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A Discussion of Kant’s Concept of Will and the Intellectual
Origins of the Priority of Practical Reason

Zhang Rong

The concept of will is not only the cornerstone of Kant’s moral philosophy it is also a key to
understanding his metaphysics. In the preface of the first edition of Critique of Pure Reason Kant declares
from the outset that the struggle between the nature of human reason and the ability of human reason
constitutes the battlefield of metaphysics. This battlefield metaphor also reveals the essential connection
between reason and metaphysics. Human reason thus has two aspects: its nature and its ability. “Nature”
refers to will more specifically to the will as practical reason. “Ability” refers to speculative reason or
cognitive ability. Kant clearly establishes the relationship between these two aspects in Critique of Practical
Reason where practical reason takes priority over speculative reason. This allows Kant to explain “how the
foundation for the metaphysics of morals is possible”. In order to fully understand Kants concept of will
it’s necessary to trace his doctrine back to its intellectual origins in the voluntarism of the Middle Ages. This
paper argues that St. Augustine’s conception of free choice had a diachronic impact on Kant’s theory which

inspired him to assert the claim for the priority of practical reason.

On Lies and Self-Duty: The Problem of Dishonesty and Kant’s Bias Against It
Sun Xiaoling

Kant’s unconventional attitude towards lying is often regarded as a manifestation of his ethical rigorism
and impracticality. The complexity of the problem of lying in Kant’s philosophy is attributable to the fact that
truth-telling is regarded as both a duty to oneself and a duty to others in other words it is both of the
category of juridical and of the category of ethical duties. This essay proposes to explain Kants intolerant
attitude towards lying in terms of his failure to distinguish between second—and first-order duties to oneself.
Doing so also helps us to understand why Kant gave self-duty a foundational priority in his philosophy of
virtue. The essay further argues that only when lying is conflated with moral self-deception itself connected
with Kant’s notion of radical evil can it be regarded as the most serious violation of our humanity and even

as the source of all moral evils.

Moral Selfdndulgence and Self-Examination: Rethinking and
Overcoming Bernard Williams” Notion of Practical Deliberation

Liu Jiabao

Bernard Williams argues that the actions out of integrity are immune to the charge of moral self-
indulgence because the premise of this charge includes certain reflexivity of deliberation. Nevertheless
Williams’s understanding of the relevant premise seems not precise enough. Through an analysis of various
cases of reflexivity this article argues that self-deceit is the accurate premise of this charge. Compared with
Williams whose concern is limited to practical deliberation on so-called typically virtuous actions this
article counters Williams’s doubt about the reflexive elements of deliberation by arguing for another kind of
reflexive pragtival - deliberation that|remains  hidden-do-chis wiew s This| different| kind  of -deliberation (s
enmeshed with Confucian notions of self-cultivation and its importance for moral psychology. It seeks to

contribute a significant insight for traditional Western understandings of ethics.



