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In his Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals,

Kant discusses three formulas by which the moral law can
be expressed. The first two formulas are the following:

Act only according to that maxim by which you

can at the same time will that it should become

a universal law.1

Act so that you treat humanity, whether in

your own person or in that of another, always

2
as an end and never as a means only.

For purposes of convenience, the first formula can be
called thefghniversal law" formula, and the second can
be called the‘?%umanity' formula. The purpose of this
paper is to show what the two formulas have in comdn and
in what respects they differ, so that the relation
between them can be understood.

Bach of the formulas is a categorical imperative,
or an unconditional command that constrains a will that
is subjectively affected by the psycho-physiological
propensities of human nature to the "practically necessary"
kinds of action that holy wills always necessarily perform,
Each formula is not the moral law itself, but rather a
way of expressing the relation of the moral law to rational
beings affected by subjective hindrances. That is, the

maxims or subjective rules of action (expressing what



Lambert - 2

‘Q“ men want to do) of men do not always conform to the
§§ § moral law or an objective principle of action (expressing
what men ought to do and what holy wills always in fact
do). The categorical imperative serves as the "canon of
the moral estimation of our action generally."3 Each
formula provides a standard and an instrument by which

the moral fitness of human maxims can be Jjudged, by

determining whether the subjective rules of action of

*€§‘§ men could become objective laws of action of rational
h

§§§\ beings in general, With the aid of either formula, one
N agree or conflict with any particular duty or practically
‘ necessary kind of action./ That is, either formula can
Q\\ §§\§$; be used eterﬁiﬁe[@hether a maxim agrees or conflicts

with strict or 'imprescriptible’ duties,/such as those

.
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§ can determine, more specﬁ:.cally,( whether one's maxims
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of keeping promises and preserving one's life, and of
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broad or 'meritorious' duties, such as those of developing

one's talents and helping others in need., Finally, each
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formula lays down the condition that the human will must
fulfill in order to become good, or worthy of the estimatipn
of the Dimine Sovereign and the happiness He distributes.

If the universal law formula and the humanity formula
share all of these properties and functions, how do they
differ? Each formula relates to a specific property of

maxims.u The universal law formula relates to the 'form®
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of a maxim, yith respect to its possible universality or
the capabil%ty of the maxim of holding as a law valid for
all ration 1 beings, The humanity formula relates to the
'material'Tof a maxim, or to the content or 'end' expressed
in it, with\respect to the possibility of this end being
restricted by reference to 'persons' or "rational natures"

as ends-in-themselves, Apparently, one can adequately

evaluate a maiim for its moral worth either by inserting

its form into the universal law formula or by inserting

its content into the humanity formula, Though Kant cautions

the reader that it is best to use the "rigorous method" of

the universal law formula for evaluating the moral worth

of maxims, the use of the humanity formula can work also

and gain a hearing for the moral law by bringing it

closer to intuition.5
One wonders, however, whether Kant's offering of the

humanity formula as a concession to intuition does not

compromise his basic view of the moral worth of action and

of the goodness of will, For the moral worth of an action

"concerns not the material of the action and its intended

result, but the form and the principle from which it

results;" and "what is essentially good in the will consists

in the intention of its willing, the result being what it

may."6 But the humanity formula refers specifically to

the 'material' of a maxim, or to the end of an action in
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so far as it could or could not be restricted by an

end-in-itself, How can the apparent moral relevance of

the 'material*' and 'ends' referred to in the humanity T§§{

formula possibly square with Kant's removal of all ends ¢§§

and material principles of action from consideration in
arriving at the universal law formulation??

A weak answer would be that the material of a maxim
and the ends expressed in it are just not relevant in
inserting the form of the maxim into the universal law
formula, In the same way, the form of the maxim is Jjust
not relevant in inserting the material of the maxim into
the humanity formula. A more adequate answer would be
that a certain sense of the form of maxims is always
morally relevant, even in determinations utilizing the
humanity formula, while a certain sense of the material
of maxims is never morally relevant in utilizing any of
the formulas, The humanity formula provides a certain
standard or formal relation between subjective ends and
an end-in-itself as their limiting condition, by which Ve
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can be evaluated, With respect to the material or relation }&Z

of_g§g§~§xpresseg_;glﬁngwmagimﬂitself, the nature of the

particular, subjective, or arbitrary ands of action in
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themselves'age never morally relevant (Kant's exclusion of

purposes, results, inclination, subjective incentives, or
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*material ‘principles"”). Only the relation of these ends

to a possible end-in-itself or person can be the morally

relevant material of a maxim.~— 7/, W 4&4/%/;2 W%
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