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	Example
	Universal Law: act only according to a maxim (intention) if can become a universal law
	Formula of End in Itself: rational beings are persons who cannot be simply seen as means but as end-in-themselves

	Suicide (Inherent Contradiction)
	Out of self-love I decide to commit suicide. Nowhere does Kant say: what would happen if everyone did it? Instead, we are left to figure out that destruction inherent in suicide contradicts the creativity or preservation of love. Figuring out the value inherent in love is crucial in solving the puzzle. If love is creation/perseverance, then this is contradicted by the destruction of ending one’s life. This is a question of logic.

	To destroy myself to escape a difficult situation is to treat myself as a means only and not an end in itself. Live to the bitter end through pain and unhappiness. In some cases, the more difficult situation is to end one’s life over living on by habit or out of fear. Secondly, failure to escape from difficult situations (abusive relationships) can be seen as allowing ourselves to be used and also seems masochistic. 

	Promise-Breaking (Scenario Playout/Thought Experiment)
	I decide to make a promise I have no intention of keeping. Here, Kant appeals to a societal setting where everybody does it and it becomes a universal law of human behavior. If everyone knew that promises would not be kept, then there would be no promises in the first place. The appeal is not to an immediate contradiction (once the terms are disclosed), but to one that focuses on conceptual consequences: if not keeping promises becomes a universal law of nature/society, then people wouldn’t bother with promises, since they would be useless. This is a thought experiment.

	I “immediately” see that not keeping promises to other means using people. This recognition involves imagining the viewpoint of another person, who would never agree to be used in this manner. I have to imagine the world from the perspective of another person for this scenario to play out. In other words, this depends upon a shift in perspective, which is the catalyst for a playout of the scenario.  

	Neglect of Talent (Inherent Contradiction)
	I decide to move to Tahiti and indulge myself and never develop my talents. I identify myself, as Kant does, as a rational being. Rationality aims at full development: a network of interconnected parts aiming toward an end. A rational being aims at full development of talents because rationality aims for creating connections to reach a specific end. Indulgence as aimless contradicts the developmental aim of rationality. This is a question of logic. 

	There is a difference between maintaining and advancing the humanity of my own person. Advancing one’s humanity is of a higher value than simply maintaining it. This is a value judgment on the part of Kant, driven by the idea that the rational life involves full development of one’s talents. This mirrors the idea that rationality is project aiming us toward ends and fulfillment of ends. What if I say: I don’t want to become everything that I can be because it detracts from other areas of my life (inner peace)? Would that constitute using myself as a means or actually realizes the exhaustive work of always realizing all my talents objectifies me?  

	Zero Contribution of Happiness of Others
(Scenario Playout/Thought Experiment)
	I propose this universal law: each person should look out for herself to the exclusion of helping others (help oneself, not others). When this plays out in a societal setting, the contradiction occurs. When I imagine how the world would be if everybody only looked out for themselves, I would come the conclusion that such a situation would not be desirable since if I needed help no one would offer it to me. This a thought experiment.

	Not harming others and not doing as much as one can to help them harmonizes only negatively and not positively with the idea of humanity as an end in itself. The notion of end-in-itself has a full effect on me only if I recognize it applies to others. This involves a shift of perspective and recognition of the perspective of another person. I fully realize the value of the end-itself by seeing it manifested in other persons (its full positivity).


	




Kant misleads us by using the phraseology “universal law of nature” at least with two of the four examples. Two of the examples can easily be understood by imagining a what-if scenario, of how if a maxim were adopted, how it plays out in a societal setting. The other two do not. Closer or more accurate to his idea would be a “logical law without contradiction.” “What would happen if this moral law became like a law of nature?” is a different question that “What is the internal contradiction?” 
1. Out of self-love I decide to commit suicide. Nowhere does Kant say: What would happen if this became a universal law of nature or what would happen if everyone did it? Instead, we are left to figure out that destruction inherent in suicide contradicts the creativity or preservation of love. Figuring out the value inherent in love is crucial in solving the puzzle. If we say that love is creation/perseverance, then this is contradicted by the destruction of ending one’s life.
2. I decide to make a promise I have no intention of keeping. Here, Kant appeals to a societal setting where everybody does it and it becomes a universal law of human behavior. If everyone knew that promises would not be kept, then there would be no promises in the first place. The appeal is not to an immediate contradiction (once the terms are disclosed), but to one that focuses on conceptual consequences: if not keeping promises becomes a universal law of nature/society, then people wouldn’t bother with promises, since they would be useless. 
3. I decide to move to Tahiti and indulge myself and never develop my talents. I identify myself, as Kant does, as a rational being. Rationality aims at full development: a network of interconnected parts aiming toward an end. A rational being aims at full development of talents because rationality aims for creating connections to reach a specific end. Indulgence as aimless contradicts the developmental aim of rationality. 
4. I propose this universal law: each person should look out for herself to the exclusion of helping others (help oneself, not others). When this plays out in a societal setting, the contradiction occurs. When I imagine how the world would be if everybody only looked out for themselves, I would come the conclusion that such a situation would not be desirable since if I needed help no one would offer it to me.
For examples 1 and 3, once the values of the terms are identified, the terms reveal their contradictory nature. For examples, 2 and 4, the idea is to follow a premise (“Make a promise I don’t intend to keep” and “Look out only for myself”) and let them play out in societal setting where everyone followed them. In the first case, promises would become useless because people would know that like counterfeit money they’re not worth the paper they’re printed on and thus would never buy into something that is useless. In example 4, the realization that I one day might need help makes the maxim undesirable. The contradictions in 2 and 4, if you choose to call them contradictions, are uselessness and undesirability respectively. Coming to these negative conceptual consequences are considered contradictions.

The “universal law” has two faces: as a linguistic or pictorial contradiction. 
	Many of the contradictions are obscure, far-fetched,  and sadly disingenuous. 
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