure categories of 
the understanding and empirical concepts. But as Kant emphasizes in the In- 
troduction to the Critique of Judgment, the categories furnish only the general 
concept of an object of nature, and do not suffice to determine particular em- 
pirical judgments about particular objects (see ?IV, 5:180, and ?V, 5:183, 
185); and the empirical concepts that may naturally present themselves in 
conjunction with a beautiful object, such as the botanist's concept of the 

Throughout this discussion, we should remember that, although he does not have a 
clear terminology for distinguishing between them, Kant actually recognizes two lev- 
els of judgment in his aesthetic theory: the special process of reflection on an object 
that leads to a feeling of pleasure, and the process of reflection on a feeling of pleasure 
that leads to the conclusion that it is due to the first sort of reflection and therefore can 
support a judgment of taste (see my Kant and the Claims of Taste [Cambridge, Mas- 
sachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1979], pp. 110-19). In the following defense of 
the Non-Conceptuality thesis, I do not mean to claim that concepts do not play a rela- 
tively ordinary role in the second of these sorts of judgment, but only in the first; and it 
is to the first level of reflective judgment that I will be referring in what follows in such 
phrases as "judgment of beauty." (My thanks to Robert Hanna for reminding me of this 
point.) 

2 Translations of the Critique of Judgment (CJ) are my own. Volume and page references 
are to Kants gesammelte Schriften, edited by the Royal Prussian (later German) 
Academy of Sciences, Berlin: Walter de Gruyter (and predecessors), 1900-. References 
to Kantian works other than CJ will also be given by volume and page number of the 
Academy edition; translations will be cited in subsequent notes. The Critique of Pure 
Reason, however, is referred to simply by the pagination of the first (A) and second (B) 
editions. 
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flower as the reproductive organ of a plant, are declared to be irrelevant to the 
aesthetic judgment on it. In this case, then, neither categorical nor empirical 
concepts furnish a rule for the judgment of beauty on a particular object, 
which is instead supposed to be a non-rule-governed response to the mere 
form of the object; and the judgment of beauty, although a response to an ob- 
ject that falls under concepts, is itself a non-conceptual judgment of such an 
object. 

The second kind of judgment of beauty, which may seem theoretically 
secondary but is actually far more central to Kant's conception of art than the 
first, is not properly defined by the judgment of "dependent beauty" which is 
contrasted to that of free beauty by the fact that it does presuppose a concept 
of its object and its "perfection" (? 16, 5:229); rather, that case is only the 
first of several that demonstrate different ways in which concepts are supposed 
to be involved in aesthetic judgments without undermining their essentially 
indeterminate and non-rule-governed character. Other cases in this more 
loosely defined class include the ideal of beauty, or the response to the beauty 
of the human form as the expression of morality (CJ, ? 17), and the response 
to aesthetic ideas, or to a wide range of ways in which a wide range of 
thoughts widely associated with morality may be presented through the media 
of art (?49).3 In all of these cases, the aesthetic response is essentially a re- 
sponse to the harmonious relation between some concept and the perceived 
form of an object either exemplifying or expressing that concept, where, 
however, the appropriateness of the fit between thought and form cannot it- 
self be seen as being completely determined by any rule; thus, again in 
Kant's sense, the aesthetic judgment itself remains non-conceptual even if the 
object to which we are responding is itself in some sense at least partially in- 
tellectual. Kant himself signals this point through his definition of an aes- 
thetic idea: "By an aesthetic idea I mean that representation of the imagination 
which induces much thought, yet without the possibility of any definite 
thought whatever, i.e., concept, being adequate to it" (CJ, ?49, 5:314). 
Kant's concept of a concept is essentially linked to the function of a determi- 
nate rule; thus, without a distinction between the intellectual content of some 
of the manifolds for aesthetic response and judgment and the non-rule-gov- 
erned and therefore non-conceptual nature of the aesthetic response and judg- 
ment itself, we cannot be interpreting Kant's aesthetic theory. 

(2) The Independence Claim. Here the question is whether any connection 
between aesthetic judgment and morality can play a role in completing the 
deduction of pure aesthetic judgment, understood as the argument that there 
can be a well-grounded a priori claim to universal intersubjective validity in 

3 At ?51, 5:320, Kant notoriously says that aesthetic ideas are involved in the beauty of 
nature as well as of art, but as he does nothing to sustain this claim or explain his de- 
parture from his earlier account of natural beauty, I will ignore it for present purposes. 
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judgments of taste on particular objects. As Kant formulates the problem of 
the deduction, explicitly building upon his premise of the non-conceptuality 
of aesthetic judgment: "How is a judgment possible which, merely from 
one's own feeling of pleasure in an object, independent of the concept of it, 
judges this pleasure to be connected to the representation of the same object 
in every other subject, and does so a priori, i.e., without being allowed to 
wait for the approval of others?" (CJ, ?36, 5:286). In Kant and the Claims of 
Taste,4 I argued, first, that although Kant might have provided persuasive 
grounds for believing that every cognitively normal human being should be 
capable of aesthetic response to some object or other, he failed to show that 
all humans must have the same aesthetic response to any particular object- 
the former only is demonstrated in the official deduction of ?38, while ?21 
tries but fails to show that every particular object of taste must induce the 
same "proportion" or relation between imagination and understanding in each 
perceiver-and, second, that there was no way in which any moral 
significance of taste could remedy this defect in Kant's argument: either the 
moral grounds for demanding aesthetic sensibility in general do not require 
agreement about particular objects of taste, or if they do then they presuppose 
essentially theoretical grounds for expecting such agreement rather than them- 
selves providing it. Ameriks agrees with this conclusion, but does not be- 
lieve that there is any defect in the deduction calling for such a remedy in the 
first place. As I understand the view he has developed in a number of papers,5 
judgments of taste are to be understood as empirical judgments about particu- 
lar objects with the same sort of epistemological status or claim to objectiv- 
ity as other empirical judgments, such as judgments about the secondary qual- 
ities of empirical objects, and all that the deduction of judgments of taste 
needs to do is to show that such judgments call upon the same cognitive ca- 
pacities as other empirical judgments, the objectivity of which is not in dis- 
pute, which it does. 

It is hard to accept this account of Kant's intentions. On the one hand, 
Kant is not as firmly committed to the objectivity of ordinary empirical 
judgments as Ameriks takes him to be. As Ameriks himself has argued,6 
Kant's primary concern in the constructive argument of the Critique of Pure 
Reason is to demonstrate the a priori validity of the categories, not to prove 
the objectivity of any particular judgments; moreover, Kant's own discussion 
of secondary qualities in the "Transcendental Aesthetic" expressly distin- 
guishes the epistemological subjectivity of judgments about secondary quali- 

4 See chapters 8 and 9, pp. 279-330 passim. 
See especially "Kant and the Objectivity of Taste," British Journal of Aesthetics 23 
(1983): 3-17, and "How to Save Kant's Deduction of Taste," Journal of Value Inquiry 
16 (1982): 295-302. 

6 See his "Kant's Transcendental Deduction as a Regressive Argument," Kant-Studien 69 
(1978): 273-87. 
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ties from the ontological subjectivity but epistemological objectivity of 
judgments about spatio-temporal form, thus implying precisely that he does 
not hold any high opinion about the objectivity of empirical perceptual 
judgments (see A 28-29, B 44). So ordinary empirical judgments do not 
seem to hold as high an epistemological rank in Kant's mind as Ameriks 
supposes. On the other hand, judgments of taste seem to assert a greater 
claim than Ameriks allows. While Kant says nothing to preclude that making 
empirical judgments about the perceptual qualities of objects does involve 
waiting to see how other people respond to them, what he asserts about 
judgments of taste is precisely that we confidently make a claim about how 
others ought to respond to beautiful objects without any empirical investiga- 
tion of their actual responses-even though our judgment is based on and 
concerns that apparently most subjective of all states of mind, pleasure. As 
Kant sums up his conception of taste in the Anthropology: 

Taste (as a formal sense, so to speak) aims at communicating our feeling of pleasure or dis- 
pleasure to others, and includes a susceptibility, which this very communication affects 

pleasurably, to feel satisfaction (complacentia) about it in common with others (socially). 
Now satisfaction that can be considered valid not only for the subject who feels it but for ev- 

eryone else as well-that is, universally valid-must contain necessity (of this satisfac- 
tion). So, in order to be considered universally valid, this satisfaction must have an a priori 
principle. Consequently, it is a satisfaction in the agreement of the subject's pleasure with 

the feeling of everyone else according to a universal law... (Anthropology, ?69, 7:244).7 

The burden of proof that Kant takes on in the case of judgments of taste is to 
show that a prima facie purely subjective response in fact rests on an a priori 
principle adequate to ensure its universal validity. Kant makes no such claim 
about ordinary empirical judgments. Thus, I do not see how it can be consid- 
ered enough of a deduction of judgments of taste simply to show, as does the 
deduction of ?38, that they invoke the same cognitive capacities as ordinary 
empirical judgments. Something more must be said to show that they can 
claim a vastly greater degree of intersubjective validity, on a non-empirical 
basis, than such judgments. This is what the deduction of ?21 tries but in my 
opinion fails to do. Thus in my view the deduction of judgments of taste re- 
mains formally defective, with no hope of assistance in this regard from the 
otherwise indisputable moral significance of taste. 

Whether this defect seriously constrains the interest and impact of Kant's 
aesthetic theory is, of course, another matter entirely; I have never maintained 
that it does, nor does my disagreement with Ameriks on this or the preceding 
issue imply any fundamental difference in our conceptions of the historical 
importance and continuing interest of Kant's aesthetics. Two centuries of not 
only its discussion but also its exploitation suggest that the merit of Kant's 
account of the sources of pleasure and value in the experience of nature and art 

7 Translation by Mary J. Gregor (The Hague: Nijhoff, 1974), p. 111. 
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far outweighs his failure to prove the existence of a unanimity in aesthetic 
judgments which in any case few since the heady days of the Enlightenment 
have ever seriously expected. 

(3) The Assistance but Non-Requirement Claim. Ameriks is concerned 
that I may be too hospitable to Kant's suggestions that the cultivation of 
taste (although not particularly the taste for artistic beauty) may be not 
merely conducive but even indispensable to the development of morality, be- 
cause it affords a unique means for creatures like us with both rational and 
sensible natures to make the rational concepts of morality sensibly accessible 
as well as to bring sensible inclinations into the service of rational princi- 
ples. Ameriks suggests that some reservation about this thesis is in order be- 
cause for many philosophers even the very idea of duties to perfect oneself is 
quite controversial, but I think that we can agree that anyone who is not pre- 
pared to consider that our first and most general ethical duty is the duty to 
strive to bring our own sensible and animal natures into accord with a con- 
ception of ourselves as rational agents is not prepared to discuss Kantian 
ethics at all, and so is not in a position to offer any internal criticism of an 
account of Kant's own conception of the connection between aesthetics and 
morality. I hardly think that this is Ameriks's situation. Rather, I think that 
he is moved by the same qualm that I expressed in my original treatment of 
this matter in Kant and the Claims of Taste,8 namely, that although we can 
accept a Kantian claim that to will the end of morality analytically entails 
willing anything that is a necessary means to the attainment of this end, we 
would need an argument that the cultivation of aesthetic sensibility is a 
unique means to the end of morality before we could argue for its indispens- 
ability under this canon of practical reasoning; and Kant does not provide 
such a proof of uniqueness. 

But here we need to raise some fundamental questions about both the 
methodology and the structure of Kant's ethics. First, if we think that the 
derivation of duties must be entirely a priori, like the derivation of the cate- 
gorical imperative itself, then there can be no question that Kant has failed to 
prove the indispensability of the cultivation of taste for the development of 
virtue. But if the Kantian methodology for the derivation of duties need not 
be entirely a priori, then matters may be different. In fact, Kant does not as- 
sume that the derivation of our duties can be entirely a priori. On the con- 
trary, the Metaphysics of Morals plainly states that there is an indispensable 
empirical element in any derivation of duties: 

But just as there must be principles in a metaphysics of nature for applying those highest 
universal principles of a nature in general to objects of experience, a metaphysics of morals 

cannot dispense with principles of application, and we shall often have to take as our object 

8 See chapter 11, especially pp. 359-61 and 381-89. 
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the particular nature of man, which is known only by experience, in order to show in it what 
can be inferred from universal moral principles (6:217).9 

If Kant's suggestion that the cultivation of aesthetic sensibility is indispens- 
able to the achievement of virtue is part of the argument of an extended meta- 
physics of morals-and that is precisely what my approach supposes, bring- 
ing the moral argument in behalf of taste under the heading of our duty to 
perfect our "natural powers (powers of spirit, mind, and body," under which 
"Man owes it to himself (as a rational being) not to leave idle and, as it were, 
rusting away the natural predispositions and capacities that his reason can 
someday use" (Doctrine of Virtue, ?19, 6:444; Gregor, p. 239)1"-then the 
question about the indispensability of taste can be seen as one that must be 
settled on empirical, not a priori grounds. If we look for an a priori argument 
at this point, then it is our approach, not Kant's theory, that is defective. 

A further point is also suggested by the last citation, namely, that we may 
be mistaken in demanding an argument that the cultivation of taste is a 
unique means to morality; for what Kant seems to suggest here is rather that 
we have a duty to cultivate every natural predisposition that might serve as a 
means to the end of practical reason. Thus perhaps the empirical rather than a 
priori question that we should be debating is simply whether the cultivation 
of aesthetic sensibility is a genuine means to the achievement of virtue, not 
whether it is a unique means to that end. If the answer to this is affirmative, 
as Ameriks surely agrees, then his distinction between the Assistance and the 
Requirement Claims collapses, for what morality requires of us is precisely 
to develop every natural predisposition that may offer assistance to the ends 
of practical reason-within the limits of a conception of imperfect duty, of 
course, which implies that the aesthetic may be an effective means to the 
moral only for some of us, some of the time, and one the timeliness of 
which must be weighed against other claims of duty. So what this suggests 
is that in the end we should not reject the Requirement Claim for the want of 
an a priori argument, but instead accept it although as subject to appropriate 
empirical limitations. 

II. Sherman 

This last issue has brought us squarely into Kantian ethics, so I now turn to 
Nancy Sherman's comments. She approves of my approach, but is somewhat 
uneasy about the extent to which some of my bolder proposals can really be 
supported by Kant's own words. So I will try to bring some additional evi- 

9 Translation by Mary J. Gregor, Immanuel Kant: The Metaphysics of Morals 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), p. 44. 

1 I will comment further on this passage in my reply to Sherman below. 
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dence to the support of my interpretation, although perhaps none of it is di- 
rect or by itself more conclusive than anything I have already said." 

First, Sherman raises a general question about whether there is really evi- 
dence for the claim that Kant believes that we should "cultivate our passional 
nature" under the aegis of the duty of self-perfection. I agree with her that 
there is less direct evidence than one might hope, although I would point out 
that there may be a special problem arising from her own use of the term 
"passional" here: for Kant, "passion" (Leidenschaft) is "Inclination that the 
subject's reason can subdue only with difficulty or not at all" (Anthropology, 
?73, 7:251; Gregor, p. 119), but which is yet chosen by reason, although 
obviously not in compliance with the demands of morality, because 
"Passions always presupposes a maxim, on the part of the subject, of acting 
in accordance with an end prescribed to him by the inclination" 
(Anthropology, ?80, 7:266; Gregor, p. 133). In other words, a passion is 
precisely the elevation of an end set by inclination rather than pure practical 
reason itself into a maxim, which is why mere animals have no passions. 
Passions in this sense obviously cannot be set in the service of morality, 
since they are by definition independent from the guidance of morality. Fur- 
ther, Kant creates more trouble by defining an "affect" (Affekt) as a "feeling 
of pleasure or displeasure in [the subject' s] present state that does not let him 
rise to reflection (to rational consideration of whether he should give himself 
up to it or refuse it)" (Anthropology, ?73, 7:251; Gregor, p. 119). Obvi- 
ously, an affect as so defined is not a better candidate for a morally guided and 
beneficial emotion than a passion. However, Kant almost immediately goes 
on to maintain that there are affects which are themselves the product of rea- 
son: 

Nevertheless, when reason represents the morally good it can enliven our volition by con- 

necting its Ideas with intuitions (examples) it appends to them (in spiritual or political ad- 

dresses to the people, or in our soliloquies); in this case the stirring of the soul is not the 

effect of an emotional agitation, but rather the cause of an affect that has the good as its ob- 

ject... (Anthropology, ?75, 7:254; Gregor, pp. 121-22). 

Before I turn to the major issues, let me correct the record on one small point. Sherman 
suggests that I omitted to consider the role of the emotions in alerting us to "moral 
salience." Here I am afraid she has just missed what I said, albeit briefly and at the end 
of a very long book: I explicitly say that I take Kant to be suggesting in ?35 of the 
Doctrine of Virtue "that our natural inclination to sympathy can be used as an instru- 
ment for the discovery of what actions need to be taken in order to realize our general 
policy of benevolence... Kant appears to be suggesting that the principle of duty can 
furnish us with an abstract rule for action, but that in the application of general rules we 
must rely upon the examples provided by our feelings" (Kant and the Experience of 
Freedom, p. 389). I believe that this is just what Sherman has in mind in talking about 
moral salience. 
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This suggests that affects are amenable to reason after all, but also that Kant 
is not very consistent in his terminology for moral psychology, leaving us 
perhaps with nothing more precise than the general term "feeling" (GefUhl) 
for the emotions both Sherman and I are interested in. It also suggests that 
the Anthropology, intended after all only as a handbook for Kant's undergrad- 
uate lectures, may be a less useful source for Kant's moral anthropology than 
Sherman hopes. 

If we cannot glean much from the Anthropology, we are thrown back onto 
Kant's main writings in moral philosophy. Here one text we could debate is 
the meaning of Kant's claim, already cited above, that "Man has a duty to 
himself to cultivate his natural powers (powers of spirit, mind, and body), as 
means to all sorts of possible ends" in ? 19 of the Doctrine of Virtue (6:444; 
Gregor, p. 239), which Sherman does not find to be very strong support for 
my conception of the principle of reason as itself dictating the cultivation of 
morally useful feelings. She says there is no mention of the passions here, 
and there certainly is not, which is only natural given what Kant himself 
means by "passion." But I do not think it is obvious that Kant does not mean 
to include among these natural powers the kinds of emotions Sherman and I 
are actually talking about. Kant could not mean to include these under 
"powers of spirit," (Geisteskrdfte), which are in fact purely theoretical pow- 
ers, but he could well mean to include them under the rubric of "powers of 
mind" (Seelenkrifte), which are 

those that are at the disposal of understanding and the rule it uses to fulfill whatever purposes 
one might have, and because of this experience is their guide. They include memory, imagi- 
nation, and the like [u. dgl.], on which can be built learning, taste (internal and external em- 
bellishment), and so forth [etc.], which furnish instruments for a variety of purposes. 
(6:445; Gregor, 239-40) 

Kant's "u. dgl." and "etc." are laconic, but they do suggest that the range of 
the powers of mind which can be helpful to moral ends must in fact be de- 
termined by experience, not a priori theory; and his references to 
"imagination" and "taste" might indeed by taken to suggest precisely that 
feelings are to be included among the natural powers to be perfected in the 
service of morality. So I think that ?19 of the Doctrine of Virtue ought to 
count for my thesis rather than against it-especially coming after ? ? 16 and 
17, in which Kant has explicitly argued that aesthetic sensitivity to the 
beauty of non-human nature is a "disposition of sensibility that greatly pro- 
motes morality or at least prepares the way for it" and is to be cultivated 
rather than extirpated for that reason (6:443; Gregor, p. 237). 

Let me now turn to deeper issues. Sherman, and for that matter Ameriks 
as well, are both attracted to yet somewhat apprehensive about seeing the 
commitment to the principle of duty as a second-order motivation which 
would not merely allow us but even mandate us to cultivate morally appro- 
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priate emotions to serve as first-order motivations, or springs of actions, par- 
ticularly in cases where it might seem as if pure reason itself might not be 
efficacious and we might need a fallback motivation to assure compliance 
with the demands of duty. There is some discomfort, I think, with the general 
idea of a second-order motivation as well as with the idea of a fallback system 
as something the cultivation of which is itself morally worthy. The second 
expression may indeed be inept. But there are suggestions in Kant's moral an- 
thropology, to be found not in the Anthropology, however, but in the Reli- 
gion within the Limits of Reason Alone, which (1) support my idea of a sec- 
ond-order motivation and (2) improve upon my idea of a fallback motivation. 

(1) Second-order Motivation. The Religion makes clear that in assessing 
the moral worth of a human agent, whether good or evil, we are to focus on a 
single underlying maxim, either always to comply with the requirements of 
morality or to allow oneself an exception from these requirements ad libitum, 
which "can be one only and applies universally to the whole use of freedom" 
(6:25),12 but which need not, indeed on Kant's noumenal metaphysics of 
freedom cannot even be thought of as selected or present to the mind at the 
time of any particular action, and which may not even be accessible to empir- 
ical consciousness at all and may instead have to be inferred from an agent's 
moral behavior or progress over a lifetime. There are parts of this doctrine 
that one might not wish to revive: Kant's argument for the uniqueness of 
one's underlying moral maxim sometimes seems to confuse the atemporality 
of the noumenal exercise of transcendental freedom with the idea that one can 
only ever make a single noumenal choice of maxim; and the idea that an 
agent's underlying maxim may not be apparent in any particular action or 
even at all seems to rest on the a priori inaccessibility of noumenal choice 
rather than the empirical inscrutability of phenomenal choice. But there are 
also profoundly sensible elements of this doctrine that ought to be incorpo- 
rated into any reconstruction of Kantian ethics. 

First, there is the suggestion that we do not evaluate the morality of ac- 
tions considered in isolation, but evaluate them as expressions of an underly- 
ing character, and the concomitant suggestion that actions are not to be eval- 
uated only in light of a particular maxim dictating a particular action in par- 
ticular circumstances, but rather in light of the relation of a maxim of that 
level to the more general maxim to comply with duty or allow oneself excep- 
tions from it. This fits quite neatly with my distinction between a general or 
second-order policy to do everything in one's power to comply with morality 
as contrasted with first-order intentions expressed in particular actions, and, 
even if it does not explicitly foresee the subordination of particular feelings 

12 Immanuel Kant, Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone, tr. Theodore M. Greene 
and Hoyt H. Hudson, intro. by John Silber (New York: Harper & Row, 1960), p. 20. 
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rather than particular maxims under the underlying maxim, it allows room for 
it. 

Second, there is the suggestion, although it obviously needs to be freed 
from Kant's metaphysical framework, that the evaluation of moral worth need 
not be an evaluation of the thoughts present to an agent's mind at a particular 
moment of action, but concerns the underlying maxims and commitments of 
the agent. This idea, I suggest, cuts the ground out from under a number of 
recently popular criticisms of Kant's conception of moral worth;'3 moral 
evaluation (perhaps as opposed to legal judgment) is never primarily a matter 
of evaluating what is running through a person's mind at a particular time, 
but of determining what a person's fundamental principles are. 

But, third, the Religion not only supports the idea that moral worth must 
be evaluated at the level of underlying maxim rather than particular inten- 
tions; it also supports the idea that virtue lies precisely in the application of 
the underlying maxim of reason to our sensible natures (although our sensi- 
ble natures alone can never bear the blame for our moral failures). One way in 
which this idea is made clear in the Religion is in its discussion of the 
"Original Predisposition to Good in Human Nature," which is divided into 
the "disposition to animality in man, taken as a living being," that to 
"humanity in man, taken as a living and at the same time a rational being," 
and that to "personality in man, taken as a rational and at the same time an 
accountable being" (6:26; Greene and Hudson, p. 21). The first two of these 
are clearly natural rather than rational dispositions: the predisposition to ani- 
mality includes the urges to individual and species preservation and to society 
that we have in common with many other creatures, while the predisposition 
to humanity, as it is conceived here, is thought of as a particularly human 
but still natural urge for equality in comparison with others. Neither of these 
predispositions, but only the predisposition to personality, is conceived of as 
a matter of pure reason; yet Kant clearly maintains that morality calls not for 
the elimination of the first two predispositions, but rather for their enlistment 
in the cause of morality: 

If we consider the three dispositions.. .we find that the first requires no reason, the second is 

based on practical reason, but a reason thereby subservient to other incentives, while the 

third alone is rooted in reason which is practical of itself, that is, reason which dictates laws 

unconditionally. All of these predispositions are not only good in negative fashion (in that 

they do not contradict the moral law); they are also predispositions toward good (they en- 

join the observance of the law). They are original, for they are bound up with the possibility 

13 I have in mind, of course, the notorious objection of Charles Fried and Bernard 
Williams that an agent's motivation by duty when faced with the decision whether or 
not to save a loved one means that the agent has "one thought too many"; see 
Williams, "Persons, Character and Morality," in his Moral Luck (Cambridge: Cam- 
bridge University Press, 1981), pp. 1-19, at pp. 17-18. 
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of human nature. Man can indeed use the first two contrary to their ends, but he can extirpate 

none of them. (6:28; Greene and Hudson, p. 23). 

Yet if man cannot extirpate these dispositions, and if indeed they are predis- 
positions toward good, then it seems to me that he has no choice but to try 
to cultivate them in ways that are compatible with the disposition to person- 
ality and put them at the service of that disposition, for which in any case, 
Kant indicates in his teleological mood, we must conceive of them as having 
been naturally intended. I do not think it is much of a stretch to consider that 
the whole of our affective or emotional natures is meant to be subsumed un- 
der these first two natural predispositions, and that the model of the relation 
between nature and reason suggested here is thus supposed to be quite general. 

(2) Fallback Motivation. Another theme of the Religion bears on the idea 
of emotions as a moral fallback which has rightly made my commentators 
uncomfortable. Kant firmly believes in the possibility of a conversion from a 
fundamentally evil to a fundamentally good maxim, although since he seems 
to equate the idea of an atemporal noumenal choice with the idea of a single 
choice of maxim, this possibility is a bit of a mystery to him. That problem 
need not concern us, since I have no intention of resurrecting Kant's noume- 
nal account of freedom of the will; rather, what should interest us is his view 
that, because of the empirical aspects of human nature, even a revolution in 
the fundamental choice of an underlying maxim can be expected to be accom- 
panied only by progress at the sensuous level: 

Man is under the necessity of, and is therefore capable of, a revolution in his cast of mind, 

but only of a gradual reform in his sensuous nature (which places obstacles in the way of the 

former). That is, if a man reverses, by a single unchangeable decision, that highest ground 

of his maxims whereby he was an evil man (and thus puts on the new man), he is, so far as 

his principle and cast of mind are concerned, a subject susceptible of goodness, but only in 

continuous labor and growth is he a good man. (6:47-48; Greene and Hudson, p. 43). 

This implies, I take it, that we should not think of the situation in which 
pure reason is not automatically efficacious in the sensible world as the ex- 

ceptional case, for which we need a special fallback mechanism, but as the 
normal case, thus that it will always be a struggle to make our sensuous na- 
tures conform with our reason and that the cultivation of naturally occurring 
feelings which are predispositions to the good but which need the guidance of 
principles will always be a means which we need to call upon in our struggle 
to realize virtue. What needs correction in my interpretation, in other words, 
is not the idea that we need to cultivate our emotional side in support and be- 

half of the principles of our reason, but any suggestion that we need to do so 

only as a fallback; rather, it is of the nature of the human condition that our 
reason must always be applied to actions through our sensuous natures, 
which will offer both predisposition but also resistance to the principle of 

pure practical reason. 
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I thus return to the point at which I concluded my reply to Karl Ameriks's 
comments: it is surely part of Kant's picture of human morality that we have 
an indeterminate, open-ended and never-ending, duty to cultivate, within the 
limits of practicability, every means that sensuous nature offers us for the re- 
alization of practical rationality. Exactly what those means are, how they 
work, and what their limits are can only be determined empirically, not a pri- 
ori-and indeed Kant's aesthetic theory is ultimately a primarily empirical 
theory; but that is what we should expect in Kant's metaphysics of morals as 
moral anthropology and in his aesthetic theory as, ultimately, part of this 
moral anthropology. 
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