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bstract: Undoubtedly, Kant was interested in philosophy of law,

even before proposing his critical philosophy. But, he delivered his fully-
fledged philosophy of right in The Metaphysics of Morals. Regarding the
review and analysis of the book, probably the most complicated issue
discussed by Kant specialists is the relation between right and morality.
The structure of the book, some of its ambiguous passages as well as
Kant’s prior positions about philosophy of morals in Critique of Practical
Reason and Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals have mystified the
real idea of Kant as for this relation. According to the belief that the “strict
right” implicates the (moral) ought or not, one can categorize Kant
specialists into two main groups: ‘defendants of dependence’ and
‘believers on independence’. The former is more popular and more
conforming to the structure of The Metaphysics of Morals. In order to
justify this doctrine, Hoffe has proposed the general categorical imperative
and Guyer and Kersting have written on freedom, while and Pauer-Studer
has discussed the kingdom of ends formula as the general foundation of
Kant’s moral philosophy which should include both domains of ethics and
law. Moreover, Sorin Baiasu has sought to refute Willaschek’s critiques,
as the most powerful one on the doctrine of dependence, by distinguishing
between subjective and objective validity of legal norms. Despite all these
efforts, it does not seem that the doctrine is fully successful. The essay is
designed to make the Persian speaking community familiar with these
efforts.
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ntroduction: Kant’s

metaphysical definition of
right has played pivotal role in
Philosophy of Right. Different
schools have been influenced
by his idea of right in various
ways. Some famous
philosophers, such as Hegel
and Marx, have shaped their
critiques of the abstract right
in reaction to  Kant’s
philosophy. Some others, such
as Rawls, have accepted the
essence of his rationalist
approach and have recast it in
a new and innovative theory.
Ironically, even some anti-
metaphysical positivists, such
as Kelsen, have been labeled as
new Kantian thinkers.

In the heart of Kant’s doctrine
of right is his innovation to
redefine the relation of right
and morality. But, despite its
deep influence, there are some
obscure and  paradoxical
positions in the theory, which
has led to the emergence of
different interpretations. The
dependence doctrine, which
regards Kant's  universal

principle of right as an

expression of  categorical
imperative in spatial context, is
the predominant and more
compatible  theory  with
contextual  evidence  of
Metaphysics of Morals. But
both complexity of Kant’s
position and the strong
reasoning of rival
interpretation, independence
doctrine, persuade us to
reexamine it to evaluate its
success in deliverance of a
coherent interpretation of
Kant’s doctrine of right. This
study attempts to introduce
this interpretation of Kant’s
theory of right, its strengths
and weaknesses to Persian-
speaking community.

ethodology: In order to

analyze the attempts of the
advocates of  dependence
doctrine, the essay has
concentrated on works of five
main figures of the doctrine,
i.e., Hoffe, Kersting, Guyer,
Pauer-Studer and Baiasu. It
tries to answer two main
questions: how these thinkers
try to harmonize the textual
paradoxes of Kant’s works,
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and how they react to their
rivals. Therefore, this study is
descriptive-analytical.

indings: The advocates of
dependence doctrine attempt
to justify the connection
between morality (categorical
imperative) and right by
means of finding the same
foundation for doctrine of
virtue and doctrine of right. In
so doing, Hoffe resorts to
universal categorical
imperative,
Guyer to freedom, and Pauer-
Studer to kingdom of ends.

Kersting and

Furthermore, Baiasu has
answered some of the most
complicated  critiques  of
Willaschek to the dependence
doctrine by means of
distinguishing between
subjective  and  objective

validity of legal rules.

iscussion and Conclusion:

It seems that none of these
efforts is satisfactory. The root
of this failure lies in particular
in the interpretation of
Metaphysics of Morals in
paragraphs 214 and 218, which
are inconsistent with other

parts of the doctrine of right.
This can be traced back to
transitory position of doctrine
of right in Metaphysics of
Morals. The starting point of
the book is the traditional
moral theory of Kant. But, it
moves in the direction of a new
non-prescriptive theory of
right, which reflects itself in
the concept of “strict right”
(See Willaschek, 1997). Kant
did not live long enough to
grasp the depth of the
contradiction to deliver a more
coherent theory. If so, the
dependence doctrine could
better explain the inclusive
moral theory of Kant. On the
other hand, the independence
doctrine could better show the
new orientation of Kant’s
moral  theory, especially
regarding the concept of
(strict) right.
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