CHAPTER NUMBER
IMMANUEL KANT ON THE MORAL FEELING OF
REsSPECT

Ina Goy

Kant's critical practical philosophy is well knowas a theory of freedom, of
autonomy, of duty, and of the categorical impertivet almost no one recognizes
that it is also a theory of moral feeling. Thiquigustified, for Kant claims that the
emergence of the practical law on the one hand,cantpliance with this law on
the other hand, are accompanied by a feeling, @ put also sensible a priori
component, which is indispensable for the foundatibthe morality of an action.
Kant specifies this feeling as a moral feeling e§pect (awe, highest esteem,
elevation of the soul).

The moral feeling of respect belongs to the arpatements of the foundation
of morals no less than the practical law itselfsItinseparably connected with the
representation of the law in every finite ratiobaing” (5:80). Systematically, it is
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subordinate because it emerges only as a consegjuabeit as a necessary one —
of the moral law. The moral feeling cannot be repthby the moral command of
reason because it makes a separate, purely sensittigbution to the foundation
of the morality of an action. But, conversely, librze is not sufficient to establish
the morality of an action.

The moral feeling has two aspects: respect forniweal law (nomological
aspect) and respect for the moral person (persaspdct). Respect for the law
emerges immediately whenever an acting personchamke a moral decision and
becomes aware of the command of reason in heRetpect for the law is directed
to the idea of morality and to the objective comahafi reason itself. Respect for
the moral person, on the other hand, emerges dtely@n acting person has made
the desgision to accept the practical law as thditgadetermining ground of her
actions:

The following investigation is divided into threargs. | will begin in part | with a
short introduction into the historical backgroumitiahe development of the theory
of moral feeling in Kant's writings. In part Il, Wwill examine the fundamental
systematic features of the moral feeling of respeéant’s approach. In this part
of the paper, | will first discuss all the charaidtics that make the moral feeling
ana priori feeling, strictly distinguishing it from all empdaal feelings (I1.1). Then

I will investigate the feeling of respect adeling (l1.2). Finally, the core of the
systematic inquiry will consist in the discussiohtioe three ethical functions of
respect: the evaluative, the causal, and the edueafunction (11.3.1-3). Part llI
of the investigation will deal with arguments agdimnd alternatives to Kant's
theory of moral feeling. Kant’'s claim that thereoisly one purely moral feeling of
respect in the strict sense is discussed agaimgphduated model of the moral
relevance of feelings (lll.1), and then evaluateghiast alternative classical
interpretations of moral feelings such as love.Zlll), sympathy, and compassion
(n.2.2).

Apart from the handful of historically oriented nographs (Seidler 1986, Lee
1987, Park 1995) and papers (Henrich 1957/8, MattBE2/ 3) dealing with moral
feeling in Kant's writings, there are but a few tgysatic investigations (Packer
1989, Sokoloff 2001, Scarano 2002, Ameriks 2004eig$ 2005) and shorter
statements in commentaries, monographs and es$lagtioms on Kant's ethical
writings  (Allison 1990, Guyer 1993, Wood 1999, Aiker 2000,
Wood/Schoenecker 2002, Sala 2004, Esser 2004)mbnal feelingitself in Kant
is the focus of the investigation only in the mibpof cases. Although some of the
works discuss the role of feelings in Kant's ethitisey overlook the most

2 On the systematic difference between the two aspécTheiss 2005.



important one, namely the moral feeling. For ins@rBaron (2002a, 97-8, 101)
says that feelings “do not play any role in gromgdimorality” and that “[d]uty is
not a matter of ‘affection’. But, already in tligroundwork Kant defines duty as
“the necessity of an action from respect for’l&w400). In other words, the moral
demand is not just a result of the practical law dfuboth lawand respect for the
law, both duty’s commanand a feeling of duty. Baron seems to be aware of
empirical feelings only, not of the moral feelinfrespect. Williams (1973, 226),
too, claims that Kant provides three reasons whyatitp cannot be discerned
from the emotional condition of an acting persoihe” emotions are too
capricious,” “they are passively experiencéddnd “a man’s proneness to
experience them or not is the product of naturakadon”. Williams does not see
that all three features do not apply to the mazalifig of respect.

Above all there is no systematic overview of ki functions of moral feeling
in Kant's critical ethical approach (II.3.1-3). Besystematic investigations that
do exist mostly examine only one of the functiofw, instance the evaluative
(Wood 1999, Wood/Schoenecker 2002) or the causaititn (Ameriks 2004,
Scarano 2002, Allison 1990), while almost no onecua$ses the educational
function (some remarks can be found in Beck 19@DAmeriks 2000).

|. Historical roots and the adoption of a theory of
moral feeling in Kant's writings

Kant's theory of moral feeling is partly a developmy, partly a radical
reinterpretation of the British Moralists’ theoryf enoral sense. The guiding
thought of British moral philosophy is that of grwling morality in feeling.
Anthony Ashley Cooper, the Earl of Shaftesburn§7l-1713) is considered
their founder. In his essayyn Inquiry Concerning Virtue or Meri{published
anonymously in 1699), he mentions for the firsteim“sense of right and wrong,
by which he understands the mental abilities anttiments that guide human
beings in moral affairs. The moral sense appeaentgathy against and aversion
to injustice and falsity, and as love for justiaedaightness (Shaftesbury 1699,
173). One generation later, Francis Hutcheson, efitne British Moralists, had
the greatest influence on Kant, published his bdlbkstration upon the moral
sensg1728)? His analysis is more sensitive and detailed than of Shaftesbury.
It states that the moral sense includes kind andevwdent affections, their
approbation, and the selection of motives for atioac Contrary to Hobbes’
principle of self-love, the moral sense is regar@sdaltruistic. It is objective,

3 As the following passages show the moral feelihgespect is both passiemdactive.
4 Cf. Goy/Hoeffe 2004.



indifferent to experience and history, and the safme all human beings.
Furthermore, it is a kind of affect or instinct (fdheson 1728, 107-24). Kant's
contemporary David Hume (1711-1776), too, claina ih all moral questions
reason can only be the slave of the passions (HL#86/40, 11.3.3). His argument
is the following: all human perceptions are eitlieras of reason or impressions of
feeling. Morality is something active because iiuences human actions and
inclinations, and either hinders affects or gererahem. Reason, on the other
hand, is a passive principle. Therefore moral wésitbns and decisions are a matter
of feeling. They originate from the moral sensermral sentiments (ibd., 111.1.1—
2). All three advocates of the theory of moral setend to give an empirical
interpretation of the moral feeling — this will l&nt’'s strongest point of attack
against the traditional explanation of the morallifeg. The fourth of the British
Moralissts, Adam Smith (1723-1790), is never reféne directly in any of Kant’'s
works:

Kant's struggle with the theory of moral sense bantraced back to his earliest
writings at the beginning of the 1750s. Then, untierinfluence of the Leibniz-
Wolffian moral philosophy, which was dominant in r@&ny at that time, Kant
adopted the idea of the primacy of reason in mactibns and the formal principle
of perfection as the highest principle of mofakst the beginning of the 1760s he
came under the influence of the countermovemerattonalism: that is to say, he
became acquainted with British moral philosophy. tHen added a material
principle to the formal principle of morality: amdissoluble and “unanalysable
feeling of the good” as a material principle of ightion Qistinctness1764,
2:299-300). The reading of Rousseaktsile and theContrat socialin October
1763 and February 1764 further encouraged Kantis to a morality based on
feeling.

There is some evidence that in the middle of th@0ls Kant turned away not
from the moral sense in general but from the ermalirinterpretation of it. The
“attempts of Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, and Hume” i Announcemenfrom
1765/66 are said to be “incomplete and defective’3{1). Through a more

5 A German translation of the third edition of Ad&@mith’s Theory of Moral Sentiments

(175971767) was available in Germany in 1770.

® “Do the most perfect which you can possibly da] jomit that by which the greatest

perfection possible is prevented by you” (“Thue d&adlkommenste, was durch dich

moeglich ist, [...] [u]nterlasse das, wodurch dieurath dich groeRtmoegliche

Vollkommenheit verhindert wird”) (2:299). Wolff hiself says: “Do that which renders you
and your or someone else’s state more perfect; tmait which makes it less perfect.”

(“Thue was dich und deinen oder anderer Zustan#amimener machet; unterlass, was ihn
unvollkommener machet”), cf. Wolff 1720, 12, 16.



thoroughgoing study of human nature, Kant intenedive them that “precision
and completeness” which they still lacked.

The Dissertationof 1770 finally formulates the main insight of Kantritical
ethics — namely, that it belongs pare philosophy. All material or psychological
foundations of morality, thus also the foundatidnnworality in a moral feeling
interpreted empirically, have to be excluded frothies. Kant distances himself
clearly from Shaftesbury and his supporters, whoraw said to be very rightly
blamed (2:396).

The transition to critical ethics that Kant forratdd fifteen years later includes
a twofold insight: 1. In addition to the formal peiple of morals, feeling plays a
decisive role in moral philosophy. 2. If feelingt®stake part in the foundation of
morals, then it cannot be empirical but must berpreted as an a priori pure
feeling. Both insights will form the basis of Kasitmain ethical writings after
1785. On the one hand, Kant criticizes his predsussfor their traditional
empirical explanation of the moral sense (4:441539-40) and, above all,
provides proof that the binding character of theahdemand cannot be explained
through empirical feelings (cf. Henrich 1957/8, 5&)n the other hand, he
interprets moral feeling as an a priori feeling antegrates a pure, emotional
moment in his non-empirical approach to a foundatibmorals.

lI. Systematic features of the moral feeling of
respect

The apriorization of the moral feeling is the masportant step in Kant's re-
interpretation of the moral sense. While insistimig the idea of a pure moral
philosophy, Kant at the same time adheres to thencthat the supreme moral
principle, the practical law, is relevant for artiac only if it is connected with an
affective basis as a source of motivation. Thusisheft to search for an a priori
moral feeling which, unlike empirical feelings thHzve a material content, has a
pure moral content and at the same time exhibfectife features typical of all
other feelings.

I will now examine the characteristics of moraklfeg that result from its
apriorization, as well as Kant's argument for higira that the a priori practical
feeling of respeétis different fromall other feelings (11.1), while remaining
nonetheless teeling(11.2).

" The moral feeling of respect belongs to the arppeactical form of sensibility and is
opposed to empirical practical sensibility. Althbugant acknowledges theoretical forms of
sensibility alongside the practical forms, theyraarbe treated in the present investigation,
which is limited to the field of practical philodop Practical forms of sensibility are
relevant for acting, while theoretical forms of siiity are of importance for knowledge.



II.1 Respect as a feelirgypriori

The feeling of respect is singular and uniformapipears in the same way in all
subjects and therefore has more than mere sulgegtlidity. It represents an
objective value (the idea of morality) and thus Mlls same power of moral
justification for every acting person. The reason this is the exclusivity of the
intentional object of respect, which is directethei toward the moral law itself or
toward the moral person. Empirical feelings, in tcast, are ultimately directed
toward an egoistic, material motive even if theyéaational contents. They are
various in kind, various in degree, and they atgexively contingent (4:442). It
is not possible to derive a binding measure foratitgror a moral justification of
an action from empirical feelings.

The moral feeling of respect is “self-wrought” 481 note; cf.
Wood/Schoenecker 2002, 81) by human reason ankebgdrticular subject, for it
is not caused by external stimuli but is, rathecpasequence of the practical law
which each subject becomes aware of in hersello#s not represent anything
other than the practical law on the level of fegliTherefore, it is exclusively
directed toward a moral thought and belongs toahmriori rational nature of a
human being. Empirical feelings, however, are cdiseexternal sensible stimuli,
inclinations, and desires that are directed toveangirical objects. They belong to
the physical, animal nature of a human being.

The moral feeling of respect moves the subjeeicto- and to act in a way that
is morally right. The action itself is its end. Eimgal feelings, in contrast, include
an interest in the object of an action (4:459—-8® action itself is a mere means
to an end.

II.2 Respect as feelinga priori

Although different from empirical feelings in mamgsential regards, the moral
feeling of respect is nevertheless feeling its emotional dimension being
comprised of two special characteristics: tlegativequality of respect consists in
a “pain,” because the moral feeling wards off efcplrimpulses and has a stronger

Empirical theoretical forms of sensibility includbe five senses insofar as they give
information which is relevant for knowledge. A piitheoretical forms of sensibility are the
forms of intuition: space and time. Empirical preak forms of sensibility are the five
senses insofar as they give information which seB& material determining grounds for
actions. The a priori practical form of sensibilsyonlyone the moral feeling of respect.

8 Concerning the systematic differences betweemtbeal feeling of respect and all other
feelings cf. in Kant’'s own days: Mellin 1797-1884-69.



effect and influence on the mind than external idmstimuli. Because the human
being does not immediately pursue his empiricakide incentives, his animal
side feels disrespected and humiliated. Phsitive emotional quality of respect
consists in the feeling of highest self-esteem, igrhindering sensible stimuli, the
influence of the moral law emerges much more pueglg clearly. The human
being rises to his highest moral purpose and begingsemble beings without
senses (God, angels), who always behave in a madai&l way. The God in the
human being thus feels elevated (5:72—4, 6:435).

Respect as self-esteem nevertheless cannot lead deerestimation of self,
because it presupposes sensibility in human be&indghus the consciousness that
human nature is finite and lacks moral idealityisTik the reason why “respect for
the law cannot be attributed to a supreme being or eveonw free from all
sensibility” (5:76). Furthermore, respect alwayslilles consciousness of a
subordination or even non-fulflment of immediatesiles. Respect is always
paired with disrespect. Moreover, averestimation of self cannot occur because a
human being must also concede to other moral perfom same respect as to
himself, and must limit his self-esteem such thaan coexist with the esteem of
the moral person in all others (6:449).

11.3 Ethical functions of the moral feeling of resp

Three further differences between empirical feediagd the a priori moral feeling
result in three functions of respect that are ipelissable to the foundation of the
morality of an action: thevaluative thecausal and theeducationalfunction.

a) The evaluative functionVhile empirical feelings can only reflect relaiv
values, the moral feeling of respect can fathom uheonditional and absolute
value of the idea of morality that is expressethipractical law.

b) The causal functianLike the main part of the tradition before himar
interprets empirical feelings as passive. Theyements and effects insofar as they
are suffered.Kant calls them “pathological” (5:80 from the Gkesord rdoyerv:
to suffer). But he also interprets them as actigea material basis for determining
action (5:22-6). This active causal function adjuedakes them rivals of the moral
feeling as incentives of a will which subjectivedgn be moved to an action either
by empirical feelings or by the a priori feeling.

Conversely, the moral feeling of respect alsodpassive feature, because it is
an affect of pure practical reason. More importgritbwever, the moral feeling of
respect influences the realization of moral actawtively. For it is precisely
because it is an affect of pure practical reasat ith— in contrast to empirical

® According to Gordon (1987, ix), feelings were ttaally regarded “to be states that lack
causal depth”.



feelings — has an exclusively a priori motivatirgyer that can only lead tooral
actions.

¢) The educational functioWhile empirical feelings can be influenced by and
educated through a person’s character, the a pmorial feeling of respect is
neither subject to development nor can it be chdngeder the influence of
individual character. Rather, it itself is the ciiwh for the possibility of the
empirical and historical generation and formatiéa enoral character.

Each of these three functions also marks a diftefecus in the historical
development of Kant’s ethical writings. The evaivatfunction, as it relates to the
nomological aspect of respect, is particularly thgpmed in theGroundwork The
causal function is at the center of $econdCritique. The educational function is
added in the later critical writings, above allthre Religion At this stage of his
ethical theory, Kant also returns once again to ¢kieluative function — now,
however, with regard to the personal aspect ofeetsp

[1.3.1 The evaluative function

The moral feeling of respect plays a decisive ialehe evaluation of a moral
action. It guarantees thall human beings are susceptible to the moral contient o
an action and that they must appreciate its valterefore it is indispensable for
the claim to universal validity of moral values.

Kant develops the evaluative function of the méealing of respect in his first
main ethical work, th&roundwork of the Metaphysics of Mordls785), and in
the “Doctrine of Virtue” in theMetaphysics of Moral§1797). Respect, according
to Kant, is the “representation of a worth” (4:4@dte) — “worth” not in the sense
of an arbitrary value but in the sense of the alisolalue of the pure will, which is
determined by reason alone and which is “goodsielfit. No other emotion feels
the unconditional dignity of morality. Rather, theyerely comprehend the relative
“price” of all objects (4:428, 4:434-5)

In the Groundwork,the morally pure will is introduced as somethirtgat
could be considered good without limitation” and “‘something that has its full
worth in itself”. It is “to be valued incomparabygher than all that could merely
be brought about by it in favor of some inclinatiand indeed, if you will, of the
sum of all inclinations” (4:393—4). In Kant’s appich there are only two instances
able to provide this estimation: the moral poweljuafgment and moral feeling.
Kant does not deny that the idea of morality ormoiill which is good in itself
could bejudged propositionally to be the highest moral worth. Buis more
important for him to stress that the highest mestéem can also be achieved pre-
propositionally, through a feeling, at the level glerception. Since the
epistemically more demanding moral judgment catweopresupposed to be within
the ability of all human beings, the epistemicallgss demanding, non-



propositional, merely perceivable feeling — whigvertheless represents the same
content as the moral judgment — is more easily ssibke to everybody (even to
children and uneducated persons). Therefore tHmdealone can already provide
a binding measure of moral worth, which demonssrdkee moral demand to be
plausible and one that is a fact for all persons.

Kant deals with the way in which moral feelingrigs about the highest esteem
for the good will in the first part of th€roundwork,where he explains all those
elements of ethics that are accessible to “commuonotal cognition, which is
available to all individuals (4:392). In the samany he writes in th®eligionthat
“even the most limited human being is capable btre greater a respect for a
dutiful action”. Even “children are capable of digsering [...] the slightest taint of
admixture of spurious incentives: for in their eybg action then immediately
loses all moral worth” (6:48).

In the Groundworkthe feeling of highest moral esteem is mainly didc
towards the practical law. Respect is respecttierlaw and “[a]ny respect for a
person is properly only respect for the law” (4:4tdte). In theMetaphysics of
Morals, however, the esteem that the moral feeling gbeesevokes is directed
more strongly towards the moral person who follothie practical law. It is
between the writing of these two works that Kanpleses the distinction between
the nomological and the personal aspect of regpe299-403).

In the Metaphysics of MoralKant defines virtue as “the strength of a human
being’s maxims in fulfilling his duty” (6:394). Othe one hand, the feeling of
respect supports each person in the fulfillmertisfmoral duties toward himself.
His ability to follow the law inspires a person kvithighest self-esteem, a feeling
of his inner worth (valor)” and an “inalienable dity (dignitas interna)”. The
person feels “his sublime vocation” that cause$edation of spirit (elatio animi)”
(6:436-7). On the other hand, the feeling of respapports each human being in
fulfilling his moral duties toward other personsrfhe must exhibit toward others,
insofar as they are moral persons, the same edtesnhe has for himself as a
moral person. The feeling of respect isn@akimof limiting our self-esteem by the
dignity of humanity in another person” (6:449). tharmore, respect is one of the
prerequisites of friendship (6:469-71), the othang love.

[1.3.2 The causal function

The moral feeling of respect guarantees throughatsalfunction that the moral
action is not just present in thought but alsoiedrout.

Kant develops the causal function most fully isa $&cond main ethical writing,
the Critique of Practical Reasoi(1788, 5:126—-159). Asking how the objective
command of reason can become the subjective basidetermining action and
therefore can be the cause of an action in an ioha® subject, he identifies the
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moral feeling as the sought-after executive momvgr, as an “incentive” a
priori.'® Kant's conception of the causal processes in thwel mistinguishes two
steps: the practical law causes the feeling ofeespwhich in turn causes the
realization of the moral action in the realm of esipnce. Beck (1960, 216) has
already interpreted the moral feeling of respec &sonative or dynamic factor in
volition”. Allison (1990, 120-2)refers to the moral law agrincipium
diiudicationis to the moral feeling, however, g®incipium executionis The
literature (cf. Fischer 2003, 18HIso describes them respectively as objective
motive and subjective motivation, or as the cogaitand the conative moments of
an action.

But there is also controversy in the current éitere regarding the motivational
function of respect. So, for instance, de Sous8{1306) says, “Some emotions
seem likely to motivate moral behaviour, and sormendt. On the Kantian view,
the former class is empty”; Williams (1985, 19@jtes, “Kant did not think that
[...] a feeling, was itself what provided the rea$or moral action. As a feeling, it
was just a feeling”; and Turski (1994, 143)ys, “respect” is “only product” and
“not the motivation behind, the law’s or rationalncept’s unconditional impinging
on the rational will”.

Kant is aware of the fact that no one before him thee idea that pure feeling can
have a moral causality a priori (5:153). Alreadyoward the time of the

Groundwork, he discovered that besides a posteriori incentivase. sensible

determinants of action, which emanate from emgirifegelings, desires and
inclinations — there could be a second kind of sdegdriving force: the non-

empirical incentive of a moral feeling. A posterioncentives belong to the
causality of nature. They are heteronomous. Theai gensible driving force of

respect, however, belongs to the causality of freedActions from respect for the
law are autonomous (cf. Wood/Schoenecker 2002, 73).

This distinction once again appears in gezondCritique. Respect now is
explicitly called an incentive of pure practicabsen (5:71). It is Beck who has
noted that this modifies Kant's approach of a popr&ctical reason, i.e. a reason
that can be practical by itself alone, and that tkeelegates a part of the
motivational function to moral feeling. In this dert the conative moment, the
moral feeling, is interpreted in a strongly cogrétivay as an intellectual feeling or
a sense of duty (Beck 1960, 203). Still, Kant does go so far as to say that

101t is not easy to say what the etymology of thent&incentive (elater animi)” (5:72) is.
The word “elater” is unknown in classical Latin.SBibly it is a loan word from the Greek
word elazip: herder (fromelaiverv: to drive, to drive away, to draw, to push). In slaal
Latin the participle “elatum” belongs to the verbfféro” (to elevate, to arise), which is
derived fromeéperv, meaning to carry, to bring, to give rise to; ireaer detail cf. Sala
2004, 161-2; Schwaiger 1999, 161-2; and also TR26i8S, 335.
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feelings are the same as moral judgments, likertbst extreme among the modern
cognitivist theorists of emotions do, who ignore eiminate the epistemic
difference between a non-propositional feeling dhne propositional power of
judgment'* With his concept of the moral feeling of respekgnt's theory
represents a moderate cognitivism which, althougbguates the content that is
represented in the moral feeling with the one regmeed in the moral judgment,
does not eliminate the aesthetic character ofebknfy as a perception.

In the GroundworkKant already explores the difference between ecgliand
a priori sensible incentives. But he does not get the causal connection between
the a priori sensible incentive of a moral feelemgd pure practical reason. As a
result, he cannot give a full explanation of theisadity of pure practical reason
(4:461-2).

In the Critique of Practical ReasoKant has found a solution for this problem:
Pure reason becomes practical through moral feelordg[rlespect for the moral
law is [...] the sole and also the undoubted miorantive” of pure practical reason
(5:78). It is a pure feeling, “which is directedlypito the practical”. This means
that once the moral feeling is caused by the pralctaw, its causal power remains
a pure “interest in the law” (cf. 4:413-4 note, 4:459-&0d note, 5:80) that is
never directed to empirical objects but always He tealization of the moral
command, to moral practice itself.

Kant’s claim is that, although one can hear ttectical law inside oneself and
can recognize its necessitating and obligatoryasttar, it might happen that one
nevertheless does not follow the law. Only whenrfeeal motive is reflected in
the feeling as a subjective motivation, is the sabjot onlymotivatedto act but
actsmorally*?

[1.3.3 The educational function

The educationalfunction of the moral feeling of respect is thesiaof Kant's hope
that human individuals are beings who can makel@jgcal progress in history
and improve morally, such that over time they abteato acquire a moral
character.

11 For instance Solomon (2003, 229) writes: “[A]n ¢imo is a normative judgement,
perhaps even a moral judgement”. Nussbaum (2003) 27 a bit more cautious:
“EE]motions are a kind of judgement or thought”.

12 Ameriks (2000, 319) expresses another doubt abeutausal function of respect: Given
that the moral feeling can execute and effect tloeahaction by itself, why, then, a pure
practical reason at all, why nainly the moral motivation by moral feeling alone? The
answer according to Kant's approach is relativedgye The moral feeling is caused by
reason. It only exists at all through the law ofeppractical reason and only in this way is
there a guarantee that the feeling is a moral agamate feeling.



12

Kant develops the notion of the educational fuorctf the moral feeling in the
moral pedagogy of theecondCritique and in theReligion (1794). This function
can be subdivided into three steps: a) the mogdinfg of respect is the emotional
preliminary stage to making moral judgments thah crve to introduce to
children their ability to judge morally and to irisgothem to practice this ability; b)
practicing the moral feeling of respect is the bafir the formation of an
individual’'s moral character; and therefore c) theral feeling is the source of
possible progress and of the ability to improverttwal character of humankind.

a) ThesecondCritique’s “Doctrine of method”outlines a model of moral
pedagogy, according to which it is the task of aaheducator to offer to young
people concrete examples of moral behaviour takem f‘the biographies of
ancient and modern times,” and to awaken their margesire and their moral
sensibility as a preparatory step towards moragfjoeht. In this way a “young
listener” confronted with an example of a moral@tiwill be “raised step by step
from mere approval to admiration, from that to aement, and finally to the
greatest veneration and the lively wish that heseifncould be such a man”.
Admiration, amazement, and veneration are feelthgs ultimately develop into
the moral feeling of respect, of highest esteerd, afrreverence, which have “the
greatest force on the mind of a spectator” (5:1%6Fhe feeling of respect that
children feel in the presence of a moral examplekans the wish to achieve the
feeling of elevation of the soul and of inner freed by his own behaviour,
although the child knows that a feeling of painlwilecede it, for he will not be
able immediately and unreflectively to follow hansible nature and his desires.

b) The simple experience of the moral feeling e$pect, if practiced and
cultivated, can lead to a perceptible progresshef power of judgment and,
consequently, to an increased interest in the fationl of a moral character. By
moral character Kant understands “a consistent tipehccast of mind in
accordance with unchangeable maxims” — that is,ira lof behaviour that
constantly follows the practical law (5:152). Siamly, Kant says in th&eligion
that the disposition to a moral personality caridudtivated in no better way” than
by letting the “apprentices in morality” judge “timpurity of certain maxims” or
the “exampleof good people”. “And so the predisposition grdijuhecomes an
attitude of mind, so thatuty merely for itself begins to acquire in the appiais
heart a noticeable importance” (6:48).

The feeling of respect is a positive experiengehfaman beings. Eventually, it
causes self-contentment and joy, and the subjedss® repeat and to renew the
same experience. The “law of duty, through thetp@sivorth that observance of it
lets us feel, finds easier access through the césfm ourselves” in our
consciousness (5:161), and is therefore “especatyseworthy as a means of
awakening moral dispositions” (6:50).



13

c) What is valid for the individual is also valfdr the moral progress of
humankind as a whole:

For [take] a human being who, from the time of dd®ption of the principles of the

good and throughout a sufficiently long life herw#i, has perceived the efficacy of
the principles on what he does, i.e. on the condfibts life as it steadily improves,

and from that has cause to infer, but only by wéycanjecture, a fundamental

improvement in his disposition: [he] can yet alsasonably hope that in this life he
will no longer forsake his present course but wather press in it with ever greater
courage (6:68).

lll. Objections, alternatives, and their critique

Against Kant's strict distinction between the aoprimoral feeling of respect and
empirical feelings, it has been argued that a thebionly one feeling that can be
morally relevant for an action is too “thin”. Othécircumstance—specific
emotions” are conditions for grounding the moratifyan action, too (cf. Sherman
1990, 165-6).

Kant does not deny that there are feelings thifatence moral motivation in a
subordinate but nevertheless conducive way. Sojnfgtance, theReligion says
that to follow the command of duty one has to aagtia joyous frame of mind,
without which one is never certain of havigginedalsoa lovefor the good, i.e. of
having incorporated the good into one’'s maxim” f61ote, cf. also 2:215-7).
Nevertheless, nothing but the moral feeling of eespwhich alone is caused by, or
has an inner causal relation to the practical lemn guarantee thexclusively
moral nature of one’s motivation. Sympathy, benerog, love, and compassion
may in the best cases motivate one to act motallythey do not necessarily do
Sso.

[11.1 A graduated model

Packer (1989, 431-3as tried to classify Kant's statements about tifieence of
feeling on moral actions into five different levelde suggests a graduated model,
which describes different degrees of the moralveeiee of emotions in Kant's
approach. On a first level, there are those remtrks interpret heteronomous
inclinations as a threat to the universality antbaomy of the practical law and
that are excluded from the foundation of the moyalf an action (4:405, 4:410-1,
4:442, 6:394). On a second level, there are fegliagpd inclinations that
accompany a moral action but are irrelevant tatleal worth of that action. They
are neither necessary nor sufficient to motivate tm moral behaviour (4:400,
4:410, 5:21-2). On a third level, Packer localitks aesthetic feelings of the



14

sublime and the beautiful, which awaken a moraredt and which can be used in
moral pedagogy. However, they are neither parthef objective definition of
morality nor indispensably necessary subjectiveemtives for a moral action
(2:211-2, 5:265, 6:457). On level four, one candfithe moral feeling of
“happiness” that Kant develops in the “Doctrinetioé Postulates” in theecond
Critique. In the highest good, happiness is proportionatht® worthiness to be
happy (5:234). On a fifth and highest level, whislitself divided into two steps,
there are the positive and the negative moral fgsliof respect as the two
components of moral feeling.

Packer's model makes sense insofar as it drawstath to the fact that Kant's
approach is not blind to the richness of the emmatiobackground of moral
decisions and reasons. Still, it cannot ignorecditegorical difference between the
moral feeling of respect and all the other feelingdevels 1-4, and simply transfer
them into a graduated model. For it is true thanethappiness” is a feeling which
has empirical causes and which is generated bguireof all material goods. Only
the moral feeling of respect can be guaranteedat® ka content that is pure and
moral.

[11.2 Alternative interpretations of moral feeling

Kant's interpretation of the moral feeling of respis unusual. It has no prominent
precursor in the history of philosophy and it caossly rejects all existing
classical interpretations of moral feeling. Nor didind any followers. Whether
this reception was justified or not is a topic &other occasion.

In the remaining space, this investigation wilhsiger the arguments that Kant
offered for and against important alternative cdatks for the moral feeling, such
as love, sympathy, or compassion. While Kant asckpte and nearly elevates it
to the level of the moral feeling of respect, hretfand foremost refuses sympathy
and, with some concessions, refuses compassioelas w

[1.2.1 Practical love

For many years Kant tried to clarify the ethicatss of love. His analyses always
centred around two crucial themes: First, he reqidatreturned to the Christian
doctrine of charity, which, in the course of deyhg his own moral philosophy,
he first integrated, then refused, and at lasicetly re-interpreted. Second, in both
his early and his late writings, he investigate@ tturiously interlocking but
antagonistic relationship (Verflechtung) obtainbegween love and respect.

The moral feeling of love for God, or charity,@sentral concept in Jewish and
Christian ethics. The command.dve God above all, and your neighbour as
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yourself (5:83) or “Love your neighbour because he is lja” (Mt. 22, 37-40;
Lv. 19, 18)is the highest of the three Christian virtues afitg hope and faith.

In his early philosophy Kant took the doctrineobfarity to be an example of
the material principle of morality, which consistsan immediate feeling of the
good (2:300), and which Kant accepted in the 1&0sgside the formal principle
of morality. Charity is understood as an empiritagugh elementary and simple,
feeling of the moral good.

There are two reasons why Kant's Critical phildspgeases to accept the
command of charity. First, since love is a sensélnld empirical feeling, and since
God is not an object of the senses, one cannotHiwe Second, although human
beings are objects of the senses, they cannot ligatda to love one another.
Morality in Kant's theory has the character of resigtion. If love were a morally
relevant feeling, it would appear as a necessitatas a duty. But[ljove is a
matter offeeling, not of willing, and | cannot love becausewlll to, still less
because bughtto.” Therefore, “aduty to loveis an absurdity.” Moreover, “every
duty is necessitation, a constraint, even if thigibe self-constraint in accordance
with a law. What is done from constraint, howevemot done from love” (6:401).
Therefore love is not a moral feeling.

But Kant doesn’t stop with a simple refutatiortted command of charity. What
attracts him to the Christian doctrine of char#that love is considered an active
and practical feeling, showing a constancy thatmse¢o be grounded not in
contingent inclinations but in a fundamental ratibbmaxim, in a particular attitude
(Haltung):

It is undoubtedly in this way, again, that we aseunderstand the passages from
scripture in which we are commanded to love ougimadur, even our enemy. For,
love [...] ispractical and notpathologicallove, which lies in the will and not in the
propensity of feeling (4:399).

Practical love consists in the attitude of praatcall duties toward othergfadly’
(5:83). It is not a spontaneous sensible feelirgg ttine should strive for, but a
rational habitus of benevolence toward others.

With regard to the connection between love andees@an assimilation takes place
as well. In his earlyDbservationg1764) Kant describes love and respect as a pair
of opposites in aesthetical and ethical contexts, lze claims that respect has a
stronger and more lasting effect on the mind tlwae.| The feeling of love arises in
the presence of beautiful objects or goodheartéidrec The feeling of respect,
however, arises if a subject encounters sublimedigmified objects or noble and
righteous actions (2:211, 2:218). In thetaphysics of Moral&Kant once again
returns to the connection between love and respkxrhow describes them as the
ideal counterparts of moral friendship (6:469—Ry.claiming that love as well as
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respect is fundamental to maintaining moral frigmposKant implicitly modifies
his earlier held opinion that respect is relatetchtire worthy objects than love.

Baron argues that respect and love are less dppbsin it seems. Respect, the
moment of repulsion, which creates a distance iisorelationship to others, has
an affinity to love, the moment of attraction, wiicauses closeness, because both
together create a third and positive thing: the ahdétiendship between human
beings. Love is opposed to hate or ignorance bitoneespect (Baron 2002b, 391—
2).

The current discussion regarding theories of emnotiften poses the question
whether there is something like a set of “basic tawng” (cf. Goldie 2000, 87-8)
that are simpler and more fundamental than all rotbelings. Here the Kantian
response must be that the moral feeling of reseitte most important and most
fundamental feeling that a human being can havauseit helps him to fulfill the
moral purpose of humankind. If there is a secomtirfg that comes close to the
moral status of respect, it is love, because la® bn the one hand, the rational-
practical dimension of charity, and on the othemdait serves as the
complementary counterpart of respect in the frieimlbetween human beings.

111.2.2 Sympathy and compassion

Sympathy Kant's remarks about sympathy are scarce andhenwtole very
reserved. It is striking that Kant does not invohimself in the debate of his day
about the moral function of sympathy. Rather, heeda$ his criticism to the
original and older meaning of sympathy as a cosgiocéh phenomenon and a
speculative approach to natdfeln Kant's own time, more or less elaborate
theories about the ethical function of sympathy badn presented by Shaftesbury
(1699, 11.2.1), Hutcheson (1728, 17), Hume (1739MI03.1.-3), and, above all,
by Adam Smith (1759, 1.1.1/2) — the advocates sémtimentalist ethics grounded
in feeling. Kant could have responded directlyltdaur positions, but did not.

The few available sources in Kant's early phildsppandicate a kind of
sceptical reservation. Contrary to true virtuesugded in maxims, the merely
adoptive virtue of sympathy is “not yet enough™s$timulate inert human nature to
actions for the common good” (2:217-8, 2:222) slti pathologicaincentive for

13 The ethical interpretation of sympathy appearethtively late in the history of
philosophy. Until early modern times sympathy me#m® consonance and the collective
affective arousal of elements in the cosmos. Oimlgesthe middle of the i6century has
the original speculative concept, belonging to tealm of nature, increasingly been
transferred to the realm of social, moral and malitrelations in human society. Sympathy
then came to designate the attraction between hdmeianys, the harmony of their feelings
and their insight into each other’s thoughts aredirigs.
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actions that generates “a frivolous, high-flowmtésstic cast of mind” (5:85). Most
of the remarks rank sympathy and antipathy, witteowt further argument, among
the sympathetic and speculative phenomena of nahae Kant deems absurd
things, such as “idiosyncrasyqualitates occultag (7:203), “water-divining,
premonitions, the operation of the imagination cdgmant woman, the influence
exercised by the phases of the moon on animalgpkamds” (2:356-7, cf. 7:179),
sorcery, magic, spirit-seeing, and superstition.

Sympathetic joy and sadnesghe moral feeling of compassion, advocated by
Rousseau before Kant and by Schopenhauer afterdoi@s, not enter in any lasting
way into Kant's thinking. But Kant treats compassiin a slightly more
sophisticated manner than he does sympathy.

“Compassion” (piti€), according to Rousseau, csiesin an ‘“identification”
with the suffering person. It prompts human beingshelp suffering persons
without any further reflection (Rousseau 1753, Bpdgerman 61—4). Similarly,
Schopenhauer says in direct opposition to Kant toapassion is the only and
exclusively unadulterated moral incentiv€Schopenhauer 1840, 231 and
1818/19/1844, § 67f. As with Rousseau, compassion means for Schopenhaue
unification with the suffering of another persomisidentification(Schopenhauer
1840, 208) is Kant's first point of attack agaiashoral feeling of compassion, for,
as he says,

when another suffers and, although | cannot hetp hiet myself be infected by his
pain [...] then two of us suffer, though the traubéally (in nature) affects ongne
But there cannot possibly be a duty to increaseilthén the world and so to do
goodfrom compassio(6:457).

Kant criticizes compassion, just as he does symypatld love, for its contingency
as well as for its lack of regularity — these beiygical features of sensible
feelings. He considers it good behaviour “withoupport (Haltung) and without
principles” (2:215, 2:217), or, even stronger, gnsof moral weakness which in
“right-thinking persons” produces “the wish to lbedd from” it (5:118).

The immediate appearance of moral feeling of retsizeclearly attested to by
children. In contrast, a similar test in the ca$ec@mpassion leads to a contra-
indication. “It is a good thing to give childrengi@t-money of their own, that they
may help the needy; and in this way we should seg®y are really compassionate
or not. But if they are only charitable with thearent's money, we have no such
test” (9:487). Children do not have an a priorilifeg of compassion that is
obligatory and that is strong enough to consisyeggherate moral actions.

14 0n Schopenhauer and Kant cf. Koehl 1993, 140-150.
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The Kant of theMetaphysics of Moralshowever, concedes thaympathetic
joy and sadnesqsympathia moralijs appear spontaneously as natural “sensible
feelings”. But the immediately felt empathy (confegtedness) is not the morally
acceptable feature of sympathetic joy and sadnRsgher, it consists in the
“capacityand thewill to share in others’ feelingslt is not in an aesthetic and
emotional way, but through the ration&iuUmanitas practicaof an understanding
through communication, that sympathetic joy andnsad acquire a form that
allows one freely to take an interest in the existeand the destiny of others
(6:456-7).

Works cited

The German version of this paper appeared in 2007Zeitschrift fuer
philosophische Forschun@l (3): 337-60. The English translation of the grap
printed by permission of Christof Rapp who is tdéa of the journal.

Allison, Henry E. 1990Kant’s Theory of FreedomCambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 120-8.

Ameriks, Karl. 2000Kant and the Fate of Autonom@ambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 317-31.

—. 2004. Kant und das Problem der moralischen Mttn. In Kants Ethik ed. Karl
Ameriks and Dieter Sturma, 97-116. Paderborn: reenti

Baron, Marcia W. 2002a. Acting from Duty. @Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals
ed. Allen W. Wood, 92-110. New Haven/London: Yalaivgrsity Press; german
2004. Handeln aus Pflicht. Kants Ethik ed. Karl Ameriks and Dieter Sturma, 80-97.
Paderborn: mentis.

—. 2002b. Love and Respect in thectrine of Virtue In Kant’'s Metaphysics of Morals.
Interpretative Essay®d. Mark Timmons, 391-407. Oxford: Oxford Univgr&ress.

Beck, Lewis White. 19604 Commentary on Kant's Critique of Practical Reasthicago:
The University of Chicago Press; german 19Kants “Kritik der praktischen
Vernunft”. Ein KommentarMunich: UTB, 197-221.

Esser, Andrea M. 200&ine Ethik fuer Endliche. Kants Tugendlehre in @G=genwart
Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog, 329-39.

Fischer, Peter. 2003Moralitaet und Sinn. Zur Systematik von Klugheitpr™ und
symbolischer Erfahrung im Werk Kankdunich: Wilhelm Fink, 181-213.

Goldie, Peter. 200@-he Emotions. A Philosophical Exploratiddxford: Clarendon Press.

Gordon, Robert. 198The Structure of Emotion€ambridge: Cambridge University Press.



19

Goy, Ina, and Otfried Hoeffe. 2004 (to appear 20Fdancis Hutcheson. IKant-Lexikon
ed. Juergen Stolzenberg, Georg Mohr, and Markudagt¢tek. Berlin/New York:
Walter de Gruyter.

Guyer, Paul. 199XKant and the Experience of Freedo@ambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 356-68.

Henrich, Dieter. 1957/8. Hutcheson und Kaant—Studiert9: 49—-69.

Hume, David. 1739/40A Treatise of Human Naturéxford: Oxford University Press
2000; germarkin Traktat ueber die menschliche Nathiamburg: Meiner 1989, vol. 2.

Hutcheson, Francis. 1728. lllustrations upon theaneense. IMOn the Nature and the
Conduct of the Passions with Illustrations on therah sense 107—-65. Manchester:
Clinamen Press 1999.

Koehl, Harald. 1993. Die Theorie des moralischefu€l@ds bei Kant und Schopenhauer. In
Zur Philosophie der Gefuehled. Hinrich Fink-Eitel and Georg Lohmann, 136-56.
Frankfurt/Main: suhrkamp.

Lee, Ming-Huei. 1987Das Problem des moralischen Gefuehls in der Entungk der
Kantischen EthikPhD diss., University of Bonn.

MacBeath, A. Murray. 1973. Kant on Moral Feelikgnt-Studieré4: 283-314.

Mellin, George Samuel Albert. 1797-1804. Achtuny.Ehcyclopaedisches Woerterbuch
der kritischen Philosophjd 51-69. Aalen: Scientia 1970 (reprinted from thriginal
edition Zuellichau/Jena/Leipzig: Friedrich Frommann

Nussbaum, Martha C. 2003. Emotions as Judgementalag and Importance. What is
an Emotion?ed. Robert Solomon, 271-83. Oxford: Oxford UnsitgrPress.

Packer, Mark. 1989. Kant on Desire and Moral Pleaslournal of the History of Ideas0
(3): 429-42.

Park, Chan-Goo. 199®as moralische Gefuehl in der britischen moral-ge8gshule und
bei Kant PhD diss., University of Tuebingen.

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques. 1753. Discours sur l'er@ifes fondements de l'inégalité parmi
les hommes. IifEuvres compléteed. Berhard Gagnebin and Marcel Raymond, 108—
223. Paris: Gallimard 1964; germafbhandlung ueber den Ursprung und die
Grundlagen der Ungleichheit unter den Menscl&tttgart: Reclam 1998.

Sala, Giovanni. 200&Kants “Kritik der praktischen Vernunft’. Ein Kommizm. Darmstadt:
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 160-94.

Scarano, Nico. 2002. Moralisches Handeln. Zumaritdauptstueck von Kants ,Kritik der
praktischen Vernunft* (71-89). IKritik der praktischen Vernunfed. Otfried Hoeffe,
135-52. Berlin: Akademie Verlag.

Schopenhauer, Arthur. 1818/19/1842ie Welt als Wille und VorstellungMunich: dtv
1998.

—. 1840. Preisschrift ueber die Grundlage der MolalSaemtliche Werkeed. Arthur
Hubscher, vol. 4, 103-27%/iesbaden: Brockhai4972.

Schwaiger, Clemens. 199%ategorische und andere Imperative. Zur Entwickluran
Kants praktischer Philosophie bis 17&uttgart Bad-Cannstatt: Frommann Holzboog.

Seidler, Victor J. 1986Kant. Respect and Injustice. The Limits of Libevidral Theory
London/Boston/Henley: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Shaftesbury, Anthony Ashley Cooper. 1699. An Ingu@oncerning Virtue and Merit. In
Characteristics of Men, Manners, Opinions, Timed. Lawrence E. Klein, 163-230.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1999.



20

Sherman, Nancy. 1990. The Place of Emotions in igari¥lorality. Inldentity, Character
and Morality. Essays in Moral Psychologd. Amelie O. Rorty and Owen J. Flanagan,
149-70. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Smith, Adam. 1759The Theory of Moral SentimentSambridge: Cambridge University
Press 2002; germdrheorie der ethischen Gefuehtéamburg: Meiner 1977.

Sokoloff, William W. 2001. Kant and the ParadoxRdspectAmerican Journal of Political
Scienced5 (4): 768-79.

Solomon, Robert C. 2003. Emotions and ChoiceWhat is an Emotion?ed. Robert
Solomon, 224-35. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

de Sousa, Ronald. 199the Rationality of Emotion€ambridge: MIT Press.

Theiss, Robert. 2005. Respect de la loi, respeta gersonne: KanRevue Philosophique
de Louvainl03: 331-46.

Turski, W. George. 1994 oward A Rationality of Emotions: An Essay in ttélésophy of
Mind. Athens: Ohio University Press.

Williams, Bernard. 1973Problems of the SelCambridge: Cambridge University Press,
203-29.

—. 1985 Ethics and the Limits of Philosoph@ambridge: Harvard University Press.

Wolff, Christian. 1720. Vernuenfftige Gedancken vier Menschen Thun und Lassen, zu
Befoerderung ihrer Glueckseeligkeif= Deutsche Ethik). InChristian Wolff.
Gesammelte Werked. Jean Ecole et al., vol. I.4. Hildesheim/Zufitew York: Georg
OIms 1976.

Wood, Allen W. 1999Kant’s Ethical ThoughtCambridge: Cambridge University Press,
42-9.

— and Dieter Schoenecker. 200ants “Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten”. Ein
einfuehrender KommentarPaderborn/Munich/Wien/Zurich: Ferdinand Schoehjng
58-89.

The following English translations of Kant's writia are cited:

Announcement of the Program of his Lectures for Wiater Semester 1765-1766. In
Immanuel Kant, Theoretical Philosophy 1755-1,7ré@ns. by David Walford and Ralf
Meerbote, 291-300. Cambridge: Cambridge UniveRigss 1992.

Critique of Practical Reason. Immanuel Kant, Practical Philosophgd. and trans. by
Mary J. Gregor, 133-272. Cambridge: Cambridge UsitsePress 1996.

Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals. lmmanuel Kant, Practical Philosophed.
and trans. by Mary J. Gregor, 37-108. Cambridgeni€t&lge University Press 1996.

Inquiry concerning the Distinctness of the Prinegpbf Natural Theology and Morality. In
Immanuel Kant, Theoretical Philosophy 1755-1,7ré@ns. by David Walford and Ralf
Meerbote, 247-75. Cambridge: Cambridge Universigs® 1992.

Kant on Educationtrans. by Annette Churton. London: Kegan Paul 18§%nted Bristol:
Thoemmes Press 1992.

Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful arel $tublimetrans. by John T. Goldthwait.
Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of Califorfieess 1991.

On the Form and Principles of the Sensible andrtedligible World. InImmanuel Kant,
Theoretical Philosophy 1755-17,7@ans. by David Walford and Ralf Meerbote, 377—
416. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1992.



21

Religion within the boundaries of mere reasoninmanuel Kant, Religion and Rational
Theology ed. and trans. by Allen W. Wood and George div@mi, 57-215
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2001.

The Metaphysics of Morals. limmanuel Kant, Practical Philosophed. and trans. by
Mary J. Gregor, 353-603. Cambridge: Cambridge UsitsePress 1996.



