Four Moral Problems Answered with Comments
1. A man reduced to despair by a series of misfortunes feels wearied of life, but is still so far in possession of his reason that he can ask himself whether it would not be contrary to his duty to himself to take his own life. 

Kant calls this a perfect duty, to avoid harm (suicide) to self because suicide cannot be universalized to all humans and because  suicide treat humanity simply as a thing to be thrown away when it is no longer useful.  Kant’s application here is negative because the action is prohibited because it would harm a person.
2. Another finds himself forced by necessity to borrow money. He knows that he will not be able to repay it, but sees also that nothing will be lent to him, unless he promises stoutly to repay it in a definite time. He desires to make this promise, but he wonders if it is consistent with his moral duty. 

Kant calls this a perfect duty to avoid harm to others and to self because of the direct harm involved.  A person cannot universalize the making of false promises because every promise would be worthless, and a person should not make a false promise because such an action merely treats the other as a thing whose intrinsic dignity is attacked.  This is a negative application affirming that an action is wrong because it harms someone.
3. A third finds in himself a talent which with the help of some culture might make him a useful man in many respects. But he finds himself in comfortable circumstances, and prefers to indulge in pleasure rather than to take pains in enlarging and improving his happy natural capacities. He asks, however, whether his maxim of neglect of his natural gifts, besides agreeing with his inclination to indulgence, agrees also with what is called duty.
Kant calls this an imperfect duty.  Kant does not see any contradiction in a person willing to live without anyone developing their talents.  One can logically say that it is every person’s choice as to whether or not the person develops one’s talents.  However, the effects of this maxim, when universalized, would likely be regretted later in life when such a person would need help from a skilled and talented surgeon.  He would will that the surgeon should have developed the surgeon’s talents.
Kant's solution of problem 3 is not in accord with his first formulation of the categorical imperative, "Act only on that maxim where thou canst at the same time will that it should become a universal law. n For Kant admits "that a system of nature could indeed subsist with such a universal law" in which people dedicate themselves to enjoyment rather than to development of their useful talents. If a person is willing to universalize the maxim that a person may not develop his useful talents, then Kant's universalization test fails to show that failure to develop one's useful talents is not morally good.
Furthermore, there is the problem that a person may make a universal statement such as, "Everybody but me ought to refrain from inflicting pain just for the sake of enjoying the sight of pain behavior." Castaneda in The Structure of Morality has argued that the above principle is morally evil but that it violates no rule of logic. Kant had defended his universalization test by arguing that immoral maxims can be discovered by testing to see if the proposed maxim can be universalized. If the maxim cannot or would not be universalized, without a contradiction, then it is immoral for a rational being. Castaneda has shown that an immoral individual can universalize his maxim of action, claiming that there is a relevant difference between himself and all others, that relevant factor being his own unique identity. Such a difference is not significant for those who choose the moral point of view. But that is precisely the problem. The immoral person does not choose the moral point of view.

Kant's solution of problem 3 is not consistent with his concept of humanity as an end in itself. The problem is: Should a person neglect to develop his talents when these talents may make him a useful man in many respects? Kant answers that a person might refuse to develop his talents and that this refusal does not violate humanity in one's own person as an end in itself. However, Kant says that action should not only not violate humanity as an end in itself; action should also advance this end. Hence, it is immoral not to develop one's talents when they may be useful to others.
This solution by Kant violates his own guideline that moral decisions should not be based on the consequences of action. Kant had said that an act should not be judged in the light of it; consequences or ends to be effected. Kant had said that the principle of humanity should not be used as a positive goal but as a negative principle which prohibits actions against the value of the human being. As Rader argues in The Endurinq Questions, p. 564. "But is it possible to carry out the formula, 'so act as to treat humanity, whether in your own person or in that of another, always as an end and never as a means only,' without a view to the effects of actions? Must we not have some positive idea of the end of man and how to achieve them?" For example, how do we know whether one method of education is better than another, unless we see the effects upon the development of human value? And how do we know what the conditions of political and economic freedom should be, unless we see the effects upon the development of the community and individuality and creativity? 
4. A fourth, who is in prosperity, while he sees that others have to contend with great wretchedness and that he could help them, thinks: What concern is it of mine? Let every one be as happy as heaven pleases, or as he can make himself; I will take nothing from him nor even envy him, only I do not wish to contribute anything to his welfare or to his assistance in distress! He asks himself if this attitude of his is consistent with his duty.

Kant in the final analysis calls  our duty to help others in great need an imperfect duty.  We ought to help.  Here Kant’s answer is in accord with the three Western religions of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam and in accord with how Aristotle and Mill would answer this problem.   

However, Kant’s solution of this problem has the same internal flaws as his solution to the problem of not developing one’s talents.  A person could make a universal maxim that everyone must solve their own problems, and there is no inner contradiction in that universalization.  However, Kant believes that one would regret such maxim most probably in the future when  one is drowning or one’s house is threatened by a fire   Kant in appealing to the bad effects of such a maxim is relying upon consequences whereas he wants to hold that that universal maxims are to be held because they are inherently not contradictory, not because of bad consequences.
Kant's solution of problem 4 is not consistent with his concept of humanity as an end in itself. The problem is: Should a person neglect to help others in great need.  Kant answers that a person might refuse to help such others and that this refusal does not violate humanity in one's own person as an end in itself. However, Kant says that action should not only not violate humanity as an end in itself; action should also advance this end. Hence, it is immoral not to develop one's talents when they may be useful to others.
This solution by Kant violates his own guideline that moral decisions should not be based on the consequences of action. Kant had said that an act should not be judged in the light of it; consequences or ends to be effected. Kant had said that the principle of humanity should not be used as a positive goal but as a negative principle which prohibits actions against the value of the human being. As Rader argues in The Endurinq Questions, p. 564. "But is it possible to carry out the formula, 'so act as to treat humanity, whether in your own person or in that of another, always as an end and never as a means only,' without a view to the effects of actions? Must we not have some positive idea of the end of man and how to achieve them?" For example, how do we know whether one method of education is better than another, unless we see the effects upon the development of human value? And how do we know what the conditions of political and economic freedom should be, unless we see the effects upon the development of the community and individuality and creativity? 
