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My thesis is that Kant underestimates the role feslings can play in the moral
arises directly from his belief that nothing of seasible origia caa coatribute, in any way,
to moral determination of the will. This lstter asertion arises in tura out of his
probloms that are created with regard to it.

After showing thet Kaat's theories are intersally suspect, [ proceed o pressat an
aa 8 priori given value, and thus play a role ia moral willing. My point is thet there
his blsaket preciusion of semsibility, which iacluded feslings, from s role ia moral




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to thaak the Department of Philosophy of the University of Alberta
fuuvmummﬂuuoow-ydeMMyMth
mwm.nmwmumm—mmfmul
hnmkodwithduﬂu-ynubhnhmt.lnhomtnuuk-ytmu
committes members, Professors Margaret Vaa de Pitte and Cameron MacKeszis, and
M-ymww.u.rmv-mmmmumun
allowed me 10 gaia insight into isswes of much interest 10 myself.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAPTER PAGE

I11. Problems ia Kaat's View of Moral

‘v. m m m“ E m SEEERE SR SNERERE S FRsidnins SEE RS F RS & ‘!




Abbreviations of Textual Refereaces

To avoid the use of footmotes, references to Kant's and Scheler's works have
been placed ia the text. For Kant, the abbrevistion for 8 work is first given, followed
bymnpi_hﬁ(:)efmﬁn—ldnmﬂmminnlbymﬁuhlhn
edition are omitted. The sbbreviations for the texts are as follows:

Asnd B mhﬂm(lﬂl)dnﬁ(lﬂ‘nnﬂlﬁﬁg
l trans. by Nermaa Kemp Smith (Leadox:




Lactures on Logic, Vol. XXIV of Kants g
traasistion available (Berlin: Konigliche Preussischea Ahr.h-i-

der Wissenschaften, 1902(T).

gals, trans. by James Ellington, Book Il in
¥ (Indisnepolis: Hackett, 1983).

' A & 3 : yaics. trans, by Peul Carus
(Chi* Tﬁ- Gpn Caun hlhlilhiq Company, 1949).

is ] B, trams. by T. M.
Greene and H. H. Hudson (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1960).

”mlﬁuﬂMLMﬂmm
Northwestera University.Pres, 1973),
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But oa the other haad, he offers a dubious explanation of how the moral

y s0.?

empiricall

law determines the will.

cannot be wmkea too seriously, for the sole coacera of the

h its practical fuaction, the

moral law, morally determines the human will, If after careful investigation one finds

throu

hoids that reason

47>, Kanat

humas will <CPR 46,

schieving his stated purpose in writieg the Critions of Practical Resss.

It is my thesis that Kant does not succeed and this is due, at least in pert, 10 his

jon of the role feslings can play ia the moral determination of the will.

Afver describiag Kaat's theory sad problems with it, I will present some related views of

eslings

ve 90 Kaat's theories shows thet f

Max Scheler (1874-1928). Scheler's al




I1. Kaat's Theory of Moral Determination of the Humaa Will

highly coherent theory of how the will is morally determined. Any criticism of it, to be
discuss in detail the role the ends or objectives of humaa willing, and feslings, play for
Kant in the determination of the human will.

Kant tolls us that the function of ressom ia its practical employment is t0 make
acteal cortain objects <B ix-x, 18; cf., A 550, B 378, 474>. Actualisatios entails the
existence of these objects in time (A 145, B 184, 183), and thus they are ex
If reason is 0 effect this actualization of objects, it requires & facuity whereby its purely
will has the power 10 bring isto existence the objects of practical reasoa (CPR 15, 15)

474>. 1t follows from this thet reasoa in its practical employs

Awarensss of practical reason’s smployment and offect upon the will comes with
reasea” <CPR 30, 30; cf., ibid., 32, 32>, as well as being “lndepeadent of sad net to be
mummmﬂﬁ-ﬂ.ﬁﬂqm.ll.ﬂ::nmﬁ




one can also be aware of empirical forces affecting the will; for example, anticipation of
plessure arising out of the existence of an object can be a determining ground of the
human will (CPR 23, 21). Furthermore, these empirical forces can be opposed to the

actions of & monral will.
It is at this point that morality arises.® The human will is confronted with a

choice between two kinds of conflicting influences, that of moral law and that of incli-
nations arising from one's seasuous nature <R 31>. The choice of the moral law to be
the determining ground of the humaa will means that the will will be morally deter-
mined. The choice of empirical desires indicates that it will not be. Givea a propensity
t0 do the monily right thing,® one searches for a suitable course of action. One finds
himeslf proposiag courses of sction omn grouads iadependent of aay pleasure or paia that
mey result from them.” If ose does decide on s maxim which prescribes this kind of
course of sction,’ ons's decision is determined by a criterion distinct from empirical
iafluence. That criverioa is the moral law. Kaat says “what is esseatial ia the moral
worth of actioas is thet the moral law should directly determine the will® <CPR 71, 74>,
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The moral law determines the will by being chosen as the form of one's practical
rules or maxims. This form consists in the universality of these rules <O 436, 103>
What happens is that in searching for a course of action one considers whether any of
the rules considered can apply in every occurrence of the same situation he is intending
a course of action for, for all possible humsn subjects of the action. One enquires
whether the rule applied universally will promote its own use or sventuslly lead to
undermining its own basis for support. If it is the former, the form of one's rule is the
moral law.'*

‘l'b.oulhwhnlalmbnmmou‘sviﬂumwhofm
»Mwhmlbdhwmmm%.u-”t.u&of““m“h
anticipation of their realization <CPR 22-23, 20-21>. Kast holds thet a will determined
oa the besis of objects o be reslised is empirically conditioned <CPR 34, 34-35»."
Kaat deaies thet 8 will determined oa this basis is 8 moral will. There are two basic
problems with aa empirically coaditioned wilk its determimstion would be neither
secessery nor saiversal <CPR 34, 35.!% It would 20t bs necessary becauss asy choice
determined on this basis is iafluenced by saticipation of the plessure gained through




that choice <CPR 59, 61>. This would make the willing useful <ibid.»--that is to say, it

What value it did have would disappear with the discovery of a more efficient means to
on between any action willed

achieve that end. In short, there is no necessary connecti
and the ultimate empirical end of that willing. Empirically conditioned willing would not
be universal either. That which is pleasurable depends upon the subjective nature of the
subject experiencing it,}® and thus could differ from one individual to anothor. In this
case something that might have value for one person, would not for another if it did not
produce the same resuit. Kant sums up his views oa the will determined by empirical
influences by saying that such a will is pathological <A 802, B 830, 633>, aot moral.

Kaat preseats a fow exampies of how one can st t0 see if the maxim of his
proposed action can be made into & rule coaforming 10 the moral law <G 421-23, §9-
90>. For this purposs, he wees one formulatioa of the moral law: "Act as if the maxim of
your action were t0 become through your will a uaiversal law of asture” <ibid.>. In one
case, 8 mea ia despeir proposes 10 ead his misery by committing seicide. Kant points
law of asture. It would be coatradictory if man's aatural desire for pleasure and aversioa
0 paia, which supposedly fuactions 10 preserve sad contiswe humaen life, were 10 be the
basis of its destruction. A astural system tends 10 eliminate or avoid those circumetances
that could lead 0 its owa tion. Maa as & microcosm of such & system would also
desiriag %0 commit suicide is rare, it is still there. Any proposition that permitted it
could aot become & uaiversal law of asture.




In presenting this example Kant shows that one can determine what actions will
conform to the moral law. If the rule governing the actions willed conforms to a formu-
lation of the moral law, one can know that the actions will also conform. In the case in
question, the formulation that is tested for is compared to & law of nature. The coatra-
diction between the maxim of the proposed action and the formulation shows that such
actions do not conform to the moral law.,

Fim“y.hthhmrﬂdﬂiﬁofhﬁ:hnrynhvthwmkmﬂlly
determined one should note that morality is realized aa 2000 28 the moral law is iacorpo-
rated into the maxim of willing. This means that having good inteations is sufficient for
boia.mlly.ood.‘l‘hwmhifﬁﬁlwfctm&jﬁ%ﬁhﬂum,bﬁthh
also a faculty that determines itself <CPR 15, 15>. In selecting the moral law t0 deter-
realization of asy end. As Kaat says:

MMA ol '?-:azﬂTﬂ::-;ﬁm :-l
;‘dil‘tz:po‘w&ﬂlﬁnhn--uh.pﬂhmﬂ
mmW&“hcﬂnﬁﬂvﬂiﬂ.nﬂf“mﬂtiﬂu
or objects as Kaat refers 1o them,' cannot be factors in moral deswrmination of the will
w.mfmmbhﬂbﬂhim:ﬁ!iﬂimiﬂimﬁih.

:
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Kant believes that the legisiative form of the moral law is the solg sufficient determining
ground of the moral will <CPR 28, 28>.

It is important to note that Kant's view of how the will is morally determined is
also based upon s certain view of the nature of the objects of willing. Firstly, Kant
considers whether there are two possible grounds for moral determination of the will
rational and empirical <CPR 91-92, 95; cf., ibid., 62, 64>. If the will is determined by
the moral law, the grounds are ratiossl. Objects of willing belong to the latter possidil-
ity. Here, Kant does not initially prectude the objects of willing from being the grounds
of moral determinstion of the will. However, his explanation of how the will is morally
determined centers oa the coacept of determinstion of the will by the legislative form of
the moral law, and this comcept is explained in terms that preclude the inflwence of
objects oa the will <CPR 29, 28-29; cf. ibid., 31, 31>,

Whet is crucial %0 uaderstaadiag Kaat’s reascaing here is 8 certaia view of the
objects of willing. The poiat is that there is somethiag about the nature of thess objects
that for Kaat preciudes them from beiag coaditions in the moral determiastion of the
will. This fact is further coafirmed by Kaat's goneral line of discussion oa the meteer. In
conjuaction with coafirmiag the moral law as the pols sufficient determiner of the will,
he also explains thet the “free will must be iadependent of all empiricel coaditions”
<CPR 29, 28-29>,'* thus indepsadent of any comsideration of the objects 10 be realised.
As Kaat expiaias, pure practicel ressos recognisss any empirical iaflusace as aa inter-
forence % meral dovorminstion of the will, sad thus rejects it <CPR 91-92, 9%. In
uadorstianding the asture of the objecs of willing, he knows that their iaflusace cen
oaly hinder moral detorminstion of the wilt.




1 have described briefly why Kant denies that consideration of the objects to be
reslized can be & condition in the moral determination of the will. Kant's rejection of
the consideration of objects is best understood as part of a rejection of all empirical
grounds for the moral determination of the will. He holds that when an object of willing
is considered, one is adopting empirical conditions for determination of the will. That is
because the object is chosen for its ability to effect pleasure <CPR 63-64, 66; cf., ibid.,
41, 42>.

for morsl
mmmmct:muuwmnhmu-ummmam
tm«rgﬂqﬂu_m.ﬁauh.icmnmmmﬁmﬂh
O»umﬂwm-ﬂmmmmﬁ-mbﬁﬂnmm-
ical infivence <«CPR 18, 15; of., ibid., 28, 28>. For Kant there are %0 other vehicles

There ore three cssential sspects ©0 Kant's concept of morslity: Freedom, duty,
wmmmmﬂhnﬂthﬂy-ﬂth
whose stimulation eriginates ia the empirical resim, they (e would be governsd by these




one is to be free, one must have the ability to originate actions outside the empirical
realm. It is just this ability that Kant attributes *to living beings s0 far as they are

tational® <G 446, 114; cf., ibid., 447-48, 113-16, us

Linked necessarily to the idea of freedom is that of sutomomy. This necessary
linking underscores the fact that in ome's exercise of freedom one is self-legisiating.
Kant poiats out that reason must look uponm itself as the author of its principles” <G
448, 116>; otherwise, the subject "would attribute the stermination of his power of
judgement, not to his reasom, but to an impulsion” <ibid.>. Reflecting this, Kaat
law, which is contained ia resson <CPR 19,17, one is giviag onsself the law <CPR 33,
34>. In costrast, choosing oa the basis of empirical principies, one is submitting %0
will follow from a cortaia cowrse of action.’ In the latter course of choosing, one s
priacipies which would determine the will 10 one of facitiatiag the realisation of objects

20 fur ia this paper.

T Kant ahe refors 1o these fuslings s “siien inflesaser” <O 448, 116>,

10



As | have explained, the faculty of sense, through man's inclination for plessure,
is capable of affecting and determining the human will. Whea the mors! law determines
the will, the inclination to reslize 8 morally uaworthy object that would give plessure is
checked. This naturally leads to frustration and displessure, a pi oa which Kaat
calls the negative effect of the moral law <CPR 72-73, 73>, However, ia thwarting those

dnlmthﬂm:ﬁphianylmnﬂ,h-oﬂlh-mnobmﬂmhy

2 one 10 the fact that it checks the inclinations <CPR 74, 77>, and by serving
ss & positive sssistance to reason's csusality <CPR 73, 78>.A7 This feeling of respect
further promotes acceptance of the moral law as the determiser of the humea will <CPR
76, 18>.

The sbove discussion establishes thet in & being whose will cea be determised
sensual neture. The moral law, for finie’® rationsl beings, is & lew of duty «CPR 82,
8S5; thet is 10 say, 0ne is aware of moral neossky'® e o comstralat <CPR 81, 84>,
Actions which arise owt of this ¢

iﬂdﬁﬁ:ﬂnﬁiiﬂiﬂﬁiﬁﬂhﬁiﬁ,iﬁiﬁ.ﬂiﬁ;i.lﬂi;ﬂ.ih?




acting from duty ose's actioas take on moral worth; no other motive caa gain this for
him <G 399, 67-68>.

Even though the concept of duty arises out of the fact that the human will can
be determined both by the rational faculty and the faculty of sense, it is still not derived
from empirical grounds. "Such grouads can furnish no concept of duty, inasmuch as this
concept (the categorical ought) hes its root in pure reason alone” (MM 382, Bk. II, 40).
The concept of duty entails both that one caa act from a motive arising from the moral
law, and that the moral law can affect empirical inations, checking their ability 10
is which determination of the will by reason is merally superior ®0 jon by the

consept of nsssssity. I consideratie
morally. Howover, for Hiamt, these cbjosts o caly have o conditicnsd velue; for if




there were mo inclinations towsrd pleasure 8ad “the needs grounded on them,'*! these
objects would be valusless <G 428, 95>, Obviously, there can be N0 DACRIALY commection
between moral valus and determinstion of the human will by the objects of willing. As
Kant further explains, all principles which presupposs a desired object as the determia-
ing ground of the will fall uader the general principie of one’s Qwn happiness <CPR 36,
37: cf., G 444, 111>, The value conferred “depends very much on the very chaageable
opinion of each persos” <ibid>.’® so the rules adopted in willing can herdly be
well-being <CPR 62, 667




still be automomous, a quality that is essential to Kant's concept of morality. One's
actions would be dictated by one's physical wants, over which, if it were not for resson,

If a man is to be sutonomous, and thus creats moral value with his choices, he
must be able to employ ressom ia determining his actions. The problem is that in
supposing that the pleasure obtained from a certain object, or the object which leads to
that pleasure, is the bearer of value on the basis of which the will is determined, the
faculty of resson can oaly have & mediate valwe. It is good as & means to atmain that
pleasure or object, and thus it would be weeful, but not morally good in itself <CPR 58-
59, 60-61; cf., CPR 62, 64>. If the attainment of plessure is the goal of resson, thes

As well, by adoptiag the attitude that reasoa’s sole fuaction is o facilitate satis-
faction of mea's physical wants, one opeas wp the possibility for evil 10 cocur. Reason
hes & higher purpose which is %0 determine the will through the moral law--withaut

out of such & dotormisation clther is cnly the contiagent value of being wseful, or
prosiudss compistely the avisasmy essential ¢ Konts consept of merality. Elther case

14



opens up the possibility of evil occurring when the demands of the moral law are subor-
dinated to the desire for pleasure arising out of the objects willed.

It remains, however, to explain why Kant thinks that thare it & necessary link
between determination of the will by the moral law and morsl value. In the concluding

dorals Kant discusses the relation of
mmﬂuﬁﬁityz‘lthnmn@pﬂgbhfmcﬁrymﬂmmpﬁhiﬁ
knowledge to the point where we are conscious of its necessity” <G 463, 131>, This
*push® continues through the insight that one gains into coaditioned necessities, such s
the law of cause aad effect.® However, what resson “uarestingly seeks® is “the uncondi-
mﬂiw‘ﬂﬁhpﬂsbhﬂmfmﬁhhmmuhmmKnlj—nn
nymmhmprhebhhnwmndﬂhw‘ﬂm;lﬁphjh
mind that & practical law coatsins & determination of the will <CPR 17, 17>, ons should
wﬂalu-mlhwmuw:m“nhﬁphﬂmﬂmﬂm-ml
valve ia its determination of the will. This relationship, for Kest, is waconditionsily
mn:ﬁvhuf—uﬂvﬂ—hnhﬁﬁhhviﬁﬁ—nim-

7mhﬂ“ﬂﬂfﬂhmﬂﬁ*“ﬂhﬂiﬁﬁ
' ,,,;,,,j-iﬁmdg-ﬁithgm“dh




Kant's view on values follows closely his view on the role of objects to be real-
ized in the determination of the will. Thoss objects, as loag as they are derived from
inclinations toward pleasure or away from displeasure, cannot morally determine the
human will. Even 10, there is a type of value that objects have because of their relation
to these inclinations <G 427, 95». However, it is not a moral value, for moral value is
given in a judgement of reason alone <CPR 62, 64>.

Kant distinguishes two types of objects of willing as possible bearers of moral
which serves 2s 3 means 10 attaining pleasure or avoiding pain. Kant points out that
tioa t0 one's “power of appetition® which gives it its valwe <G 427, 95>. The second type
value can be givea 10 this type of amocistion. For ome thiag, like the first type of
93». Since for Kant moral value must be necemsarily linked 10 its bearer, Kaat obviously
have 20 meral low s 8 eriterien, sad “the criserion of goed or evil could be placed ocaly

16



Kaat's view on feelings is part of the blanket preclusion his theories place on
empirical influence in moral determination of the will. Kanat is definite in his denial that
feelings can have a role in morally determining the human wilk:

If the determination of the will occurs in accordance with the

St b S et o

determining ground of the will, and if the action thus occurs not

;::tlu sake of the law, it has legality but not morality <CPR 71,
From this quots one sees that feelings, even if capable of producing resuits compatible
with morslity, do not do so morally. This is because feelings cannot determine the will
monally <CPR 71, 74>. Feelings are seasuous <idid; cf., MM 211 a. 1, Book I, 9-10>;
Wm,mﬂrkd“?&.?b.hfnvhhmmmﬁ:m
determine the will <CPR 68, 70; cf., ibid., 91-92, 95, and 31, 31> which obviowsly
preciudes feslings from doing %0.

Kaat further details his reasons for his rejection of fesling's role ia the determi-
mamwm.mmmpednmmmwﬂhmﬂ
the subject haviag them, which means that they are persossl aad privase.”® All sspects
of feelings--their inciement, intensity, duration, 61c.--are subject 10 the natwre of the
mwvwmwmmmuymﬂﬁﬂhﬁhm
coiacidence. There can be 80 objective fesling thet individuals can recognise sad
consider waiversal 00 all. Therefore, if feslings play & role ia the detsrmination of the
them into consideratien ia determisstion of the will <CPR 34, 36.%

The same persea, ia exactly the same sitwstion twice, cansot be guarasnteed
heve the same fesling the second time since the make-up of his facuity of fesliag mey

% "Beck, 217
3 Thorefors Kant says, “They (ruiss) are mbinstivg or maxims, whea the conditien (of
mduvmbwuhm-nﬂgﬁhﬁmﬂ



change. Consequently the rule which follows from his feelings, :nd which determines the

feeling is different, the rule could be different. In contrast, the same persoa ia the same
situation has sccess to & universal criterion, the moral law. Of course, it is possible that
the person concerned will refuse to adopt the moral law into the rule which determines
his will. However, as loag ss he is rational he necessarily can choose t0.%" At first the
ides of a mecessary possibility may sound strangs,™ but whea comyp with the
experience of s fesling it becomes clearer. There is o guaraniee that ome will experi-
ence the same feeling in aa identical situation; however, one has guarantesd access 10 the
moral law for determining the will. One can chooss thet his rules be usiversal, but aot

What would happea if feslings could give uaiversality t0 the rules which take
them into comsiderstion ia determinstioa of the will? It would shake the foundations of
Kaat's moral theory. If feslings could give umiversality 10 those rules, feelings could

have the same rols o8 reasca ia determination

the will by maa's rationsl fasulty is merally superior %0 determinstion by mea’s faculty
that dotermination of the will by resssa s mensily superior 10 detormination |




By showing that feelings cannot give universality to their rules, Kant is supporting his
own theory.

One other point to be noted about Kant's views on feelings is the blandness to
which he reduces the experience of feelings. For him it seems, all feelings are either of
plessure or pain.™® This view is supported by the remarkable fact that Kant believes that
any empirical effect on the will is experienced as s feeling of pleasure or paia <CPR 92,
95>. He reduces the influence of dissimilar objects oa the will to the same feeling of
pleasure which can oaly be distinguished by degree <«CPR 23, 21>. This reduction is
experienced or aaticipated in learning and that derived from gambling «<CPR 23-24, 22>,

I Kaat's view on feslings there is one area of exception: his views oa the feel-
iuﬂm‘w“ﬂﬁ;mtmiﬁﬁfﬂﬁmﬁthﬂhi
ultchchmﬁn.d“hﬁmm&ﬁlwmmﬂ-u‘
75-77>. Kaat describes how the morsl lsw as & negative effect oa feeling, blocks sensual
m’thﬁp“-inﬂﬂw“ﬂ'ﬁ_ﬁ‘:mﬂn
M“h“\ﬁ“ﬂlﬂ'fﬁﬁ“h:“‘l“mﬁ
78>. It assists reasca’s cousality by removiag “the %0 the moral lsw which

bears oa & will affected by the seasibility” <CPR 76, 78>. Ressoa is, thus, less hindered

ia its fuaction of determining the will.
hhu.mﬁt;i::rdhwbgibynﬂ:iﬁﬁ.&iﬂﬂ“m

bhhmd“ﬁimﬂghi—m-ﬁﬁﬁﬁmd




ssnse's contact with, or imaginstion of, some pleasurs or pain inducing object. Two
things follow from the fact that respect for the moral law is produced by reason. First,
object of respect is the moral law as duty. Kant gives two similar definitions for
“pathological™ "oaly mtin.n’ﬂy related to the will" <CPR 18, 20>, and "grounded on

because it is possible through s prior (objective) determination of the will and the
causality of resson® <ibid.>; that is to say, independently of any subjective conditions.?! .
Given determinstion of the will by the moral law, respect for the moral law will
be gained through experience, is empirically coaditioned <B xi-xli, 34-6>. Respect, as &
product of reason and not the understandiag, is grounded in reason. It is & feeling which
can be derived simply from the ides of the form of the moral law <CPR 90, §3.

morsl law is the product of reasca is that ks object is the moral law as duty <CPR 81,
sacrifices, which may seom noble or magassimous, but whose determining ground is not
respect for duty, but sather strongly sroused festings «<CPR 835, 87-88>. The object of
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%, 1a fast, s Kant poinn out, the consept of duty entalls respest for the meral law



necessarily moral. Respect for the moral law must be their determining ground if that is
to be the case.

I have been trying to show how the feeling of respect is an exception to Kant’s
belief that nothing sensusl can determine the will morally. In conclusion, let me note
that given Ksat's views he has no other choice but to make an exception of some kind
of feeling.’® Man's nature, as well as his will, is constituted of both rationsl and empir-
ical elements. Kant holds that only determination of the will by pure ressoa is moral.
However, sooner or later in the process of determination, man’s sensual nature will be
affected. After all, the functioa of practical reason is
to produce its object. That eatails comtact with the empirical world. Kaat, himself,
describes its necessity:

m-ummmmm.-lmnmwmn-
ummmmmmnmmmum
theories could easily have led him 10 make exceptions.

8 This inovieability is dlsoussed in greater dotall below p. 33-34.
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I11. Problems in Kaat's View of Moral Determination of the Will

The previous chapter has attempted to demonstrate that Kant's theory of how the
human will is determined is coherent and well thought out. However, there are problems
Kanat to distinguish further betwesa states of awarensss that are experiential, such as

having feelings, and thoss which are not, such as comsciousness of the moral law. Most
kaowledge or of the moral law is coatributed by mea's rational faculty. ™

is his narrow view of feeliags. Feeliags, for him, are either of pleasure or pais, Thers s
that his motives for preseatiag it may have besa & reaction 10 the srguments of David
Hume (1711-1776). It is ofwa suggested the




were in large part an attempt to refute Hume's epistemology.”” Kant describes being
awoken from s "dogmatic slumber” by Hume's denial that the reiation between cause and
offect could be kmown necessarily a priori. It was this challenge that gave his
investigations new direction <P Introduction, 5-7>.

There are two tenets of Hume's epistemology that influenced Kaat's views on the

Hmh&“sﬂwﬁuuhﬁfﬁmmmmmm
that resson is limited to the extent that it also canaot provide necessary kaowledge.
These views are most evidest in Hume's discussion of cowse and effect. He holds that
heppen.® The comstant comjusction et ene may have experienced in the past of s
s with which he views their coajusction.’ Nor cen resson somehow

offocts.”™® The most Kt can o is make plousible csajectures which, without verif

‘-%_n-h.gu—.g(w-tummlmmnnﬁnm,ﬁ.
Wi li

5. Bk. 1, Past IT1, Sec. VI, 91.
3. 80s. V, Purt I, 36 a; in Kaamicies. 44.
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Kant accepts Hume's assumption that experience provides no basis for necessary

is to deny Hume's second assumption sad say that reason can provide one with necessary
knowledge. He distinguishes two "very dissimilar elements® in experience: “the marter of
knowledge (obtained] from the senses, and a certain form for the ordering of this matter,
[obtained) from the" mind® <A 86, B 118, 121; cf., A 20, B34, 65-66>. These two
elements ground the distinction betweea pure and empirical knowledge which opens the
Critious of Pure Resson <B 1, 41>. Pure knowledge, which is independent of experience
and senmsations, “is eatitled a priori® <B 2-3, 42-43>, and any kmowiedge which is a
priori is absolutely necessary <A xv, 11>. Discuming Hume, Kant points out thet it is
that one attains mecessary kmowledge. Hume overiooks this type of kmowledge thinking
66, B 793-94, 609>,




Kant's resction to Hume has two main consequences for his morsl theory.*® Ome,
it allows for states of awareness distinct from experience; and second, it means that feel-
ings. as sensually based, are contingeat. It follows that there can be states of awareness
distinct from experience because the faculty of knowledge, in order to produce kaowi-
edge that is independent of experience, must operate independently of experience. As
well, it is an sctive process, not merely pessively waiting for semsation to affect it, but
imposing its form upon sensations.'” Therefors, it should be “observabie® distinct from
experience, and one's "observation® of it would be & state of awareness distinct from
experience.

For theoretical reasoa such awareness cas be of the pure concepts of the uader-
m«n.llu.llb;fupncthdﬁiﬁmkﬁ” of the
moral law. Consciousness of the morsl law 0CCUrS 88 5008 88 080 CoRstructs maxime for
tioned cousality,”® the reality of which is supported by 80 intuition;*® and es “exhibied




in concreto in intentions or maxims," which is to say that “its reality can be pointed out"
<«CPR 36, 58>. Henry Allison discusess the consclousness/experience distinction,
explaining that for Kant certain states of comsciousness are considered noa-empirical--
therefore not experienced--because they are mental states outside reference to time % %

Consciousness or awareness of the moral law supports Kant's belief that there is
morality. For the possibility of experieace, the categories of the uaderstanding are
Recessary <A 123, 147>, for the possidility of morality the moral law is necessary. While
one hag experience to demonstrate the existence of the catwgories of the uaderstanding,
one cannot directly point 10 experience and ssy coaviaciagly thet there is morality.’?
However, 10 assume morality with abeolutely 20 basis would give little credesce w0
Kaat's moral theory. It is the awareness of the morsl law that demonstrates the
possibility of morality.**

Kanat's distinction betweea the two componsats of experience also enables him %0
explaia how necessity cas be perceived ia experisnce, but not be based ia say part oa
seasibility: Aay ascessity perceived ia experiense is based on the form of experience.
There is an anslegue for the moral law ia Keat's description of respect. If respect, s
fooling, originsted ia sonsibility ia say way, there eould be ne nesemity associsted with
is. However, s Kant descrides it, because respect is “produced by aa inselisctusl couse”-

".A“.Z?S-?l:d..hh'p.”.

is what such mental states would be if they were experisaced.




is necessary for determining the will morally <CPR 81, 84; cf., G 400, 63>.

is problematic is his restricted view of human feelings. For Kant, feelings sre either
pleasurable or not.% Any other distinction between feslings reduces 1o one of degree
<CPR 23, 21-225; or as Lewis Beck notes, "All other feelings, such as the feeling of
sublime, the beautiful, and respect are defined by the accompaniments, COntexts, causes,
or ‘objects’ of the pleasure or paia we feel.”*

Kaat is sware of aa alternstive 90 his views ia the writings of Frances Hutcheson
(1674-1746) <CPR 40, 41>. Hutcheson describes a difference between the feslings one
has for moral valve and those one hes for his personsl adveatage.*® He offers 8 variety
of examples sad arguments in stiempts %0 d » the reality of the distiaction he
waats 00 draw. In one he describes ome's supposed reactions 10 the service of two mes:
one who serves for altraistic motives, the other for seifish ones. Evea though the actual
hes served altruistically are qualitatively difTereat. One perceives his actions as morally

4 Beck, 93 of., CPR 23, 21-22.




Kaat's criticism of Hutcheson's views is that they reduce everything to the desire
for one's happiness; therefore, "consciousness of virtue is directly associated with satis-
faction and enjoyment, while consciousness of vice is associated with mental restiessness
snd pain® <CPR 38, 40>.% At this point, Kant's argument seems to lose force. His reason
for opposing this view is that any concept of good not derived from the moral law and
its determination of the will "can only be the comcept of something whose existence
exact conflation that Hutcheson opposes and which readers of Kaat have taken him to
task for.® Kant in putting forward an opposing view should show how the view opposed
is in ervor. It is this that he has failed 10 do comviaciagly.

To a certain exwat, Kaat's view oa feslings originates from his view oa the
make-up of experience. In his repugnance for relativism in ethics he sought a form of
mmm“mmﬂmmmwm
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indicate moral goodases or evil.

® Lowis Deck belioves thet Kant:




including feelings, could not supply this necessity, so Kant's goals precluded their
It is odd that Kant's description of how the human will is morally determined

would be problematic. He himsslf believes that

What is required in accordance with the principle of autonomy of

choice is essily and without hesitation seen by the commonnest

intelligence <CPR 36, 38>,
It would seem that any process which would give such s clear result should itselfl be
lmthmhﬂqutmmmmﬂh.Kntmuodthwmm
aware that one doss easily ses what is required and explain why ome does. The task
m:hphnmhfﬂn!nofmhﬁwmﬂmlnMAhhcml
one also ksows that A is not ia city C. One easily sees this because it follows from the
Law of Coatradiction that an individual canmot be ia two places at once. As obviows as
ggmnfkmh.h.ma;ﬁtﬁantmm'iﬁmrimd
how the will is morally determined. This is seen all the more whea one considers some
»a Kant draws betwesa the two coatributors 10 experience, form asd semsstion,

ence, essential 10 supperting his views, is difficult %0 grasp sad seemiagly srtificial.
Mﬁmmﬁvﬁmﬂmmm_iﬂﬁmﬂ
ace of respect is problematic.

is essentisl for Kant. If one's swareasss of the meral law were 200 10 be based in
m.“nﬁn“hiﬂhﬂhﬂﬁﬁi_hﬁ



the distinction seems coatrived. Why is one's comsciousness of the moral law not a
phenomenon occurring in space and time, and thus also an experience? Heary Allison in
attempting to defend Kant’s views quotes a paragraph from the Raflexion: “Is it an
Experience that we Think." The gist of the paragraph is that if consciousness of an act
of thinking were itself empirical, "then the same time determination would again have to
be represented as contained under the conditions of the time determination of my state.”
® For Kant, this reduces to sn sbsurdity because “thers would be a time in which aad
simultaneous with which a given time flows.”® There cannot be two time frameworks
for Kant. As well, for the argument that this comsciousness cam itself be thought of as
occurring ia time--that is 0 say, omne can be comsciows of his being comscious in time--
Kaat has the response that thiaking cannot be givea 0 itself as aa object. Any attempts
to do %0 oaly provide s facsimile of the real thing.%

The ead result is that Kaat hes put forward a descriptioa thet supports his owa
theories, particularly becouss the state of comsciousness it describes is mot sa experience
which would fall uader the laws of cause sad effect. He has explained whet must be 0
in order thet his theories be cohereat and ia & sense placed his view beyoad the criticism
that would arise out of his owa theories. In questioning Kaat's description here, one
could meation Scheler's view that every momest of comsciousnsss coatains the “threefold
division of belag-preseat, being-past, aad being-future” <F 427>. Or, there is Peul

®. Raflaxion 5661, Kants sessmmelte Scheifian. Vol. XVIIL, 319; quoted ia AMison, 277,



Ricoeur's view that the consciousness constitutes itself as future.*® These are views that,
in spite of the fact that they are only supposed to be direct descriptions of a given
phenomenon, seem to disagres with Kant's contention that consciousness cannot be 8
process in time or cannot be an object for itself.

Another matter of question arising out of Kant's distinction between the

the variety of virtues, such as seen in ancient Greek philosophy, is artificial. Distinctions
among what is considered justice, what is comsidered charity, what is eomsidered forti-
tude, etc., are merely s matter of coavention, whether individual or societal. One’s

F@rmt'ﬂhgmhﬁ:(nﬂ!)vﬂnmr&nﬁﬂmrﬁhw

the (moral) law” <O 436, 103>. However, the universal form of the moral law, while not




contentless, has only a very gemersl content.’” It does not contain the besis for

distinguishing particular virtues.

ltmldbodiﬂ'mntltthoaonlhwmtnrbsofobctivuwwhkhlpml
couldbomIndmmmumbn.mmldmammmcﬁm.pmﬂcﬂn-

ria for the virtues. For example, a tenet in the law could say "If an action is intended to

mnmnm.mmtmmunﬂuwmhmhmd.Mlcaoubunonlvalu."

monthobuhofthhmmmuhnlcﬂmrumvimnotcmity.

Honm.tb.orﬂhwduomhnmhmooform”hnhu'apﬂoﬂ'

basis for distinguishing the virtues.®® It follows that what are referred t0 as virtues caa
only be srbitrarily defined and traditionally reiaforced. There is 20 basis ia the moeal

law for the differences necessary 1o distiaguish them essentially.®®




One last problem in Kant's view on feelings is his description of the origination

of the moral feeling, respect. In spite of Kaat's insistence that smpirical coatent, that is

sensations, cannot be determiners of a moral will, his introduction of the moral

to say,

fosling as something which does just that seems to have been an inevitable step in his

ination of the will.™ Firstly, for Kant say willing must

have s motive which is manifested in the faculty of desire; therefore, one finds him

description of the moral det

uyhc'wvmmmdamaﬂmthincm,i.m,ﬁgk:ni;mt

in it, are ideatical® <CJ 209,

48: cf., G 460 a., 128>." This is the resson why Kant

»
il

1 ...‘ ,
NHEF m
mwmmmm ma

> >

.ﬂm
m_
3=

Hi

it

it

i)

Filith

4

-dﬁ |

¢—m

T r_m




believes that he must "determine carefully ia what way the moral law becomes an incen-
tive and...to see what happens to the humana faculty of desire as a consequence of this
determining ground® «CPR 72, 75>. Secondly, Kant has a very definite concept of evil
which originates in part because of man's sensual nature.”™ Moral goodness results from
giving priority to one’s rational nature over one's sensuous mature <ibid.». This entails
that one's sensuous nature will be affected in some way; thus, Kant posits what he
describes as the feeling "which we can know compiletely a priori and the necessity of
which we can discera® «CPR 73, 76>,

Givea Kaat's assumption thet any willing must have some type of feeling as
motive, he is premed w0 explaia why gives the pressnce of this feeling in say moral
decision, heteronomy--determination of the will by something other than the moral law
<0 441, 108>--is not s foregone conclusion. This iavoives explainiag how the moral law
cas originete in the facuity of desire a fesling which serves as sa inceative or motive

rejocted <CPR 73, 75>. For a subject who has the sbility and attempts 10 rationaliss
giving swpreme value 10 his inclinstions,™ the restricting of those iactisations sed
recogaises thet oa obetacle o determisstion of the will by the moral lew hes bess

w m‘m&-hﬁqﬁ_hmnﬁmﬂm-gmun
nﬁ- willing must be dotormined by something which will affect it «<CPR 72, 7% .
It is & faculty of fesling and as such can ealy be detormined by s feoling.

7. Kont explains that ovil rovults from subsrdinating the meral inseative (meral fosting)
-ﬁ_ﬂ‘nﬁ_-“dlmn The fast thet man hes ¢ sensucus neture whose
ﬁ—iﬁ“ﬁﬁﬂhhiﬁyﬁmﬁqﬂ



removed. By diminishing the obstacles to moral willing, the moral law furthers its being
chossn as the form of the maxim which determines willing <CPR 79, 82>, and "this
dislodgement of an obstacle is, in the judgement of resson, equally esteemed as &
positive assistance to its causality® <CPR 73, 78>. Explaining the latter part of the this
quotation, Kant says:

Os the sther hand, since this constraint ls exercised only through

mmﬂnﬂm‘;m“.llﬁﬂmmﬂq

slevating, and the subjective offect on foellag, in 20 far as pure
mﬂﬂmhlﬂﬂ-a—-.ﬁinh;hﬂdnlf-
gﬁﬁhwiﬁﬂmnmmﬁlm.fwm
kﬁilhl—lfnhmhﬂmnlﬂyby:hh'm
without any [sonswous] interest; he becomes comscious of an
different interest which is subjectively produced by the
ﬁnﬂwﬁbﬁhwﬂymﬂlﬂl‘mﬁﬂhﬁm
in an action of duty is mot suggested by sa iaclination, but the
wntiﬂlhw_ﬁk snd alo actwally produwoss it
, it has 8 very special name, viz., respect «<CPR 81-
l:l:—ld.hnﬂmﬂi-ﬁ-

As beief s this description of the origin and role of the moral incentive ia will-
itﬂﬂyﬂhhmuﬂﬂm:ﬂﬂdbvmmmm
ciem | must poist out, ia fairness 10 Kast, thet he holds that it is impossible %o expleia
of & maxim a8 8 law” should interest men <G 460, 128>. It “is an

will is possible® <CPR 72, 75».
M“ﬁﬁﬂhﬂnbﬁdﬁlﬁnmk-_ﬂ.umm
tions that would lead him heterensmously, one is slrendy dotormining the




will morally.™ At this point, though, there seems to be no incentive for the faculty of
desire to submit or allow its inclinations to be thwarted. Therefore, the question arises
how this is possible. Proceeding to the point where respect for that which has thwarted
one’s inclinations arises, the question again arises how the causality of reason is thus able

to affect the faculty of desire.
With these questions in mind and the suspicion that Kant was either being indis-

ble descriptions there are of reason's role in affecting the faculty of desire. Two expis-
nations sesm to be the oaly omes that offer hope of securing Kaat from criticem. The
first, simply stated, is that it is withia reasoa’s power to directly affect the faculty of
desire, what Kast's terms the causality of reason <CPR 75, 78; ibid. 73, 76>. The second
is that the faculty of desire aaticipates, through the imagisstion, the pleasure-like
respect™ which is “inseparsbly bound with the ides of the moral law” <CPR 80, 82-83>.

Takiag the second possidle explasation first, I believe it can be dismissed out of
hand. It is doudiful thet the imagisstion would ever have & besis for representing the
pleasure-like respect 10 the faculty of desire. Experience will eveatwally lead ose t0
adopt 8 law of prudeace;”™ however, ia the case of the moral law, experisace doss mot




respect. The faculty of desire ss s faculty of stimulus-response would resist the course
of sction prescribed by the moral law and based on this experience would continue to do
s0 in any future prescriptions.

Furthermore, even if the faculty of desire could somehow “unnaturslly” be
inclined to incur paia and forego pleasure, the faculty of desire does mot have the
aﬁeizymﬂﬁtt@ﬁiﬁgﬂhﬂthﬂnﬂhvﬂhbh&:ﬂuﬁnﬁﬁmafm
inclinations. The faculty of desire, as Kaat explaias it, can oaly react to the strongest
offers more promise, but eveatwally it %00 seems 10 be foulty. The cass would be that
reason would have at least 85 much coatrol over the facuity of desire as Kant describes.

itmﬂhﬂnimmm-ﬁgﬂﬂm-j“hEE
hﬁnhm-u-ﬁmnninhm&-vmrmmﬁ-
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In Kant's defense, John Silber has pointed out that Kant's concept of the human
will is highly complex. One aspect of it, Willkér, includes both the faculty of choice and
the “stimulus-response” faculty of desire.™ The faculty of choice in this concept has the
ability to decide what will be the cause of the strongest impulse which determines the
faculty of desire. Silber proceeds to quote Kaat: “freedom of the Willkdr is of a wholly
uniqus aature in that an incestive cas determine Willkir to aa action only so far as the
with which he will conduct himself)."* And Kaat's words following this are “only thus
can an inceative whatever it may be, co-exist with the absolute spoataneity of the will
(Willkér), i.e., freedom® <R 19, German in square brackets added>. In the Willkir Kaat
the power of reasoa t0 srouse fesling, and has the power 10 determine what the origia of
thet feoling will be,
oring, it 100 seems problematic. Why is the comcept of Willkiir problemetic? For one

y is inexplicable in torms of cowse and offect. The capacity 10 decide morally
ontall the ability % initiste spontansously

®, R 19; queted ia Silber, n v.




person would will to reject his fresdom by willing heteronomously.’* However, Kaat
seems to beliseve that the scope of what is unexplainable is broader than this. He wants
to say that not only why the moral law determines the will but also how it does s0 are
impossible to explain <G 460, 128>. For the sake of argument, one can grant Kant that
WillkGr can choose the moral law as that to which its maxims will conform; however, if
his explasstion of moral willing is to be comsidered credible the process that follows the
cmmuew.nhr«uhmmmwmmmuun
pohummvc'uowmmmmmmnyummmr,m%w
does humiliation become respect?”, seem t0 require ssswers.

The problem with Kaat seems %0 revert back 0 his initial distiaction between the
formel and material sources of experience. This distiaction is the basis of his bellef thet
i:hmywnw..m-mwmmm
in itself cam Lring about a semsation of plessure or displeasure” <G 460, 128>. Ia facing
mmuuummmmmmumm
rather thaa treat the questions sbove as impossible 1o comprehend.

There is one other issws that seems (0 show thet Kant should have besa abdle to
provide & more dotsiled explanstion of the process of morsl willing. He was positive of
the existence of evil or immorsl willing. This is not & beliel thet cas sheuld held ualess
mhMthhmmMMm.‘hﬂh“OMﬂ
indicate thet the exiswace of evil is net ia sny way indeflaite, 50 Kant should be able to
give a full dessription of it

Perhaps ene could be mere sympathetic towerd Kant if he were 8ot s00n 88 the
suthor of his owa probloms. Iiis snower to lume separeted ressen ond seasstion inte
difToront sources of experionce. This snd his view that feclings were limised 0 these of
ploasure and paia lod him (9 0ppese seasen sad seasatien ia the ferms of meral geodnces

W There soomms 0 00 80 rationsl eaplanstion for it ia Kant's theery. As well, & persen
mb“uﬂ“.n“uhn““fcu




and desire. However, as | have attempted to show, it was inevitable that for Kaat moral
willing would have empirical effects. Ia attempting to conciliate the opposition between
mnlgoodmndploumﬂththmmtoeoordiuuﬂnfunctiomotmm
the faculty of desire in determining the will morsally, Kant is left with little room to
maneuver.

As | describe Scheler's beliefs on the relationship between reason and sensations,
and some of his other views, it should become sppareat that Kaat could have avoided
some of the problems I have attempted to describe.
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IV. Max Scheler's Alternative to Kant

This chapter presents Max Scheler's views on feelings’ role in the moral determi-
nation of the human will as an alternative to Kant's.*® I will first discuss Scheler's alter-
native to Kanat's description of the source of experieatial certaiaty. Then, in light of this
alternative 1 will present Scheler's views on feslings and their role in determining the
Kaat, I hope to utilize it 10 present Scheler's pertineat views in detail, theroby fleshing
out whet would otherwies appear t0 be merely a critique of Kaat rather thes s sttempt
respect 10 all its fundamental problems® <F xvib>,

The keystons of Scheler's critique of Kantiea ethics can be found ia the defini-
tion he gives 10 the term s prior,” which is his criterion for certalaty. Earlier | pointed
mﬂ!alﬂiﬁhr—:mmamh-fﬂi.li
43> For Scheler "a priorl® describes "all those idesl uaits of mesaing sad those propo-
kind of positing [Setzung) of subjects that thiak them and of the real astwre of those
subjects, and Ia the sbesace of say kind of positing of objects %o which such waits of

:ﬂm“i&ﬁﬁmhlﬂﬁﬁbﬁnhﬂm‘h




of clearness and distinctness that makes them both completely apparent and immediately

Scheler classifies this experience as phenomenological experience, which is distin-
guished from all other experience because, one, it yields facts "immediately, i.e., not in 8
way mediated by symbols, signs or instructions of aay kind" <F 50>; and two, it is
immanent, in that "oaly what is intuitively in an act of experiencing . . . never anything
Mhﬁﬂ[ﬁrﬁhﬂﬂiﬂmlﬂﬂﬂiﬁ,ﬁfﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂ!‘mmhlﬂﬂ!ﬂ
belong to it® <F S1>.

Scheler's description of the “given® is sugment
mmﬂyhpﬁﬂf-mmnmﬁlmimﬂﬁ--
m“ﬂhﬂm#&mmmﬁhmﬁnhmg

mnm&-mmn-—:mmﬂymmum
nﬁhmmummamumm-
hﬂﬁhmﬁlhﬂfmnﬂnrﬁﬂmu pas, one finds
mmgﬂyhﬁﬂ:ﬂhnm.iﬁgmhﬁmﬁm:
mmﬂﬂnmnhmsmﬂﬂs&ﬁ-“dﬁ
mnumsmnﬁ-ﬂnm“ugﬁﬁ—m‘mnn
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real bearer of acts” <F 52>. In the former, certain facts are immediately presented, such
as, to use Scheler’s example, the presence of s materially extended cube; certain other
facts are not, such as the fact that the sides of the cube are all the same color. The latter
fact is only revealed in a series of obssrvations <F SS{f.>; therefore, it is thus not imme-
diate. In experience of the former type, all judgements pertaining to the worldly exis-
tence of the subject of consciousness and the objectivity of the physical world are
suspended. Attention is focused instead upom the experience itself. For Scheler that
mhviuinthovhwiuottbcuujwum.mﬂomotthcuhandmny
the perception of a perspectival side of the cube.

For a perspectival side 10 be the comtents of the comsciousness, s series of
nbjocﬁwm-mmnnm.m-mheomamdwm&
the cube. Second, ons must apprehend that the perception of the cube happens through
umﬁndn'hw&hmmﬁhm&ummuﬁm.c.g.&n
‘maseriality’, or the cube's ‘haviag aa inside™ <F 56>. Fimally, one must becoms “sware
of the existence sad the deverminatensss of the place of the lived orgenism (spprehended
sMhMM‘m‘)MMmhﬁd“’uﬂsm
parts of the lived orgasiem 10 which the sctivetion of the viswal fusction is attached” <F
51>.hﬁh~l~mm&hwwmhmuhnﬁvﬂi
w.mam.:..uu-«mmm«.mum
mind.

mwdunmmmmm”sum
with his criticiem of Kant's concept. Dased on his general view thet Kaat's theery of the
MJMMquwﬂhtum“&Sd
reason and seasibility did sot sufficiencly dessribe humen experience, Scheler questionsd
specific cloments in Kant's consept of the o prieri. Of courss, he weuld dony thet the &
MbwdwufaﬁhthmJSlm
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Scheler makes two points concerning Kant's concept of necessity: one, it pertains
opposite is impossible can be necessary” <F 74>. The first point shows that Kant's
concept of necessity and what Scheler calls the a priori cannot be equated because for
the latter, the a priori facts of intuition are experiences not propositions. They may be
described in propositional form; however, that does not change their natures as given

envision something and its opposite simuitaneowsly existing. However, for Scheler, 8
priori insight is & positive insight, the conteats of which are evident <F 74>. It is the
besis of any mecessity oas fiads in propositions, and this necessity oaly comes to light
tbﬂ'cF?h-Amm&ﬂﬁhhfﬂEM””” y.

Scheler summarily dismisses waiversality as 8 criterion for the a priori, asserting
that “waiversal validity’ has nothing 10 do with the a priori® <F 76>. In Scheler's mind, s
there can be o priori insights thet galy oae individusl can have.®

dovormination of the will for Kent. Refor sbove pp. 5-6, 1215,

% gcheler brings this peint across succiactly by poiating out thet “the proposition thet
miﬁﬁ-wmhr ﬁi‘Ai-tl'.hﬂhhmrﬁmnly




Scheler's redefinition of the a priori provides a credible alternative to Kant's

moral philosophy, particularly, the latter’s views on the role of feelings in indicating

moral value. Given the existence of the a priori contents of emotive acts such as

"foeling, preferring, loving, hating and willing® <F 63>, Scheler now has a partial basis

for his own morsl philosophy. Reflecting his opposition to Kant, Scheler emphasizes that

these a priori contents are not derived from the functions of the understanding, and are
also ones which "ethics must show to be independent of logic® <F 63-64>. These contents

5>, the rank of values <ibid.>, and the "a priori

consist of such things as values <F |
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In putting forward his view that values of good and evil are experiencesble
phenomena, Scheler realizes that he is directly opposing Kant's opiaion <F 25.% S,

he hoids that there clearly are feslable values and asks the reader to see “precissly what

is immediately experienced in feeling good and evil® «<ibid.».* In his discussion of feel-

ings Scheler's preliminary step is to distinguish between intentional feeling and fesling-
states. Scheler coatrasts these two by poiating out thet one can be continually in the

paia (fesling-otate) <F 256>.
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It is the distinction of, for example, being in the state of esse after aa alcoholic
drink (feeling-stats) and the repulsion one feels as he sees that a vehicle involved in
serious sccident is leaving the soeme without having stopped. The former is an experi-
ence without the sense of direction toward any object; it is merely a state of pleasure
without any consciousness of that stats being directed toward the value borne by s set of
meterial circumstances. In the latter cass, though, & moment's reflection makes one
lmwﬂom“fﬂhMMHMMHﬂMh
the actions of the hit-sad-rea driver.

mtm-muynhumndwlﬁgﬁmmin‘hm
hdﬁﬁ.‘hﬂdﬂdw;&ﬂhhny,“d}ﬁlhﬁ!ﬁ;ﬂﬁﬂ“bbﬁ
camse of the fesling-state <ibid.>. Inseationsl fesling, though, is related of itell 0 aa
<F 257>.
that intentionsl festings are “capebdle of ‘fuifiliment’ sad ‘noa-fulfiliment™ dopondiag on
whother the valuss they “latead® are or are 2ot fulfllied <F 250>.% A fesling-sase hes
20 intonded valus, end s such any empirical resstien (0 it ean oaly be seen 20 & cousel

Por cnamgle, eno Yosomes 00d ) 3
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A big part of Scheler's description is devoted to showing that objects apart from
values cannot be what is intended in the feslings of appetite. Feelings of autritive value
are “different from hunger, which is s moa-directional urging accompanied by burning
and searing stresses of pain and organic semsations; hunger can neither yield a value-
difference nor have aa opposite (‘appesssment of huager' being only a state during the
satisfaction of this drive)" <F 243>. As well, the variatioas of feslings of autritive value
and their degrees “sre independeat of the varistions and degrees of huager. | can be
disgusted by & meal even whea [ am extremely huagry, and | can have all degrees of
appetite with little or a0 hunger” <F 246>. Scheler sleo distinguishes the awarensss of
autritive valve from the saticipssed fesling-states of pleasure asocisted with certaia
tastes, 0.g., sweotasss, anticipated ia the food. The feelings of autritive valuss precede
say aaticipation of plessure arising from these semsations <ibid.>. Therefore, the valwe
folt is deflninly something distiact from the saticipated or aiready reslised plessure
dorived from the object.

Seholer’s purpese in emphasisiag thet buager, plsssure, impuises, otc., do ot
assount for feslings of nutritive value ssems 0 be ©0 clarify the noa-centingeacy of the
valuss that are perceived ia fesliags. Values ase sutensmous end & such they are aot
dependent upea their bearers. Scheler arguss that this independence is apparent ia twe

fack:

one,
We know of & stage ia the grasping of valuss whereia the velwe of
on objest is alseady very clearly snd evideatially givea apart frem
the pivennes of the bearer of the valuwe <F 1.

ond twe,



?wln-phdthfm!‘flsh'!ﬁhhrﬁhIIleﬂlﬁimkoflﬂ'huudful'
without "knowing in the least which properties of the contents of the work prompt this®
<F 17>. An extreme example of this is the case of s value being given gysa hefors its
bearer, s when One is aware that a certain day in August last year “was besutiful,’
without it being given that at thet time one was visiting aa especially close friend <F

189
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W The counter argument 1 Soheler's views here is that valuss ase contiagent ea facters
of whish ene may 8ot Do entirsly sware, though ¢n0 is cloar ea their offess. In




we speak not of loviag or hating ‘about something' or ‘in something,’ but of loving or
hating something® <F 260>. In discussing the qualities which determine the height of

values, Scheler shows that there is an essential commection
endurance <F 91>. Whea one regards the value of a persoa such that the value, and the
feeling that indicates this value, are coasidered outside the temporal dimension, one is
one's fesling toward him, contrasts t0 the value borme by a slight acquaintance of whom
we have 80 desp interaction. We can understand how, given time, the value borne by the
latter may change; however, we caanot conceive of the value borae by the former ever
changing.

foslings there is “sn /mmediste fosling of the ‘relativity’ of vales® <F 98>. In this, ome
fiads & more related role of feslings %0 wilting. For Scheler moral values are materialised
whea & higher value is chosen, 85 sa object of willing, so willing eatails aa awareass of
8 value's smatus relative 0 other values thet can be realised. For this reason Scheler
sigaificant rels in the prosess of willing.

meval enss naturally lsads 0 the questisn of willing. Scheler deflnss willing a8 (w)Am
toads to realine the given, whish is 00 be reslised bossuse of i belag given as an (ideal)
ought-10-00" < 3D>. Siaee “every cuglt Ass ks foundation in @ valut® <F 184v, the busis
motivation for williag is the value 0 bo materishiosd™ with the exissase of cbjooss o




situations <F 133-34>. For Scheler it is this value, "given_in fealing.” which sets willing
in motion <F 134, underlining added>.

Scheler distinguishes two aspects ir 1o goal of willing,® the value compomeat
and the picture-component™ The former founds the latter and the latter is
~differentiated according to its possible suitability to the realization of the value compo-
mfd’“»ﬂlﬂh.hduha‘pnfmlq’“ﬁl'fmﬁnmvﬂnh‘w
than snother is apprehended” <F §7>.% This initial cogaition whereia s value's relative
uuthmhmhﬂyfmmmm.mhmm
m,mmnmmmmwm-mﬂw
value (given ia preferring)’ <F 27>.%

mmtmhwmh.tuuwhénﬂ-lﬂhhmmmh
materialised ia the process of willing. Choosing, ualike preferring, is sa act of cosstion.

Amerie, } 108.
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founded on the preferring of values <F 87; cof., ibid. 260>. Scheler sums up this

complicated relationship:
The purpose in willing originates in an act of choosing, whose
oocurrence is based on value-goals of given conations and has its
foundation in thess value-coateats through the act of preferring
among them «<F 41>,
In regard to my thesis it is important to note the role that Scheler sees for feel-
ings in this process of willing. The maia fuactioa of feslings in this process is that of a

medium of value-cogaition™ or valwe-intuition, ss Scheler also terms it <F 68>. Value

cogaitioa is becoming aware of the presence of & certaia valve. Scheler emphasisss the
values are coaveyed 10 the subject through sensation in a broader mesning of the wrm

Uaderlyiag Scheler's assertion that value-cogaition "comes 10 the fore ia fesling®
<F 68> are his belisfs thet it beleags %0 the essence of s value givea "ia comstion the
possibility of haviag this valus in festing® <F 37-38>,' sad that i is particulerly in
othicsl cognition thet velus-experience cocurs ia fesling and prefecring <«F 326». For
Scheler ene is capable of becomiag sware of veluss through foslings snd such is




V. Conclusion

hﬁnpﬂudiumlhnnmnphdndnﬁihunt‘uﬂkm‘ivm
nwmulthnmnqnmmmm-ﬂmwutﬁm:dﬂm

pertinent t0 my thesis that Kant ua ses the role feslings caa play ia moral

wﬂbﬂnahﬂmmnﬂ:ﬂhvmnmiiﬂhmhw
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cssential 10 determiaiag the will moraily.'™ As Scheler sys “First, wo must remember
willing)® <F 126».

mnﬁnnnnmﬂﬁh“-lmﬁmﬁ-ﬂuh
isation of the will is net nsessarily for the sake of reslisiag oo
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Important to Scheler’s assertion is his distinction between a feeling-state and an
intentional feeling. Kant had held that there was no basis for distinguishing types of
feelings <CPR 22-23>. This most likely is part of the ressom why Scheler hoids that
Kant was uasble to recogaise that value-cogaitioa had a sigaificance apart from that of
being derived from the effects produced upoa the human facuities for fesling pleasure
lacking direction, and intentional feslings, Kant was less able t0 recogaize that the latter
could be directed toward s value that is indepeadeat of iafluence by aaticipated feelings
of pleasure <F 11-12>,

241-47>. Givea the autonomous existence of values sad one's ability 10 be a priori aware

W(mhognﬂgj“ﬂ&ﬂmlmw
from that of being in & state of plessure or displessure.
oble t» soagaise asssnity & given within enperisnse, and thas has 59 0o0d 0 SUppeR

W Ssksler does caphila, hough, et o fosling-smee can b0 & bemer of value & 35~
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it sourced outside experience. In part, because of this view he is able to recogaize the
nal richness in the experience of feslings

ence, there was no need for him to s make s problematic distinction between conscious-
ness of the a priori and experience itself. Value cognition, possible through the medium
of feslings, is recognizsed as mecessary, i.e., definitely the case, because of the givennes
or force of that experience. This qualitative difference from say & deductively arrived at
as a special kind of experience, but still as experience. Kaat, ia order to make credible
his distinction, was forced w0 coatrive sa swkward theoretical framework. Scheler,

A second specific problem srisiag out of Kaat's moral philosophy is the view of
priori i expericnse ase similer 90 the virtuss of Gresk philosophy in thet values have &
mmm:u;—_m-m—u—i—ﬂm
praponsats of these theories wese aot completely in erver.




The final problem is the lack of detail of the moral fesling’s role in willing. As |
pointed out, Kant seems unabdle to explain how the causality of ressoa is able initially to
thwart inclinations toward pleasure, and also produce the elevating effect of respect. In
analysis, the problem of imexplicabdility for Kaat is one of his owa makiag. It is key to
his ethical philosophy that rationality be the sole determiner of the humaa will. Uader
this strict criterion, any sessibie phesomena, apert from respect, is excluded from
coatributiag 0 the will's moral determination. However, by denying that seasible
phesomens could coatribute in asy way, Kaat is forced to view respect as an excep-
tional case. Willing eatails a conative forcs; therefore, there must be some semsation in
willing. For moral willing that seasstion is respect. However, ia deayiag its origin ia the
seasidility, iacludiag the facuity of desire, Kant doss not have recourse 10 the standard
explanation of the origia of seasations.

Compared with Kaat's, Scheler's perspective on the role of seasibility, particu-
larity foslings, in willing seome more cohereat. Reasoning still retains the dominsat role,
but determines the will ia cenjuaction with the faculty of seasibility. Therefore, feslings
thet arise aaturally, are takea into sccount and sliowed 00 coatribute o the determi-
satien of the will. There is 20 s0ed for & special case %0 sccsunt for the esastive
cloment of willing. Feslings fulflll thet rols in metivatiag nea-moral practicsl acticns,
05.. the seamtien of thirst loading to & desire snd oventual sctica of drinking waser.
Extendiag this fuaction t» meral willing follows asturally and it doss act lsad o say
inceagruities. The result s that there is 20 2eed 0 make an exceptisn, like Kant dess
for respost, and theredy incur the respeasibility of enplaining i

My thosls has boen thet Kant vaderestimated the rele feslings eouid play ia the
mesal dotorminntion of the hamen will. Keat's belief that foslings esuld ast have sush 8
sels avese disestly from his bolief that nething seasibie could csatribum, in sny way,
mesal éotorminntion of @0 will. This lutter amertion asese Ia turs out of his posssived
asod ® st epbtomis or othicel acsemlly sslely in sationality, ® he enstusion of



sensibility. I have tried to render Kant's perceived need suspect by showing some of the
problems that are created with regard to it.

Having shown that Kant's theories are internally suspect, I proceeded to present
an alternative view to Kaat's, i.e., Scheler’s. Scheler’s theory is that feslings can intend
an a priori given value, and thus play a role in moral willing. My poiat is that there
were valid options for Kant. Given this, and the internal problems with his own theory,

determination of the human will was & misjudgment.
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