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1
The ideas I am presenting came from:
o   Kant’s Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals and H.J. Paton’s helpful gloss published in the same volume.
o   J. Jeremy Wisnewski’s book Wittgenstein and Ethical Enquiry.
o   My own attempt to understand and simplify these
The Groundwork is much shorter and more digestible than the second Critique, Wisnewski’s book was a lucky find offering a contemporary viewpoint on Kant, specifically why we should be good rather than how. My contribution should be the most accessible of the three!
2 Kant answers Descartes’ doubt about our knowledge of reality, but leaves a gap of
uncertainty, allowing for facts we strive to confirm but cannot know. Moral facts can
be like this, our lack of knowledge does not preclude there being moral facts.
3 Kant divides our obligations into:
o   Hypothetical Imperatives, necessary if we are to attain a stated objective (e.g. I must keep fit if I want to grow old)
o   Categorical Imperatives, which we simply must obey. (e.g. ‘Thou shalt not kill”- unless this is interpreted as “thou shalt not kill because it would upset or provoke God”
4
Wisnewski distinguishes constitutive rules, which define what we are doing from
regulative rules which say how we should regulate our behaviour once we know what
we are doing, and concludes that The Categorical Imperative is constitutive, not
regulative. This might not seem intuitive. Living morally is like playing chess
according to the rules, not like a system of winning. To avoid arbitrary rules (like
chess) Kant introduces the notion of universalisability to equate living morally with
living rationally
