
, This is the thud in a sencs of companions to maim philoso­
phers that Cambridge wdl be issurng in the next few years. 
Each volume will contain specially commissioned essays by 
an international team of scholars, together with a substan­
tial b1bhography and will serve as a reference work fm stu­
dents and nonspecialists. One aim of the series is to dispel 
the intim1dauon such readers often feel when faced with the 
work of a difficult and challenging thinker. 

The fundamental task of philosophy since the seven­
teenth century has been to determine whether the essential 
pnnciples of both knowledge and action can be discovered 
by human beings unaided by an external agency. No one 
philosopher has contributed more to this enterprise than 
has lmmanuel Kant, whose Critique of Pure Reason 11781) 
shook the very foundations of the intellectual world. Kant 
argued that the basic principles of natural science are im­
posed on reality by human sensibility and understanding, 
and hence human bemgs can also impose their own free 
and rational agency on the world. 

This volume is the only available systematic and compre­
hensive account of the full range of Kant's wntmgs and the 
first major overview of his work to be published in more 
than a dozen yearn. An internationally recognized team of 
Kant scholars explore Kant's conceptual revolution in episte­
mology, metaphysics, philosophy of science, moral and po­
litical philosophy, aesthetics, and the philosophy of religton. 
The volume also traces the histoncal origins and conse­
quences of Kant's work. 

New readers and nonspecialists will find this the most 
convenient, accessible guide to Kant currently in print. Ad­
vanced students and specialists will find a conspectus of 
recent developments in the interpretation of Kant. 
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PAUL GUYER 

[ntroduction: The starry heavens 
and the moral law 

In what may be his smgle most famous passage, the first sentence of 
which was even mscnbed on his tombstone, Immanuel Kant con­
cluded his Critique of Pract1cal Reason (1788) thus: 

Two thmgs fill the mmd wnh ever new and mcreasmg adm1ranon and awe, 
the more often and steadily we reflect upon them the starry beal'eIJs above 
me and the moral law within me. I do not seek or coniecture either of them 
as 1f they were veiled obscunues or extravagances beyond the honzon of my 
v1s10n; I see them before me and connect them immediately wnh the con­
scJOusness of my existence. The first start5 at the place that I occupy m the 
external world of the senses, and extends the connecnon m which I stand 
mto the bm1dess magmtude of worlds upon worlds, systems upon systems, 
as well as mto the boundless umes of the11 penod1c monon, their begmmng 
and contmuanon The second begms with my mvis1ble self, my personality, 
and displays to me a world that has true mfimty, but which can only be 
detected through the understandmg, and with which I know myself to 
be m not, as m the first case, merely connngem, but uruversal and necessary 
connectmn. The first perspective of a countless multnude of worlds as lt 
were anmhtlates my importance as an animal creatuu:. which must give 
the matter out of which u has grown back to the planet {a mere speck m the 
cosmos) afcer u has been (one knows not how) furnished with hfe-force for a 
short nme. The second, on the contrary, mfimtely elevates my worth, as an 
mtel/Jgence. tlu:ough my personahty, m whu:h the moral law reveals to me a 
life mdependent of ammahry and even of the cntue world of the senses, at 
least so far as may be 1udged from the purposive determ1nat10n of my eXIs­
tence tlu:ough this law, which 1s not hmued to the cond1t10ns and bound­
anes of this hfe but reaches mto the mfinne (Pracucal Reason. 5 161-21 

Like many philosophers from the ttme of Rene Descartes and 
Thomas Hobbes onward, Kant tried to explam both the possibility of 
the new scientific knowledge, which had culmmated m the mathe-
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maucal worldv1ew of Isaac Newton, and the poss1bd1ty of human 
freedom. Unhke mechamsts and empuic1sts from Hobbes to David 
Hume, Kant chd not try to reduce human freedom to merely one 
more mechanism among those of a predictable nature, but, unlike 
rat1onahsts from Descartes to Gottfried Wilhelm Le1bmz and Chris­
tian Wolff, Kant was not wilhng to ground human freedom on an 
alleged rat10nal msight mto some objectively perfect world only 
confusedly grasped by the senses. Instead, Kant ultimately came to 
see that the vahduy of both the laws of the starry skies above as well 
as the moral law w1thm had to be sought m the leg1slat1ve power of 
human mtellect itself. It took Kant a long trme to transcend the 
solutions of his predecessors, and perhaps he never fully clarified the 
nature of his own solution. Nonetheless, the idea to whICh he was 
ultimately drawn was the recogmt10n that we can be certain of the 
foundations of physical science because we ourselves impose at least 
the basic form of scientific laws upon the nature that 1s given to us 
by our senses, yet that precisely because we ourselves impose the 
baste laws of science upon our world we are also free to look at the 
world from a standpomt m which we are rat10nal agents whose 
acuons are chosen and not merely predicted in accordance with 
determm1suc laws of (as we would now say) biolugy, psychology, or 
sociology. But m neither case, Kant ultimately came to recogmze, 1s 
our freedom complete. Although we can legislate the basic forms of 
laws of namre, and mdeed bnng thuse laws ever closer to the details 
of nature through increasmgly concrete conceptuahzauons, we can 
do so only asymptotically and must wait upon nature itself to fill m 
the last level of detail - which, because of the mfimte d1v1sibilicy 
and extendab1hty of matter in space and time, nature wdl never 
qmte do. And although we can autonomously legislate laws of rea­
son for our actions, we must ultimately also look to nature, not only 
outside us but also withm us, for cooperation m realizing the ends of 
those actions. 

For Kant, then, his profound recognition ol our legislative power 
rn both science and morals, m both theoretical and practical reason, 
always had to be reconciled with an equally deep sense of the contm­
gency of our success m both theory and practice. Even though he 
was hardly a conventionally rehg1uus thmker, Kant retarned a sense 
of the hm1ts of human powers of mmd that is often missmg from the 
wtlder optimism of some of his rationaltst predecessors as well as 
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idealist successors. In spite of hIS sense of human hm1ts, however, 
Kant radically and irreversibly transformed the nature of Western 
thought. After he wrote, no one could ever again thmk of either 
science or morality as a matter of the passive reception of entirely 
external truth or reality. In reflection upon the methods of science, 
as well as m many parucular areas of science itself, the recogmt1on 
of our own mput mto the world we claim to know has become 
inescapable. In the practical sphere, few can any longer take sen­
ously the idea that moral reasonmg consists m the discovery of 
external norms - for instance, ob1ective perfccuons m the world or 
the will of God - as opposed to the construction for ourselves of the 
most rational way to conduct our hves both severally and Jointly. Of 
course not even a Kant could have smgle-handedly transformed the 
self-conception of an entire culture; but at least at the phdosoph1cal 
level of the transformation of the Western conception of a human 
being from a mere spectator of the natural world and a mere sub1ect 
in the moral world to an active agent m the creat10n of both. no one 
played a larger role than Immanuel Kant. 

Thts extraordinary revolution was accomplished by a most un­
likely mdivtdual Unhke those of his predecessors such as 1.eJ.bniz or 
rohn Locke who were men of means familiar with the corndors of 
power m the great European capitals and active m the pohttcal and 
rehgtous struggles of then day, Kant was born mto narrow straits ma 
small city virtually at the outermost hmus of European civdizauon. 
Although KOm.gsberg, where Kant was born rnto an artisan family m 
1724, was a Hanseatic trading city with English connections as well 
as the admmistrative center of East Prussia, it was hardly London or 
Pans or Edmburgh or Amsterdam (the German city of KOnigsberg no 
longer exists, having been leveled m World War ll and replaced with 
che Russian naval base Kalinmgrad). Its umversity, which Kant en­
tered at the age of sixteen after a preparatory education financially 
supported by the family's Pi:et1st pastor and where he then spent 
most of his Irle, was barely more than a glorified high school, and 
even so Kant had to struggle m the poverty of a Privatdo:::.ent paid by 
the head (he qmckly learned how to make his lectures very popular, 
however) until he was finally appmnted to a proper chau rn meta­
physics at the age of forty-six. And after che decade of frequem 
pubhcauon which led to that appomunent m 1770, Kant fell mto a 
decade of silence which must have persuaded many that his long 
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wai t for a chair even at such a prov1nc1al umversny had been ruUy 
deserved. Yet from this dreary background there erupted a phiJo­
soph1cal volcano the hkes of which the world has rarely seen. Begm­
nmg m 1781, when he was already fifty-seven years old, Kant pub­
hshed a ma}Or work almost every year for more than a decade and a 
haJf. furemost, of course, are his three great Cnuques, the Crltlque 
of Pure Renson (17fn, subsrnnnally revised rn 1787), offering a new 

foundatmn for human knowledge and demolishi ng virtually all of 
traditional metaphysics; the Cnt1que of Practical Recison (1788), 
mextncably lmking human freedom to the moral law while attempt­
ing to reconstruct the most cherished ideas of traditional metaphysi­
cal behef on a practical rather than theorettcal foundation; and the 
Critique of Judgment (1790j, ostensibly brmg1ng tht! seemingly dis­
parate topics of aesthetic and teleolog1cal rvdgment mm Kant's sys­
tem but also struggling to refine and even substantially revise some 
of Kant's most basic concept10ns about theoreucal and practical 
reason and the relation between them. But these works were accom­
pamed by a flood of others: In the Prolegomena to Ally Future Meta­
physics 'Ibat Sha// Come Forth as Sc1ent1fic of 178 3, Kant an empted 
to make the ideas of the first Crmque accessible to a broader public 
while defendmg them from the first onslaught of cnt1asm. He wrote 
several essays on the nature of enltghtenment and the role of reason 
m history, mcludmg Ideas towards a Umversal History and What Is 
Enbghtenmentl m 1784 and the Comectural Begmmng of Human 
H1swry and What Does It Mwn to Orient Oneself m Thoughtt of 

1786. In the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals of 178o;, he 
made his boldest bnef (or the punry of the moral law and the ce1-
tainty of human freedom. In the Metaphysical Foundations of Natu­
ral Science of 1786, he auempred to reconstruct Newtonian physics 
on the a pr10n basis offered by the prmc1ples of human knowledge 
demonstrated in the Critique of Pure Reason. In Relig10n withm the 
L1m1ts of Reason Alolle of 1793 and Con{l1ct of the Fornlt1es of 
1798, Kant argued firmly for the pnrnacy of philosophy over religion 
in both its theoretical and inst1tut1onal forms. And finally; in T797, 
m che work at wluch he had been aiming most of his hfe, the Meta­
phfs1cs of Morals, divided into a Theory of Right or poht1cal philoso­
phy and Theory of VirlUe or normauve ethics, Kant demonstrated 
that his formal prmclple of morahty 1ust1fies the use of coerc10n m 
the state yet simultaneously places smct hm1ts on the end<> the 
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st.ate can justifiably pursue by coercive means. He also demon­
strated that the same pnno ple 1mphes a decaded series of ethical 
duties to ourselves and others that go beyond the limns of positive 
legislation in such a state. Even after all this work had been done 
Kant continued to work at the foundauons of scientific theory, try: 
mg t'O bnng the basic prmclpies of the Mewphys1Ct1l Foundations of 
~tural Science into closer contact wnh physical reality, as well as 
with the latest advances m the sciences of chemistry as well as 
physics. 1be book that was w result from this work, however, re­

mained mcomplete before the wane of his powers and his death a 
few weeks short of lus eightieth birthday m r804. (The survivm,g 
sketches of this work have been known as the Opus posrumum 
smce theu publication early in this ce11tury.) Any one of these 

works - produced m sp1teof a daily load of three or fOllr hours lectur­
ing on subjects hke anthropology and geography as well as metaphys­
tcs, ethics, and rational theology- would have made Kant a figwe of 
note in the history of modem philosophy, together, they make him 
the center of that history. 

As the whole of the book that follows can serve as only an mtro­
ductJOn to the great range oi Kant 's work, n wOllld certamly be 

hopeless to attempt to mtroduce the reader to all of u here. What 
follows will be only the briefest of sketches of the evolution of 
Kant's thought to help the reader situate what is offered m the es­
says of this collection. 

~ant first came to at1ent1on with several scientific works: on gradua­
tion from the uruvers1ty m 1747 he published Thougllls on the True 
Est1mauon of Lwmg Forces, a piece on the debate between Leib­
mzt.ans and Cartestans on the proper measure of forces, and at the 
time of his return to the uruversity as a Privatdo=.ent m l7SS, after 

eight years as a household tutor for several East Prussian landown­
ers, he published two more sc1ent1fic works, the Universal Namrol 
H1storv and Theory of the Heavens, in which he showed how a 
system of heavenly bodies could have ansen out of .an unformed 

nebula by purely mechamcal means {what later became known as 
the Ka nt- Laplace cosmology), as well as a less important Latm dis­
sertation on fire. In that same year he also published his firs t philo­
soph1cal work, another Latm treatise, the Prmcip1orum pnmorum 
cogmtioms metaphys1cae nova d1luc1dat10 or New Expos1llon of the 
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First Pnnc1ples o f Metopltys1cnl Knowledge. This treatise, only 
thirty pages in length, 1s pregnant with Kant's philosophical future, 
for m tt Kant revealed what was to become his lifelong preoccupa­
uon with the fundamental principles of natural science on the one 
hand and the problem of human freedom on the other. The positions 
for which the then thirty-one-year-old philosopher argued were far 
from his mature pos1t1ons, but of great s1gruficance nonetheless. On 
the theoretical side, Kant accepted the basic rationalist enterpnse of 
derivm.g the principle of sufficient reason from purely Logical cons1d­
erattons (although he departed from the details of the pl"Oofs offered 
by Wolff and his follower Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten, on whose 
textbooks of metaphysics and ethics Kant was to lecture for his 
entue career), but he also tried to show that this pnnc1ple led to 
results precisely the opposite of those Le1bmz and his followers had 
drawn from it. In panacular, marufestmg his future concern with the 
justification. of the concept and pnnciple of causation long before he 
had become familiar with Hume, Kant argued that the pnnciple of 
sufficient reason 1mphed rather than excluded real causauon and 
mteracuon among substances, and that it even gave nse to a refuta­
tion of ideahsm. In this work Kant also introduced the first version 
of his critique of the ontolog1cal argument, that paradigmatic ratto­
nalist attempt to move duectly from the structure of concepts to the 
structure of reality itself. On the pracucal side, Kant took the side of 
Leibmzian compatibihsm between free will and determmi.sm rather 
than the radical incompaubihsm of the anti-Wolffian P1et1st ph1loso· 
pher Chnstian August Crusms. !Kant's mature work on freedom of 
the will consists of a perhaps never qmte completed attempt t o 
reconcile the Leibmzian msight that we can only be responSlble for 
act10ns produced in accordance with a law with the Crus1an 1ns1~t 
that responsibility requires a radical freedom of choice not compati­
ble with the thoroughgoing predictab1ltty of human action.) Kant's 
maior works of the 1750s were completed with another Latin scicn~ 
t1fic treanse, the Physical Montldology, m whi.ch he introduced the 
conceptton of attractive and [epuls1ve fo[ces that was to be essenual 
to his attempts to provide a foundauon for physical theory for the 
remainder of his life. 

The phtlosoplucal work of the 1750s pomted Kant tn the direction 
of a number of conclusioos he subsequently wanted to establtsh. It 
turned out, however, that this work could not serve as a foundatton 
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frw the later version of those conclusions, because Kant came to 
reject completely the rat10nahst methodology on which that work 
was based. Much of the 1760s was devoted to the demolition of 
rationalism, particularly of u s two assumpnons that all philosoph1-
cal principles could be discovered by essennally logical methods 
alone and that the pnnc1ples thus amved at <1utomat1cally give us 
msight into che ontology of objecttve reality. Kant's search for an 
alternative philosophical method m this decade was less successful 
than his demolition of all previous methods, however. In a work 
published in 176}, Tl1e Only Possible Basis for l1 Demo11stmt10n of 
the Existence of God, Kant deepened the cnt1que of the ontological 
argument already suggested in 1755. He accompanied that critique 
with an attack upon the two other forms of proof of the existence of 
God that had still etlfOyed currency in et.ghteenth-century debates, 
the argument from the exJStence of a contingent creation to some 
necessary cause of it (what he called the "cosmological" argument) 
and the argument from design, the argument th.at the orderly form of 
the world we observe around us can be exp lamed only by the activity 
of an mtelhgent designer lwhat he called the argument from "phy­
sicotheo)ogy"I. Yet Kant sull argued that there was an a priori proof 
for the existence of God available, which had been overlooked by his 
predecessors: God could be demonstrated as the necessary ground of 
even the mere possibility of existence. Kant's confidence m this 
argument turned out to be a last gasp of rationalism. Later that s.ame 
year, in his Attempt to Introduce the Ccmcept of Negot1ve Quant.1-
t1es into Philosophy. Kant introduced a fundamental distinction be­
tween logical and real opposition- a distmcuon of the kind that 
exists between a proposition and its negauon on the one hand, and 
'wo physical forces trying to push a smgle object m opposue direc­
tioos on the other. He mumated not only that this could be extended 
mto a general distinction between logical and real relations, but also 
that all causal and existential relations would have to be understood 
as real rather than logical relations, so could ncveJ" be demonstrated 
by any purely logical means alone. But this result, remiruscent of 
Hume but more hkely to have been mfiuenced by Crusms at this 
pomt m time, left room for the conclusion that philosophy could 
have no disrincuve nonanalyucal yet not merely empirical method­
ology at all, a danger evident in Kant's essay On the Clomy of the 
Prmc1ples of Natural Theology and Eth1cs published the foUowmg 
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year (1764). Here Kant argued that, contrary t o the dream of all 

rationahst philosophers since Descartes, philosophy could not use 

the same method as mathematics. Mathematics could begm with 

definitions and the n prove indubitable results by constructing ob­

jects m accordance with those definitions and perlormmg various 

operations upon them; philosophy, however, could never begm with 

definitions but only with "certain prima ry fundamental judgments" 

the analysts of wluch could lead to definitions as its conduston, not 

its commencement. The origin and source of the certainty of these 

fundamental Judgments remamed obscure. In language remimscent 

of bmh Crusaus as well as British moral sense plulosophers such as 

Francis Hutcheson lboth of whom were influenttal for Kant at du.s 

time), he could say onlv that metaphysics had to begm wtth "certain 

inner experience, that is, by means of an immediate evident con­

sciousness" that could give reliable information about the nature of 

a reahty without immediately yielding "the whole essence of the 

th.mg" (2:186). At this poim, it seems fair to say, Kant had hardly 

replaced the rejected method of the rattonahsts with a concrete pro­

posal of his own for grounding first princtpks of either theoretical or 

practical reasoning. 
Tlus embarrassment remained evident m Kant's peculiar Dreams 

of a Spim-Seer of 1766, wluch engaged ma lengthy exammanon of 

the sptritualist fantasies of the Swec:bsh mysuc Emanuel Sweden­

borg for the polemical purpose of showmg that rattonalist arguments 

for the simplicity, immateriality, and immortality of the soul offered 

by such plulosophers as Wolif and Baumgarten were not any better 

grounded m empirical evidence. Like the essay Negative Quantities, 

the Dreams of a Sp1tit-Seer then concluded with the negative result 

that only emptrical claims about "relations of cause and effect, sub­

stance, and aclion" could serve as starung points for plulososfi}', 

"but that when one finally comes to fundamental relations, then the 

business of philosophy is at an end, and we can never understand 

through reason how somethmg can be a cause or have a force, but 

these relations must merely be denved bun expenence" 12:370). 

However, Kant completed this work with one point that was to 

remain unchallenged in all lus subsequent thought about morality. 

All the metaphysical attempts to prove the immortality of the soul 

have been mot1vared by the need to allow for the reward of virtuous 

deeds performed in ordinary hfe, he argued, bur are entrrely unneces· 
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sary because only a morahty that can mouvate us to perform our 

duty without either promise of reward or fear of pumshment ts truly 
vutuous. Kant asked, 

ls it good to be virtuous only because there 1~ another world, or are octmm; 

rather not praised because they are good and virtuous tn themselves1 Does 

not the heart of man contam 1rnmed1ate moral precepts, and musr one m 

order to motivate hts d1spos1t1on m accordance wuh all of these here always 

set the machmery of another workl to work1 Can one properly be called 

upnght and vntuous who would gladly yield to his favonte vices 1f only he 

were not ternfied of a future punishment, and would one not rather say thar 

he avoids the expresston of evd but nouri shes a v1c1QUS dasposauon m his 

soul, that he lrn.·es the advantage of the s1mulat10n of vutuous action but 
hates v1rme 1tself1 

Obviously these questions needed no answer, so Kant COllld con­

clude that 1t IS "more appropriate for human nature and the punty of 

morals to ground the expectation of a future world on the sensations 

of a well-disposed soul than to ground us good bebav1or on the hope 

of another world" (2:372- 3). This insistence that vutue must move 

us b~ nself and that fauh in religious doctnnes of immortaluy and 

providence must not be the basis for morality but only a conse­

quence of it were to reverberate m Kant's work for the rest of his h fe. 

The Dreams of a Spirit-Seer thus reduced the need for a new 

method for metaphysics by freeing moralny of the need for a posi­

tive metaphysical foundat10n altogether, although Kant was subse­

quently to recogmze that morality requires at least a metaphysical 

proof
1
.that freedom ts not impossible and that at least a "ground­

work for the metaphysics of morality was required. And the task of 

providing certam foundauons for the Newtoman worldview wuhout 

appeaHng to the method of mathemaucs still remamed. Kan t t0ok a 

first step toward providing the latteJ if not thi: former m his next two 

works, an essay On the Pnmary Ground of the Dt/ferentiatJOn of 

Reg10ns m Space m 1768 and the D1ssertat10n on the Forms and 

Prmciples of the Sensible and lntelhgible Worlds, which he de­

fended on his inauguration, at long last, as Professor of MetaphyStcs 

m 1770. In the fust of these, Kant argued that the fact that two 

obtects such as nght- and left-handed gloves or screws could be 

described by 1dent1cal conceptual relations but nevertheless be m­

coogruent demonstrated that theu onenrauon toward the axes of an 
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absolute space was an irreducible fact about them, and thus proved 
the validity of the Newtonian conceptton of absolute space rather 
than the Leibmzian reduction of space to more primary and indepen­
dent properties of subatances. But the metaphysical possibihty as 
well as the epistemology of Newtoruan absolute space remained a 
mystery until Kant solved 1t in the inaugural dissertation by arguing 
that the human mind possesses two fundamentally dist inct capaci­
ties of sens1biliry and mtellect, not the smgle facu1ty for more or less 
clear and diatinct thought that Leibniz and Wolff and a11 their follow­
ers had supposed, and that the existence of a unique and absolute 
space - and time - m which all the objects of our experience can be 
ordered reflects the inherent form of our capacity for sensible e:..-pen­
ence itself. Thus Kant took the fateful first step of argumg that the 
possibility and n\deed the certainty of the spatiotemporal frame­
work of Newtonian physics could be secured only by recognizmg it 
to be the form of our own experience, even though this meant that 
the certamty of the foundations of Newtonian science could be pur· 
chased only by confining them to objeCts as we experience them 
thl'Ough the senses - "appearances" or ''phenomena" - rather than 
those obiects as they might be in themselves and known to be by a 
pure intellect- "noumena." Thus Kant argued that absolute space 1s 
" llOI some adumbration or schema of the oqect, but only a certain 
law implanted in the mmd by which it coordinates for itself the 
sensa that arise from the presence of the object" (§4, 2:393). As for 
the further principles of the scientific world view as well as the meta­
physics of morality, however, the D1ssertatJon did not merely fail to 
demonstrate any progress, but in some ways even regressed from the 
cntica1 position of the 176os. A metaphysical insight that all of the 
substances of the world constitute a single whole could be grounded, 
Kant claimed, m intellectual insight into their dependence on a 
common extramundane cause (God, of course}. More purely in­
t ramundane or immanent foundations for science, such as the max­
ims that "All thwgs Jn the universe take place m accordance with 
the order of nature," "Principles are not to be multip/Jed beyond 
what is absolutely necessary," and "No matter at all comes mto 
bemg or passes away," he could only introduce as mere "principles 
of convenience" (§30, 2:419}. Morality, finally, Kant was suddenly 
prepared to treat as a matter requiring metai;hysica1, indeed "dog-
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roatic'' insight mto ''some exemplar only to be conceived by the 
pure intellect and which is a common measure for all other thms::s 
in50far as they are realities." Kant continued: 

This exemplar 1s tlOUMl NAL PUlFECTlON. This perfection is what 1t is either 
10 • theoret1e sense or m a pracvcal sense. In the first sense it is the h ighest 
being, c:;ov, in the second sense 1t is MORAL P.E.ll.FECTION. So m oral pl1iJoso. 
phy. m as much as 1t supphcs the first prmc1ples of cnticol 1udgmenf, ts 
copuzed only by the pure mtellect and itself belongs to pure philosophy. 
And the man who reduced ltS cnten.a to the sense of pleasure or pam, 
Epicurus, 1s very nghtly blamed. . 1§9, 2:396) 

Kant was certain1y to retain ti~ idea that morahty could not be 
groonded io empirical facts about what is pleasurable and what is 
painful, and that its pn ncipk must come from pure reason instead; 
bnt any sense that recognition of such a principle required meta­
physical cognition of a reality lymg beyond ourselves, as knowledge 
of God does, was nlt1mately to be banished from his thought. This 
meant that the maugural dissertation had left enurely uncouched all 
the work of grounding foundational prmciples for scientific knowl­
edge beyond its abatract spatiotemporal framework, as well as the 
task of explainmg both the nature of moral knowledge and the possi­
bility of freedom in spite of tM scientific worldv1ew. 

Kant struggled with these unresolved difficulttes for a decade and 
then adopted the extraordinary obiective of ehmmati.ng the linger· 
ing noumenal metaphysics of the maugural dissertau on from the 
foundations of both science and morality and showing how aU of 
the fundamental pnnc1ples of both science and morality, like the 
form of space and time, are products of our own thought alone, 
although we cannot just ruthlessly impose these principles upon 
the data of our senses but must engage in a never-ending task of 
accommodating them to the particularity of experience. It would 
be mislead.mg to suppose, however, that Kant had clearly formu­
lated the idea of accomplishing this objective in his three great 
Critiques before commencing theu oompositton; m fact, the evi­
dence strongly suggests that Kant had no idea that a Critique of 
PractJcal Reo.son would be requued when he first finished the Cri­
tique of Pure Reason. and still had no idea that a Cmique of fudg­
mem would be needed even when the Critique of Practical Reason 
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had been finished. Each of the latter two Cm1ques revises as well 
as extenda the insights of ns predecessors. Indeed, for all its appear­
ance of systemaucny, Kant's thought was in a state of constant 
evolution throughout his hfe 

The evolution of Kant's mature thoughtobv10usly begms with the 
Cntjque of Pure Reason as first published in 1781, which turned out 
not to be the complete foundation for both science .and morality that 
Kant origma.Uy intended 1t to be, but which cert.amly remained the 
basis for .all that foUowed. The agenda for this work is enormous but 
can be brought under the two headings suggested by our opening 
quote. On the one h and, Kant •nms to provide .a general foundation 
for the laws of sc1cn<:e, a metaphysks of expenence that will general­
ize the .approach t aken to space and time alone in the Dissertation 
by showing that there are also concepts of the understandmg and 
prmciples of judgment, including general forms of the laws of the 
conservation of matter, universal causation, and universal mter.ac· 
tion, which can be shown to be certain by their a pnon origin in the 
structure of human thought itself, although che cost of this certainty 
is that we must also recogmze "that our representation of things, as 
they are given to us, does not conform to these thmgs as they are m 
themselves, but rather that these objects, as appearances, conform to 
our manner of representation" (B xx). On the other hand, the vety 
fact that the universal validity of the foundational pnnciples of the 
scientific worldv1ew, indudmg that of uruversal causation, can be 
proved only for the appearances of things means that we can at least 
coherently consider the possibility that things as they .are m them­
selves may not be governed by these laws, indeed may be govemed 
by other laws; m particular, we can coherently consider that .at the 
deepest level we ourselves are free agents bound only by the laws of 
morality and not by the deterministic laws of nature. Kant sums up 
this complex result thus: 

On a hasty overvlCW of this work one wtll believe himself to perceive that 
us use 1s only negat1ve, namely that we can never dare to exceed the bounds 
of expenence wnh speculative reason, and that IS mdeed Its 6rst use. But 
this then becomes posmve 1f one becomes aware that the principles with 
which speculative reason dares ro exceed its bounds would not m fact have 
the mevn.able result of extending but, more closely con51dered, that of re. 
stnctmg our use of reason, in that they would really extend the bounds of 
sens1b1hty, tc which they actually be1ong, to everythmg, and so threaten to 
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obstruct the pure (practical) use of reason. Thus a critique, which hm1ts the 
former, 1s so far to be sure negative,. but, msofat as it atso removes a hm­
drance that threatens to restrJCl or even destroy the leu er use of reason, ism 
fact of posit1ve and very important use, as soon as ~ is convmced that 1t 
yJClds an entirely necessary practical use of pure reason (the moral usel, m 
which 1t is unavoidably extended beyond the l1m1ts of sensib1bty, but 
thereby requires no help from speculative reason, but must nevertheless be 
secured from us opposition m order not to land 1n contradiction w1t.h 1tselL 

IB XXIV-XXV) 

Or as Kant more succinctly but also more misleadingly puts rt, "I 
muse therefOl"e suspend knowledge in order co make room for be­
lief,'' or, as it is often translated, "faith'' IB xx:xl. This is misleading if 
it is taken to mean that Kant mtends to argue that knowledge must 
be limned m order to allow us some nonranonal basis for belief 
about important matters of morality. Rather, what Kant means is 
that the limitation of the foundational principles of the scientific 
wmldview to the way things appear to us ts necessary not only in 
order to explain its own certainty but also in order to allow us to 
conce1ve of ourselves as rational agents who ace not constramed by 
the deterministic gnp of nature but can freely govern ourselves by 
the moral law as practical reason !although certainly not all forms of 
rehg10us faith) requires. 

The steps that Kant goes through in order t o SCCllre this result are 
inmcate, and some of them will be treated in much more detail m 
what follows. The barest sketch will have to suffice here. Kant be­
gins in the "Transcendental Aesthetic," or theOI)' of sens1bil1ty, by 
reiterating the argument of 1170 that all of our particnlar experi­
ences of ob)ects, or empmcal mtu1t1ons, necessarily come to us m 
spatiotemporal form, and also that we have ti priori insight into the 
umqueness and infinitude of space and time, bnth of which can be 
eicplamed only on the supposition that space and time are the pure 
forms of our intmtion of all objects o riginatmg m the structure of 
our own sens1bdiry, not anything denved from the independent prop­
erties of oh)ects as they are m themselves. In the Prolegoment1 of 
1783 and second edition of the Critique of 1787, Kant supplements 
this with a specific argument that the propositions of mathematics, 
especially geometry, are nontautologous and mformauve, or syn­
thetic rather than analytic, yet are known a priori, which can also be 
explamed only on the suppos1t1on that they describe the strucwre of 
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sub,ective forms of rntuttJOn rather than mdependent properties of 
ob)ects (sec especially A 47-8 /B 64-5). 

In the "Transcendental Analyuc," or theory of understanding, Kant 
extend.a this argument by showing that in addition too priori forms of 
intuition there are a1so a priori concepts of the pure understand mg. or 
categories, as well as a prion principles of judgment that are necessary 
condmons for our own thought of objects rather than principles de­
rived from any particular experience of those ob1ects. Kant's argu­
ment for this result proceeds through several stages. Fust, he argues 
that the fact th.at our knowledge of objects always takes the form of 
judgment and that judgment has certain inherent fOl'ms, discovered 
by logic, implies that there must be cert am basic correlattve c~?cepcs 
necessary for thinking of the objects of those Judgments (the meta­
physical deduction"}. Next, he tries to argue that our vety certamtyof 
the numerical identity of our self throughout all our different expen­
ences implies that we must connect those experiences according to 
rules furnished by the understanding itself, which are none other than 
the same categories required by the logical forms of judgment (the 
"transcendental deducuon"). Fmally, and mostconvmcmgly, he tries 
to show in detail that the ability to make objective 1udgments about 
objects given in space and time (which are missing from most of the 
transcendental deducuon) requires that we bnng them under con­
cepts of extensive and intensive magnitude and under principles of 
conservation, causation, and interaction I the "system of pnnciples," 
especially the ttanalogies of experience" ). And uldeed, Kant finally 
argues, the ability to make determinate temporal sense of our own 
experiences considered even as merely subjective stares requnes that 
we see them as caused by such a law-governed realm of cxlernal 
ob)ects (the "refutation of Klealism"I· Kant descnbes the underlying 
assumption of this extended argument thus: 

However exaggerated, however absurd 1t may sound to say that the under­
stand.mg 1s itself the source of the laws of narnrc, thus of the formal unity of 
nature such an assertion ts nevertheless right and appropnate to the obtect, 
name)~ expenence. To be sure, empmcal laws as socb can by no means 
denve their origin from pure understanding, 1ust as lntle as the immeasur­
able multiplicity of appearances can be adequately comprehended from the 
pure fccm of seTISJ.ble mtuiuon. But all empmcal laws are only particular 
determmattons of the pure laws of uoderstandmg, under which and m accor· 
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dance with tht: norm of which they are first possible and the appearances 
assume a lawful form, JUSt as all appearances, m spite of the d1vers1ty of 
their empmcal form, must nevertheless always be m accord wtth the condi­
tions of the: pure form of sens1bthty. (A 127-8) 

In the longest part oi the work, the ''Transcendental Da.alect.1c," 
Kant then argues that most of the doctrines of traditional metaphys­
ics are fallaciously derived by attempting to use concepts of the under­
standing without corresponding evidence from sensibility. 'T'hese are 
fallacies, he add.a, into which we do not 1ust happen to fall but to 
which we are pushed by reason's natural inclination to discover a 
kmd of completeness in thought that the indefinitely extendab1e 
bounds of space and time can never yield. Thus we mistake the 
logical simplicity of the thought of the self for knowledge of a sim­
ple, immaterial, and immortal soul lthe "paralogisms of pure rea­
son"), and we think that the mere idea of a ground ol all possibility 
(the "ideal of pure reason") is equivalent to knowledge of the neces­
sary existence of such a ground. (Kant now brings his critique of the 
ontological argument to bear on the one possible basis for a demon­
stration of the existence of God chat he had spared m his work of 
that title of 1761.I Ltttle can be salvaged from these misguided meta­
physical doctrines, but the case is somewhat different with the meta· 
physical paradoxes that Kant describes under the title of "antino­
mics of pure reason." Opera tins wtthout any nonce of the need for 
evidence from the senses and thus of the limits of sensibility, pure 
reason manages to convince itseH both that the world must be finite 
in space and time and that it must also be infinitely extended m both 
dimensions, that the division of subatances must yield smallest pos­
sible particles yet that it cannot, that there must be a causality of 
freedom i.n addit10n to the mechanism ol nature yet that there can 
be no such thing, and finally that there must be a necessary being at 
the ground of the series of contmgent existences yet agam that there 
cannot be so. The first two paradoxes may simply be set aside by 
recognizing th.at space and time a re, agam, nothing b.it the forms of 
our own intuitions, and that things as they are in themselves, which 
reason takes itself to know, are thus neither spatially nor temporally 
finite nor infinite. But the case is different with the last two antino­
mies. Herc, no longer dealing with quantitauve concepts that are 
necessarily linked to the structure of sensibility, Kant argues that 
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while we can conceive of the em pm cal or phenomenal world only as 
a realm of contingent existences enti.reJy governed by causal laws of 
nature, we can at least coherently consider that the realm of thmgs 
1n themsdve> lying behmd the appearances of the empmcal world 
not only contains a necessary being but, more important, contams 
free and not merely determined actions. Thus, Kant clauns, the cri­
t ique of traditional metaphysics at least leaves open the possibility 
of freedom. Then he can conclude: 

We reqmre the pnnc1ple of the causahty of appearances among themselves 
m order to seek and to be able to provide natural condillons for natural 
occurrences, 1.e., causes in appearance. II thJS IS co~d and is not weak­

ened through any except.ion, then the understandm.g, which in 11s empmcal 
employmem sees m all events nothmg but nature and 1s justified in so 
doing. has everything that it can requue, and physic.al explanaoons can 
proceed unhindered on their way. Now it docs not do the Least violence to 
this, 1f one assumes, even if 1t tS otherwise only 1magmed, chat among 
natural causes there are also some that have a faculty that is imelhg1ble 
only m that their determmation to action never rests on empirical condi­
tions, but on mere grounds of reason, though m such a way that the oetion 
m the oppearance from this cause is m accord with all the laws of empiric.al 

c.ausahty. IA S4S I B snl 

Kant concludes, therefore, that we can at least consistently conceive 
of event s that fit into the seamless web of nawral causal ity yet are 
also the products of the free exercise of the rational agency of natural 
agents considered as they are in themselves. In thinking of ourselves 
as moral agents, we can think ot ourselves in precisely this twofold 
way. 

It is not clear whether Kant thought it would be necessary t o say 
more about freedom when he finished the Cr1t1que of Puce Reason; 
but he shortly realized th.at it was. A further proof, indeed a theoret1· 
cal proof, that freedom is not just possible but actual 1s one of the 
two main items on the agenda of the Groundwork of the Metaphys­
ics of Morals of 1785, alon,g with a clear form ulation of the funda­
mental law of morality itseli and a sketch of how such a principle 
would give nse to the specific set of duties that Kant had always 
in1ended to describe m a metaphysics of morals. Kant argued that 
the concepts of good will and duty, which could be derived from 
ordmaty consciousness, and the concept of a categoncal imperative, 
which could be denved from popular moral philosq:ihy, but also his 
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own conceptton of humantty as an end in uself whose free agency 
must always be preserved and when possible enhanced, all give n se 
to the fundamental moral pnnciple that one should act only on 

maxims OI" policies of action th.at could be made into a universa l law 
or assented to, made into an end of their own, by all agents who 
might be affected by the action. Such a principle Kant characterizes 
as the law of pure practical reason, reflectmg the reqmrements that 
are tmposed on actions not from any external source but from the 
nawre of reason itself. But he also argued that m order to know that 
we are actually bound by such a moral principle, we must know that 
we really are rational agents capable ol freely acting in aCCOl"dance 
~ith the prmciple of pure reason regardlt:M of what nught be pre­
dx:ted on the basis of our passions and mdmat1ons uldeed our en­
tire pnor history and psychology. Kant thus now f~lt compelled to 
prove that human freedom ts not just possible but acmal. Although 
he truttally suggests that the very idea of ourselves .i!.S agents 1mphes 
that we conceive of ourselves as acting under rules of our own 
choice, he attempts to go beyond dus m order to deliver a metaphysi­
cal proof of the actuality of freedom. He argues that in ourselves as 
wel~ as aH other things we must distinguish between appearance and 
reabty. He then equates this distinction with one between that 
wluch is passive and that which is active in ourselves, which he m 

tum equates with the distinction between sensauon and :reason. 
Thus Kant infers thar we must assign to ourselves a facu lty of reason 
rooted m our nature as things in themselves and thus free to act 
without constramt by the causal laws governing mere appearance. 
Kant concludes: 

A rational bemg musr therefore regard itself as an mtelligence (therefore not 

frtnl the side of its lower powers! as belongmg m the world of understand­
ing. not of sense, thus It has 1wo Standpomts from which it can cons~r 
itself and know the laws 0£ the use of us powers, thus of all of ics acuons, 
fitst, msofar as U belongs to the world of senses, under natural laws 
fheterunomy), m::ond. as belonging to the mtelhg1ble world u nder laws 
which, mdependent from nature, are not empmcal but grounded m rea~on 
alone (4 4521 

Unfo
1

rtunately, m spite of his attempt to avrnd such a problem, 
Kant s argument is crrcular. It derives our possession of a SpOntane­
ous and efficac10us faculty of 1eason from our membership m the 
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world of things m themselves precisely by construing that world as 
an mtelligible world- that is to say, nothing less than a world con­
ceived to be essentially rational and understood by reason itself. Jn 
other words, Kant's argument- not for the content but for the actual­
ity and efficacy of pure practical reason - violates one of the most 
fundamental stnctures of his own Critique of Pure Reason. It de­
pends on interpreting our ultimate reality not as noumenon in a 
merely "negative sense" but as noumenon in a "positive sense," 
that is, not just something that is not known through sens1bihty but 
something that is known through pure reason (B 307). 

Kant never doubted that he had correctly formulated the content 
of pure practical reason through the reqwrement of the universal 
acceptability of the maxims of mtended actions, hut he qmckly rec­
ognized the madequacy of the Groundwork's proof that we actually 
have a pure practical reason. He thus radically revised his approach 
to the problem of freedom in the Cnt1que of Pmctical Reason, pub­
lished only three years later in 1788. Kant does not call this work a 
critique of pure practical reason like the earlier critique of pure 
theoretical reason, because whereas the peint of the former work 
was to show that theoretical reason oversteps 1ts bounds when it 
tries to do without applicatton to empirical data, in the case of 
practical reason the point is precisely to show that It is not hmited 
to applicanon co emp1ncally given inclinations and intentions but 
has a pure principle of its own. Kant now surrenders the obJectlve of 
giving a theoretical proof of the efficacy of pure practical reason, 
however. While both the Groundwork and the new Critique agree 
that a will bound by the moral law must be a free will and that only a 
free wdl can be bound by the moral law, what has come to be known 
as his "reciprocity thesis" fF28-9), Kant's strategy is now not to 
prove that we are bound by the moral law by offering a theorettcal 
proof that we possess a free will but rather simply to argue that we 
must possess a free will because of our mdubitable recognition that 
we are in fact bound by the moral law. "The thing is strange enough 
and has no parallel in the entire remamder of practical reason," Kant 
admits; nevertheless, he insists: 

The ti priori thought of a possible universal law-giving .. wttillut borrow­
rng anythmg from expenence or any external will, lS given as an uncond1-
t10ned law .... One can call the consctousness of this fundamental law a 
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fact of reason, smce one cannot spectously denve it from any antecedent 
data of reason, e.g., the consctousness of freedom lsmce this is not anteced­
ently given to us!, rather smce it presses itself upon us as a syntheuc a priori 
propos1tton, whtch 1s not grounded many mw1uon, whether pure or emp1n­
cal, although 1t would be analyuc 1f one presupposed the fn:edom of the 
will ... Bur m order to regard this law as given wtthout m1smterpretanon 
one must well note that u IS not an empmcal fact but the sole fact of pure 
reason.. ls:Jrl 

Theoretical philosophy can prove the possibihty of freedom of the 
will, Kant contmues to believe, but not its actuality; this can follow 
only from our firm consciousness - our conscience, one nught say -
of being bound by the moral law itself. If we have a pure practical 
reason, there is no problem explaming how it binds us, precisely 
because the law that binds us comes from within ourselves and not 
from anywhere else, not from any other will, not the will of a 
Hobbesian sovereign nor even from the will of God; but our proof 
that we have such a pure practical reason 1s precisely our recognition 
that we bind ourselves by its law. 

Although the proof of the actuahty of freedom can only appeal to 
our conviction of our obligation under the moral law, Kant has no 
hesitatton about the power of our freedom. Kant JS more convmced 
than ever that the scope of our freedom is unlimited, that no matter 
what might seem to be predicted by our prior history we always 
retain the freedom to make the moraliy correct choice, even 1f the 
very history of our empmcal character itself must be revised m order 
to make our freely chosen action compatihie with natural law: 

The same subject, who 1s also consc10us of hnnself as thmg m hnnself, 
considers his own existence, so fm as it does not stand under conditions of 
time, as itself determmable only through laws that he gives hunself through 
reason, and in this his existence nothing IS antecedent to his determmauon 
of his will, but every actton and every determmatton of his existence chang­
rng m accord wtth Ins mner sense, even the entue course of his existence as 
a sensible being is never to be regarded m his consciousness of his mtelhg1-
ble existence as anything but the consequence and never the determm1ng 
ground of his causality as noumenon. ls:97-8J. 

The Critique of Practical Reason also mcludes Kant's attempt to 
reconstruct two of the most cherished doctnnes of tradittonal meta­
phystcs, the extstence of God and che 1mmortahty of the soul. He 
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argues that morality enjoins on us not 1ust the effort to be motLvated 
by duty alone but also the end of attamm,g happmess m proportion 
to our virtue_ Moral motivauon alone may be the sole uncond1-
1JQl'led good, but it is not the complece or highest good until haw1-
ness in pr<1'0rtlon to our worthmess to be hawy through our virtue 
1s added to it. But we have no reason to believe that we can approach 
purity of will m our terrestnal hfe spans alone, or that our virtue 
will be accompanied with proportionate happiness by natural mecha­
nisms alone. We must thus postulate, although always as a matter of 
pracucal presupposition and never as a theCiettcal docume, that our 
souls can reach punty in immortahty and that there is a God to 
redress the natural disproportton between vurue and happaness. But 
Kant always insisted that these practical postulates could never en­
ter mto our motivation to be moral, and that they woold undermine 
the punt}' of that motivauon if they dtd; they rather flesh out the 
conditions presuwnsed by the rationality of moral action and so 
allow us to act on that pure motivat10n without threat of self­
contradiction. 

Kant remamed content with this doctrine for the remainder of his 
Ide, but the problem of freedom continued to gnaw at htm; and as he 
refined his solution to the problem of freedom he refined his theoty 
ol the foundauons of science as welL The evadence for this further 
struggle is found m his last great critique, the Cnt.1que of /w:lgment 
of 1790. This work ostensibly deals wuh the rational foundations of 
two forms of judgment not considered in Kant's prevtO\ls work, aes­
thetic Judgments of taste about natural or artistic beauty and sublim­
ity and teleological 1udgments about the role of purpose m natural 
organisms and systems; but Kant's reflections on these two species 
of what he calls reflective judgment touch on larger issues as welL 

Kant begms the work with a reflection upon the role of the ideal 
of sysrematicuy in th! attempt to move from the abatract level of 
the categones to concrete knowledge of empirical laws of nature. 
Whereas the Ccmque of Pure Reason had assigned the search for 
systematicny to the faculty of reason, suggestmg that tt ts required 
for the sake of completeness but has nothing to do wtth the truth 
of empmcal laws themselves, the Critique of Judgment assigns it 
to the faculty of reflective 1udgment, suggestmg that we can never 
get from the categories to particular empincal laws except by try­
tng to place individual hypotheses in the context of a system of 
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such laws. Because such a system is always an ideal that is never 
actually completed, however, this implies that the search for em­
puical law 1s necessanly open-ended, that we can approach bm 
never actually reach certainty abnut any individual law of nature as 
welJ as completeness in the whole system of such laws. This was a 
perspective that Kant attempted to explore further m lus Opus 
postumum, which fittingly itseli remained incomplete. 

Kant then mtroduces the more specific subjects of aesthetic and 
releolog1cal judgment with the claim that there 1s a "great abyss" 
between the concepts of nature and of freedom that must yet be 
bridged (5 :195]. Since in the Cntique of Practical Reason he had 
argued that the dommation of reason over the world of sense must 
be complete, n 1s not immediately apparent what gulf Kant has in 
mind, but his meaning gradually emerges. In the first half of the 
work. the Cr1ttque of Aesthetic Judgment, Kant is concerned to 
show that the existence and power of freedom are not just accessible 
to plulosoph1cal theory but can be made palpable to us as embodied 
and therefore feeling human beings as well. His argument m the case 
of the expenence of the sublime is obvious. Vast and powerful ob­
;ccts in nature exceed the grasp of our 1maginat10n and understand­
ing, but our mdifference to their threats of intellectual and even 
physical m1ury is an exhilarating revelauon of the power and pri­
macy of practica1 reason within ourselves. Kant's argument about 
beauty is more complex, however. The experience of beauty is ini­
tially characterized as one 1n which sensib1hty or nnagmation and 
understanding reach a state of harmony without the constramt of 
any concept, moral concepts of the good included. But then it turns 
out that m virtue of its very freedom from constraint by such con­
cepts the experience of beauty can serve as a symbol of our freedom 
m morality itself and make this freedom palpable to us. In 2dd1tton, 
althou.gh as it were our first layer of plessure in natural beauty is free 
of any antecedent inrerestS, the very fact that nature offers us beauty 
without intervention of our own is some evidence that it is hospita­
ble to our own interests, those of morallty included, and we take 
add1t1onal pleasure in the reahzanon of this fact. Here Kant does not 
treat us as simply dominating nature by our reason, but rather more 
contingently finding that our reason allows us to be at home m 
nature. 

Kant's argument about teleological judgment is even more comph-
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cated, and, although the force of Kant's treatmem of organisms has 
certainly been undercut by the success of the Darwmian theory of 
evolution, the Critique of Teleological Judgment remains profoundly 
revealing of Kant's philosophical sensibility. Kant argues that organ­
isms require us to see the parts as the cause of the whole but also the 
whole as the cause of its parts. The latter requirement violates the 
unidirectional nature of our conception of mecharucal causation -
we cannot conceive how a whole that comes into bci1'18only gradually 
from its parts can nevertheless be the cause of the properties of those 
parts (here is where the theory of natural sdectmn removes the diffi. 
culty). And so, Kant argues, we can explain the relation only by sup­
posing that the nature of the parts is determined by an antecedent 
conception of the whole employed by a designer of the orgamsm, 
although we can never have theoretical evidence of the existence of 
such an intelligence. Next Kant argues that we cannot suppose an 
mrelligent designer to have acted without a purpose as well as a plan. 
but that the only kind of nonarhitrary purpose that we can introduce 
into natural systems and mdeed mto nature as a system as a whole is 
something that 1s an end m itself- which can be nothing other than 
human freedom, the sole source of mtrinsic and unconditioned value. 
Besides all of humankind's merely natural ends, desues, and concep· 
ttons of happiness that are of no more value than any other creature's 
and to which nature 1s not in any case particularly hospitable, "there 
remains as that which in respect to nature can be the final purpose 
that lies beyond 1t and in which its ultimate purpose can be seen only 
)mankind's! formal, sub;ect1ve corKlitJOn, namely lour) capacity to set 
our own ends m gene..al" (§83, 5:4311. Mankmd as "the only natural 
bei.ng m whom a super-sensible faculty fof freedom) can be known," 
and only as "the sub,ect of morality" can humanity constitule a "fi· 
nal purpose to which the whole of nature is teleologically subordi­
nated" (§84, S :435-6). Again, Kant subtly revises his earlier point of 
view: Human freedom is not to be seen 1ust as a force enurely external 
to nature, but as the ultimate aim of nature itself. 

Kant is still careful to insist that dus is not a perspective that can 
be JUStified by theoretical or scientific reasoning, but rather a pomt 
of view that 1s at least compatible with scientific reasoning and 
recommended for ltS value to practical reason. But his expression of 
thJS cauuon in the Crmque of Judgment also suggests a subtle shift 
m his view of the status of sctennfic law itself. In his first two 
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critiques, Kant had argued that the apphcation of the fundamental 
principles of theorettcal knowledge and thus the foundatmns of sci­
ence to the world of experience was without exceptmn, indeed as he 
called it "constitutive" of the phenomenal realm, and that there 
could be room for a conception of human freedom only because we 
could also regard ourselves as things m themselves whose nature is 
nm determmed by the laws of appearance. Now, however, Kant sug· 
gests another view, namely the idea dur boih the causal laws of 
nature and the laws of reason that guide our freely chosen actions 
are "regulative principles'' that we bring to nature. He argues thar an 
antinomy can be avoided only by supposing thar rhe "maxim of 
reflecnon" that "All generation of material things and their forms 
must be est1mared as possible according to merely mechanical laws" 
and the maxim that "Some products of matenal nature cannot be 
estimated as possible according to merely mechamcal laws," thar 
they mstead require "an entirely different law of causality, namely 
that of final causes" are both "regulative principles for the investiga­
tion" of nature (§70, 5:387). He thus suggests that the determmistic 
perspective of the mechanical worldview IS not something that we 
can simply impose on nature, but a perspective that we bnng to bear 
on it just as we do the perspective of freedom itself. The latter 
perSpCctive Kant now also explicitly describes as a regulatJVe ideal: 

Alrhough an mtelligiblc world, in wl-nch everything would be actual solely 
because it is (as somethm.g good) possible, and even freedom itself as the 
formal condition of such a world, is an excesstve concept, which is not 

suitable to determme any const1tut1ve pnnciple, an ob,ect and ns obtect1ve 
reality: Nevertheless m accordance with the consr1tution of om lparnally 
scns1bk) nature and betdty 1t serves for us and all rauonal creaturn stand­
ing m connectmn with the sensible world, insofar as we can represent our· 
selves m accordance with the constituoon of our reason, as a umversal 
regulative pnnciple, which docs not determine the consutunon of freedom 
as the form of causality ob,ectively, but rather, and with no less valxhty 
th.an if this were rhe case, makes rhe rnle oi actions m accordance wuh rh1s 
idea a command for everyone 1§76, 5:404) 

Here Kant not only suggests that we cannot give a theoretical proof 
of the existence of freedom, but also that we do not even have to 
regard it as a metaphysical fact about some purely noumenal aspect 
of our being at all, and can instead bnng the pnnc1ple of practical 
reason as a rule for actions to bear on our natural existence, some-
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thing w~ can do precisely because the derermm1st1c picture of natu­
ral causatton necessary for sc1enufic explanation and prechction 1s 
also only a perspective that we ourselves bnng to bear on nature. 
Because the presuppos1t1ons of bnth science and morali ty are both 
principles that we ourselves bn ng to bear on nature, Kant finally 
recognizes, they must ulumately be compatible. 

Having finally reached this recogrutlon so )are m hts career, Kam 
never worked out the deta.t.ls, althou,gh that may have been the last 
tlung he was t rying to do in the latest stage of his work on the Opus 
postumum JUst before his death. Nor is 1t clear that any philosopher 
since has t aken up the challenge of fleshing out this suggestion. 
Peihaps d1at ts the most vital task Kant leaves for us. 

For the benefit of the reader I will conclude chis introducnon with a 
bnef guide to the essays that follow In the first one, Frederick Beiser 
offers an account of Kant's philosophical development up unul the 
pubhcat1on o( the Criuque of Pure Reason. The next seven essays a re 
pnmanly devoted to that work itself. Charles Parsons addresses 
Kant's theory of space and time and lus conception of mathematics m 
the "Transcendenral Aesthetic"; Michael Young considers Kant's at­
tempt to derive the categories from the forms of Judgment m the 
"metaPiysical dedtiction"; and I assess Kant's strategy and success in 
the "transcendental deducuon." Michael Friedman considers Kant's 
treatment of causation m the first Cnt1que and in later work as well. 
Next, Gaty Hatfield evaluates the role of psychology in Kant's theory 
of expenence. Two essay:i then corumJer the topics in the ' 'Transcen· 
dental Dialectic": Thomas Wartenberg considers Kant's pos1t1ve doc­
tnne of reason as the source of regulative ideals, and Karl Amenks 
reviews Kant's critique of trachtlonal metaphysics hue also shows 
how considerable aspeccs of that metaphysics remained central co 
Kant's thought. In the nexc essay, Onora O'Neill effects the transition 
from the Crmque of Pure Reason to Kant's practical pulosophy by 
exammmg Kant's conception that reason can vindicate itself without 
falling mto either Cartesian foundationalism or the kind of relativism 
that now predommates so much of our intellectual scene; the analy­
sis 1s based on passages from the final part of the first Cnt1que, the 
"Methodology," but applies to practical reason as well if not mdeed 
pnmanly. The next two essays then address Kant's practical philoso­
phy directly: J. B. Schneewmd shows how the idea of autonomy, the 
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idea that moral law can anse only from our own reason, is central to 

the development of Kant's educs; Wolfgang Kerscmg shows how 
Kant's conception of pohncal authonty arises from the fundamental 
idea of human freedom and discusses the hm1rs that places on the 
proper scope of politics as well. Eva Schaper considers Kant's theory 
o( aesthetic Judgment, d1scussmg Kant's the.ones of the sublime and 
of artistic genius as well as beauty. Tlus ts followed by Allen Wood's 
analysis of Kant's plulosophy of religion, which 1s naturally focused 
on Kant's complex view of the prospec«s for founding religion in 
reason alone. Fmally, George di Giovanni discusses some of the re­
sponses to Kant that were offered in Germany m the first two decades 
af«er the publicatmn of the Cntlque of Pure Reason, showing how 
such figures as Fnednch Jacobi, Karl Leonhard Remhold, Gottlob 
Ernst Schulze (Aenesidemus), Johann G. Fichte, and Friednch Wil­
helm Schelling struggled to overcome the dualisms we will have seen 
to be central to Kant's philosophy, such as d1c distmctiun between 
intmtion and concept and between appeatance and thmg m itself, 
settmg the stage for much of the mneteenth-century philosophy that 
was to follow. 



FREDERICK C. BEISER 

1 Kant's intellectual development: 
1746-1781 

1. TH[ rROBLEM OF METArHYSICS IN EIGliTt:t:NTH · 

CENTURY CERMANl' 

Kant's early plulosophtcal career before the publication of the Cri­
tique of Pure Reason in May 1781 was dommated by an unhappy 
love affau. "I have had the fate to be in love with metaphysics," Kant 
wrote ruefully in 1766,1 "although I can hardly flatter myself to have 
received favors from her." This preoccupation with metaphysics pro· 
vuled the lettmouf, and indeed the underlying drama, behind Kant's 
early mtellecwal development. We can divide lus career mto four 
phases according to whether he accepced or re1ected the blandish­
ments of his mistress. The first phase, from 1746 to IJS9, is the 
period of infatuation. During these years Kant's chief aim was to 
provide a foundation for metaphysics. Accordmgly, he developed a 
rationalist epistemology that could jusu(y the possibthty of knowl· 
edge of God, providence, immortahty, and the first causes of nature. 
The second phase, from 176o to 176/J, 1s the penod of d1s11lusion· 
ment. Kant broke wnh his earher rationahst epistemology and m· 
clmed toward skepuc1sm, utterly rejecting the poss1bLlity of a meta· 
physics that t ranscends the hnuts of expenence. The third phase, 
from 1766 to 1771, 1s a period of partial reconciliation. Kant returned 
to metaphysics m the belief that he could finally provule u with a 
firm foundation; he then sketched his plans for a modest ontology. 
The fourth .md final phase, from 1772 to 178o, 1s the penod of 
divorce. By 1772 Kant realized that lus renewed confidence in meta· 
physics could not resolve one fundamental problem: How are syn­
thetic, o priori principles valid of experience if they are not denved 
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from 1t? From 1772 he began to formulate his mature cnucal doc· 
trme about the poss1bihty of metaphysics. 

In any intense and prolonged love affair we do not always see the 
beloved m the same light. He or she takes on many different gmses, 
even 1dent1t1es, according to our mood. Kant's love affair with meta· 
physics was no except10n. The1e is no smgle spec16c meaning that 
we can give to "metaphysics" m Kant's phdosoplucal development. 
Metaphysics had many meanings: It was a science of the Lmits of 
human reason, an ontology of the fi rst predicates of being, specula­
uon about God, providence, and 1mmortahty, or a study of the first 
causes and most general laws of nature. We can give one general 
meanmg to all these different senses· It is the eighteenth-century 
sense of metaphysics as the HClupt· or CrundwtssenschClft, the sct· 
ence of the first pnnciples or most universal properties of things. 2 

Yet that ts obviously much too vague. What truly unites these van· 
ous projects is more Kant's abiding concern and interest in all of 
them: to determine the ends and hmtts o( human reason. 

Kant's concern with metaphysics was nenher new nor onginal, 
but typlcal of philosophers m Gennany m the middle of the et.gh· 
teenth century. The possibihry of metaphysics had been one of the 
central problems of German plulosophy ever smce the end of the 
seventeenth century. This problem arose when the old Aristotelian 
metaphysics, which had dominated German mtellectual lde in the 
seventeenth century, was thrown back on the defensive by the 
growth ol the new sciences. The geometrical method of Cartesian 
physics, and the mducuve-mathemattcal method of Newton, had 
undermined both the coocepc:s and methods of the old Anstote· 
hanism. The scholastic forms had been bamshed from physics as so 
many occult qualities; and the deductive method of syllogistic rea· 
somng was dismissed as fruitless. Metaphysics, 1t therefore seemed, 
was doomed to extinction, the legacy o( a monbund scholastictsm. 
Leibniz and WolH attempted to 1·espond to tlus crisis by demanding 
thar metaphysics imnate the mathematical method that had been 
used with such success in the natural sciences. If metaphysics only 
proceeded more gt~ometnco, begmmng wnh clearly defined terms 
and then ngorously deducing theorems from them, they argued, 
then n too would be able to walk down the road toward science. But, 
begmmng in the 1720s, the methodology of the Leibnman-Wolffian 
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school encountered stiff opposition from such Piettst philosophers 
as J. F. Budde, J. Lange, A. F. Hoffmann, A. RUdiger and A. C. Crusms. 
According to the Ptet1sts, the method of phLlosophy should be em­
pmcal and inductive rather than mathematical and deductive; the 
philosopher cannot construct concepts according to defimuons, like 
the mathematician, but must analyze concepts given to him m expe­
n e11ce. The dispute between the Wolffians and Pietists about the 
proper method of metaphysics contmued well mto the late 1740s 
and the early usos- the very penod m which Kant began his mtel­
lccruaJ career at the Umvermy of K6nigsberg.J The debate finally 
came to a head m •161 when the Academy of Sciences in Berhn 
posed a prize competition dealing with the followmg question: 
"Whether the metaphysical trutha in general, and espec13lly the first 
principles of natural theology and morals, are capable of the same 
degree of proof as geometrical truths, and if they are not capable of 
such proof, what is the nature of their certainty, and to what degree 
can they achieve it, and is such certainty sufficient for conv1ct10n?" 
Some of the foremost mmds of Germany wrote contnbuuons for 
thls competition, among them Tetens, Mendelssohn, Lambert and, 
of course, Kant himself.• 

The problem of metaphysics became even more cnucal when some 
apparendv irresolvable conflicts arose between the new mathematJcs 
and the mecaphys1cs of the Le1bniz1an-Wolffian school. Although 
Leibniz and WOiff championed the mathematical method m philoso­
phy, theu actempt to place metaphysics upon a firm foundation be­
came deeply embarrassed when they found themselves locked m 
heated debates with Newtonian and Cartesian mathemat1c1ans. 
There werethreedtsputes between the mathematicians and metaphy­
s1cians in eighteenth-century Gennany.) The first was the notonous 
debate between the Le1 bmzians and Cartesiansconcemmg che proper 
measure of force, which began at the close of che seventeenth century 
and contmued well mto the ea.ghteenth century until D' Alembert's 
Tr01te de dynam1que of 1747. The new geornetncal physics of Des­
cartes analyzed all physical properties m terms of extension; and 
among these properties was force, which was measu red strictly m 
terms of the "quantity of motion," the speed multiphed by the mass 
IM V). The Le1bnizians, however, ms1sted that there is something 
more to a body than n s extension: namely its mherent ltvmg force, 
which was the stnvtng of a body to reproduce from wuhin 1tself the 
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quantity of mouon that 1t received from external causes (MV•I . The 
second dispute was the debate between the Le1bm:z1:ms and Newto­
nians concerning the existence of monads, which became official m 
1747 with a JYize competition of the Berlm Academy of Sciences. It 
was a simple theorem of mathemaucs thac space:, and everything 
w1thm u, was infimtelydivmble; but the Le1bmz1ans contended that 
all boches ultimately consisted in simple indivisible parts or monads. 
The third dispute was the famous debate between the Le1bm:z1ans and 
Newtontans on the nature of space, which began with Leibniz's corre­
spondence with Clarke m 1715 . While the mathemaucians msisted 
upon the absolute status of space to ensure a pnon cenamcy to che1r 
theorems, the Lcibmz1ans maintained that space consists only m the 
assemblage of all real and possible distances between thmgs. These 
debates were widely known m eighteenth-century Germany, so much 
so that Euler said that everyone m court could t alk about little else.t• 
They were indeed notorious when they became the chief pomt of 
friction between the Newtonian Academy of Sciences in Berlin and 
the Leibmzian-Wolffian school. Although these debates were often 
technical, they raised fundsmental epistemological 1ssues about the 
value of metaphysics and the h mits of the mathematical method. The 
metaphysic1ansaccused themarhematic1aru; of extending then medl­
ods beyond their proper domain, and of treating fictions (for example, 
absolute space) as i( they were realiti es; the mathemat1c1ans, for their 
part, charged the metaphys1c1ans with reviving useless scholastic 
subd et1es and with mterfering with the autonomy of science. These 
debates were of the first importance for the formation of Kant's phi­
losophy. Kant was constantly preoccupied with them from his first 
published work m 1746 until the publicauon of the Critique of Pure 
Reason in 1781. They provided all the materials for his antmomies, 
whose solutmn eventually led him to his transcendental 1dealism.7 

We can understand the young Kant's early devotion to metaphysics 
only 1f we consider the general pced1cament of the Le1bn1Z1an­
W0Hfian philosophy m the early decades of the eighteenth century. 
Wol.H•s philosophy had a profound symbcl.ic significance m early 
eighteenth-century Germany: It represented the very vanguard of the 
AufJ.:lii.rung, the attempt to establish the authoriry of reason in all 
walks of hfe, whether tn the state, the church, the uruversities, or 
society at large. Predictably, then, Wolff's philosophy would come 
under severe cnt1c1sm from P1eust quarters, whu::h saw rat Kmahsm 
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as a threat to the faith. And, sua·e enough, as early as the 172os, 
Lange, Budde, RUdtger and Hoffmann had mounted a concerted cam­
paign agamst the Wolffian philosophy. The essence of their polemic 
was that the new ma themat ical method of the Wolffian phi losophy 
ends of necessit y m atheism and fatabsm. 8 Because that method 
discovered mechamcal causes for everything, they argued, It left no 
room for freedom, the basis of morahry, or for muacles, the founda­
tion of the faith. Although their campaign agamst Wolff had lost 
steam m the 1730s, it received new imperns in the 1740s and 1750s 
through the writings of C. A. Crusius. With a rigorous epistemology, 
Crusius systematized and strengthened many of the P1etists' objec­
tions against Wolff. The thrust of Crus1us's criticisms of Wolff's 
rationalism was that the basic principles of our thought cannot be 
demonstrat ed by reasoo, and that reason cannot provide us with any 
knowledge beyond sense expcnence.9 The net effect of the Pietists' 
campaign was to present the Wolffians with a dilemma: either a 
rational skepticism or an irrational fideism. We can explain Kant's 
early devotion to metaphysics from his desire to escape this di­
lemma. Only metaphysics, the young Kant believed, could rescue 
the AufklO.rung's faith in reason from the attacks of the P1etists. 
Only 1t could provide a rauooal JUStification for our moral and reli­
gious beliefs, and thus a middle path between skepu c1sm and 
6deism. Yet Kant was all too keenly aware that it was necessary to 
provide a new foundation for metaphysics, and that the old defenses 
of the Wolffian school had begun to collapse after all the attacks 
mounted upon them. The essential task of Kant's philosophy m the 
1750s was therefore set: how to provide a new foundation for meta­
physics m the face of Crus1us's crmc1sms. 

II. KANT'S EARLY METAPHYSICS, 1746-1 759 

Despite their apparent diversity, there ts a single aim to ai ll of Kant 's 
ma)Or early writings, those he wrote from 1746 to 1759, the penod 
between his doctoral dissertation and the onset of his criticism of 
rattonahsm m the early 1760s. •0 This aim was to provide a foundatmn 
for the metaphysics of nature. Such was the goal not only of Kant's 
first explicitly epistemological work, the Nova d1lucidatio of 1755, 
but also of his basic wntmgs on natural philosophy, the Cedonken 
von der wohren Schiitz ung der lebenchgen Krilfte {Thoughts on the-
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True Estimation of Lwmg Forces, 1746--7), the Allgememe Natur­
geschidite undTheoriedes Hunmels I Umversnl Natural History and 
Theon• of the Heavens, 17 s sl, and the Monadolog1ca phys1ca (Physi ­
cal Monodology, 1756). 

According to Kant, the task of the metaphysics of nature is w 
discover the inner forces of thmgs, the first causes of the laws of 
motion and the ultimate constituents of matter. Unlike emp1ncal 
physics, which detennmes by observatmn the mechantcs of nature, 
the laws of external motions, the metaphysics of nat ure detennmes 
by reason the dynamics of nature, the laws of n s m ner fOl'ces. This 
program for a "metaphysics o( nature" was first developed by Leib­
niz m his Specll11en dynomicum. In his polemic against the purely 
mechanical physics of the Canesians, Le1bmz argued the need for a 
more dynamic or "metaphysical" approach to nature. 11 The essence 
of matter was not simply extension, he contended, btlt mner livmg 
force. The aim of the young Kam was to fulfill Leibniz's program, to 
put the dynanucs of nature upon a firm foundation. 

Such was the goal of Kant's first published work, his Cedanken 
von der wohren Schdtzung der lebend1gen Kriifte (Living f Ol'ces). In 
the very begmmng of this work Kant t ells u s expbc1tly that his aim is 
to make the doctnne of living fOl'ces "certam and deas1ve," and that 
10 do so he intends to mvesu gate '"some of the metaphysical concep­
tions of the powers of bod.ies" (§1 I. Later Oil , he complains that meta­
physics has lutherto not been placed upon a firm foundatton, and 
that tt remams only on " the threshhold of science" (§19). It has 
suffered from those who are more ready to speculate and expand 
knowledge than to place it upon a firm foundation. To dctermwe the 
precise vahd1ty of Leibmz's doctnne of living force, Kant had to 
resolve the dispure between the C.mesians and Leibmzians abour 
the proper measurement of force. He attempted to do so by d1stm­
guishmg between two kmds of motion, the free motion of a bodv that 
would conunue to mfirury if it wae oot stopped by s01ne resistance, 
and the impressed motion of a body that would continue only as long 
as some external force acted upon it (§15-• B, 114-21). While the 
Cartesian measurement was vahd for impressed motions, where a 
body ha.d a power only proporuonate to the cause of motion (hence 
M VJ, the Le1bmzian measurement was valid for free motions, where 
a body's inner force muhiph ed the power it received from the cause 
of motion (hence MV•) (§1191. In making this dtsrmcdon, Kant be-
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heved that he had provided a secure foundation for Leibmzian dy­
nanucs and a defimte place for the mathematical approach to nature 
of the Canesians. Kant then drew some important methodological 
conclusmns from his resolution of the debate. First, he ms1sted that 
we should not overgenerahze from the evidence available to us, as if 
the measurement of one form of motmn is true of motion m general 
(§§87-9). We must always compare the premises and conclusmns of 
our reasonmg to make sure that the premises are sufficient to entail 
the conclusmn. Second, and most important, we must distmgmsh 
between the mathematical (Cartesian) and the metaphysical (Leib­
mzisn) approaches to nature (§§114-15)_ Each 1s valid for its respec­
tive kind of motion. The dispute between the Leibnizians and Cane­
sians arose only because they suffered from the common assumption 
that mathematics alone could discover the hvtng forces of nature, 
when m truth it can determme only those forces ansmg from exter­
nal causes. So imp:irtant were these methodological points to the 
young Kant that he regarded his whole treatise as little more than a 
discourse on method (§88). The issue between the Leibmzians and 
Cartesians, he stressed, concerned not a matter of fact but only the 
ratio cognoscend1 (§soJ. 

Kant's early concern with the metaphysics of nature also appears 
in the ma,or work of his early years, his Allgememe Naturgesclnchte 
und Theorie des Himmels (Universal Natural HlstoryJ. It is m chis 
work that Kant expounds what later became known as the Kant­
Laplace hypothesis of the ongm of the universe. Kant's staced aim m 
dus work is to find a mechamcal explanation ot the on.gm of the 
universe, and in parncular of the systematic order of the solar sys­
tem (the facts that the orbits of the planets all fall m the same plane, 
that they all move m the same directmn, and so on) (1:221, 334). To 
achieve this end, Kant had to take issue with no less than Newton 
himself. Newton had argued that the systematic order of the solar 
system was the result of "the immediate hand of God," because the 
space between the planets 1s empty and therefore cannot have a 
matenal cause. Kant admits that we cannot avmd such a supernatu­
ral hypothesis 1f we assume that the present order of the universe is 
eternal, for chen no matenal cause could have produced n. It, how­
ever, we assume that the space was origmally filled with some pri­
mal mass, then we can explam how the systematic order arose from 
the forces of attraction and repulsmn working upon 1c. To avoid a 

L 
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supernacurahsnc hypothesis hke Newcon's, Kane argues that we 
must add the dimensmn of natural history to cosmology (1 .262-3, 
339-41). We must recogmze that what appears to be given and eter­
nal m nature, such as the syscematic order of the solar system, is m 
fact the product of a long history. Pnma fac1e, Kant's argument 
seems to have httle to do with lus attempt to find a foundst1on for 
dynamics. He seems much more concerned simply co extend and 
confirm the pnnc1ples of Newtonian mechamcs. Yet in his very 
attempt to extend the prmc1ples of mechanics Kant was returnmg to 
his metaphysical program. For at the very heart of the natural his­
tory that must supplement mechamcs hes his dynamic view of mat­
ter. The fact that the systematic order of the universe anses from the 
laws govermng matter shows that matter has w1thm itself a stnving 
to create order and harmony. It does not have this order and harmony 
imposed upon 1t by some external supernatural cause, but develops 
1t from within according to Its own mherent laws. Hence Kant 
stresses how matter consists m creative force, how it 1s a ventable 
"phoemx of nature" that creates new order from its very decay 
11:314, 317, 321). The nub of Kant's argument in the Universal Natu­
ral History, then, was that the mechanical conception of nature 
could be extended to explain the universe only 1f It were supple­
mented with a dynamic view of matter; in other words, emp:mcal 
physics has for Its foundation a metaphysics of nature. 

Kant's preoccupauon with the metaphysics of nature contmued 
with his Monadologica phys1ca (Physical Monadology), which ap­
peared m 1756_ The aim of this tract is, agam, to provide a founda­
tmn for dynamics, and in particular to establish the existence and 
fundamental laws of monads, the ultimate umts of force and basic 
constituents of matter. In the preface, Kant expressly warns agamst 
those who would bamsh metaphysics from the sphere of natural 
philosophy (1:475-6). If we confine ourselves only to the available 
evidence, then we fail to discover the source and cause of the laws. 
Metaphysics is indispensable to natural philosophy, for It alone deter­
mines the ultimate parts of matter and how they interact with one 
another. Kant then proceeds to argue that all physical bodies consist 
in monads, whose activity consists in their repulsive and attractive 
forces. In virtue of their attractive forces bodies form sohd masses, 
while m virtue of their repulsive forces they occupy space. The 
external occasion for this trace was the controversy concermng the 
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existence of monads provoked by the Berhn Academy m 1747. For 
the young Kam, th is dispute was all the more reason t o make an. 
other c.trefu) d1suncuon between the methods of mathematics and 
those of metapliysjcs. Ht: atlempted to resolve this dispute by argu­
ltlg that geometry deals with space, which ts mdeed mfinitely d1visi· 
ble, whereas metaphysics deals with the substance that fills this 
space, which IS uxhvis1ble. Because space lS not a substance but only 
the appearance of JtS external relatmns, che div1s ibi.licy of space does 
not imply the dtvJS1bibry of the substances that compose it h =479-
8o; P.op. IV, V). 

Kant's early concern with the foundation of metaphysics is most 
explLcit m his Nova dilucidao o (New Exposlllon), an expresslyepaste· 
mological creause that a ttempts to clanfy the first principles of rea· 
son. A thorough examination of the condit10ns and limits of knowl· 
edge, Kant behcved as early as r755, was crucial if metaphysics were 
to be provided with a prOper foundstmn. In this work Kant defends 
some of the central tenets of Le1bniz1an-Wolffian rationalism, even if 
he often criticizes some of the arguments of Leibniz and Wolff. Like 
Le1bmz and Wolff, Kant attempts to teduce the foundatmn of knowl­
edge down to a few self-evident first pnnciples. He dtsagrees with 
Wolff that there can be a single first principle of all knowledge, be­
cause the firs t principle of all true affirmative propos1t10ns catu10t be 
the first principle of aJI true negative i:roposit10ns, and conversely 
(Prop. II. Nevertheless, Kant does thmk that he can narrow the founda­
tions of knowledge down to two fundamental principles, 'Everything 
that is, is' for true affirmatjve propositions, and 'Everything that is 
not, is not' for true negative proposiuons (Prop. Il). Nothing more 
clearly reveals Kant's early rationalism than his adherence to Leib· 
niz's "'predicate-m-nou on" prmciple, accOl"ding to wh ich a 1udgment 
is true if the predicate follows from, or is "contained in," the notion of 
the sub1ect (Prop. IV!. This prmc1ple means that all true 1udgments are 
analytic, so that we can, 1f only m pnnciple, detennme theu truth 
through reason alone by an analysis of the sub1ect term. Following in 

the footsteps of Wolff, though disagreeing with the details of his argu­
ment, Kant then attempts to derive the prmciple of sufficient reason 
from the prmc1ple of 1dent1ty. Nothing is true wnhour a sufficient 
reason, Kant argues, because there must be something about a subject 
that excludes the opposite predtcate from bemg true of it (Prop. V). 
On thts basis Kant proceeds to denve the analogous prmc1ple that 
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there must be some reason or cause for evcrythmg that extsts (Prop 
VJil). This deductmn of the pnnciple of sufficient reason was the 
cornerstooe of Kant's early rat1onahsm, for n meant that reason 
could Justify the main pnnciple behind our knowledge of matter of 
tact, the principle of causahry. Jn other words, to use Kant's later 
termmology, the principle of causah ry was analytic rather than syn­
thetic o prion. Kant was very far here from hlS later recogrntion of 
the problem of the synthetic o pnori. The Novo diluc1do110 repre· 
sents the high noon of Kant's early rationalism, the very antithesLS 
of his la ter critical doctrmes 

Granted that the attempt to find a foundation for dynamics was 
Kant's dominant early amb1t1on, we must ask ourselves why he 
embarked on this search in the first place. What value d1d a meta­
physics of nature have for him? What purpose could it serve? To the 
young Kant, a metaphysics of nature seemed to be the only middle 
path between the occulttsm of Pietisuc Noturphllosoph1e and the 
mechamsm of Cartesian physics. Kant clearly had little sympathy 
for the Nnturphilosophie of Thomasms and his followers, which saw 
the working of the supernatural in the most ordinary events of na­
ture and which re1ected the use of the mathematical method. Never­
thel~s, for all its rigor and mathematical precision, he could not 
entirely agree with the mechanical concepuon of nature of the Carte­
s1ans. Like Leibniz, Kant seemed to fear the moral and rehg1ous 
cmsequences of the Cartesian physics, which reduced all of nature 
down to a machme, to an inert matter that consuted m nothmg 
more than extensmn.,. In such a view of nature there did not seem 
to be any place for mmd or spint. The mmd was elther a machme 
inside nature or a ghost outside It. The young Kant, however, dec1d· 
edly rejected bnth dualism and mechanLSm.'J He argued in the Liv­
ing Forces that a vitalistic conceptJon o( matter provided a means of 
explaining the interact10n between the mmd and body, without pos­
tulating a mystenous preestablished harmony, and without reducing 
the mind to a machine (§§5-6). The great attraction of a metaphys­
ics of nature, then, was that n provided for a monistic, naturalistic 
Weltanschauung without the damagm,g moral and rehgious conse­
quences of a mechanical matenalism 

Now that we have considered the firs t phase of Kant's develop­
ment, we are compelled to reiect two of the most common opm10ns 
concerning the young Kant. The fir st opinion IS that Kant was a 
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Wolffian m his early years.•4 Although Kant cenamly sympathized 
w11h the aims of Wolff's metaphysics, and although he defended 
some of the central tenets of n s rat1onahsm, he was never a devoted 
disciple of Wolff_ As early as 1746 Kant ms1sted upon the need for 
independent thought, free from partisan disputes and the authomy 
of great names.•5 And, mdeed, his own independence from the 
Wolffian school emerges ume and agam. Thus he was extremely 
criucal of some of Wolff's arguments, such as his demonstration of a 
vis motae. his version of the ontological proof of Cod's ex:1stence, 
and his deduction of the pnnciple of suffictem reason. Although 
Kant agreed wnh WolH that plulosophy should follow a n.gorous 
demonstrative method, he argued that the Wolffians had t aken therr 
mathematical method too far in applying 1t to the domains of natu­
ral phi losophy; Kant's distinction between the mathematical and 
metaphysical method was indeed an implied criticism of the Wolf­
fian school. 16 The second opm1on 1s that the young Kant was a 
"dogmatic" metaphys1c1an. Kant himself seems to sanction this 
view, given lns famous phrase about hts early "dogmauc slum­
bers. " 11 Yet, mall hkehhood, these slumbers were only a short nap 
that Kant took m 1770. 18 If by "dogmat15m" we mean the procedure 
by which pure reason makes claims to knowledge wnhout a previ­
ous cmicism of its powers, then 1t becomes highly mu;leadmg to 
awly tlus term to the young Kant. As we have seen, from rht: very 
begmnmg of his career Kant was concerned wtth the fotmdatmns 
and limits of knowledge. Such epistemological concerns were a nec­
essary consequence of his attempt to provide a foundatton for meca­
physics. Although the young Kant did believe that it was possible to 
attain knowledge through pure reason, he did so only as a result of 
his mvesti.gat1on mto its pnnctples. We must be on our guard, then, 
in making a distinction between a "precnt1cal" and a ''cntical" 
Karn. This should be a distmction between Kant before and after the 
first CriHqve, not a distmcuon berween a dogmatic and a cnucal 
Kant, or a metaphysical and epistemological Kant. 

JU. KANT'S TURBU LENT DECADE, I700 - l 7b9 

Although Kant struggled to find a new foundation for metaphysics in 
the 1750s, he never doubted tts aims, its underlying rauonahsm. and 
sull less its very poss1b1hty. ihe problem was only one of laying the 
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foundauon with suffic1enr care, and then it would be able to cross 
over the threshold of science. The wntings of the 176os mark a funda­
mental sh1h away from this attitude. The earhest works of this de­
cade are much more critical of the whole enterpnse of metaphysics. 
They cast doubt upon its syllogistic logic, its prospects of achieving 
mathematical certainty, and ns use m supporting morahry. Although 
Kant connnued to try to find a new foundation for rnetaphySics until 
1764, he had become skepucal of ns ratmnabst methodology. His 
attempt to replace its rat10nalist with a more empincist methodology 
eventually gave way m I76S to a complete skepticism abnut the very 
possibility of metaphysics. By 1766 Kant had reformulated the very 
task of metaphysics: Its aim was to prnvuie not a koowledge of God, 
providence, and 1mmortalny, but a science of the ltm1tS of human 
reason. Metaphysics was no longer the queen of the sciences, but only 
the handmaiden to ethics. 

The onset of Kant's more critical atutude toward metaphysics was 
his Die falsche Sp1tzfind1&keit der vier syllogisl1schen Figuren (The 
False Subtlety of the Four Syllogistic Figures), which appeared m 
1161. This short tract was a sharp criuque of uadiuonal scholasuc 
logic, which had been the backbone of metaphysics for centunes. 
Kant had such a low opm1on of the foundations of che traditional 
logic that he called it ua colossus with itshead rn the clouds and feet 
of clay." He accused the older logicians of havmg engaged in point­
less subtleties that betrayed the very purpose of logic, which was not 
to complicate but to s1mphfy the first pnnc1ples of knowledge l§s, 
2:56). The mam target of Kant's cntic1sm was the ttadmonal classifi­
cation of the syllogism 1010 four cluef forms or "figures." Accordmg 
to Kant, this class1ficat1on 1s completely specious, because there is 
only one pure form, of which the others are only hybrid variauons. 
The starting point of Kant's argument is his analysis of syllogistic 
reasoning into a form of mediate 1udgmem, where we aunbute a 
characteristic to a thing 1n virtue of some charactensuc or mukUe 
t erm that is a charactensuc of a characteristic; for example, we can 
attnbute spmtuality to the human soul if we know that the human 
soul is ratmnal, and that cverythmg rational 1s spmtual. Here the 
characrensnc of rauonality - a charactenst1c of spmtuahty- is the 
mediating term that allows us to attnbute spmtualtty to the human 
soul Froceedtng from this premise, Kant mamtatns that there are 
only two fundsmemal rules of mference: "The charactenstic of a 
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charactenst1c of a thing is a charactensuc ol the thmg n self" for 

positive 1udgments; and "What contradicts the characteristic of a 
thing contradicts the thing itself" for negative 1udgments (§1; 2:49) 
Both of these rules are perfectly exemplified, Kant argues, m the first 

figure of the syUog1sm, that which takes the form 'A is B; B is C, 
therefore, A is C' (§4; 2:511. The other forms are indeed correct 

msofar as they produce vaJid condusmns; but they are nut "pure 
forms" insofar as the}' do not have two premises and a conclusion_ 

Rather these forms are impure because they require a hidden third 
premise, which IS the inversion of theothertwo(§4; 2:5 1-55). What 

concerns us here is neither the details nor the validity of Kant's 

argwnent but the central premise behmd n, namely 1ts 1dent1fica­

uon of reasoning with a form of judgment. Tlus was part of Kant's 

more general theory, announced at the dose ol his tract 1§6; 2.:57-

61 ), that the "h1ghe,r faculty of knowledge" can be analyzed mto 
forms of 1udgment. Rejecdng the traditional classificauon of the 
faculry of knowledge mto concepts, judgments, and syllogisms, Kant 
argued that concepts are only a form of immediate judgment as 
syllogisms are a form of mediate. This analysis clearly prepated the 
ground for the later "metaphysu;al deduction" of the categones in 
the first Cril1que. By cons1denng the genesis of that view in the 
Folse Subtlety, we can see that Kant arnved at hts 1denttficat1011 of 

the understanding with judgment not by uncritically accepnng, but 
by sharply attacking the trad1t1onal logic. •9 

The cnt1cal atutude of the False Subtlety only grew m Kant's next 
work in the 176os, Der ein::Jg m6gliche Bewisgrund zv em er Demon· 
stration des Dasems Gottes fThe Only Possible Basis for a Demon­
stumon of the E:nstence of God), wluch appeared m late 1762. This 
work connnues Kant's early attempts to provide a foundat10n for 
metaphysics. Kant intends to give a sobd basis for rauonal theology 
by laymg down the materials for an trrefutable proof of God's exis­
tence. But, m attemptmg ro show that this is "the only possible 
pr0of of God's existence," Kant engages m a cn t1que of rational 

theology, a critique so thoroughgomg that It betrays his increasm.g 
lack of confidence m metaphys1cs. Kant's growm.g skepticism about 
metaphysics emerges in the preface to this work. Here he says that n 
1s fortunate that providence has not made our happiness depend 

upon the subtleties of a metaphysical demonstration of the exis­
tence of God f2:65- 6). "The natural common underslandmg" fder 
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11ottirbchen gemeinen VerstandJ can find sufficient reasons k>I" the 
existence of God simply by contemplating the order, beauty, and 
harmon y of nature, fo r u ts highly Improbable that this could anse 
without an mtelhgent and beneficent creator. If, however, we wish 
to have a demonstrative certainty of God's existence, then we have 
to throw ourselves mto "the bottomless abyss of metaphysics,'' 
which is indeed "a dark sea witholit shores and hghthouses." All the 
later arguments agamst rational theology in the first Cnt1que are 
clearly latd down m the Only Possible Basis. Just as m the first 
Cnt1que, Kant cntictzes the traditional ontological proof on the 
grounds that existence 1s not a predicate. Because the same thing 
with all its properties can either exist or not exist, adding existence 
to a dung does not give 1t any new pl"Operties. The Cartesian onto­
logical proof fails to recognize dus point, however, for if existence is 

not a predicate it also cannot be the predicate of the most perfect 
being 12:72-3, IS6-7). Agam antic1pat111g the first Critique, Kant 
attacks the traditional cosmological arguments on two grounds: 
First, all the evidence from the order, beauty, and harmony of namre 

permns us to mfer only a wise craftsmen who shaped matter, but not 

a creator of matter itself (2: 124-s); and, second, all that we can mfer 
frun such evidence is that there is a wise, powerful, and beneficeot 
creator, not that there 1s an infimte, ommsc1ent, and omnipotent 
God (160-I ). The mam thrust of Kant's arguments against rational 
theology in the Only Possible Basis was directed agamst n s teleol­
ogy, n s belief that everythmg useful in nature gives evidence for 
providence. Relying upon h1s conception of matter developed in the 
Universal Natural Hisiory, Kant argues that all the order, beauty, 
and harmony of nature cannot be evidence for n s direct creation by 
God, because n is denvable frun the mherent laws of matter itself 
(96-103). All that docs depend upon the direct wtl] of Cod is the 
creauon of matter n self, for its orgam:tation and structure ts denv­
able from its mner forces. With this argument Kant had virtually 
abolished tradittonal natural theology, for he had effectively ban­
ished the supernatural from the sphere of matenal nature and ch mi -
nated all need to mfer a supernatural cause. Although he sull in­
sisted that God creates the concept of matter itself, he had pushed 
the activity of the divine even farther mto the irrelevant beyond. 
Unintentionally, he had supported the arguments of those matenal­
ists who had insisted upon the self-sufficiency of matter.10 
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Kant's major methodological work on metaphysics m the 176os 

was his so-called Prize Essay, Untersuchung uber die Deutllchkeit 
der Grundsatze der noturHchen Theologie und der Moral (Jnvest1-
gaiion of the Clarity of the Prmc1ples of Natuml Theology and 
Morals!, which he completed m the autumn of 1762, shortlv after 
the Only Possible &ms In tlus work Kant abandons his previous 
hopes for a dogmatic or demonstrative cenainty_ Metaphysics, he 
argues, must resign itself w not attammg the same degree of cer­
tamty and clarity as mathematics. The Pnze Essay also marks a 
major break with Kant's earlier rationalism, and m particular his 
use of the geomi:mcal method m metaphysics. Although tn the 
175os Kant tnsisted upon distinguishing between the methods of 
mathemaucs and metaphysics, he still argued more geometnco in 
the Nova dilucidatio and Monadologica phvsica, beginning wuh 
definitions and axioms and deducing specific theorems from them. 
He beheved that the mathematical method, though of no use in 
helping us to discover the ultimate forces and particles of nature 
still provided the model of demonstrative certarnty for metaphys~ 
1cs. In the Pri:;e Essay, however, Kant finally broke with his former 
f~th m the mathematical method. Rather than applymg a deduc· 
tive mathematical method, he now argued, metaphysics should do 
the very opposite: It should follow the inductive empmcal method 
of the natural sciences. Kant came to this new conclusmn by mak­
mg a sharper and broader distinction than hitherto between the 
mathematical and metaphysical method - a distinction that he was 
later to build upon in the first Critique. According to this distanc­
tion, the method of mathematics is synthelic, beginmn.g with Uru· 
versa) concepts formed according to definitions and then denving 
speci~c conclusions from them. The method of metaphysics, how­
ever, is nnalytJc, Sta.rung from the analysis of a concept into ltS 
specific components and then gradually formmg umversal conclu­
sions {§ti 2:276-8). The mathematician can follow a syntheuc 
method since he creates his concepts and then deduces only what 
he has placed withm them; the meraphys1cian, though, must fol· 
low an analytac method since his concepts are given to hun m 
ordinary language. Because his concepts are so vague, they cannot 
be represented in concreto; and because they are given and com· 
plex, many features will escape his attentmn, hence the m~rnphys1 -
cian cannot attain the same degree of certainty as the mathemati· 
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cian (§92----4; 2.278-83). Although Kant doubts that metaphysics 
can attam the same degree of certamty as mathematics, he still 
beheves that it can attam a sufficient degree of certamty provided 
that the metaphys1c1an follows the proper method. In particular, he 
should follow two gu1dehnes: (1 I Rather than begmmng with a 
general defimt10a, he should determine all the essential charactens· 
tics of a concept that can be attnbuted to it with certainty; 121 after 
detenmnmg that these characterisucs are indeed simple and inde­
pendent of one another, he should use them, and them alone, as the 
basLs for all further deductions j2 :285- 6). In thus beginning horn 
specific evidence and then gradually ascend1ng to a more universal 
conclusion, chi.: method of metaphysics should resemble that of 
Newtoman science (286). 

Kant's cnuque of rattonahsm connnued m his next pubbshed 
work Versuch den Begnff der negaliven Grossen m die Weltwe1she1t 
emzdfiihren (An Attempt to Introduce the Concept of Negative 
Quanlll1es mto Pfolosophv). While the Pnze Essay had cntictzed the 
attempt to employ the mathemancal method in philosophy, thts 
work pressed home the attack upon ratmnahsm byquest1omngone of 
its most fundamental principles: that reason could express and ex· 
plain the fundamental qualities and relations of our expenence. The 
startmg JX>Int of Kant's cnt1que was his attempt to mtroduce the 
mathematical notion of a negative quantity into philosophy. A nega· 
tive quantity expressed the concept of a real Of:p>Sition, which was 
distinct from that of log1cc.I opposition. Logical opposition consists m 
comrad1ct1on, the affirmation and denial of one and the same pred1· 
cate of a thing. Here one predicate is the negau on of the other; and the 
result of affirming them both of the same thing is nothing. Real oppo­
sition, on the other hand, conSLStS m twoopp:>s1ngforces, tendencies, 
or quantities whose effects cancel each other; for example, the forces 
making a body move m opposite directtons, equal degrees of heat and 
cold, equal amounts of attracuve and repulsive force. In these cases 
both of the opposing terms are posmve and can be predicated of the 
same thrng; and the result of their opposmon ts not nothing but 
somethmg, namely that the body does not move but stays at rest. 
Kant mamtamed that he could apply the concept of real oppositmn 
throughout our experience. We could apply It to the realm of psycho I· 
ogy (pain 1s negative pleasure), moral ph11osophy (vice is negative 
virtue), and physics (repulsion 1s negattve attracu on) (2: 179-88). Kant 
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fully realized the important 1mphcauons of such a broad apphcauon 
of this concept. It meant that the entire range of our expenence could 
not be expressed or explained m stnctly ratmnal terms accordmg to 
the pnnciple of comrad1ct1on. We could no longer regard the realm of 
our 1mmed1ate expenence, as the Le1lm1z1sns d1d, simply as so many 
confused representations of. reason. Rathe:r than diffenng only in de­
gree, the spheres of reason and experience would differ in kind. fiere 
then Kant had laid the foundatmn for his later distincuon between 
reason and sens1babty m the first Cm1que But Kant saved h lS most 
potent ob,ecu on agamst ratmnalism until the close of his essay. Mocl<­
m.g those metaphys1c1ans who claim to know so much through pure 
reason, Kant asks them to explain according to the law of ident1ry 
how one thing can produce another (2:201-4). He understands how 
one thing follows another according to the law of idenuty, since then 
u is only a matter of analyzing one term to see that the other 1s 
involved in Jt. But he cannot understand how one thing gives rise to 
something else as cause and effect where both terms are logically 
distmct; for example, how God's will can be the cause of the world, or 
how the mouon of one body produces the motion of another. If we 
analyze God's will we cannot find any reason for the creauon of the 
world; and 1f we analyze thenotmnof the one body we cannot find the 
reason for the motion of the other. Hence the relauonship of cause 
and effect, the fundamental constituent of our koowledge of matter of 
fac(, cannot be reduced to the prmc1ple of ulentity_ He(e Kant had 
anttcipated, though without possessmg the terminology, the central 
question of the first Critique: How are synthetic o pnon Judgments 
possible? 

Although the Prize Essay and Negative Quanrnies were sharply 
cn ttcal of rat1onahsm, they did not question the possibility cf m et.a· 
tfiysics. On the contrary, Kant still beheved that if only metaphysics 
would follow the method of Newtoman physics, then lt would be 
sure to travel down the road to science. Yet, probably sometime m 
late 1764 or early 1765, Kant's views underwent a very marked and 
radical change. This em erges from Kant's remarks to his copy of his 
1764 u eause Beobachltlngen Uber das Gefiihl des Sch6nen und 
Erhabenen (Observations on the Feelmg of the Beautiful and Sub­
lime), which were written around this ume. If we closely examtne 
these remarks, then we find that Kant had come to a decidedly 
negative view about not only the poss1b1hty but even the desuabil· 
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ity of metaphysics (20:181). His thought had undergone nothing less 
than a complete revolution, for he had now arnved at a totally new 
conceptmn of the ends of reason. Rather than Jevotmg itself to 
speculauon alxmt God, providence, 1mmortahty, and the ultimate 
forces and particles of namre, reason should concern itself first and 
foremost with the ends of hie. The final end of all mqu1ry, Kant tells 
us ism know "the vocatmll of man" j41, 4 5, 175). To ensure that 
re;son fulfills its proper end, Kant envisages a method of skeptical 
doubt that will undermme the pretences of speculation and direct 
enquuy mto wliat 1s useful for human bfe (175). Kant then (edefines 
the task of metapllysics itself. 11 shwld be not speculation about 
things transcending our sense expenence, but "a science of the hm· 
its of human reason" (181). 

What brought about such a fundamental shift in attitndd What 
made Kant so drasucally redefine the role of reason and his entire 
concept10n of meraphysics! There can be little doubt that it was the 
mfluence of Rousseau. Throughout his remarks to the Obse1vat10ns 
Kant struggles with Rousseau's cntique of the arts and sciences m 
the first and second Discours Rousseau had convmced him that, at 
least in therr present state, the arts and sciences were indeed doing 
more to corrupt than promote morals. They could become a source 
of good to humanity only if they were redirected m then ends. In a 
famous passage Kant bluntly states hts debt to Rous~eau and mdi­
cates how he made him rethmk the ends of reason: 

1 am mysell by mchnatton a seeker after truth. I (ed a consuming th1~st lor 
knowledge and a resd ess desm: to advance m il, as well as a sat1sfact10n m 
6C:ry step I take: There: was a ttme when I thought that this alone: could 
constitute the honot" of mankmd, and I despised the: common man who 
knows nothing. Rousseau set me nght. ThlS pretended supenonty vamshed 
and J kamed co respect humanity. I should cons>der myself far more useles5 
than the: common laborer tf I did not believe tha.t one consideratwn alone 
gives worth to all others, namely to establish the rights of man. (20.44). 

It is important to see, however, that Kant did not simply accept 
tout court Rousseau's critique of culture. He also regarded 1t as a 
challenge. Rousseau had mamtained rn the fir st and second Discours 
that the advantage of reason m modern society had not ennobled but 
enslaved man insofar as the arts and sctences had created artificial 
and insauabl~ needs and desires that made one person dependent 
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upon others.11 Kant agreed with Rousseau that, understood simply 
m an instrumental sense as a power of determuung means to ends 
reason could mdeed enslave man, but he countered that it wa~ 
wrong to restnct reason to such a role. The essence of his reply to 

Rousseau essenually consists m a new theory about the ends of 
reason. Kant argues that if reason 1s not co be the source of the moral 
corruption of man, then It should be rednected m two ways. f irst 
the end of reason should be pracucal rather than theoretical, so tha~ 
Lt serves humamty rather than fostering vain and idle speculations. 
Second, reason should be not an mscrument of satisfymg our des Lr es 
but a faculty of moral ends, mdeed the source of universal morai 
laws. Rousseau h imself had suggested this line of thought m the 
Social Contract with his theory of the general will. Thus, partly m 
react10n to Rousseau, and partly under his mfluence, Kant had devel­
oped the view of reason as a faculty of ends that is so characten suc 
of his later moral phllosophy. This new conception of reason allowed 
him to say that tt would not enslave but liberate man. Indeed, 11 
would be the source of the very moral autonomy tbat Rousseau was 
so anxious to protect.u 

What was so wrong with metaphysics that it had contributed to 
the dechne of moraJs r It 1s important to see that Kant's cntic1sm of 
metaphysics m the remarks to the Observauons is not only ad 
hommem, d1rected agamst the vamty of those metaphys1c1ans who 
thmk that they are bener than the common man because they can 
erwige m soph1st1ca1ed reasonmg. Rather, It undennmes the verv 
purpose behind the u admoaal metaphysics. The motivatmn for 
metaphysics was to provide a ratmnal foundation for rehgton and 
morahty by g1vmg demonstraU011S for the t:xistence of God, prov1. 
dence, and 1mmonah1y. Morahty, m particular, was dependent upon 
our knowlt:dge of the universe as a whole. If wt: were to determine 
the fundamemal duues of man, the metaphys1cians beheved, then 
we first had to know "the vocation of man" (die Best1mmung des 
Menschen), his place in the creatmn, the role that God had assigned 
h1m on earth; and then we had to determme the basic prmciples of 
natural law, which had been laid down m the providential order 
created by God. In the remarks to the Observat10ns, however, Kant 
had come to doubt both the need for, and value of, such a foundation 
of morality. The fundamental source of moralny, he now beheved,~J 
was freedom itseU, the power of the will to prescnbe universal laws. 
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The problem with metaphysics, then, was that tt p~o1ected the 
source of morabty into the world outside us, renouncmg our own 
freedom and ahenaung us from our own powers. Like so many of the 
arts and sciences, ll made us ignore tht: true source of virtue, which 
Jay withm ourselves. h had in its own way contributed to that mal· 
aise Rousseau had so trenchantly exposed in all lus works: "Man is 
born fret! but everywhere he 1s m chams." ln making tlus criuc1sm 
of metaphySJcs, Kant alrt:ady adumbrated a central theme of the first 
Cnllque. that metaphysics hypostas1zes our own ~uman creau~. 

The crowning work of the 176os was Kant's Traume eme:·s Ce1s­
tersehers (Dreams of a Spirit-Sur}, which appeared m 17li6. This 
work repre5ents the height of Kane's grow mg disaffection with meta· 
physics. All the cntical forces that had been mounting m the earlier 
wntings of the 1760s now reach their climax in a complete skepu 
cism toward metaphysics. So profound ts Kant's disillusionment 
that he likens metaphysics to the dreams of the vis10nary or spmt­
seer. Both metaphys1c1ans and sp1nt·seers are accused of chasing 
imagmary w1ll-of-the-w1sps and bvmg tn a pnvate world of their 
own unagtnauon(2:342, 256). Themam wcnpon of Kant's new skep· 
ticism 1s an empiricist critenon of knowledge, which makes him 
dismiss all speculauon that transcends the bounds of experience as 
so much illusion and self-deception. One of the saddest casualties of 
this ruthless skepticism Js his earlier metaphysics of vnal fOl"ces. 
The postulate of immatenaJ forces within matter, he says, is only 
"the refuge of a lazy philosophy, H because n stops sh<wt the attempt 
to explain thrngs through mt:ehamcal causes ln1J. Kant no longer 
has any hope that, tf he only follows tht: n ght method, the metaphy­
sictan will be able to provide us with knowledge of God, provu1ence, 
and 1mmortahty. He now reiects tht: 10d.ucuve method of the Pnze 
Essay as much as the deducttve method of his earlier works 1158--9). 

If the attempt to move from u01vers.al premises to specific conclu· 
sions suc~eds only by smuggling empirical data, the attempt to 
proceed from the specific facts of expen ence to general pnnc1ples 
fads to answer the basic question why these facts exist m the first 
place. Although the skepnc1sm of the Dreams is somenmes seen as 
the fundamental break wnh Kant's carher devouon to metaphys· 
ics 24 the truth of the matter is that tt simply completes the program 
se:down m the remarks to the Obsen·ations. Here, as m the Obser­
Vtlllons. Kant's skepticism is motivated by a moral end The aim of 
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skept.1c1sm 1s to expose the vanuy and concett of speculauon, so that 
we dirt:cr our efforts to find.mg what 1s truly useful to man. This 
skept1c1sm shows us, Kant maintains, thar metaphysics ts not neces. 
sary to the happmess of man (}68-731. We do not need a demonstra­
uve knowledge of Cod, providence, and immortahty to provide a 
foundatton for morahty. For moraluy should be an end in ttseU 
regardless of the prospects of eternal rewards, and regardless 0 £ 
whether or not the soul is immortal. Rather than basing morality on 
metaphysics, we should do the \'Cry reverse: base metaphysics on 
mora~1ty. Fur lt IS only our moral sentiments, Kant argues, that 
sustains our mterest m metaphysics. The moral skepuc1sm of the 
Dreams clearly anticipates many of the later doctnnes of the mature 
cnucal plulosophy, most conspicuously the doctrine of pracucal 
faith. It indeed helps us to explain one of the apparently paradoxical 
features of the critical philosophy: tts harsh empmcist stnctures 
upon the hmtts of knowledge and Jts sympathy toward moral and 
rehgious belief. Both of these seemmgly confltctmg features of the 
Cntlcal philosophy are the necessary result of Kant's earlier moral 
skepticism in the Dreams. 

IV. RE.TURN TO ME.TAJ>HYSICS, 1770 - 1 771 

Although Kant had sharply criticized met.aphys1cs m the Dreams of 
~ Spmt -~eer, he was far from abandoning It. On the contrary, his 
i~terest m the method and aims of metaphysics only gamed m inten­
sity after 1766. This is perfectly clear from the letters that Kam 
wrote to Lambert, Mendelssohn, and Herder m the period immedi­
ately after the Dreams. In December 1765 Kant wrote to Lambert 
that, "after many upheavals," he had finally found the method to 
resolve those problems in metaphysics that anse &om not having a 
umversally accepted criterion of knowledge. All lus recenr work he 
assured Lamber1, revolved around " the method of meraphys1~s.,. 
Such, mdeed, was Kant's devotion to this problem that he had 
planned to wnte a book by Easter tttled "Die MetllOde der Meta­
phys1k" (10:52-3). Then, in Apnl 1766, Kant told Mendelssohn that 
so far was he from regarding metaphysics as tnv1al or dISpensable 
that he believed thi: well-bemg of the human race depended upon tt. 
He ms1sted, however, that skepticism was mdispensable, because it 
was necessary to undermine the dogmat:ic pretens1011s of metaphys-
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icS before anythmg construcuve could be achieved. U a healthy un· 
derstanding needed only a doctnne of method, the corrupt 1llus1ons 
of metaphysics requued something more, "a ca.-thanicon'' (10:67-
S). fmally, m May 1768, Kant wrote hlS former pupil Herde.-that hlS 
chief interest was still "to deternune the proper ends and hmus of 
human powers and desires," a preoccupation that was now leading 
hint to write "a metaphysics of mornls" (10:70- 1). In these letters. 
l{ant does not fully explain either the aims or the method of h1snew 
metaphysics. Nevertheless, the context and content of his remarks 
would suggest that he had m mind the metaphysical program that he 
outlined m the Dreams, namely a science of the hmtts of human 
reason. From 176'l to 1768, then, there isnomdicauon that Kant had 
departed from the dlrectmn of his thought imparted to him by Rous­
seau in 1765. 

Jt 1s therefore surpnsmg, indeed extremely puzzling, to find that, 
in August 1770, Kant appears to revive a speculauve metaphysics m 
his inaugural dissertation, De mund1 sensibilis otque mtelligibilis 
forma et prmcip11s d1ssercatio (Dissertation on the Form and Prmc1-
ples of the Sensible and lntel1Jg1ble Worlds). The conception of meta­
physics that Kant outlines in this work seems to be the complete 
negation of that in the Dreams. The aim of metaphysics 1s not to 
deternune the (jmn:s of human reason, but to give us a rational 
knowledge of the mtelhgib1c world. Rather than linuung reason to 
sense expenence, the metaphys1c1an should pr-event the ideas of 
sensibility frcm trespassing tntO the domain of pure reason. The 
basis of Kant's new metaphysics was his distmction between two 
faculties of knowledge, sensibility and ratmnahty (intellectusl. Sensi­
bihty 1s the receptivity of a subject by which it is affected by obJCcts 
in ex~nence; rationality is the activuy of the sub1ect by which it 
creates representations not given to the senses. Whereas the ob1ect 
of sens1b1hty 1s phenomena, the ob1ect of rationality is noumena 
(§JI. Sensibility consists m both matter and fotm : The matter is the 
content of sensation; the form is the specific manner in which sensa­
tions are organized accordmg to a natural law of the mmd. The ftJm 
of sensibility consists m two a priori forms of mtmtion: space and 
tune. Reason, on the other hand, consists m certam o priori concepts 
that are necessary conditions of thinkmg any object whatsoever; 
namely existence, necesstty, subatance, and cause 1§8). These con­
cepts are not acquued from expenence; nor are they innate, how-
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ever, because they arc acquued from thmkmg abom tht! mhercnt 
laws ol our own mental act1v1ty 1§8). Such a sharp distmctmn tn 

kmd between reason and senstbtllry marked Kant's final and de-
6ntt1ve break with the rat10nahst tracht10n, which :.aw rhe dis­
tmctmn between these faculties as only one of degree. That Kant 
would eventuaJJy make thIS break was perfectly predictable from 

the course of his thought m the 176os. His d1St_inctmn between 
reason and sens1btl1ty is the final product of h is chs tmct1on between 
existence and essence m the Only P0ss1ble Basis, and lus distinction 
between logical and real oppositton in the Negative Quantities Yet 
what ts so surpnsmg now is that Kant builds a new metaphysics 
upon thts distmction - a chstmctJOn that undermmes the ratmna1ist 
epistemology behmd his old metaphysics. Kant tells us expbcit1y m 

the D1ssertat1on that while sensibd1ty gives us knowledge only of 

how thm,gs appear w us, reason provides us with Jmowledgt- of 

things as they are m themselves (§4). Moreover, he clauns that to 

give us knowledge of noumena, the concepts of reason do not req~tre 
appbcation or venficatmn m experience (§§26, 29). Metaphysics as 
Kant now defines it, rs that philosophy which comams "the first 
pt'inciples of the use of the pure inteUectH (§81. The use of the pure 
imellect 1s said to be twofold: One 1s elenct1c, preventing sensible 
concepts fro:n mterfenng with mtellecmal; and the other use 15 
dogmatic. providing some archetype or exemplar that serves as a 
measure o~ all other thmgs msofar as they are real1t1es !§9). All 111 all, 
it seems difficult to nnagine a more complete reversal of the skepti· 
c1sm of the Dreoms. After ndicuhng a dogmatic metaphysics Kant 

now seems to be tn the grip of a Platoruc fervor, which gives hun 
ms1ght mto a purely mtelhg1ble world transcending the world of 
phenomena. Within the space of two years, from May 176ts to Au­

~~:~~::~~-the moral skeptic has awarently become a metaphysical 

What had happened? How do we explain this sudden revival of 
metaphysics after Kant's akeptic1sm m the Dream s! These ques· 
tiuns have been the cause of much gn.ashmg of teeth and wrmgm,gof_ 

hands among Kant scholars. Some regard it as a mystery better 
passed over m stlence, while others have devised the most elaborate 
hypotheses.ii It lS mdeed difficult to explam the genesis of the Dis· 
sertot1011 since we have so httle material for the years 1768 to 1770 . 

Yet, if we carefully examme the Dlssertot10n. and if we study the 
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F.t"/1ex10nen for the years munechately before and aher 1t, then we 
find that, contrary to all the appearances, there 1s really no break 
with the program of 1766. Strange as it might st:em, the Dissettmwn 
was not the rejecuon but the frmtmn of the Dreams 

In the first place, it 1s Jmportant to see that the metaphysics pre­
scnbed m the D1ssertat1on 1s not the same as that proscnbed in the 
Dreams. Kant's new metaphysics is first and foremost an ontology, a 

system of the most general attnbutes or predica'es uf things. This 
onto1ogy does nm speculate .ibout a disunct kmd of entities, but 
simp]y determmes the necessary laws by which our reason can think 
any object whatsoever. Although Kant someumes loosely speaks of 
hJS noumena as 1f they were a kmdof enuty, we must be careful not to 
reify them. They are not a type of exIStmg th mg, but simply the forms 
or structures to which any existin,gor poSSlble th mg must conform. It 
is because the laws ot reason do not refer to any existing dung that 
Kant 1s not worried about the problem of thetr venficauon or applica­

tion 1n expenence The metaphysics that Kant wished to banish m 
the Dreams. however, was speculauon about the wor]d of spu1ts. 
Kant argued that reason could never ans\ver questions about how 
spuits commumcate and interact wuh one another, how they exist in 

space, or how they interact with the body. These are not quesu ons 
that Kant attempts to answer m the Dissertation. Indeed, so far was 
Kant from encouraging such speculation m the Dissertation that he 
crotrnued to discourage It. Thus he agam dcmes that we can have any 
knowledge of spmtual substances, of either cheu relations among 
themselves or to external bodies(§17j. He also says that the prmciples 

of the mtelhgible world do not concern the kmd of substance -
whether matenal or 1mmatenal- but only the forms of any kmd 

(§16). Rather than contrad1cung the program of 1766, then, the meta­
physics of the Dissertauon only continues 1t. For it does not attempt 
to extend knowledge mto the unknown sptntual world; and US on tol· 
ogy does nothing more than determme those concepts that are neces· 

sary limits and conditions of reasoo. 
This reading of the Dissertatmn is more than amply confirmed by 

the Reflex1onen wntten m 1769 and 1770 ~6 Without exceptlOn, we 
find that throughout these reflections Kant only develops tht! proto­

cntical concepuon of metaphysics that he had in 1766. The ob1ect of 
metaphysics, he wntes,n 1s to determme the first pnnc1ples or basic 
concepts of our reason. Metaphysics should be an ontology, though 
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not an ontology m the trad1t1onal sense of a science about some kind 
of thi.ng.'"' Rather, its aim should be to dt:t:ermme the condttlons 
under which 1t is possible ro thmk any obtect whatsoever accordmg 
to reason. Its concepts are neither ectypes nor archetypes, but con­
cepts about the comht1ons under which anythmg can he thought 
(BedmgungsbegnffeJ.•9 In all the reflecuons for these years Kant 
ms1sts that the pnnc1ples of metaphysics have not •m ob1ective but 
only a suhJecuve validity insofar as they do not refer to any proper· 
ties of thmgs but only rhe conditions under which anythmg can be 
thought.1<> Wuh the benefit of hindsight we can see Kant groping 
toward what he w11l later call "transcendental philosophy." 11us 
was the ulumace frmt of the skepucal 11rogram of the Dteoms. 

There are, however, some considerations that woold seem to 
weigh agamst this reading of the Dissertation. ffir is nm the mtelhg1· 
hie or noumenal world also the realm of God, freedom, and immor­
tality? The first Crit1que gives us every reason to think so. And, 1f 
th ts 1s the case, are we not 1ustified m regardmg the noumenal world 
as a realm of spintual bemgs after all? There are 1nclccd some pas­
sages from the Reflexwnen that give evidence for this mterpreta· 
tion 1• Yet a closer look at these passages reveals that, as a spmmal 
realm, Kant g1.ves the mtelhg1ble or nournenal world a strictly moral 
meaning. 1ust as he had done m the Dreams of a Sp mt-Seer.µ We are 
told exphc1tly by Kant on several occas10ns that the only law we 
know to be true of the mtelhg1ble world 1s the moral law. The 
mundus vere mteiligibilis is the mundus morab::.. The only damm 
that we have of the mtelltgible world, Kant says,n 1s that of om 
awareness of freedom. Hence 1t is the pnnciples of freedom that 
const1rure the formae mund1 uuellig1b1J,s. The concept of God is 
vahd, Kant further explams,1• only msofar as it is based upon moral 
laws. We cannot prove this concept a prion, but are allowed to infer 
u only msofar as n 1s a precond1tmn of che highest good. l1lese 
passages from the Reflex10nen then provide us with the context to 
mcerpret Kant's remarks about the dogmatic use of reason in the 
Dissertation. In postulating certam exemplars of perfection, the dog­
matic use of reason gives us not constituttve but regulanve pnnc1-
plcs. They do not state what does e:xist, but what ought to e:xist. 
Such a usage is dogmatic not m the sense chat 1t speculates about 
entu1es beyond experience, but m the M'nse n is certam according to 
a prio11 pnnc1ples, namely the first pnnc1ple of morahty. 

Kant's mtellectua l development: 1746- 1781 

It the metaphys1cs of the D1ssertlltl<Jll ts not incompauble wtth 
the moral skepticism of the Dreoms, 1t sull seems 1mplaus1ble that 

11 could denve from 1t. Yee thts 1s m fact the case. Some of cht: 
central tenets of the D1ssenat1on were the product of Kant's earher 
moral skepticism. In the years 1mmediacely after the Dreams Kane 
attempted to find ways of strengthening his new skepuc1sm. He 
eventually dIScovered a new stracegy to expose the pretent1ons of 
mecaphysics. This was to prove both the thesis and anmhes1s of 
some metaphysical sub1ect, a practice that dearly foresha~ws the 
antmomtes of the first Cnuque. It was while construcung such 
arguments m 1769, Kant later said,n that "a great hght'' dawned 
upon him. That great hg.ht was most probably che d1suncuon be­
tween reason and sens1bi.hry. Kant saw chat this disnncdon could 
fin.ally resolve the persistent confhcts between m~aphys1cs and 
mathematics. In the very fuse section of the D1ssertat1on, for exam­
ple, he uses 1t co reconcile the confbcc _betwe:n th~ mathematician 
and mecaphysician regarding the mfimte d1v1s1b1hty of space. The 
distinction between reason and sensibility, noumena and phenom­
ena, could give an equal and independent validity to t~ claims of 
both metaphysics and machcmatics. Hence that dlsttnction, the 
very cornerstone of the D1ssertot1on. 1s, at lease m part, the product 
of the moral skepucism of dlt' Dreams. Pnma bcae, there w~uld 
seem to be a scraighdorward confhcc between the moral skept1ctsm 
of the Dreams, which attempts to limit reason to expenence, and 
the propadeut1c criticism of the D1ssertat1on, which aims to pre­
vent sensibility from encroachtng upon the sphere of reason. And 
yet they are only different strategies of the same enterpnse. The 
fundamental aim of the moral skepticism of che Dreams was co 
procect our basic moral values against rampant speculauon. In the 
late 176os, however, Kant saw that this goal demanded preventing 
sensible ideas from bemg applied co noumena more than l1m1ttng 
reason to sense expenence. For 1f the thesis of the 1nfinice div1sib1l-
1ty of space and time, and of the mfimte series of cause and effect, 
were extended beyond the sphere of sensibtbty to the noumenal 
world they would ieopard12e two of our essenual moral behefs: 
namely immortality, which presupposes the simplicity of the soul, 
and freedom, winch requires spontaneous causes. It lS mdeed no 
accidem that m the lace 176os Kant had already sketched hts solu­
tion to not only the mathcmaucal but also the dynamical antmo-
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mies l~ Kant was decermmed that the fundamemal prmc1ple ot the 
noumenal world- the prmc1ple of freedom - had to be saved at all 
coses against the encroachments of a scienufic method 1hat ex­
tended its principles beyond the hmits of expenence. The propa­
deut1c cnt1c1sm of the Dissertooon was, then, only a new strategy 
of the moral skepticism of the Dreams, the response of that skepti· 
c1sm to the dangers of materialism and determ1msm. 

V. THE SILE NT DE CA DE, 1770- 1780 

If the 176os were Kant's turbulent decade, then the 1770s have been 
called wuh yustice "the sdent decade." In contrast to che 176os Kant 
wrote very little m these years. Other than the Dissertooon there 
were a few essays on education, Zwe1 Aufsiitze, betreffend das 
Philanthropm (Two Essllys Concermng the PJulanthropic Acodemy) 
(1776-7 ), and an a.-1icle on anthropology, "Von den verschiedenen 
Rassen der Menschen " (On the Different Races of Manl<.md) !1775). 
But that was a lL Many of Kant's contemporan~ were puzzled even 
disturbed, by his silence. Yet what Kam needed most was pea~e and 
solitude. For this was the decade of hts intense labor on the Critique 
of Pure Reason. Unfortunately, we have few sources to document 
the stages m the wriung of the Cnllque. There are Kant's letters to 
lus former student Marcus Herz1 some students' notes from lectures 
given around 1775, and the Reflex1onen, among them the set known 
as the Dwsburg NachlafJ. Bur even these sources cast but a dllll h_ght 
upon the darkness. Kant's letters give only the most scanty informa­
tion; the lecture notes are of dubious reHabllity; the Ref]cxwnen 
cannot be precisely dated; and the Duisburg Nachlafi is a cipher.P 

The starting point for any cons1derat10n of the 1770s remams the 
Disserration This work brought Kant close to the threshold of the 
cnt1cal philosophy. Several of its most important teachings ant1c1-
p.ate the first CrU1que · the dlStinction m kind between reason and 
sens1b1hty, the theory of space and time as a prwn forms of sens1btl­
lty, the a pnon concepts consmutive of the mtellect, and the limita­
tion of metaphysics to an oncology ol pure concepts. Yet if Kant had 
approached the threshold of the cnt1cal plulosophy he cerratnly had 
not passed over lt. The Dissertation still had not posed the funda­
mental problem of tht: Cnt1que. the poss1b1l.Jty of syntheuc a pnon 
1udgments; and 1t had not formulated the cenual thesis of u a.uscen-
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dental idealism, that the ob1ccts given to us m expenence are only 
appearances of " things m themselves.'' JI} The Dissertation was at 
best, then, only a halfway house on the difficult road toward the 

C~~q~:~ now arrive at such a conclusnH1, though, only with the 
benefit of hmdstght. ln 1770 Kant saw thmgs differently. On Septem­
ber 

2 , 1770. Kant wrote J. H. Lambert, one of the philosophers m 
Germany h e admired most, asking h1m for his comments on the 
Dissertatwn. Although Kant readily admitted that much m his tract 
was still crude and vague, he expressed sausfacuoo with his ge~ral 
position. "For around a year now I flatter myself that I have arrived 
at those coocepts that I w1ll surely have to expand but never have to 
change, by then means all manner of metaphysical questions can be 
exammed accordmg to certam and easy criteria and, msofar as they 
are resolvable at all, can be decided with certamty" (10:93) . Yet such 
optimism was to be slmrtbved. form his October 13 reply to K~nl 
Lambert posed a quesuon that would undermine the Dissertation 
and begm that ualll of reflecttons that would eventually lead to the 
first Critique. Lamhert said that he found Kant's sharp dualtsm be· 
tween reason and sensibility troublesome, for he could not under­
stand how such disunct faculties could cooperate (10:100). He then 
imphed that there would have to be some mterch~nge between 
them because the concepts of ontology must be applicable to phe­
nomena (iOJ). ln effect, then, Lambert had posed the quesu on: How 
do we know that the pure a priori concepts of metaphysics are apph-
cable to expenence~ 

Lambert's question seems to have plagued Kant for well over a 
year.19 The first result of his reflectwns on this question was hts 
celebrated February 2, 1772, letter to Marcus Herz, where Kant fir~ 
poses the fundamental problem of the critical philosophy. In this 
letter Kant began by telhng Herz of his plans to publish soon a work 
titled Die Grenzen de1 Smnl1chl<.e1t und der Vernvnft, which would 
consist of two parts, one theoretical and the other practica~- While 
thmkmg through the fiist part, Kant observed that he was still miss­
ing something important, somed 'llng that consntut~ " the key co 
the secret of the hitherto still obscure metaphysics" (10:124). He 
now felt that It was necessary to raise the question: "On what basis 
does a representanon relate to tts ob1ect~" Thts IS an especially acute 
problem, Kant argued, for the a priori concepts of the understanding. 
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It is easy to answer rh1s question in the case of empmcal concepts, 
for these are only the manner an which the subject is affected by 
ob1ects given to It, so that the representatton will be an effect that 

correspon~ to its cause. There is also no difficulty m the case of 
mathematical concepts, because here the mmd creates its objects 10 

the very act ~f knowing them, so that there is nothing m the oh)ect 
oot ~hought m the concept. Yet our understanding 1s m possession of 
a pnon concepts that are not the cause of 1he11 ob1ects nor the effect 
of ob,ects given m expeneoce. The problem then arises: How do a 

priori representat'ions correspond to ob1ects if they do not create or 

denve from them (124-6)? Kant flatly rejected the previous solu­
tions to this problem offered by Plato, Malebranche, and Le1b111z, 
which postulated some intuition of the d1vme or a preestabhshed 
harlllOlly (126). Such metaphySical tdeas were no better than a deus 
ex machma. They explained the obacure by the more obacure and 

begged t~e question of how we could have knowledge of God or the 
preestabhshed harmony. Kant believed that he had made consider­
able progress toward the solution of this problem (u6-7J. ln search­
ing for the origin of our mtellectual knowledge, he classified all the 
concepts of "'transcendental philosophy" according to a fow funda­
mentai prmc1ples of the understanding. Kant was so satisfied with 
the progress of his mqmries that he felt confident that, withm the 

next three months, he could wnte a "Kritik der remen Vernunft" 
(cnuque of pure reason). 

Yet we know, again thanks to hindsight, that such optimism was 
unfou~ed. The letter to Herz shows rhat Kant was sull very far from 
a soluuon to his problem. His proposed solution deternunes at best 
only the on.gm of our a prion concepts, but not theu justification, 
their application to expenence. In other words, to use Kant's later 
terminology, he had provided only a "metaphysical" and not a "tran­
scendental deduction." Kant sttll had not arrived at the crucial dts· 

tmcuon between the qmd mns and qmd facti. the question of the ius­
ttficatton and that of theonginof knowledge. He seemed co dunk that 

to determme the ongm of a concept is to determine u s 1ustificauon. 
It was probably shortly after his letter to Herz that Kant was 

aroused from his "dogmatic slumber" by lus recollecuon of Hume.4<> 
Kant had been aware of Hume's skepticism smce at least the sum­
mer of 1759, for J. G. Hamann had told him about It in a letter 
wntten m June of that year f10: 15). He had probably read a transla-
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t 1on of the Essays and Enqwries by the early 176os,4 ' because he 

refers to Hume m both his announcement of his lectures for the 
winter semester of 1765-66 (2:311) and m his Observat10ns on the 

Fedmg of the Beautiful and the Sublime (1 :1nl- Herder, who had 
heard Kant lecture from 1762 to 1764, said that Hume was one of his 
most frequently cited authors.42 There are indeed stnkmg parallels 
between Hume's and Kant's cri ticism of rauonalism tn 1763 and 

1766, because Kant uses the same example as Hume m cruic~ng 
the rauonalist interpretation of the principle of causality.4 1 Neverthe­
less, n 15 unlikely that Hume exerted lus dec1sive influence m the 

176os. Kant's criticism of ratmnalism could have come from more 
indigenous sources, most notably Crusms1 and, m any case, Kant 
was not exactly slumbenng in the r16os with regard to the presuppo­
s1t1ons of rationalism. K~mt's "dogmatic slumbers" most probabl}' 
took place from 1770 to 1772, between the Dissertation and his 
letter to Herz. In using this express10n, Kant was probably referring 
to his confident behef that the Dissertallon was his final position. A 

recollection of Hume would have been most flttmg after 1772, for it 
would have helped Kant ro formulate m more powerful and precise 
terms the problem he stated to Herz. If Hume's doubts about causal­
ity were duly generalized, then they implied that tJ pnon concepts 
could be neither demonstrated a pnon nor venfied m expenence. In 
other words, to use the terminology that Kant evolved at this t ime, 

these concepts appeared in judgments that were nenher analytic a 

pnon nor synthetic a posierion but synthetic a prion. The mfluence 
of Hume is most visible, then, in Kant's later formulation of the 
cnucial problem: ifHow are synthetic o pnon rudgments ~1bleP' 
What perhaps sparked the memory of Hume was a translat ion of 

James Beame's An Essay on the Nature and Immutability of Truth, 

which appeared m its German version in 1772.44 Beattie's Essay 
contained long summaries of Hume, and m parucular important 

passages from the Tn?1.1 tise that had not been translated before. 
It was perhaps Kant's recollectton of Hume that couvmced h1m 

that he was very far from a soluuon to the difficulty confronting 

him. In any case, the hope that he could wnte a "Knuk der remen 
Vernunft" by the summer of 1772 soon dissipated. In his next letter 
to Marcus Herz written toward the end of 1773, Kant had to admit 
that hts work had created more problems than he had anuc1pated. 
He explained that he wan ted to create "a whoUy new science," and 
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that such a pr01ect demanded much effort m creatmg a new method, 
terminoJogy, and dass1flcat10n of concepts (10:137!. Soll, Kam 
hoped to complete h1s work by the following Easter. Once again, 
though, Kant was compelled to shelve these plans. On November 24, 
1 776, nearly three yearS later, he wrote to Herz that, although he had 
amassed huge amounts of matenal and had never wmked more sys. 
temat1c.ally and persistently, his pro,ect was still not complete. Kant 
again referred to the problems of creating a completely new system 
of philosophy. He was pleased to report, though, that he now had the 
major obatades behmd him and expected to be finished by the next 
summer j1 0:185-6). But, as 1f he realized that this was much too 
optim1st1c, Kant asked Herz not to have too high expectations, as 
this was only added pressure. And, sure enough, Kant was still far 
from finished. HIS following letters to Herz, those wntten August 
10, 1777 and Apnl 1778, continue in a s1mtlarvern. Kant agam say$ 
that the d1fficult1es of his prQJect prevent Its compleuon; and he 
proposes two new dates for publicauon, both of them soon forgotten 
(ro:195-8, l.l4-16J. 

Just how far Kant had come m lus thmkmg by the middle of the 
1770S is shown by the Duisburg Nachlat.\, some fragments written 
m 1775.·u These manuscripts reveal that Kant had already arrived 
at most of the fundamental ideas o{ the Cnt1que They sketch in 
very rough form some of the ideas of the transcendental deduction 
and analogies. Kant has already formu1ated the concept of objectJV· 
1ry of the deduction, analyzing the concept of an object mto a rule 
of synthesis;" and he has stated ns central cnttcal conclusion -
namely, that synthetic a pnon concepts are possible only as neces· 
sary cond1ttons of expenence.~7 The standpoint of the Dissertation 
ts now far behmd Kant. A pnon concepts do not give knowledge 
without apphcation to expenence; and understanding and sensibd· 
1ty are not opposed to each other but cooperate to provide the 
conditions of knowledge. 

If Kant had made great progress by 1775, hts prOJect was still far 
&om complete. What 1s missmg m the Dmsburg NachlatJ is the 
detailed argumentauon of the Cnt1que The problem of supplymg 
that argumentation, along with Kant's frail health and academic 
dunes, 1s suffictent to explam the further five years he needed for the 
completion of the Critique. It was only on May 1, 1781 that Kant 
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could wnte ro Herz that a book by him would soon appear under the 
tl Knul< der remen Vernunft . 

u ~ow that we have surveyed Kant's intellectual development s~ce 
l 6 n would be pleasant to descnbe the pubbcauon of.the Cnt1que 
74 endi as the crowmng conclus1on of Kant s career. But 

as .a 7:~p'{em ta~~n that we should firmly resist. Kant's most cre­

:~!e decade,~he i78os, was still to come. If ihe cnt1cal plnlosoph~ 
had be born it st.JI had to mature. Its later shapt and structure 
th dtv~:on ~to three Cnllques with the Crmque of fudgment as 
t~ ke stone- was to become fully clear to Kant only m the late 

~ he nd the story of Kant's mtellectual development stops 
~~~~i:ht hi: d:ath. For, well mto the 1790$, Kant was thmkmg 
tx!'.it the foundattons of metaphysics, and he was constantly c~an;· 

:ng his ideas. The flames of his old love affair burned on untl t e 

bitter end. 
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was only a follower of Wolif tn d1stll)J;U1Shm,g between ma the mattes and 
metaphysics. For Kant's polemic m the &danken IS clearly directed 
across Wolffians who overextend the mathemat1cal method m natural 
philosophy. 

17 See Kant, Prolegomena, Preface, 4 26o- t 
18 As Lewis Whne Beck has nghtly put n. See his Earlv German Philoso­

phy (Cambndge, Mass., 19c9), p 419 · 
19 The most notable exponent of thts common v1ew was Hegel See hts 

Enzklopiidieder phiJosophlschen Wrssenschafren §42. l.ll Werke m Zwan­
zig Banden. ed. E. Moldenhauer and ]( Michel (Frankfurt, 197 11, ~­
VIII t 17 Cf Geschlchte der PhllosophJe 20 WS· 

io Ka~t •s concept of matter as a self-orgamzm,g force was on a par with that 
of the early f.n.g.hsh free-duni<ers, such as Toland and Collms. On theu 
conception of m atter and the early reacuon to it, see f\.1a rgaret C Jacob, 
111e Radical Enlightenment · Panthe1sts, FreemasOllS and Repubbcans 
(London, 1981), pp. 29-62. 

2 1 See ROLJsseau, Discoors sue fongme et les fffiidements de l'm egal1te 
parm1leshommes.ed J Roger(Pans, 197 1l,pp . .209,.t16- 17. 

22 On the importance of Rousseau for the development of Kant's mOf'al 
phllosophy around 1765, see J Sclunucker, Dw Vrspriinge der Etluk 
Kants (Meisenheun, 11)611, pp 143-.tp, and R L Velkley, Freedom and 
du! End of Reason (Chica~, 19891, pp 61-88 
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13 See 20 31, 118, 145. Cf R 6598. 66 10 , 6672, 19 101, 107, 129. 
24 See, for example, W. H. Werkmeister, Kant Th~ Architechtomc and 

Development of fas Pllllosophy (London, t 98oL p. 43 
25 Cone em mg some of 1hese speculauons, 5e<;' Beck, Early Germon Philoso­

phy. p. 457· 
2f. The dating of these m a1enals is fortunately not subtoct to much doubt 

See Ad1ckes's comments on theu datmg tn 14.xxxvw-xu 
17 R 3946. 17 JS9· 
18 R 3931, 17 HJ; Cf R 3946, 17 359, and R W~9. 11.367 
19 R 3918, 17:373-4. 
JO R ]949. 17:3611 R 1952, 17 361- 3; R 19 17, 17:343, R 3938, 17.355, R 

39 54, 17.36 3, R 43li9, 17.pt - 2 
J I R 41 S4. 17 463-4, R 41o8, 17"4181 R 4149, • rs16. 
31 See Dreams. r334-7. 
n R 4349. 17:u6. R 4 \75, n ·p.s ; R 4161, 1]"486, R 4291 , 17 ~98; R 42~4, 

17:483- 4 
34 R 4349, IT S 16 
35 R 5037, t8.6y 
36 See R 4334, 17 .509, R 4336, 17:5IO, R 3922, 17:}46--7 . 
}7 Concerning the dublOUs rehab1hry of some of the lecture notes. see 

Kant's August 28 and October 20, 1118 leuers to Beck, ro 195-8, 21 4-
16 Concernmg the debate about the dattng of the Vorfomngl"IJ uber 
Metapliysik, see Benno Erdmann'~ .articles, "Eme unbeachtet gebhebene 
Quelle zur Emw1cklun,gsgesch1ehte Kant 's" and "Mnthetlun.gen Uber 
Kant's metaphys1schen Standpunkt m der Zett um 1774," Pfoloso­
pl11sche Mona tslrefte 19-20 (18831 119-44, 6~-97. Erdmann's caSt' for 
daung thest! manuscripts aroond 1774 was eifect1vely demohshed by 
Paul Menzer in "Die Entwicklungs-geschtchte der kanttsehen Eth1k m 
den Jahren 176o--6<t," Kant -Stud1cn J 1•8941 41- 104, 56, S7, 64-65 
Because the daung of this matena\ tS so uncertatn, I have decided nor: to 
consider u m 1ny account of Kant's development m the 1770s. 

38 Concern mg Kant's failure to develop transcendental tdeahsm m the D1s­
sertat.1on, see Paul Guyer, Kant and the Cfoi ms of Knowledge jCam­
bndge, 1987), pp. II-24. 

39 On the mfluence of Lambert on Kant's philosophical development at 
this tune, see L W. Beck, "Lambert and Hume m Kan t's ~velopment 
from 1769 to 1772," Essays on Hume and Kant {New Haven, Conn., 
c918L pp. 10c-10 

40 The arguments for placmg Hume'i; mfluc:nce m the 1760s were sharply 
crmcized by Benno Etdmannm his " Kant und Hume um 1761," ArchH" 
fur Gcsch1ch1e der Philosopfoe 1 (1888). 62-77, 216- 30. In placmg 
Hume's mfluence m the c77os, I follow Beck, Es.says, pp l01-10 a nd 

Kant's 1111ellcctual development: 1746-1781 61 

f.nrly German Phllosopliy. Pf' 464-~, and De Vleeschauwer, T1ie Devel­
opment of Kanuan Thought, pp. (,4- 5 

4
l This translation was by J. G . Sulzer and appeared under the title Phl­

losopli1sche Versuche Uber die menschliche Erkenntms (Hamburg and 
Leipzig, TJSS)- Tlus ed1tmn included translauons of both the __ Enqumes 

4
,_ See Herder, Bnefe zur Be(ordenmg der Humamtat, m Siimmthche 

Werke, ed. II. Suphan (Berlm, 1881), vol XVII, 404 and vol XVIII, 325 
4

} On these paralle ls, see CassU"er, Etkenntmsproblem, vol. 11, 6o6- 9. 
44 see James Beattte, Ve1such Uber die Natur und U11verw1der11chkeJt der 

Wahrheu (Leipzig. 1772) 

45 
on the Duisburg NachlafJ, see Guyer, Kant and tlie Claims of Knmd 
edge, pp. 15-70, and Theodor Haering, Der Om sburg'sche Nachla/3 uud 
Kanls Krit1c1smus um 1775 ITilbmgcn, 1910) 

46 See Haenng, NachlafJ. Blatt t5 (19M22l, Blatt 8(4j. 
47 Ib.d., Blatt 1713-41, Blatt 1219), Blott 18 \101 



CHARLES PARSON S 

2 The Transcendental Aesthetic 

Among the pillars of Kant's philosophy, and ot his transcendental 
ideahsm m particular, Is the view of space and ume as a priori 

mtmt1CN1s and as forms of outer and mner intuittoo respectively. The 
first part of the systematic expos1uon of the Cnllque of Pure Reason 

lS the Transcendental Aesthetic, whose task IS co set forth tlus con­
ception. It Is then presupposed in the rest of the systematic work of 
the CntJ.que m the Transcendental Logic. 

The claim of the Aesthetic ts that space and ume are a pnon mtu-
1t1ons. Knowledge is called a prion 1f n ts "independent of expen­
cnce. and even of a ll 1mpress10ns of the senses" {B 2). Kant IS not very 
precise about what this "mdependencc'' consISts in. Jn the case of 0 

Prtori Judgments, it seems dear that being a pnon UnpJies that no 
pamcular facts venfied by experience and observation are to be ap­
pealed to in their justifica tion. Kant holds that necessn y and umver­
saluy are cntena of apriority ma 1udgment, and clearly this depends 

?n the claim that appeal to facts of expenence could not JUSttfy a 
Judgment made as necessary and universal.• Because Kant is quite 
consistent about what propositions he regards as a prior1 and about 

how he charactenzes the not10n, the absence of a more precise expla­
nat ion has not led to its being regarded m commentary on Kant as 

one of his more problematic notmns, even though a reader of today 

I wish to thank the editor tor his comments on an ear her version, for hJS cxplanauon 
ol his own views, and for his patience I am also indebted 10 the paruc1pams m a 
sem1m1r on Kam at Haivard Umvcrs1ty m the fa ll o! 1989 
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would be prepared ac leas( co entertain the idea that the nou on of a 

prion knowledge ts en her hopelessly unclear or vacuous. 
It is part of Kant's philosophy that not only 1udgments but also 

concepts and mmitions can be a priori. In this case the appeal to 
jusuficauon does not obviously apply. It JS harder to separate what 
their bemg a pc10n consists in from an explanation that Kant offers, 
that they are conmbunons of our mmds to knowledge, "pnor" to 
expenence because they are broug\1t to expenence by the mind. 
However I believe a little more can be said. For a representation m 

be a prlo;1 u must not con cam any reference to the content of particu­
lar expenences or to objects whose existence is known only by expe­
nence. A prwn concepts and intmuons are m a way necessary and 
universal m their apphcation (so that their content is spelled out m a 

pnon Judgments). In fact, Kant apparently holds that if a concept IS a 
pn ori, u s objective reahry can be established only by a pnori means; 

that seems to be Ka.m's reason for denymg that change and physical 
motion are a prior1 concepts. 2 Although this consideration leads into 
considerable difficulties, they do not affect the apnontv of the con­

cepts of space and time OI" of mathematics. 
The concepr of mtu1t1on requues more dISCussion. Kant begms 

the Aesthetic as follows : 

In whatever manner and by whatever means a mode of knowledge may 
relate to ob1ects, intuition lS that through wh ich 1t ts m unmedtate relation 
to them IA 19 / B 331 

Later he wntes of mtuu100 that it "relates immediately to the object 
and is smgular," in contrast with a concept, which "refers m u 
mediately by means of a feature which several thmgs may have m 

common" (A 320 I B 377). To thts should be compared the defimtion 
of intuition and concept in his lectures on Logic: 

All modes of knowledge, that ts, all represematmns related to an obJect 

with consnousness, are either mtmt1011s or CQlJCepts. The intuition JS a 
sm.gular representanon lrepraesentatio smgulaos~ the concept a genewl 
lrepraesentatzo per 1JOtas communes) or reflected rtpresentattOn {repraesen­

tat io d.iscursIVaj.J 

An intuition, then, 1s a s ingular representatmn; that is, It relates to a 

single ob1ect. In this u ts the analogue of a singular term. A concept 
is general .~ The ob1ects to which 1t relates are evidently those that 
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fall under it. That 1t IS a repraesentatw per notas <.,vmmunes is 1ust 
what the CntJque says m saymg that u refers to an obJect by means 
of a feature IMerl<mal, 'mark') wtuch several thmgs mav have m 
common. 

In both diaractenzat1ons m the Crltlque, an mtumon is also said 
co relate to ats ob,cct "1mmed1ately." Kant gives liule explanatlon of 
this "1mmed1acy condition," and its mearung has been a matter of 
controversy. It means at least that 1t does not refer to an ohtect by 
means ol marks. h seems that a representati<ln m1g\1t be singular but 
smgle out tts obtcet by means of concepts; it would be expressed m 
language by a defimte descnpt1on. One would expect such a repreGen· 
tat10n not to be an mcumon. And m fact, in a letter to J. S. Beck of 3 
July, 1792, Kant speaks of "the black man" as a concepc (n :347). 
Apparently he does not, however, have a categcry of singular non· 
1mmed1ate representations, that 1s, singular concepts. He says that 
the division of concepts mto umversal, particular, and singular ts 
mistaken "Not the concepts themselves, but only their use, can be 
d1v1ded m that way. " s Kant does not say much about the singular use 
of concepts, but their use m the sub1ect of smgular judgments is 
evidently envisaged. The most exphc1t explanat10n 1s in a set of 
student notes of his lectures on logic, where after talking of the use 
of the concept house m umversal and parucular judgments, he says. 

Or I use rhe concep< only for a single thmg, for example: ThtS h:iuse lS 
deaned m such and such a way. It 1s not concepts but mdgments rhar we 
d1v1de mto umversal, parncular, and s ingular 6 

Thus 1t is not clear that there are singular representations that fad to 
satisfy the 1mmed1acy comhtmn. 

Assuming that there are none, 1t does not follow that the immed1· 
acy condmon ts just a "corollary" of the singulanty cmxlitmn, as 
Jaakko Hmt1kka maintained m his earlier writrngs.7 The fact thi:Lt 
the only "mtnns1cally" singular representauons are mtmttons fol· 
lows from the smgulanty and immediacy conditions only together 
with the further substantive thesis that it IS only the "use" of cori· 
cepts that can be singular. Moreover, we have so far satd httle about 
what the 1mmedtacy condition means. 

Evidently concepts are expressed m language by general terms. Jt 
would be tempttng to suppose that, correlatively, intm11ons are ex· 
pressed by singular t erms. Tlns view faces the difficulty that Kant's 
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concept10n of the log1cal form of 1udgment does not give any place to 

singular terms. In Kant's conception of formal logic, the constttu· 
ents of a 1udgment are concepts, and concepts are general. We are 
mclined to thmk of the most bas1c form of proposmon as bemg 'a 1s 
F' or 'Fa' where 'a' names an md1v1duaJ obicct, to wluch the predi· 
cate 'F' ;s applied. How is such a proposmon to be expressed if lt 
must be composed from general conceptsr Evidently the name must 

1t5e-U mvolve a smgular use of a concept. Kant ~s oHer examples 
mvolvmg names as cases of 51ngu1ar JudgmeotS,11 but also Judgments 
of the form 'This F 1s C ' ."' Kant's acceptance of the traditional view 
that m the theory of mference singular Judgments do not have to be 
c:hstmgmshed from universal ones (A 71 I B 961 1mphes that the 
sub)ect concept m a singular 1udgment can also occur rn an equ1va· 
lent universal 1udgment. ,., 

Relation to an ob1ect not by means of concepts, that 1s to say not 
by attnbutmg properties to It, naturally suggests to us the modern 
idea of direct reference. That that was what Kant mtended has been 
proposed by Robert Howell." It appears from the above that Kant's 
v1ew must be that 1udgmems cannot have any dtrectly referenttal 
constituents, and mdeed 1t has been persuasively argued that Kant 
has to hold something hke a descnptlon theory of names. 12 Tlus is 
not a dec1s1ve ob,ect10n, however, because intuitions are not prop­
erly speakmg constituents of judgments. This conclusion std I leaves 
some troubling questmns, partlcularly concerning demonstratives. 
If we render the form of a singular 1udgment as 'The Fis C', then the 
quesuon anses how we are to understand Statements of the form 
•Tlns F 1s C' or even those of the form 'Tlus ts C'. The latter form 
might plaustblv lat least from a Kanuan poinc of v1ewl be assim1· 
lated to the former, on the ground that with ' this' 1s implicitly associ· 
ated a concept, m order to 1dent1fy an ob1ect for 'this' to refer to. But 
now how are we to understand the demonsttauve force of 'this' m 
'Tlus F 1s c·~ It only shifts the problem to paraphrase such a state· 
ment as 'The F here is C'. Although there 1s no doubt somethmg 
conceptual m the content of 'this' or 'here' (perhaps mvolvmg a 
relatmn to the observer), m many actual contexts it wilJ be under· 
stood and mterpreted with the help of perception. It 1s hard to escape 
the concluston, which seems to be the view of Howell,'' that m such 
a context mtu1t10n 1s essential not just to the venficauon of such a 
judgment and to estabhshmg the nonvactllty of the concepts m u, 
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bm also to understandmg Its content. But 1t would accord wnh 
Kant's general view that the: manifold of mtu1tton cannot acquire 
the unaty that IS already suggested by the idea of mtuitJon as s ingu­
lar representation without synthesis according to concepts, that one 
should not be able to smgle out any portion of a Judgment that 
represents m a wholly nonconceptual way. 

ln the Aesthetic, the log1cal meamng of the 1mmed1acy condmon 
that we have been exploring 1s not suggested. Followmg the passage 
cited prev10usly Kant says that mtultlon 1s that 

to which all thought as a ~ans 1s duected. But mtmtmn takes place only m 
so far as the oqect 1s given to us This agam 1s only possible, to man at least 
m so far as the mmd IS affected m a certain way. IA 19 / 8 13) 

The capacity for receivmg representat10ns through being affected by 
obJects is what Kant calJs sens1bihty; that for us mtumons arise 
only through sens1b1hty 1s thlls somethrng Kant was prepared to 
state at the outsec. It appears to be a pre1111~ of the argument of the 
Aesthetic; if not Kant does not clearly indicate there any ar~ument 
of which It 1s the conclusion." 

An earhc:r proposal of my own, that immediacy for Kant is duect, 
phenomenological presence to the mmd, as m perception,•; fit s well 
both wnh the opemng of the Aestheuc and the structure of the Meta­
physical Exposition of the concept of space (see Section II of th15 
essayl. One has to be careful bt:cause this "presence" has to be under­
stood m such a way as not to imply that intuition as such must be 
sens1 bJe, smce that would rule out Kant's concepuon of intellectual 
mtu1tion,•i and of course chat human mtuition is sensible was never 
thought by Kant to follow immediately from the meamng of 'mtu­
iuon'. That this 1s what the 1mmed1acycondit1on means can probably 
not be established by direct textual ev1dence. u What is m any case of 
more decisive importance ts the question whac .-ole 1mmed1acy m 
thi s sense might play m the parts of Kant's phdOSOphy where mtll­
iuon plays a role, particularly his philosophy of mathematics. The 
mtent of Hmt1kka, arparently shared by some other wnters on pure 
intuiuon whose views are not otherwise close to Hmt1kka's · ~ is co 
deny that pure mtu1t10n as it operates m Kant's philosophy of ~athe­
maucs ts immediate m this sense <tt all, whether by definu1on or not. 
Whether this 1s true is a quesuon to keep m mmd as we proceed. 
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II 

I now tum to the argument of the Aesthetic. The pan o( the argu­
ment called (m the second ed1t1onl the Metaphysical and Transcen­
dental Expos1t10ns of the concepts of space and ume (§§2- 3 I through 
B 411, 4-5) argues that space, and then time, are a priori intuitions. 
The further conclus1ons that they are forms of our sensible mtu­
ttion, that they do not awly to dungs as they are m themselves and 
are thus in some way sub1ect1ve, are drawn m the "conclusions" 
from these arguments (remainder of §3, §6) and m the followmg 
"eluodauon" (§1) and "general observatmns" 1§8, augmented m B). 
The framework 1s Kant's concept10n of "sens1b1hty," the capaoty of 
the mmd to rece1Ve representauons through the presence of objects: 

By means of outer sense, a property of our mmd, we represenl lo ourselves 
objects as outsule us, and all without excepnon m space IA 12 / B 171 

"Outside us" cannot have as its primaty meaning 1ust outside our 
bod1es. because the body 1s in space and what IS mstdc 1t is equally 
an object of outer sense. •9 

Kant alludes at the outset to what 1s in fact the background of all 
his thmkmg about space land to a large extent ume as well): the 
issue between what are now called absolutist and relat1omst concep­
tions of space and time, represented paradigmaucally by Newton 
and Leibniz: 

What, then, are space and nmel Are they real existences? Are they only 
determmanons or relations of things, yet such as would belong to thmgs 
even lf they were not mtmtedl IA 23 / B 371 

Early in his career Kant's view of space was relat1omst and basi­
ca.lly Le1bmzian. This was what one would expect from the domma­
tton of German philosophy in Kant's earl)' years by Christian Wolff's 
versaon of Le1bruz's philosophy. Kant was, of course, influenced from 
the begmning by Newton and was never an orthodox Wolffian. ln 
1768 in Reg10ns m SpoC£. he changed hIS view of space in a more 
Newtonian direction;20 this was the flrsr step m the formau on of his 
final view, which is m essenuals set forth m the D1ssertation of 
1770. 

The Metaphysical Exposmon of the Concept of Space g.ves four 
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arguments, the first two evidently frx the cla1m that space is a pnon. 
the second two for the claim that 1t 1s an mtmtion. 

Ii) The first argument claims that "space is not an emp1ncal con­
cept which has been derived from outer experiences" (A 23 I B 38!. 
The representation ol spact'. has to be presupposed m order to "refern 
sensations to somethm.g outside me or to rep.-esen t them as m char­
actensuc spa.ti.al relations to one another. 

This argument might seem to pl"ove too much, if its form 1s, "In 
order to represent something as X. the .-epresentatmn of X must be 
presupposed " Ii that 1s generalJy true, and 1f it 1mphes that X ts tJ 

priori. the argument would show that all representations are a prion. 
Kant seems, rather, to be claimmg that the representation of space 

(as an ind1v1dual, It wdl tum out from the third and fourth argumemsl 
must be presupposed m order to represent particular spatial relations. 
The argument should be seen as aimed at relat10msm. Le1bmz would 
be committed to holdmg that space consists of certam relatmns ob· 
tammg between things whose existence 1s pnor both to that of space 
and to these relations. However, 1t seems open to the relationist to say 
that obJects and their spatial relauons are interdependent and mutu· 
ally cond1t10nmg. ~· The argument 1s stronger d 1t 1s viewed as calling 
attention to the fact that it is the spatial character of ob~cts that 
enables us ro represent them as d1stmct from ourselves and from each 
other. This 1s not the plam meamngof the text That it may be Kant's 
underlying mtention, however, is suggested by a parallel passage in 

the D1ssertauon: 

For I may not cone ewe of sometlung as placed outs Kie me unless by repre­
senung 1t as m a place which IS d1fferem from the place m which I myself 
am, nor may I conceive of dung!> uuts.tde one anmher unless by iocaung 
them at different places in space. l§•sA, 2 4011 

(ii) The second argument claims that space 1s pnor to appearances. 
m effect to things m space: 

We can never represent to ourselves the absence of space, though we can 
qmte wdl thmk tt as empty of ob1ecrs (A 24 I B 38-91 

In what sense of "represent" can we not represent the absence of 
space~ The existence of space 1s not necessary m the most stringent 
sense; m whatever sense we can thmk thrngs m themselves, we can 
thmk a nonspat1al world. On the other hand, Kant has to claim more 
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than that we are mcapable, as a "psychological" matter, of 1magm· 
mg or representing m some other way the absence of space.ii 

Kant's conclusion will be that spac~ is ID some way part of the 
content of any mtumon, and m that way any kmd of representation 
that allows representing the absence of space w ill not be mtuitive. 
Thus he says that n 1s "the cond1hon of the possibd1ty of appear 
ances" IA 24 I B 39). I doubt that one can single out at the outset, 
mdependent of the further theory Kant will develop, a notion of 
representation m which we can't represent the absence of space. 

That space 1s a fundamental phenomenological given that m some 
way can't be thought away 1s a very persuasive claim. But 1t would 
take a whole theory to explam what It really means, and Kam seems 
to have to appeal to more theory in order to explicate i t himself. We 
can thmk its absence, but we can't give content to thac chought m 

the sense of "content" that matters: relauon to inmmon. But that 
way of putting the pomt presupposes nor only the claim that outer 
intuition 1s spatia1, but the c1a1m that concepts require mtmtion m 
order not to be empty. 

Kant says we can thmk space without oh)ects. This IS m one way 
obvmusly true; for example, 1t IS what we do m domg geometry. It IS 

not dear, however, that Kant means to appeal to geometry at this 
pomt, and if he does om:! could, at least from a modem pomt of view, 
ob,ect to his claim on the groond that m geometry we are dealing 
with a mathematical abstraction, not with physical space for at least 
that 1t is then a suhatant1ve sc1ennfic, and in lhe end empmca.1, 
question whether our <lescnpt1on of space fits physical reality). In 
any event, it is not dear that the thoughr of space without objects JS 

oot really just the thought of space wuh ob,ects about which noth· 
ing is assumed. Tlus understandmg. which seems weaker than what 
Kant mtended, 1s sufficient for Kant's cl aim that space is a pnon but 
possibly not for his case against relauorusm. 

(iu- iv) The third and fourth arguments of the Metaphysical Expo­
sition are, as I have said, concerned to show that space 1s an mtu· 
1tion. Stnctly, the claim 1s that this is true of the "ongmal representa· 
non" of space (B 40), because from Kant's point of view there clearly 
must be such a thmg as the concept of space, to be a constituent of 
1udgments concernmg space. ~ J 

Part of Kant's cla1m, what 1s emphasized m the thml argument, 1s 
that the representation of space is singular. This has a clear and 
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unproblematic meamng. That when 1t refers to the space m which 
we live arx.I perceive ob1ects, or to the space of class1cal physics, 
''space" 1s singular 1s an obvious datum of what one might call 
grammar; moreover, its havmg reference in the former usage surely 
rests on the fact that there is a unique space of expenence, and 1t is 
reasonable to suppose that the uniqueness of space m classical phys­
ics derives from this. 

It JS abstractly conceivable, however, that we could have character­
ized space m some conceptual way from which umqueness would 
follow (as might be the case with a conception of God m ph11osoptn­
cal theology). Then we would have, not an muntmn but a singular 
USC' of a concept. Kant clearly mtends to rule out this poss1b1hty. 
Now this would be, 1f not exacdy ruled out, rendered idle if Kant 
could claim that the representation of space 1s not onJy singular but 
also immediate in the sense of one of the mterpretat1ons mentioned 
above, of mvolvmg presence 10 the mind analogous to perceptmn. 
Kant seems to be saymg that when he begins the fourth argument 
with the statement, "Space is represented as an mfinite g1ven magm­
tude" (8 39; cf. A 25J. In any event Kant needs, and clearly mtends to 
claim, a form of 1rnmed1ate knowledge of space; otherwise the ques­
tion would anse whether what he has said about the character of the 
representation of space <loes not leave open the pos.s1b1bty that there 
1s just no such d nng. 

Kant also claims that the representatmn of a unitary space 1s prior 
to that of spaces, which he conceives as parts of space. (The modem 
mathematical notion of space, roughly a structure analogous to 
what ts considered in geomeuy, is not under consideration. J Spaces 
in this sense can only be conceived as m "the one all-embracmg 
space" (A 25 I B 39); unlike a concept, the representation of space 
contains "an infimte number of representations wnhm itself" (B 40~ 

Whatever the precise sense of ' immediate' m which Kant's thests 
implies that the representation of space ts 1mmed1ate, there is a 
phenomenological fact to which he is appealing: places, and thereby 
ob1ects m space, are given in a one space, therefore with a "horizon" 
of surrounding space. The pomt is perhaps put most exphc1tly in the 
Dlssertal10n: 

The concept of space is a sm,gular representation comprchendm,g all thmgs 
within 1tself, not an abstract common notion contamm,g them unde1 1tsel_l 
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for wti.at you speak of as several places arc only parts ol the sa1ne boundless 
space, rdatcd to one another by a fixed pos1uon, nor can )'OU conceive ro 
yourself a cubic loot unless It be bounded m all d1recuons by the space that 
surrounds Jt l§r sB.2·4021 

This way of puttmg the matter has the virtue of describing a sense in 
which space is given as mfimte !better, "boundless" ) that does not 
commit Kant to any metnca1 infinity of space (that is, the lack of 
any upper bound on distances), although his allegiance to Euclidean 
geometry did lead him to affirm the metncal infimty of space. Kant 
says that space 1s given as "boundless"; he also wishes to say that, 
without 1he aid of the intuicion of space, no concept would accom­
plish this: 

A general concept of space ... unnot deternune anythm,g m regard to mag­
nitude. If there were no lnmtlessness m the progression of mtu1hon, no 
concept of relatmns could yield a prmc1ple of their mfimtude IA 25) 

Kant does not, so far as I can see, argue m the Aesthetic that the 
infinity of space could not be yielded by "mere concepts" at all, still 
less that no infimty at all could be obtamed in that way. His argu­
ments seem at most to say that "a general concept of space" coukl 
noc do this and are not m my view of much mterest. h seems very 
likely that from Kant's pomt of view there can be a conceptual 
represen tation whose content would in some way entail infinity 
!that of God would agam be an examplc1 4J- From a modem pomt of 
view, we can describe (say, by logical formulas) types of structure 
that can have only infimte m stances; an ax1omatizat1on of geometry 
would be an example. Such a descnption would use logical resources 
unknown to Kant, and that he would have recognized the poSSibility 
of a purely conceptual description of mathematically mfinire magni­
tude 1s doubtful.-» Bur even if he did, there would be the further 
question of constructrng it, which would be the eqmvalent for Kant 
of showmg its existence in the mathemaucal sense. Construction is, 
of course construction m intuition. By the "progression of mtu­
itions'' i~ the preceding quotation (A 25J, Kant presumably means 
some succession of intmt1011s relating to parts of space each beyond 
or outside its predecessor1 such a successton would ''witness" the 
boundlessness of space. A similar appeal to mtmtion is needed also 
frx the construction of numbers, so that amhmet1c does not yield a 
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representation of infln1ty whose nonempty character can be sho 
m a "pure]y conceptua1'' way. wn 

What is accomphshed by the Metaphysical Exposition? Kant 
makes a number of cla1ms about space of a phenomenolog1cal char­
acter that seem to me on the whole sound. Tua'{ space 15 in some 
way pnor t? objects, m the sense that obtects are experienced as m 
space, and In the sense that experience does not reveal ol:,.ects, II) 

some way not mtnnsical1y spaual, that stand in •elations from 
w~1ch the conception of space could be coostrncted, seems to me 
ev:i_dent. The same h()lds for the claim that space as experienced 

15 
unique and boundless Im the sense explained previously). 
Fu~thermore, it seems to me that these considerations do fonn a 

fonm<lable obstacle thac a relationist view such as Le1lm1z's has to 
overcome. However, they are not a refutation of such a view, be­
cause phenomenolog1cal claims of this kmd would not suffice to 
show that, m our ob1ective descnpt1on of the physical world, we 
would not m the end be able to carry out a reduction of reference to 
~pace to reference to rela tions of underlying obrects such as Leibniz's 
md1viduaJ substances [monads). 

It is another question how much of a case Kant has yet made for 
the stronger claims of tus theory of space. Regarding the c1a1m that 
space is a pnc,n, part of the content of this 1s surely that propos1twns 

about space w1U be known a prmn , and it 1s hard to see so far that 
anythmg very Spec LfiC has been shown to have this character. Bvt 
the propositions m questtoa will be pnmanly those of geomet ry, and 
we have not >·et exammed the T ranscendental Expositton or other 
evidence concem1ng Kant's view of geomet ry. 

The kmd of considerations brought fonh m the Metaphysical Ex­
posmon also hardly rule out possible naturalistic explanations. h 
could be ob;ected that our expenence is spaual because we have 
evolved m a physical, spat1otemporal world. Such an explanation 
would of course presuppose space, but it would be empuical in that 
it made use of empirical theories such as evolution for some alterna· 
tlve natutahstJc account). It would view the mconceivabdiry of the 
absence of space as a fac t about human bemgs. In a way u could not 
have been otherwise: Bemgs of which 1t 1s not true wouJd not be 
human beings m the sense in which we use that phrase. But al­
though we can 't conceive how it could turn out to be wrong, it 1s 10 
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some way abstractly poSs1bJe that n .d1011/d tum Out co be wrong, 
sorne change m the worJd, which our presem science 1s mcapable of 
envisaging, could lead us to expenence the world (and ourselves) as, 
say, in t wo spaces instead of one 

Now we should probably understand the da1rns made m the Meta· 
physical Expos1t1on as rulmg out the kind of naturahst1c story JUSt 

sketched. When Kant says that the represemauon of space " m ust be 
presupposed" in one or another context, the necessity he has m 
mind is sornethmg stncter than the natural necessity that 1s the 
most stnngent that one could expect to come out of the namrabst1c 
story. This does not change the philosophical issue, smce the natural­
tst would respond that msofar as they make this strong claim, the 
claims of the Metaphysical Exposition are dogmatic. I shall leave the 
issue at this pomt, because the nouon of necessity wdl come up at 
some further pomts m the discussion o( the Aesthetic, in particular 
in connection with geometry. 

Because I have said that the Metaph ysica l Exposition, although It 
poses a real difficulty for relauomsm, does not refute that view, we 
should not leave 1t without noting that It does not contain Kant's 
whole case agamst rhe relanonist posmon. Kan t's break with rela· 
t1omsm came in Regmns m Space m 1768. There he refers to an 
essay by Euler which argues for absolute space on the basis of dy­
namical arguments that go back to Newton.16 Kant says that Euler's 
accomphshment 1s purely negauve, m showing the d1ffi.Ct1lty the 
relauomst position has in mterpretm,g the genetal laws of motmn, 
and that he does not overcome the dtfficulues of the absoluusl posi­
bon in tht: same domain 12:378 1. Kant then deploys his own argu· 
ment, the famous argument from " mcong,ruent counterparts." Al· 
though this argument does not occur m the Crmque. 1t is used for 
differem purposes in other later wnungs of Kant, up to the Meta· 
physical Foundotions of Natuml Science of 1786. 11 

By incongruent counterparts Kant means bodies, m his examples 
three-d1mensmnal, that fad to be congruent only because of an oppo­
site onentat10n. (The same term could be applied to figures repre­
sentmg their c;hapes.J One can thmk of right and left hands. with 
some ideahzatmn, as such bodies. He considers them "completely 
like and similar" (2" 381), m parucular m size and the manner of 
combmation of their parts. Yet theu surfaces cannot be made to 
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c_omc1de ''.twis t and tum f1tj how one will," evidently by conttnuou 
~ig1d motion. Nonetheless, Kant co11sidets the difference to be 5 

internal one, and he says: an 

let it be 1magmed t.ha1 the first created thing were a human hanJ th 
must necnsanly be enher a nght hand or a left hand In o.-de1 10 pr~uc;~~ 
one a d1fferem acbon of tlx- creatn.~ cause 15 necessary from that, by mea 
of which us counterpan could be produced f:i 382_~ 
K.ant clatnlS that the Letbmzian view could not recogmze this differ. 
ence, because 1t does not rest on a difference in the relauons of. the 

parts oi the hands. He concludes that the properues of space are prior 
to the relations of bodies, in accordance with the conception o( 
absolute space and contrary to relauonism. 

~ant's clatm has been defended m our own time by notmg that the 
existence of mcongruent counterparts depends on global properties 
of t~e space.18 We can already see this by a simple example: Jn the 
Euch_dean plane, congruent triangles or other figures can be asym­
metrical, they ca~ be made to cmnc1de by a motion only 1f 11 goes 
outside the plane into the third dimension. S1mdarly, 1t is the three­
d1mens1onahty of space (which Kant emphasizes) that prevents 

10
• 

congruent counterparts from being made to comcide; this could be 
accomphsh~d if they could "move" through a fourth dimension 
Moreover, m some spaces t0polog1ca1Jy differing from Euclidean 
space, c:alled nonorienrable spaces fa MObms stnp would be a ltwo­
dimensiooall example!, the phenomi::non could not arise 

Relationtst replies to an argument based on these c~siderations 
are possible, hut I shall not purSlle the matter further here.~<> 

III 

I now tum to the Transcendental Exposltlon. 

I understand by a transcendental exposmon [he explananon of a concept as 

::1~c~~::;~t:;;.h1ch the poss1b1hry of O[her a pnon symheuc knowtedse 

(8 40) 

The claim of the Transcendental Exposition is that takmg space to 
he an a pr10r1 tntllltion is necessaty for the possibility of a pnori 
synthetic knowledge in geometry. 

It is therefore a premise of this argument that geometry is syn-
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thetlC a pnon. Kant clearly understood geometry as a science of 
space, the space of everyday experience and of physical science. 
Thus for us, it would be very doubtful that geometry on this under· 
standing is a pnon;JO indeed, the development of non-Euclidean 
geometry and its apphcat1on m physics were, h1stoncally, the mam 
reasons why Kant's theory of geometry and space came to be re­
;ected. With regard to geometry, as with mathematics m general, 
){ant, however, does not see a need to argue that It 1s a pnnn; u is 
supposed to follow from the obvious fact that m.uhemaucs is neces­
sary IB 14-15). In this, Kant was m accord with the mathematical 
practice of his own time. The absence of any altemauve to Euc:hd· 
ean geometry, and the fact that mathematicians had not sought for 
soph1st1cated verifications of the axioms oC geometry, cohered with 
the absence of an available way of mterpreting geometry so as to give 
space for the kmd of distmct1on between "pure'' and "apphed" ge­
ometry that would imply that only the latter makes a commitment 
as to the character of physical space.1• 

It seems that there should not he any particular problem wlth 
Kant's assertion that charactenst1c geometric truths art synthetic, 
so long as we understand geometry as the science of space. But we 
must now, as we have not before, take account of the analyuc­
synthet1c distmctton. Kam gives the followmg explanation: 

In all 1udgments m which the relation of a sub,ect to the predicate 1s 
thought , th1S relatJ011 LS possible m two ddlerenr ways Eltlx-1 the pred1· 
c.u e 8 belongs to the sub.iect A, as something which IS tcovertlyl contained 
in thas concept A, or B hes outside the concept A, alrhough 1t does indeed 
stand m connect.1011 w1<h 11. In rhe one case I enude rhe judgment ana\yuc, 
in rhe other synthetu:. IA 6-1 I 8 ml 

When a concept 1s "contained" m another may not be very clear. As 
a first approxirnatmn, we can say that a proposition is analytic if it 
can be verified by analysis of concepts. Kant thinks of such analysis 
as the breakmg up of concepts into "those consutuent concepts that 
have all along been thought m 1t, although confusedly" (A 7 I B 11); 
this would give nse to a narrower conception of what is analync 
than has prevailed in later philosophy. 

Kant suggests as a cntenon of syntheu c 1udgment that in order to 
verify 1t it 1s necessary to appeal to something outside or beyond the 
subJect concept. This may be experience, 1f the concept has been so 
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derived, as m Kant's example" All bodies are hi:avy" (B 12, also A 8 ), 
or 1£ experience ts otherwise referred to. In the case of mathematical 
Judgments it is, on Kam's view, pure mtmt1on. 

In argmng that mathematical Judgments are synthetic, Kant em­
phasizes the case of arithmenc, where he seems j.-easonabl}', in the 
hght of h1sto.-y) to have anticipated mo.-e .-esistance. The geometri­
cal example that he gives, that the straight hoe between two pomts 
1s the sho.-lest IB 16), might be m-0.-e controvets1al than some ah em.a· 
t1ves, which either mvolve eK.JStence or had given nse to doubt. The 
parallel postulate of Euclidean geometry would meet both these con· 
dit1ons. It 1s hard to see how by analysis of the concept upomt exter· 
nal to a given hne" one could possibly arnve at the conclusion that a 
patallel to the hn~ can be drawn through it, unless iris already built 
mto the concept that the space mvolved is Euclidean. The latter way 
of lookmg at such a proposition, however, is aben to Kant. 

We can well grant Kant's prenuse that geometrical proposmons 
are synthetic, the hard quesuons about the analyt1c-synthet1c d1s­
tincuon arise with ar1thmet1c and with nonmathemat1cal suh,ect 
matters. But his view of geometry as synthetic a pr10ri is tied to the 
mathematical practice of his own time. If we make the modem 
d1stmct1on between pvre geometry as the study of certam structures 
of which Euchdean space is the oldest example, but which include 
not only alternative metric structu.-es but also affine and pro)t!CtJve 
spaces, and apphed geomet.-y as l"OUghly concerned with the ques· 
tJon which of these structures correctly appJies to physical space (or 
space·tunel, then n is no longer clear that pwe geometry 1s syn· 
thetic; at Jeasl the question 1s bound up with more di.fficult ques· 
tions about the analyt1c-syntheuc disunction and about the status 
of other mathemaucal d1sc1phnes such as anthmet1c, analysis, and 
algebra; and the view that applied geometry is a pnon would be 
generall}' rejected. 

If we do gram Kant's premises, however, then the conclusion that 
space is an a priori intuition is, if not compelled, at least a very 
natural one. That it is precisely intmtmn that is needed to go beyond 
our concepts m geometncal judgments might be found to require 
more argument, particularly smce he does admit the poss1bi11ty of 
synthetic a pr1011 1udgments from concepts.J1 That empirical intu· 
1t1on will not do 1s 1mphed by the premise that geometry 1s a priori 

and the.-efo.-e necessary. 
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Kant does supply such an argument m hts acCO\lnt of the con· 
struction of concepts m mtu1tion, m (he context of descnbmg the dif­
ference between mathematical and ph1losoph1cal method, to which 
we will now tum. This account has nghtly been seen as filling a 
gap m the argument of the Aesthetic.u It has been the focus of 
much of the d1scuss10n in the last generation about Kant's philoso­
phy of mathematics. 

To construct a concept, according to Kant, is "to exh1b1t a pnon 

the mtu1tion that corresponds to the concept" (A 713 I B 74r). An 
mtu1t1on that is the construction of a concept wdl be a smgle ob1ect, 
and yet "1t must in its represent.:mon express urnversal validity for 
all possible intmt1ons that fall under the S3me concept" (1b1d.). It is 
clear that Kant's primary model is geometncal constructions, m 

particular Euclidean constrnctions. , .. 
It 1s consuuct1on of coacepts that makes u possible to prove any· 

thing nontnv1al m geomet.-y, as Kant illustrates by the pmblem 01 

the sum of the angles of a triangle. The proof p.-oceeds by a se.-ies of 
constructions: One beg.ins by constructing a mangle ABC lsee Fig­
ure 2. r J, then prolonging one of the sides AB to D, yielding mtemal 
and external angles whose sum 1s two n ghl angles, then drawmg a 
parallel BE d1v1dm,g the external angle, and then observing that one 
has three angles o', (3, y', whose sum 1s two right angles and which 
are equal respectively to the angles o, (3, y of the triangle.n 

In this fash10n, through a cham of rnferences guided throughout by mtu· 
1t10n, he (the geometer! arnves at a fullv evident and universally vahd solu­
tion of the problem IA 716- 7 / B 744-51 

Intuition seems to play several different roles m this descnptmn of a 
proof. The proof proceeds by operaung on a constructed mangle, and 
the operat10ns are further constructions. They are construct10ns m 
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mtmtlon, space is, one might say, the field m which the construc­
tmns are carried out, It lS by virtue of the nature of space that they 
can be earned out. Postulat es providing for certam constructions are 
what, in Euclid's geomet ry, play the role played by existence axioms 
m modem ax.iomat1c theones such as the axiomat1zat1on of Euclid­
ean gwmett y by Hilbert. But not all the evidences appealed to in 
Euclid's geomet ry are of this form; m particular, ob,ects given by the 
elementary Euclidean constructions have specific properues such as 
Ito uke the most problematic easel bemg parallel to a given line. On 
Kant's conception, these evulences must also be intuitive. A thud 
role of mtu1tion !connected with the flrstl 1s that we would represent 
the reasoning involving coristructive operations on a given triangle 
as reasemmg with smgulllr tenns (to be sure depending on parame· 
ters). Kant clearly understood this reasonmg as involvmg singular 
representations. free variables, and terms contam1ng them, have the 
property that Kant requires of an inrunion constructmg a concept, m 
that they are singular and yet also "express universal vahd1ty" in the 
role they play in arguing for general conclus1onsY' 

A difficult quesuon concerning Kant's view is whether the role of 
intuiuon can be limned to our knowledge of the axioms lmclud1ng 
the poStulates providmg constructions), so that, to put the matter in 
an idealized and perhaps anachronistic way, m the case of a particu· 
tar P'"oof such as the one 1ust discussed, the condmonal whose ante· 
cedent 1s the con1unction of the axioms and whose consequent JS the 
theorem would be analyuc. Such a view seems to be favored by 
Kant's scatement that "all mathematical mferences proceed in accor· 
dance wuh the principle of conuad1ct10n": 

For though a syntheu c proposition can mdeN be discerned m accordance 
wah 1he principle of contradiction, this can only be 1f another synthen c 
propos1tt0n JS presupposed, and 1f u can be discerned as following horn this 
ocherprop0smon. IB r4J 

These remarks have generally been taken to imply that it 1s only 
because the axioms of geometry are synthetic that the theorems are.J? 
On the other hand, Kant describes the proof that the sum of the angles 
of a triangle 1s two n ght angles as consistmg of ''a cham of mferences 
gmded throughout by mtu1tton." Interpretations of Kant's theory of 
construction of concepts by Beth, Hmt1kka, and Friedman have all 
taken tha t to mean that, accordmg co Kant, mathematical proofs do 

' I 

I 
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not proceed m a purely analyucal or logical way from axioms.-t11 h 1s 
dear (as has been given particular emphasis by Fnedman), that had 
Kant believed that they do, the Anstoteltan syllogistic logic available 
to him would not have provided for a logical analysis of the proofs. In 
fact, one anachronistic feature of the quesuon whelher the cond1-
t1onaJ of the con1unct10n of the axioms and the theorem isanalvtic, is 
that our formulauon of such a conditional would use polyad1c logic 
and nestmg of quantifiers, devices that did not appear in logic until 
the nineteenth century. 

It 1s not luerally true that Kant could not have formulated such a 
condiuonal; it is not that these logical forms could not be expressed 
in eighteenth-century German.19 But 1t would be more plausible to 
suppose that Kant thought of mathematical reasonmg m terms of 
which he had at least the beginnings of an analysis. What we would 
call the logical strucrure of the basic algebraic language, in which 
one carnes out calculations wtth equations whose terms are com­
posed from variables and constants by means of function symbols, 
was well enough understood m Kant's ume. Such calculations are 
described by Kant as "symbolic construction. "•0 And of course Kant 
would not describe the mference mvolved m calculatton as logical. 
Fnedman has illuminated a lot of what Kant says about geometry by 
the supposition that basic construct ions in geometry work m geo­
meuic reasoning like hasic operations m anthmenc and algebra. 
And m a language m which generality as expressed by free vanables, 
and "extStence" by function symbols, the conditional of the conjunc· 
uon of_ the geomemc axioms and a theorem could indeed not be 
formulated, so thal the question whether 1t is anaJyuc, or logically 
provable, could not anse. 

We do not have to decide this issue, because in any event Kant's 
account of mathematical proof gives d ear reasons for regarding geo­
metncal knowledge as dependent on intuition. Nonetheless the 
Transcendental Exposltlon is probably not mtended to stand entirely 
on its own independently of the MetaphySlcal ExpoS1t1on That the 
intuition appealed to in geometry 1s ult1mately of space as an individ­
ual does not follow just from a "log1cal1

' analysis of mathematical 
proof4• or even from the observation chat what 1s construcced are 
spatial figures. Kant presumably meant here to rely on the thud and 
fourth arguments of the Metaphysical Exposm on. 

Before I turn to the further conclusions that Kant draws from his 
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arguments, I should comment bnefiy on the Metaphysical and Tran­
scendemal Exposnmns of the concept of Time. These d1scuss10ns 
brmg m no essentially new cons1derat1ons. The arguments of the 
Metaphysical Expositmn parallel those of the Metaphysical Exposi­
t1011 of Space rather closely. Because there 1s not obviously any 
mathemat1cal disc1plme that relates to time as geometty relates to 
space, one may be surprised that a Transcendental Exposinon occurs 
m the discussion of time at all That nme has the propernes of a hne 
{i.e., a one-dimensmnal Eucbdean space} Kant evidently thmks syn­
thetic a pnori, and he appeals to properties of this kmd IA 3 1 I B 
47)-42 Kant also adds that "the concept of alterauon, and with 1t the 
concept of motion, as alteration of place, 1s possible only through 
and m the representation of tnne" fB 48). The concepts of motmn 
and alteration are, for Kant, dependent on experience,43 which 
makes Kant's statement here m1sleadmg, but he did allow synthetic 
a priori pnnc1ples whose content is not entirely a priori (B 3). 

Some wnters on Kant have thought that Kant thought that anth­
metic relates to tnne m somethmg close to the way m which geome­
try relates to space. This view finds no support m the Transcenden­
tal Exposttton or m correspondmg places m the Dissertation. 44 

Though time and arithmetic do have an mternal connection, it is 
difficult to descnbe and not really dealt with m the Aesthet1C.45 

IV 

I now want to turn to the conclusions Kant draws from his discus­
sion of time and space m the Aestheuc. The one with which Kant 
begins is the most comrovers1al. and in some ways the most difficult 
to understand: 

Space does not represent any property of thmgs m themselves, nor does 1t 
represent them m their relations to one another. That 1s to say, space does 
not represent any determmauon that attaches to the obJects themselves, 
and which remains when absuacnon has been made of all the subjective 
conditions of mtmt10n. (A 26 I 842) 

Kant's distmcuon between apPearances and things in themselves 
has been mterpreted m very different ways, and accordmgly the 
quest10n what Kant's fundamental arguments are for holdmg that 
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"space does not represent any property of thmgs m themselves" 1s 
controversial. 

A second conclus1on Kant draws 1s that "space is nothmg but the 
form of all appearances of outer sense," or, as he frequently expresses 
it, the form of outer mtuiuon or of outer sense. One might mean by 
"form of mtmuon" a very general cond1tmn, which might be called 
formal, satisfied by mtmuons or ob1ects of mtmtion. This is part of 
Kant's understandmg of the nouon. One must d1sttngmsh between 
the general disposiuon by which mtuitions represent their ObJeCts as 
spatial, and what space's bemg a form of mtmt10n entails about the 
ob1ects of outer intmtton, that they are represented as m space, and 
that they stand m spatial relauons that obey the laws of geometry. 
The latter seems properly called the form of appearances of outer 
sense. Kant's doctrme of pure mtuitton u; that this form is itself 
known or given mtuit1vely. 

That outer mtuitmn has a "torm" m this sense does not by itself 
imply thac space 1s sub1ecuve or transcendentally ideal. It seems 
that mtu1uons might have this ''form" and the form be itself given 
mtuitively without its followmg that the form represents a contnbu­
tion of the sub1ect to outer representation and knowledge of outer 
things.46 Kant, however, denies this. Space is "the sub1ective condi­
tmn of sensib1hty, under which alone outer mtmt1on 1s possible for 
us" fA 26 / B 42J. Kant's arguments, both m the Aestheuc and m 
correspondmg parts of the Prolegomena, are based on the idea that 
the fact that a pr10n mtu1t10n is possible can only be explained if the 
form of mtuition derives from us, as we wdl see. Two different 
thmgs are to be explamed, one speCific to the Aesthetic and one not. 
Fust, the fact that there is a prion mtwt10n of space, second, the fact 
that there is synthetic a pnori knowledge concerning space, m par­
ticular in geometry. Of course, the existence of such knowledge is 
one of Kant's arguments for a pnori mtmtion. But m arguing for the 
subJectivltv of space Kant appeals specifically to a prwn mtmtton 
rather than to synthenc a pnori knowledge. Thus even m che Tran­
scendental Expos1uon he wntes: 

How, then, can there exist m the mmd an outer mtumon which precedes 
the ob1ects themselves, and m which the concept of these objects can be 
determmed a priori/ Mamfestly, not otherwise than m so far as the mtmt10n 
has us seat m the sub1ect only, as the formal character of the :sub1ect, m 
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vutue of w hich, m bemg affected by ohtetts, It obt:u ns unmedUJte repu:scn­

ratwn, that 1s mtmt1on, of them, and only so far, therefore, as it is merdy 

the fornl of outer sense 1n general IB 411 

Kant appeals to the same coosrderatmn in arguing that space anti 
time are not conditions on thmgs m themselves: 

For no deternunauon, whether absolute or relanve, can be mtmted pnor to 

the existence of tht things tu which they belong. and none, therefore, can be 

mtuned o p r1or1 IA 26 / B 42] 

Were it ltunel a determtnauou or order mhenng m thmgs dlemselves, u 

could not precede the ob,ects as d~:rr condmon, and be known and intuited 

a pnon by means of syntheuc propos1tlons. But this last 1s qmte possible If 

time IS nmhm.g but the sub1ect1ve cond1t10n under which all mtuttlon can 

take place mus IA 33 t B 49J 

Kant thus argues on the same Imes both to the conclusion that a 
pnon intuitions do nol apply to thmgs m themselves and to the 

conclusion that space and tune are forms of intuition. 

In the presentation of the argument m §§8-9 of the Prolegom ena, 

Kant makes clearer tha1 what is advanced is a consideration specific 
to mtu1t1on: 

Concepts, indeed are such [hat we can easily fomt some of them n prion. 

namely such as to contain nothmg but the thought of an obtcct m general 
and we need not find ourselves m an 1mnicd1ate relation IO an ob,ect. ' 

14.21~2) 

lbus with regard to a priori mtmtion, there IS a problem about 1ts 

vety poss1b1bty; with regard to a pr1on concepts, the problem anses 

only from the fact that to have "sense and meaning" they need to be 

applicable to intu1t1on, and at this stage 1t is not evident that the 
mtuit1on has to be a prwn. •• 

Why should it be obvious that a prion intuition, wfoch "precedes 

the objects themselves," must "have its seat m the suh,ect only"? It 

IS ternptmg to see this m causal terms: There could not be any 

causal basis for the conformity of obiects to our a pnon mtumons 

unless tlus basis is already there with the mtuit1on itself We could 

1magme Kant argumg as Paul Benacerraf does rn a somewhat related 

context :~~ We can't understand how our mtu1tions yield knowledge 

of objects unless there ts an adequate causal explanation of how they 

conform to ob1ects, and m the case of a priori mtumons, such an 

l 

The Transcendental Aesthetic 

explanation 1s 1mposs1ble unless the mmd 1s causally responsible for 

this conformity. 
It would be rash to suppose that Kant never thought in thi s way, 

and many commentators, perhaps most eloquently P. F. Strawson in 

his conceptmn of the "metaphysics of transcendental idealism,"•" 

have read Kant as saymg that the mind literally makes the W(l.(ld, 

along the way imposing spaual and t empo.-al form on it. 

Two views about 1.ntmt1on that we have already considered, that 

an intmtion has somethmg hke duect reference to an object, and 

that an mtuit1on involves phenomenological presence of an ob,ect, 

may be of some help here. There can't be direct reference to an 

object that isn't there; thus there may be puzzlement as to how an 

object can be intuited ''prior'' to its existence (whatever exactly 

"prior" means herej. We have to ask exactly what the ob,ect of the 

intuition 1s. That to whose existence the o pnori mtwt1on 1s prior 1s 

presumably an empirical ob1ect. But then maybe the answer IS that 

that ob1ect, strictly speaking, isn't intuited pnor to its existence {and 

perhaps that it can't be), so that the proper object of the mtuu1on 1s a 

(orm instantiated by 1t rather than the object ttself. Then the claim 

becomes that the only way m which the form of a not-ye«present 

oh,ect can be intuited is 1£ this form 1s contnbuted by the sub1ect. It 

1s not clear to me how the force of this claim IS specific to intuition 

or h ow it 1s more directly evident than other applications of the 

Copernican hypothesis. 
The phenomenolog1cal·presence view seems to me to defeat the 

literal sense of the claim in Kant's argument. Imagination being 

immediate in the required sense, immediacy of a representation 

does not imply the existence of its ob>ect at all, so that 1t seems it 

can perfec:tly well be "pnor" to it. Ag.am, however. a general claim 

about a priori knowledge survives this observanon: Kant can reply 

that 1£, in an 1magmalive thought experiment, I tiave intu1t1on from 

which formal properties of objects can be learned, the only assurance 

that these properties will obtam for subsequent empirical imuitioos 

of what was imagined is 1f the form 1s contributed by me. 

We have to examme more closely the meamng of the condus10n 

that thmgs m themselves are not spatial or temporal; this might 

offer hope of greater msight mto Kant's argument. This leads us, 

however, into one of the worst thickets of Kant mterpretatton- the 

concept of thmg tn itself and the meamng of Kant's transcendental 
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1deahsm. Smee, accordmg ro Kant, transcendental 1deahsm finds 
support from argumcms offered m the Analytic and D1alect1c as well 
as the Aest hetic, we can m the present d1scuss1on deal with only one 
aspect of the issues. 

One might begin by d1snngmshm,g the claim that we do not 
know that thmgs, as they are m themselves, a re Spatial tor that our 
knowledge of thmgs as span.al is not knowledge of thmgs as they 
are m themselves) from the claim that thmgs as they are m them­
selves are not spatial. A lCH1g-runnmg debate concerns the quest.Jon 
whether Kant's arguments might prove, or at least lend plaUS1b1hty 
to, the first claim and yet not prove the second, although it is often 
suggested by Kant's language. Kant, 1t has tx:cn claimed, leaves 
open the poss1bihty, trad1t1onally called the "neglected alterna­
tive," thar although we don't know that things in themselves are 
spatial, or that they have the spatial properties and relations we 
a tmbute to them, nonetheless, w ithout its berng even possible for 
us to know ll, they really are m space and have these properties and 
relauons.)° Kant might reply to this ob1ecnon by appeabn,g to che 
arguments of the Antmonues, partiwlarly the Mathematical An­
tinom1es.11 That would, however. leave him apparently making a 
dogmatic chum m the Aesthetic, with no md1catmn that an impor­
tant part of its defense 1s deferred_ 

A more interesting replv is that when the concept of thing m irself 
and Kant's argument m rhe Aestheuc are properly understood, it 
wtll be clear tha t the "neglected alternative" 1s ruled out. One under­
sundm,g of the contrast of appearances and thmgs m themselves 
would be that our mtuitmns represent ob1ects as havm,g certain prop­
erues and relations, but m fact they don't have them. Kam occasion­
all y comes close to saymg this: 

What we have meant to say 1s . that the thmgs we mtu1t are n(I( m 
themseh-es what we in tun them as bemg, nor then re\auons so consmmed 
m themselves as they appear to us IA 42 / B 591 

It ts hard to see how, on this view, Kant avoids the imphcatmn that 
our "knowledge" of outer ob;ttts is false The ob;ttts we percel\!t 
are perceived as spatrnl, but ''m themselves, " as they really are, they 
are not spattal One might call this general vtew of the relauon of 
appearances and things m themselves the D1ston1on Picture. Ir 
auses naturally from viewmg things m themselves as real thmgs, of 
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hich Kam's Erschemungen are ways these things appear to us. It 
~ntifies how th1ngs are m themselves, in Kant's particular sense, 
with how they really areY . 

'(his view certainly rules out the "neglected alternative." But tt 
seetns to do so by flat. It is difficult to see how, on this interpreta­
tion, the thesis that thm.gs m themselves are not spaual ts supported 
by argument.u Indeed, if the idea that thmgs 1n themselves ~re 
spatial merely means that their relauons have the formal properu~s 
that our concepnon of space demands, the thesis that they are noc ts 

etty dearly incompatible with the unknowabJ.hty of things in 
~emselves. Space has to be what is represented m the mtumon of 
space, as it were as so represented. 

A plausible bne of mterpretat1on with this result, favored by sev­
eral passages m the Aestheuc (e.g., that from B 4• quoted before), 
might be called the Subjecuv1st view. This is what 1s expressed m 
Kant's frequent statements that empmcal objects are ~mere repre­
sentations."'' A better way of puttmg u might be that for space and 
time and therefore for the objects in space and time, the distinction 
between object and represenuuoo collapses, or that an "empmca1" 
versmn of the distinction can only be made m some way w1thm the 
sphere of representat10ns.Js According to this view, the neglected 
alternative is ruled out because there would be a kind of category 
mistake m holdmg that thmgs in themselves, as opposed to represen­
tations, are spatial. 

Paul Cuyer, in his discussion of the Aestheuc's case for transcen­
dental tdeahsm, rehes heavily on an tnterpret.:iuon of an ar~ument 
from geometry m the General Observations to the Aesthetic. I see 
his mterpretauon as making this argument turn oo 1ust such a s~b­
JCCtivtst view. Commenting on Kant's first conclusion concernmg 
space, Cuyer says that Kant assumes that 

It 1s llO( possible to know independently ol expenence that an ob,ect genu· 
inely has, on us own, a certain property. Therefore space and ume, which 
are known a prion cannot be genuine properties ol ob1ects and can be only 
features of our rcpresentanonS of them S6 

Guyer obiects to this assumption on the ground that one rni.ght 
conceivably know, because of constramts on our abd1ty to perceive, 
that any obiect we perceive will have a certain properly; our facul­
nes would restnct us to perceiving ob1ects that independently have 
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the properties m question, so that it would not foHow that the ob­
~cts cannot "on theu own" have them.. 

Accordi.ng to Guyer, Kam nonetheless relies on this assumption 
because he conceives the necessity of the spatiality of obtects and 
theu conf0t"m1ty to the laws of geometry as absolute; he holds not 
mereJy 

(I) Necessanly, if we perceive an object x, then x lS spatial and 
Euclidean; but rather 

(1) If we perceive an object x, then necessarily, x ts spacial and 
EuchdeanY 

This has to be a condmon on the nature ot the obtects, not merely a 
restnction on what ob1ects we can perceive. Hence, accordmg to 
Guyer, this view commits Kant to the view that sp:mal form 1& 

imposed on ob,ects by us. 
Guyer dlScerns an appeal to (2) in the second clause of the follow­

ing remark: 

If there did noc exist m you a power of. a pr10n mtuit1on, and 1t that subiec­
tive condn.lOll were not also at the same time, as regards u s form, the 
umversal a p11011 cond1uon under which alone the oh,ect of rh1s outer mtu· 
1non 1s itself pn%1bJe, 1f thr ob,ect lthe tnan.gleJ were somerhing m 1tsdf, 
apart from any relatlOll to you, the subtect, how could you say that wh:u 
necessarily exist m you as sub,e<:ttve cond1t1ons for the constructwn ol a 
mangle must ol necessity belong t o the triangle 1tself1 IA 48 / B 65) 

Here the first "necessanly" can express the kmd of necessity ex­
pressed m (I), but the second necessity does not have the form of bemg 
condmonal on the subject's construction, intmt1on, or perception. 

Guyer states that the absolute necessuy claimed tn 121 "can be 
explained only by the suppos1t1on that we actually impose spatial 
form on ob,ects. "~8 It JS, indeed, a reason for not resung with the 
"restriction" view that Guyer regards as the ma,or alternatlve..w 
Apart from its relevance to questions about the d1stinctiori between 
appearances and thmgs in themselves, the pomt is relevant also to 
another controversial pomt: whether Kant's argument for transcen­
dental idealism m the Aesthetic makes essential appeal to geometn­
cal knowledge, or whether it needs to rely only on the kmd of con­
s1derauons presented m the Metaphysical Exposit10n. dearly the 
Metaphysical Expos1t1on ytelds a t best cond1t1onal necessttit:s of the 

I 
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general form of I•); an argument from absolute necessu y to transcen­
dental 1deahsm has to rely on geometry. In my view, Guyer's exege­
sis ()f the argument from the C eneral Observauons 1s quite convinc­
mg, and this argumt:nt is clearer than whac can be gleaned from the 
arguments that proceed more directly from a pr10ri intuition 11.e., B 
41, A 16 I B 42, and Prolegom ena 6§8-9. all commented on earlier m 

this essay)."0 

The claim {2), however, 1s more defensible than Guyer allows, at 
least with regard to geometry: The content of geometry has to do 
with points, Imes, planes, and figures that are m some way fonns of 
objects, and not with our perception. If we accept the usual concep­
tlOll ol the necessity of mathematics, what will be necessary wdl be 
stat ements about these entities. There is nothmg in the concem ol 
these statements to make their necessity cond1t1onal on our perce1V· 
mg or mtuiting them. Thus it seems to me likely that Kant was not 
sliding from cond1t10nal necessity to absolute necessny, but rather 
applying the idea that mathematics is necessary, which he would 
have shared with his opponents, to the case of the geometry of space 
The objection to this 1s the now standard one, that we do not have 
reason to believe that tbe geometry of actual space obtains with 
such mathemaucal necessuy. 

Even 1f we grant Kant this premise, however, 1t 1s quesnonable 
that he auams the "ap0deict1c proof'' of his Copernican principle 
that he claims. Whether the essential assumption is a pnor1 intu­
mon or "absolute" necessity, in either case the claim must be that 
nonapplicatmn to thmgs in themselves is the only poss1ble cxplana­
t 101J. The rnent of the Sub1ecuv1st view is that it offers a view of 
appearances as objects that fits with that explanation. 

The Subjectivist view does not directly imply the D1stort1on view, 
but can lead to it naturally. The relation depends on how one thinks 
of the ob1ect of l'epresentat1ons. I( appearances are representations, it 
is natural to thmk of thmgs in themselves as theu ot>,ects. And Kant 
clearly sometimes does think of them that way, as for example in 
places where he says that the not1ori of appearance reqUJres some­
thing which appears: 

. •. We must yet be m a posmon 10 thmk [ob,ecrs] as dungs m themselves; 
otherwise we should be landed m the: absurd cooclusion that there can be 
appearance without anythmg that appears. (B xxvu) 
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Tbe same conclusion also, of course, follows h orn the concept of an appear 
ance m gctieral. namely, that somethmg which 1s nQl m itself app:: .. rance 
must correspond to u (A 2s1) 

But 1f the ob;ect of our empmcal represem auons 1s a dung m itself, 
and these representations represent their ob1ects as spatial. then we 
have the D1storuon view. Bm this conception of the obiect of repre­
sentat10l"lS 1s not the only one that Kant deploys even w1thm the 
SubJectivtst conceptmn, as one can see from the dJSCussmns <lf the 
concept of object in the A deducu on (esp. A 104-5) and the Second 
Analogy (A r91 I B 236). 

I would like now to introduce a third possible meaning of d1e 
nonspah oteroporalny of things in themselves, what I will call the 
Intensional v iew. According to this view, the conclusion from the 
argument of the Aesthetic 1s that the notJOns of space and tm~ do 
not represent thm.gs as they are m themselves, where, however, 
"represent" c reates here an intensional context, so that m particular 
tt does not enutle us to single out things in themselves as a kmd of 
thmg, dtsunct from appearances. The manner in which we know 
thmgs 1s not "as they are m themselves," but rather "as they ap­
pear.'' But talk of "appearances" and " thmgs m themselves" as differ­
ent ob,ects ts at best derivative from the difference of modes of 
representation. However, there 1s an mequ ahty becween che cwo, m 
that representation of an object as 1t appears 1s full-blooded, capable 
of being knowledge, whereas representation of an ob,ect as 1t IS ill 
itself 1s a mere abstraction from condmons, of mtmtmn m part1cu· 
lar, which make such knowledge ~1ble. 

Assuming that 1t has been shown that knowledge Cl( thmgs as 
spacial is not knowledge of them as they are m themselves, Cln th1s 
view there cann<lt be a further question whetherthmgs as they are Ul 
themselves are spatial; enher "dungs m themselves are not spatial" 
merely repeats what h as already been shown, or 1t pcesupposes that 
there IS a kmd of t}ung caJ1ed "things in themselves." 

This 1s a philosophically attracuve idea, and 1t is suppmted by 
many passages where Kant expresses the disu nction as that of con· 
sidenng ob1ects as appearances or as thm.gs in themselves, as 1n the 
folJowmg stnkmg remark: 

But dour Cnnque is not m error m teaclnns lhat the ob,ect 1s to be taken tn 
o twdold sense. namely as appearance and as thm.g m nself, 1f the deducu oo 
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of dle concept~ of umlerstandmg 1s vahd, and the prmc1plc of causality 
therefore apphcs onlv to thmgs. taken m the former sense, namely, msolar as 
the)' are obtects of experience - tlx:se same obtects, taken m the othtt sense, 
not bemg subiect to die pnnctplc - t.hen there 1s no comrad1ctK'ln m suppos­
ing that one and the same will 1s, m the appearance:, chat 1s, m ns v1s1ble 
acts, necessanly sub,ect to the law of natu1e, and so far not free. while yet, 
as belonging to a dung m n self, 1t 1s not sub,ect to that law, and 1s therefore 
f rf!e (8 xxv11- xxv111) 

Gerold Prauss has supponed a version of this view by a careful 
textual analysis of Kant's manner of speaktng about things as they 
are in themselves.61 Prauss acknowledges, however, that Kant's way 
of speak.mg ts far from consistent and that his usage ohen lays him 
open to the interpretation of things m tl1emselves as another system 
of obiects in addition to appearances. Jn fact, Kant often says in 
virtually the same place things that seem to support the Intensional 
view, and dungs thal contradict 1t.' ' I shall l10( go mto the many 
questions the Intensmnal view raises. In spite of the foregoing pas­
sage from the preface tCl the second ed1t1on, It has often been churned 
that tlus understandmg of the d1suncuon will not suffice for the 
purposes of Kant's moral philosophy, and mdeed Kant's ethlcal wnt ­
mgs contain passages that would be very difficult to square with it. 
Clearly, 1t is beyond the scope of this essay to go mto such matters. 

We do, however, have to cons1Ckr whether the Intensional view 
can offer a sensible 1nterpret"at1on of Kant's arguments for his conclu­
sions m the Aesthetic. The difficulty lies m tl:ie fact, noted abClve, 
that Kant in the statement of his conclusmns understands the form 
of sensibility as contributed entirely by the subiect, so that the span· 
ality of obiects and theu geClmetrical properties are due ennrely to 
ourselves.6J This is sometimes expressed m the language o( the Sub­
iect1v1st view, as m the claim that a pr1on mtmtion "contams noth­
ing but the form of sens1b1hty" !Prolegomena §9, 4:282). That is to 
say, 1t 1s not just concht1oned by my ClWn subtectivny, so that it 
therefore represents them m a way that, in particular, would ll()t be 
shared by anothe• mmd whose forms of mtu1t1on were d1Uere11t, but 
it 15 conditioned entirely by my own sub,ecn vny. This ts the essen· 
tia) element of the conclusion that Guyer draws from the argument 
from the necessity of geometry m the General Observatmns_ It is 
very naturally interpreted by the Subtectiv1st v1e\v of ObJCCCS. 

It 15 not dear, however, that either the conclus10n that spatiality 
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.arises entirely from the sub,ect OI" the Sub1ect1v1st view of empm cal 
ob,ects 1s incompanble wuh the Intensional view, which should 
perhaps be seen pnmanly as an interpretanon of the concepuon of 
thing in itself. A difficu lty t11at has been raised for u is the following: 
According to it, we know certain obJects m experience, and we can 
think these very ob1ects as they are m themselves. But our vety 
tnchviduation of ob1ects is condiuoned by the forms of rntu1 tion and 
the categories. How can we possibly have any basis for even thmk­
ing of, for example, thechau on which lam s1ttmg "as n JS m itself," 
when there IS no basis for the rtssumptmn that reality as 1t ism itself 
rs divided m such a way tllat any particular ob,ect corresponds to 
this chau~ The only possrbJe reply to this obfect1on is the one sug­
gested by Prauss: When one considers lh1s chau as 1t 1s m n self, 
"this chair" refers to an empmcal ob;ect, so that tts constderauon as 
an appearance 1s presupposed.'• So long as there is some d1st1nct1on 
between empirical objects and representauons, this way of under­
standmg talk of things m themselves 1s available. The conclusion 
that the Intensional view is most concerned to resist, that there 1s a 
world of thmgs m themselves "bchmd" the objects we know in 
experience, 1s not forced by Kant's sub,ect1v1st formulanons, unless 
one takes the conditioning by our suh,ectiv1ty m a causal way. Jt 
seems to me dear that Kant mtended to avmd taking 1t 10 that way, 
but a d1scussion of t11e matter would be beyond the scope of a n eat­
tnent of the Aesthetic. 

T his is not to deny that Kant's conclusion is more sub1ect1vist 
than many who are sympatheuc to Kant's rranscendental idealism 
will be comfortable with. The modern idea of the "re1a11v1ty of 
knowledge," that all our knowledge is unavoidably condmoned by 
our own cognitive faculties, or language, or "conceptual scheme," so 
that we can' t know or even understand how the world would " look" 

from outside these ffor example from a "God's eye view"J no doubt 
owes 1mportam mspuation to Kant.6s In his conception of fOl"ms of 
mtu1t1on, Kant claimed to 1dennfy aspects of. the coment of our 
knowledge that are conditioned entaely by our own sub1ccuvity but 
are snll knowledge of objects, reflected m the most obiect1ve physi­
cal science. That one should be able t o identify such a "purely sub1ec­
t1ve" aspect of obJect1ve knowledge is surpnsmg and even paradoxi­
cal. Even granted a pnon knowledge of necessary truths about space, 
I have found Kane's arguments in the Aestheuc for this condusmn 
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less than apode1ct1c. But that premise does give them enough plaus1· 
btltty so that 1t is not surpnsmg that nlOl"e modern views that re,ect 
this particular radical turn of Kant's transcendentalism also r C)ecl 

the premise. 
The Aesthetic 1s of course not the only place where Kam argues 

for transcendental idealism or says things bcanng on us meaning. In 
particular, the Analytic prohab]y contnbuted more to the develop­
m ent of the modern conception just alluded to. I should end by 
t:mphas1zing once agarn the very hm1ted scope of the present discus­
sion of transcendental idealism. 

The Critique of Pure Reason IS quoted m Kemp Smith's translation, some­

times modified. I use the foUowmg other translations· 

DissertaLion. Trans. G B. Kerferd m Kanr, Selected Pre·Cnt1cal Wntings, 

ed. Kerferd and D. E. Walford. Manchester, U.K. Manchester Umversity 
Press, 1968. This volume contains the Akademie pages m the margms. 

Prole~omena Trans. Lewis Whne Beck, rev1smg earher translations. New 

York: Lihttal Arts Press. 1950. Also contams Akadem1e pages 
Regwns m Space Traru.. D E Walford in Kerferd and Walford, e<k., Pre­

Cnt1cal Wntmgs 
Theology lectures IRel1gio11slehre POlitzl Trans Allen W. Wood and Ger­

trude M. Clark as Lectures on Pl11lusophlcal Theology. Ithaca, N.Y. 
Cornell Umvers1ty Press, 1978. 

Translauons other than those cited here are my own. 

1 The relevant kmdof universali ty JS "stnct umversality, th.at is . that no 
exceptlOll 1s allowed as possible" (B 3); thus 1t itself involves necessny. 

2 fol' change, see B 3, but Kant is not ent1Tely consistent, compare A 82 / B 
oo8. 

3 Logic, ed. Jasche, §1 j9·91I 
4 "It 1s a mere tautology to speak of general or common concepts" (Logic 

§ 1, Note :i, 9:91). 
5 Logi c §1, Note2 l9 91) Alan Shamoon argues persuasively that this view 

1s directed agamst Meter and thereby agamst Leibniz Se!;' "Kant's Logic," 
unpubhshed Ph.D Dissertation, Columbia Umversny, 1979, ch. 5· 

Apprec1auon of this remark of Kant, and of Kani's conceptton of smgu­
lar 1udgments, denves mainly from Manley Thompson, "Singular Terms 
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and Intuitions m Kant's Epistemology," Revie w vf Mclaphv"''- ' 2fi 
(1972- 3): 314-43 

fl Wiener Logik 11 7951. 24.909 Shamoon, m commenung on 1h1s pa~e. 
remad:s 1hat a 1udgmem 1s smgular, and 1rs subiect concept has singular 
use, 1f It has m rhe sub1ecr a demonstrative or the defimt~ arnde !See 
Kant's Logic, p. 85.) 

7 " Kannan ln1uitt0ns," lnqviry 15 11 972} 341-5, p :14 2 In has pnnc1pal 
d1scuss1on of the matter-, "On Kant's Notton of lntmtmn (Anschauungl," 
m Terence Penelhum and J. J Macmrosh, eds , The Firs t Cntique (Bel­
mont, Cahf., Wadsworth, 1968), pp. 38-53, Hmukka does not say exphc-
1tly how he understands the immediacy condltlon or its role, but 1nd1-
cates that he thmks the smgulanty condition gives a suffic1emdefin1110n. 
But d note r 1 of "Kant's Tran-;cendental Method and his Theory of 
Mathemau cs," Topor 3 (1984): 99-1o8. 

8 'Cams JS mortsl' m Logic § 21, note r td- A 322 / B 378), also m Log1k 
Poluz (t 789, 24·578!, 'Adam was fallible', m R 3o8o 11 6 647) 

9 In addition co the passage from the Wiener l.og1k cued abo\'e, 'This 
world 1s 1he best' m R 31 73 !16 6951 

10 Kam gives 1he cum.pie •C od is without error1 everythmg which 1S Cod 
1s w1thciur error' m R. 3o8o (16·647). 

11 ulntu1uon, Synthesis, and lnd1vlduauon m the Crmqve of Pure Rea­
son," Nofis 7 f1 973J: 207- 31, p 210. 

11 Thompson, "Smgular Terms and lntmtmns," p H~. Shamoon, t(ant's 
Log1c,pp. 110- 11 

13 " lntum on, Synthesis, and lnd1v1duau on," p 232. 14 A remark at B 140 1s translated by Kemp Smith as "Now, as the Aes­
theuc has shown, the only mtUJtKlll possible to us 1s sensable." The 
German reads simply, "Nun ist alle uns mi)gl.Jche Anschauung smnhch 
fAesrhet1kJ " The remark does nor make clear that Kant 1s dom,g mon: 
than s imply refer to the Aesthetu: as the place where- that thes is was 
stated and explained 

If n ts the concluswn of argument rather than an assumption ot Kant, 
lhen the argument 1s not exphcnly pointed to m rhe Aesthetic The 
most plausible d teory about what s uch an argument might be would 
give n a tonn simdarto that ol the second edition Transcendental E>:pos1-
tmn of the Concept of Space: Geometry 1s (1n some sense to be exph­
catedl tntumve knowledge1 this 1s possible only 1f the mrnumn mvolved 
is sensible, theret01e human mtumon IS sensible As an argumenr for 
the existence of a prion sensible mtuioon this might possibly be dis 
cemed m the text of the Aescheuc. Bur somethm,g further would ht.> 
needed to get 10 the conclusmn that oil human mrumon 1s sens ible 

Although l hav1: not systemaucally studied the use of rhe terms 
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Anschauung and JrllUHUS m Kimt's eathet' wrmngs, 1t seems clear that 
they emerge as cenrral technical terms m the 1768-70 penod, when 
Kant makes the sharp dtstmClKln between sens1b1hty and uoderstandm.g 
rmd makes the decm ve break with the Le1bmz1an views of space and 
sense-perct"ptJOn. Especially noteworthy 1s the fact that Kant's early 
formu1att0ll of his views on mathemauca.1 proof m che "l11ven1gat1on of 
the Clcm ty of the Prmctples of Narurol Theology and E1h1cs" 12:171-
301 I, although 1t already makes the connectmn between marhemaucs 
and sensibility, does not use the term Anschnuung m the pnnc1pal for­
mulauon of its theses. It occurs only a few umes m the enure essay. 

J would cooiecrure-, then, that m Kant's development the use of 
Anschauung as a 1echmca\ t erm and the thesis that human mtUJtlOO ts 
sensible emerged more or less simultaneously and that he did not articu­
late theories m terms of the notmn of mtuinon m abstrac11on from, ur­
before formulatmg, the latter thesis. 

IS "Kant's Philosophy CJf Anthmet1c" I 1969L m .Mathematics in Philoso­
phy. Selected Essoys !Ithaca, N.Y Cornell university Press, •98JL p. 

i6 ~~~ B 72 and elsewhere A fuller explanatmn of the d1vme understand mg 
as intellectual mtumon 1s given m the theology lectures h.8: 10-. 1, trans.. 
p. 85J 

17 Two pass.ages m the Dissertation are ha,ghly suggestive: 

For aU our mtmuon is bound to a cerram pnnc1ple oi form under wluch 
form alone something can be discerned by the mind immediately Ol' as 
smgular, and not merely conceived d1scurs1vely through general con­
ceprs. t§rn, 2:396) 
That (he re are not given m space more than three d1mensKJns, that 
bl!lween two pomts there 1s only one straight lme, et c - lhese can­
not be concluded from some universal notmn of space, but can only be 
seen m space itself as m something concrete. l§HC, 2 402- 3) 

Both, 11 seems to me, support 1he claim that mtuitJOn 1s 1mmed1att' m 
1he sense at ISsue The puncruatioo of the Lahn in the first passage, 
howevu, suggests that singulare is bem,g otfered as exphcauon of imme­
diate, and thus rather goes agamst the claim that the connection be­
tween immediacy and "seetn,g" obtains by defimtmn. It ts not, on the 
other hand, somethmg for wluch Kant argues. 

18 For exampk Robe-rt P1ppm, Knnr's Theory of Form (New Haven, Conn .. 
Yale Umversny Press, 1982), ch J. 

19 Although I don'r know of specific comments by Kant on "propno­
i::eptive" sensations, tt follows that such ob,ecu ve content as they have 
would belon,g to outer senst' 

.io This essay is generally represented as (temporanlyl completely buving 
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the Newtoman position Reasons for cauuon on this pomt, m my opm· 
ion 1ust1fied, are given m Wilham Harper, "Kam on Incongruent Coun­
rerparts," m James Van Cleve and Robert E. Fredenck, erls., The pflIJo.so­
phy of R1ght and Left . lnumgruent Counrerpans and the Nature of 
Spac::e IDordrn::ht: Kluwer, 199 11. 

21 As was apparemly urged against Kant by Ebtthard's assoc.ate 1. c E. 
Maassi S« Henry Alhson, Kont 's Transcendentol ldeal1sm (New Haven 
Conn.: Yale Umvers1ty Press, 1983), p. 84, and The Kant-Eberhard Qm' 

~oversy (Balumore· The Johns Hopkms Umversuy Press, H)7J~ pp. H -

u This psycholog1stK reading has been advocared by some commentators 
e.g, Kemp Smith fA Commentary to Ktmt's 'Crillque of Pure Reason: 
(2d ed London' Macmillan, 19 23L p. 1 ro). It 1s somewhat encouraged b}I 
the German "Wu kOnnen uns nremals eme Vorstellung davon rnachen, 
daf) kem Raum sea." Although our inab1hty to 1magme the absence of 
space is not what Kant 1s ultimately after, 1t 1s of course an ind1c:1.11on of 
It, and has some force as a plaus1b1luy argument 

23 In fact, he ought to distinguish between what he calls the "general 
concept of space" (A 25 ), which would apply to portmns of space, and the 
concept that apphes uniquely ro the "one and the same umque space" !A 
25 I B 39). The latter could, however, be a "singular use" of the former 
although that would obhge us to view n as expressed by a demonstrauv; 
attached to the word "space" m its general meaning. 

Kant in the DJssertll t1on speaks more freely of "the concept of space" 
and wntes, e.g., ''The concept of space ts therefore a pure mt um on For n 
is a singular concept:,. " (§1sC, 2:402), whereas m the Cnt1q11e he 
writes "Consequently, the ori,gmal represemauon of space 1s an a poorr 
mtumon, not a concept" IB 40). How far this represents an actual differ· 
ence of view on Kant's part and how much n is a matter of more careful 
fOl"mulao on, I do not know Even m the second edition of the 0-itique 
Kant utles the section we are d1scuss111,g "Metaphysical Exposu 1on of 
the Concept of Space." ITh1s contrast between the D1ssertat1on and the 
Cnt1que was noted by Kirk Dallas Wilson, "Kant on Intuition," Pfolo­
soph1caJ Quanerly :i s I [SJ7S) 247---{')5, p 1so.J 

24 Jn his theology lectures, however, Kant discusses the "mathematical 
mfimty" of Cod and says that "the concept of the mfinue comes from 
mathematics, and belongs only ton" (28·1017, nans p. 48J To say char 
Cod is infinite m tlus sense 1s to compare l:us magmtude wuh some 
umt Because the unit 1s nor fixed, one does not denve an absolute 
nou on of the greatness of Cod, even m some particular d1mens1on (such 
as understanding) It is doubtful that from Kant's pomt of view the 
statement that God 1s infinite m this sense is free from reference ro 
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mtwuon Kam also considers the notJon of Cod as "metaphysically 
mfimte'' "In this concept we understand pcrfecu ons m their highest 
degree, or better yet, without any degree llie ommrvdo reahtalls !All oi. 
reahtyl 1s what 1s called metaphysical 1nfinny" (28:1018, trans p. 49J. 

Kant concludes that the term "All ol fl:ahty" IS more app.-opnate than 
"metaphysical mfimty " IA bnefer remark With d lt same purport IS m 

Kant's letter to Johann Schultz ol 25 November 1788, 10·557 I 
I would conclude that although a purely conceptual characten::.auon 

of God does entail that God 1S mfuute, 10 what Kant coos1dered the 
proper sense this 1mplicatton cannot be drawn out without mtu1tmn 

:is On this pomt see sect:ion II of Michael Fnedman, "Kant's Theory of 
Ceometry," Philosophical Review 94 (1985) 4SS- So6, which contams 
an mterestmg d1scuss1on of these passages Compart-d to my own discus­
sion m the text, Friedman downpla}'S the phenomenological aspect. 

::i6 Leonhard Euler, "Reflexmns sur l'espace et le terns," Memoires de 
I'academie des science:. de Berlin, 17481 Operu omma, senes 3, vol. 2 

(Ceneva 1942!, pp. 376- 83 
Kant's own final position about absolute space is presemed m the 

Metaphysical Foundat10ns, accordmg to which absolute space IS a kmd 
of Idea of Reason. nie manner m which he discusses the quesuon, both 
bnefiy m the 1768 essay and more fully m the Metaphysical Founda­
llons, should dispel a somewhat m1sleadmg 1mpress1on created by the 
expositJOn m the Aestheuc, from which a reader could easily conclude 
that m developmg his theory of space and nme Kant was not concerned 
with the considerauons about the foond<mons of mechanics that were 
central to the debate between Leibm:t and Newton and have plaved a 
central role in debates about relauon1st and absoluust or substant1vahst 
VK'WS down lo the present day. jSee Michael Fnedman, "1be Metaphysi­
cal Foundaltons of Newtonian Sctence," in R. E Butts, ed., Kant's Phi­
losophy of Physical Sciem:e IDordrecht · 0 Reidel, 1 986~ pp 2s-6o, cf 
secuon IV of Friedman's essay Lil the present book.I 

27 In §rsC of the D1~tatKm, Kant apJ)Cals co mcoogruent counterpans 
in arguing that the representat}()ll of space ts an mtu1t10n (r403I In §13 

of the Prolegomena (4:285-6) a.nd more briefly m the Metaphysical 
Foundatwns (4:483-4), 1t is o(fered further as a cons1deraucm m favor of 
the view that space 1s a form of sensibility nol attachmg to things in 
themselves. It has been mamtamed that Kant's different uses of the 
argument are mcons1stent (for example, Kemp Smith, Commentary, PP· 
161-6) A thorough dtsC1lSSIOn of Kant's use of the argument, which 
undertakes to rebut thlS accusat ion, lS Jtll Vance Buroker, Space and 
Jncm1gruence The Ongms of Kanl's Idealism !Dordrecht D Reidel, 

198d, chs J-S-
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28 See Graham Nerhch, "Hands, Knees, and Absolute Space," {ourna/ of 
Philosophv 7D 119731 337-5 1, also Buroker, Space and Incongruence 
~. . 

29 For two recent mathematically and physically mformed treatments, see 
John Earman, World Enough and Space-Time !Cambridge, Mass. MIT 
Press, 1989), ch. 7, and Harper, "Kant on Incongruent Counterparts." 
Both concentrate on the argument of Regmns m Space but also have 
something to say about the later versmns. Harper 1s more sympathetic, 
especially to the claim of the Dissertation and later wntmgs that mtu­
ltlon IS needed to distmgmsh mcongruent counrcrparcs. Harper's paper 
contams a number of references to further literature. Earman's discus­
sion places the argument m che context of the development of the 
absolut1st-relat10mst controversy from Newton to the present day 

JO In fact, thac the geometry of space 1s emp1ncal was held a J:?;enerauon 
after Kant by the great mathematician C. F. Gauss 

Kant's view that It IS only m transcendental philosophy that u 1s es tab 
hshed that mathematics yields genuine knowledge of ohJects probably 
1mphes that although 1t is a synthetic a prion truth that physical space 1s 
Euclidean, tlus 1s not mtumvely evident m th~ way geometncal truths 
are. (Cf Fnedman, "Kant's Theory of Geometry," p. 469 and n 20, also p. 
482 n. 36.I But I do not see that there could be a Kantian argument for the 
conclusmn that physical Space IS Euclidean that d1d not take as a premise 
that space as mtu1ted, as descnbed m the Aesthetic, 1s Euclidean. 

JI In the second edmon of the Cnt1q11e fB 1 5} and even more m the Pro I ego 
mena Kant talks of "pure mathematics." I know of only one use of this 
phrase m the first ed1tmn IA 165 I B 206) I but matbes1s pura occurs m che 
Dissertation, see note 44 in this chapter). Kant does not say explicitly 
with whatnonpure mathematics he 1s contrascmg n, but the Ai 65 I B2o(, 
passage suggests that the contrast 1s with apphed mathematics, although 
he does not use that term there or, so far as I know, elsewhere m the 
Critique Add1t10nal evidence that that 1s the contrast Kant mtends 1s 
that he d1stmgu1shes pure from applied logic IA p-3 I B 77-8) and con­
trasts pure wtth applied mathemancs m a note to his copy of the first 
ed1tmn of the Cnt1que (R XLIV, 23 28) jl owe the latter observatmn to 

Paul Guyer, cf. Kant and the Claims of Knowledge !Cambndge Univer 
s1ty Press, 1987), p 189. I am also mdebted here to Michael Fnedman J 

32 The modern d1scuss1on of the analyt1cny or synthet1c1ty of anthmeuc 
might be taken to show that the fact that anthmeuc 1s not analync m 
Kant's particular sense does not show that It depends on mtmtmn So 
long as one holds to the concepnon of geometry as the science of space, 
It IS nor clear how to apply this hne of thought to geometry. 

33 For example by Hmt1kka It does not follow that 1t 1s to be read as 
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independent of the connect1011 between mtu1oun and perLeptmn or sen­
sibility. The latter view 1s effectively cntic1zed m Mnella Capw...z1 Cel­
lucci, "f. Hinukkae d metododellamatemat1ca mKant," ll Pensww 18 

(1973): 232-<57 

34 The importance of Euchd tor Kant's plulosophy 01 mathemancs was 
stressed by Hmukka; see m parncular "Kant on the Mathemaucal 
Method" (I 9<571, m Knowledge and the Known !Dordrecht: D Reidel, 

19741. Particular Euclidean constructmns are stressed by Fnedman, 
"Kant's Theory of Geometry." 

3 ~ This proof occurs m Euchd, Elements, Book I, Prop p. !I have borrowed 
notations from Michael Fnedman l am grateful to Jotham Parr.ans for 
his assistance with Figure 2. 1 ) 

J<'i This analogy was first noted by E. W. Beth, "Uber Lockes 'allegememes 
Dre1eck'," Kant-Smd1en 48 (I956-7J 361-80. 

37 See for example Lewis White Beck, "Can Kant's Synthetic Judgments Be 
Made Analytic?" ( 1955), m Studies in the Plulosophy of Kant (Indianapo­
lis Bobbs-Mernll, 196sJ, pp. 89-90. In his work Priifung der kant1scben 
Cnt1k der remen Vermmft , Vol 1 (KOmgsberg, 1789J, Kant's pupil Johann 
Schultz, who was professor of mathemancs at Komgsberg and who 
dearly discussed philosophy of mathemancs wtth Kant, seems to have 
understood Kant's view m dus way His argument for the synthetic 
character of geometry 1s largely, and his argument for the synthetic 
character of anthmeuc 1s almost entirely, based on the face that these 
sciences require synthetic axmms and postulates Regarding anthmenc, 
however there are dear differences between Kant and Schultz !Srt 
"Kant's Philosophy of Anthmetic," pp. 121-3) 

38 Beth, •-Uber Lockes 'allgememes Dreieck' "; Hmnkka, "Kant on the 
Mathematical Method" and ocher wnnngs; Fnedman, "Kant's Theory of 
Geometry." Interestmgly, Kurt GOdel expreS&es this view man unpub­
lished lecture draft from about 1961 {thus conceivably mfluenced by 
Beth but not by the others) 

39 Formulations of axmms and postulates tor geometry that would lend 
themselves to expressmg such a conditional are g1ven by Schultz, 
Prufung, Vol. I, pp 6s-7. 

40 A 717 /B74s It1snotposs1bleformetogomtoth1snouonorhowKant 
understands the role of mtmuon m anthmeuc and algebra See "Kant's 
Philosophy of Anthmenc"1 also Thompson, "Smgular Terms and lntu­
mons," sec IV; J Michael Young, "Kant on the Consnuctmn of Anth­
meucal Concepts," Kant-Stud1en 73 (19821: 17-46; Fnedman, "Kant on 
Concepts and Intmtmns m the Mathematical Sciences," Synthese 84 

!1990J· 213-257 -

41 An mfluenual recent nad1t10n of d1scussmn of Kant's theory ol: construe-
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t1on ol concepts, represented by Beth, Hmnkka, and Fnedman, ignores 
the more "phenomenological" side of Kant's discussmn of these mat­
ters. Beth and Hmnkka m fac:t reduce the role ol pure mtu1t1on m mathe· 
maucs to elements that would, m modern teems, ~ part of logic 
Hmukka draws the conclus10n, natural on such a view, that Kant's view 
chat all oor intumons are sens1bk is madequatdy motivated jSee 
"Kant's 'New Method of Thought' and Hrs Theory of Mad~maucs" 

l1 96s l. Knowledgetmd ihe Known, pp 131-2.1 
The same tendency 1s presem m Friedman's wntings, but because 

geomet ry gives partteular comstrucnons, there 1s a dear place in his 
account for the intult1on of space. (See "Kant's Theory of Geometry," pp. 
49o-7) He also gives an extended account of the role of tune, e\•en m 
geornt!try 

For d1scuss1on ot Fnedman's views, I am much mdebted to Otra 
Rechter. I regret that time and the format of thrs essay have not permit· 
ted me to do diem justice here. 

42 That "different times are not s1mu1taneous but successive" is perhaps a 

way of formulanng the fact that mstants of time are Imearly ordered 
43 For motion see A 41 I B 58, also Prolegomena §1s (4.2951, for alteratwn 

B 3. The problems surroundmg these views are discussed (with refer· 
ences to other hteratureJ in my "Remarks on Pure Natural Science," Jll 

Allen W. Wood, ed., & If and Nature m Kant's Philosophy {Ithaca, N.Y · 
Cornell Umversny Press, 1984~ PP 216-27 

44 Jn fact, the lattenext seems tog1ve dusrole to ''pure mechamcsH· "Hence 
l'URE MATHEMATICS deals with space m GEOMETRY, and ume m pure ME· 

C HANICS" j§ 12., 2. J97 J. For a view of wha1 Kant might ha':e meant by this 
statement, see Friedman, "Kam on Concepts and Intuitions,'' §5. 

45 Relevant texts are the a rgument forthe synthenc.1tyol."7 + 5 ~ 1:z." IB 
15- 16), the charactenzatton of number as rhe "pure schema ol magn1· 

tude" (A 142-J I B 182.L and Kant's letter to Schult! of 25 November 
l788 (10.554- SI. for two related but sttll d1ffenng mtcrpretat10ns of the 
connection, see "Kant's Philosophy of Arithmetic," secs. VI and VII, and 
Fnedman, "Kant on Concepts and Intuitions" 

46 Some later wntcrs influenced by Kant seem to have taken the: idea of. a 
form of intuiuon in this way This 1s not to say that the form represents 
thmgs as they are m themselves m Kant's or some other sense, rather n 
means merely that whether this 1s so 1s a further quesuon 

47 Kant could presumably argue that the suh)ecttvuy of space is needed to 
explam synthetic a pn on knowledge m geometry by appealmg to the 
"Copernican" hypothesis that "we can know a pnon of thmgs only 
what we ourselves put mro them" [B xvm) The more specific claim 
about mtu1t1on Kant ev1denrly thought more dJTectly evident. Thus 
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Kant says of the Copernican hypothesis that "1n the Cr1t1que nself 1t 
will be proved, apode1cucally not hypotheucally, from the nature of our 
represent.anons of space and time and from the elementary concepts of 
the understandmg" (B xxu n.l-

48 "Mathemaucal Truth," Journal of Philosophy 70 (1 97JI: 661-79. 
49 The Bounds of Sense (London. Mechuen, 1966L Pan Four 
m This claim has a long history m wnt1ng abour Kam , see A1hson, Kant's 

Transcendenrol tdealism, pp. 110- 14, and KempSnu th, CommenWI\', 

pp 113-14. 
,-1 C l. A. C. Ewing, A SIJOTt Commemary on Ki:Jm's Cr1uque of Pure Reo· 

son 2d ed. (London. Methuen, 19 50 ), p. so 
52. Such an ident1ficat10n may be eocouraged by §4 of the D1ssertat1011. 

where Kant wntes "Consequently 11 ts clear that thmgs which are 
thought sens1t1vely are representations of things as they appear, but 
dungs which are mtellectual are representauons of thmgs as they are 
(2 392) This remark is, however, the conclusion of an argument that 
Kant would have d1scla1med m application to space and time m the 
Cnt1que appealing to the variab1hty of the "mod1flcat1on" of sens1bihty 
m diffen:nt subiects, as Paul Guyer points out (Kant and the Claims of 
Knowledge. p. 341J. Also. the formulaoon itself seems to be crmc1zed m 
the Cm1que (A 258 /B J•Jl, see Cerold Prauss, Kant und das Problem 
der Dmge an s1ch (Bonn- Bouvier, 197 4). p. 59 n q St ill. the passage 
en...'Ourages che idea that the Distornon Picture 1s the view wuh which 
Kant started when he first came to the view that sp~ 1s a form of 
sens1b1lity representing thin.gs as they appear 

s J Indeed, 1t may lead to actual mcons1stency, as Robert Howell, who 
seems to adop1 this view. a~es. in "A Problem for Kant, " m Esa 
Saannen, Risto Hllpmen, Ilka Nnmluoto, and Merrill Provence Hm· 
t1kka, eds., Esstn•s in Honov1 ol /Mk.ko Hmt1kk.o IDordrecht 0. Reidel, 

1919i pp. 111-49. 
H Such statements are, howeve1, rare m passages added m the second 

edmon, and the argument where this concepnon 1s most strongly relied 
on m its simple form, the "refutation of 1deahsm" m the Fourth 
Paralog1sm, 1s omitted, m the new Refuta tton cmpmcal ob,ects are more 
clearly distmgu1shed from representatLons. 

55 As Kant suggests m the Second Analogy. A IQt I B 2J6 
s6 Kant and the Cla1ms of Knowledge. p. 362. 
S7 Ibid., p. J66. 
sS Ibid, p. 361 
S9 Regarding the powe1 of a pnon mtmuon as "the umversal a pnon cond1-

t10n under which alone the ob1eo:t of this outer mtu1t1on 1s Jlself possi­
ble" (emphasis mme) hardly squares w1th the resmcuon view 
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ftO Cuyer seems to SUpPOSe chat the argument he denves from the General 
Ob~rvat1ons 1s the same argument as chat of the passages cited Thar 
seems to me doubtful He does, however, pomt to otht'r passages tn 
Kam's wramgs where he 1s pre tty clearly arguing from necessity. 

6 r Kam vnd dos Problem der Dmge an sich, ch 1 

62 As Manfred Baum remarks concemmg 8 1o6- 8 m "The B-Deduction 
and the Refutauon of Idealism," Southern /oumal of Philosophv 25 sup­

plement (1987): 89-107, p 90. The Phenomena and Noumena chapcer 
seems to me on the whole to favor the lntensk'lnal view, but nm cons1s 
tendy, as Baum nghtly obstrves. 

63 It ts this that gives nse to the temptatmn to thmk of the matter causally, 
winch m rum leads naturally to the idea of "double affection" wl:uch 
the lntensmnal view avmds. ' 

64 Kant und dos Problem der Dmge an su;l1, pp 39 ti. 
6s Ir 1s m turn reflected m Kant commentary, for example m Allison's idea 

of "ep1stem1c conditions," which underlies his mterpretat1on of Kant's 
transcendental 1deahsm. 

l 

J. MICHAEL YOUNG 

3 Functions of thought and the 
synthesis of intuitions 

The Transcendemal Analyuc of the Cnt1que of Pure Reason has 
three mam sections: the Metaphysical Deducuon, the Transcenden­
tal Deduction, and the Analytic of Pnnc1ples. The second and thud 
sections have spawned much hvely controversy, both tnterpre11ve 
and substantive. The first, by contrast, has generated ltttle mterest. 
Most readers have thought 1t clear what Kant means w estabhsh 
here, and how. Most have also thought 1t plain that his argument is a 
failure, unworthy of continued expJorat1on. 

I will not try to defend the argument of the Metaphysical Deduc­
tion. I will try to show that this section of the Crmque contains 
matenal of considerable imponance, however. First I w1ll sumrna· 
nze Kant's argument (JI and review some of the ddflculttes with 1t 

(II). Then I will discuss the notion of synthesis,. trymg to show that 
the Metaphysical Deduction helps to shed light on this 1mponant 
but otherwise obscure notion (1111. Fmally, I will comment briefly on 
the central contennon of the Metaphysical Deduction (IV!. 

I. KANT ' S ARG U M ENT 

The Metaphysical Deduction• 1s officially titled ''The Clue to the 
Discovery of All Pure Concepts of the Understandmg." In u, Kant 1s 
concerned with the concepts that are fundamental to all knowledge 
and so are called categories IA 79-Bo I B 10.s). As his tide suggests, 
he makes two claims. One 1s to have identified the categones sys­
tematically and hence exhaustively. The other 1s to have shown that 
they are pure concepts, and, indeed, that they are merelv mtellec­
rua), havmg then ongm solely m the understanding. 

The first claim gets considerable emphasis. Kant compares his 

IOI 
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endeavor to that of Aristotle, who hkew1se tned t0 1denufy 1he 
concepts fundamental to all knowledge, but who d1d so ma "rhap­
sodic" and " haphazard" way, umerely p1cklmgJ them up as they 
came his way" IA 8 J I B 1o6- 7 J. Kant claims by contrast to proceed 
systemat1cally, developmg his categories "from a common pnnci­
ple" (ibid.I. Tlu s makes 1t possible to show "why just these concepts 
and no others" quahfy as categones (A 81 I B 107, compare B 109). It 
makes tt pcssible, accordingly, to 1dent1fy the categones exhaus­
uvely and with certamty, since the "completeness and articuJauon 
of this system yield a cntenon of the correctness and genuineness of 
alJ Its components" (A 65 I B 90). 

Kant's second claim gets less emphasis, but 1t 1s actually more 
fundamenta~ s ince it pomts to the "commoo principle" from which 
the categories are said to be developed. He clanns that the categories 
are pure concepts, ones "rn which there 1s nothmg that belongs to 
sensation" IA 20 I B 141- He datms, indeed, that they are merely 
intellectual concepts. They do not denve, that JS, from what 1s given 
m our intuition of ind1v1dual things, not even from the forms of such 
mtuit1on, space and time. They stem mstead from the structure of 
Judgment, or from the nature of the understandmg, which ts the 
faculty of Judgment (A 69 I B 94). 

Kant 's view, more fully Slated, is that the categones have their 
ongm m " t11e function of thought m rudgment" (A 70 I B 95). It 1s the 
task of general logic, he ho1ds, to give a systematic account of the 
various "moments" of this functmn. Abstracting from any content a 
judgment may have, and considering merely Jts form, logic estab­
lishes "that the function of thought m judgment can be brought under 
four heads, each of which contams three moments" jibid.). These 
moments - which commentators usually refer to as forms of judg­
ment, but which Kant typically calls the logical functions of 1udg­
ment (B 128, 143), or the moments or relauonsof thought rn iudgment 
(A 11 / B98l - arerepresentedmthefamihartable(Table 3.1; A 7o I B 
95 ). 

Kant's claim, now, JS that the categories, which are concepts funda­
mental to all our knowledge, have their roots m these logical func­
tions of 1udgment. He claims, mdeed, that the categones "are these 
funcuons of Judgment, insofar as they are employed m the determi­
nation of the mamfold of a given mtu11:1on" (B 143, my emphasJS; see 
also B 128). There are 1ust as many categories as there are functJons 
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'f3ble 3.1 

ll 
Quallty 
Affirmative 
Negative 
Jnfimte 

l 
QuantJty of 
1udgmenu 
Umversal 
Particular 
Smgular 

IV 
Modaluy 
Problematic 
Assen one 
Apod1ct1c 

Ill 
Relauon 
Categonca1 
Hypothetical 
Dts1uncuve 

of thought, accordjngly; they are represented JO a second table !Table 
1.2 ), whose strucrure 1s supposed to be based on that of the first (A 
Bo/ B 1o6). 

These two tables give rise to a multitude of questions and dif6cul­
ues. Before turmng to these, however, we should consider more 
closely Kant's contention that the categones are the functions of 
judgment employed m a certam way. This is plainly the central 
contention of the Metaphysical Deduction. It underwntes the claim 
that the categones are pure and merely mtellectual by establishmg 
that they "have t11e11 seat111 the pure understandmg" IA 81 I B 107\. 
It also supports the claim that the categones form a complete sys­
tem by md1catm.g how they "trace their origm to the understandmg" 
!ibid.I, and m particular to the functions of 1udgment, which "specify 
the understanding completely and yield an exhaustive inventory of 
u s powers" IA 79 / B 105). 

Kant develops hls contention 1n a few dense and very d1fflcult 
pages (A 76-91 B 102-5). The backdrop for these pages 1s his insis­
tence that we can have knowledge only of those thmgs of which we 
can have sensible mtumon, and that knowledge of such thmgs re­
quires apprehensJOn ol the manifold of sensible intuition through 
which they are given to us. (Cf. A 19 / B 13 and A 50 I B 74££.) In the 
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Table 3.2. 

Of Quality 
Reality 

Negauon 

L1m1tatioo 

I 
OfQuanrny 
Umty 
Plurality 
Touhty 

IV 
Of Modal1ty 
Poss1b1hty-lmposs1b1hty 
Ex1stence-Nonex1stcnce 
Necess1ty-Contmgency 

Ill 
Of Relau on 
Of Inherence and Subsistence 

lsubstanua et ac.:1dens) 
Of Causality and Dependence 

!cause and effect! 
Of Communuy (recaproc1ry be-

1ween agem and pat1end 

Transcendental Aestheuc he has discussed the forms of sensible 
intmtmn, space and time. Now he adds that koowledge requtres 
more than the mere intuiuon of a manifold m space and time. It also 
requires that this mtmted manifold "be gone through m a certain 
way, taken up, and connected'' IA 77 I B 102). The act of doing this, 
of "puttmg d1ffeTent repTesentat1ons together and of grasping what is 

manifold in them m OCte cogmtton" IA 77 I B 103}, Kam labels "syn· 
thesis." Synthesis plays an essential role in knowledge, he argues, 
for It is what provides our concepts with content. As far as content is 
concerned, "no concepts can first an se by way of analysis" (A 77 / B 
IOJ). On the contrazy, synthesis is "that which fi rst gathers the 
elements for cogmtton and unucs them to form a cenam content." 
And hence u is "what first gives nse co cogmt1on" hlitd.). 

Havmg introduced the notion of synthests, Kant proceeds to build 
his central contention around it Agam there is an important bsck· 

drop. Kam has s~nd a few pages earlier that m every judgment "there 
is a concept which holds of many represencatmns, and which among 
this many comprehends a given representation, which 1s then Imme· 

diatdy related to an obrect" IA 68 / B 93). In the 1udgment that l 
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bodies are d1v1s1ble, for ins tance, the concept of somethmgd1v1sible, 
which holds of many thmgs, is " related 1n parncular to the concept 
of body, and this again to certam appearances that prest:nt them­
selves to us" {A 68- 9 I B 93). In 1udgment, accordmgly, ' 'a higher 
representatmn, which comprehends under itself this representanon 
and others, is used for cognmon of the ob]ect, and thereby many 
possible cogmuons are drnwn together in one" IA 69 I B 941. With 
tlns m mmd Kant says that 1udgments are "funct ions of umty 
among OUT representations" (1b1d.J. As the Lugu., has it, 1udgment is 
"the representation of the unity of the consc10usness of vanous 
reJ)Tesentat1ons, or the representation of their relation insofar as 
they constitute a concept" (Logic §17, 9: 101 ). 

Kant's central contention, now, is that these functions of rhought, 
through which we \lnify representattons m a rudgment, also give 
unity to the synthesis of the manifold of mtu1tmn. Besides being 
ways in which we bnng representations under concepts, they are 
also \'lays m which we "bnng to concepts, not representations, but 
the pure synthcs1s of representations" {A 78 I B rn4,J. They are con· 
cepts "which give unny to this pure synthesis, and which consist 
solely m the representation of this necessary synthetic unity" fA 
79 I B 1041. Summing up, Kant therefore says that the 

same funcuon that g1vc:s unuy rn the vanous representatmns ma 1udgment 
also gives umty to the mere synthesis of Vanous representations m an 

inrwtJon . Thus rhc same understanding, through the same operauons 

by which m concepts, by means of analyuu l t.m1ty, 1t pmduced the form o[ a 

1udgmem, also bnngs a transc:endeatal content mto 1rs representations by 

means of the synthetic urnty c f the marufold m mtmnon m general 
IA 79 / B 104-sJ 

Insofar as they serve to g1ve unuy to the synthesis of mtu1t1on, the 
functions of thought are said to constitute pure concepts of the 
understandmg, or categones 

II- DlfFI CU l Tt ES 

To a modern reader it 1s likely to seem that Kant's argument rests on 
an tmpovenshed Jogical theory and perhaps on a flawed conception 
of logic as welL Kant beheves that logic b a stnctly formal disct· 
p)me, which "abstracts from all content of cognition of the under· 
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standing ... and deals wuh nothing but the mere form of thought" 
IA 54 / B 78; see also Logi c Intro. I, 9: 11-16)_ He also beheves that 
logic as he knows it ts "a dosed and completed body of doc:mne" (B 
vnil, which may not legittmatdy be altered many substantive way 
Given fam1har attacks by Qume and others,~ Kant's view on the fus1 
potnt 1s likely to stnke a modern reader as naive. Given develop· 
mems m logical theory over the last century, his view on the second 
point IS likely to seem embarrassmgly shortsighted. 

On the first point one can expect interesting controversy, smce 
attacks on the view that logic deals with fixed and purely formal 
pnnctples stem from a thoroughgoing empiricism that Kant would 
no doubt seek to re}eet. On the second pomt, however, the assue is 

likely to seem uncontroversial. h 1s true that Kant does not accept 
the logic of his day uncriticaUy. In the one logical work that he 
himself published, for example, he attacks the doctrine of the four 
syllogisuc figures,J and in several places he cnuc1zes traditional 
logicians for focusmg on categorical propositions and inferences, to 

the neglect of hypothetical and d1sJunct1ve ones.• Unfortunately, 
OOwever, he is not consistent in heedmg his own pomt. Contrary to 
his own insistence, for example, he continues to take the categorical 
proposumn as paradigmatic.• But in any case, his log1ca1 theory is 
plainly 1mpovenshed. It deals, at best, wi th only a small fragment of 
propositional logic. It also provides no explicit treatment o{ quantifi­
cauon, the implicu treatment bemg limited to categorical proposi­
tions. Most important, tus logic does not allow for the representa­
tion of multiplace predicates or of the complex quanuficat1onal 
structures that are the engmes of mathematical reasoning.~ 

It lS obvious, then, that Kant's logical theory 1s limited. h 1s not so 
obvious what beanng this has on the Metaphysical Deduction. 
Kant's central contention is that there are fundamental structures of 
thought in judgment, and that these provide uniry to the pure synthe­
sis of the mamfold of mtuition. It is unclear whether developments 
in logical theory do anything more than simply alter our understand­
m,g of what those structures are.1 To get more clear about dus, we 
will need to focus on the central contention itself, igm:iring for the 
moment the limitations of Kant's logical theory. 

A second group of d1ffl.cult1es has to do not with Kant's logical 
theory but with the use he makes of um constructing lus table of 
the logical functions of Judgrnent. As we have seen, Kant can claim 

l 
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that his second table 1s systematic only because he takes for granted 
that his first one 15_ Curiously, however, he offers no explanatmn of 
the tdea or pnndple behmd the first rnble. He simply presents 1t, 
treanng n as well established, even while granting that 1t "seems to 

depart m some, though not many essential respects, from the techm­
cal disttncuons recognized by logicians'" {A 70-1 I B 96). Cnc1cs, 
including Hegel,8 have charged that there is no explanation to give: 
that Kant's list of the funcuons of judgment, hke Anstotle•s hst ol 
categones, has been developed empirically and ''rhapsod1cally." In a 
well-known and much admired study, Klaus Reich has med to refute 
this cha1ge. His effort has failed to gain acceptance, however." 

If the principle behind Kant's first tabJe IS unclear, so too are many 
of u s details. Kam makes several "observauons" designed to "guard 
against any possible misunderstanding" IA 71 I B ?61, but his co~­
ments often serve only to confuse matters. Explammg why he in­

cludes singular JUdgmems as a separate "moment" under the head­
m,g of quantity, for example, Kant concedes that "m the employment 
of Judgments m syllogisms, singular Judgments can be tr~ated hke 
those that are umversal" {ibid.j.•0 He argues, though, that 1f we con­
SICler a smgular Judgment "as cognition m general, in respect of the 
qtlanuty n has m comparison with other oogrntions, it IS certainly 
different from generally vahd Judgments ... and in a complete table 
of the moments of thought in general deserves a separate place" IA 

71 / B 96--7}. His pomt 1s presumably that judgments are nghtly 
treated m logic not merely as components of a syllogism, but also m 
their own right, "as cognition in general. " 11 It is unclear, however, 
just what 1t is to consider a 1udgment "as cogmt1on m general," and 
why smgula1 judgments, thus considered, have to be d1sunguished 

from umversal ones. 
A similar problem emerges in Kant's explanation of why mfimte 

judgments are included alongsJCJe affirmative and negative ones un­
der the heading of qualiry. Kant notes that the 1udgment, "The soul 
is nonmortal, " 1s quite different from the negative judgment, "The 
soul is not mortal." He mamtains that it should not be treated as an 
affirmative Judgment whose predicate happens to mvolve negat10n, 
however. The distmction is clear enough. What is not clear, once 
again, 1s why this pertains to the logical form of ~e 1udgment, and 
why mfimte 1udgments are to be regarded as coordinate wnh affirma­
tive and negauve ones. In his attempt to clear the matter up, uofortu-
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nately, Kant seems to contradict his own view. He concedes that 
mfimte 1udgments arr "nghtly classtfled" wtth affirmative ones m 
general logic (A 72 / B 97 ). He insists that they have to be recognized 
as a separate class m rranscendental logic (A 71 / B 97), however, or 
in "a transcendental table of aH moments of thought in Judgments" 
IA 7 3 I B 98). ThlS implies that the logical fW"lcuons of 1udgment are 
identified w1thm transcendencal logic, the disc1phne that deals wuh 
the categories. On Kant's own view, however, as we have noted, 
these functions are supposed to be 1dent1fied within general IDglc, 
thus providing the "clue" that transcendental logic can uuhze to 
develop the table of categones. 

A third group of ddficulnes has to do with Kant's table of catego­
nes and 1ts relauonship to the table of the functions of 1udgmem. 
The correlation between the two tables is in many cases obscure. It 
ts far from obvious, for instance, why the function of thought mani­
fested in the singular 1udgment ts correlated with the category of 
totality rather than that of umty. u Apart from saymg that the cat ego· 
nes are the functions of judgment employed m a certam way, Kant 
says little about the correlauons m general. In the few comments he 
does make about the structure of the table ot categones, moreover, 
he refers only to cons1derauons mtemal to that table, asserting that 
the third category under each headmg "arises from the combinatmn 
ol the second category wuh the first" (B 1 rn). Allness or totahty, by 
way of 1llustrat1on, is said to be "nothmgother than manyness con 
sidered as unity" (B I 11). Kant ms1sts that the thnd category IS not 

for dus reason .. merely denvarive," because combmat1on of the first 
and second concepts to produce the third "requires a special act of 
the understandrng, whtch lS not the same as that wtuch is exerased 
rn the first and the second" (tbi.d.}. It 1s unclear what this "spectal 
act" is, however, and how it bears on the relationship between the 
categones and the funcuons of thought m Judgment.•• 

A fourth group of difficulties, finally, has to do neither with the 
logical theory that forms the backdrop to Kant's central contenuon, 
nor wnh the use that he makes of that theory m constructing htS 
two tables, but wuh the central contentmn itself. Kant asserts that 
the logical functions of thought also constitute concepts that must 
be apphcable to the dungs given m sensible intmtion. It 1s hard to 
see why he should thmk this. 

Kant's contenuon seems to stem from two urxlerlymg views. He 

l 
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holds, as we have noted, that we can have knowledge uf thmgs only 

1nsofar as they can be given to us m sensible intumon. He also holds 
that knowledge resides m judgments. Hts view, 1t appears, 1s that 
when we put these two pomts together, we see that our mtmtmn of 
things must somehow conform to the logical functions of judgment, 
and that these functions therefore consutute fundamental concepts 
to which all ob)CCts of knowledge must conform - that 1s, uconcepts 
of an ob1ect m general" IB 128), or categories. 

At first glance, Kant's contentton may seem to be that the things 
we mtuit must conform to the functions of JUdgmem 1f we are to be 
capable of makmg any 1udgments about them. Jf that were his claim, 
though, lus content10n would be either mvial or absurd. If we are to 
make categorical 1udgments about things given in mcuuion, then we 
must of course be able to represent them as subJects and to attribute 
predicates to them. But this is merely to repeat, trivially, that we 
must be able to make categorical judgments about them. It ts not to 
say that there is some determinate categorical feature that things 
must possess if we are to identify them as subjects of predicauon. If 
Kant meant to make this latter claim, moreover, his contennon 
would be absurd, even on his own view. For this claim implies that 
we cannot make judgments except about the thtngs that eshibtt the 
categorical features. This would conuachct Kant's view that logic is 
ro):tc-neutral, that u "abstracts from a1l content of cognitmn" and 
" treats of the form of thought in general" IA SS I B 791· It W'OUld also 
amply that we cannot even make 1udgmems about dungs that we 
canoot intuit; yet 1t ts judgments of this sort that are the sub,ec:t 
matter of the Transcendental Di.alecuc. 

What Kant means to claim, 1t seems plain, 1s that thmgs must 
possess categorical features as a conduion, not of our making judg· 
mems about them, but of our havmg knowledge of them. As he says, 
the categones apply to the thmgs we mtuit because ''ooly through 
(them! ts it possible to .know anything as an ob1eci" (A 92 / B 125). 
But this gives rise to another difficulty. Even tf we suppose that there 
are such categorical features, it is hard m see why they shouW be 
connected in any way with the logical funcuons of judgment. Sup· 
pose, for instance, as Suawson has argued,,. that we cannot attam 
knowledge of the sub)ects about which we judge uuless we can, m 
general, re1dent1fy a thing as the same thing we mtuited on another 
occasion. Suppose, too, that tlus requues that we be able to identify 
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the suh,ects of our ,udgments as thlllgS that perSJSt through ttme, 
and that change In regular ways. It may be true thou thmgs have to 
possess such features m order to be objects of knowledge for us. It 

does not follow thar these features are identical with, or even that 

they must somehow correspond to, the logical fwictions of thought 
m 1udgment.•s 

Kant's central conrent10n seems qune implausible, then. Yet be­
fore we abandon 1t, we should perhaps look mOl'e carefully at what 
he says about synthesis. In the last few paragraphs I have been speak­
ing of the categories, as commentators ryp1cally do, as concepts 
under which things mtmted must fall. What Kant says however is 

that they are concepts that give umty to the synthesis 'of intum~, 
through wluch 1ntmt1on is brought to concepts. It may be worth­
while to explore this d1sunct1on, and the notion of synthesis around 
which 1t revolves. 

III. TH E NOTION OF SYNTHESIS 

Discussions of the notion of synthesis usually tocus on the Transcen­
dental Deduction, where Kant links 1t to rhe nouon of appercepuon 

or self-crnsc1ousness. He actually mtroduces the notion m the Meta· 
physical Deduc11on, however, m a passage summanzed earlier; and 
when he does so, he lmks n not to claims about self-consciousness 

but to claims about conceptual content. As I will show, Kant's re· 
marks connect the notion of synthesis with important logical and 

epistem0Jog1cal doctnnes. By drawing on these connect10ns we can 

clarify the notion of synthesis. ConceLvably tlu.s will shed hght on 
the central contention of the Me1aphys1cal Deductton. In any case, 

it will help to clarify a notion that 1s central to the Transcendental 
Deduction. 

Kant says, as we have seen, that "as to content, no concepts can 

first arise by way of analysis" fA 77 I B 1031. Synthesis 1s what "gath­
ers the elements for cogrution and unnes them ma cenam content " 

and synthesis, therefore, ts what "first gives nse to cogmtlon" 1A 
17-8 I B ro3). To understand the notion of synthesis we must there­
fore understand Kant's views concernmg conceptual content. 

It is natural to suppose that a concept's content 1s simply the 

collection of predicates that are, rn Kant's standard metaphor, "con­
tamed" withm it. Jn 1merpreung the notion of content 11 1s natural, 

l 
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accordmgly, to draw on what Kant says about analytic 1udgments. 
Kant holds, as we know, that any one concept will typLcally comam 
others.'" Any concept, that LS, will t ypically comam vanous predi­
catc:s, which hold con1omtly of its mstances. Kant calls the con­
tamed predicates "partial concepts," smce each of them does hold of 
the very same thmgs that the contatmng concept does, yet 1t is only 
by being con)Olned that they serve to identify those things. He notes, 
moreover, that these parual conceptf. may be related m two ways 

(Logic lntro. VIII, 9:59). They may bemdependemofone anotherand 
hence simply coordmate. In the concept of a human being, for exam­
ple, the predicate "1s an animal" and "1s rational" would presumably 

be coordinate. It may also be the case, however, that one predicate 

holds of the thm,gs conceived JUSt because another does, and hence 
that one is subordinate to another. In our example, the predicate "1s 
an animal" would presumably have subordinate to it the predicate 
"has a body," and this m turn would presumably have subordinate to 

it the predicate "1s a material thing,'' and so on. Conceptual analy­
sts, as Kant understands 11, reveals or clanfies such contamed predi­
cates, along with theu relations of coordmat1on and subordinatmn, 
thereby rendermg the mam concept distinct . Analync judgments are 

ones that express the results of such analysis. 
It seems natural, then, to 1dennfy the content of a concept with 

what analysis reveals: the collect1on of predtcates that are contained 

ma concept, related coordmately and subordinately. This 1s essen· 

tially what is said m the Log1c (§7, 9:95). As far as it goes, moreover, 

thts ts in face Kant's view. Two points need to be made, though, if we 

rue to understand the view correctly. 
First, though analysis may uncover the content of a cOllcept, crn­

ceptual content cannot be defi.m::das what analysis reveals. For not all 
concepts can be analyzed, according to Kant . We can analyze concepts 
that are given, ones that we find ourselves employing even though we 

are not yet clear what predicates they contam. Jndeed, the notion of 

analysis is defined by reference to such concepts. But some concepts 
are made rather than given. With concepts of this sort, whKh Kant 
thinks are characteristic of mathemaucs and natural science, we be­
gin, as it were, by leg1slaung the cond1t1ons a thing must sausfy to 
qualify as an instance of the concept m quesuon. In mathemaucs, for 

example, we give a definmon, whereas m emp1ncal science we estab­
lish the cmena by which things of a certam kmd are to be 1dent16.ed. 
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We then proceed to determme what further predicates hold of the 

things m question, not by uncovering what was 1mpllc1t m our imt1al 

concept, but mste.ad by adding predicates to that concept, either by 

constructrng 1t and producmg ademonstratmn Im mathemat1csf or by 

observing instances of the concept Im empirical scienceJ.11 With con­

cepts that are "made" in tlus way, analysis 1s impossible, then be­

cause there is nothmg to uncover. Here we do not begin wnh the 

whole concept and proceed to clanfy the predicates it contains. 

Rather, we begin by laying down a few predicates, to which we then 

add. Wnh concepts that are made, as the Logic has it, 

I bcgm wuh t~ parts and proceed toward rhe whole Here then: au: as yet no 

marks; I acquire them only through synthesis From this synthetic proce 

dwe emerges synthetK dtstinctness, . .. which actually extends my concept 

as to content through what is added as a mark over and above the concept m 

(pure or empmcal) mtuit1on llntro. VIIT, 9:63) 

Kant's discussion of the distinct10n between concepts given and 

concepts made is intriguing m several respects. One wonders fot 

example, why mathematical demonstration or empincal obs~rva­

tmn should add predicates to our concept of a thing, "as parts of the 

complete p«)SSible concept" f1bid.J, rather than simply adding to our 

knowledge of the thmgs conceivcd. 16 The important pomt 1ust now 

however, is that even 1f a concept 1s made rather than given, it wiU 

snll contam vanous predicates (at a mmimum, those that estahhsh 

the condiuons a thmg must satisfy to quahfy as an mstanceJ. It 

seems natura1 to suppose, therefore, that wtth any concept, given OJ 

made, its content wdl be the vanous predicates it contams. As far as 

It goes, moreover, this is in fact Kant's view. But a second pamt 

needs to be made 1f we are to understand the v1ew properly. 

At severa1 points m the Critique Kant distinguishes between the 

content of a concept and its (mere) logical form.•9 At severa\ pomts 

too, he I mks the content of a concept with that corlCCpt's matter . .,: 

Now the matter of a concept, on Kant's view, 1s 1ust its object: the 

individual thmgs that we conceive, as opposed to the predicates 

through which we conceive those things (Logic §1, 9:9 1 J. Kant holds, 

however, that the only individual thmgs that we can identify are 

those that can be given to us m sensible intuition (A 19 / B 33). His 

vtew, accordingly, is that concepts have content, not merely because 

they contam vanous predicates, but also because those predicates are 

I 
l 
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ned to what can be given m sensible intutuon. The predicates them· 

selves exh1b1t a cert am structure insofar as they hold con10m•ly of the 

thmgs conceived, and msofar as they are related to one another coord1 

nately and subonhnately. This structllre constitutes the logical form 

of the crucepr. Apart from theu relauon tu 8ensible mwu1on, how· 

ever, and to the mdiv1dllals we can represent through 1t, the predi· 

cates consutute merely the logical form of a concept. Should 1t be 

impossible to lmk them to sensible mtumon, that form would be 

empry or withCM.Jt content. As Kant a1so puts it, the concept would 

"be without sense, that ts, wnhout meaning" IA 240 I B 299). 

Kant is not merely stipulating that concepts will be said to have 

content only if things of the kmd conceived are g1ven m intuuion. 

His claim is rather that things mtuited somehow figure in an essen­

tial way in the concept ttself. Apart from this relatton to thmgs 

intuited, the concept would be merely an empty sbeU, which could 

not serve as a basis for knowledge. Jn th111king It we would merely 

have "played with representations" (A 1 SS I B r95 J. 

It 1s not the business of logic to mvest1gate the conditions undet 

whtch concepts can be related to sensible mtu1tmn and hence have 

content, because logic "abstracts from all content of cognition, that 

is, from aJJ relauon of cogni tion tu the ObJCCt" IA 55 / B 791· In the 

Critique, however, this relat10n 1s of central crucem. When Kant 

mtroduces the notion of synthesis and says that synthesis ''gathers 

the elements for cogmt1on and unnes them m a certam content" 

IA 77-d I B ro3J, hts aim ts to explam this relation. The notion of 

synthesis 1s supposed to make clear how u 1s that mtmtion enters 

into concepts and provides them with content that they would other· 

wise lack. 
These claims are m1t1ally puzzlmg. We can see theu pomt, how· 

ever, 1f we take as our guide some of what Kant says about mathe­

mattcal concepts. It 1s charactensuc of such concepts, according to 

tum, that they "contam an arbitrary synthesis that admns of a pr10ri 

construction" in intuition {A 729 / B 757J. In saying that the synthe­

sis is tJrbitrary, Kant echoes the point made earlier, namely that 

mathemat1ca) concepts are made, not given. Jn saymg that what IS 

atbnrary is a synthes1s, he makes the pomt that 1s of mterest n ghc 

now. Reflection on an example will help tu clarify tNt pa.nt. 

If asked to say what a tnangle 1s, we mtght first say that 1c 1s 

somethmg that is a figure, ts rectihnear, and is three-sided. As fat as 
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It goes, moreover, this 1s quite correct, since any triangle will have to 
satisfy all three of these predicates. It 1s a mistake to suppose that we 
are spec1fymg the content of the concept merely by hstmg such 
predicates, however, for the content consists not m the mere con­
junction of such predicates but rather, to put it roughly, m what we 
think through those predicates; and thts is somethmg that cannot be 
conveyed merely by the hsung of further predicates. fur something 
to be a figure, for mstance, is noc merely for it to satisfy further 
predicates. ll 1s for there to be certain Imes, and for these Imes to be 
so related as to constitute a figure. To be rectilinear, moreover, is tor 
these Imes, taken mdivtdually, to be straight. To be three-sided 1s for 
these lines, taken JOmtly, to be a collect1on of three. To convey what 
is thought through the predicates, and to makt:: plain how they are 
related to one another, requues, as Kant would say, that we posit 
ol:iJCCtS that constitute the thing we are conce1v1ng. 

From a modern viewpoint, the point of importance here would be 
cons1dered a log1cal one. Kant thinks of concepts as one-place predi· 
cares that contain, as thcu partial concepts, other one-place predi­
cates. Accordingly, he thinks of the propositions that specify these 
parual concepts - analytic prnposaions, in case the concepts are 
given - as universal categoricals. having the form 

Ix) ITx-Fx), lxl ITx-Rx), Ix) ITx-TSx), etc. 

To specify aU the partial concepts that a concept contains would be 
to state a senes of such propositions. Equivalently, it would be co 
state a single proposmon wuh a compound predicate, of the form 

(x) ITx-lFx &. Rx &. TSx &. ··II. 
The pomt of importance, now, is that we cannot specify the content 
of the concept of a tnangle by a proposition of this form. For some· 
thmg to be a triangle 1s not merely for lt to satisfy cettam ptedicateS. 
le is for there 10 be three line segments, suitably 1oined. More care­
fully, it ts for there to be three noncohnear pomts, 1oined by lme 
segments, and for the composite ent1ry constttuted by those line 
segments to be 1dentu:.al with the dung in quest1on.n What ts re· 
quired, therefor~, is a proposiuon of the form21 

(xi {Tx-f3w) f3y) f3z) [Pw &. Py &. Pz &. - C[w,y.zl &. 
jw}· U v:: U zw = xii}. 

I 

l 
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Kant would not make the point tn this way, of course. As noted in 
11 his logic does not allow for such nestmg of existential quanttflers, 
;,r for muluplace predicates. He sees, however, that we cannot 
specify the content of mathematical concepts merely by hstmg the 
partial concepts they contain.1J When he says

11
that "~them~ucal 

definitions are constructions of concepts" that contain an arbttrary 
thesis" of thmgs intuited IA 72.9-JO I B 757-8), he is making the 

sy~nt in his own way. We cannoc capture the content of a mathematt· :1 concept merely by listing predicates that the mstances of that 
concept must satisfy. Instead, we must posit ob,ects and r~present 
them as standmg in certain relations. Representing such obrects in­
volves intoiuon. In Kant's charactenst1c phrase, 1t 1~volv~ repre~ 
senting a manifold or multiplicity, m intuition. Tlus manifold of 
chi s also has to be represented as related in certain ways, so as to 
co:itute the thing we are conce1vmg. In Ka.nt's phrase, the mam­
fold also has to be "gone through ma certam way, 

1

taken up, and 
connected" (A 17 I B 102J "Synthes1s" is simply Kant s term f~r this 
form of representat ion, and 1t is 1n this sense that synthesis gives a 
mathemaucal concept its content.'-4 

Modem logic helps to elucidate the importance of Kant's nouon 
of synthesis. It is important to realize, though, that Kant's view of 
the matter is in important ways quite different, from a modern 
viewpoint, the content ol the concept ot a tnangle c.a~oot be cap­
tured by the conioming of one-place predicates, requmng mstead 
nested existennal quantifiers. The claims represented by those 
quantifiers need not tie true, however, m ocder for us to express 
the content of the concept and to prove thmgs about what ts con­
ceived. Should there fail to be three p01nts, for instance, we can 
still state the definition of a mangle, and we c:an snll produce 
proofs about the properties of triangles. But Kant views the matter 
quite differently. What we express by means of the_ nested ex1ste~­
tial quanufiers, he thmks of as involving t~e mtu1t1on of a ma~~ 
fold. Should the requisite intuitmn be lacking, the concept wo 
therefore have 00 content and could not serve as a basis for reason· 
m.g and for knowledge, even rn mathemaucs.1 ~ He says, acc?rd­
ingly that concepts "have no meanmg if no ob1ect can be given 
for chem or at least for the elements of which they are com­
posed" IA q9 / B 178). 
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IV. KANT'S C ENTll A L CONTENTIO N 

It LS clear irom the toregomg discussLon that the MeraphysLcal De­
ductLOn contauis Lmportant material. That material ments more 
attentLOn than tt has received, and more than I have been able to give 
it. For the moment, nonetheless, the discussion m III will have to 
suf~ce- Tht: quesnon at hand IS whether that d1scuss1011 gives us any 
msight rnto the argument of the Metaphysical Deduction. The ques­
tton, most importantly, is whether 1t lends plausibility to Kant's 
central comenuon that the categories are simply the logical func­
ttons of thought m judgment, employed m the determmat10n of rhe 
sensible manifold . 

The answer, I think, 1s negative. The dtsCuss10n in III helps us to 
gam perspective on the argument of the Metaphysical Deducuon. h 
helps us to see, tn particular, that Kant conceives of his argument as 
pan of an endeavor to revise the dogmauc metaphysics of his prede­
cessors, notably Leibmz. It also makes u plam, however, that Kant 
d1d not carry hts revisions as far as he should have. 

Le1bmz took lt fOI" granted that knowledge is to be expressed m the 
form of categoncal ,udgmeots. He argued, IUOl"eover, that there must 
be a basis m reality for the truth of all true categoncals and that th1~ 
basis must lie in the mchv1duals that are the real sub1ects of such 
Judgments. These mdiv1duals can provide the needed basis he ar· 
gued, only if the concept of each md1vtdual contains all th~ predi­
cates truly attnbutable to It. Each individual must therefore be the 

ob,ect of whar Le1bmz calls a "complete concept." Indeed, smce a 
predicate can hold true of an md1v1dual only tf Lt is contamed 111 Lts 

complete concept, an individual is to be understood as nothmg hut 
the object of such a concept. From tlus claim many of the famd.iai 

tenets of Le1bniz1an metaphysica - that md1vtduals are ungenerable 
and mdestruct1ble, that they are incapable of real interaction etc -
follow qutte directly."' ' . 

Le1bniz reali.=ed, of c011rse, that the knowledge we can gain by 
analysis of concepts LS actually qune meager, and that for any but 

the most genera\ truths we have to base our 1udgments on expen­

cnce. He believed that this 1s merely because the complete concepts 
of these things are infinitely complex, however, whereas our powers 
of analysis are finite. Because of our bmnauons, the complete con· 
cep~ of things always remam for the most part obscure to us. allow· 
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1ng us to sec. that thmgs have varmus properues, but not to work out 
the mfinnely complex chain of reasons. In appeal mg co expenence, 
what we are appeal.mg to ts 1usr these obscure concepts of thmgs. 

Kant ms1sts, contrary to Le1bmz, that expcnence does not consist 
merely of confused concepts. It also involves sensible representa· 
uons which are fundamentally different from concepts, bemg ways 
in which we find ourselves affected, not ways m which we think 
about what affects us. Leihmz's fundamental error, Kant thmks, was 
to fail to understand the nature of this difference, and to fail to 
realize that for us, as well as for any mtelligence we can compre· 
bend, knowledge depends essenually on sensible representations. ~1 

We cannot identify ind1v1duals except by means of sens1bihty. We 
cannot have s1grufican1 knowledge of individuals, either, except mso­

fot as our concepts involve a synthesis - along the hnes suggested m 
m- of the sensible representations through which we apprehend 

them. Leibniz was wrong, therefore, to "intellectualize" IA 271 I B 

327) the ob1ects of experience. There may be no contradtctton, per~ 
haps, 1n the notion of an mtellect that does not depend on sens1b1l· 
ity, one whose intU1t10n is intellectual and whose knowledge rests 

merely on the analysis of concepts. But we cannot clatm to compre· 
hend what such an rntellect would be like. Neither can we use the 
notion of such an intellect as a basis for determmmg what thmgs 

must be hke "in themselves." 
The proper task of metaphysics, and its proper method, are thus 

quite different from what Leibniz supposed. We are not to abstract 
horn the linutanons of human knowledge m order to determme 
what thin.gs must be ltke " m themseh•es." On the contrary, we are 
to recognize those ltmitauons, and we are co determme what our 
representation of things must be hke if, given our bmitat1ons, we are 
to be capable of having knowledge. We arc to determine, more spe· 

c1fically, what sort of synthesis must underlie our concepts of thutgS 
if those concepts are to have content that wtU provide the basts for a 

body of genuine knowledge. We cannot argue, for example, as Leib­
niz thought he could, that individuals must be ob)ecrs of complete 
concepts if truth is to have a basis m n:aliry. We can show, however, 
Kant argoes m the First Analogy of Expenence (A r82-9, B 224-32), 
that i[ we are to have knowledge of the individuals we experience, 

we have to be able to represent those individuals as thmgs having a 
substratum that endures through all change. We cannot determine 
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the nature of substance, as Le1bmz supposed. We can show that we 
have to be able to identify something substantial m our mtmt1on of 
mdivtduals, however, if knowledge of them IS to be possible. 

As these last remarks suggest, tht: differences between Kant's 
metaphysics and Le1bmz's do not become fully apparent until the 
Analytic of Principles, where Kant inquires mto the various types of 
synthesis that "schemattze" our fundamental concepts of thmgs, 
thereby providing those concepts with their content. One aim of the 
Metaphysical Deduction, however, 1s to lay the foundations for tlns 
later mqu1ry. In the Metaphysical Deducuon, accordingly, Kant in­
troduces the notion of synthesis and states his doctrine that synthe­
sis provides the content of concepts. He makes lt plam, too, that this 
requires a break from the Leibmzian tradition; for he ms1sts that 
metaphysical concepts are empty unless we view them, nor as con­
cepts of the properties of things "in themselves," but as concepts 
"which consist solely m the representat10n of [theJ necessary syn­
theuc unity" through which mtuttion provides content for our con­
cepts fA 79 I B ro4J. 

On the one hand, then, the Metaphysical Deduction constitutes 
an important step in Kant's endeavor to revise the methods of Le1b­
mzian metaphysics. On the other hand, ironically, it also reveals 
Kant's continuing commttment to a charactenstically Le1bruz1an 
hne of thought. As we have noted, Le1bmz thought he could deter­
mine the nature of substance by reflecting on the structure of the 
categorical judgment. Kant demes tlns. He conunues to suppose, 
however, that the structure of 1udgment provides the "clue" to the 
basic concepts of metaphysics. Indeed, rather than re1ect1ng Leib­
niz's view on this pomt he tries mstead to generalize 1t. He ms1sts 
that we should attend not only to che form of the categorical mdg­
ment but also to those of the hypothetical and the d1sjuncuve. He 
insists, more generally, that we should attend to all the functions of 
thought m 1udgment, not JUSt those that have to do wuh the mo­
ment of relat1on.1s 

If we examme Kant's treatment of individual categones, 1t seems 
plain that he does not proceed in the way that bis "clue" requires. 
Consider, once agam, the concept of substance. Le1bn1z might cla1m, 
with some plausibility, to have denved his doctrine concemmg sub­
stance from the form of the categoncal judgment. His notion of a 
substance is that of an mdiv1dual to which predicates may be attnb-
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h sics he simply attempts to deter­
uted, aftei- all, and m his met~p l yk f they are to provide the basis 
mme what ind1v1duals must e I e I em On Kant's view, by 
for Judgments attributmg pr~dic~t~:n::: no~ that of an md1v1dual 
way of contrast, the nouon ~ sud slnstead it ts that of a substratum, 
to which predicates ar~ at:n ~ted~viduals 'and that persists even as 
of something that un er ies mlt is simply implausible for Kant to 

they come to be or pass alwa~ tance is somehow derived from the 
claim that this concept o su s 

form of the categoncal judgmen~. f detail Having ms1sted that we 
The difficulty is not one mere Y 0 · hesis 

can have knowledge only msofar as o~~~;~c;:a~h;:~!v;~t~~~ossi-
of intuiuons, Kant nght~Y concludes re of the synthesis that is re­
ble only as an inqmry mto the natuke possible knowledge of the 
quned if rhose concepts are to ma that such knowledge will 
things we experience. It ts clear, of course; suppose that the logical 

reside m Judgments. There ts ~~::a:1:: t~ the nature of the synthe­
structure of Judgment will prov ble however. From his own pomt 
sis that will make knowledge poss1 ' . tment to this Leibmzian hne 
of view, then, Kant's ~ontmu:;:;tc;:;;:ithe most part ignores, thank­
of thought is a mista t:, one l h stem of categones m the 
fully, when he actually deve ops ts sy 
Analytic of Principles. 

NOTES 

though to facthtate location 01 
Translauons from Kant's texts a:e ti;:: ~;~lauon by Norman Kemp Smith 
passages m the Cnt1que, I follo . L don- Macmillan 1963) as closely 
(Second lmpresswn, with correctmns; on · ' 
as possible. 

B 6 At B IS9 Kant refers to this secuon as the "meta-
l A 66-83, 9r-II · ha b me standard. 

physical deductmn," and the name I s fe~o gJ , (Englewood Chffs, N.J.· 
2 See, e.g., W V 0. Qume, Plulosop 1y o o L' 

Prentice-Hall, 197oJ, ch. 1 11 uschen Figuren" (The False 
3 "Die falsche Sp1tzfindtgke1t der vier sy og1s 6 The Logic that ap-

Subtlety of the Four Syllog~~:ic :~~~:~:!~2 a~s;a;!;s request late m hfe, 
pears m ~-k 9 was p::::e~s co!troversy about its accuracy m reflectmg 
by G B. fasche, and II "On the Textual Authennclty of Kant's Kant's views. Cf T. Boswe , . 

20 Logi.c," Histon; and Pfolosophyof Logic 9 \1988)· 193- 3 
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4 See B 140--1, A 304- 5 I B 36o- 1, and Logic §zs n 2, 9 10~-6. &il,l n 
9 10 7-8, and §6o n 2, 9 112 

S This lS ev1dem, for example, m the ~ lsummanzed abovel where 
Kant states his view that 1udgments are functJOns ol unrty among our 
representarioos. Kam rnes to formulate his dcflnmon ol iudsmem m 
such a wa~ as to mclude Itypodlet1cal and d1s1uncuve 1udgments [B 140_ 
1 and Logic §17, 9·101) He likewise tnes to formulaic the principle of 
the syllogism so that lt w11J cover hypothet1cal and d1S1uncttve infer­
ences as well as categoncal ones {Logic. §§H-l'iI, 9:t l o-JJ Neither 
effort 1s very clear or successful however 

6 As we will see m III, Kam is av.'.are that his Jogical theory cannot re_pce­
sent such inferences. Indeed, his notion of synthesis, and his view that 

mathemat1cal mlerence rests on coostructlOll of concepts 1n mtuatmu 
reOect this awareness. ' 

7 P F Strawson argues, m The Bounds of Sense (Londori Methuen, 1966, 
esp. PP· So-2!, that there .are two ideas fundamental to modem Jogi 
those of truth-funcuonal composnion and of quantlflcauon, .and that we; 
cannot denve categones from e ither. His conclusion turns out to be 
correct, I thmk, but his argwnent ignores Kant's insistence that the 
categones are not concepts under which mtuued thn\gs must fall but 
concepts that give unity to the synthesis through which mtum~n is 
brought to concepts. See below, end of 11 and Ill. 

8 G. W F. Hegel, EnzyklopOd1e der plulosoplnsdien Wisscnschnften 1m 
Grundnsse, Theil I ID1e W1ssenschaft der l.ogikJ, Jrd ed1uon f IS}ol ~42 

9 Klaus Reu:h, Die Vollstiind1gke1t der kom1schen Urrerlstofel (~Im: 
Richard Schoetz, 19}2), esp. pP. 46 ff Reich's presemanon 1s ronrrover­
stal because he bases his development of the funcuons of Judgment on 
Kant's assertwn that 1udgrnent "1s nothing but the manner m which 
gJ.ven modes of knowledge are brought to the objective umty of apper­
ccption" (B 141). While not reiectmg this charactenzau on. most readers 
doubt: that general logic, as opposed to transcendental logic, can properly 
draw on this feature of 1udpl\ent. In addmon, Reu:h's narrative accounr 
of why we have the vanous functions of 1odgment, though not impbus i· 
ble, fails to show why other accounts, different m structure and content 
might not equally well be given ' 

A new work on the tabled Judgments, Die Urteilstofel, by Remhard 
Brandt (forthcoming from Fehx Menier Verlag) has been announced but 
I have not been able to see a copy. ' 

to Kant's po mt IS that a smgulat rudgment functmnmg as mmor premise m 
a syllogism - e.g., 'All men are mortal, Socrates 1s a man therefore Socra­
tes is m0rtal'- can be treated as though u were um\•er;al. But the pomt 
1s more hmued, and more complex, than Kant suggests, as mdteated by 
the fact that singular JUdp™!ntS cannot function. as mator premises 

I 

l 
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1 r This pomt 1s made by Manley T hompson, "Umty, Plmalny, and Totahty 
as Kantian Categories," Momtt 71 1•9891. PP 16t)-81}, esp PP· 110- 1 

n This 1ssue has been much d15'."\J~. For an m51ghtful treatment see 

Thompson, 1b1d 
l} For a cntica1 discussmn of Kant's table of caregones that explores the 

table m some detail see Jonathan Bennett, Kant's Analrric (Cambnd,ge. 
Cambnd,ge Umvers1ty Press, 19661, pp. 84-99 

14 Strawson, The Bounds of Sense. Part Two 

1s for development of this point, see Strawson, 1b1d, pp. 74-82. 

16 According w the Logic, analysis tennmates with the 1dentdkauon of 
concepts that are simple and unanaly>...3ble. See Intro VUI 9 S9 

17 See lo81c lmro .. VUI, 9 63-4, and §§99- ios, 9 140-3, as well as "The 
01sc1phne of Pure Reason m Its ~mauc Employment" tn rht: first 
Omque, esp. A 121 I Bns H 

i 8 The point 1s not ummpanant, hecause the deli.muon o l JUdgment m the 
Log1c 1§17, 9· 101) says that every 1udgment, a.nd hence even a synthenc 
one, represents the sul)lect and the predicate as combmed "msofar as 
they constitute a concept " 

19 See A 4} I B 6o-1, A:i39 / B .298,A 262 /B }18, A289 / B 346, A 572 /B 
6oo, A 109 tB 131 In related passages Kant u:lem1fies having content 
wLth havmg an obJect and says that m concepts that have no obiecr we 
thmk, but OUT thought 1s empty We have "merely played with represen· 
tattons" IA rs s-6 / 8 194- sJ, .and our concepts are "without sense, that 
is, without meanmg" tA 240/ B2ool See also A ~S / 879, A62- } / B87, 
B 146-7 and A 139 /8 178. 

20 Sometimes "matter" and "content" appear to be u eateJ as equwalenr 
tetms, as m Logic §s n.1, 9·94 and at A 6 / B 9. 8ut Kant's view seems 
rather to be that havmg matter, or an ohJect, 1s a necessarv cond1t10n for 
havm.g content, as m rhe argument at A 77 I B 102 

21 This 1s a standard modern view of how to define a triangle, wluch Kant 
would not accept; for as Manley Thompson has insisted m correspon­
dence Kant holds that we do not mru1t p01nts but only hoes, pomts 
being, the conceived lmuts of line segments !see A 1ti9 / B 211). To de­
vek>p the poml m Kam's way would comphcate the matter, but n wouki 
not affect the point I am seeking ro make. 

22 The defimt10n will actually be more complex than tlus, because the 
same poim needs to be made agam for at least one of the predicates 
employed For three pomts not to be cohnear, for instance, ts for there 
not to be a hne segment on which all three are located Hence - qw,y,zj 
wO\lld have to be replaced bv somethmg of the form - (3ul !Lu & · .). 

23 See Frege's comments on Kant coward the end of the Foundllt1ons of 
Aritl1mer1c !German text with 'En.ghsh translauon by J. L Austm !Ox· 
ford Blackwell, 1959j, pp. ()9ff I frege observes that Kartt "seems to 
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thmk ol concepts as defined by g1vmg a simple hst of charactenst1c$ in 

no spec1a) order, but of all ways of formmg concepts that 15 one of the 
least fnmfu)" IP 100}. He does not see that Kam•s ~uon of synthesi.s 
==~ts an amempt to charactenze a more "fnutfu)" way of defining a 

24 ""1.at Kant's views about mathematics refiect his awareness of what we 
would view as the logical complexity of mathem.aucal conceprs has 
been stressed by Michael Friedman m his mOuent1al paptt "Kant• 
Theory of Geometry," Plulosoph1col Review 94 l• l}Ss). 4ss~so6. M; 
approach to the nouon of synthesis owes much 10 Fnedman's work 

25 Fnedrnan develops this pomt at laigth, 1b1d. . 
26 See leibmz•s Discourse on Metaphys1cs, §vin and followmg. -rltat Kant 

undt!rstands Le1br11z's vtew m this way is md1cated m his discUSSlOn oi. 
~~~~f~iew Ln the Amph1boly of the Concepts of Reflection (A 2 6o / B 

27 In addtuon to the Amphiboly of the Concepts of Reflection see also A 
43/860-df.andA50/874f ' 

2 B Kant's attempt CO generalize Le1bmz's view on this pornt parallels his 
attempt to gencrahze the problem that Hume had discovered with the 
concept of causalny (8 19-2 oJ. 

PAUL GUYER 

4 The transcendental deduction 
of the categories 

In the preface to the first edition of the Cntique of Pure Reason. 
published m 1781, Kant wrote: 

l know of no mvesuganons that would be more important for gettmg to the 
bottom of the faculty that we call understanding and at the same ume for 
determmmg the rules and bm1ts of its employment than those thac I have 
undertaken m the second part of the Transcendemal Analyttc, under the 
title of the Deduction of the Pure Concepts of the Vnderstandmg; they have 
also cost me the most, but not, I ho~, unrewarded eifon. IA xvii• 

However, the imtial response to Kant's argument, which he also 
titled the "uanscendental deduction of the categories" (A 85 I B 
117), was largely one of mcomprehension, and m the preface to the 
Metaphysicol Foundations of Natural Science. published in 1786, 
Kant himseU acknow)edged that precisely "that part of the Cntique 
which should have been the clearest was the most obscure, or even 
revolved in a circle" 14:474 n.). Som the second edition of the Cri­
tique, published the followm.g year, Kant completely rewrote the 
transcendental deduction. He claimed that dus revision touched 
only the manner of "pcesentation.'' not the "propositions them­
selves and their grounds of proof" (B xxxvu-xxxvii1). But m spite of 
Kant's efforts at clanficanon, the intervening two centunes have 
brnught httle agreement m the interpretation of the deduction, even 
on the fundamental question of whether the two editions of the 
Critique, m 1781 and 1787, try to answer the same question by 
means of the same argument. The last three decades alone have 
brought forth dozens of competing rnterpretauons or "reconstruc­
tions" of Kant's transcendental deduction., 
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Problems of mterpretauon begm with the questmn of exaclly 
what thesis the transcendental deductmn is supposed to prove, for 
what Kam first announces as the goal to be reached and what he 
subsequently describes as the oonclus1on he has estabhshed are by 
no means ulenticaJ. 

At the ourset of the exposm on of the transcendental deduction 01 

the Cntique of Pure Reason, Kant mtroduces a fomous d1Stinct1on 
between "the questeoo about that which is nghtful fquid 1unsl and 
that which concerns the fact lqwd _fact1J" IA 84 I B 116), and says 
that a deduction is required to answer the qwd juns when expen· 
ence alone cannot afford a proof of the "ob1ective reahty" of a con· 
cept, a proof that a concept has a legitimate employment. He then 
states: 

But among the many concepts that mal::e up the very comphcarecl web of 
human cogmt1on there are some that are determmed for pure a pnon em 
ployment !completely independent of all t'XJ)l:ntnce}, and these always re· 
qutre a deduction of their authonry1 for proofs from expenence are ~ver 
sufficient for the propriety of such an employment, but one must yet know 
how these concepts can relate w oh)ects that they yet derive from no expen· 
ence. I therefore call an explanation of the way m which concepts can relate 
a pnori to ob,ects their Lltlnscendental deducoon IA 85 I B 117) 

This passage begms wuh the pi"emise that there are a pnori con· 
cepts, and maintains that a transcendental deduction IS required 
only to establish that these a pnori concepts do apply to obiects. 
logi.ca1ly speak.mg, thas quesuoo would be at least adequ.uely an· 
swered by a proof that there are some ob)ects that can be considered 
co be independent of our representations - an assumption that Kant 
appears to make when he says that " representatmn in ttselt ... does 
not produce its object as far as existence 1s concernedH (A 92 I B 
n51 - to which these a priori concepts of sub1ecuve ongm neverthe· 
less necessarily apply. 

Yet as Kant commues, it soon becomes clear that he mtends to 
prove more than that certam concepts, our a pnon knowledge of 
which can be assumed, apply to some ob)ects that are m some sense 
distmct from our mere representauons of them. Kant claims that the 
problem of a transcendental deduction anses fot the categones of the 
understanding m a way m which 1t does not for space and time as the 
pure forms of mtuiuon. He says this 1s so because, whereas all ap· 

I 

j 
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pearances ot emp1ncal mtmuons are gwen to us aJready m spatial 
and temporal form. the apphcabtl1ty of any concept, a foruon any a 
pnori concept, co all empirical intumons 1s not m the same way 
mamfest m anythmg 1nune<l1ately given jA 89- 90 I B 121-2; see 
also A 93 I B 126)_i Because ol thIS d1f1erencc, Kant da1ms, "a diffi­
culty mamfests ttseU here that we did not encounte r in the field o( 

seas1b1hty, namely how sub1ectwe conduions of thmkmg shOllld 
have ob1ectwe validity. 1.e., yield condlCions of the possibility o( all 
cogn1t1on of objectsH IA 89-90 / .8 1221. Here It 1s suggested that 
what must be shown 1s not that the categones are legillmately ap­
plied to some objects independent of our representations but that 
they necessarily apply to all obtects of k nowledge. This dllference 
may be marked by Kant's change from the claim that the objective 
reality of the categories must be deduced (A 84 I B n 6) to the claim 
that their ob1ect1ve valrdity must be demonstrated. Kam does not 
offer formal de6mt10ns of these terms, but usually employs them m 
contexts which suggest that a concept has ob1ect1ve reality if it has 
at least some mstantiauon m experience but objective validity only 
if 1t applies to all possible obrects of expenence. 

To further complicate matters, someumes Kant suggests that the 
deduction not only must show that concepts antecedently assumed 
to be known a pnon have objective vahd1ty, not just oh,ective real· 
ity, but must even prove that there are such concepts m the first 
place. This emerges in his statement of strategy at the outset of the 
deduction, when he 1mpbes that the proof must begin by showing 
that experience of objects requires concepts at all : "But all experi­
ence contains m add1tmn to the mtultlon of the senses, through 
which somethmg is given, a concept of an ob,ect that is given or 
appears in the intuition: thus concepts of ob,ects m general w11l lie 
at the basis of all empmcal cog.muon as a pr10n conditions" IA 93 I 
B 126). This should appear puzzling, since an earlier secnon of the 
Cntique, the so·called metaphysical deducu on, has already argued 
that twelve particular a pr1011 concepts of the understandmg are 
necessary in order to apply the logical functions of 1udgment to 
ob)ects.4 Either Kam ts now mtimating that tlus prehmmary argu· 
ment needs to be redone, or else he is suggesting the strategy neces· 
sary to explmt the earher result, namely that he must now argue 
that all experience does rake the form of 1udgmenb about objects, in 
which case the a priori concept s that are the cond1uons of the p<JSsi· 
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b1hty of 1udgment will become the necessary cond1t10ns of experi­
ence useH. 

If this I S so, however, then the d1Uerence between Kant's ques­
tions of obiective rea/Jty and objective vahdny, between provmg 
that the categories apply to some ob,ects as contrasted to oor repre· 
sentahons and provm,g that they apply to all experiences as such, all 
possible "data for a possible expenence" (A 1 r9), therefore even our 
own representations, becomes pressmg. 

If Kant's point 1s to prove that the categones necessanly apply to 
obtects considered m contrast t0 our mere representations or subjec· 
tive stat es as such, rhen one strategy for the deduction naturally 
suggests itself, namely co show that the categones necessanly apply 
to objects precisely by showing that 1t is by means of their applica­
tion to ol)lects that the contrast between ob)ects and merely subiec· 
tive representations is made. But if the pomt of the deduction is to 
show that there can be no expenences that are not sub1ect to the 
categones, then the strategy that proves the oh,ect1ve reality of the 
categones by using them to contrast objects to mere representations 
cannot be employed, for it places mere representations outside the 
domain of the categories. Another strategy must be found that does 
not make the apphcation of the categories only to ob1ects itself the 
basis for contrasting representations and ob;ects. At the same time, 
however, because the contrast between subJect1ve states and exter· 
nal ob;ects does seem fundamental to Kant's concepuon of knowl­
edge (as well as to most other theones of knowledge!, the way m 
which the categories ase applied to alJ possible expenences cannot 
make tt imrx>ssible to preserve the cmtrast, m parucular, cannot 
end up by converh ng all of our representatmns into obiects of the 
kmd to wh teh they are ordinarily contrasted. 

We shalJ see that t hese considerations cause senous problems for 
Kant. One strategy he attempts to exploit for the transcendental 
deducuon does indeed treat the categories as conditions for knowl · 
edge of objects as contrasted to merely sub)ective representations, 
and ends up by leaving the latter outside the domam of the catego­
nes altogether. An alternat ive strategy attempts to avoid this prob­
lem by making the categories mto necessary cond1t1ons of self· 
consc10usness ttself, or what Kant calls "apperception," and then 
suggesting that they are a fortiori also conditions for the representa· 
t1on of any ob,ects throogh the medium of sub1ective states of 
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which we are self-conscmus (see A 107, A 113, B 116, B 111). But 
this strategy m turn runs two nsks. Fust, unless n shows that self­
consciousness itself requn es knowledge of ob1ects, 1t runs the nsk 
of leaving the cacegories as merely necessary conditions for the 
possible knowledge of ol)Jects, not showing that they actually do 
apply to any obiects; thus, Kant's quesnon about obtecu ve reahty 
may go unsolved. Second, there is also the danger that Kant can 
idenufy the categones as the necessary cond1uons for self-con· 
sc10usness on1y by equating self-consciousness with knowledge of 
ob)ects and derivmg the categones from the latter, thereby not only 
revertmg to the first strategy but in add1tton now blockmg the 
possibility for the contrast between mere represemauons and ob­

jects altogether. 
In the theory of knowledge offered by the Clltique of Pure Reason 

as a whole, Kant does avmd these shoals. In the sections on the 
"Analogies of Experience" (A 176 -2 18 / B 2 18 - 65! he shows that 
iudgments about the temporal relations of states of ~bjects can be 
made only by contrasting them to the temporal relau ons of merely 
subiective states by use of such categories as substance and causa­
t rnn. In the "Refmauon of Idealism" IB 274-91, he suggests that 
judgments about the temporal relah~s of ~ven merely sub~cnve 
states require their correlation but not 1denu6cauon with ob1ecuve 
states subsumed under these categories. He thus shows that the 
categones can be applied to both suh,ective States and external ob­
,ects without collapsmg the difference between them, and also 
proves that rudgment about the former reqUJres knowledge of the 
latter tha1 sell·coosc1ousness requires knowledge of objects but 
does ~ collapse mto 1t. Kant can oolv estabhsh these connecuons, 
however, by bringing mto considerat ion concllt1oos foe the confinna­
tion of empnical 1udgment that go beyond t he more abatract theses 
of the transcendental deduction. Indeed, alt hough the argumems of 
the transcendental deduction are supposed to prepare the way for 
thIS theory of empmcal k nowledge, they frequently risk undermm· 

mg1t.1 

II 

In a famous letter to his former student Marcus Herz wnnen at the 
outset of his work on the Crmque of Pure Reason. Kant asserted that 
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the problem o[ the Categones had been Ignored Ill previous phifosu­

phy, mcludm,g hIS own." This was misleading. From the begmmng of 

his philosophical career, Kant had tned to prove the necessity of 

cert.am mtellectual prmciples, particularly principles of the conserva­

tmn of subatances, about the poss1b1lity of real action of one sub­

stance on another, and about the Ieal commumty of substances. In his 

earhest purely philosophical work, the New Exposition of the First 

Pm1c1ples of Metaphysical Cogmt1on (the Nova diluc1dat10) of 17
55

, 

Kant .had argued agamst Le1bmz and hi s Wolffian followe.-s that such 

pnnc1ples were entailed rather than excluded by the pnnciple of suffi. 

Clellt reason, which Bke his predecesscws he attempted to denve from 

log1c~I grounds.7 In hIS 1763 Attempt to lntroduct? Negative Quonti­

tzes mco Philosephy. howeve.-, Kant mtroduced a fundamental dis­

tmct1on between real and logical relauonships, on the basis of which 

he argued, ma manner reminiscent of Hume,~ that pnnc1ples of cau­

S3hty could never be derived from logical relatmns alone.9 After this 

however, Kant had no clear strategy for the proot of the pnnciple 
0

{ 

causality or other substantive rather 1han merely log1cal principles of 

thought. And this embarrassment was reflected in his inaugural dis 

sertatton of 1 770. Here Kant made one passmg reference tornetaphysi· 

cal concepts - "possibility, existence, necessity, subatance, cause, 

etc., togetherwnh thetropposites"•c - butdidnotexplam theconnec· 

tton between these and the appearances of objects presented to us m 

space.and time. And he was so unclear about the proper status of the 

prmc1p/es heh.ad always wanted toestabhsh, particularly the pnnci· 

pies of universal causalny and the conservation of substance that he 

could o.nly call them "pnncrples of convemence," "conditto~s under 

whic~ Jt seems to the mtellect easy and practicabJe to use ns own 

.i:ersp1cacny." He did assert that "if we depart from them scarcely any 

1udgmem about a given object would be permitted co our mtel­

lect. "".but he offered no explanation of this claim. Jn otheI words., m 

che penod up to 1770, Kant had not simply overlooked the problem of 

the categones; rather, he just dtd not know how tO solve rt. 

Yet when Kant wrnte his letter to Herz, he was confident that he 

woul_d pubhsh his book on the methoda and limits of metaphysics 

Wlth~n three months (10:127). In face, 1t was nme years before he 

published the Cntzqve o_f Puce Reason, and he was stdl strugg.hng 

WJth the transcendental deduction up to the publication of lts sec· 

ond ed1t1on six years lacer. So whateVeI ms1ght Kant had m 1772 still 
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had plenty of wrinkles to be 1.-oned out. Nevertheless, we can S.lY m 

the most general terms that Kam had re3hzed that the way out of his 

impasse lay m connectmg the principles he had always wanted to 

establish with the pure concepts of the understanding and m m ter· 

pretmg the latter as cond1t1ons for concen:mg and 1udg.mg of any 

obrects ot experience at all. If the pure concepcs of the understand mg 

could be shown to be conditions for any experience of oh)ecrs but 

also to carry the prmc1ples along with chem, then the vahd1ty of the 

principles could be rooted m the very poss1h1bty of experience of 

ob1ects. And how could the puie concepts or the understanding be 

shown to be necessary conditmns for any experience of ob,ects a1 

alH By providing an argument for the unsupported assemon that 

Kant had made at the end of the maugural dissenat10n - namely by 

demonstrating that the categories really are the only conditions Un· 

der which " jvdgmenc alx>u.t a grven object would be perm1ued w 

ovr mrellect " Kant's strategy thus became tn use the categones as 

the hnk between the idea of makmg any judgments about olJtects, on 

the one hand, and the subscantwe principles of causation and conser· 

vauon which he had always wanted to prove, on the other. 

This strategy bcmgs us back to a fundamental quescion we have so 

far deferred, namely the question of exactly what Kam means by a 

category of pure understand.mg. We can now appreciate that what he 

means by a category is, in fact, 1ust a concept of an oh)ect, or more 

precisely a general feature of any den.·Immate concept of an object, 

which allows tht: applJcatmn of a Judgment to that ol>Ject. 

Some of Kant's most general comments define a category simply 

as a concept by means of which mere mtwuons can be thought OI" 

represented as an ob1ect. For instance, this early reflection states 

that "Categories are the unrversal actions of reason, by means of 

which we think an oiject m general Ito the representations, appear· 

ances)" (R 4276, 17:492}.11 More often, however, Kant suggests that 

the categones are the necessary condmoos for conceiving of mtu· 

ttions as representmg the obiect of a ;vdgment. His idea appears to 

be that since a 1udgment expresses a cenam relation among its com 

~nr representations, fa.- instance 1t contams a predicate that 1t 

assigns to a sub1ect, the ob1ect of the 1udgment must be represenred 

as havmg parts or aspects represented by those syntactically distinct 

components of the 1udgment; m the case of a sub1ect-pred1cate 1udg· 

ment, fOI" example, something m the object must be represented as 
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the substance correspondmg to the sub,ect-concept m the judgment 

and something e lse as the property correspond mg to the predicate m 
the 1udgment. The categories are the concepts by means of which we 

orgamze our mtu1t1ons in order to make them access1ble to 1udg­
ments m this way.•J 

Numerous passages m Kant's published writings and hts notes 

svggest this general picture. The key paragraph of the sect10n of the 

Cnt1que of Pure Reason m which he first discusses the categories, 

for mstance, suggests that the categories are simply concepts by 

means of which we mtroduce into our intuittons the structure 
needed for us to make judgments apply to those mtuitions: 

The same function that gives unuy to the different represemauons ma 1Udg· 
mem also gives umty to the mere synthesis or different representauons man 
mruit10n, and indeed through the very same actt01\S by means or which m 

concepts, through analyucal unuy, u produced the logw::al form of a 1udg­
ment, 1t also, by means of the synthetic umty or the mamfold m mtumon m 

general, bnngs a transcendental content mto us representauons. 

(A 79 / B 104-5) 

The " transcendental conten1" that 1s added to the mamlo(d of mtu-
1t1ons appears to be a conceptuabzauon of the latter in a form that 

allows 1t to become an object for a 1udgment. The same thought is 

pcesent in a number of Kant's reflections. Thus Kant wntes: "The 

logical cond1t10n of the judgment is the: relation to the sut,,ect, etc.; 

the concept of a thmg through this logical function 1s the category" 

(R SSH, 18:2311, 1
• and "The category 1s therefOl"e the concept of an 

ob1ect in general, so fat as it is determined m Itself m respect of a 

logical function of judgments ll prion !that one must think through 

this function of combmat10n of the manifold m its representation! 

IR 5932, 18:392)."1 ~ Fmally, the recapituJation of the transcendental 

deduction m the Prolegomentl to Any Future Metaphysics•" suggests 
a stmilar view: 

The g1ven mtultlon must be subsumed under a concepr, whtch determines 
the form or 1udgmg m general m respect to rhe mtumon such a concept 
IS a pure a pnon concept of the underscandmg, which does norhmg bur 
merely determine an mtmtlon m the way m general m which u can serve 
fm 1udgmg. (Prolegomena §20, 4 iool 

l 
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All of these passages suggest that 1he catego11es are simply those 
general concepts by means of which our mtuiuons are converted 

imo l'epresentations of objects of Judgments. 
In other places, however, Kant suggests that the role of the catego­

ries is not just to make possible the apphcat1on of judgments and 

their logical structures to objects, but to make that application deter­

minate or to constrain it m certam ways. Here his idea appears to be 

that as far as logic itself is concerned, 1t makes no d1Herence which 

feature ot an object is represented by the subject-concept, for m­

stance, and which by the predicate, or whether what is represented 

by the sub1ect-concept on one occas10n 15 represented by the predi­

cate on another, but that the functton of a category such as that of 

substance is to ensure tha1 the logical funcuoo of sub,ect- pred1cate 

rudgment is used m a certam way, such that there 1s something, 

namely a substance, which must always be a subject, and other 

things, namely accidents, which must always be represented by 

pred1cates. •1 Such a view 1s dearly expressed ma paragraph added to 

the mtroduction to the transcendental deducuon in the second edi­

tton of the Critique · 

Ftrsl, J mus1 only still add the e.,.,,Ianation 01 the cat~ies. They are 

concepts of an obiect m general, by means of which ns mtu1uon is regarded 
as determmed m regard to one of the logical funcuons of 1udgmg Thus the 
function of the categorical 1udgment was rhe relauon of the subiect to the 
predicate, e.g., all bodies are d1v1sible. Only tn regard co the merely logical 
employment or the unclers.tanding 1t remains undetermined which or the 
two concepts one 1s to give the function of the sub,ect and which that or the 
predteate For one can also say: Somethmg d1vts1ble 1s a body. Through the 
concept of substance, however, if I hrmg the concept of a body under 1t, it 1!l 

dttermmed that us emptncal mtmtmnin experience must always be consid­
ered only as sub1ect, never as mere pred1cate1 and so wuh all the other 
categories. IB 128! 

Logtc does not care what serves as the sub,ect and wha1 as the predi­

cate of a 1udgment, as long as these roles are fiJled in some way or 
otheri but the caregones, for reasons thar therefore cannot anse from 

the logic of 1udgment alone, carve our ex~nence up mto entmes that, 

for instance, must always be subjects of 1udgment, or substances, and 

aspec1s that must always be pred1cated of such substances. 
This view does not jus1 suddenly appear m the 1787 rev1s1on of the 
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Critlque; 1t can be found a longside the other view all along. Thus 
Kant wrote m 177 3: 

Fnst lhert: musl be cemun utles of thought. under which appearances m 
themselves can be brou&}n e g., whether they are to be regarded as magni­
tude or as subject or as ground or as whole or merely as reaht)' !figure 1s no 
reality) On this account I cannot regard whatever I want in the appearance 
as either subiect or predicate, rather 1t 1s determmed as subJect OT respec­
uvely as ground. Therefore lit ts determined] what son of log1c11l function m 
regard to another 1s really vahd of one appearance, whether that oi magni­
tude or of the subject, therefore which functton of 1udgment For otherwise 
we could use log1cal functions arb1tran ly without demonstratmg or even 
percewmg that the obic:ct 1s more suuable for one rather than the other 

IR 4671, 1]:635--<>I 

Here Kant's claim 1s that the function of the "utles of thought" 1s 
not JUSt to allow 1udgmcnts to be made about objects of our expen­
ence but to constram how we make such 1udgments about them, to 
make our use of the logical forms of 1udgment nonarb1trary. The 
same view appears ten years later: 

Category 1s the necessary unit)' of consc.KJusness m the compos1t1on of the 
manifold of representatJ011s ltntu1tton), so far as 11 makes possible the con­
cept of an ob,ect m general Im contrast to the merely subi«ove umty of the 
conscious~ of the percepc1onsl This umty m the categories must be 
necessary. E g., log1c:a.lly a ooncept can be either suhJcct or predicate. An 
ob,ect, however, considered mtnscendentally, presuw<>ses something that is 
nccessanly only subiect and something else that 1s only prechcate. 

IR ~9Jl, 18 390-1)1S 

Agam the claim 1s that categones are requued m order to make the 
combmatlon of concepts mto judgments nonarb1trary. 

This amb1guuy m Kant's very definition of the categories ob\·1-
ously creates the possibt.hty of a fundamental hl.lurcauon m his st rat· 
egy for their transcendent.al deductton. On the one hand, the idea 
that the categories are JUst concepts that make the logicaHy d1stmct 
forms and components of judgment applicable to our mtuitions al­
lows for a simple form of argument on which the necessary apphca­
bthty of the categones follows duectly from the premise that we 
make any sort of 1udgments about our intmt1ons at all. Kant was 
occasionally tempted by such a form of argument. But Kant's concep­
tton of the categones as e.xt.ralogical constraints upon the employ-
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ment ot the merely logical funcu ons of 1udgmem obviously calls for 
more complicated argumentation. Kant's pomt seems to be precisely 
that intuitions cannot be formed mto cmcepts of ob,ects m any 
logically possible way. Merely addmg the mfonnauon prov1dt:d by 
the forms of mtumon to that yielded by the logical functions of 

1udgment would not be enough. But then the need for such con­
straint must be explamed and a source for it discovered. Much of th~ 
obscunty m Kant's actual expos1ttons of the transcendental deduc­
tton 1s due precisely to the fact th.at he did not explicnly dtstmgmsh 
t hese two conceptions of t he categones, .and thus did not dearly 
disunguish the two strategles for deduction that they requue. We 
will a lso see that he appealed to several distinct sources of ex­
t raJogic.al necesstry, a spec1ail conception of self-consctousness on 
the one hand and a special conception of oh,ects on the other, as the 
ground for the reqmrement of extralog1cal categodes. Each of these 
strategies has its problems, however. If the extralog1cal constraint m 
the categories anses from their role m contrastmg ob1ccts to mere 
represent.auons, then 1t may not be obvious how the untversahty of 
theu application is to be preserved: but 1f it arises from the nature of 
self·consciousness 1tself, then it may be difficulc to see bow the 
disunct1on between merely sub,ect1ve representauons a.nd the repre­
sentatton of ob,ects as to be preserved. 

Before we can finally see how these issues anse m the actual argu­
ments of the transcendental deducllon, however, there is one more 
quesuon about the categories to consider. This 1s the question about 
the number of the categories. Both the Cntlque and the Prolegomena, 
of course, assert that there are twelve chfferentcategorics correspond­
ing to the twelve logical functions of 1udgments. This opimon 1s 
closely tied to the conception of the c.ategones .as simply the "tran­
scendent.al content" that makes the logical funcuons of judgment 
applicable to mtmt1ons. Thus, m the Cntique of Pure Rtloson Kant 
follows the claim that there is one function that determ ines both the 
umry of representattons in a Judgment .and m an intultlon with the 
claim that "In such a way there anse exactly as many pure concepts of 
understandmg, which apply a priori to oh,ects of mtmtton in general, 
as there ... were logical functtons mall possible 1udgmcnts" {A 79 I B 
IOS; see also Prolegomena §21, 4:302). This passage 1s followed by 
Kant's well-known tables of the logical functions of mdgment and of 
categories (see Tables 3.1 and 3.2 m the precedmg essayl. 
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Accordmg to these tables, every 1udgment ts characterized by 
quantity !which m any given case can be universal, particular, or 
smgular), quality flt can be affirmative, negative, or mflrute), rela· 
t ton fit can be categoncal, hypothetical, or dis1unctivel, and modal· 
ity In can be problematic, assertoric, or apod1ctic) fA 70 I B 95; Pro 
legomeno §21 , 4:}02-)). Correspondm,gly, Kant holds, there are 
twelve categories or transcendental concepts of obtects in general as 
owooed to functions of 1udgment : the three categories of quantity, 
namely umty, plurah ty, and totality; three categones of quality, 
namely reality, ncgauon, and limitat ion; three categones of relation, 
namely substance or inherence and subsistence, cause or causality 
and dependence, and conununity or rec1proc1ty between agent and 
patient; and finally three categones of modality, namely poss1biluy. 
existence, and necessity {A So I B 1o6; Prolegomena §11, 4:303). 
These categories are supposed to describe twelve different ways of 
conce1vtng of objects that are necessary m order to make the twelve 
different logical funcnons of judgment applicable rn them. 

There are obviously problems with the list of categories. What 1s 
the difference, for instance, between "reality'' as a category of "qual­
ny" and "existence" as a category of "modality'•? In ordmary usage, 
these are surely coextensive if not synonymous. But we do not have 
to pare down the table of categories on our own, for Kant h1msell 
frequently gives shorter h sts of the categones. In fact, m many pas­
sages Kant suggests that there are not twelve but ooly five catego­
nes. In R 4672, as we saw, Kant suggests that the basic "utles of 
thought" are just mogmtude, reo/,ty. sub1ect. ground, and whole 
117:634). Reflexion 4385 (1771) also lists flve (or six) basic concepts, 
though 1t substitutes a modal concept for the concept of magnitude 

T~ metaphysical concepts are 1 . Possible, 2. Bemg l2b. Neccss1tyL 3 One 
added to another (Whole), 4. One m another (Substance), .'i· One through 
another fGroundl. The Last three are real relations The unity of the many a 
of the whole, b. the unity of predicates m one subiect or c of consequenc~ 
through a ground. f 17:~28J'" 

But a nearby passage suggests that the modal concept of poss1l11hty 
more accurately apphes to the concept of a thmg than to the thmg 
itself, and thus casts doubt on whether it should be included among 
the basic concepts of ob1ects in general (R 4371, 17:523). This would 
leave four basic categon es, namely existence, substance, whole, and 

I 
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ground. Fmally, a grear many passagei; suggest there an: really only 
three basic concepts of the understandmg or, as Kant sometimes 
calls them, "categones of synthesis" (R 4476, 11:.s6.s), namely the 
concepts of substance, causahry, and com pos1t1on or wholeness or 
the relatton of part to whole- m other words, JUS. the th ree catego­
nes of relation."' In one of his most extensive outhnes of the Cri­
n que of Pure Reason. Kant a lso suggests that the whole of the con­
tent of a "Transcendental Theory of Experience" 1s exhausted by the 
three concepts of "something as substance," of "every condition of 
the world lasJ a consequence," and of "all appearances together mak­
ing one wodd'' or whole IR 4756, 17.701 lt775- 71J . 

How can Kant so prommently assert that t here are t welve catego­
n es and yet so often list only five, four, or even threel He offers no 
exphcit answer to this question. Yet 1t tS not too difficult to provide 
the answer. Even if we adopt only the weaker conception of categones 
as JUSt the concepts necessary to apply the log1cal funct10ns of 1udg­
ment to objects, we can quickly see that we do not need twelve differ­
ent ways of conceivmg of obiects m order to be able to apply all twelve 
logical functtons of 1udgment t o them. In order to be able to apply the 
several logical functtons of quantity lall, some, one) to objects, we 
simply need to be able to apply the smgle category of determmate 
magmtude to the mamfold of our intuitions. Of course, there will be 
an mfinne number of parucular magnaudes 1mo which we might 
carve up our mtu1tiom, which might suptX>n an mdefimte vanety of 
judgments of the form "All ... " or "Some ... " or "One ... "; but 
these will be dtfferem detennmatlons of the more general determin· 
able magmtvde. not alternatives to the latter. L1kew1se, m order to 
apply both log1cally affinnative and negarive 1udgments to obtects, 
we need only the basic category of the reality of obiects, negacive 
judgments, in particulat, are not made m vmue of t he presence of a 
special property, namely "negatton," m objects, but rather simply m 
view of the absence of reality or of the sausfacuon for whatever turns 
out to be our critenon for reality." 

However, the three categories of subsrance, causatton, and compo­
sitmn (or, as Kant later substitutes for thts, mteraction) are dearly 
distinct. This makes plausible Kant's cla1rn that 1t ts only by vmue 
of the three independent conceptions of ob1ects as substances, as 
standmg in relations of cause and effect. and as parts of wholes, that 
We can employ the categorical, hypothettcal, and dis1uncuve forms 
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of 1udgment - which are, It may be noted, really d1stmct lands» ol 
judgment and not 1ust distinct vnlues of a single kind of 1udgment, as 
might be held m the cases of the functions of quanuty and quahty 2 1 

Finally, 1t can be argued that the concepts of modality are not 
properly add1t10nal concepts of ob1ects at all The assertmn of exis­
tence 1s represented by the ascription of reality to the concept of an 
ob1ect, or, if one hkes, to the oh)ect itself; but that 1s already taken 
care of by the category of reality under the headmg of quality. Possi­
bility and necessity, however, do not have to be conceived of as 
properties of ob1ects at all, but rather as properties ascnbed to our 
1udgments alx:iut objects in virtue of our application of the genurnely 
ob1ective categories to them. We can argue, for instance, that the 
judgment 'a IS F' is necessary because a's being F is a causal conse­
quence of its being something else, say G. And Kant himself seems 
to admit as much when he says that "The modaliry of 1udgments is a 
qmte peculiar function of them, which ... contributes nothing to 
the comem of the 1udgmem (for besides magnitude, quahry, and 
relatmn there is nothing more that constitutes the quality of a 1udg­
ment" IA 74 I B roo). Instead, judgments of modality say somethmg 
about the status of our direct assert10ns about oh)ects, and do not 
themselves descnbe any additional properties of objects_ 14 

Unraveling Kant's contradictory statements about the number of 
the categories, then, ought to hghten the burden of the transcenden­
tal deduction. We really do not need to prove the ob1ect1ve vahd1ry of 
twelve d1stmct a priori concepts of ob1ects m general, but only of 
five general concepts: reality, magnitude, substance, cause, and the 
fluctuating fifth category, sometimes descnbed as just the general 
idea of a whole made of parts and sometimes described as the more 
particular idea of interaction among the parts of a whole. But as we 
shall now see, even with this lightened burden Kant's task remams 
hard enough. 

III 

We can now turn to Kant's actual expositions of the transcendental 
deduction. The next three sections will offer a chronological ac­
count of the evolutmn of the transcendental deduction m the 1780s. 

The first edition transcendental deduction offers a prelimmary 
and then a final exposition of its argument (A 98). These two exposi-

I 
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tions at flrst appear to present radically different arguments. The 
prebmmary exposmon begms by offenng an account of the condi­
tions that are necessary for knowledge of an object, thus apparently 
assuming that we do have knowledge of o!Jiects. It then tries to show 
that one of the key conditions necessary for cogmtion of an object, 
namely a concept or rule that ''represents the necessary reproduc­
tion of a mamfold of given appearances, thus the synthetic umty m 
the consc10usness of them" (A 106), can only have its "transcenden­
tal ground" ma consc10usness of the representatmn of the necessary 
numencal 1dent1ty of the self throughout its various representa­
t10ns, or "transcendental appercept10n" (A 107). Cond1t10ns for this 
uniry of self-consc10usness are thus also necessary cond1t10ns for 
knowledge of o!Jiects; and Kant maintams that there are "a prion 
rules" (A 108) for the tran~cendental umty of apperceptmn that are 
therefore a prwn rules for cogmtion of o!Jiects as well. In the subse­
quent, "systematic" (A IIS) presentatmn of the argument, Kant 
onuts the prebm1nary analysis of knowledge of an ob1ect, and begms 
duectly with the claim that "We are conscious a pnon of the thor­
oughg01ng identity of our self with respect to all representatmns that 
can ever belong to our cognition" (A 116). He then proceeds to assert 
that there ts an a prion synthesis of representatmns that ts presup­
posed by this a pnori conscmusness, and that this a pnon synthesis 
is a product of the faculty of understanding, which thus con tams "a 
priori cognmons," namely the categones IA 1191, which apply to all 
the constituents of the transcendental umty of apperceptton and 
thus to the obiects we represent by means of them. In fact, once Kant 
has introduced the concept of ttanscendenral appercepuon mto the 
preliminary exposition of the deduction, the two expositions are 
practically ulentical The origmal assumption that there is some 
kind of necessity duecdy 1mphed by the concept of an ob1ecr be­
comes otiose and the existence of a pnori rules of the understanding 
is mstead derived solely from the exammauon of the cond1ttons fm 
the occurrence of the transcendental umry of apperception. 

The fundamental difficulties m the two versions of the argument 
are also the same. First, the 1usufication of the claim that the tran­
scendental unny of apperception 1s an a prwn certarnty of the nu­
mencal 1dentiry of the self requtnng a synthesis of representations 
accordmg to a pnon rules 1s unclear, and the 1dentificat10n of these 
tules wnh the categones 1s asserted wnhout adequate defense. Sec-
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ond, the connection between the cranscendencal unity of appercep­
uon and ob;ects of our cogmtmn distmct from our representations of 
them is also unclear. Perhaps, as m the preliminary exposi tion, Kant 
means throughout simply to assume that we do have knowledge of 
Stich ol)lects, and intends to prove only that there are necessary 
condutons for such knowledge, namely the ca tegon es that are al­
leged to be necessary condmoas for the transcendental uniry of 
appercept1on itseU. But he cen ainly does not prove that the t ranscen· 
dental umty of apperception itself requires knowledge of objects 
dist inct frccn the self, and he thus seems to omit what nught have 
seemed a natural step m proving the obiective reality of the catego­
ries: that they do in fact apply to at least some objects distinct from 
our own representations. Yet Kant also fails to suggest that anythmg 
m LJd~it10n to t he. categories is reqmred for koowledge of oh)ects, 
and this runs the n sk of equatmg transcendental apperception wtth 
an experience consist ing exclusively of knowledge of objects, thus 
leavmg no room for the d1stmct1on between mere representations 
and cognition of objects. 

The preliminary exposition contams some additional problems of 
its own. Kant begms with a premise that he asserts is crucial to 
everything that foUows. This 1s the claim that all representations, 
whether of other objects or inner states, nevertheless belong to 
mner sense, and thus that the only way to represent a manifold or 
multiplicity of representations is by ''distinguishing the time m the 
series of impressions one upon another" - that IS, by rq:«esenting 
the represen tations as occurring at successive moments fA 99). He 
then explous this prem1se of the tempocal successivene!>S of all 
manifolds of representation to develop a theory of threefold syn· 
thesis: Items in a temporally successive manifold must be sue· 
cessively llpprehended (A 99-mo); previously apprehended items 
must somehow be reproduced alongside later ones if connections 
among them are to be recognized IA 100--2); and, finaJly, there 
must be some concept m virtue of which lhe connecuon of several 
successive representations as representations of the same object is 
recogmzed (A 101J. 

Stated thus, Kant's three conditmns seem unobiecuonable and 
sufficient to prove that the recognition of a temporally extended 
mamfold of data reQlllres som e concept or other m virtue of which it 
can be recogmz.ed that the successively apprehended items do repre· I 

I 
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sent some one ob1ect. n But Kant adds two assumptions to this m1-

ual analysis. The first may be unwarranted but harmless for the 
further course of the deduction, but the second is more troubling. 
First, Kant does not 1ust assume that It 1s necessary that we be able 
to reproduce earlier members of a manifold 1f we are to succeed m 

cogmzin,g an ob}eCt by means of that manifo ld, a merely condmonal 
necessity that would not imply that we must be able to succeed m 
cogmzing an object by means of any particular mamfold, but rather 
makes the stronger, uncond1t1onal claim that ony given manifold 
must necessarily yield knowledge of an ob,ect . Only this stronger 
assumption leads to Kant's conclusion "that there must be some· 
thing that itself makes this reproduct ion of appearances possible by 
being the o pnor1 ground of its necessary synthetic uruty" IA 101 ). 

This mtroduces an a prwr1 ground into Kant's argument t oo eady 
and too easily. 

Second, Kant makes a very strong assumpuon about the function 
of the concept of an obiect in the third st age, the synthesis of recogni­
tion ma concept. He claims 1ha1 the appl1cau on of a concept of an 
ob1ect to a mamfold of representations expresses a kmd of necessiry 
in theit connecuon that can only be explained by an a pnori ground. 
His mitial explication of the role of a concept of an object may seem 
innocuous: 

We find. however, that our thought of the relation of all cognition rn its 
obfectbnngsalong with 11 somethmgof n«ess1ty, smc<: 11 is regarded as dut 
whn:-h is opposed to our cognitions benig detemuned at will or arb1tranly 
rather d u n a pnon m certam ways, since, insofar as they are to be related to 
an cb,ect they must also necess.an ly agree with each Other m rdatJOtl to u, 
1.e. have thar unity which consntutes the concept of an obtecr. IA 104-d 

However, the necessiry that Kam descnbes could JUSl be the cond1-
tiona} necessiry that if a group of representations are to represent, 
say, a chair, then there had better be among them representations of 
a seat, back, and legs, or, to use his own example, that if a group of 
representauoru; 1s to represent a body then there had better be 
among them representations of extension, shape, and 1mpenetrabil· 
ity (A rn61. Without further explanation, it IS not obvious why such 
necessitiei.: could not be thought of as analytical consequences of 
mere defimt10ns of types of ob1ects. That 1s, given how we under-
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stand the terms "ch<nr'' or "body," 1t follows that an ob1ect must 
have cert.am propemes if it is to be prnperly called a cha1r or body. 

But Kant clearly thinks that the appl1catton of a concept of an 
ob1ect to a manifold of re()l'esencauons expresses a deeper necessity 
than this, for h is next step 1s to claim that the umty furnished by the 
concept of an object " is 1JDposs1ble 1f the mtumon cannot be gener­
ated through such a funccion of synthesis acccwdmg to a rule that 
makes the reproduction of the mamfold necessary a pnon " IA 105) 

The kmd of necessny that he sees as foUowmg fra n the concept of 
an objec1 cannot be grounded m something arhl.trary hke a defini· 
t1on, but requtres a " transcendencal conchuon": 

All necessity IS always grounded ma transcendental concht1on TI1ere must 
therefore be found a transcendental ground of the umty of consciousness tn 

the synthesis of the manifold of all our mtumons, thus of concepts of 
obiects m general, thus of all ob1ecrs of expenence, without which 1r would 
be 1mposs1ble to think any obiecr for our mtmtmns for this 1s nothmg more 
than thi; somcthmg the concept of which expresses such a necessity of 
synthesis. IA 1001 

In fact, Kant seems to have m mmd not the conditional necessity 
that an object mllst have certam properties if it 1s to be classified in a 
certam way, but rather an absolute necessity that any given mani· 
fold of represcntau ons be able to be regarded as constituting an 
object. He then introduces the transcendental umty of apperception 
as the sole possible ground for a necess1ry of this sort: "Now this 
ong mal and t ranscende ntal condition is none other than trans .. :en 
dental apperc..·epuon" (A 107- 8). Yet he has provtded no reason for us 
to think that our experiences of obiects must not just be expenenc~ 

of necessit y of the kind tha t can be construed as analytical 1mphca· 
tions of merely empmcal cunceprs, bm rather must themselves 
somehow be neceS&Iry expenences, the necessity of which requires 
some deep explanation . Hts argument to this pomt runs aground on 
a confusion about necesstty, a confusion berween the necessity tha.1 
experiences of a certain type of object mclude certam charactenstit 
representatlOns and the necessity that we experience ob1ects m any 
given manifold. And this in tum suggests not merely that Kant begs 
his onginal QUC$t1on about the objective reahty of the categories by 
simply assuming th at we do experience ob1ects to which the catego· 
nes can app]y, but that he makes the even stronger 1mt1al assump· 
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tion that we necessanly expenence ob1ects, a nd den ves the a pnon 
necess1ry of certain rules of the understanding h orn this necessity 

Once Kant has rntroduced the concept of the transcendental umty 
of appercept1on, however, this confusion too may become irrelevant, 
since this notton itself carnes with it certa10 clauns al:wJtit necessity 
that are mdependent of what may have preceded 1t and that might 
yet suffice to prove e ve rything Kam wanrs about the ca1egor1es. 
Kant's basic argume nr fran the prenuse of the transcendental umty 
of appercept1on 1s qune straightforward, and at this pornt the differ­
ences between the prehminaiy and systemao c exposmons become 
minor. I will draw on both m what follows. 

j 1 J The fundamental premise of the argum ent 1s that all representa 
tions, regardless of what particular empmcal sigmficance they may 
subsequently be discovered to have, are necessanly recognized to 
belong to oneseli: I thus have a pnon know1edge that all of my 
representat10ns, whatever they m ay represent, belong to my smgle, 
numencally identical self. Kant reiterates thi s premise numerous 
times. For instance, 

Now no cogmtmns can take place m us, no connecuon and unny arncng 
t~m. wnhout that umty of consciousness which precedes all data of mtu· 
it ions and m relation to which alone all representauon of obtecrs is possible. 
This pure, ong1nal, unchangeable consciousness I will call tran.<ieendemal 
apperceptmn The numerical umty o( this apperceptmn therefore hes a 

prron at the ground of all concepts. IA 107) 

All ~qble appt:arances bdoog, as represenuuons, 10 the entire possible 
self-consaousness. from this, however, as a t ranscendental representation, 
numerical Klenhty 1s mseparable, and a pr1or1 cen·am, smce noth1J18 can 
come mto cogmt1on excepr by means of this ong1nal appercepuon IA J •JI 

All mtmuons are nothmg for us and concern us not 1n the least unless they 
can be taken up mto conscK>Uness. . . We are consc10Us u prwn of the 
thoroughgomg 1denttty of our self m regard to all repiesentauons rhat can 
ev~r belong to our cogmtmn, as .a necessary condmon of the poss1b1hty of all 
representations (smce these can represent something tn me only insofar as 
they belong wnh all others to one consc1ousness ·I This pnnc1ple stands 
firmapnori (A116} 

No matter what else we may come to know about or by means ot 
any given representation, Kant holds, we are necessarily able to rec-
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OgTH::!:e that it 1s one among all of our othe.- representations, or a part 
of our numencally Jdem1cal seH. 

(2) Next, Kant assumes the transo.!ndental umty of apperceptmn 1s 
not JUSt an analyt1cal unuy, but a ·ynthet1c umty.26 That is, all of 
the different representat lOns that are known a pnon to belong to a 
numerically identical sell do not just share a common m ark, such as 
being designated by the exp.-essmn " mine," but rather share such a 
common mark on t he basis of some other connection that hold~ 
among them: 

For only msoJar as I ass.a.gn all percepuons to one consctousnc:<;.!o foi original 
apperceptionJ can I say of atl perceptmns: that I am conscious of them 
There must therefore be an ob,ecttve ground, 1.e, one that can be under· 
stood a priori prior to all empmcal laws of the 1magmat10n, on which 1he 
poss1b1hty, mdeed the necessttv of one law stretchmg through all appear· 
ances rests . fA u2j 

131 But if the transcendental umty of apperceptton 1mphes the 
existence of a symheu c connectton among all possible representa· 
uons that is independent of their empmcal content and thus of any 
empmcaJ syntheses or connections that may be estabbshed among 
them, then there must be an a pnon synthesis that connects them 
all together; and 1h1s a prion synthesis must have its own, a pr1011 

rules. Kant states these key assumptmns cwice. He states the flr st 

alone in h IS systematic expositmn of the deduction, where he writes 
"lnis synthetic umty however presupposes a synthesis, or includes 
one, and 1f the former is w be necessary o pr10t1, then the latter must 
also be an n pnon synthesis" IA 118). He e xphc1tly asserts both the 
existence o f an o pt1or1 synthesis of all possible representations as 
well as the existence of o pr ion rules for this synthesis in the prepara· 
tory expos1uon: 

But rust this transce~mat umty of appercept1on constitutes out of all 
possible appearances that can ever co~ together m one expenence a coo· 
nect1on of all these representations accordmg to laws. For this uruty of 
conscrousness would be 1mposs1ble tf m the cognmon of the manifold the 
mind could not become conscious of the 1dt:nttty of the function by means 
of which It connects It synthettcaUy m one cognition. Therefore the ongmal 
and neCt:!iSary consciousness of the identity of oneself 1s at the same ume a 
consciousness of an equally necessary synthesis of all appearances according 
to concepts, 1.e., according t0 rules chat not only make them nccessanly 
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reproducible but also thereby determine an obrec1 for then mtmtton, 1 e., 
the concepr of somethmg m which they are neccssanly connected· For the 
mmd could not possibly thmk the uknt1ty of itself m the rnult1plmty of its 
repcesentat1ons, and indeed think this a pnon 1f It did not have before us 
eyes the identity oi its actlOll, which sub,ects all synthesis of apprehensmn 
(which is empmulJ to a transcendental uni ty. IA Io81 

All possible represencat mos, regardless o f their partl(:ular empirical 
s1gmficance, are subjected to an a pnon synthesss with n s own a 
pnon rules m virtue of their m ere sub,ection to the transcendental 

uniry of apperception. 
j4J But the fundamental source of all combmau on 1s the faculty ot 

understanding, and tilt: o prion rules required for the o pn on synthe· 
sis implied by the transcendenta! unity of appercept1on can be noth· 
ing other than the most fundamental rules of the faculty of under· 
standing, namely the categories: 

But the poss1b1hty, mdeed even the necessny of these categones rests on the 
relation that the enttre sens1l».hty and with 1t all possible appearances have 
to ong:mal appercept10n, m which everythms necessarily accords with the 
condn10ns of the thoroughgomg umty of se1f-consc1ousness, 1.e., must stand 
under universal functions o{ synthesis, namely the synthesis accordmg to 

concepts m which alone appercept1on can demonstrate a priori its thorough· 
gomgandne<:essary 1denu1y. IA 1 11-12) 

Appercepuon reqmres a synthesis of all possible representations 
that is distmct from whatever empirical syntheses may ulttmately 
reveal theu empirical significance, and the rules Of this o prion 
synthesis a re nothing other than the categories jsee also A 119). 

b) FmaHy, Kant pomts out that t he necessary conditions for the 
syn thesis of all representatioM per se in the transcendenta! unity of 
a~rceptlOn are also necessary cond1t1ons for the representation of 
any ob1ects by means of those representations: 

The a pnon cond1ttons of a possible experience in general are at the same 
time cond1t1ons of the poss1bihty of the obiects of experience Now I assert 
that the categones are nothmg otha than the condmons of thmkmg ma 
possible experie11ce, 1usc as space a11d n m«! contam che cond1t1ons of- mtu-
1t10n for that same expenence Therefore thev are aJso fundamental con· 
cepts for thmkmg obJects m general fOT appearances, and therefore have a 
prion o!Jiective vahduy, which was that which we really wanted to know 

IA Ill} 
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Thus Kant's argument concludes: (1) all possible representations 
belong to a single, numerically identical self; (2) this ts a synthetic 
connection of representatmns, which (JI requires an a pnon synthe­
sis among them, (4) the rules of which are none other than the 
categories, which are therefore (s J necessary condmons for the repre­
sentation of any objects by means of the representations that them­
selves belong to the numencally idemical self. 

Kant's argument is ultimately simple, but the problems with 1t are 
senous. The most senous problems come at the begmning. Here 1t 
may appear plausible for Kam to assume that no matter what I may 
discover about the empirical s1g111ficance of any of my representa­
tions, and indeed prior to any dtscovenes about theu empuical sig­
mficance, I must at least know that I have those representatmns, 
and thus those representations must already satisfy some mm1mal 
condttions for self-knowledge. Bue in fact Kant offers no defense of 
this claim, and 1t cannot stand up to scrutmy. To be sure, when 1 set 
out to investigate the emp1ncal s1gmficance of a senes of representa­
tmns I take myself to have had, 1t must at least seem to me that I 
have m fact had those representations; but m some cases 1t may tum 
out that I cannot make empuical sense of a mamfold of represen­
tations except by concluding that I could not have had certam 
representat10ns - for example, could not have correctly made cer­
tam observatmns - after all. I must begm wnh the belief that I have 
had a certam mamfold of representattons, but genume knowledge 
that I have actually experienced all the representatmns m this mam­
foW may have to await successful empincal mterpretauon of this 
mttial impression. And if that is so, then I do not m fact have a pnon 
knowledge of my numencal identtty throughout a given mamfold of 
representations mdependently of any empmcal synthesis of them. A 
fortwn, 1t is not clear that I must have a set of rules for an a pnon 
synthesis of them that is mdependent of my eventual emptrical 
synthesis of them. If this 1s so, the successful deduction of the catego­
nes will have to show that they have a necessary role m any empm­
cal synthesis of the manifold of representations rather than m a 
putative a prion synthesis of them.21 

Second, the connecuon between the umty of apperceptmn and 
knowledge of ob1ects remains unclear. As we saw, Kant clearly in­

fers that necessarv conditions for the umty of appercepuon are also 
necessary condit10ns for the representation of objects tbat are dis-
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tmct from our own representauons of them. But this of course does 
not imply that we must actually represent any such objects, there­
fore that the categones actually do apply to anv such obiects. ln 
other words, It seems to prove only the condnional thesis that the 
categories are necessary 1f we are to expenence ob1ects as well as 
merely su!Jiecuve representations, but not yet to show that we are 
actually 1ust1fled m applying the categories to such objects, or, m the 
terms of Sectmn I, to show that the categories actually have ob1ec­
uve reality. 

Yet Kant assumes that he has shown that the categones provide 
not only necessary but also suffic1ent condmons for the representa­
tmn of objects distmct from our own representatmns. He defines the 
general concept of an obiect that 1s dtstmct from our representa­
tions, but ts yet not assumed to be a thing m itself, as the concept of 
the "transcendental ob1ect" of experience (A I09). He then says: 

Now this concept cannot contam any determmate 1ntmt10n, and therefore 
concerns nothmg other than that umty which must be found ma mamfold 
of cognmon msofar as It stands m relation to an 00-,ect. But this relauon 1s 
nothmg other chan che necessary umty of consciousness, thus also the syn­
thesis of the mamfold through a common functmn of the mmd for connect­
ing n m une representation. Now smce this umty must be regarded as a 
pnori m:cessary !for otherwise the cogmtmn would be wuhout an ob1ect), 
the relat10n to a transcendental object, 1.e, the ob1ect1ve realuy of our em­
pmcal cognition, rests on the transcendental law that all appearances, mso­
far as ohJects are to be given to us through them, must stand Wlder a pr10n 
rules of their synthetic uruty, accordmg to which then relanon m empmcal 
intuit10n 1s alone possible, 1 e., that they stand under cond1uons of neces­
sary umty of appercept10n in expenence JUSt as they must stand under the 
formal condtttons of space and nme m mere mtu1t1on. (A m9-10) 

This suggests that the conditions of the unity of apperceptmn alone 
suffice to constitute the concept of the transcendental obiect, which 
might equally well be called the transcendental concept of an obiect 
or the framework for conce1v1ng of o!Jiects as contrasted to mere 
representatmns. But thts 1s profoundly problematic. Fust, It ignores 
the tdea that there 1s an essential difference between the self and its 
representations on the one hand and the obiects they may represent 
on the other. For this suggests that even 1.f the cond1t10ns for the 
poss1b1hty of apperceptlon are also necessary cond1t10ns for the repre­
sentation of obiects, there must be some add1t1onal condtuon neces-
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sary to represent ob,ects that ts not a conch non for self-ronscmusness 
as such. Yet d we were to ignore this requirement and grant Kant's 
present claim that the condittons for the umry of appercept1on are 
sufficient for the representauon of objects, then 1t would become 
obscure how we can ever represent mere conchtmns of the self with­
out also representmg an ob1cct . ln other words, Kant's present claim 
seems neither adequarely ro ex-plam why we must represent any ob­
jects dJsnnct from the self nor, if we do, then how we can represent 
the mere self as contrasted to oi,,ects. In hght of these problems, the 
endgame problem, that Kant does not adequately show that the rules 
of the a pnon synthesis of apperceptmn are really the categon es. 
seems nunor. 

IV 

Perhaps m recogmt10n o1 these unresolved difficulties with the con­
cept of the transcendental un ity of appercepnon, m the years 1mme­
dunely following the publication of the first ediuon of the Gntique 

of Pure ~eason Kant attempted to accomplish his proof of the objec­
trve vabd1ty of the categories without any reference to apperceptmn 
at all. This approach 1s evident rn the Prolegomena to Any Future 
Metaphysics of 1783 and in a compact but suggestive footnote in the 
preface to the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science of 1786 

as well as in several sketches that have been assigned to the penod 
1783- 4, and thus represent etther preparatory nores for the Prolego­
mena or further reflections on It. ~e 

In the Metophys1col Foundauons of Natural Science, Kant sug­
!e~ts that the deducnon of the cat egories could be accomplished 
vmually through a single mlerence from the preciselv derermmed 

~finition of a 1udgment in general !of an action, through which 
given representations first become cognition ol an objectl." By such 
a definition of judgment, however, Kant cannot mean any connec­
uon of representations by means of a merely logical function of 
1udgment, but rather one in which "through the concept of the un­
derstanding an oblect IS thought as derermmed with regard to one or 
another function of 1udgment" (4 :475 n.), or an act of the nund in 
which it ts made determinate which logical function of judgment 
must be employed on a given manifold of mtuit1on. 
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This 1s made clearer m the Jltolei;omcna. where the key to Kant's 
deducnon of the ca1egones is a d1stmcuon betw~en a merely sub)ec­
uve connection of perceptions, m which the logical funcuons of 

1udgmem are employed bu1 are employed entuely arburanly, and a 

connectton of percepuons that ts ob1ect1vely valid, which Kant mter­
prets to mean umversally and necessanly vahd. Kant's baste conten­
tion 1.s that m the latter case there must be a prion concepts of the 
understanding that make the employment of the logical funcuons of 
judgment nonarb1trary, and that this 1s the role of the categones. In 
section 22, Kant arguef; that the "sum" of the matter 1s that all 
thinkmg 1s "um ting representations m one consciousness," which is 

"the same as 1udgm.g, or refernng representations to 1udgment m 
general"; and all mstances of JLKlgment employ the logical funcuons 
of judgment. But Judgments may be "either mere!}• subJecuve, 11 
they relate representations to the consciousness m one sub)ect 
alone . .. or ob1ective, 1f they unite representations tn a consc10us­
ncss m general, 1.e., necessarily." The latter kmd of 1udgments give 
n se to expenence, which "consists in the synthetic connectmn of 
appearances (perceptmnsJ in one consciousness, so far as this 1s nec­

essary" lno4-sl-
Kant formalizes this distmcuon by means ol a contrast between 

"Judgments of percepuon," which "hold good only for us" and em­
ploy "only the logical connection of perceptions ma thmking sub­
iect," and "1udgmems of expenence," which .assert the "necessary 
umversal vabdity" of the con nectlOn of perceptions that 1s expressed 
through the logical function of 1udgment (§rs, 4:2q8). Such a claim 
of necessary umversa1 vahd1ty always depends upon a "pun: concept 
of the understanding, under which the perception is subsumed," 
that 1s, a category, which therefore cannot simply be an obiechfied 
form of a merely logical func tion of 1udgment but 1s instead an 
exu alogical concept that somehow makes the use of the merely 
logical functmos of 1udgment nonarb1trary: 

The 1udgment of expenence must add something beyond the senstble mtu­
iuon and ns logical connecoon .. m a Judgment, which determines the 
synthetic 1udgment as necessary and hereby as universally vahd, and this 
can be nothmg other than that concept, which represents the mtu1t1on as 
determmed m regard to one form of 1udgment rather than another. 

!§21a, 4 3041 
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Kant's argumt:nt tu this pomt 1s excessively abstract, but ht: offt'rs 
several examples in an attempt to clanfy It. In the MetaphysJC:'11 
Foundat1ons of Natuml Science. Kant argues that logic alone is en· 
ttrely indifferent to our choice of concepts for sub)eCtS and predi · 
cates, and that ooJy the extralog1cal concept of substance deter­
mines that certain intuitions must alwa}'S be regarded as logical 
subiects and others as predicates. 

E.g., m the cacegoncal Judgmem The srone 1s hard. the stone 1s emplo}-ed as 
sub,ec:t and Jiord as predicate, yet m such a way that the understandmg 1s 

pemutted to reverse the log.ical function of this rudgment and say some· 
thmg hard is a stone, on the contrary, 1f l represent tt to myself as detet­
mmed m tl-e ob1ecc that m every possible determinauon of an obiect the 
stone musr be thought of as subrect, but the hardness only as predicate, 
then the same logical funcuon of tudgmenr now becomes a pure concept of 
the undersumdmg of obiects, namely as substance and accident. (4 :475 n I 

By itself logic affords the possib1hty of conceiving of sub1ect and 
predicat es, but does not require that there be anytlnng that can only 
be thought of as a sub1ect and never as a predicate, this is an ex· 
tralog1cal reqlllrement for conce1vmg of determinate, nonarb1trary 
obJects, and requires the extralogical conception of substances ­
that 1s, necessary subiects- and their accidents. In the Prolegomena. 
Kant attempts to construct a similar argument m the case of the 
hypothetical form of Judgment : Logic alone merely affords the poss1· 
bthty of distangutshing between antecedents and consequents but 
does not 1tseJI determme that one concept m ust necessanl>• figure m 
the am ecedent of a judgment and another in the consequent; that 1s 
the function of the extralogical concept of cause and effect. uLet 
such a concept be the concept of a cause, then n determmes the 
mtu1t1on that ts subsumed under it, e.g., the mtu1t1on of air, m 
regard to iudgmg 10 general, namely that the concept of au in regard 
to u s expansion serves m the relation of antecedent to consequent m 
a hypothetical judgment" (§20, 4:300).~9 

This kind of argument has acenam mtu1tive plaus1b1hty, but Kant 
hardly works it out in sufficient detail to be persuasive. At Least as 
Kant presents tt, 11 depends on a problematic conception of 1udgmem s 
of experience as umversally true, where that means not merely m· 
rersub,ectively acct>ptable but also necessanly true. Such an under· 
standing of empmcal 1udgmem would certamly be difficult to sell w 
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an empmc1st such as Hume, although 11 IS no one other than Hume 
whom Kant is attemptmg to answer in the Prolegomena .~0 

v 

Perhaps with this dtfficulty in mind, Kant revened to the prenuse of 
appe:rcepuon for his new verSlon of the deduction in the second 
edJtlOll of che Critique. Jn fact, one can see this new version as 
""ttemptmg to combine the earher idea of appercepeion with the new 
understandmg of 1ud,gment developed from 1783 10 1786. But this 
c0ll1bmatton remains uneasy. 

The B-deduct1on beg.ms I§ 1 5) with the general claim that all "com· 
bination (con1unct10J of a mamfold m general'' (B n9) is an act of 
"sp0ntane1ty" or "self·acuv1ty of the subject," specifically "an act of 
the understanding" (B 1 30). Jn several summaries of the transcenden· 
tal deducuon wntten after 1787, Kant suggests that the objective 
validity of the categones m all synthesis could be derived dlfectly 
from this simple prem1seY Here, however, Kant clearly mtends this 
general claim only to prepare the way for the more specific claim 
that all comb1nauons of the manifold presuppose the fundamental 
form of synthesis that is contained m the transcendental unity of 
appercept1on, to be introduced m section 16. However, an add1t10nal 
thesis that Kant introduces before moving ftOlll the general to the 
gpec1fic claim obscures the 1nti:=nded relat1oosh1p between the cate· 
gones and the unity of apperceptton m all that follows. Instead of 
simply clatmmg that, because aU combmatioo stems frcrn the under­
standing, n therefore necessan1)• employs the pure categories of that 
faculty, Kant argues that " the concept of combtnat1on" involves a 
concept of the unity of the mamfold that precedes all specific cat~­
nes. As he puts 1t, 

Tu15 umty, which precedes a p11or1 all concepts of combmat1on, ts not (the] 
category of unny . . , for all categone5 are grounded m log1cal functions of 
iudgrnent, bur m these connecnon, thus the umty of given concepts, 1s 
akeady thought The category therefore already presupposes combmanon. 
We must therefore seek this unuy somewhere tugher. (B 131) 

This htgher form of unny precedmg all categories IS obviously 
meant to be the transcendental unity of appercepuon. But what Kant 
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has argued now seems to imply that, although the use of the catego­
nes must presuppose the transcendental umty of appercept1on, the 
latter precedes the use of the categon es and 1s therefore independent 
of it. The entire project of showmg that the categories apply to all 
the ob,ects of the uansceodental unit)' of appercepuon precisely 
because apperception itself presupposes the use of the categories is 
therefore endangered. 

In secuon 16, Kam reiterates the basic clam\S of the first-ed1uon 
argument alxmt apperceptmn. He argues char "the I think must be 
able to accompany all my representations" jB 13 r-1), or that "all of 
the mamfold of mtu1t1on has a necessary relation to the I think in 
the same subject m which this mandold is found '' (B 132). He then 
argues that this connection of all possible representations to a single 
self cannot be the merely analyuc umty furnished by some common 
mark, for there IS no smgle impression of the self m all possible 
representations: "The empu1cal consciousness, which accompanies 
different representations, is m u self diverse and without relation to 
the idenuty of the subJcct'' (B 1331 (here Kant is duectly following 
Hume!. Instead, " the anaJytJc uruty ol apperception 1s only possible 
under the presupposition of some synthetic one": "This thorough­
gomg identity of the apperception of a manifold given m intuiuon 
contams a synthesis of representations, a.nd is only possible through 
the consciousness of this synthesis" (B 1 Bl- Kant then asserts, as m 
the first edition, that we have genuine a pnon knowledge of the 
necessary connection of all represemauons to dus stngle self and 
that there must therefore be an a pnori synthesis of the understand­
m.g to wh1ch the umty of apperceptmn is due: "Synthetic umty of 
the mamfold of mtumons, as given a pr1on, is thus the ground of the 
identity of appercept10n Itself, which precedes a priori all my decer­
minace thoughts" (B 1 34!; and this "combmat1on" is "solely an ar­
rangement of the understanding" (B 135J. No more than m the first 
editaon, however, does Kant defend the claim that the syntheuc 
unny of appercepuon is actually "given a pnoc1" rather than depend­
ing upon empmcal synthesis of the mamfold of mtuitton. 

Because Kant h.as claimed that an a pnon combmauon due to the 
faculty of understanding underlies the unity of appercept1on, we 
ml.ght expect htm ro mtroduce directly the categories as at A I 19; 
however, perhapS the argument of section 1 s bars him from so doing. 
In any case, the next few secuons now a. ttempt a much more mvo-

I 
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luted route to the ob1ecuve vahduy of the categoncs. In sectmns 17-
19, Kant auempts to establtsh a connecuon between appercept1on 
and knowledge of objects. His arguments, however, endanger the 
strategy of argumg from necessary condmons of apperception to 
necessary concepts ol obtec•s by mstead simply idcnufy1ngappercep­
tion with 1udgments about obiects and denvmg the conditions for 
the former from the latter. 

In section 17, Kant mtroduces the idea of "anobiect as that m the 
concept of which the manifold of a given mtmnon IS umted" (B 137). 
This could be taken to be a deflauonary definmon of an object· 
Although one might have thought that an object was something 
d1st1nct from any merely sub1ective connection of representations, 
requm n,g something in addition to the latter, Kant would now be 
defiPln,g an object as constituted by any conceptual connection of 
the manifold of mtuition whatever, even if it did not mvolve any 
such cont rast with the sub)ect. In this case, Kant's next claim would 
hold: "Consequenrly the unity oi consciousness 1s that which alone 
consututes the relatmn of representations to an obJect, thus their 
oo1ecuve vaHdity" (B 137). However, m tlus case Kant's original task 
of proving that categones that are sub1ective m origm necessanly 
apply to OO,Ccts that are distmct h orn the self would seem to have 
been forgotten. But 1f that task is not to be forgotten. and Kant is not 
to rest content with a deflationary concepuon of an ob1ect of knowl­
edge, then at this pomt m the argument he should be argum~ only 
that the cond1t1ons for the unity of apperception -wh1ch sull re ­
main to be discovered - are necessary condittons for knowledge of 
objects, not, as he seems to be suggesting, suffic1ent conditio~s. 

This excessive assumption would be only a mmor problem if Kant 
were now successfully to derive necessary conditions for the unity 
of appercepuon, which, because the urnty of apperception 1s itsdf a 
necessary condmon for knowledge of objects, would m turn be neces­
sary conditions for knowledge ol ob;ects. However, the argument of 
section 18 does not do dus. In fact, Kant now proceeds as if cognition 
of ob1ects were itself the necessary cond1t10n of the umty of apper­
cepuon, and thus a.s if the a priori conditions for the unity of apper­
ceptmn could be denved from condmons for rhe knowledge of ob­
,ects mstead of vice versa. As he puts 11, "The tumscendental umty 
of appercept1on 1s that umty through which evervth1ng tn a given 
manifold 1s united ma concept of the obJect" IB 139J. The pro1ecr of 
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discovering conditions for apperception rhar will also be necessary 
conditions for cognmon of ob1ects 1s thus entirely inverted Conse­
quently, section 19, hke the Prolegomena, contrasts judgments as 
assertions of "nece~sary unily" with merely sub1ect1vely vahd rela­
tions of representauons, and 1mphes that there must be a priori 

grounds m the under&andmg for such necessary unnv. To be sure 
Kant says that he does not mean Hthctt these represenrattons neces: 
sanly belong to each other in emprncaJ mtwuon, but that they 
belong to each other m vutue of the necessory umtv of arperception 
tn the synthesis ol mtum ons" fB 142). But because the umty o( 

apperceptton has iust been 1denufied with cogmtton of ob1ects, this 
sttll seems to base his argument on a controversial definition o( 

knowledge of an obJect . The argument of the B-deductlon, 111 other 
words, has collapsed into that of the Prolegomentl precisely at rhe 
crucial pomt where necessary conditions for cogmt1on of ob1ects 
should have been derived from mdependently discovered condmons 
for the poss1b1hty of appercepuon itself. 

The argument of section 10, which is supposed to crown Kant's 
deducuon, only compounds his embarrassment. He clamlS that ''the 
manifold given m a sensible mtu1hon" 1s sub1ect ro the synthetic 
unny of apperception, and then that ''the act of the understanding by 
which the mamfold of given intmtions ... 1s brought under an 
appercept1on m general rs the logical functmn of judgment," there­
fore that "all the mamfold, so far as Jt is given m one empincal 
intumon, is determined m respect of one of the logical functions of 
1udgment. · · . Now the categon es are nothmg other than these func­
tions ol 1udgment" jB 143). In part, this argument seems unob}ttt1on· 
able and mdeed a successful circumvention of the confusion about 
the connection between appercepnon and obiects m secuons 17- 1 9: 

It 1ust asserts that the umty of apperceptton 1s itself expressed by 
means of judgments and must therefore employ the logical func· 
11ons or structure of Judgments. However, now Kant's insistence 
that the cat~gones are not just semantic eqmvalents of the logical 
functmns of 1udgment but extralogical constmmts on the use of the 
merely logical funcuons of judgment, the key to his argument in the 
Prolegomenn. has gone by the boards. We may have a noncontrover­
sial argument that appercepuon takes the logical form of 1udgmenl, 
bur we are still without any argument that appercepuon depends 
upon the categones. 

I 
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At this pomt, we might conclude that m spite of all the effort Kant 
devoted to the transcendental deduction, he failed to estabhsh a furn 
connection between the unny of appercepnon and ihe categones, 
and that the oontmumg interest of the Cnt1qve of Pure Reason must 
be elsewhere. Before we leave the B-deductmn, however, we must 
note one more puzzle about 1t, for the solution to 1h1s puzzle does 
point to Kant's ulumarely successful a1gurnent for the categories. At 
the outset of sectmo 2 1, Kant claims that rhe precedinE; argument 
has only made a "begmnmg of a deducuon of the pure concepts of 
the un<lersrandUig" by showing rhat the categories are the necessary 
con<lmons of the "empirical consciousness of a given mamfold of 
one mtuilion" (B 144), and that the "a pnon vahdtty (of the catego­
riesJ m regard to all ob1ects of our sensesn remains to be demon­
strated m order to complete the deduction (B 145p~ The compleuon 
of the argument, he then asserts (§26), hes m recogmzing that the 
umty of space and time themselves requ11e a synthesis of the under­
standmg. For the purposes of the Transcendental Aesthetic the unity 
of space and time- that is, the fact thar all regions of space const1-
rute parts of a smgle a1l-mclus1ve space and all moments of time 
parts of a smgle all-mclus1ve time - could be tteated as 1f merely 
given. But rn fact this kind of unity, hke any other, must be due to 
the combrnatory act1v1ty of the understandmg (B 16o- 1). And be­
cause nothmg can be presented to us that IS not presented to us as 
occupying some determmate region of space or ume a both, there­
fore nothm,g can be presented to us by our senses that IS not sub,ect 
to the c:ombmatory acttvity of the understandm,gand thus the catego­
nes: "Consequently all synthesis, even that through which percep­
tlon itself is possible, stands under the categories ... and I the catego­
ries! therefore hold a priort of all obiects of expenence" IB 16lf. Now 
debate has raged about whether dns rntroductton of space and time 
mto the deductton merely makes the general or abstract conclus10n 
of secnon 20 more specific, by mtroducmg reforence to the specifi­
cally human forms of mtuition that is lacking m the earher part of 
the argument, or whether it really removes some fundamental re­
stricuon on the umversal apphcabilny of the categories in the first 
half of the argument." What has not been nouced, howevet, IS that 
there ts a ma1or disparity between the wav in which Kant descnbes 
the conclusion of the deduction m sections 2 0 and 2 1 and the prem­
ise from which he set out m section 16. In sections 10 and 21, Kant 
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speaks of 1he condtt1ons of the umty of the mamfold m a or one 
given manifold, suggesting that some additional cons1derat10n 1s 
needed. 10 remove th.is resrncnon and prove rhat all of our m tum ons 
can m fact be unified in a smgle manifold. But m Set:t1on 16, he set 
out from the claim that nll of our rntuiuons are in fact unified m the 
transcendental unity of appel"Cepnon. [( this claim were valid, then 
there would be no need for any additional proof that all of our 1ntu-
1tions can in fact be synthesized under the categories, and the mtro· 
duction of space and ume m secuon 2t> would mdeed be nothing 
more than the specification of a more abstract description of the 
unity of all our possible ex:penence already contained m the concept 
of the transcendental unity of appercepuon. Indeed, the un11y of 
apperceptton might n self be interpreted as a ground for the onginal 
assumption of the uruty of space and tune, rather than vice versa. 

So why does Kant restrict his result in sectmns 20 and 21, and 
appeal to the unny of space and time for a conclusion that should 
already have followed from the ongmal unity of apperception? We 

can only conjecture that Kant does this out of a tacit recognition 
that all IS not well with hu; concept of apperceptlon, thar at some 
level he recognizes that his claim that we have a priori certamty of 
the numerical identi ty of the self mall us possible representations is 
not unimpeachable, and that he looks t o the unity of space and ume 
as a less controvers1a1 ground for the proof of the universal objective 
validity of the categories. 

In an}' case, the unity of appercept10n plays no further role m 
Kant's accounts of the transcendental deduction after 1787. More­
over, the heart of Kant's subsequent arguments for the ob,ecttve 
valtd1tyof the categories hes precisely m showmg that the use espe­
cially of the relauonal categones of substance, causanon, and inter­
action are necessary conditions for objective knowledge of the deter· 
minate pos111ons of ob1ects and events in a smgle, objective space 
nnd wne. This 1s the brunt of his argument m the section of the 
Critique following the transcendental deduction, the "Analytic of 
Prmc1ples" and especially its discussion of the" Analogies of Expcn · 
ence. '' But here we must rest with the hmr that Kant's closmg stare· 
ment that the synd1es1s of the understanding employing the catego· 
ries is the necessary condition for the unity of perceptmn of obiects 
m space and time, which would be redundant 1f his ongmal claun 
about the necessary unity of appercepuon were to be marntamed, 1s 
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m fact the key to his eventual success m demonstratmg the md1s­
pensable role of the categunt:s of quantity, substance, causation, and 
mteract10n m our 01Jiect1ve experience. 

furmally speakmg, the transcendental de<.lucuoo IS a tadure, and 
ar best sets the agenda for the detaile<.l demonstranoo of the role of 
the calegones m the determination of empmcal relanons m space 
and especially time m the followmg secttons of the Cnt1que of Pure 
Reason. Nevenheless, rhe uanscendental deduction also completely 
transfonned the agenda of modern philosophy. Whlle he had diffi. 
culty miti.ally spelling tt out, Kant d earl}' perceived that there was 
some mescapable connecu on berween self·knowledge and knowl­
edge of objects, and this completely undermmed the Cartesian as· 
surnptions that we could have a determmate know ledge of our mner 
states wuhout any knowledge of the exccrnal world at all arxl that 
we had to discover some means of 1uforrmg from the former to the 
latter. And while Kant had difficulty tn d1stmg:u1slung between the 
categories as merely logical functions of 1udgment and as extra· 
logical constraints on judgment, he nevertheless clearly saw that 
both self-knowledge and knowledge of obyects were rntrmsically 
JUdgmental and necessanly mvolved logical snuctures as well as 
empmcal mpurs. This complerely undermined the Lockean and 
Humean project of dtscovenng the found<m ons of all knowledge and 
belief m the empmcal input of sensation and reflecuon alone. Prag· 
ress m philosophy is rarely dependent upon the formal soundness of 
an argnment, but on the compellm,g force of a new VIs1on, and from 
this pmnt of view the transcendental de<.lucnon was a total success, 
turning Canes1an rationahsm and Lockean empincism mto mere 
hlStory and settmg new agendas for subsequent phtlosoplucal mo\•e­
ments from German tdeahsm to logicaJ positivism and the lm.gutst1c 
plulosophv of our own times. 

I for the Critique of Pure Reason. I follow the text edited by Raymund 
Schnudt, Immanuel Kant· Knt1k der reme11 Vemunft. 2d rev ed. (Ham· 
burg Fehx Memer Verlag, 1930) All translat1ons from Kant's German 
wntm.gs are my own. translauons of his Lmn wntm.gs will be ctted 
where necessary. 

2 There will be no space for a systematic review of the hterature on the 
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transcendent.al dcducuon here Any attempt at such a review, howcvc:t, 
would have 10 1Ake account or at least the followmg works H -I Dt 
Vlei!i.chauwc:1; La /Jeduc r1on rransce11dentale Jans roeuvre de Kont, 
Vol. 2 !Antwerp De S1kkel, 19 }6) :md Vol 3 11937), Klaus Reich, Die 
V0Jlsrand1gl<.e11 der l<.1mu schen Urte1/srofel, 3d ed (Hamburg Fd1x 
J\.1emer, 1986), Craham Bnd, Kant 's Thcor_v oi Knowledge (London Rout­
ledge & Kegan P;iul, 19621, pp 110 - 48, Robert Paul Wolff, Kant's Theo1}' 
of Mental Aclwny (Cambridge, Mass· Harvard Umversny ~. 196Jl 
pp. ;;9-202, Jonathan Benneu, Kant's A nol}'tic ICamlmdge Cambridge 
Umversu y Press, 19661, pp. 71-138, D. P Dryer, K1mt's Solution for 
Ven ficot l0l1 m Merapliysu;s flondoo : Ceorge Allen & Unwm, 196(>}, pp 
r08-s4, P. f . Srrawson, Tlie Bcovnds of Sen~ (London: Methuen, 19661, 
pp. p.- 1 t 7; Stefan KOrner, "The lmposs1bd1ty of Transcendental Deduc­
t10ns, " m L. W. Beck, ed., Kont Studies Todlly (LaSalle, Ill Open Court, 
c967), pp. 230--441 Dteter Hennch. "The Proof-Structure of Kant's Tran. 
scen&mal Deducn on," T he Review of Metaphysics 22 (1969) 640--59, 
Richard Rorty, "Sm1wson's Obiect1v1ty Argument," The Rev1ewof Meta· 
physic:, 24 (t 970) 207-44 , Eva Schaper, "Argmn.g Transcendentally," 
Kant Studien 63 11 972): 101-16, and "Are Transcendemal Deduct10ns 
lmposs1blel" m L W Beck, ed., Kllnt 's Theory of Knowledge {Dordrecht 
D Reidel, 1974), pp 3-1 1; W. H. Walsh, Kllnt's Cnt1c1sm of Metaphys­
ics (Edinburgh: Idmburgh University Press, 19751, pp. 35 --96, Karen 
Gloy, Die Kanusche Theon e der NatunnsseJlschaft (Berhn Walter de 
Gruyter, 1976), pp. 63- n.o, Dieter Henrich, Idenutat und Ob1ek u v11a1 
!Heidelberg Carl Wanter, 1976), Karl Amenks, "Kant's Transcendenu l 
[)e>duct1on as a Regressive Argument," Knnt-Studien 69 (1978) 273- 87, 
Malte Hossenfelder, Ko11rs Konst1tu11011st1ieone und die Ttans=enden · 
tole DcduktJon IBerhn . Walter de Cruy1er, 1978); Ralph C. S Walka, 
Kant I London- Root ledge ~ Kegan Paul, 1978L pp. 7 4-86, Rem hold 
Aschenberg. Sprachonalyse und T1011.\=endenrolph1losopl11e !Stuttgart 
Klett·Cot ra, 1982.I, pp 101- 97 lmcludes extensl\'e h1bhography)1 Pa 
tncu Kucher, "Kant on Self-Identity," The Phllosuph1cal Review 91 
f1 982J 41-n.1 Henry E. Alhson, Kant's Tlanscendemal ldeoltsm !New 
Haven, Conn.: Yale Umverstty Pr~, 1983), pp 133-72, Han.c;georg 
Hoppe, Synthesis bt.·1 Kmit (Berlin: Walter de Cruyter, 19831; Manfred 
Baum, Dedvkt1011 und Bewc1s m Kllnts Tlllnszendcntoiphllosopl!le 
(KOmgstem : Ham bc1 Athenaum, 1986J, pp 45-172, Wdfned Hmsch, 
Erfahrung und Selb.stbewu{Jcsem (Hamburg Felix Merner Verlag, 19861. 
Paul Cuyer, Kant llnd the Claims of Knowledge {Cambndge Cambndge 
University Press, 1987 ), pp 73- 154, Richard E Aqmla, Motter m Mmd 
A Study of Kllnr·s Transcendental Deducuon (Bloommgton Inc:hana 
University Press, 1989J, Wolfgang Carl, Der schwe1gende Kant D1e 

I 

J 
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Ent\vurfe zu emer Dedul<.non der Koregomcn vur 17 8 1 (Cornn.gen. 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, J 990); and Hubert Schwyzcr, The Umty of 

Undastandmg {Oxford Clarendon Press, 1990). Surveys of the litera­
ture on the transcendental deduction may also Ix found m Anthony 
Bruet:kner, "TrnnSo..--endental Arguments I," NoUs 17 {1983)· SP - n, and 
"Transcendental Arguments 11," NoUs tS (1984} 197-22i, as well as 
Kants tronszendenwle Dedvko on vnd die Mogl1chk e1t IUfJ Trons;;cn­
dem alplulosoplue. herausgegeben vom Forum fiir Phtlosoplne Bad Hom­
burg lfrankfurt am Mam. Suhrlc.amp, 19881. 

J It may seem strange for Kant to a rgue that space and ume, unlike the 
categones, do not need a transcendental deducuon, when the Transcen­
dental Aesthetic includes a " transcendem .:il exposmon .. of the concepts 
d space and time /840-1 and B 48-91 as well asa merely "metaphysical 
expositmn." But 1t should be noted that those "uanscen&ntal expos1· 
uons" were added only m the second edmon, while the claim that the 
categO£ies but not space and time need a transcendental deductmn ong1· 
nates from the first echuon. Kant's mcomplete revision of lus text cre­
ates a problem hert. 

4 See the essay by Michael Young m this book. 
s I will not be able to cons1de1 the development of Kant's theory of know I· 

edge beyond the confines of the transcendental deduction m this e~y, 
but have done so m Kllnt and the Clo1ms of Kncr.1 ·Je~e. Parts III and IV 
Kant's treatment of causimon also recel\'eS det31led exammat1on m the 
essay by Michael Friedman, the next ess.3y m this book 

6 Lettcr of 21 February 1772, 10·129-J5· Translations may be found in 
ArnulfZweig. Knnt.· PhilosoplHcal Corte.tpmuhmce 17 59--9S1 (Chicago 
Umversity of Chicago Press, 1967), PP 7<>-ii, and C B Kerferd and D E 
Walford, trans., Kant· Selected Pre·Ctmcol Wmm~ and Correspon· 
dence with Beck (Mancheste r, U.K. Manchester Umvers1ty Press, and 
New York Barnes & Noble, 19681, pp. t 11- 18. 

7 Sec espectally Novo d1luculot10. Propos1tK1n XII {t 410-12), where Kant 
dnecdy confronts the Letbmzians by argutn.g 1ha1 the realuy of caus.a· 
non between dtstmct substances 1s not excluded by the pnnc1ple of 
suffic1em reason but ts mstead precisely what that pnnc1ple entails 

8 It 1s a mattel of contmumg scholarly debate whether this essay was 
wrnten under the m.fiuence of Hume, or rep~esented Kant's entuely 
independent arnval at a conclus1on s1m1lar to Hume's I have no room w 
pursue this dispute here. 

9 See especially 2.202-3. 
10 On the Form ond Principles of the Sensible ond lntelhg1ble Worlds 

ID1ssertor10n), §8, 2·39s. Translation from G B. Kerferd and D E. Wal­
ford, p 59. 
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11 D1ssenat10n. §Jo, 2 418 Kerferd and Walton!, pp 89-90. 
12 The term "reflectmn" (Reflexion, abbreviated RI 1s used to designate the 

notes Kant wrote m the mterleaved copies of the textbooks from which he 
taught as well as certam other nmes wntten on separate sheets of paper 
(the so-called Lose Bliitcer, or loose leavesl, often the backs of letters that 
Kant had received. Bmldmg on earher work by Benno Erdmann and Ru­
doH Re1cke, En ch Adickes echted, numbered, and dated these m volumes 
14-19 of Kants gesammelte Schriften. The reflectmns on metaphysics, 
namely those found in or connected with Kant's copies of Baumgarten's 
Metaphys1ca, the text he used for his metaphysics lectures, are found m 
volumes 17 and 18; volume 14 con tams his reflections on natural science. 
volumes 1 s and 16 the reflectmns on logic, and volume 19 the reflectmns 
on moral philosophy, poht1cal philosophy, and philosophy of rehg1on, of 
course there are overlaps, especially between Kant's notes on metaphys­
ics and his notes on moral philosophy. Among other factors such as style,. 
content, ink, and handwntmg, Adickes used the dates of letters on which 
Kant had wntten to determme the chronology of the notes. Although 
Ad1ckes's datmg of some mdiv1dual Items has been questioned, there is 
no general alternative to hIS general chronology, and 1t 1s widely accepted 
as a supplement tothechronologyofKant's pubhshedworksforcletermm-
1ng the evolution of his thought. The present refiectmn, R 4276, IS as­
signed to the penod 1770-1, and thus may represent the first stage of 
Kant's preoccupat10n with the problem of the categones after the presen­
tation of the maugural dISsertatmn. 

13 In fact, Kant dIStingmshes between the pure categones, which we may 
regard as the semantic correlatives of the syntactical features of 1udg­
ments, and the schemata for the categones (or, as modem commentators 
usually say, schemanzed categonesJ. which are conceptions of relations 
that can be dIScerned m mtmtlon and serve as the semantic correlatives 
of the logical funct10ns of 1udgment {See A 139 / B l78J Kant does not 
draw this d1stmction m his dISCUSSmns of the categones pnor to the 
Crit1que of Pure Reason, but ultimately needs to mtroduce It m order to 
explam how we can have at least concepts 1f not knowledge of obJects of 

which we have no mtmtmns (such as God or the free will). 
14 Adickes was not able to cletermme whether the note from which this 

sentence comes was wntten m the late 1770s or m the earlv 178os. 
IS See also R S933, 18:392. These notes are from 1783-4 
16 This 1s the work Kant published m 1783 m order to overcome the m1 

t1all}' adverse reception of the Cnnque. It 1s much shorter, and was 
mtended to be more papular. But m order to achieve this end, Kant chose 
to use an "analytical" rather than "synthet1cal" method (4 263J, which 
m practice consisted of assuming from the outset that mathematics and 

I 

l 
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pure physics consisted of syntht:tK a pnon knowlOOgt:, and arguing that 
the pure mtmtmns and pure cau:gones were the cond1t1ons of this 
knowledge We shall see m Secnon IV that this caused him to adopt an 
unsatisfactory approach w the transcendental deducuon m that work, 
which may also have mfected his treatment of the deducuon m 1787 

17 A s1m1lar concept10n of a d1stmct10n between logical and extralog1ca! 
conceptmns of the categones has recently ht--en advanced by T K Swmg, 
"Kant's Conception of the Categones," Review of Metaphysics 43 ( 19891 

rn7-32 
18 Kant goes on to mamtam that the same thmgs hold wuh respect to the 

categones of ground (Grund) and commumty (Gememschaft). 
19 This lISt is also remm1scent of D1ssertat10n §8, where Kant hsted as the 

concepts of metaphysics "prisstbtltty, existence, necessity, substance. 
cause, etc., together theu app0sites or correlates" (2:395) 

20 Among many examples, see R 4493, 1r571, R 4496, 17:573; R 4674,. 
1r645-7, R 5284, 18 143, R 5286, 18:143, and R 5289, 18 144 

u Kant subsequently argued that there are an mfimte number of degre~s of 
reahty, or that reality admits of "mtens1ve magnitude" IA 166-76 / B 
207-18), but thts does not imply that there 1s more than one category of 
quality, namely reahry itself. 

22 This 1s particularly evident from the fact that categoncal 1udgments are 
atomic, lmk1ng concepts that are not themselves 1udgments, whereas 
the hypothetical and d1S1unct1ve 1udgments are molecular, linking com­
ponents that are themselves 1udgments. 

21 There are problems, to be sure, about whether the relation of cause and 
etlect 1s the only relation that will hcense the use of the hypothetical 
form of 1udgment, or whether there can be noncausal fonns of depen­
dence also expressed by this form of 1udgment, and about whether there 
1s any connection between the idea of a log1cal d1S1unct1on and the 
relatmn of parts m a whole. But these problems need noc concern us 
here. 

24 Even If one wants to admit modality among the genume categones ot 

objects, one needs to add only one modal concept to the concept of 
existence itself. For tf one takes the concept of passib1ltty as pnmary, 
then om: can define necessity by negatmn ("It ts necessary that. "is 
eqmvalent to "It ts not possible that not .. ") or vice versa Then on.:­
would end up with a hst of six categcues existence, magmtude, the 
three relational categones, and one add1t10nal modal category 

25 For further discussmn of this po mt, see my "Psychology m the Transcen­
dental Deductmn," m Eckart Forster, ed., Kant's Transcendental Deduc­
lJOns· The Three "Crmques" and "Opus postumum" (Stanford, Cahf. 
Stanford Umversity Press, 1989), pp 47-68. 
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2b This renmnolugv 1s m ore promment m the s~·cond than m tht> first 

echuon, but the pomt is already assumed m rhe flrs1 

21 For a more extended version of this cr1t1c1sm. see mv Kant lind the 

Claims of Knowledge. pp 139_ 49 
28 The mosr important of rhese are R 5923 a nd R 5912 For reason"lof space 

however, only the two published texts from the Pe.nod between the tw~ 
ed1uons of the Cnt1que will be d1scm.scd 

29 See air...> Kant's d1scuss1on of the sun and the Mone at 4 101 n. 

30 See 4 :257-9. · 

31 See What Real Progress Has Metaphys;~~.~ Made m ~rmany smce 1he 

Time of Le1bmz and Wolfft, 10·27 1, and le tter to J S. Beck, J6 October 

1792, I C:376 

Jl Dieter Hennch drew attenuon to this two-staged structure of the deduc­

tion m his 1969 article " The Proof-Structure of Kant 's Tram..::endemal 

Deduction" fsee note 2 above). Virtually every work on the transcenden­

tal deduction since then has attempted to offer some aC«lunt of the rwo 

Stagef>, Henrich has rephed to some of these proposals m Burkhard 

Tuschling, ed., Probleme der "Krit1k der remen Vemunft" Knnt-Tagung 

Marburg 1981 !Berlm Walter de Gruyter, 1984), pp. 41-96. I will now 

suggc:st, however, that If ts deeply problemanc-whether Kant shoukl ever 

have suuested that there are two stages to the deduction. 

H This is Hennch 's view. 

I .... 

MICHAE L FRIEDMAN 

5 Causal laws and the foundations 
of natural science 

In the Transcendental Analytjc Kant <lev~lops a charactensttcaJly 

stnkmg - and at the same time charactenstically elustve- concep­

tion of the causal relation. Thus, for example, m a prehrniliary 

secnon (§13) to the transcendental deduction Kant introduces the 

problem by remarkmg that, with respect to the concept of cause, 

"n 1s a pnon not clear w hy appearances should contam somethmg 

of this kind" (A 90 I B 1221; for, as far as sens1b1hty is concerned, 

"everything could be situated m such disorder that, e.g., m the 

succession of appearances nothmg offered itself that suggested a 

rule of synthes1s - and thus would correspond to the concept of 

cause and effect - so that this concept would therefore be entirely 

empty, null, and without rneanmg" IA 90 I B 123J. A memorable 

paragraph then follows: 

1f one thought to exmcate oneself from the dilficulry of this mves­

t1gat10n by saying chat e.xpenence unceasmgly offers examples of such 

rule-governedness of appearances, which !examples] provide sufficient m­

ducement for abstracting the concept of cause therefrom and thueby s1mul· 

tancously prove the obiect1ve realiry of such a concept, then one ts fa1hng 

to observe that the concepr of cause can absolutely nm arise m this way. 

Rather, It must either be grounded completely a pno11 m the understand 

mg or be entuely abandoned as a mere chimera. For 1h1s concept posuively 

requires that Something A be such thar something else B follow from n 

necC'isarily ancl m accordance wuh an absolutely 1.mwe1sal rule. Appear­

ances certamly provide cases m which a rule 1s possible according to which 

something customanly occurs, but never that the resuh 1s nLo:esw ry. To 

the synthesis ol cause and effect there consequently also belongs a dt.gmty 

that one absolutely cannot express empmcally: namely, that the effect is 

16 1 
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not merely 1omed to che cause, hut rather 1s pc>sued thmugh 11 and rhuhs 
from tt The strict umversahty of the rule JS cenainly not a property of 
empmcal rules, which, through mductmn, can possess nochmg but com­
parative umversal1ty: 1 e , extended unhty Th.us, the use of the pure con­
cepts of the understanding would be entirely altered if one wanted to treat 
them only as empmcal products. IA 9 1- 2 I B 121- 41' 

A very strongly ant1-Humean conception of the causal relation ap­
pears to be expressed here. 

First, Kant appears dearly to assert that there 1~ a necessary con­
necu on between cause and effect : An effect B does not simply follow 
its cause A as a matter of fact ht is not merely "101ned" to A); rathe r, 
B necessanly follows A (tt m some sense "results /mm" A). Thus, 
Kam appeal'S to be exphcnly endorsmg JUSt the kmd of necessary 
connection, efficacy, or nexus between cause and effect that Hume 
notoriously rt ,ected. Moreover, that Kant thought himself to be con­
tradicting Hume on precisely this pomt seem s clear from the lntr<r 
ducuon to the Prolegomenti, where Kant descnbes Hume's problem 
as follows: 

Hume proceeded pr1nc1pally from a smgle, bur important concept of 
metaphysics - namely, from that of the connectwn of cause and effect [and 
thus also its derivative concepts of force, actmn, etc I- and he challengeJ 
reason, which pretends to have given birth to tlus concept of itself, to speak 
and answer him with what nght she thinks that something could be fol) 

consututed that, if u IS posited, something else must necessarily also be 
posn ed thereby - fur tlus 1s what the concepc of cause says. He proved 
mcontroverubly that n 1s entirdy 1mposs1ble for reason to think such a 
combmatwn a prion and from concepts, for such a combmauon contains 
necessity, but 1t absolutely cannot be conceived why, because ~"'lf'nethmg lS, 
something else must also necessanly be, and thus how the concept of such a 
connectwn can be mtroduced a pnon f4 257)• 

And Kant's strategy in the Prolegomena a lso seems clear: The con­
cept of causahty 1s the concept of a necessary connect100 between 
two events.1 But Hurne has shown that thts cannot bea merely logical 
or ana lytic necessuv ansmg purely from reason alone lpurely "from 
concepts"). We can show, however, that there is nonetheless a syn· 
thetic necess ity here ansmg from the conditions of objective iudg­
ment in a poss1ble experience, aod thus Hume's doubts are answered. 

A second aot1-Humean strand also appears to be dearly expressed 
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m our pas~ge from secnon 1 l of the Critique of Pure Rearnn. Not 
only is the connection between cause and effect necessary, it also 
obtains m accordance wnh a " strictly" or " absolutely" universal 
role - where the umversahty m quesuon here 1s contrasted with 
merely "emp1ncal" or "comparative" umversahty derived through 
mduc t1on . This contrast 1s explained in secuon 1 of the lotroducnon 
to the Crmqve: 

f.xpenence ne\'er provides true or strtct, but onlv assumed or comparauve 
umvetSlllity !through mduct10n) for its Judgmems,. so that one m~ prop­
erly say: So far as we have observed unul now no exceptmn 1S found (°,'" rh1s 
or that rule . . Empincal umversahty is thus only an opt10nal IWlllkurbchl 
aogmentaoon of validity from that wlnch holds m most cases to that which 
holds mall - as, e g, in the proposmon All boJ1es are heavy Whcre, on the 
other hand stnct universality essent1.ally belongs to a 1udgment, this indi­
cates a par;teular source of knowledge fOI' such, namely a faculty of a priori 
knowledge IB 3-41 

Thus, if event A causes event B, we know that tlus relatton is umver­
sal: Events of the same kmd as A are necessanly followed by, or 
result in, events of the same kmd as B.• We know this, moreover, not 
solely on the basis of mducnve cons1derat10ns, that ts, from repeated 
observation of events of type A bemg followed by events of type B. 
For, according to Kant, such merely mduct1ve considerations can 
never groond the strictly umversa1 1udgment that till events of type 
A are followed b y events of cype B: What we are entitled to say here, 
strictly speaking, 1s only that all events of type A observed so far 
have been followed by events of type B. Hence, neither the necessity 
nor the true or stnct umversahty mvolved m the causal relation can 
be grounded empmcally.~ 

The conception of causahty that emerges from the passages we 
have been considering therefore appears to be the following. To say 
that event A causes event B is to say, first, that there ts a universal 
rule or law of the form: Events of type A are followed by events of 
type B.t> Yet, because experience alone can never show that such a 
rule a.. law is strictly universal, the 1udgmem that A causes B must 
be grounded, additfonally, in an ti pr1on source or faculty of knowl­
edge. The latter is of course the understanding, with Its a prIOn 
conditions of oo1ect1ve Judgment m a poss ible experience Thus, 
after our 1udgment 1s thereby grounded ti pnon, we are entitled to 
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assert, wuh true or absolute umversalu y, that all event::; of rype A 
are fo llowed by events of tnie B And this means, finally, that we are 
also entitled to assert that all events of type A are necessanlv fol­
lowed by events of type B. In other words, the causal relanon 1s 
understood m terms of scnctly umversal causal laws, which latter, 
m turn, are characrenzed as necessary. From section 1 J of the Tran­
scendental Analytic tt would then appear that Kant's task there 1s 
precisely to show - contra Hume - that this conception of caus;ihty 
actually apphes to our experience of nature. Kant must show that 
there are such necessary and more than merely mducuve causal 
laws, and he must explam how the a pnori conditions of Judgment 
m a possible expenence serve to ground such laws and to secure 
their special status. 

Yet this descriptmn of the task of the Transcendental Analytic has 
been almost umversally rejected or d1sm155ed b)' twenueth-century 
commen ta tors- at least m the Enghsh -1>peaking world . According 
to the virtually unanimous opmion of these commentators, we must 
sharply distm,guish between the umversal pnnciple of causality of 
the Second Analogy - namely the pnnc1ple that every event B has a 
cause A - and particular causal laws: particular instanttations of the 
claim that all events of type A are followed by events of type B. The 
former pnnciple 1s in fact a necessary ttuth holding as a umversal 
transcendental law of nature m general, and this pnnc1ple is 1n facr 
pro\'ed 1n the Transcendental Analyuc The Transcendental Ana­
lytic does not, however, establish that particular causal laws are 
themselves necessary. Indeed, as far as particular causal laws are 
concerned, the Transcendental Analytic 1s m basic agreement with 
Hume: They are cstabhshed by induction and by mducuon alone' 

Such a strong separation of particular causal laws from the univer­
sal causal principle then leads naturally to the idea 1hat the Tran­
scendental Analytic 1s not really concerned with particular causal 
laws at all. We know o prion that every event B has a cause A, but 
this implies nothing whatsoever concern mg the repeatabtl1ty of the 
sequence A-B- nor, therefore, does anythmg follow concerning the 
existence of rcgulanttes or laws connecnng events of the same kind 
as A wtth events of the same kind of B_s Putung the pomt rn a 
somewhat different way, because the universal cauS<ll pnnc1ple IS 
powerless to secure the necessity of particular causal laws, 1t 1s 
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equally unable to guarantee their existence· This ts a purely empw­
cal maner best left to the progress of science and expen~nce.11 

II 

The idea that parncular causal laws are to be strongly separated from 
the umversal causal pnnciple, so that neither then necessity no1 
even then existence is thought to follow from that prmctple, clearly 
has m uch to recommen<l tt. 

First of aU, Kant uses necessity and genome or stnct umversahty 
(whtch, as t have urged in section J of dus essay, mevttably go hand 
m hand) as "sure cntena" of a prion knowledge. Thus, tn the pas­
sage cited above from B 3- 4 of the lntroducuon to the Cnt1qt1e I 
omitted the surroundmg context : 

What ts U'I quest.!00 here 1s a charactensm: by whlch we can surely d1stm· 
gwsh a pure from an emp1ncal cognttton. To be sure, expenence teaches us 
that something ts constituted m such and such a way, but not that u cannot 
be otherwise fust, then. 1f a proposmon ts found that 1s thought simulta­
neously with ns 11ec:essity, then u 1s an a priori 1udgrnent, and if, beyond 
thts "is also denved from no 1udgment except that which 1tsdf, m tum, lS 
vahd asa neeessary proposiuon, then 111s absoliutely a pr10n. second· Expen 
ence never provides true or stnct, but only assumed or comparative umver­
S(l/Jty {though mductmnl for us 1udgments. ... Thus, 1f a 1ud.gment is 
thought m smct umversality -1 e.. , so that no t:xcepoon what~\·er 1s al­
lowed as possible - then 1t is not denved from experience but vahd abso· 
lutely a pnon ... Necessity and strLCl umversahty are theretore sure cnte­
na of an a prmn cogmt1on, and also belong inseparably together. 

If particular causal laws are necessary and strictly umversal, it 
wOllld then seem to follow that they are nonempmcal and abso­
lutely a priori as well. But Kant surely does not intend w say that 
particular causal laws are known n pnori. 

Indeed, Kant himseJf cakes great pams m the Transcendental Ana­
lytic carefully to disun,gulsh the pure or univers~l laws of nature m 
general _namely the prmciples of the understandmg - from aU more 
specific laws of nature : 

Nature, considered merely as nature m genc1al, lSdependem on these catego­
ries, as the ongmal ground of ns law-governedness (as nature viewed for-
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mallyJ Pun;: understandmg 1s not, however, m a pos1t10n, through mere 
categones, to prescribe ta appearances any a pnon laws other than rhose 
which are mvolved 1n a nowre m general , that 1s, in the law-governedncss ot 
all appearances in space and ume. PartJCular laws, bec.msc they concern 
empmcally determined appearances, can not be completely denved rhere· 
from ll<O.men d.avoo mcht ' 'Oll st.o11d1g obgele1tet werdenl although they 
one and all stand under them. Experience must come mto play m order to 
become acquainted w1rh the latter as such (Uberhauptl, but only the former 
a pnon laws provide 1nstrucuon concermng experience m general, aod con­
cern mg that which can be cogmzed as an obtect of expenence IB 16s)•<> 

And Kant makes substanualJy the same d1stmction m section 36 of 
the Prolegomena. 

There are many laws of nature that we can only know by means of 
expenence; but we can become acquainted wuh the law-govemeclness m 
rhe connection oi appearances, 1.e., natun: m general, through no experi­
ence, because expencnce itself reqmres such laws, on which its poss1b1hty 
ISbasedapnori 14"318- 19! 

We must, howev1;r, d1snngmsh empmcal laws of nature, which always 
presuppose particular perceptmns, from the pure or umversal natural laws, 
which, without bemg based on particular perceptmns, contam merely the 
cond1t1ons of rhe1r necessary umtmg m an expenence - and wnh regard to 
the latter nature and possible experience are entirely and absolutely one and 
the same, and, since m narure law-governeJness rests un rhe necessary 
connection of appearances m an expenence fwuhout which wr could 
cogmze absolutely no obtecc of the sensible workl at al/I - and therefore 
rests on the on gmal laws of the understand.mg - 1t thus at first indeed 
sounds strangt", bu1 1s nonetheless certa.mly true, lf wuh the regard to the 
lautt I say: The undetst.andmg does not extract its lows fa pr10r1) from, but 
prest:ribe.-: tliem to, nature tpol 

Kant explicitly restncts the idea of an l1 prion prescnpuon by the 
understanding to the "pure or universal" laws of nature m general: 
All more particular laws are known only on the basis of expenence. 

Second, Kant dist1ngu1shes between universal transcendental laws 
of the understandmg and parttcular empirical laws of nature even 
more sharply m the CTir1que of fudgment. He there appears to sug­
gest, in fact, that the understanding by itself is entirely powerless 
with respect t o empiric~! laws. Thus, in sectton 4 of the Fust Introdu c­
tion Kant wntes: 

Causal laws and natural science 

We have seen m the Cnt1que of Pllre Reason that the whole of nature as 
the totahty of all obfects of experience coosutmes a system accordmg to 
transcendental laws, namely such that the undersumdmg itself provides a 

pr1or1 !for appearances, m so far as rhey are to constnute an experience, 
bound together m ooe conscJOUsnessl For precisely this reason, experience 
must also constitute a system of possible empmcal cogmuons, m accor­
dance with universal as well as parucular laws, so far as II is m general 
possible ob,tttl\.'ely constdered Im the idea). For rh1s 1s required by the umty 
of nature according to a principle of. the thoroughgomg combmatlOfl of all 
that 1s contamed m this totality of. all appearances. So far, then, experience 
m general is to be viewed as a system accordtng to transcendental laws of 
the understandmg and not as a mere aggregate. 

But 1t does not follow the1efrom that nature 1s also a system compn:henSJ­
ble to the human faculty of cogmnon m accordance with empmcal law~. 
and that the tho1oughgomg systematic coherence of tts appearances m an 
experience - and thus expenence as a system - 1s possible far men. For the 
mamfoldness and mhomogeneny of the empmcal laws could be so great, 
that 1t would certainly be possible ma partial manner to connect percep· 
uons mto an expenence m accordance with parucular laws discovered op­

portunely, but 1t would never be possible to brmg these empmcal laws 
themselves to umty of affimty under a common principle - if, namely, as is 
still possible in itself (at least so far as rhe understaodmg can constuute a 
J.TionJ, the mamfoldness and inhomogeneity of these laws, together with 
the corresponding natural forms, were so m6mtely great and presented to 
us, m this respect, a crude chaonc .aggregate and nOf the least t race of a 
system, although we equally had to presuppose such a system m accordan« 
wtth transcendental laws. (20·2o8-9I 

It appears, then, that rhe law-governedness of nature under umversal 
transcendental laws of the understandm.g does not at all guarantee 

that nature is also governed by particular ernpmcal laws. 
In secnon s of the published Introducuon Kant makes the same 

point with respect to the universal causal pnnctple and the particu­

lar causal laws that fall under it: 

In the grounds of the poss1b1hty of an expenence we cenamly find, m the 
first place, somethmg neces&arv, namely the universal laws wuhout which 
nature m general (as ob1ect of the senses! cannot be thought; and these rest 
on the categones, apphed to the formal co11d1uons of all mm1t1on possible 
for us, m so far as u 1s bkew1se given a pnorr The faculty of Judgment is 
determ1nanve under these laws; for 11 has no1hmg to do but subsume under 
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given laws. For example, 1hc understandmg says Every alu:rat1on has 1t:; 
cause !universal law of nature!. the trans.cendemal faculty of 1udgment has 

nothing further to Jo except to supply the oondmon of f>Ubsurnpc1on wider 
the exhibi ted cnncept of the understandmg a pnon and this 1s the sw.:ce-s· 
s1on of thi:- determmanons of one and the same thmg. For nature m general 
(as obtect of possible e-xpenence) the former law 1s cogmzed as absolutely 
necessary. But the ob,ecrs of empm cal cogmoon are still determmed 111 

many modes besides this formal ume·condmon - cw, as far as one can 1udge 
a pr10¥1. are so determinable- so that spec16cally different natures can sull 
be causes m infinitely mandold ways, besides what they ha\•e m common as 
bclongmg to natuze tn general, and every one of these modes must !accord· 
m,g to the concept of a cause m general) have its rule - which 1s a law and 
therefore carries with u necessity - although, accordm,g to the constuuuon 
and hm1cations oi our cognitive faculty, we can absolutely not comprehend 
this necessuy. Thus, with respect to its merely emp1ncal laws, we must 
think m nature the poss1hlhty of an mfimte mamfoldness of empmcal laws, 
which for our mstght are. yet contingent !cannot be known a pnon}, and, 
with respect to 1hem, we 1udge the umty of nature m accordance with 
empmcal laws and the po6Sibdity of the umty of experience las a system 
accordmg toempmcal laws! ascontmgent. 1~·1 82-3 1 

Here Kant appears to separate the universal causal pnnc1ple from 
particular causal laws as strongly as one could wish. The principle 
1hat every event B has a cause A 1s indeed a pnon and necessary. Yet 
particular causal laws - particular mstantiattons (vrn parttcular em· 
prrical concepts) of the genera hza1ioo that all events of type A are 
followed by events of 1ype B - are left completely undetermmed by 
the causal principle. Such pan1cular causal laws can only be found 
empincally and, accordingly, cannot lso far as our understanding can 
1udge) be viewed as etther a pnon or necessary. Indeed, as far as our 
understanding can detennme a pr1on, lt appears m be an enrirely 
contmgent fact that natwe 1s governed by any empmcal laws at 
all." 

A final reason for scrongly separaung parncular causal laws from 
the universal pnnctple of causahty IS that otherwise Kant's argu· 
ment for the causal pnnc1ple in the Second Analogy appears to be 
vulnerable to a classical charge of non sequuur. According to this 
charge, as articulated most clearly and forcefully by Love1oy, 11 what 
the argument of the Second Analogy actually shows Is that m any 
smgle given instance of ob)ecuve succession (as contrasted with 
merely sub1ecttve succession due to changes m the subiect rather 

I 

I 
I ..... 
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than the ob1ect) the order of the succeeding Stines must be repre­
sented as fixed or determinate - as "bollnd down" or irreversible. 
For example, given that a parucular ship ts m fac t movmg down­
stream on a particular occas10n, its states higher up m the stream 
must be represented. as detenmnately precedm.g ns states lower 
down - and not vice versa. Bm from this nothmg at all follows con· 
cemmg the repcatabthty of such a sequence or n s conformity to 

causal umformit1es· 

But all this has no relauon to the law of universal and umform causauon, 
tor the manifest reason that a p1 oof of the 1rre,•e1s1blluy of the sequence vf 
my percepuons m a smg}e mslance of a phenomena is not eqmvalmt to a 
proof of the m:cessary umfunnity of the sequence of my perceptlOlls m 
repeated instances of a gtven kmd of i;henomenon Yet n IS the Latter alone 
that Hume demed and that Kantdesnes to estabhsh. (pp. 3ex>-1) 

Hence, if the Second Analogy 1s understood as argumg from the 
detennmacy or irrevers1bihty of parttcular objecuve sequences to 
the existence of general causal laws or uniform1t1es, then Kam has 
indeed committed '·one of the most spectacular examples of the 
non-seqmtllr which are to be found in the history of pht.losophy" (p. 

303}. 
lt is therefore enurely natural - parucularly m view of Kant's ex· 

phcit separation of empmcal causal laws or umform1t1es from the 
transcendental universal prmc1ple of causal11y JUSt considered - to 
respond to this charge of non seqmwr by ms1sting that Kant himself 
makes no such mference. Kant is no t trying to denve the eX1s1ence 
of general causal laws or unifOl"mities at all1 htS concern, rnther, is to 
provide an account of obiect1ve detemunacy as such: to explam 
what. d1stmgu1shes determmate ()btective sequences of events from 
merely sub1ective and mdetermmate succession of perceptions. 
Kant argues that the distmction m question cannot be explaind m 
vmue of mere psychological assoc1auon of ideas (for this, m the end, 
can yield only subjective success10nl, nor can ll be explamed m 
vutue of the correspondence of our representations to some mdepcn· 
dent obJect or thmg m itself ex1stmg outs1dt: of or ''behind" our 
representations (for neither the object nor the correspondence can 
possibly be known by us). Instead, Kant argues, the distmction can 
only be explamed m vutue of the subsumpuon of our percepuons 
under an a pnon concept of the understandmg. namely the concept 
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of causahty. Mor..: precisely, dett:rmmate ob,ecu ve sequt:nccs ;i re JUSt those that are subsumed under the schema of causality - the a 
prwn representation of nee~ ordetermmate success10n m ume 

On this kmd of mterpretanon there 1s thus no further requirement concerning the existence of empirical causal laws or umformtt1es 
Kant's answer to Hume does not consist m provmg a pnnciple of the 
uniformity of nature, but rather m demonstraong that the concept of 
causah ty (together wuh its schema! 1s of a ption ongm and, at the 
same time, that this a prion concept necessanly a pp hes to our ex~n­
ence jfor otherwise determmateob,ect1ve succession cannot be repre­
sented) . And the apph cat1on of the a pr1011 concept of causaluy to our 
expenence does not result m general causal laws or umfornuties (for 
these are the responsibility of reason and reflectJVe 1udgmentl, but 
rather in particular determinate sequences of md1vidual obiecuve 
events - from which general causal laws or umform1ties may 1hen be denved empirically by standard mductive procedures.n 

III 

In spite ot us m any advantages, however, the strong separation of empuical causal laws from the transcendental pnnc1ple of causalay 
mamtamed by the preceding tnterpretau on does not cohere ar all 
well with much of what Kant exphcttly savs an the Transcendental Analyuc. 

Consider, first of all, the transcendental prmaple of c.ausahty tt­
self: Every event B has a cause A. What does 1t mean for A to be the 
cause of B? As I obsei-ved m I, Kant appears clearly to hold that there 
must be a law or regularity m virtue of which all events of the same 
kuxl as A are followed by or result m events ol the same kmd as B. q 
For Kant, then, if particular rnd1v1dual events occur rn a determmate 
ob,ecttve succession 10 vutue of the (schema of the) concept of cau­sality, then they also are suhrumed under a general causal law or 
uniformity - a pomt that stands out most d early, perhaps, m the 
following unportant passage from the Second Analogy: 
Thu!>, 1f I perceive that somethm,g happens then m this represemauon u 1s contamed, first, that somethms precedes, because 1t 1s precisely m reference to this that the appearance acquires its ume-relanon namely, to ex1sr alter a preceding time m which u was not. But u can acquire us derermmate 
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tempornl posmon m this rclanon Clllly mso1ar as san~h;;o;d~r:u~t~ m the precedmg state upon which n always - 1 e • I 
rule - follows It then follows, first, that I cannoc: revase the ad er a;: ::alac~ that which happens pnor to that upon which it follows, and secon , t t I the precedmg state 1s posited, thu; determinate event mev1tably and neces· 
sanly follows. (A 198 I B 241-4)•>; 
To say that B has a cause A is therefore, at the same t1me, to say that 
B lS related to A by a uniformity or causal law; and tt t~reby follows tha( the umversal causal pnnclple must assen the existence of par· 
ticular causal laws or uniformities as well. . M over if the umversal causal pnnciple asserts the existence of rt:~lar c~usal laws or uniformtties, it must also assert their neces-~~y. In the passages just considered from the Second An.a.logy, Kant 

f course innmatcly links causal umform1ty wuh necessity, and thts ~s also exphcitly emphasized in his discussion of the category of 
necessity m the Postulates of E.mpu ical Thought. 
Now there 15 no einstence that can be cognized as necessary unde; the condition o1 other given appearanco except the existence of effects rom given ca~s in accordance wl[h laws oi causality Therefore, u is not rhe existence of thmgs (substances), but only that of their state whereof neces­sity can be cogmzed- and mdet:d {rom other stato that are given in percep­tion m accordance with emp1ncal laws of causality. . Therefore, neces; SJty 'concerns only the relanons of appurances accord mg to the dynamic.a law of causality and the poss1b1lity thereupon grounded of mfernng a prion 
lrom SOtne gJVen O'.lstence la causej to aOOl"her ex1s1en(~ ~t!;_~f;~1~79-8oJ 

Once agam, theretore, particular "empmcal laws of cau~~l1ty" - m 
accordance Wlth which alone any panicular effect can be inferred a 
priori " from any parucular cause - are very closely lmked with the universal transcendental prmc1ple of causalny l"the dynamical law 
of causality"). What this passage clearly suggests, m fact, is that the 
possibthty of particular causal laws is somehow grounded m the 
transcendental prmc1ple. 

Indeed, although Kant exphculy and carefully d1st~ngutshes the 
umversal transcendental pnnc1ples of the understanchng from par­ticular empmcal laws of nature m the Transcendental Analytic, he 
is iust as exphcit in his claim that parucular empincal laws are 
somehow made possible by - a re grounded m or determ med by - the 
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uansc~llllental pnnc1ples. And tt lS clear, m add1uon, that u lS pre­
cisely m virtue of this ktnd of groundmg that even empmcal laws too somehow count as necessary: 

Even natunil laws, when they are constdered as pnnc1ples of die empmcal employment of the understandmg, at the same mne carry wtth themselves an expresslOll of necessity and thus at least the suggestion oi a determina­tion from grounds that hold a priori and ant!:cedent to aJI experience Yet all laws of nature without d1 s.tmct1on stand under higher principles oi_ the understandmg, m that they merely apply these to particular cases of appear­
ance. These pnnc1ples alone therefore give the concept that conuuns the condiuon, and as 1t were the exponent, of a rule in general, but expenence 
gives the case that stands under the rule. IA r 59 I B 198]'i 

The same pomt ts made, even more strongly pethaps, m Kant's COO· 
eluding remarks on the analogaes of i:xperience: 

By nature \m the empmcal sense I we understand the conneCtlOn of appear· ances according to then existence, m accordance wnh neressary faws, that 1s, m accordance with rules, There are thus certa.m laws, m fact a pr1or1 laws, that first make a nature possible Empmcal laws can obtain, and be d1scov1.'t'ed, only bv means of experience, and mdeecl m vutue ol these ong1-nal laws through which experience itself first becomes possible. Our analo­
gies therefore properly present the unity of nature m the connection of all appearances under ceruun exponents, which express norhmg other than the relauon of ume jmsofar as u comprehends all existence w1tlun 1t) to the umty oi arpcrcept1on, which can take place only m the synthesis accordmg 
to rules. lA2r6/ B16 1l 

Here Kant asserts that, although particular Jaws of nature are of 
course discovered empincally !"by means of experience"!, this very 
dtscovery takes place "in vutue of these original laws through which 
experience 1tself first becomes possible." Together with the first 
passage, then, this suggests that particular laws of nature are not 
obtamed or denved solely empmcally.11 

Now, tf particular laws of nature are somehow grounded m or 
made possible by the transc.eadental pnnctples of the understand mg, 
it follows that even empmcal laws too must have a more than 
merely mduct1ve status. The exphcit discussion of mduct1on m the 
Second Analogy IS especially relevant t o this tssue: 

To be sure, this appears to comrad1Ct all observauons that have always been made concernmg the procedure ol our tmckrstandmg. accor-dn1g to 
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which we are only first guided by tht- obs<r::1;;!pc;;:~;:.,. :;~:;~:·;: sequences of many cvems fo\lowm,g upon rre follow upoO certain appear­
" rule accordmg to which ';na1~ven~: a ;:r: for ourselves the concept of 
ance;,, and we are ther~~s ~~epi;c;ou~ be merely empmcal, and the rule cause. On such a basis h h happens has a cause - would be that at provides - that everydm1g w e 1~tsclf us umversabty and necessity precisely as contingent as expe.::inc, Id ha\'C no ttue untversal validity, 
would then be only imputed, d a v.;;n but only on mducucm. since they would not be grounde p (A 195_ 6 / B 140--:zl 

l nor any particular causal law Neither the universal causal pnnc1p e £ both cases are nd t has a merely inducuve status, or falling u er t . nda(stnct)universalttythatnomerely charactenzed by a necessn y a . 
empincal cons1derat10ns can explain. mformmes art; subsumed un· 

That particular empLt:a~3l~:.~1:;; such a way that they thereby 
der the o priou concepc . than merely mduct1ve status, become necessarv and acquire a more 
is expltdtly stat~d in sec.ti.on 29 o( the Prolegomena 

with Hume's problemat ic concept (his crux In order to make a trial e co nee t of cause - I am fast given a pr ion by m i::taphysicorum) - namely th dt ion:\ odgmcnr m gene,a l, namely to use a 
means ol log1c the form of a~ th: othe~ as consequent It is possible, h ow· 
given cogmtton as ground :s met with m perception, which says that upon a ever, that a rule of relation ti follows I although not conversely), and certamappearance anothercoi;:tan ~11cal judgment and to say, e.g.., that 1£ a th1s 1s a case for me to use the ;pot h n then u becomes warm Here there body is illuminated lon,g enou ;~~~:non _ nor, therefore, the c.oocept: o( 
is certainly nor yet a necessny If the above prnposltlon, which is merely a cause But I conuJ\ue and say s to be a proposmon of experience, It subiecttve connecuon of percept~o~~1:ersall)' vabd. But such a propos1tLon must be vteWed as necessary a t the cause of heat The above would be that the sun is, rhrou~ Jts 

1~' ndeed not as vabd merely for 
empmcal rule is nowthv1ewed ::a1::f ~ ~s~1'we e~nence, which reqmres appearances, but for em on l _ vahd rules. l4 · 3 1 2) completely ldwdipingig\ - and thus necessan Y 

h h dlumL11ated bodies hap­The rule of uniformity accordmg to w tc l nd nducuve· if it 
pen t o become warm is at first m:~:7 ~:~;:1~: t~lS ~me cmp~rical 
is to count as a genum~law ~:antler.the a priori concept of causal­umfornuty must be su sume and stnctly universal. It tty; whereupon tt then becomes necessary 
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would appear, therefore, that the pnnaple of causah ry makes expen­
ence possible preasely by somehow m1ectmg neceSSlt y land thus 
stnct umversahtyJ into particular causal laws. 

The upshot of these considerations is that particular causal laws 
tor Kant, have a peculiar kind of mixed status: They result from ~ 
combination ot inductively observed regulant1es or umfmm1ttes 
with the a pnorJ concept (and principle) of causaln y. Insofar as 
particular causal laws merely record observed regulannes they are 

conungem and n posterwn; msofar as they subsume such regulan­
ttes under the a pnon prmciple of causality, however, they are 
necessary - and even, m a sense, a pnon. Kant explicitly remarks 
Upon this peculiar mixed status m an important footnote t o section 
22 of the Prol egomena. 

Eut how does this proposumn, rhat 1udgments of expenence are to con­

tam necessity in the sync:hesis of perceptions, agree with the propositmn I 

have m many ways often urged above, that expenence as a postenon cogm­

n on can yield merely contingent 1udsments~ If I say that expenence teaches 

me somethmg, then I always mean only the perception chat lies wn:hm 

experience - e.g., that heat always follows upon the dlurnmauon of a stone 

by the sun -and thus the expenent1al proposition as a lways so far contin­

gent. That this heatu18 necessanly resuhs h orn the dlumman on by the sun 

15 m fact contained tn the Judgment o l experience fm virtue of the concept of 

causeJ, but I do not learn this through expenence, on rhe contrary, experi­

ence IS first genera red through this addtt1on of the concept of the undersrand­
mg !of cause} to perception. 1

305
1,s 

h follows that Kant recogm zes at least t wo d1stmct types o ( neces­
s ity fand thus aprionty). The transcendental pnnciples CJf the under­
standing are absolutely necessaty and a pciori: they are established 
entirely independent of all perception and expenence. EmpmcaJ 

laws that somehow fall under these transcendental principles are 

then necessary and a priori m a derivative sense. They, unhke the 
t ranscendental prmciples themselves, indeed depend parually on m­
duct1vely obtained regulant1es fand thus on percepuon), yet they are 

also m some sense grounded m or determrned by the transcendental 
pnnc1ples and thereby acquue a necessary and more than merely 
mducuve status.•11 

What has made the problem so Wfficult, however, ts that we are left 
qt.:11te m the dark concerning the prec ise nature of this "grourxhng." 
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How do 1he transcendental pnnc1ples m1ect necessity into ernpmcal 
laws of nature so as tCJ secure them a more than merely tnduct1ve 

status? How do judgments that merely record ob8erved regulanttes or 

umform1t1es become truly and "stnctly" umversal vta the addition of 

the concept of causalityl The unfortunate fact is that Kant does very 

little to explam - or even to illustrate - this crucially importanr rela­
tionship between transcendental principles and empmcal laws of na­

ture m either the first Cmiqueor the Prolegomena. In particular, the 
example of the sun causing heat through the 11Jummation of a stone 
set:ms qutte unhelpful here, for n 1s so fa r entirely unclear how this 
specific causal connection is related to the universal causal principle. 

To be sure, the former certainly constitutes a particular instance of 

the kind of causal cormectton attnbuted generally by the btter1 but 
this mstantlal relation is CJf course completely tnvial, and does noth­

ing at all to explam how the law m question 15 grounded a prion so as 

to obtain a nonemp1ncal necesstty 

IV 

In an unpublished Reflexion wntten somewhere between 1776 and 

the early 178os, Kant illustrates the transition from merely empm­
cal rules to necessary laws discussed in 19 CJf the Prolegomena with 
a more mterest1ng and, I thmk, more significant example: 

Empmcally one can certainly discover rules, but not laws - as Kepi a m 

companson with Newton - for to the latter belongs necessity, and hence 

1hat they arc cogn1zed a pnon. Yet one always ~upposes 1hat tules of 

nature are necessary - for on that account 1t IS nature - and that they can 

be comprehended o. prlOli; therefore one calls d~m laws by way of antic1pa­

t1on The understandmg IS the ground of empirical laws, and thus of an 

empmcal necessity, whe re the ground of law-govemedness can in fact be 

comprehended o. pnorr e g., the law of causaln y, but not the ground of the 

deternunate law. All metaphysical p11nc1ples of nature are only grounds ol 

law-go\~medness IR s414, 18 1761"" 

Kant here illustrates the trans1uon from "rules" to " laws" - along 
with the correlative nouon of a grounding of empincal laws through 
the t ranscendental pnnc1p)es of the understandmg- by the uansi­
tton from Kepler's laws of planetary motion to the Newtonian law of 
umversal gravitat ion that 1s derived therefrom. And this suggests 
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that the law of universal gravttatmn is paradigmatic of the peculiar 
krnd of mixed status Kant annbutes to genuine emptncal laws. 

h ts s1gmficant, furthem10re, that rn the Prolegomen11 uself Kam 
Lllustrates the claim of secu on 36, that " the understandmg docs nor 
extract Jts laws (a pn on) from. but prescnbes them to, nature," m 
section 38 immediately followm,g, by precisely the law of umversal 
grav1tat1on. Moreover, accordmg to section 37, this illustration IS co 
show: 

that laws, which we discover m obiects of sensible mtumon, especially if 
they are cogmzed as necessary, are mdeed held by us to be such as the. 
understanclmg has placed clK'Te, although they are equally s1mtlar orherw1se 
m all respc«s to natural laws 1hat we ascribe to experience. I 1201 

And thus 1t appears that the law of gravitatmn has JUst the kmd of 
rruxed starns illustrated in section 29 and the footnote t o section 22 
by the example of the sun warnung a stone.1• 

Kant's fullest discussion of the law of universal gravitation ts 
found m the Metaphysical Foundat10ns of Natural Science of 1786, 
which is devoted to an exposition of "pure natural science" or "the 
pure doctrine of nature.." The principles of pure natural science are 
expounded m four chapters, corresponding to the four headm,gs of 
the table of categorie£ from the first Crmque.11 Of particular impor­
tance are the prmciples of pure natural science expounded m the 
tlurd chapter or Mechanics, which thus corresporid to the relatmnal 
C3tegon es of subscance, causality, and community. These prmc1ples, 
parallel to the three analogies of experience, are given by Kant as the 
three "Laws of Mechamcs": (ti the principle of the conservation of 
mass or quantity of matter, (2) the law of inertia f"Evety body per­
sists mus state of rest or motion, m the sall1e direction and with the 
same speed, if it is not necessitated through an external cause m 
leave this state" - 4:543), bl the pnnaple of the equabty of actmn 
and reaction. And it is dear, moreover, thar Kant views these as 
synthetic a priori principles - very closely related to the transcen­
dental relattonal pnnc1ples themselves.•i 

Of even greater importanct, from the present pomt of view, is the 
fourth chapter or Phenomenology, which corresponds tu the modal 
categories of poss1b1hty, actuality, and necessity, and which has as 
its aim the transformatton of appearance (Erscbemungj into expen­
ence [Erfabnmgl More spectAcally, us aun is to transform apparent 

I 

J 
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mouons mm true motions Here tt aPl-)(:ars that Kam ts follo\vmg 
the lead of Book HI of Newton's PrmL-ipw, which apphes the laws of 
motion to the obse.-vable, so far merely relauve or apparent motions 
in the solar system so as to denve therefrom the law of universal 
gravnatton and, at the same u me, to estabhsh a pnv1leged frame of 
reference lthe center of mass frame of the solar system) relanw to 
which the nouon of true (or absolute) mot10n is first empmcally 
defined.14 In particular, Kant outlines a procedure for applvtng the 
Laws of Mechanics expounded Ul the prev10us chapter so as to sub­
yect the given appearances (namely, apparent motions) to the mOOal 
categories in three steps or stages. i-1 

In the first stage, we record the observed relan ve monons m the 
solar system of satelJnes with respect to their pnmary bodies and 
the fixed stars the orbns of the moons of Jupiter and S.1 tum, the 
orh1ts of the planets wnh respect to the sun, and the orbtt of Earth's 
moon. We hegm, then, with precisely che empirical "phenomena" 
that 10itiate Newron's argument for umversal gravitation. We note 
that all such observed relative mouons are descnbed by Kepler's 
laws, and we subsume these so far merely apparem mouons under 
the categoty of poss1bzl1ty. 

In the second stage, we assume that these relauve motions approxi­
mate to true mouons(from a modern point of view, that the aforemen­
tioned frames of reference approximate, for the purpose of descnbmg 
these motions, to merttal frames of reference), and we then can apply 
Kant's law of inertia (Newton's first and second laws of motion) to 
infer that the relative accelerations in question mamfest an "external 
cause" or impressed force directed toward the center of each pnmary 
body. Moreover, it now follows purely mathematically from Kepler's 
Jaws that these given forces - together with che true accelerattons 
engendel'ed thereby - sausfy the mverse-square law. Accordingly, we 
now subsume these true orbttal motmns lmvel'se-square accelera­
tions! under the category of actuol1ty 

ln the thll'd and final stage, we awly the equality of action and 
reaction !Newton's thud Jaw of motion) to conclude that these true 
acceler.at1ons are mutual - equal and oppostte- and also co con­
clude that grav1tattonal acceleratton ts drrectly propon1011at to mass. 
To infer the latter result from the equal.tty of action and react10n we 
need to assume, m ackhnon, that all bodies rn the solar system - not 
merely the satellites rn question - expenence mverse-square accel-
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uatmns toward each pnmary body land 1hus, m effect, 1hat gravua . 
uonal attraction 1s universal). and we also need to apply the thud 
law of motion directly to these mumal ameracttons of the pnmary 
bodies (and thus, m effect, to assume that gravnattonal attraction 
acts 1mmed1ately at a distanceJ.16 Given these assumptmns and our 
previous results the law of universal gravnatton now follows deduc­
tively: Each body experiences an mverse-square acceleration toward 
each other body, which, m addmon, is drrecd y propornonal, at a 
given distance, to the mass of the body toward which tt accelerates. 
Moreover, we are now - and only now - m a posmon rigorously to 
esumate the masses of the vanous pnmary bodies in the solar sys­
tem so as rigorously w determmc the center of mass frame of the 
solar system. Finally, because the true motivns can now be ex­
plamed precisely as motions reLuwe lo dus pnvdeged frame of refer­
ence, we are also now in a poS1tion to discharge the pmvis10nal 
assumption of stage 2 - namely that the relattve motions of stage 1 

closely approximate to true mot1onsY The mverse-square accelera 
ttons resulting thereby- which are universal, everywhere mutual 
and directly proportional to mass - are subsumed under the category 
of nece.ss1ty. 

From Kant 's pomt ot view the significance o t our tbree-srage proce­
dure is to be understood m the followmg way. We begin the argu­
ment wnh Kepler's laws, and these are m1tially mere emptncal regu­
lanttes obtained solely by induction. At this stage, then, we have 
mere appearanc~ or "Judgments ot perceptmn" - analogous t o lhe 
purely empmcal circumstance that heat customarily follows the 
1llummation of a body. Hence, to obtam genumely obtecttve experi­
ence we: need to apply the transcendental prmc1ples of the under­
standing to our glVen appearances. More precisely, we need to apply 
the more specific "metaphysical" principles of pure natural science, 
which realize or instantiate the t ranscendental principles of the un­
derstanding vu the empincal concept of matter.•8 When these pnnc1-
ples are applied to our given mmal "phenomena," however, the law 
of umversal gra\•1tat10n results uniquely and deductively: There is 
no further room, that is, for mducuve or hypothencal underde· 
terminatton or uncertamty. 

In this way, Kepler's at first merely inductive or empmcal regulan­
ties are transformed mto :;omethtng radically new· a law that, de­
spite tts obvious dependence on imtial empuical data, depends also 
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on syntheu c a prmn prmciples and thereby acquues a more 1han 
merely mducuve status That the law nf umve .. sal gravnatton ac­
mres a more than merely emptncal sta tus m this fashion ts em­

~hatically reemphasized t.n the unpublished fragments consntutmg 
Kant's Opus postumum· 

It is, namely, a remarkable appearance m the field of science rhat d1ere 
was a momen1 where its progress appe.ared to be termmaltd, whert thi.: ship 
Jay at anchor and there was nothmg fu rther 10 be done for philosophy m a 
certam field. Kepler's th1.:e analogies had enumerated the phenomena ol 
orbnal motmn of the planets completely, although snll only empmcally, 
and madiemancally described rhem wuhout yet prov1dmg an mumauon ol 
rhe movin.~ faeces, together w1th their law, wluch may be the cause thereof 

Instead of Kepler's oJggregotion of mouons contammg empmcally aSlit'lll· 
bled rules, Newton created a pnnc1ple of the system of movmg forces from 
acuve causes Unity 122 ~ 2 1 1 

The Jaws of monon were sufficiently established through Kepler's three 
analogies. They were altogether mechamca1 Huygens knew also the com­
posu e, yet derivative mouon through the forces that flee or connnually 
stnve toward the center (vis centnfuKa et centtJpela), but as close as both 
lwerel . yet all that was cr«ted was mere empmc1sm of the docnme of 
motJOn and always a universal and properly so-called prmc1ple was lackmg 
1.e, a concept of reason from which one could mfer a pnon, as from a cause 
to an effect, a law of force-determmauon; and this explananon was given by 

(ll p8-9) Newton .. 

Thus these fragments from 1799-1800 appear to make essenually 
the same pomt as Ref]e:aon s414 cited previously.'' 

FuialJy, the three-stage procedure by which the law of universal 
gravitation is denved from Kepler's laws also yields the result that 
the former law is m an unportant sense necessary The relevant 
nouvn of necessity here 1s in fact JUSl the "empincal" or "matenal" 
necessuy ex_plained m the Postulates of Empm cal Thought : 

1 • That which agrees wnh the fonnal conditions of expenence taccord­
mg to mtmuon and concepts!. is ro.~sible 

2 That which connects with the rrunerial coodn1ons of expenence 
{sensation), 1s actual. 

3
. That whose C()nnect1on with the actual 1s determmed m accordance 

with umversal condtuons vf expenence, 1s !exists as) necessary 
IA 218-r9 J B 265-61 
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And, as we have seen, the Jaw of umversa) gravnauo11 satisfies this 

not10n of necessny exactly. It 1s detenmned m cunnecnon \vtth chc 

actual fnamelv Kepler's laws, prov1s1onally viewed as recording true 

motmns as m srage 2) in accordance with universal c0t1d1ttons of 

expenence (namely the transcendental pnnc1ples of the understand. 

mg, as further specified to yield the metaphysical principles of pure 
natural science j.:t<> 

This example also illuminates the relauon.slup befween the thH<l 

postulate of empmcal thought and the pnnc1ple of causality. In his 

discussion of the third postulate Kant characterizes the relaaonship 

~:I~::~ the pnnciple of causality and the categones of modality as 

Everydung chat happens 1s hvPOthet1cally necessar}'1 this1s a prmc1ple rhat 

subordinates the alterations m the world to a law - 1 e., a rule of necessary 

existence - without whu:h narure would absolmely not occur Therefore, 

the propos1tton. Nothm.g happens through blmd chance (m mundo non 

datur casus), 1s an a pnon law of nature So also is the proposition: No 

n<:eessuy m nature 1s bhnd, but always a cond1tmned and chetdore intelhg1-

ble lvers tiindlicl1eJ necessity (non datur fatuml .Both are such Jaws 1hrough 

\\lhich the play of alterations is sub01"d1nated to a nature of things [as 

appearances) - or, what 1s the same thing, to che unny d the understandmg. 

m which they can alone belong to an experience, as the synthenc umty of 

appearances. These two pnnciples helon,g among the dynamical principles 

The 6rst IS properly a COllSC"quence of the prmc1ple Of causahty {utxkr the 

analogies of expenence) The second belongs to the pnnciplcs of modahry, 

which add to the causal determmauoo the concept of neccssuy, which, 

however, stands under a rule of the understanding. (A 228/B 18o--1I 

This s~ggests that, whereas the pnnc1ple of causahty says th.at every 

event is related to a preceding event by an empirical causal law the 

third postulate of modahty mdicates a procedure by winch empirical 

causal laws are themselves related to the o pnon prmoples of the 

understandmg so as to confer on them both necessity and mrell i.gibil­

n y. Thus, whereas Kepler's laws empmcalJy des.cnbe the tempora] 

evoluuon ol the mouons of the heavenly bcxhes quue adequately, 

only thc1r explanation withm the theoty uf universal gravicauon 

makes them both necessary and mtelhg1b]e Jand the relevant s~n­
dard of tntellig1bthty IS provided via the transcendental pnnc1ples of 
the understanding) 

I 
l 
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We have now seen how an emp1ncal law of nature can be related to -

can be grounded in or determined by- synthetic a pnon pnnctples 

so as to acqmre thereby a necessary and more th.an merely mduct1ve 

status. Strictly speakmg, however, we have not yet seen how empm· 

ca) laws are grounded lll or deterrmned by the transcendental pnnc1· 

pies of the understanding, for the syntheuc a pr1on pnnc1ples to 

which we have so far appealed are the metaphysical pnnciplei; of 

pure natural science. How do these metaphysical pnnciples them­

selves relate to the transcendental pnnciples of the understandtng! 

How exactly do the former constitute an instantiauon or reahzat1on 

of the latter~ 
The relanonsh1p between transcendental principles and the more 

specific metaphysical pnnciples IS illustrated in the fol1owingimpor· 

tam passage from secuon s of the published lntroducuon to the 

Critique ot fudgm ent: 

A transcendental pcux:1ple 1s that through which 1s represented a prion 

the universal condltlon under which alone things can be l/biects of our 

cogmuon m general. On the other hand, a principle is called metaphysical 1f 

1t represenrs a pnorJ the cond1tmn undeT which alone ob,ects, whose con­

cept: must be empmcally given, can be further deternuned ll pnon Thus, 

rhe prmc1ple of the cognmon of bodies as substances and as alterable sub­

stances 1s transcendental, 1£ 1t is thereby asserted that rheir alterations must 

have a cause, it is m etaphysical, however, 1£ lt 1s thereby asserted that theu 

alteratmns must have an e . ..:tl!mal cause. Because m the first case bodies 

may be thought only through ontological predicates jpure concepts of lhe 

undersrandmg), e g, as substance, in order to cognrze the pt'OpoSIUOn ll 

pnon. but in the ~coral case the empmcal concept of a body !as a movable 

dung m spacej must be laid at the basis of the proposicion - howeve r, as 

soon as this 1s done, that the Ja[er pl'edicate [mouon only through external 

causes! belongs to body can be comprehended completely a pnon Is .181! 

A closely related contrast is found m section 1 '.i of the Prolegomena· 

Universal ruirural science Jconra!Jlsj purely d1scurs1ve pnnc1ples (from con· 

cepc:sl, which constitute the ph1losoph1cal part of the pure cognmon of 

nature But there is snH also much m n that 1s noc enurely pure and mdepen­

dem of empmc.al .sources such as the concept of mouon. of 1mpenetrab1/Jty 

(on which the emp1ncal concept ol matter r'sts), ol merua, (:tC, winch 

prtvents 1t from ben-ig able to be called an entuely pure natural science, 
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mor1::ovn, n ex1ends only to the oheects of outt:r sense, and thus ytelds no 
example of a universal SClCnee of nature m the stricter sense - for the laner 
must bnng nature m general under univcnal laws, whether It concerns the 
ob1ect of outer sense or that of mner sense !the ob1ect of physics as well as 
psychology). !4 295} 

The connection between these rwo passages then hes in the circum­
stance that only clunking bemgs - or, more generalJy, hving beings -
possess mnec pnnc1ples o( causalny. 

Kant strongly emphasizes thi s last point m his Observatmn to the 
Proof of the law of inertia m the Metaphysical Foundauons · 

The mertia of matter IS and s1gmfies nothmg else but its lifelessness as 
matcer m Itself Life means thecapacny ol a substance to act on itself from 
an im1er prmc1ple. ol a fim te subsumce to alter itself, and ol a material 
substance to detemiine itself to motJOn or rest as alteration of i ts state. 
Now we are acqua1med with no other mner pnnc1ple of a substance to alter 
us stare except desire - and, m general, no other mner acuv1ty except thmk­
mg and that wluchdepends thereupon· feeling of pleasure or displeasure and 
appetite or willing. But these grounds ol determmauon and act10ns abso­
lutely do not belong to the represenutK>ns of outer sense and tR.is not to the 
determmatmns ol matter as matter. Therefore an matter as such is llfel6S 
Th1s, and nodung mort:, 1s what the proposition of merna sa}!S 14.'i 441 

Thus, the metaphysical principles of pure natural science apply only 
to the act1v1t1es and powers of nonliving, nonthmkmg bemgs: bemgs 
repr-esented solely through predicates of outer sense. T he transcen­
dem:al pnnciples ot the understanding, by contrast, apply to all be­
mgs without dtstmction - where, for example, mner pnnc1ples of 
causality (appropnate to hvtng betngs) are just as permissible as 
external causes. 

It certainly does not follow, however, that the transcendental pnn­
ciples extend also to nonspaual substances - to ob,ects solely of m­
ner sense, as 1t were. For Kant consistently demes that the concept 
of substance can be m eaningfully applied to objects of mere mner 
sense !such as the sou l!, and d early asserts that " in order to prov1de 
something permanent m mtutt:Ion correspondmg to the concept of 
substance land thereby to venfy the ob1ective reality of tins con­
cept), we require an incumon of space (of matter), because space 
alone 1s determined as permanent, but time, and therefore every­
thmg m mner sense, contmually fJows" (B 291) Therefore all sub-
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stances, even those falling only under the t:ranscendemal conce!pt of 
a nature m general, must be spatial." 

Indeed, as 1s well known, Kant himself ms1sts upon the spatiality 
of all substances m his marginal notes to the Fust Analogy m his 
copy of the first edition of the Crit1que. In particular, at A 182 he 
wntes: 

Here the prool must be so developed tha1 11 applies only to subsunces as 
phenomena ol outer sense, and therefore from space - wluch, together with 
its determ1nat1ons, exists at all times. 

In space all alteration 1S monon; for, were thtte another ldetermmatmnj 
m the relauon, then, according to the concept ol alteration, 1he sul)Ject 
would std I have to endure lbus, everythmg m space would have to vanish 
together (R LXXX, l.J:Jo)µ 

Kant's thooght seems to be that if substance could alter in some way 
other than through mou on then 1t would be possible for all sub­
scances to vamsh - and thus substance would not be conserved. 

What Kant has m mind here becomes clearer through a compan­
SCH1 with the Observation to the Proof of the law of conservation of 
mass or quanuty of matter m the Metaphys1col Foundations. Kant's 
pomt there 1s that only that whose quantity consists of spaual parts 
external to one another can be proved to satisfy the conservation 
Iaw

1 
for only in tins case does decrease m quantity occur by 

division - that is, by the relat:Ive motion of the spatial parts - rather 
than by d1mmution. Only spatial d1v1s10n (via relative motion), as 
opposed to the diminuuon or mere decrease 1n degree charactenst1c 
of a purely mtens1ve magmtude, necessanly conserves the total 
quantity of the magmtude thereby divided. By contrast, the perma­
nence of a merelv intensn1e magmtude, such as would belong solely 
to mner sense, cannot be proved. 

It l !! lherefore no wonder 1f lhe permanence of subsrance can be proved of the 
latter lmatterl but not of the former lthe soull, for in the case ol matter u 
already flows from ns concepl -namely that It is to be movable, which~ 
possible only m space - that that whtch has a quantity m 11 coot:nns a 
multiphc1ty of reaht1es external to one another, and thus of subst:inces; and 
therefore the quantity of substance can only be d1mm1shed by d1v1s10n, 
which 1s not vamshmg - and the latter m jmatter] would also be tmposs1ble 
according to the law of conunmty. On the Olhcr hand, the thought I ii; 

absolutely no concept but only mner percepuon, and absolutely nochmg can 
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therefor<'. be mterrtd frum 1c tou1s1de of the sheer d1sn11cnon of an obiect of 

inner sense from tha1 which IS thought merely as ob,eu oi ou1er M"nSt' l -

lhus, the permanence of the soul as substance can also not be inferred 

(4 S43 l 

Thus, for example, clanty of consciousness 1n inner sense has an 

mten51ve magnitude and hence a degree, but nothmg precludes its 

van1slung - that 1s, Its continuous d1mmut1on lO nothing 1542). 11 

Spatiality - and hence conservation of total quantity via division 

fthrnugh relanve mononJ into smaller parts that are themselves spa­

tial substances - 1s therefore a necessary property of all substances 

fallmg under the transcendental concept of a nature m general. The 

more spec16c metaphysical concept of a body or marerial substance 

t~cn results from this by the add1t10n of the empmcally g1venproper­

nes of impenetrabdtty and weight: the two fundamental forces of 

repulsioo and auractmn. Thus in the Anticipations of Perception 

~ant speaks, from the pomt of view of transcendental ph1 1~ophy, of 

the realm space (I may here not call it 1mpenetrab1ltty or weight 

because these are empirical concepts)" fA 173 / B 215). And m th; 

Postulates of Empirical Thought Kant provides the following tnler­

estmg example of a thmkable, but not m fact empirically given 
realization of the relauonal categories: ' 

A substance that would be permanently present m space, yet without fill mg 

it jas that intermediate thmg between mauer and th1nkm,g being that some 

have wanted to mtroduce), or a particular fundamental power fGrundkuJftl 

of. our mmd to mtmt the future m advance (and not merely to mfer u, for 

example); or Anally a capacity oi our mmd to ht: in community of thought 
with other men (as distant a'> rhey may be) IA 212 t B 

270
1,.., 

It follows that substances falling only under the transcendental con­

cept of nature rn general indeed take up or occupy Sf.Qce, but they do 

not ~ecessanly fill space, this latter propert}' results only by the 

add1t10n of the empmcal concept of impenetrabihtv- "on which 

the emp1ncal concepr of matter rests. "h 

We are now in a pos1uon, finally, to see, at least m outline, how 

the transcendental pnnc1ples of the understandmg function as the 

~ighest laws of nature "under which all others stand." ~ key pomt 

is that the transcendenta l concept of a nature m general 1s not en­

t1rely mdetcrmmate: It does not simply say that nature consists of 

some otherwise entuely mdctermmate subsrances obeying some 
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otherwise enttrdy mdetermmate empmcal causal la\V!>. Rather, the 

transcendental pnnc1ples depict a world with a parucular character 

a wocld of spatially extended substances cons1stm.g ol spatial parts 

that always count as substances m turn (the total quantity of sub­

stance 1s thereby always conserved via d1v1s1011 and recombmatton 

of such spatial parts!, a world whose subsranc~ change their states 

always in response to (mternal or external! powers or causes, and a 

world whose spatially separated substances are in thoroughgoing 

interaction with one another (and thus always acr on one another 

chruugh external causes!. It 1s clear, moreover, that this world de­

picted by the transcendental pnnc1ples is closely modeled on the 

central empincal example Kant cons1s1ent]y takes 10 be parad1g­

manc here: namely the system of heavenly bodies as descnbed by 

the Newtonian theory of universal gravitation. 

Nevertheless. as we have seen, the transcendental concepr of a 

nature m general ts cenainly much more abstract than that of a 

Newtonian system of masses; and to reach the latte1 from the 

former we m fact need to add specifically empirical content IO 1wo 

successive steps or stsges. Fust, we need further to specify the uan­

scendental prmc1ples of the understanding to the meta1lhys1cal pnn­

c1ples of pure natural science. These result by the add1t10n of the 

empincal concept of matter - and, rn parucular, the empmcal con­

cepts of impenetrability and weight (restmg on the two fundamental 

forces of repulsion and attraction) - which has the effect of restrict­

ing our attention to nonJivmg mat en al subsrances or massive bodies 

and thereby transforming the analogi.es of experience mto the New to­

man laws of motion. Second, we need to apply the resulting pnnc1-

pJesof pure natural science to the mm ally merely empirical or mduc­

ttve regulant1es codified m Kepler's laws m the manner I sketched m 

JV. Once tlus 1s done, however, the Newtonian theory of universal 

gravitation results umquely and deductively. 

I suggest that we now see, at least m outline, how the pecuharly 

Kanaan conception of a groundmg of empmcal laws by transcenden­

tal pnnciples of the understandmg 1s supposed to work. It IS not rhat 

emprncal laws are somehow denved from the nanscendental princi­

ples as their deducuve consequences. This, as Kant himself repeat­

edly emphasizes, is impossible. Rather, empirical laws are to be 

thought of as framed or nested, as u were, withm a sequence of 

progressively more concrete and empuical instanuauons or reahza­

tions of the transcendental pi"inciples: a sequence cons1stmg of pro-
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gress1vely more concrett: and empmcal natures or worlds. The most 
abstract such world 1s JUSt th3t depicted by the transcendental con­
cept of a nature m general - a world of interactm,g spatial sub­
stances, the next world is that descnbed by the metaphysical prmc1-
ples of pure natural science - a world of nonliving, purely material 
substances mteracnng via the two fundamental forces m accordance 
wnh the Newtonian laws of motmn; the next world 1s that descnbed 
by the Newtonian theory of gravity - a world of massive bodies mter­
acnng m accordance wuh the Jaw of universal gravttauon; and so 
on. The notion of an a priori groundmg 1s then expressed by the idea 
that, a lthough purely emptrical data play a necessary and una\101d­
able role m this procedure, the frammg or nesting of such data 
w1thm the transcendental concept of a nature m general 1s to 
result - at least m pnnc1ple - m a umque and detenninate descnp­
tion of the empmcal world tha t thereby acquires a more th;:in merely 
empirical status. 

It 16 m tlus way, I suggest, that all empirical 1udgments are ult1-
matcly to be grounded m the transcendental prmciples for Kant. 
Thus, for example, particular 1udgments of ob1ecnve succession as­
sen mg that event A precedes event B are grounded m empuical 
causal laws assenmg that all events of the same kmd as A are fol­
lowed by or result m events o f the same kmd as B; these latter are 
themselves grounded m higher empmcal laws; and these i 11 turn -
m the manner just illustrated - are ultimately grounded m the tran­
scendental principles. And n is along these Imes, I suggest, that 
Love1oy's charge of non sequnur discussed m II should be met. Kam 
JS not argumg, that is, from a t'leutral and uncontrovers1al concep­
tion of particular ob,ecuve succession to the ex1stel'lce of general 
causal laws or untform1t1es- thts wou ld of course be a non seqmtur 
indeed. Rather, Kant is relying upon lus own charactenstic concep­
uon ol objecuve empmcal ,udgmerit, a concepuon according to 
which genumely object1Ve empmcal judgments are simply impossi­
ble wnhout a ground.mg m progressively more abstract Jaws of na­
ture termmatmg m the transcendental pnnc1ples themselves. 

VI 

It remains briefly to consider the role of reason or reflective 1udg­
mcm m the art1culat1on and determination of emptncal 1.ausal laws. 

Causal laws and nt1tural science 

w e saw m II of this essay th.'lt chc facu lty of reflccuv~ 1udgmcnt does 
m fact play an absolutely central role here, but the precise nature of 
this role 1s not yet ennrely clear. ln particular, H 1s nor yet clear 
whether Kant's d1scuss1on of reflecuve 1udgmem supports the kmd 
of strong separation of empirical causal laws from the universal 
causal prmc1ple considered m II, or, on che other hand, whether u is 
perhaps more m harmony with the alternative mterpretau on 1 out-

lm~:t 1::1~~n by reconstdermg the passage from section 4 of the 
Fust Introduction to the Crmque of fudgment cued m JI. The first 
pomt to notice 1s that Kant does not say there that the faculty of 
reflective Judgment 1s the ground of particular empmcal laws them­
selves, but, rather, that reflccnve 1udgment is required to secure the 
systemat1city of such laws. The problem left unsettled by the under­
standmg 1s not that empirical laws may not exist at all, as 1t were, 
but only that they may fail 10 constitute a system: 

for the mamtoldness and mhomogaieny of the empmcal laws could be so 
great that 1t would certa1nly be J>05.Slble m a parual mannet to connect 
perc~s mto an experience in accordance wuh particular laws dis 
coveied opportunely, but u would never be ~1ble to lmng these empm­
cal laws themselves to umty of affinity under a common prmc1()le · · 

120-2091 

Hence the task of reflecnve judgment ts to systematize the mam­
fold ofparucular empirical laws so as to bnng these Jaws to "umty of 
affimty." The crucial problem, then, IS to understand what "umty of 
affimty'' means here. 

K:rnt explams Ins thmkmg iurther m the next secuon of the Fust 
Jntroduct10n, where the pnnciple uf reflective 1udgmcnt IS first offi­
c1ally stated: 

Now 1t is d ear d 1at the reAecuve 1udgment could not undertake m an--or­
dance with ns nature to cJ(ISSJf\- the whole ol nature accordm.g to its en1pm­
cal vanety, d it did not presuppose that nature itself ~~·c1fies its transcen­
dental laws accordmg to some prmc1ple This pnnc1ple can now be no ocher 
than that of rhe sunabdtty to die faculty of 1udgment itself, 10 find sufficient 
9ffinuy m the immeasurable mamfoldness of thmgs m accordance with 
empmcal laws m order to bnns them under em pm cal concepts !classes) and 
these under more uruversal Laws {higher species) and thus to be able 10 

a1tam to an empmcal system ol nature l20·21 sl 
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Thi: peculrar pr1nt11)le of the faculty of 1udgmem 1s thcrclor\ .. notun: 
S/'l.·t:i/iev u s umversol lows lo emp1r1col lbwsL m O<:cordance wuh the form 

of 11 logiclll system, 011 behalf of 1he /acult}' 1;/ 1udgmenc [20·2il'il 

I assume that the "universal laws" referred to m the official scare­

ment of the pnnc1ple of reflect1 ve 1udgmenc are the same as the 
" transcendental laws" mentioned m the unmed1a1ely precedrn.g 

paragraph; and, 1f this 1s correct, the prmc1ple of reflective iudgment 

therefore states that empincal laws are brought to S)'Sternattc "unity 

of affinity" precisely by being somehow related to the transcenden­

tal pnnciples of the understandmg - which latter are thereby "speci­
fled'' w empmcal laws. 

We saw previously that the Me[aphys1cal Foundations depicts a 

procedure by which the transcendental pnnc1ples are m fact further 
specified empmcally so as to yield the pnnc1ples of pure natural 

science and to ground thereby the law of umversal gravitation. 11us 

procedure results in the very highest concept or spec1es of empuical 

class1ficauon (the emptncal concept of matter) and the very highest 

empmcal law (the law of grav1tat1on) which governs all matter as 

such regardless of all (bfferences among more specific types of mat­

ter. And, m this way, the most general halTK!work of empmcal natu­

ral science is secured. But what about more specific cmpmcal laws 

govemmg more specific subspecies of matter - such as the laws of 

chemistry, for example! As far as the Metaphysical Foundations is 

concerned, all such more specific empmcal laws remam entirely 

unaccounted for, and we are therefore left wnh no idea how these 

laws are grounded m the transcendental principles. Wt: a.re leh with 

no idea, that 1s, how the combination of metaphysical pnnnples and 

mathemaucal constructions that (untquelyJ determines the law of 

gravitation can be further extended so as to ground or determme any 
more specific empirical law. 

Indeed, 1t ts for precisely this reason that Kant himself despans of 

the propedy sc1ennfic status ol chemistry m the MetaphySJcol 
Foundations· 

So long, theretore, as there 1s sttll for chenucal acuons of inatcers on one 
another no concept to be discovered rliat can be constructed- that is no 
law of approach or withdrawal of the parts of matter can be specified acc~rd­
mg to which. perhaps in prcpornon 10 their densny and the hke their 
mou ons and all the consequences thereof can be made 1mu1t1ve a~d pie-
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sen red a prwn in space- la demand chat will only with great difficulty ever Ix: 

fulfllledl - chemistry c;:in be- no th1n.i:; mort than a systemac1c art o r expen­

mtnt<ll doctrult!, hut never a proper science For its pnnc1ples are merely 
empmcal and allow d no presematmn a pnon m mtuiuon Consequently, 
they do not m the leas1 make the pnnc1ples of chemical appcaunces con­
ceivable acconhn.i:; to their J'l)SSJbthty, for they are not susceptible 10 the 
appliunon of mathiemaucs. f4 :470J 

Thus, the laws of chemistry remam merely empincal fand thus so far 
merely inducuve) so long as we do not yet have a properly grounded 

mathematical force law analogous to the law of gravitauon. 
It follows that the empmcal laws of chemistry do not yet count as 

n ecessary: 

Any whole of cognmon tha( 1s sys1cmat1c can mdttd thereby be ulled 
scienc;e, and, 1f the connection of cogn1uon in 1h1s system ts an interconntt­
uon of grounds and consequences, even raucmal science U, however, the 
grounds or pnnoples themselves are still m the end merely empmcal - as, 
for example, in chemistry - and the laws from which the gi\'en facts are 
explained through reason are mere laws of expenence, then such laws or 
pr1nc1ples carry wnh them no consciousness of their necessJ1y (are mx 
apodlCucally cenam), and thus the whole Joi oognumnl does not deserve the 

name ol sc ience m dle sinct sense. - Chemistry should thus be- called sys­
tematic an rad1er than st1ence. {486) 

Yet reason requires that all empirical science must eventually be 

brought mto connecuon with pure natural sciet1ce so as to secure 

thereby the appropnate kmd of necessity I the problem is simply that 

this has not yet been done for chenusttyl: 

In a<:cordance with demands of reason, every doctrine ol narure must finally 
lead to !pure] natural science and termmate there, because suth necess1ty ol 
laws is mseparably 1omed to the concept ol nature and therefore must cer­
tainly be comprehended Hence, the most complete explanation of given 
appearances from chem1c:tl prmc1ples sull always leaves behind a certam 
d1ssat1sfact1on, because one can cne no a priori grounds for sucli punciples 
which, as oommgent laws have been learned merely from expencnce 14691 

It is parucularly noteworthy that these passages exphc1tly deny that 

systematic form alone is sufficient for the required type of necessity: 

We need, m addition, "a prion grounds" an.-1logous to those we have 

considered m JV and V. 
All of thi s seems to me to be perfe-cdy conSIStent with Kant's 
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d1scussmn of necessuy and contingency m the passage from ~5 of 

the published Introduction to t he Crmque of /udgmem cited m II. 

Kant's point there ts that the vast majonty of empmcal laws have 
not yet been grounded in the transcendental principles of the under­
standmg. Indeed, since the mamfoldness of empmca) laws 1s poten­
ttalJy infinite, we can imagine such a groundmg for the totality of 

empirical Jaws only as the regulative ideal of a complete science we 

can only continually approach but never Eully attam. Hence, h orn 
the pumr of v1ew of our (finite) understandlllg, most empmcal laws 
must remam conttn,gent, although we nonetheless remam equally 

aware of the demand of reason for their eventual a pnori grounding 
and hence their necesstty: 

Specifica lly ddterenr matters can still be ca~ m mflnnely manifold ways 
besides what they have m common as belonging to narure in general; and 
every one of these modes must !accord mg to the concept of a cause mgeneral! 
have its rule - which is a law and therefore carnes wnh ll necessuy _ 
ahl'iough, according to the const1tut1on and hm1tatmns of our cognitive 
faculty, we can absolutely not comprehend this necessity. Thus, with re~t 
to Ifs merely empmcal l aw~. we must think m nature the poss1bthcy of an 
infimte marnfoldnessof empmcal laws, wluch for our ms1ght are yet contm· 
gem !cannot be known o prionJ, and, with tt'Spt"ct to them, we JUdge theunuy 
of nature m accordance with empmcal Laws and the poss1b1hty of the umtyof 
expenence (as a system according co empirical laws) as contingent. f 5: 1831 

Kant rs not, as I read him, here asserting that the necessity of empiri­
cal laws depends on reflective judgment rather than on the under­
standing. Empmcal necesstty can derive from nowhere e lse than an 
a prion grounding m the prmc1ples of the understanding such as we 
have attempted to cUUcuJate above, and the point of the present 

passage rs srmply to emphasize that the vast majority of emprncal 

laws have not yet received this kmd of groundrng. The task of reflec· 

t1ve rudgment 1s not somehow to provide a kmd of necessity that the 
understandmg u self cannot provide, but rather to systematize the 
potentially in6mte mult1ph c1ty of empmcal laws under more and 
more general t!mprncal laws so as to approximate to the o pnon 
necessity issumg from the understanding and from the understand­
ing alone_ 

More precJ.Sely, the relationship between the transcendental princi­
ples of the understanding and the faw h:y ol reflecuve Judgment is, 1 
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think, best understood as follows. The prmetplcs of pure natural 
science - which represent, as 1t were, the cl~t possible spec1fica­
uon of the transcendental pnncrples - articulate the emprncal con­
cept of matter and thereby ground the law of umversal gravnat10n 
In this way, the htghest concept of empmcal classification and the 

most general empirical law are brought mro 1mmed1ate contact with 
the principles of the understanding. '6 Yet the vast m a)On ty of empni­
cal laws land thus the overwhelming ma1onty of empirical phenom­
enal sull remam unaccounted for: They have so far received no 

transcendental grounding whatsoever. The task of reflecu ve Judg­

ment 1s then to furmsh methodological principles - of parsimony, 

contmuity, s1mphc1ty, and so onl7 - which guide the procedure of 
orgamztng lower level empmcal concepts {and laws) mto a classifica­
tory system. Only when such a classificatory system is ideally com­

pleted, so chat nll empirical concepts land laws! are brought into 
determinate re la non wnh the highest concept of empirical classifica­
tion (and thus, m the end, wrth the principles of the understandmg 
as wellJ, will the totality of empmcal laws thereby receive a uan· 

scendental groundmg. And, although such an ideal complete science 

will of course never actually be attamed, the principle of reflec1ive 
1udgmem nonetheless demands that we conunually strive to ap­
proach 1t as far as is possible. In this sense, the faculty of reflective 

1udgment operates under the transcendenta l presupposition that "na­
ture specifies 1ts umversol laws to empincal (laws), m accordance 
with the form of a log1col jclass1ficacoty) system. . " 

There 1s a final comph catmn that is well worth mentioning here. 
It so happens tha t the modern foundations of some of lhe most 
important of the more empincal branches of natural science - first 

the quamnative science of heat and later the new physical chenus­
try of Lavoisier - were 1ust bemg estabhshed durmg the last thud of 
the eighteenth century. It so happens, funhem1ore, tha1 Kam him­
self was followmg these new developments with ever mcreasing 
mterest.. In parucular, 1t appears that Kant was well acquainted with 
the key advances m the quantitative science of heat, with Wilhelm 

Scheele's theory of radiant heat and Joseph Black's theory of latent 
and specific heats, by the early to middle 178os.1s And, what turns 

out to be even more decisive, Kant was led officially to embrace the 
new phys1Cal chemistry of Lavo1s1er by the m1d-1790s. It is clear, 
moreover, that, whereas the chemistry to which Kant denies a prop-
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erly scrt!ntific s tatus in the Mewphysu;a/ Foundnlw m· 1s che crath ­

uonal phlogistic chemtstry of Georg Stahl, the revo luhonary new 

theory of Lavo1s1er led Kant to a fundamental recons1derat1011 of the 

Status of chem1stry.w Kant was led thereby, m the Opus poswmum, 

to a recons1derat1on of the philosophical foundations of natural sc i­

ence !where he contemplates a new chapter of tht: cnt1cal system to 

be utled Trans1t10n fcom Lhe Metnphys1cal fuundau ons of Natural 

Science to PJ1ys1csl and, m the end, to a fundamental recons1derat1on 

of the nature and scope of transcendental philosophy itself. A further 

cons1derat1on of these matte rs, however, lies far beyo nd the scope o f 
the present discussion . .oo 

N O TE S 

1 All tr.ansL1uons from Kam ·s wntm,gs are my own 

2 The problem· "how I am to understand that, because something i~. some­
thing else should be!" is Arst raised by Kant m his Au empt to /11tIOduce 

the Concepr of Negative Mngmtude m to PhJJo5ophyof 1763 (2 2021. This 

~say 1s concerned with d1stmgmshm.g "logical OPP05mon" and "real 

opposition," "logical grounds" from "teal grounds " The pomt 1s thac 

causal connecuon, for example, cannot be understood as mere logical 

connection, but only as an essentially dtStmct type of "real" connection. 

3 Compare B s "the concepr of cause itself so obviously cont.ams the 

concept of a necessity of the connecu on with an effect and a stnc1 

umversahty of the rule, chat 1t wouJd be enurely lost d one wanted to 

denve u, as Hume dKI, from a repeated associatmn ol that wluch hap­

pens with chat which precedes and the custom (and thus the sub1ect1ve 
necessity! ensmg therefrom of connecting represent.auons." 

4 Compare Kant's chaucten zauon of the causal relation m the Second 

Analogy "In accordance with such a rule, m that which m general 

precedes an event there must he the oond1uons for a rule accordmg to 

which this event follows always and necessanly" (A 193 / B 238-9), 

·"that which follows or happens must follow according to a umversal 

rule from th.at which was contamed in the previous state" IA 200 I B 

245), "m thac which precedes the condmon 1s tn be mec with, under 

which the evem always li.c::., necessanly) follows" fA 200 / B 246). 

Clearly, only types or kinds of events can follow one another always ­
thac 1s, universally. 

S Compare part II of section IV of Hume's Enqwry "As to past expenent·L. 

1t can be allowed to give d irecl and certtJJn mformanon ol those precise 

ob,ects only. and that precise penod of ume, which fell under its cogm-
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zance hut why thts expi:neno.:c should ht: so extended tn futur~ 11mcs 

and to oc:her ob1ects, which, for aught we know, may be only m appeai 

ance s1m1lar, this IS the mam qucsuon on which I would ms1st. 

These two propositions are far from being the same, I hm'e found 1h111 

SlJCh an ob1ect has olwa}'s been cm enden with such an effec f. and I 

foresee, that other ob1ects. whicl1 are, m appearance, s1m1lar. will be 
attended with s1m1far effects." 

6 Some examples of such rules or laws given by Kam are: at a tree:.nng 

temperarure the l11.ju1d state of water 1s followed by the sohd state {B 

162- 31, theposmon ol adnftmgshiphigherup in theoourseof a stream 

1s followed by Its posmon lower down (A 192-3 / B 237-81, m the pres­

ence of a hot stove the cool au m a room becomes warm {A 202 I B 247-

Bj, when SCDOped our from a larger vessel mto a narrow glass a honzon­

tal surface of water becomes concave (A 204 / B :t49J, heat follows the 

1llummatmn of a stone hy the w n fProlegom eno. 4 305J. I here ignore 

the comphcauon thar not all causes literally precede their efftets· What 

matters here is only that each instance of the causal rel.anon 1s associ­

ated with a rule or law of temporal successmn. 
7 See H. J Paton, Kont"s Metaplws1c of fa-perience tNew York, 1936); 

G. Bird., Kant's Theory of Kn<J\.vledge {London, 1962); R_ P Wolff, Kant"s 

Tl1eory of Mental Actwity fCamhr1d.ge. Mass., 1963j, L W. Beck, "Once 

More mw the Breach· Kant's Answer to Hume, A.gam, ., Ratio 9 11 9Cq )· 

33-37, reprmted rn Essays on Kant and Hume tNew Haven, Conn, 

1978), and "A Prussian Hume and a Scomsh Kant," ibid, W. A. 

Suchtmg. "Kant's Second Analogy of Experienc~." Kant-St11d1en sB 

f1 961J. 355-69, C Buchdahl, "The Kantian 'Dynamic of Reason' wuh 

Special Reference to che Place ol Causahty m Kant's System," m L W 

Beck, ed., Kant Stud /Ls Today !LaSalle, Ill, 1969), Metaphvucs and the 

Philosophy of Science !Oxford, 1969J, and "The Conceptmn of Lawhke­

ness m Kant's Ph1los0phy of Science," m L W Beck, ed, Kant's Theory 

of Knowledi;e (Dordrecht, 1974)1 J. Van Cleve, "f our Recent lnterpre­

rauons of Kant's Second Analogy," l<am-Stud1cn 64 11973): 69-87; 

G. Brntan, Kant ·s Theory of Science (Pnnceton, NJ., 1978J, H Allison, 

Kanc ·s Transcendental ldealism !New Haven, Conn., 1983J, P. Guyer, 

Kant ondthe Claims of Knowledge (Cambndge, 19871, and "Kant 's Con­

ception of Empmcal Law," l'roceedmgs of the An stotebon Soc1ery, Sup­

plementary Volume 64 ( 19901 :tl 1-42. A notable exception 10 this uend 

IS A Mdmck, Kant's Analogies of Experience !Chicago 1973) - see esp 

§18, even Melmck appears co agree, however, that causal laws are estab 

hshed solely on the basis of empmcal or 1nduct1ve evKlence 

8 Paton disassociates regularny and repeat1h1hry from the causal prmc1ple 

m vol. 2, ch 45, §1 of Kant's Metaphysic of fa:pe.rience Beck. in " Prus-
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sian Hume and Sco111sh Kant," sharply d1snngmshes the "cvery-cveu l· 
some-cau,;e" pnnc1pk from the "samc-causc-same-ettect" pnnc1ple, he 
argues that while Hume raiso:s doubts concerning both, Kam mtends 
only to vindicate the first m the Transcendental Analytic However, this 
m1crpreta1100 has been arnculared most clearly, and mus most exphcu 
and developed form, by Buchdahl; see, m parucular, "Dynamic of Rea· 
son," V-Vll . 

9 Note that Kant h1mselr holds, as we have seftl, that generahz.auoos 
supported ooly 1nducu vely cannot quahfy as laws. stnctly speak.a~"'' 
all; for mere mducuve generahzauons do not and cannot posM:SS geoo· 
me or s trict univers.:i luy. And thus Kant fumself explicitly asserts that 
necessity and genuine o.- stnct umversahty "belong mseparably to­
gether" (B 4J. Compare t he Preface to the Mewphysical Frnmda.tmns of 
Nlltura.I Science ''the word nature already carries wuh 11 the concept ol 
laws, and the latter cames with it the concept of the neusslty ol a ll 
determmauons ol a rhmg that belong to its existence" (4 468). (I am 
mdebted to Graciela De P1erns for emphast::1ng the importanl:t! of this 
pomttome.\ 

IO From the second edmon transcendental deducuon, m the first edmon we 
flnd a s1m1lar separat ion "Although we learn many laws through expen­
ence, these are nonetheless only particular determmauons of yet higher 
laws, all'lOlg which the highest funder which all others stand) ongmate a 
pr1011 m the understanding u self, and are not borrowed from experience 
but rather provide appearances with thctr law-governedness, and pre­
cisely thereby makeexpenence possible ... To be sure, em pm cal lawsas 
such can m no way derive theuongm from pure understandmg - no more 
than the immeasurable manifold of appearances can be adequately com­
prehended from the pure form of sens1b1Juy" IA 1 26--7) 

11 These pa~ges h orn lhc ' wo mrroducnons to the Criuque of ludgmem 
are therefore especially emph.1s1zed by Buchdahl as prov1dmg clear sup­
port for his 1merpreuuon ol the relatJC11Sh1p between the transcendenul 
principle of c<1.usahty and particular empmcal causal laws.. For Buddahl 
both the e:usrence and the necessny of pamcular causal Laws falls en· 
tuely within the province ol reflectt\'e 1uc\gment (or the regulative use of 
reason!. The purely regulative maxims ol reflecttve 1udgment govern the 
search for parucularcousal laws - which search has no a pnon guarantee 
of success, and the necessity (or "empmcal Iawhkeness"I ol parucular 
causal laws depends solely on theuplacem asystemaucstructure of such 
laws (namely an empmcal sc1em1fic theoty) -where the existence of this 
kmdof systemauc structure 1S agam seen as a purely regulative demand of 
reason rather than as a constitutive requnement of the understanding. 
Compare Cuyer, "Empmcal Law " 
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12 A Lovc,oy, "On Kant's Reply to Hume," A1cl11v hir Ge~chu.h1.e der 
Phl/u;;.opfoe (1906): 18o----407, repnnted 1n M Gum, eel., Kant D1spuuxl 
Quest.Jons (Chicago, 19ti7I, pp. 284- '\o8 - page references are ~ven pa­
renthetically m the text to this cdm on 

13 Th1s kmd of mterpretauon has ken defended most clearly and expl1c11ly 
by Buchdahl, and also especially by Beck and Alhson. See the rekrem:es 
cited m note 7, and also Bede., " Is There a Non Sequuur m Kant's Proor 
of the Causal Prmc1ple?" Knnt-Stud1en 67 (t976) }85- 9, repnnted tas 
"A Non Sequitur of Numb.ng Crossness?''! m Essays on Ktmt aud 
Hume With respect IO the pnnclple ol umformuy and Love)Oy's ob1ec­
t1on, see Beck, " Prusst.an Hume aod Scottish Kant," p. 126 "It hasolten 
been 00,ected that Kant's Second Analogy does nochmg to support the 
prmc1ple same-cause-samc-eHect lfor example, by lo\'qoyJ This is true, 
but 1t was not Kant's purpose there to support that pnnc1ple, he was 
concerned only wnh the pnnciple every-event-some-cause .. " Com­
pare Alhson's treatment, m which he appears closely ro fol.low Buch­
dahl's mterpretauon- Klmt's Transcendental ldea t1sm, pp 228- 34. 

14 See the pa~ges cited m note 4, moreover, \t \S evident from note 6 that 
all of Kant's own causal examples involve universal relattons between 
types or kmds of events 

1" Thus, Kant clearly asserts that ob)ecuve succession of eve ms 1s determi­
nate or 1rrevers1ble and that this kmd of dc1ermmacy essentially m­

volves general laws or un1form111es in vutuc of which the succeeding 
even1 always or mvanably follows m relevantly Similar cases. It 1s no 
wonder, then, that this 1s the very passage where LoveJOy purports to 
find his "spectacular" non sequitur: see "On Kant 's Reply to Hume," p. 

'\OJ. 
16 Compare the continuation ol A 127 cu ed m note 10 "Yet all empmcal 

laws an~ only parucular determmau ons ol the pure laws of the under 
standing, under whdi and m accordance Wllh the norm of whrc.h they 
first become possible, and tht: .appearances take on a lawful form - just 
as all appearances, notw1thstandrng the manifoldness of their empmcal 
form, nonetheless also must a lways be in accordance with the cond1uun 
of the pure form ol sens1b1h1y" IA u.7-81 The problem, ol course, is to 

understand precisely what '•particular determtnauons" means here. 
17 Note also that m the passage at B 165 cited m ll Kant says: "Pamculat 

laws, because they concern empmcally deternuned appearances, can not 
be completely derived !from the transcendental pnnc1ples], although 
they one and all stand under them" - and he thus SllgJ!;CSts that particu­
lar empmcal laws are somehow part1a.1ly so "derived" For a different 
perspective, compare Buchdahl's d1scuss1on of B 165 and A 159 / B 198: 
"Dynamic of Reason," pp 355--6o. 



1y6 THI. LAMlllUl>CE t..OMPANION TO KANT 

18 Compare the footnote w g:w at 101 Buchdahl and Guyer are alITK1s1 
alone a mun Ji!: n:cc::nt comme ntatO£s m exphc1dy nxogmzmg that empm­
cal laws, f~ Kant, are somehow both necessary and contmgent Both 
ms 1st, howeve r, that necessity pertams to empmcal laws solely m virtue 
of reason or reflectl\'e 1udgment; as far as the understandm.g 1s con· 
caned, such laws a re en<1rdy mduct1ve and contmgent for Buchdahl 
see "Dynamic ol Reason," pp. 140-ti. 365-.,, for Guyer see "Empmcal 
Law" and also C/tumsof Knn1vledge, p. 241 jmdudi.ng footllO(e 7 thereto 
on p. 447) 

19 Note that Ill the passage from B }-4-Citcd m II m thepresenr es.say Kant 
d1st1ngu1shes two types of a pnon Judgments: such that are " thought 
s1muhaneously with lthe1rl necessity," and such that are "denved from 
no Judgment except that which itself, in turn, is vahd as a necessary 
proposn1on" and are therefore "absolutely a pnon" Empmcal laws, 
smce they are partJaJly denved from purely contmgent observauons of 
regulanty, then satisfy the flrst charactenzauon but not the second. See 
also Kant's remarks m the following paragraph, which agam suggest that 
even empmcal rules need to be grounded m prmc1ples vahd "absolutely 
a priori" 

20 Buchdahl remarks upon R S4I4, although trom a completely different 
pomt of view, on p. t 30 oi "The Concepuon oi Lawhkeness.'' 

21 Sect!Cln ] 8 of the Prolegom ena also p1esents senous difficulttes ot mter­
ixetat100, wluch are discussed m M. Fnedman, "Kant on Space, the 
Undcrstandm.g, and the Law of Grav1tatmn Prolegcrnena &38," Tlie 
Moru sr 72 !r9891: 2\6-84. 

22 Compare Kant's observations on the table ol cat~ones m §11 ladded to 
the second ed1uon ol 1he Crmque) at B 110, together wl[h tht- foomote 
thereto referring to the Metaph1·s1col Fovndl!uons 

2 1 Compare the d1scuss100 oi the synthetic a pnon pnnc1ples ol pure natu · 
ral science at 8 17-18, B 10 n, and § rs of the Prolegomena Tiie relauoo­
ship between these "metaphysical" pnnc1ples and the transcendental 
prmciples of the understanding 1s further d1sc~d m the next secu on of 
this essay 

24 Thus, for u ample, 1t is only after estabhshmg the center oi mass frame 
of the solar system m Propos1t10n XI of Book III that Newton can settle 
the issue of hehocentnsm m Proposumn XII Compare Kant's remarks 
on this at B x:m n. 

2~ For an attempt to aruculate m detall this readmg ol the Phenomenology 
of the Metoph}1s1ca/ Foundations. see M Fnedman, "The Metaphysical 
Foundauons ol Newtonian Science," m R. Buns, ed, Kane's Philosophy 
of Physical Sc1er1ce {Dordrecht, 1986), pp 25-6o, "I'role~omena §38," 
and "Kant and Newton Why Gravity Is E55et1t1al to Maner," m P 
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Bncker and R Hughes, eds., /'/1Jlosv 11h1cal l'<!rspectll'e" on Newtuman 
Science (Cambndge, Mass , 19901. 

26 For further d1scuss10n of the crucial importance ot lhese two addmonal 
assumptmns ol unwersol1ty and 1m med1ocy. i;ce the references cued m 
note2s. 

27 A delicate issue anses here, for we can a lso now show that the relanve 
motions ol sta.i;e one carmof ht: exactly true Kepler's laws fail due to the 
planetary pcrturbattonS. Yet this does not compromise the strictly deduc 
ttve character of the foregoing argument. I think For first . what 1s de 
nved ar s tage 2 1s tht'. ex1sunce of an mverse·square force d1recced to­
ward the center of each pnmary body - and this rem.11ns exacdy true at 
stage las well; and second, we mfrrthe propert1es ofth1s force from the 
statemem that satelhtes awrox1J'l1<1tely obey Kepler's laws and wuuld 
ex:actly obey them 1f the force m quest10n were the only force ac!lng­
.md this statement also remams exnctly t roe at stage 3 (where we show 
that the deviations from Kepler's laws result entirely from the perturb· 
mg grav11at1onal forces due to the other primary bodies m the system) 

28 This mstannauon yields, m panicular, o prmn arguments {Kant's Propo­
snmns 7 and 8 of the second chapter or Dynamics) for the two crucial 
assumptmns of umversaluy and 1mmcJ1acy requned m the thud 01 final 
stage of the Newtonian argument For fu rther d1scussmn see the refer­
ences cned m note 25. Agam, t he relauonship between the transcenden· 
tal prmctples and the more specific metaphys i<:al pnnc1ples will be fur­
ther discussed m the next secu on ol this essay 

29 There are many more such fragments m the Opus postumum For fur­
ther c..llattons and dlSCUSS1on, sec M. fnedman, "Transmon from the 
Metaphyslcal Foundat-.ons ol Natural Science to Physics," m Kant tJnd 
the E.rnct Sciences fCamhndge, Mass. 19921 

}o For further d1scuss1on of this notlOll o( "empmul" or "matenal" neces· 
sity, also m the context ol Kant's perspective on the Newtonian argu­
ment for universal gravnatxm, see W Harper, "Kant on the A Prn:w1 and 
Matenal Necessity." m Buus. ed. Knnr's Phllosoph v of Pfa>S1cal Sci· 
ence, W· 239-72. 

31 Alhson argues that "the occupation of space or spanahty" necessanly 
belongs to the transcendental concept of substance - Kant ·s Transceu­
dental Jdeal1sm, pp. 210-12, I cannot endorse everything he there says 
about the relauon ol the transcendental concept of substance to that of 
the Metaphysical Foundations, however. 

J2 Kemp Smuh comments on this Reflex1on on p 3li 1 ol his O:lmmentary 
to Kant's 'Cnt1que of Pure Reason' !London, 19131. 

33 Compare rhe "Refutauon of Mendeksohn's Proof oi the Permanence of 
the Soul'' at B 413-15 Kant makes the samepomt ma marg.malnote to 
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A 183 "In the soul there 1s nu quantum of substance possible Therefore 
also nothmg which one could determme through any predicate and call 
permanent" (R LXXXIV, 23:31) 

34 Kant goes on to ms1st, of course, that this thmkable reahzatmn of the 
relational categones ts m no way really possible, for any such particular 
reahzat10n must occur via empirical concepts whose "poss1biluy must 
either be known a poster10n or emptncally or 1t absolutely cannot be 
known at all" (A 222 / B 270J. Nevercheless, this kmd of nonactual but 
thmkable realization of the categones is sull consistent with the formal 
condltlons of mtmtton and thought - and 1s thus so far possible. Com 
pare the dtscussion m the Amphiboly at A 290-2 / B 347--9· 

35 For the contrast between occupying space lemen Raum emnehmenl and 
filling space lemen Raum er_fuJlenl, see the Observation to the first Defi­
nition of the Dy11an11cs of the Metaphysical Foundauons at 4.497. The 
property of occupymg a space belongs to all spatial or extended thmgs as 
such (even to mere geometncal figuresJ. The property of fillmg a space, 
on the other hand, belongs only to the 1mpenetrab1hty of matter and 
leads, m Propos1t1on 1 1mmed1ately followlflg, to the fundamental force 
of repulsion 

36 I do not mtend to deny that the faculty of reflecnve 1udgment plays an 
essential role here as well; on the contrary, I assume that reflecnve 1udg­
ment 1s necessanly presuppost:d m any process of emp1ncal concept­
formatmn whatsoever - mclud1ngthe format10n of the emptncal concept 
of matter itself. Indeed, Kant himself suggests a necessary role for lthe 
regulanve use of) reason m the genesis of the theory of gravitation at A 
662-3 I B 690-1 A fullerd1scuss10n of this important matter will have to 
wait for another occas10n however. 

37 See the ltst of "maxims of the faculty of 1udgment" m sectmn 5 of the 
published Introduction to the Cnt1que of Judgment at 5 182, and com­
pare the discussmn of maxims of the regulative use of reason at A 6s2-
63 /II 680-91, 

38 Scheele's Chem1sche Abhandlung von der Luft und dem Feuer appeared 
in 1777 Black's work was done m 17S7_f,4, hue remamed unpublished 
until 1803; Kant probably learned of 1t via A Crawford's Expenments 
and Observatwns on Ammal Heat, published m 1779 and reported to the 
contment by J H. Magellan m r780. (For an attempt to document Kant's 
evolving awareness of these developments, see Fnedman, "Trans1uon,-" 
III.) It seems to me to be quite hkely that these advances m the quannta­
uve science of heat constitute the immediate background to many of 
Kant's favonte examples of causal laws from the cnucal penod, mclud1ng 
the Illummated stone of the Prolegomena compare note 6 abovejas Paton 
pomts out - Kant's Metaphysic of Experience p 284, n 2 - the example 
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of the concave surface of water m a glass from A 204 I E 249 1s denved 
from expenmentsof J. A Segner m 1751 on surface-tension that const1· 
toted an early contnbunon to the theory of capdlanty) 

39 It1sclearfrom the Preface rothesecond(1787) edttmnof the first Cnt1que 
atB xn-xm,and also from thechem1cal examples discussedm the Appen· 
d1x to the Transcendental D1alect1catA645-6 / B673-4andA652-3 / E 
68o-1, that Kant sull held to Stahhan chemistry m the crmcal penod 
Lav01s1er's Trmte eiimenta1r de chim1e appeared m 1789 and was trans­
lated mto German m 1792, an important German textbook by C 
Gutanner also appeared m 1792 Although Kant offinally endorses 
Lavo1s1er m pnnt only m 1797, 1t appears from his correspondence that 
this endorsement actually occurred by 1795 at the latest !Again, for fur 
ther discussmn and documentation, see Fnedman, "Transumn."J 

40 Fm an exanunauon of the Trans1t10n pro1ect of the Opus postumum m 
hght of Kant's evolvmg knowledge of the chemical revolution - and, m 
parhcular, m the context of Kant's heroic attempt to harmomze these 
new developments wuh the essentially Newtoman model of the foun· 
dations of natural science of the crmcal penod - see fnedman, "Trans1-
t1on" 



GARY HATFIELD 

6 Empirical, rational, and 
transcendental psychology: 
Psychology as science and as 
philosophy 

Although Kant never developed a theoretical psychology of his own, 
he dlSCllssed psychological topics throughout his life. These d1scus­
s1ons ranged from early, bnef remarks on mind-body interaction m 
the True Estimation of Livmg Forces l§§s-6, 1:20-1) of 1747to1he 
relauvely late, extended treatment of the faculties of cognition in 
the Anthropology, published from Kant's lecture notes under his 
supervision m 1797.1 In his lectures on metaphysics, from the 176os 
onward, he followed common practice and regularly d1scusi;ed what 
h~ and his contemporaries called "empmcal'' and "rational" psychol­
ogy !records vf these lectures survive through student notes: 18:59-
122, 221-30;, 583-94, 670-90, 735-JS, 1349-74, 886- 9o61. And m 
the preface to his Metophys1col Fovndotwns of Natural Science 
11786) he exar.uned the question of whether empmcal ps}•chology 
could ever achieve a scientific status hke that of physics, notori­
ously answering that it could not (4:471). For our purposes, howeve1, 
the centtal problems pertaming to Kant's relation to psychology 
anse m the Crmque of Pure Reason. In the Cnt1que Kant d1stm­
gwshed his philosophical aim from that of empirical psychology. He 
also mvest1gated the poss1bihcy of empirical and especially of ra­
t1ona.I psychology. In add1t1on, and pmblemaucally, he adopted, even 
m the avowedly phllosoph1ca1 portions of tht= work, an 1mpl1e1tl}' 
psychoJogical vocabulary. Because of his extensive use of this vo 
cabulary, interpreters have. from the instant of the Cnt1que's publt­
cauon, disputed the extenc to which Kam rested lus arguments on 
psychological ground. i 

Efforts to determine Kant's exphc1t and 1mphc1t relauon to psy­
chology face two problems. The first owes to the fact that m Kant's 
tune psychology was not an esrnblished science wnh an accepted 
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body uf <loctnne; 1t was a SClCOl.t: m the makmg, .md 1ts creators 
disagreed over how u should be made. Many authors, mcludmg 
Chr1suan Wolff and has followers, trea ted psychology as the rational 
and empmcal study of an tmmaterial, substanual solll; Kant began 
wnh this conception, but he ultimately supported a conception of 
psychology as a natural science, accordmg to which all mental phe­
nomena are sub1ect to natural law.J The problem, then, is that of 
d1stmgu1shmg mstances m which Kant uses the term "psychology" 
according to his own definition from those m which he follows the 
usage of hts comemporanes. The second problem 1s that of determm­
ing whether the Cnuque contains its own "transcendental psychol­
ogv" divorced from empmcal and rational psychology, and tf 1t does, 
whether this 1s a merit or a demerit. Interpreters of Kam are d1V1ded 
over both questions. Those who 1udge the presence of psychology to 
be a demerit tend to deemphasize the psychological discussions m 
the Crit1que; others, however, are happy to find a full· blown empm­
cal psychology in that work. Although this IS not the place for a full 
review of psychologtcal mterpretations of Kant or an assessment of 
what has been called "psychologism," It IS fittmg to invesugate 
Kant's reasons for distingu1sl11ng his transcendental philosoph}' 
from empincal land rauonaH psychology, and to examme how he 
used psychological vocabulary m his philosophical work. 

I orgamze the psychological topics of the first Crmque under four 
headmgs: the refutation of rrad1t1onal rational psychology as given 
in the Paralog1sms; the contrast between traditional empmcal psy­
chology and the transcendental philosophy of the Deducuon, Kant's 
appeal to an imphcit psychology m h1s taxonomy and theory of 
cogniuve faculues throughout the Critique: and his new defimtmns 
of and support for empirical and rauonal psychology 1n the Doctrine 
of Method. 

I REFUTATION Of RATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY 

Kant's vigorous attack on trad1uonal ratmnal psychology in the 
Paralog1sms of Pure Reason const1tu1es his most exrens1ve exphc1t 
d1scuss1on of psychology m the Crmque.~ Kam defined rauonal psy­
chology, or the "rational doctrine of the soul" frauonale Seelen­
Jehrel. as the science of the obiect of mner sense, or the ''I": "the 
express10t1 'I', as a thinkmg betng, indeed signifies the ob1~t of that 
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psychology which may be enutled the 'rational doctrine of the soul' 
provided I seek to learn nothm.g more of the soul than what can ~ 
inferred mdependemly of all expenence (which determmes me more 
speciflcally and m concreto ) from this concept 'I', so far as it 1s found 
mall thought" IA 342 / B 400). As he succmctly put 1t, "I thmk" is 
"the sole text of rational psychology, from which the whole of its 
teachm.g must be developed" IA 343 I B 401). Kant dtsnussed the 
ob,ectmn that the assertion ' I think', being based on mner expen­
ence, is Itself emptncal, contendmg that 1t abstracts from any spe­
cific ob1ect of perception, and so 1s not "emp1ncal knowledge," but 
rather "knowledge of the empirical mgeneral" !ibid.). As portrayed 
by Kant, rational psychology first applies the metaphysical concept 
of substance to u s text, and then argues from the substanuahty of 
the soul to its 1mmatenality, from its sunphc1ty to u s incorrupubt1-
1ty, from its 1dent1ty through time to contmuuy of personhood, and 
thence to the soul's spmtu.-ihty and 1mmortahty !A 345 I B 403). 

The only name Kant mentions m connection with rational psychol­
ogy m either version of the Paralogisms 1s Moses Mendelssohn's. ln 
the B version of the Paralogisms Kam credits Mendelssohn for raising 
and removmg an ob1ect1on to the trad1t1011al argument for the soul's 
immortahty. According to the traditional argument, the soul, bemg 
simple, cannot cease to exist as bodies do, through the separation of 
its parts; Mendelssohn added a further argument to block the obJec­
t1on that a simple betn.g might cease to exist simply by vamshmg IB 
413- 14).s The unembellished argument from s1mplic1ty to mcorrupt· 
1bility and immortahty had been common fare m previous nm onal 
psychnlogy (as Kant well knew); mdeed, such arguments belonged to 
ns special provmce. Thus Wolff, m htS Psychologw empirica list ed., 
t 7J2), argued from the empmcal fact of consciousness to the conclu­
sion that the soul exists (§§11-11). But he reserved for lus Psy­

cholog10 rationah s (1 st eJ .. 1734) demonstrations that "body cannot 
thmk " because 1rcannot represent 1§44), and that ''the soul cannot be 
rnatenal'' (§47); from these conclusions he further argued that "the 
soul 1s a sample substance" (usmgas a premise that it cannot commu­
mcate with - mduce motion m - body, §46). His assertion of the 
soul's s1mphcuy, along with an-elaboratlOn of the rcqms1tes for the 
contmuityof one's personhood (d. A 36 1-5), figured prominently m 
his alleged proof of the soul's 1mmortahty f§§129-47J.~ S1milarly, 
Wolff's d1SC1ple Alexander Baumgarten argued m Jus Metaphys1ca 
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fist ed., 1739) that, because the human soul is charactenzed by a 
smgle power, the power of representation 1§744), n must be simple; 
h orn lh1sconclus1on he further reasoned that 1l " has no quant1tauve 
magmtude," and therefore that " the physical corruption of the hu· 
man soul JS mmnsJcally 1mposs1ble 1§§1 'i, 7051; 1.e., the human soul 
1s absolutely physically mcorrupnble '' 1§746). The latter conclusion 
figured crucrnlly as a pl'emise m his demonstration of the soul's 
immortality l§781J.Y Such arguments were noc: ong1J1al with Wolff 
(earlier versions had been discus.eel. by Descart~ and Leibniz), nO£ 
were they limited m Kant 's n me to Wolff's followers (or to Men­
delssohnJ: Chnstian Crusms m hts Entwurf der nothwendigen 
Vernunft-Wahrheiten (1745 ), a work whose sub,ect was hm1ted to a 
prwri metaphysics, mcludmg "metaphys ical pneumatology" (or ra­
tlonal psychology), argued from the premise that the soul 1s a s imple 
substance to the conclusion that 1t is mcorrupnble 1§§473-4).fl 

Kant sought to expose 1he 11legmmacy of these trad111onal argu­
ments by showmg thac they exceed the bounds of possible experience 
and hence advance claims that transcend the domam of possible meta­
physical knowledge. Thus, in the A version of the Paralog1sms he 
begins his exammation of the arguments of rational psychology with 
the foHowmg remmder, to which he repeatedly refers: "In the analyti­
cal part of the Transcendc:ntal Logic we have shown that pure catego­
nes, and among them that of substance, have rn themse1ves no ol)lec­
t1ve meanmg, unless they rest on an mtmt1on and can be apphed to 
the manifold of this 1muiuon as funcu onsof synthetic unny" IA 348-
9). He goes on to argue that although the "I" Js the/ogica / sub,ectof alJ 
our thoughts, n cannot be rcgardeJ as a subatance because 1t cannot 
be given in mtumon; the pure category of substance can be properly 
3pplied only to ob,ects that can be given 111 expen cnce, that JS, to 
ob,ects of possible expcnence (A 349-50). Sumlarly, the claim of 
rauonal psychology, that the soul 1s simple, may be granted with 
respect co the "I" as the fonnal umty of thought (that is, as the formal 
concept of the umty of representations m a smgle sub1ect), but this 
formal concept cannot be made to yield the conclus1on that the soul is 
a sun pie subatance (A 35•-6). fur, Kant contends, the logical umtyof 
the "I" does not lead analyhcaUy to its substanual simphcity: The 
unified self might, for all we know, an se "from a collecuve unity of 
different substances actmg togelher•' IA 353 - though presumably 
not from mere orgamzed matter, B 419- 20), the claim of tau onal 
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psychology that the umty of thought anses from a simple substance 1s 
synthettc. For the purposes of ratmnal psycho1ogy 1t would not do 10 
base this synthetic propos1tton m expenence, for experience cannot 
ground the necessity that rational psychology, as a science of reason, 
demands. In any case, the snnple substance supposed to be the sub­
stratum of thought Ii~ 0t1ts1de experience, as ils putative substra­
tum. For the latter reason, the propositton that the soul is simple 
could not be synthetic and a pnon. given the earlier reminder that 
synthetic ll pnon knowledge 1s limited by the requirement that the 
categones must be apphed to mtu1tton, that 1s, to obteets of possible 
experience (A 353). As Kant explains, the rational psytholog1st con· 
fuses the unity of the "I" as a formal conchuon of thought with the 
supposed ontological simphc1ty of the soul as a substance fA 354-5). 
Kant repeats these arguments m abbreviated form in B. !Of course, 
there are important differences between the two versions of the 
Paralogisms on other matters.) 

In the end, Kant contended that although traditional rational psy­
chology has no doctnne to teach, once cnticized 1t can play two 
roles m the Cmical Philosophy: lt can sene to d1sc1plme the un· 
pulses of speculative reason by remmdmg us that both matenaltsm 
and spmruahsm are unfounded metaphysically IB 421; see also A 
379, 383); and Its idea of the soul as sunpJe can serve a regulattve 
funcuon m the invesugat1on of rnner expcnence (A 672 I B 700). 

II. THE DEDUCTION: TRAN SC ENDENTAL 

PHIL O SOPHY VS . EMPIRICAL PSYCHOLO G Y 

In the Transcendemal Deducnon Kant sought to establish the exis­
tence and objective vahduy of the categones !see Chapter 4 of this 
book). His arguments few these conclus1ons were no1 psychoJog1cal, 
or so he claimed. In stark contrast with the most noteworthy of his 
eighteenth-century predecessors and contemporanes, Kant denied 
that empirical psychology was of use m answenng plulosoph1cal 
questions about what he te rmed the "on.gm" and "validLty'' ofcogm· 
ttve claims. Although rn neither version ot the Deductton does he 
discuss empirical psychology m depth, m both he dearly d1stin· 
guishes the aims and methods of transcendental philosophy from 
those uf empmcal psychology.9 

Psychology as sc ience an<l philosophy 10) 

The behel that the empmcal study ot the mmd can importantly 
mfonn investigations of the charactensucs and limitations of hu 
man cogoition was widely shared by Kant's contemporanes, even 
when these contemporanes disagreed on other fundamemal mat­
ters.. David Hume 1s the most fanuhar of the authors who advocated 
usmg, as h e termed It, a "science of human nature" to ground expla­
nations of human cognmon. Havmg marshaled skepucal argwnents 
against the view that human reason can ground assertmns of matters 
of fact that go beyond current evidence, he turned to empmcally 
based aSS0C1at1omst1c psychology m order to explain human tenden­
cies to form beliefs, and proceeded to reduce the pnnc1ples govern­
mg behef-formation about matters of fact to three laws of assoc_1a­
uon_•o Moreover, the very Wolff who adopted a modified Letbmwm 
ontology of the soul as a spmrnal ~ubstance nevertheless contended 
that empmcal psychology is more fundamental than rational psy­
chology in establishmg doctnnes about human cognmon. He advo­
cated taktng an empincal approach toward the fundamental cogm­
tive powers of the soul, and even toward the pnnc1ples of logic." 
Later, Johann Tetens undertook to investigate the "human un~r­
standing" usmg the method of "observauon, ··a method ht: crechted 
to Locke and to recent "psychologists" working toward an empmcal 
theory of the soul (Erfahrungs-Seelenlehre).u By contrast, Oustus 
stands out among Kant's 1mmed101te predecessors because he denied 
that empmcal psychology was relevant to his phtlosoph1cal invesu­
gauon of human reason; he argued that his rnvestigauon was meta­
physical, that metaphysics seeks propositions known with absolute 
necessity, and that consequently 1t must proceed rn an tJ pnon man­
ner IEntwurf, §4 S9; cf. Pure Reason. A 848 I B 876). . 

Kant exphcidy sets the project ol the Deduction apart from em pm· 
cal psychology at the beginnmg of hts discussion. He acknowledges 
that empmcal study might be of use m determining the "occa­
st0mng causes" by which the pure categones and for~ of intmtton 
are "first brouJtlit mto action," and he credits Locke with performmg 
the service of showmg that they arise only wi1h experience. He 
contmues, however, by explainmg that because a deducuon of th.e 
categones must 1usufy then a pnon applicab1luy (that 1s, theu apph­
cabLlity mdependent of expenenceJ, the Deductton Itself cannot use 
pnnctples drawn from expenence. 
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A deductmn 01 the pure a pnon concepts can never be obramcd m this 
manm:r, u does not he anywhere along this path, form view of theu subst:· 
qucnt employment, which must be cnurely mdependent of expenence, rhe 
pure concept:s must be m a f'(>s1tmn to show a certificate of birth quite 0th er 
than rhat of descent from expt:nences This attempt:ed physiol()}!)Cal derl\'a 
uon, which cannot properly be called a deduction because 11. concerns a 
quauti-0 fach, I shatl theretore entule the explanation ol the poss.ess1on of 
purecogmt1on. h IS therefore clear that the only deducuoo that can begave.n 
of the pure concepts IS one that 1s tranKendt:ntal, not cmpancal, and that 
the larrer type of deducuon, m reSptct to pure a pr10n 1..oncepts, is 110th1ns 
but an idle pursuJt, which could occupy only those who have la1Ied ro grasp 
thecomplerelypeculiarnatureofthese modesofcognmon IA8f.-7 /Br 191 

At first blush thts passage may not seem pertment to empincal 
psychology; •t contrasts a transcendental deduction with an emp1ri· 
cal or phys10Jog1cal explanatton. But Kant here, as elsewhere, em· 
ploys the term "physiology" to mean the "science of nature" m 
general; in accordance with this usage, he equates empincal psychol­
ogy with the "physiology of mner sense" (A 347 / B 405). Kant sev· 
eral umes reiterates the pomt that the empmcal laws of mner 
sense - that 1s, the laws of empmcal psychology- cannot serve co 
ground the DeJucuon (or its subarguments). At two places m the A 
Deduction he argues that the "laws of association," which are 
merely empirical laws, cannot provide the needed account of the 
necessary synthetic unity of apperceptmn IA 100, 121). In the B 
Deduct1011 be makes a similar pomt m distrnguishmg the empincal 
unuy of consc10usness, based on assoc1atmn, from "ong.mal" uniry 
of consciousness, by stressing the contmgency of the empincally 
based unuy and thus its unsuirab1l.uy for explammg the necessity 
and universahty of the original or "ob.iecuve" unity of conscious­
ness IB 139-40). ln the B Deducuoo he also distinguishes the tran· 
scendental synthests of the 1magmat1on, which he ascnbes to the 
"productive" una.gmauon, from the synthesis produced by the "re· 
producuve" 1mag1nanon under the aegis of the empmcal Laws of 
assoc1atlon; the former, which concerns the a pr10n grounds for the 
apphcabd1ty of the categones co sens1b1hty (and hence to all ob1ects 
of possible expenence), he ascribes to transcendental philosophy, 
and the latter to the Aeld of psychology (B 1521. 

Kant beheveJ that emp1ncal psychology, owmg to its empmcal 
status, could not St'TVe as the basis for his deductlon of the categories 
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So much 1s clear. But it may also be that, mdependemly of this prob­
lem, Kant found the d1stmc1tve content of empmcal psychology- its 
mode of conceptuahzmg mental processes - to be conceptually in ca· 
pable of serving the purpo.ses of the Deduction. Although he did not 
explicitly distinguish the problem of thecmpmcal sutusof empmcal 
psychology from the problem ot us conceptual inadequacy, 1t will be 
useful for us to distmgmsh arxl develop both problems. 

Kant held that a deductlOO serves to answer what he, in accor· 
dance wnh the 1und1cal termmology of his day, called the "quesuon 
of nght" lqUJd juris) as opposed to the "quesnon of fact" lqmd 
factiJ.'-' In a legal case, the question of fact asks, for example, who 
has possession of a piece of property, while the quesuon of nght 
demands the grounds for legal tide w tt. In the Deduction, the 
"nght" under dispute pertams to the propnety of applymg the catego­
nes in an a pnon manner. As Kant puts n : "among the vanous 
concepts which form the htghly complicated web of human knowl· 
edge, there are some that are destmed for pure a pnon employment 
(completely mdependent of alJ experience), and their nght to be so 
employed always demands a deduction, because proofs from expen· 
ence do not suffice to leg1tunize this kmd of employment, we are 
faced wah the problem of how these concepts can relate to ob1ects 
that they do nOI derive from any experience" (A 85 I B J 17). From 
this passage, the msuffk1ency of empmcal proofs for establishmg 
the a pnon apphcab1hty of the categories may seem quite stra1ghtfor· 
ward: What is demanded is Jusnficauon for applying the categories 
independently of experience - ipso iacto, empmcal eons1de1at10ns, 
which essentially mclude an appeal to expenence, cannot meet this 
demand. 

But as these very passages, and mdeed the subsequent develop­
ment of the Deducuon, make clear, Kant's reason for bamshmg em· 
pmcal proofs and hence empincal psychology from the deductmn of 
the categones is not merely that they are empirical and hence do not 
penam to the a pr10n: it 1s rather that because they are empmcaJ 
they cannot meet the standards of justificauon demanded by the 
Deduction. For what needs to be estabhsheJ is the ob1ect1ve val1d1ty 
of any a prion employment of the categones IA 89 I B 122), as well as 
the necessity and universal validuy of principles denved from the 
categones, such as the law of cause (A 90-2 I B 122- 4; A 766-7 I B 
794- 5). But as Kant remarks m the lnuoduct1on, "experience never 
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confers on its 1udgments true or stnct, but only assumed and com­
parative umversahty, through mducuon, so chat properly one can 
only say: So far as we have observed up to now, there is no exception 
to this or that rule If, then, a 1udgment 1s thought wtth stnct univer­
sality, that is. so that no exceptton whatsoever 1s allowed as possible, 
u 1s not drawn rrom expenence, but 1s vahd absolutely a pnon'' (B 
3-4!. The same holds for necessity (B 3; see also A 91 I B n4I 
Consequently no empmcal rnvesttgauon, and hence no findmg of 
empmcal psychology, could support the claim that the categones 
have necessaiy and umversal validity. As Kant further observes, it 1s 
for this reason that emp1ncal laws of associatmn, which govern the 
connectmns among representations, cannot serve to explain the nec­
essary connectabihty of representatmns, or what Kant calls rhe syn· 
thet1c unny of appercepuon (A loo, 121; B ls1-2). 

Kant does not make explicit the second of the aforementioned 
reasons char empirical psychology cannot serve the needs of the De­
ductmn {namely conceptual inadequacy), but It hes unphctt m his 
d1v1sion between quesuons of fact and quesuons of nght. Kant con­
sidered empirical psychology to be a branch of natural science, the 
branch that mvesugates the laws of mner sense - that 1s, the laws 
that govern the sequence of representations present to the mmd. The 
only laws of empirical psychology Kant exphc1tly mentions are the 
laws of assoc1at10n. In the Deductton his only explicit cnt1c1sm of 
these laws is that they are empmcal and hence cannot explam the 
possibility of necessary 1udgments. But even 1f the laws could be 
established universally and necessanly Kant would still reiecc them 
from the Deductmn, for such laws could do no more than descnbe 
the sequence of representations 1n mner sense m terms of mere 
causal sequences. The laws of association are couched in the lan­
guage of natural law, which is a language of factual relations. But the 
Deduction reqmres an argument cast m the language of nght or 
entitlemem, for 1t aims co show that the apphcatton of the categones 
to all possible expenence 1s 1usufied. A natural law showing that the 
categones apply necessarily to all possible expenence would not 
show this application to be JUStified, any more than m Kant's moral 
theory a universal and necessary natural law that caused one to act m 
accordance wuh the moral law, and did so mdependently of one's 
grasp of the moral law, would make one's actions moral. 

The reasons Kant gives for re1ecung emp1ncal considerauuns from 
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moral theory mtcrestmgly parallel the two sort<> of cons1derauons 
given here for re1ectmg empirical psychology from the Deduction In 
both the first and second Cnt1ques Kant at first rqects pracucal 
pnnc1ples of acuon based on desue or mchnauon merely on the 
grounds that they are emp1ncal and hence unable to serve in a true 
science of morality pos ... -.essed of necessny, observmg that such a 
science must be established a pnon (Pure Reason, A S4-S I B 79; 
Practical Reason, 5:21-2). But m fact, he also held that even if the 
laws of desue could be known to hold umversally and necessanly 
they sull would not provide a smtable basis for morahty, for thetr 
content would be "physical" rather than moral !Prncllcal Reason, 
5:261 and they would be unable to specify what ought to be done, 
bemg hmued to what necessanly and universally is done IA S49-

so I B sn-8). Similarly, a universal and necessary law of associatton 
would merely show that all representations are connected accordmg 
to a rule, but it would not 1usttfy the ob1ecuve vahduy of the law of 
cause, for that would require showmg that the mmd 1s entitled to 
requue that all representattons be so connected. Perhaps because, m 
his view, the principles of desue and the laws of association could be 
reiected on the grounds that they are empmcal and hence lack neces­
suy, Kant devoted little attenuon to showmg that as laws of nature 
they could not in any case yield a moral law or answer the question 
of ep1stem1c nght. Nonetheless, 1t 1s reasonable to conclude that in 
each case even d the laws were necessary, they could not speak to 
the matters m question. 

III. THE FIRST CRITIQUE" AN EXERCISE IN 

TRANSCENDENTAL PSYCHOLOGY? 

Although Kant himself was clear m denymg the poss1bihty of tradi­
tional ratmnal psychology and m expoundmg the irrelevance of em­
pmcal psychology to his pro1ect m the first Crmque, there have 
been readers of this work, from the time of its publication down to 
the present, who have contended that tt 1s pnmanly a work m psy­
chology. Assessments of the precise character of this psychology 
have vaned, as have 1udgments about its propnety for Kant's pur­
poses. Some have held the psychology to be empmcal in spite of 
Kant's protests, others have suggested chat the psychology purports 
robe noumenal, while still others have assigned lt its own transcen-
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dental srarus Further, some have contended that 1t was proper for 

Kam co ground hls work m empmcal psychology, even though he did 

not recognize this fact, while others bave found Kant's lallegedJ use 
of psychological concepts m the Aesthette and Deducuon to J"ev~al a 
deep-seated conceptual confusion, a confusmn ultimately labeled 

"psychologism.,. Finally, those who judge the psychology to be 

noumenal ob,ect rhar 1t violates Kant's proh1b1t1on of claims co 
know the noumenal self.•4 

Evidence that Kant engaged m psychology has not seemed diffi­

cult to find. For beyond the few passages of the PaI"alog1sms and the 

Deduction canvassed in our mvest1gat10n of Kant's negative claims 

about psychology, both the Aesthetic and Deducuon liberally in­

voke terms and concepts that seem prnna fac1e equivalent to those 

USed m the emp1ncal and ratlonal psychology of his contempocanes. 

Thus, he distinguishes between ''mner" and "outer sense" as two 

sources of knowledge tA 22 I B 37), thereby seemmgly subscnbmg to 
the scholastic dtstmcuon, adopted by Baumgarten, between external 

senses such as tooch and v1s10n and an internal sense directed to­

ward states of the mmd itself. The Aesthetic and Analytic posit a 

d1v1s10n of the cogmt1ve faculties into senstbdny, unagmatton, un­

derstanding, 1udgment, and reason, thereby echomg sun11ar d1v1-

s1ons m scholas((c and Wolffian psychology.•s Further, havmg as­

serted that geometry must be based on a priori mtu1t10n, and m 

connection with his own distmcti.on between the "form" and "mat­

ter" of intuition, Kants asks: "How, then, can there be mherent m 

the mmd an outer mtuitmn, which pt'eceJes the ob,ects r:bemselves, 

and in which the concept of these ob,ects can ht! determmed a pn­

oril", a question that seems to require that an mnate causal sensoty 

mechanism be specified, such as seems in fact to be posued by 

Kant's answer to the questioff "Mamfestly, not othenv1se than mso­

far as the mtmtion has its seat m the suh,ect only, as the fonnal 
dispos1t100 oi the suh,ect ro be affected by ob,ects, and thereby to 

obtam 1mmed1ate reprt•sentat1on, that 1s, mtuit1on, of them; there­

fore only as the form of outer sense m general'' IB 41 J. (n the Deduc­
tion Kam mtroduces premises that ascribe a special acuvny to unagi­

nauon and understandmg, that of synthesis, and he wntes as if this 

acuvity were a causal process in the mmd: "By synthesis. 111 ns most 

general meamng, I understand the act of putting dtfferem rtpresenta­

t.1ons together, and oi graspmg their mult1phctty m one cogninon" 
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IA 71 I B 1031. Of course, he places great weight on the requrremem 
that representations be connectable through a symhes1s, which he 
expresses as the demand for a umty of apperception. 

At one pomt Kant claims to have direct knowledge, seemmgly 
through mtrospect1on, of the self as the sub1ect of the synthetic 

activities underlying the unity of appercept1on. In a discussion of the 

Third Antinomy, he asserts: 

Man, however, who knows all the rest cif nature solely thrciugh the senses, 
knows himself also through pure appercepuon, ~nd mdeed m acts and mner 
determmat1ons that he cannot reckon among the impressions of the seno;;es. 
He 1s thus to himself, on the one hand phenomenon, and on the other hand 
however, m respei:t of cenam faculties, a purely mtelhg1ble obtect, be-cause 
the acts of these facult»es can in no way be classed wnh the recept1v1ty of 

sens1b1hty. We ent.J.de these faculues undersuodmg and reason . 
IA .'i46-7 I B 574-SI 

However problematically and atypicaJly, Kant here asserts outnght 

that he knows himself as a purely intelhgible object. More typically, 

he ma1mams that the only knowledge we have of ourselves is empiri­

cali yel even m making this polllt he nonetheless allows that we 

have "consciousness" of che self as the locus ot the synthesizing 

activity: 

m the transcendental synthesis of the manifold of representst1ons m gen­
eral, and therefore m the synthetic ongmal umty of appercepucin, I am 
conscious of myself, not llS I appear to myselI, nor as I am m myself, but 
only thot I am Tius represe11tat1011 1s a thouglu. not an mtmt1on Now m 

order to lrnow ourselves, there 1s required m addtuor1 to the act of thought, 
which bnngs the mantfotd of every possible mtmtmn to the umry of 
apPerceptlon, a derermmate mode of mtmuon whereby this manifold 1s 
given . The consciousness of one's self 1s thus far from bemg a cogmtwn 
of one's self. (B IH-81 

Even here, Kant is wdJing to assert that " I exist as an rntelbgence 

which 1s conscious solely of us power of combmauon" fB r58J, an 

assertion 1t would be difficult to 1ustify except by appeal to con­

sciousness of the self as synthesizer. Addiuonal passages in which 

Kant seems to ground his assertions in a son of reflective introspec­
tion are not difficult to And, as when he begins the Introducuon to 

the second ed1t1on of the Cntjque with the remark that " long prac-
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t1ce has made us attenuve to and sk1lleJ at separating" the elements 
of cogmtion thac "our own faculty of cogmt1on" adds to the "raw 
material" 11rov1ded by the senses, rhat is, by long prac11ce we can 
become sk11Jed at separatmg pure from empmcal cogmt1on IB 1 - 2). 

The central argumenrs of the Cnt1que exh1b1t, then, at least four 
seemingly psychol(lgical features. j1) the d1v1sion of the mind mto 
cognitive faculues (inner and outer sense, 1magmat10n, understand· 
mg, 1udgment, and reason); 12) 1he pos1t1ng of apparently tnnate men· 
tal structures, such as the forms Qf mtumon or the categcmes, 13) th~ 
allJ>eal to mental act1v1t1es such as synthesis in explammg the cond1· 
t1on1:1 Qn the poss1bihty of expenence, and hence tn "deducmg" the 
vahd1cy of the categories; and (4) the apparent ap~lCal to mtrospcc· 
tiQn m establ.ishmg the existence of the synthesizing act1vuy of 
a11pcrception, and in making other distmct1ons, such as that be· 
tween empirical :md pure cogmtton. We need to constdt!r whether 
some N all of these mstances are correctly classified as psych0Jog1· 
cal, and what would follow if they are. 

Let us consider pot.nts 13) and (4) m tandem. On one construal of 
these points, Kant becomes subtect to the charge that m describmg 
the synthetic activity of understanding, he purports to descnbe the 
noumenal activity of the self, cht:reby violating his own stated pre· 
scn11tmn against claims to know noumena; he also becomes guihy 
of descnbmg such act1v1ty on the basis of expenence, m v1olat1on of 
his assertion that noumena lay beyond the pale of expenence. ln fact 
I have found only one 11assage m which Kant clauns to have knowl· 
edge of the self as an mtelhg1ble object (the one already quoted). It 1s 
plausible to suppose 1hac m discussing the Thrrd Antmorny, with its 
assertion that we can "thmk" the nownenal self, Kant m a mumen· 
rary laflSe overstepped his bounds and claimed that this thmkmg of 
the noumenal self amounts to "knowing" 1t as an mtelhgible object. 
But even tf, as here suggesteJ, one discounts the noumenal readmg 
of synthesis, that would not remove all ddfkuJry. For it is dear that 
Kant discms utshes the transcendental synthesis entailed by the 
unity of appcrcepuon from the merely empirical synthesis known 
thiough inner sense and hence available as phenomenon. Indeed, the 
cranscendental synthesis presumably could not be phenomenal, for 
1t ts the process by which the phenomena of mner sense are first 
constituted. But 1f the transcendental synthesis 1s neither phenome­
nal nor noumenal, what 1s its status? 
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One way of answenng this quesuon 1s to assign the transcenden­
tal synthesis, and mdeed the forms of intmuon and the cat~gones, 
their own "transcendental" status, making them neither ob,ects of 
1nner sense (and empmcal psychology) nor noumenal processes l ~nd 
objects of rauonal psychology). Such a strategy of course requires 
determimng how, precisely, a "ttanscendental" process should be 
conceived. We may further consider the poss1bihty that the for~s of 
mtuitton and the categories (from 1tem 2} are themselves netther 
objects of empmcal psychology nor features of ~he noumenal self, 
and ask whether they, along with the attendant d1v1s10n oE the facul· 
lies (as in item 1), should also be assigned a transcendental status 

How might one decide whether items I 1 l-14) constttuce a trnnscen· 
dental psychology, or indeed a psychology o~ any kind f c.ne way to 
determine whether something is psychological 1s to delumt a do· 
mam of subiect·matter as psycholog1cal and to consider whether the 
urget items belong to that domam. At the mne of Kant the dom~m 
of psychology was denominated in vanous ways. Some took tts 
subject·matter to be soul {considered as a sunple substance), while 
others took its obyect to be mental 11henomena, or those Jlhenomena 
available to "mner sense" ln either case, the considerations prevt· 
ously reviewed disqualify transcendental psychology fTom member· 
shill m the domain o( psychology proper. The subiect ·ma~ter of 
Kant's transcendental mvestigat1on is epistemic. In mvesugatmg 
the cogmuve faculties, the forms of intmtton, the categories, and the 
transcendental synthesis Kant lS seeking cond1ttoas for knowledge; 
hts mvesngation 1s daected nenhei at the soul as a simple substance 
nor at the phenomena of rnner sense. It remains to be considered 
whether in carrying. out this invest i.2.ation he was forced to rely on 
psychology. . . 

Kant stresses the epistemic character of his mvesttgauon man oh· 
quoted passage from the Preface to the first eJitiOll. He observes that 
his search for the "rules and hm1ts" of the undersunding has both 
an ob1ecttve and a sub1ective side. 
The one refers to the obJects Qf pure undcrstand1ng. and is mcended to 
demonstrate and rerlder comprehensible the obtecuve vahduy of its a pr ion 
concepts; just for rhat reason u 1s also essential to my purposes The other 
seeks to 1nvesttga(e the pure understandLn& nsdf, its poss1b1hty and the 
cogmnve faculttes upon whtch H rests, and so examines It m its sub,e-ct1\-e 
aspect, although this latter exposmon 1s of great importance for my ch1d 
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purpose, u as not essential to 1t. For the: ch1d quesuon always n:mams 
What and how much can the understanding and reason knnw ap.irt from all 
exper1encel and mx How is the: IK uhy of thought itself possible: 

(A XVI- XVII) 

Here Kant d1stmgmshes rhe mvest1gat10n of "cogmt1ve faculties" 
and of "the faculty of thought ttself" from the exphcat1on of the 
obiect1ve validity of knowledge claims, and particularly las becomes 
clearl of claims to synthetic a priori knowledge. 

Despite Kant's own clear statement that his enterprise is aimed at 
determm1ng conditions and constramts on knowledge, he obviously 
dtd refer to die "subjective" side of the mvesngauon quite regularly, 
as evidenced by our items (1}-(4). So even LI the cogmuve sub,ect­
matter Kant considers 1s epistemic as opposed to psycholog1cal, per­
haps he nonetheless rehed on psychological concepts and modes of 
explanation in constructing his exposition, or explanat1on. of the 
poss1b1hty of synthetic a priori knowledge. 

One way to determine whether h1s explanations are psychological 
1s co consider whether he appeals to psychokig1cal argumentation 
when introducing such concepts as that of a form of intu1uon or a 
category. ~ he appeal to the data of mner sense? Does he mvoke a 
rcady·made psychological theory~ The answer, I thmk, 1s chat hm"­
ever much he may have been mdebted 10 suggesttons from psycho­
logical theory m his own understanding of the concepts he intro­
duced, his arguments for introducing them were not psychological 
bUt transcendental. Although it is notonously difficult to state the 
essence of such arguments, it is clear how the arguments proceeded 
in practice. Kant argued by elimination from a set li st of candidate 
explanations of the poss1b1hty of a given cogmt1ve ach1evement; by 
considering whether each of the explanations was adequat~ ro the 
task of explammg this achievement, he anived at the conclusmn 
thar only one such explanation was. By way o( example, consider his 
argument from the second ed1t1on version of the Aeschetic for mtro· 
ducing space as a form of sens1bil1ty: 

Geometry is a science rhat determines the propernes of space synthetically 
and yet a pnon What, rhen, must the representatmn of space be, tn order 
thal such knowledge of u may be possibler It musr mus ongin be mtun1on; 
fot from a mere concept no propos1t1ons can be obtamed that go lx)·ond the 
concept - as happens m geometry Untroducuon, VJ. But tl11s m1mt1on must 
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be n priori, that ts, n must be met \Vath mus pnor to any peu::ept1on ot an 
obtect, and must therdore be pure, not t:mpmcal, mmmon For geometncal 
propn<J.u ons are one and all apod1ct1c, that 1s, are bound up wuh the con· 
sciousnes:. of theu necess1ry, for instance, that spai:e has only three d1men­
sJOns Such propos1tlOJlS cannot be empmca1 or Im other wordsl 1udgments 
cl experience, nor can rhey be denved from such 1udgmen1s llntroductmn, 
11) {1!40-1) 

In the quotation, Kant cons1ders three possible bases for geometry. It 
might be based on the analysis of concepts, m which case tt would 
be analyuc; n might be based on expenence, and thus be synthetic a 
posteriori, or it might be syn thetic a pr1011. He rules out th~ first of 
these poss1b1ht1es, that geometry is analyuc, by contending that 
geometry cannot be based on concepts alone; he laJer explains that 
geometncal demonstracions always depend upon a process of con­
struction that requires an essen tial appeal to mn11 t1on, and hence 
goes beyond the mere analysis of concepts IA 712-38 / B 740--66}. 
Agamst the second poss1bi lity, Kant argues that the 1ntultlons m 
question must be pure, not emp1ncal, m order to explam the 
apodict 1c cenamty of geometry. Kant therefore concludes that ge­
ometty must have a synthetic a prw n foundation m 1ntu1t1on; not in 
an actual mtmtmn given before experience, but in an o priori con­
straint on any possible mtu1ton, which requires that all "outer" 
mtumons conform 10 the space of Euchd's geometry fsee Chapter 2 

1.n this book). His claim 1s not, then, that a certam form of mtmtlon 
1s mnate - a claim about the psychological development of 1nd1v1du­
als presumably to be grounded m empuu::al study of the abilities of 
infants and young ammals - but that a certain form of mtuttlon 
must be poS1ted because It provides the only means of explicating 
actual geometncal knowledge (see 11:79). S1m1larly, in the Deduc­
tion he attempts to show that the categories provide cond1t1ons for 
the very pos.stbtluy of expcnence (see Chapter 41· Again, it would be 
u relevant 10 argue that the categones arc mnate, for such an argu­
ment could only support an empmcal claim about the psychological 
development of an md1v1dual; 1t could not establish that the catego­
ries are necessary for determining the synthesis required by the 
unity of apperceptlon. 

lf 1t belongs to philosophy rather than to psychology to investigate 
the condu1ons for synthetic a priori knowledge, by exammmg and 
toling out on conceptual grounds various candidate exphcat1ons of 
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the posMblhty or such knowled~e, 1hen Kant was nghr to call his 
investtgation "transcendentalphdosophy" rather than "transcenden­
tal psychology.•· Of course, even m argumg for hts transcendental 
philosophy Kant surely must appeal 10 expen ence to grourxl some 
basic clauns, for example, that we expen ence m space and time, that 
we are finne mrelhgences, that we have sensations and feelmgs. But 
this sort of "empirical'' data was accepted even by Crusrns, che most 
avowedly apnonsttc met3phys1cian of Kant's time (Entwurf, §§425-
6). And reasonably so. r1 tt were otherwise, any sort of reflection on 
human expenence whatsoever would count as "emp1ncal," effec­
tively rendermg all philosophy empirical by sttpulation. For the pur­
pose of readmg and mterpretmg Kant, and for many other purp0ses, 
we are well advised to distinguish between treating reflection on 
ordinary experience as a mimmal starting pomt fo r philosophy and 
adopung an empincal approach when fCimulattng and confinnmg 
explanatory theses m philosophy. Kam argued 1ha1 his Critical rtu­
losophy could not take the latter approach; he took the legitimacy of 
the former for granted. 

Nevertheless, Kant 's transct:ndemal program has 1mphcauons for 
psychology, or at least for emptrical science, even 1f 11 was not psy­
chological m its fundamental aun norm its mode of argument . For 
Kant claimed to estabhsh, through his arguments for space as the 
form of outer mtumon, that physical space must be the space of 
Euclid. Notonously, this claim came under attack in the nineteenth 
century by Bernard Riemann, Hermann Helmholtz, and others. 16 

Under this attack Kant 's claim about the spattal form of muntion 
must either be pared back to a psychological claim about the char­
acter of human sensory experience andependent of the character of 
physical space - thereby undercuumg Kam 's c.oncepn on of the rela­
t1onsh1p between the grounds for geometry per se and the grounds 
for 1tsapplicat10n to physical space (B 147; A 165-6 / B 2o6, A 224 / 
B 27r; A 239 I B 299) - or Lt must be accepted as a claim about the 

character of perceptual and physical space that t urned out ro be 
empmcal, not a pnon. contingent. not necessary, and mdeed, as LS 
widely held, false. However this may be, Kant's transcendental pro­
gram might nevertheless have psychological 1mphcations for our 
O\vn day, tf 1t should turn out that pSychology can produce a sc1ence 
of cogmt1on, as some have suggested. In the end, the psycholog.acal 
relevance of the Cn tique may depend upon whether psychology 
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develops in such a way that Kant's u anscendental suggeslJOns about 
lht! structurt: of cogmuon can be awreciated. 

I V. KA NT 'S OWN RATI ONA L A ND EMP lll.IC AL 

PSYCHOLOG Y 

Although we have examined Kant's attemp1s co set transcendental 
plulosophy apart from emprncal psychology, we have yet to l"xamme 
his considered v1ew of whether empmcal psychology can attain the 
status of sc1ence. l7 Perhaps his most notonous remarks on du~ sub­
iect are those from the preface to the Metaphysical Foundau ons of 
Natural Science, to the effect that empmcal psychology will never 
be a proper science. Whtle we must give these remarks their due, 
they should not be allowed to obscure Kant's baSIC pos1tmn that the 
phenomena of empirical psychology are sm ctly bound by the law of 
cause just as ate the phenomena of physics. l et us fi rst consider thts 
latter aspect of Kant's position as tt is expressed m the first Crit1que 
and the Prolegomena. 

In the thnd chapter of the Transcendental Doctrine of Method 
Kant laid out his conception of the systematic relations among the 
various branches of philosophy. In the body of the Crmque he had, of 
course, discussed vanous branches of philosophy, mdudmg meta­
physics and rational psychology, buc under theu t raditional descnp­
t1ons. Now, w1th a completed critique of pure reason extant, he 
proceeds to outline the ''arch1tectomc of pure reason," which he 
defines as the art of constructing systems of aU knowledge arismg 
from pure reason (A 832 / B 86o). This chapter contams some mildly 
paradoxical branches of "pure philosophy," that 1s, of the part of 
philosophy that, m contrast w1ch empmcal plulosophy, ts based 
solely m pure reason. For, having argued aga1.nst the poss1b1hty of 
metaphysics traditionally conceived, Kant proceeds to set forth the 
possib1hty of a new systematic metaphysics and he mdudes among 
LtS branches a new "rational psychology" containing a pnori princi­
ples governmg the phenomena of inner sense. The branches of phi­
losophy he now describes draw then metaphysical pnnc1ples, at 
least m the case of the me1aphys1cs of nature, from the Analyuc of 
Prmctples m the Cri tique; these mclude the pnnc1ple of the perma­
nence of substance and the law of cause. 

Jn hi s arch1tec1on1c, Kant first d1'\11des pun: ph ilosophy from emp1n-
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cal philosophy. He sub<hv1des pure philosophy m turn mm j1J the 
propadeut1c mvesu gatmn of pure reason itself, which he terms "cntJ­

cism" and of "vh1ch the Cnt1que is an e xample, and (tt) "the system of 

pure reas~n (sc1enc:e), the whole body ftrue as well ais illusory) of 

phdosoph1cal cognmon arising out of pure reason (prcsentedj in sys­
temauc connectmn, which 1s entitled metaphysics" (A s41 / B 869). 
Metaphysics d1v1des mto practical and speculauve parts or mto a 

metaphysics of morals and a metaphysics of nature. The, latter has 

~.wo branches, the first being transcendental phtlosophy, which 
treats only of the understanding and of reason itself, m a system of 

aU concepts and prmc1ples that relate to objects m general without 
taking account of objects that may be given": 1t provides s~ch onwl-
08'' as ts available in Kant's rcconstitllled disc1phne of metaphysics. 

The se<:ond branch 1s the ''physiology of pu.-e reason " that 15 the 
rational phy~iology !or science of nature) of given obtect

1

s. or of o~ects 
that can be given tn expenence. This pure or ratmnal physiology agam 

~s two branches, transcendent and immanent; the first pertains to 
that connection of ob1ects of experience which transcends all 

experience" - here, presumably, is an mstance of one of the tllusory 
branches of plulosoph1cal cogmtton Kant has mentioned _ and the 

second pert.ams to the cogniuon of. nature "msofar as 1ts cO@:nition can 
be apphed m experience" fA 845 I B 873!. Transcendcm physiology 
thus mcludes the empty speculative disciplmes of rational cosmol­
ogy (the connection of nature as a whole) and rational theology fthe 
relation of nature as a whole to a being above nature). 

Immanent rational physiology thus provides the only subarannve 
a pnon prmciples that pertam to nature as an obiect of possible 
expenence. The only worked out version we have of this body of 

doctrine IS that found m the Metaphys1co.l Foundauons of Natural 
Science. Here Kant applies principles from the Analytic of Pnnciples 

to the !empmcally denved) concept of motion and purports thereby 
to denve two of Newton's laws of motion man a pnori manner. Yet 
m the Methodology, Kant announces the poss1bd1ty not only of a 
ratlOnal physics, bur also of a rattonal psychology. 18 This rational 

psychology would set a prion condmons on the oh)ect of mner 
sense, that is, on the succession of representations m time. In the 

Cr1t1que Kant does not give any ind1cat1on of the content of his 
reconstitllted version of rational psychology. But in the Prolegomena 
he gives one hmt. In the second pan, which treats pure nam.-al 
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science, he charactenzes what he terms "' a urnversal science of na­
ture m the stnct sense": "Such a science must bnng nature in gen­
eral, whether it regards the ohJect of the external senses or that of 
the mternal sense (the ob1ect of physics as well as psychologyJ, under 
universal laws." Universal natural science compnses the ob1ects of 

both physics and psychology. Kant achnns that there are only a few 
pnncaples wirh the rcquued generahty, bur he 1s able to name two: 
"the propositions that 'substance 1s permanent', and rhat 'evety 
event is determmed by a cause according to constant laws' . These 

arc actual universal Laws of nature, which subsist completely a pri­
or1" (Prolegomena, §1 s. 4:195). Although Kant does not goon to give 

examples of these principles as applied to rnner sense, presumably 
the persistence oi the ")" as the ground of the empmcal unity of the 
self - not as a simple, spmtual being. but merely as a permanent 
substratum m time - ts an example of the first pnnc1ple, and the law 
(or laws) of association of representations 1s an example oC the sec­
ond pnnciple. In any event, ic IS evident that Kant is commttted to 
the view that the representatmns of inner sense, no less than the 
ob,ects of outer sense, are sub1ect to universal natural laws. 

At first blush, Kant's commitment to umversal laws of psychology 

may seem hard to square with his opmion, expm;..sed m the preface of 

theMewphysicnl FoundatJons of Natural Sczence. th.at empmcal psy­
chology is far removed from "the rank of wha1 may properly be called 
natural science" (4:471). Upon closer examination, however, it be­
comes apparent that his demal of scienufic status to psychology did 

not result from any doubt that there are universal natural laws m 
psychology; rather, 1t resulted from specific methodological require­

ments he imposed on any "proper" science, together with his beliefs 

aboul the applicability of these requirements to psychology. 
Kant would admit nothing to the rank of science whose sub1ect­

matter could not be handled mathematically. As he puts tt, "in every 
special doctnne of nature only so much science proper can be found 

as there is mathematics m it" 14:4-70). Eve ry prope.-sc1ence also has a 
pure or rational part that "grounds" the empmcal part, and the prin­
ciples of which apply a pr1on to ob1ects of possible experience. Kant 
argues that the restriction of science to that which can be created 
mathematically follows from the basic cond1uon that in order for a 

rational special science to apply LJ priori to ob1ects, 11 must specify a 
pnon conditions not only for concepts of its objects, but also for 
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their mrumou. (Recall that for Kant no ob1ect can be given wuhout 
an mtuit1on.) As he puts tt, ''m orde.- to cogmze the poss1h1hty uf 
determinate nam.-al thmgs, and hence rn cognize them a pnon . 
there ts fu rthe.- requtred that the m tu1uon corresponding to the con­
cept be givt!n a priori, that 1s, that the concept be constructed" But, 
he fu rther contends, "rau onal cognitmn through the construction of 
concepts 1s mathemaucal" (4.470). Herc he seems to rely on lu.s 
general docnme that mathemat ical concepts must be constructed m 
intuition. f rom this doctrine it does not, howeve1, follow 1mmed1-
ately that any constructeJ concept must be machemat1cal. The doc­
trine only tells us that mathematics requu cs a pnori construction, 
no1 that all a prIOTI constructions are matheman cal. But 1t ts di ffi­
cult to u n.1gine any basts other than the a priori strucmre of the 
forms of mtu1uon for Hconstrucu ng" ob,ects a prion. and Kam m 
effect equates the a prion forms space and time, m h.ght of thetr 
''formal" charactenst1cs, with the obiects of the mathematical sci­
ences, namely, those of geometty and anthmet1c. 

Granttng for the sake of argument t hat science requtres mathe­
matrzatton, let us pu rsue Kant's a rgument that psychology (whether 
rat ional or empirical) admits no mathemaucal construction of its 
ob1ects. He argues that the "empmcal doctrine of the soul" can not 
achieve the rank o( natural science, 

because: mathernaucs cannot be appl.Ied to th~ phenomena of internal sense 
and then laws, unless one ought want to take mm consuleratJOO merdy the 
law of contmmty in the fiow of internal changes m mner sense But the 
enlargement of cognition so attamed would bear much the same relation to 
that which m.athemau cs pnl\'1des for the docmne of body, as the docm ne of 
the properues of the stratght hne bears to the whole of geometry For the 
pure mner tntu1tmn tn which the soul's appt!arances are to be constructed 1s 
ume, wh1ch hasonlyone dunensmn 14 47 1\ 

The problem 1s not that there are no laws ot psychology. but that 
such laws apparently cannot be constructed a pnon except through 
the mmnnallv informative construction of time as a lme. But if no a 
pnori conscructton 1s possible, psychology can at best be em pirical, 
and can never admit of the necessity and umversahty that be.fits 
science. 

This argumem 1s problem atic tor reasons internal to the Kantian 
perspective and also because of the conscramrs 1t places on empmcal 
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science. Internally, n is not dear that the only a priori mathemaucal 
result pcrt.:i.mmg to internal sense 1s tha t of the "stralght hne" of 
contmmty m time. Indeed, Kant h1mselt, m the Antic1pat1ons of 
Percepuon, mvHes one such a priori appltcat1on, m argumg that "m 
all appearances, the real that is ob1ec.t of sensauon has intensive 
magnitude, that 1s. a degree" (B 2 0 1). Rational psychology apparently 
can declare that sensau ons have a degree. This 1n itself 1s no great 
advance over the esrabltshment of continuous h near flow m accor­
dance to law There would be an advance, however, if it were possi­
ble to construct a pnon a relauon between 1ncens1ty and the laws of 
succession m time, such as might be expected m a law of assoc1auon 
accordmg to which sensat ions with sinular mtens1ty become associ­
ated. This task would, however, presumably seem as hopeless to 
Kant as did the a prion construcu on of the specific laws of attracuon 
and repulsion between ''matters," laws that rmght constitute an a 
pnori chemistry (4:470-1 ). 

But granting that psychology cannot construct its laws a pnon, 
does that preclude it from the status of science~ Why could psychol­
ogy not discover mathemat1cal laws through empirical researchf If it 
did so its doctn ne could meet one of the pnme requtreme11ts of 
SClel"lC~ m Kant's day (and our own), for the laws could be used to 
order systematic explanau ons; that 1s, 1f the laws w ere mathemau­
cal, even 1£ empincally discovered, observed (or expected) phenom­
ena could be derived from them mathematically. The sole problem 
on this eventuality is that the specific laws, because of their empm­
cal basis would not be k nown with umversah ty and necessity, and 
so would not, m Kant 's view, count as science. On the groonds Kant 
stated in the Metapbvs1cal Foundations. nothmg can be a science 
whose basic structure cannot be constructed a prmn, as the laws of 
physics were in that work. The requirement of a pnori constructi­
bility may seem too great a restr1ct1on on empmcal science, for tt 
woold bamsh from the domam o( natural science any body of doc­
mne, no matter how mathematically well ordered its explanations, 
whose pnnc1ples could not be constructed a prron In any event, 1t 
turns out that the reason Kant ruled out the poss1b1l1ty of a sc1ent1fic 
psychology was not a claim that mathematics could not be apphed 
to mner sense at a ll, bm that 1t could not be applied a priori. Indeed, 
g1ven what he says m the Ant1cipat1ons of Perceptton, 1t 1s plausible 
10 suppose that he beheved mathem~tics could be apphed to the 
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matter ot perceptton. Consequent ly, 1f one 1s w1lhng to accept that 
there can be sciences whose laws cannot be constructed o pnori but 
are empmcaHy discovered, Kant has provided no argument against a 
rnathemaucal science of psychology of that type. 

Be that as u may, Kant had a further methodologtcal reason for 
pess1m1sm about the prospects of empmcal psychology. He doubted 
that experiments could be earned out on the phenomena of 1nner 
sense. He argued that such experimems are impossible either on 
oorselves or through the observauon of others. We cannot conduct 
them on ourselves because "the mam fold of inner obser\'at1on ts 
separated only by mere th0t1ght·div1sion, but cannot be kept sepa­
rate and connected agam at wdl" !4:471). Presumably Kant 1s here 
contrastmg the case of expenmentauon with external obJects, in 
which the ob,ects can be mamp0lated repeatedly at will, with the 
case of mternal sense, m which the will cannot dtrectly determine 
the flow of representations. By saymg that the ob)ects of inner sense 
can be separated "only by mere thought-d1V1s1on," he may be cla1m­
mg that such manipulations of the phenomena ot internal sense as 
can be performed will be mere imaginary thought -expenm.~nts. This 
argument 1s not compelling. Consider a possible study of the assoc1a­
t1ve law of contigui ty. Although one cannot cause pau sof sensations 
to be presented to inner sense in temporal cont1guny mereJy by 
willing that 1t be so, one can will that external obiects be presented 
to one's senses m such a way that pairs of s1m1lar sensauons are 
presented to inner sense in the appr0pnate manner; one can then 
cause one of the pau to be presemed at a later time, m order to test 
whether there an ses an expectation of the other member of the pair. 
Moreover, it 1s difficult to see ·why such experiments could not be 
earned out on others besides ooe's self. However, Kant contends that 
"'even less does aoother thinking sub,ect submit to our mvestiga­
t1ons m such a way as to be conformable to our purposes, and even 
the observation n self alters and distorts the state of the object ob­
served" !4:471). The plaus1bihty of this remark depends on what the 
subJect 1s bemg asked to do. One might expect subjects to be willmg 
to subm.Jt to an expenment of the sort 1ust env1s1oned. Funhermore, 
Kant's charge that the observation distorts the ob)ect observed may 
apply only to some cases . If one 1s mvestigating the cogmt1Qn of 
divmat10n or of distraction !examples from the Anthropology, 7: 187, 
1o6), Kant seems nght. He might also be nght 1f one is ask.mg sub-
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1ects to report the apparent size of obiects (the amtude taken by the 
subtect m such cases can be all 1mponanc, as wnters contemporary 
to Kant were aware).'" But simpler aspects Qf visual expen ence 
might well be made the sub)ect of report wtthout d1stort1on, w1thm 
appropriate bounds of prec1smn. At any rate, significant numbers of 
Kant's near cClntemporaries believed they were, and subsequent m­
vesugatioos m psychophysics supporr their cootent1on '° 

Jn any C3Se, Kant 's methodological pessimism should not be al­
lowed to obscure his certamty that there are psychological laws 
goverrung the phenomena of m ner sense. Perhaps uon1cally, che 
mneteenth and early twentieth centuneshave seen a complete rever­
sal of the methodological picture pamted by Kant. Precise mathe­
maucal measurements became possible m ps~hophys1cs, and ex­
perimental techmques were applied with considerable success m 
studies of sensoty perceptt<ln and of simple merooty tasks. And al­
though the Kantian faith that there are ptoper laws of inner sense, or 
of the combination of representauons, remained strong w1thm psy­
chology throughout the century followmg Kant, the twentieth cen­
tuty has seen a radical shift from the search for simple, universal 
laws for combmmg mental representauons, toward a search fort.he 
particular mechanisms that underlie d1stmct cog111uve ab1ht1es 
such as depth perceptmn by means of stereoscopic vision or short­
term memory for letters and numbers. 

Thus neither Kant's account of the shortcomings of empmcal 
psychoiogy nor hi s implied conception of the systematic structure of 
the sC1ence lin terms of simple umversal laws) has proved lasting. By 
contrast, his cnt1c1sms cl rational psychol<lgy were devastatmg, and 
that d1sc1pline never really revived. Ulumately, though, his most 
permanent contnbution may be his distinction becween his Qwn 
Jiulosophtcal pro)eCt m the Deducuon and the mms of empincal, 
natural-scientific psychology. That d1sunct1on and its descendants, 
such as the more recenc distincuon between the "logical space of 
reasons" and the "logical space of causes,"u mark out a fundamen­
tal d1v1de between the natural science of mental processes and inves­
ugation of the logical, conceptual, and 1ustificatory order of thought . 
The latter division remains controversial, which is to say that the 
question of the ulumate v1ab1lny of the Kant ian dtstinctton remams 
contested. But the most important plulosoph1cal contributions often 
take the form, not of defimtive solutions to a problem, but of setting 
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a problem space. Kant's most lasung contnbuuon to P6}'chology as 
science and as philosophy may well be of this important kind. 

I The method of c1rauon for Kant's works IS described m rhe frontmatte1 
of the present volumt' The works of oc:her authors art' cued by shon ude 
m the ten when prac:tu:al; complete tules are given m the attendant 
note I am responsible kx all translations, though for Kant's works I have 
consulted and somenmes parnally adopted the standard translations as 
ltSted m the references 

1 General treatments of psychology m Kant's works mdode JUrgen Bona 
Meyer, Ktmts Psycholog1e jlkrlm, 1870), Kurt Burchatdt, Kollts Psy 
chologJe im Verhaltms zur tronszendentnlen Methode !Berlm, t9 11), 
Vlachmu Satura, Kan is Erkenntmspsycholog1e, Kamsnxhen Ergiinzung­
shefte no. IOI (Bonn: Bouvier, 197 t), and Patncta Kncher, Kant's Tran 
sceudental Psyd1ologl· {New York: Oxford Umvers1ty Press, 1990) 

3 The most extensive d1scuss1on of psychology m the ttme of Kant 1s Max 
Oessou, Geschichte der neueren deutsclien Psycholog1e, id ed. (Berlm, 
1902). Kant's d1SCUSSKHl of natural laws m psychology IS examined m 
section IV herem. On his early views on the soul and then subsequent 
development, see Karl Amenks, Kant's Theory of Mm d· An Analysis of 
the Paralogisms of Pure Reason !Oxford· Oxford Umversny Press, 1981). 

4 Recent d1scuss10ns of Kam's actack on rat10nal psychology include Jona­
than Bennett, Kam's DialcctJc !Cambridge Cambndge Umverstty Press, 
19741,chs 4-6, Alfons Kalter, Kant's Y1erte1 Parologismus Eme entwick­
lungsEc:.chrcht11che Untusuchung zum ParalogJsmenkap1teJ de1 erst.en 
Ausgabe der KriUk der remen Vernunft {Me1senhe1m am Gian: Anton 
Ham, 1975J, W. H. Walsh, Kant's Crit1c1sm of Metapfa·s1cs (Edinburgh 
Edmburgh University Press, 197 sJ, §J t, Amen ks, Kant ·s Theory of Mmd, 
Henry E. Allison, Kant's Transcendental ldeulism A11 lnterpretatwn 
and Defense (New Haven, Conn: Yale Umversuy Pres!!, 1983J, ch. 13, 
and Kttd1t:r, Kant's Transcendental Psychology, ch. 7 

S Mo&es Mendelssohn, PhiJdon(1767; 1ded , 1168, 3ded., 17691. Zweyte5 
Cesprich. and appendix to second edttJon, m his Gesammelre Schriflen, 
F Bamberger and L Strauss, eds. !~rim, 1932j, 3.I"f!9- 10 1, 131-s, and 
"Abbandlung von der UnkOrperhchke1t der menschhchen Seele" I 178~J. 
drnte Betrachtung, 1b1d., 3 1 171-6 

6 The cttatmns and quotattoos are from Chnstian Wolff, Psychologm q:n­
pmca methodo sc1entrfict1 pertractata. qua ea, quae de anima humana 
mdubra exper1ent1oe fide coostnm, contmenwr, new ed. (Frankfurt and 
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Lc1rug, 1n8l and PsychoJogJa ratronolts me1hodo su en11flco pc1trac­
tota, qua ea, quae de am m a humana m dubJa expenentwe fide mnO{e­
scun t, per essentram et naturam an1mile C.\p]JCanwr. newed (Fnnkfurt 
and Le1pz1g, t74ol-

7 Cttations and qu0t;1t1ons from Alexander Cottheb Baumgarten, Meta­
phystcll, 7th ed. {Halle, 1779\. 

8 Christian August Crus1us, Ennvurf der notlnw:ndjEen Vernunft- Wnlir­
hfmen, w1efem s1e den z u/aJJigen enr.,gegen gc.,,etzet iverden (Leipzig, 
17451-

9 The role 01 psychology m the Deducuon has been much discussed, as is 
appa.rent from these selected references: Norman Kemp Smnh, A Com­
mentary to Kant's "Crmque of Pure Reason," :id ed !London. Mac­
millan, 1923), pp 134-481 H.J.De Vleeschauwer, La Dt>duc:tton unnscen­
dentale dans l'oeuYre de Kllnt, 3 vols jAntwerp De S1kkel, 1934-7), 
passim, Robert Paul Wolff, Kant's Theory of Menta lActJYitylCambr1dge, 
Mass_ Harvard Umvers1tv Press, 1963), pp 100-2, 176-7, Jonathan Ben­
nett, Kant"s Analytic (Cambridge. Camb11dge Umverstty Press, 1966), PP 
111- 17, P E Strawson, The Bounds of Sense. An Essay on Ka m's Cnt1que 
o{Pure Reaso11(london: Methuen, 1966),pp.93- 7, W H Walsh, "Philoso­
phy and Psychology m Kant's Cnt1que," Km1tstud1en 57 (1 966}: 186-98, 
Dieter Hennch, IdentJtat und ObJektw1t01· Eme Umersuchu11g iiber 
Kan f.S tumSJ!ndentale Dedukt1011 (HeKlelberg. Cad Wmter, 19761; Paul 
Guyer, "Psychology aind the Transcendental Deduction," m Eckart FOr­
ster, ed, Ktmt's Transcendental Deducr10ns · The Three "Cnt1q111:s" and 
du• "Opus postumum" (Stanford, Calif : Stanford Umvers1ty Press, 19891, 
pp. 47-68, and Kitcher, Kant's Tmnscendental Psrchology, chs. 3-6 

1o Hume's program for mvesngatmg the 011.gm of bebef through a saence 
o( human nature is pur forward m his TreatJse of Human Natute !Lon­
don, 1739-40!, 1ntroducttonlseealso Bk. J , pt. 1,§§1-3 and Bk 1,pt. 31, 
and Jnqmry Omcermng Human Und.::rstandmg (London, 1748), §§t-3. 

11 Prolegomena ro £mpmcal Psychology, §9, as translated from Wolff's 
Psychologw emplnca by Robert J- Richards m his "Chnsuan Wolff's 
Prolegomena to Empirical and Ranonal Psychology Translation and 
Commentary," Proceed in.gs of the Amer/can Pfoloscphical Sonet1• 124 
1• 9801 221-w. 

12 Johann Nicolas Te tens, Phllosophische Versvche uber die menschllche 
Nature und 1hre EmWJc1'.elung, 2 vols !Leipzig, 17771, 1 m- 1v. 

13 On this jund1cal d1suncuon and Kant'!! use of n, see Dieter Henrich, 
" Kant's Notmn of a Deducnon and the Methodological Background of 
the First Cnt1quc," m F&ster, ed., Kant's Transcendental Deductions. 
PP 29-46 

14 The luaatun: rdevan1 10 1he question cJ the proper role of ~ycbology m 
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Kanr's first Crmque 1s vast . Early wnrers who attributed huent psycho­
logical content to the work, toooe eHect or anotheT, mdude Karl Leonard 
Reinhold, VerstJCh emer neuen Theone des menschl1chen Vorste1J11ngs­
vcrm6gens (Prague, 17891, pp. 6s- 1. and Bnefe ah:1 dJe lu mtJsche 
Philosophic, 2 vols. !Le1pz1g, 1790-512), 2:2s, Johann Conhe b Fichte, 
"Zwe1te Emle1tung m die W1ssenschaftslebre" (I797}, m tus ScmtlJche 
Werk e, ed I. H. Fichte, 8 vols. f&rlm, 184s-6J, l 471 - 91 Jakob Fnednch 
Fries, Neue oder anthropolOglSCht! Kntik der Vernunft, 1d ed., J vols. 
(He1delber& 1828), 1.20- 6, 28- 301 Johann Fnednch Herbart, Lehrbuch 
zur Einleuungm dw Pfo/osophte (KOmgsberg, 1813), preface, §§126-7, m 
bis Siimt11che Werke. ed. K. Kebrbach and 0. Flugel, 19 \'Ols (lan.gen­
salza, 1 887-1912~ 4:9- 10, 2o8-13. Studtes devoted to the proper rok: uf 
psychology m Kant mdude Me)•er, Kams PsJ'chologre. Burchardt, Kants 
Psychologie 1m Verhiiltnis zur rranszendema1en Methode; Satura. Kanis 
Erl:.enntmspsychologie, appendix, Gary Hatfield, The Narurol and the 
Normative. Thrones of SpauaJ Percept1on from Kant to Helmholtz !Cam­
bnclge, Mass.: The MIT Press/Bradford Books, 1990), ch. J; and Km:her, 
Kant's Transcendental Psychologv. Recent authors expressing discom­
fort at Kant's psyclxilogiz1ng tendencies mclude Strawson, Bounds of 
Sense. pp •s-1'5, J.2, and Bennett, Kant's Analyt1c, pp 6-8. The term 
"psycholog1smH apparently was comed by Johann Eduard Erdmann to 
refer, not to Kant's own aUeged psycholog1Z1ng, bur to the psycholog1cal 
1nterpretat1on of Kant's theory o( knowlMge advanced by F £. Beneke 
Erdmann, Crundriss der Cesch1ehie der Phrlosopfoe. 7.d ed., 2 vols (&r­
hn, 1810~ 2.636. 

i s Kant d1v1des sens1b1hcy from onderstandmg at A 21-2 / B 35-61 he d1s­
ungu1shes a separate faculty of imagmat1on ar A 94 and B 1511 and he 
d1stmgmshes separate faculti es of understanding, Judgment, and reason 
at A 7S /B rno(noteJ and A 130/ 8 169. Baumgarten dIStmg Utshes mner 
from outer sense at Metaphys1ca, §s 3 s On the d1v1s1on of the cogmt1ve 
faculties by Wolff, see Psycholog10 empmca, pt. I, §§r-3 and Psy­
cho/Q81a rat1onal1s, §1, chs 1-4, by Baumgarten, Metaphys1ca. §§s 15, 
557. 6o6, 624, and 640 WolH and Baumgarten posit m any addauonal 
cognmve faculties, and Kam discusses some additional cognmve facul­
ties m h.Js Anthropo/ogl", BJ... I. 

16 On the psychological 1mphcauons o( Kant's doctnne that Euchd's space 
1s the fOl"m of outer mtmtton and on Helmholtz's attack on Kant'S poS1-
t1on, see Hatfield, Natural and Normati ve, cb. J, §4 and ch 5, §s, and 
the literature cued there. 

17 Studies of Kant's views on the sc1ennfic status of psychology mclude 
Me}<e r, Kants Psychologie. ch 6, § J; Edward Franklm Buchner, A Study of 
Kant ·s Psychology WJth Reference to ll1e Cm1cal Ph1losoph y, Psycholog1-
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cal Re\•tew Monograph Supplement no. 4 jNew York, 1897), Hans Ehren­
berg, KTltik der Psycholog1e als W1sscnschaft Fo1sch11ngen nach den 
S}1Stemat1schen Pnnc1pren der Erl<enmmslehre Knnts (1\ibm,gen, 19 ml, 
Theodore M.isd1el. "Kant and the Possibilnyof a Science of Psychology." 
The Momst 51 119611: 599- 6221 Satura, Knnts Erkenn1mspsycholog1e, 
ch- 21 David E. Leary, "Immanuel Kam and the Development of Modern 
Psychology,'' 111 Wilham R WoodwardandM1tchell C. Ash, The Problem­
atic Science Psychology m Nmeteenth Century Thou;:ht !New York­
Praeger, 1982), PP- 17- 4.2 . 

if\ Kant's contemporanes noticed that he mcluded leg1tlmace versmns of 
rauonal and empmcal psychology m his architectonic divmon of the 
sciences. His d1v1s1on of the saences m the fin.t Crmque tS summ.an:zed 
m a review of his Crundlegung zur Mer.aphys1k der Sitten. m the 
Allgememe literature-Ze1rung (1785 1. 2 21-3. his d1sunct1on between 
two types of rat10nal psychology is addressed m Karl C. E. Schmid, 
Empmsche Psycholog1e. 2d ed (Jena, 17961, pp. 22-4 

t Q Joseph Priestley, c .. schichte und gegenwiirt1ger Zustand der Optik, vor­
::uglrch m Abs1cht au/ den phrs1kal1schen Thell dreser Wrssenschaft, 
trans. G. S Klligel ILe1pztg1 111s- 1lil, pp. 493-4, Johann Samuel Trau­
gott Gehler, Physikabsches W6rterbuch, oder Versuch einer Erl<liirung 
der vornchmsten Begr1ffe und Kunstworter der Nacurlehre. 6 vols 
ILe1pz1g, 1787-9li), 2 n1-42 

20 Priestley, who swveyed a great body of apt1ca1 lnuature, descnbed sev­
eral reports of perct:ptual experience as produced undet' specified oond1-
uons, 1ncludmgobacivattonson ahenmages IGeschlchte, pp 450-1}, on 
depth perceptJOfl with one eye 1496), on the wmdm11l illusion (498-51), 
and on the perception of motJOn l~o1-3J. He reported Robert Smith's 
quanutative estimate, given certain explanatory assumpuons, of rhemag­
mtude of the moon dlus1on lso1-8), and he described Tobias Mayer's 
mathemattcally expressed measurements of visual 3CULty (487). On 
Mayer, see Eckart Scheerer, "Tobias Mayer - Expernnt:ntS on Visual Acu­
uy (1nsl.H Spoual Vision 1 (1 987): 81-97 The standard survey of the 
modem histocy of experime nts on pacepuon remams Edwm C Bonng, 
Sel)SDUon and Percephon m the Hmon- of Experimental Psychol~y 
INew York Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1942!. and of experimental psy­
chology m general, Bonng, History of Expenmental Psychology. 2d ed 
{New York Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1950). 

i,1 Richard Rorty, Phlloroph}' and the Mmor of Nawre IPnnceton, N.J: 
Prmceton Umvers1ty Press, 1979), p 141, and especially Wtlfnd Sellars, 
"Empmc1sm and the Philosophy of Mind," as pnnted m his Sc1ence. 
Perceptwn and Realuy (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1963 1, pp 
127- 96,onpp.131, 144- 5, 166-9 
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THOMA S f. WARTENBf,RG 

Reason and the practice 
of science 

Kam's philosophy 1s Otten characten=ed as an attempt to provule the 
metaphysical foundation for New co man science. In such a character­
izatmn, the revolutionary metaphysical stance that Kam develops m 
the Cnllque of Pure Reason, based on a distmct10n between appear­
ances and thmgs tn themselves, is seen as the result of h1s commtt· 
ment to show the legitimacy of Newtonian science ma manner that 
still leaves space for morality and rehgmus belief. His well-known 
dictum that he: had "found 1t necessary to deny .knowledge (of reality 
m itself), m order to make room for faith" (B xx..x)1 bears witness 10 
the legitimacy of this characten zauon of the Kannan project. 

Such a descripnon of the Crmque leaves open, however, the ques­
tion of Kant's more general beliefs about the philosophy of science. 
In this chapter, I shall show that Kant advocates a more empirically 
mmded plulo50phy of science tban could be anticipated from his 
views on Newtonian physic~. In parucular, I will show that Kant 
presents an accoum of the use of theoreucal concepts in che develop· 
menc of sc1enr1fic theories under the rulmc of the "regulative use of 
reason." Ue understandmg of :;c1ence that Kant presents under this 
utle has a great deal m common wuh the pragmatic understanding 
of scientific practtce, m which the falhbdity of particular sc1enufic 
thrones is stressed. Once the regulative use of reason 1s taken mto 
account, tt becomes clear that Kant views the scientific enterprise m 
a more empmcal and less apnonsuc manner than has been com­
monly thought. 

In mc:morv of W1lfnd SelJaJS 

I w;im to thank fay GarHeJd for re11dmg a draft of this chapter His challc:ngm.;; and 

~~~~~~·~~::;::;mcnts hc:JpcJ me understand 1hc issues I (hscuss more dearly than f 
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One of the central charactenstics of science for Kant IS n s use of 
nonemp1ncal concepts m its thrones. Kant uses the tenn "idea" to 
refer to such nonempmcal concepts, cloummg that ideas are cruClal 
to the scientific enterpnse. 

Th~ co ncepts ol reason I• t: , 1deasl are t"MX derived trom namre, on the 
contrary, we nuerrogate nature m accordance wllh thei.e ideas, and consider 
our knowledge as defective so long as n IS not adequate ro t hem 

IA 646-7 /fl 673-4) 

In order to understand the significance of thts ct.um, we need to 
consider Kant's general use of the (erm "idea.·· Kane defines the term 
"idea" m the following manner "A concept formed from notions 
and transcendmg the poss1b1hty of expenence 1s an ldea or concept 
of reason'' IA 320 I B 377). Ideas are concepts that are generated by 
reason and not by experience. They are concepts that cannot be 
adequately mscant1ated withm expen cnce. As such, they form a 
diverse assemblage of concepts, smce reason generates concepts for 
vanous d1fterent purposes of Its own.1 

The group of ideas upon which Kant pnmanly focuses his atten­
tion m the body of the D1alecuc of the first Cn t1que are the three 
transcendental ideas - self, world, and Cod. Ue cen tral argument ol 
the D1alectk is that traditional metaphysics treats these ideas as 1f 
tbey referred to ob)€Cf.s and attemptS to determme m an a pnon 
manner certain basic features of such obteccs. The cnt1cal aspecl of 
the Critique involves the claim that such a ttempts are neces.s.anly 
dlic1t smce they seek to extend knowledge to ob}('cts that lie beyond 
the bounds of emJlirical knowledge. 

In the passage quoted earlier, however, Kant uses lhe term "idea" 
m a different manner and gives a very different appraisal of the 
importance of ideas. The ideas that Kant 1s d1scussmg are what I 
shall call theoretical ideas - tha t is, concepts that are used wtthm 
scientific theonzing, but whose use ts not 1ust1fied by means of a 
reference to expenence itself. It ts a central feature of scientific 
theones that they employ concepts that are not Jenved dnectly 
from experience. In fact, many of these concepts are in pnnc1ple not 
observable. Kant refers to such theoretical concepts as ideas m order 
to htghhght their special nature. Because such concepts are not capa-
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ble of emp1ncaI mstanuat10n, it makes sense to caJI them "ideas" -
that is, concepts that reason generates and that are not denved from 
experience 

The use of theoretical ideas w1thm sc1enufic pracnce 1s a feature 
of science that Kant sees as requmng a special JUSt1ficauon. This 1s 
because the use of theoretical ideas cannot be legitimated m the 
same way as the use of empirical concepts. In rhe Analyuc, Kant 
argues that empmcal concepts funcuon as rules for cogn1zmg the 
unity of a given empirical intmuon: ''an object 1s that m the concept 
of which the manifold of a given mtmtion 1s umted" (B 137)_ As this 
quotation makes clear, Kant views empmcal concepts as spectfymg 
the nature of empincal ob1ects and, m so domg, prov1dmg a means of 
seeing an mtuition as unified despite rhe presence of a sensory mam­
fold. Tins IS a view of the nature of empirical concepts that hes at 
the heart of the Critique and that constitutes an important aspect of 
its revolutionaty teachmg concerning ob1ect1v1ty. The crucial point, 
for my purposes, is that empnical concepts have a leg1tnnate use 
because they serve as unifiers of perceptual data 

The theoretical concepts in terms of which sc1ent1fic theories are 
formulated - theoretical ideas - are not dnectly related to the sen­
sory manifold. As a result, then use 1s problematic. Kant needs to 
show why reason 1s 1usufied m using these ideas m its attempt to 
attam knowledge of the phenomenal world. Smet: ideas cannot have 
adequate emp1ncal instanuat10ns, treating them as having empmcal 
content seems highly problematic. 

Kant begms his soluuon to this problem by porntmg out that 
theoretical ideas, hke emp1ncal concepts, do function as umfiers. 
The difference lies m the items that are umfied by ideas: "Just as 
understanding umfies the mamfold m the obJect by means of con­
cepts, so reason unifies the mamfold of concepts by means of 
ideas ... "(A 644 I B 672). The umty that is achieved through the use 
of theoretical ideas m science, Kant claims, is a unity of the knowl­
edge of the understandmg, that ts, of ordmary empirical knowledge. 
In other words, reason, by usmg ideas, provides a way of seeing 
ordinary knowledge as more unified than it would otherwise be. 

But what jusnfies reason's search for umty among the manifold 
items of knowledge produced by the understanding~ Kant pomts out 
that the use of these ideas seems to result from reason's own de­
mand that It try to umfy empmcal knowledge. In order to make It 
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clear that this mterest m ndymg up knowledge 1s one that reason 
simply has for its own purposes, Kant calls tt the "logical use of 
reason." Kant's use of the word "logical'' 1s meant to have the force 
thar we associate with the word "methodological." It md1cates that 
this use of reason is brought about by an interest that reason has m 
producing umty m the mamfold of knowledge produced by the un­
derstandmg, so that this use of reason 1s one m which reason ts 
simply trymg to put its own house in order. 

But If this umty is thought of as constituted solely by an interest 
of reason, tt would have only sub;ecnve validity. By claimmg that 
this pnnc1ple has only subJecuve and not objective validity, one 
would be statmg that tlus use of reason was ~amply a piece of meth­
odological advice that reason imposed upon itself. It would be ille­
gitimate to attribute any more validity to this use of reason than 
chat. In particular, there would be no 1ust1fication for claiming that 
knowledge necessanly would meet this particular interest of reason 
m umty. Kant seems to endorse this view m the following passage: 

But one sees from this that the systemanc or rnt10nal umty of the mamfold 
knowledge of understandmg 1s a log1cal pnnc1ple. Its functmn 1s to assist 
the understandmg by means of ideas and thus to secure coherence as far 
as It 1s possible But to say that the const1tut10n of obiects or the nature of 
the understandmg wluch knows them as sucb, 1s in itself determmed to 
systematic umty, and tbat one can m a certam measure postulate this umty 
a pnon, without reference to such an interest of reawn . that would be a 
transcendental pnnc1ple of reason, and would make the systematic umty 
necessary, not only subiecuvelv and log1callv, as method, but obiecttvely 
also (A 648 I B 676) 

Kant's use of the sub1unctlve mode m makmg this statement should 
make one cauttous m attnbutmg the stated view to Kant as his own. 
Wlu.le Kant clearly d1stmguishes between the logical and transcen­
dental uses of this pnnc1ple of reason, It 1s not clear whether he 
really denies transcendental status to such a use of reason. Kant IS 

clear, however, that a transcendental use of this prmc1ple stands m 
need of further argumentatton. 

If Kant 1s taken to deny the vahdity of a transcendental use of the 
prmc1ple of reason, then he would be claiming that the theoretical 
ideas generated by scientific theorizing do not have ob1ecuve vahd~ 
tty, a 1ustified apphcauon to nature or the understanding. While 
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such ideas are used by reason for ns own purposes, such a use would 

have to be distinguished from an 1merpretat1on of these ideas m 

wh1ch 1t was claimed that e tther mner or outer nature 1s such that 1t 

must necessarily correspond to the structure Posited by such ideas. 

Kant would then sound very much hke an mstrumentalist in the 

plulosophy of science. That 1s, he would be clamung that theoreucal 

terms have a role to play in science as umfiers of concepts and laws 

that genumely refer to empirical reality but that theoreucal terms 

do not themselves refer to such reahty. They are generated as cortve· 

mences for O\Jr own use, but it would be 0t senous theorettcal error to 

view them as prov1dmg us with more adequate knowledge of empiri­

cal reality than that which we acquue from the use of nootheo· 

ret1cal empirical concepts.1 

It 1s a fundamental mistake to inte rpret Kant as an ms trumen­

tahst m regard to theoretical ideas. Indeed, Kant argues that the 

logical use of reason makes sense o nly in hgbc of a t ranscendemal 

principle according to which the products of scientific reasoning can 

be viewed as providing a descnpu on of ob,ect1ve, though phenome­

nal, reaJity 

How dlere could be a logic:il pnnc1ple of the rational unny of rules c:innot Jn 

fact be conceived unless a transcendental prmc1ple were also presupposed 

whereby such a systematic unity necessarily mhenng m the OOiec:ts was 

hkew1se assumed as o pr10ri and necessary. IA 65 1 /II 6791 

Kant here states that the logical use ot reason reqmres some tran· 

scendenral b:ickmg. His considered vrew is that the logical use of 

reason to unify our knowledge 1s a leg1tunate practice only because 

1t 1s grounded by an item of transcendental knowledge. 

No sooner 1s Kant's vtew of the use oi theorencal ideas wulun 

science stated than 1t seems to run afoot of some of the most bas ic 

claims that Kant makes about the scope of a prw n and empmcal 

knowledge. As I have already JXllnted out, Kant argues m the D1alec· 

tic of the first Crmqve that any attempt to use reason to genera te 

knowledge of ob,ects mdependently of experience 1s necessanly il· 

Hett. The only a pnor1 knowledge that 1s available to human bemgs 

1s lim1ted to the geueral structure of experience and the ernpmcal 

ob;ccts that make up the phenomenal world. Smee Kant goes on to 

claim that reason has only a regula tive and not a constitutive role in 

regard to knowledge, it seems impoGSible to a1tnbute to him the 
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view that reason does provide a transcemJental grounding for scicn­

t1fk pracnce . Such an attn butmn would st:em to go agamst Kant's 

own stn ctul"es on what reaSOll is able to achieve m the absence of 
experience. 

In the bala nce of this chapter, I will show that Kant's claims about 

a transcendental groundmg of sc1ent1fic practice do not violate his 

general denial that reason is capable of providing a pnon knowledge. 

Once the speufic claims tha t Kant m Akes about the regulative use of 

reason are understood, 1t will be clear that, although he attn bu tes 

transcendentaJ knowledge to reason as the basis for sc1ent1fic prac­

tice, such knowledge does not amount to an 1lleg1nmate extension 

of our a pn ori knowledge beyond its legitimate bounds. 

II 

In order to see why Kant's account ol (he regulative use ot teason 

provides a necessary e.lement of his general criucal program, wt: 

need to begin by lookmg more carefully at exactly what 1s m volved 

m the regulative use of reason. According to Kant, the regulat1 ve use 

of reason involves the adoption of three d1fferem pnnciples· those of 

genera, specification, and affinity. It 1s these prme1ples that admit of 

both a logical and a transcendental use. Jn the latter use, these prmct· 

pies are genume l(ems ol metaphysical knowledge tha t reason gener· 

ates a pn on Together, they constitute the 1dea of <l completelv 

adequate system of sc1ent1fic knowledge This system 1s the goal d 
sc1enufic practice and specific sc1enufic theones are attem pts to 

descnbe an aspect of that system. In order to e:xplam how these 

prmc1ples generate the idea of such a system, I shall look carefully a t 

Kant's presentation o( them 

Kant begins his d1scuss1on of the regulanve use of reason with a 

consideration of the pnnc1ple of genera, devoting more ume to chis 

pn nople than to the others. The logical principle of genera asserts 

that there must be enough unity among species concepts thal they 

can be umfied mto a genus. The example that Kant uses to explam 

this pnnc1ple 1s the idea of a fundamental power of the human mmd 

an idea that Kant sees as playmg an tmJXlrtam role m empmcai 

psychology The concept of a fundamental p0wer is an idea because 

it is not a concept that 1s denved from experience; rather, 1t 1s a 

concept tha c 1s mrroduced m order to umfy the ex1st mg knowledge 
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of the human mmd. At the logical level, the pnnctple ut genera 
asserts that the different powers of the human nund- "sensation, 
consciousness, 1magmat1on, memory, wit, power of discnm1nation, 
pleasure, desire, etc." (A 649 I B 677 ) - should be compared with one 
another m order to detect vanous un1ue~ among them. 

One has w enquire whether 1magmauon comb med with consciousness may 
not be the same lhtng as memocy, wu, the power of d1scnmmat1on, and 
perhaps even 1denuca1 wuh un~rsundmg and reason. IA 649 I B 677) 

At this level, all that the pnnc1ple of genera asserts 1s that scientific 
mqmrers should attempt to unify the concepts employed withm 
theu theories as much as possible. It suggests that they should 
search for some theoretical idea that would allow them to reduce the 
complex.Uy of then empirical concepts and theories. 

The logical principle of genera can be represented as a heuristic 
maxim for the scientist m the following manner: 

Develop a conceptual structure that will reduce the complex­
ny of empmcal knowledge by searchmg for genenc concepts 
and laws of which known empmcal concepts and laws will 
be specifications. 

Such a logical principle is a piece of advice that reason gives to itself 
in its role as scientific mvestigator. It tells itself that it would be 
convemem co be able to reduce the manifold of empirical laws to a 
unny by means of the use of a theoretical idea. Such a piece of 
methodological advice makes no pretense of bemg anything more 
than a suggesuon that reason makes to itself, a piece of theoretical 
advice that reason gives itself, fc. its own convenience m handling 
the knowledge proVlded by the understandmg. It does not claim that 
empnical concepts are of such a nature that this unification must be 
possible, but only advises reason to attempt such umficatmns wher­
ever they might be possible. 

Kant does think, however, that there 1s a use o( the concepc of a 
fundamemal p0wer m which reason does mcwe than simply try to 
find such umty among empmcal concepts as might be d1scoveted. 
This 1s the transcendental emplovment of understanding m which 
such a umty 1s simply assumed. 

Reason presupposes the systematic umty of the manifold powers, on the 
ground that parucular laws of nature fall under more general laws. and that 
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parsunony ot pnnc1pb 1s nOI only an econormc prmc1ple of reason, but 1s 
an mner law of nature IA 650 I 8 678) 

In this passage, Kant states qmte clearly that, m the transcendental 
employment of the understandmg, the idea of a fundamental power 
is treated as a concept that accurately describes the namre of the 
mind even though the actual theory that would aruculate such a 
unny ha5 yet to be discovered. That IS, even though empmcal 
psychology has not yet produced a specific sc1ent1fic theory that 
demonstrates how the various powers of the mind are to be unified 
under the idea of a fundamental power, the transcendental em­
ployment of the understandmg proceeds on the assumption that 
such a umficanon will necessanly be forthcoming. And this 1s so 
despite the fact that the specific nature of the umficauon is not yet 
known. 

Kant clanns that this 1s a case in which reason 1s asserting that its 
own product - a theoretical idea - does apply to the phenomenal 
world, that the powers of the mmd are reducible to a fundamental 
power. Such a use of the idea goes beyond thi: limits allowed by a 
methodologK:al mterpretat1on of the regulative use of reason 

The logical pnnciple of genera therefore needs to be supplemented 
with a transcendental principle that dearly states that the phenome­
nal world has a structure that accords with the demand of reason 
that empincal concepts be unifiable. The tmnscendental prmc1ple 
of genera 1s an item of transcendental knowledge supplied by reason 
and can be specified as follows: 

Inner and outer nature have such regulanty that the con­
cepts that we use to descnbe them must be capable of unifi­
cauon mto a highest genus. 

This principle is a transcendental pnnc1ple m that it posits knowl­
edge of the phenomenal world that reason 1s able to achieve 1ndepen­
dendy of expenence. It is this principle that gmdes the sc1enufic 
anempt to produce expenmental results that would confirm the 
idea rhat there 1s a fundamental pawer of the human mmd. 

Because I have been claiming that rhe regulauve use of reason 1s 
really Kant's general view of the philosophy of science, lt may seem 
strange that Kant points to the use of the idea of a fundamental 
power wuhm transcendental philosophy as an example of how the 
pnnc1plt: of genera funcuons. Kant's choice of this example can be 



2)6 THE CAMBR I DGE COMPANION TO KANT 

made more plausible by pOmtmg out thar Kam thought ol empmcal 
psychology as requmng this idea. It also suggests that Kant thought 
of phtlosophy itself as requiring something hke sc1ent1fic canons ol 
rat1ooalit}'. 

Bllt even 1f this example seems strange, we can tum to Olher, less 
problematic examples m wluch Kam ties the use of the pnnctple of 
genera to some of the sc1em1fic advances of his nme. The examples 
that he cites are from the chemistry ol his da}' and mvolve a theory 
m which ch~mical substances are thought to be composed of the 
four basic elements: pure an, pure earth, pure fire, and pure water 
Kant characterized these elemems as ideas because of their purity. 
Because empmcal substances will always contain some mixture of 
these pure elements, the concepts of the elements are ideas - that 1s 
concepts that do not allow of an adequate empmcal instanttation 1A 
646 / B 674). Kam illustrates the importance of the transcendental 
pnnciple of genera by means of an example mvolvmi the chemical 
theory m which these ideas figure 

It was already a great advance when chemists could reduce all salts to two 
mam genera, acids and alkalies. . One might beheve that this 1s merely an 
economical contrivance that reason uses to save nself all possible trouble 
(1 .e., to simply mvolve the log:1cal prmc1ple of general But such a selfish 
purpose can very easily be J1stmguished from the ln"gulauve use of rhel 
idea. Form conformity wnh the [regulauw use of thel idea everyone prtsup­
JlOS(!S that this unuy d reason accords wtth nature nself, and that reason -
without bemg able to de>1ermme the hmtts of this unity-does not ~re beg 
but command 11.e., the transcendental pnnc1ple of genera 1s mvoh:edl. 

(A 6s2- 3 I B68o-1) 

Tlus passage demonstrates the correcmess ot my contention that 
K~nt believes that the use oi ideas m sc1enufic theoriung emads a 
reJecUon of an mstrumemahst concepuon of science. He claims that 
the results of the attempt to umfy sc1enufic concepts are taken to be 
true of nature and that this shows that the demand of reason for such 
unny is not merely subJectiveJy vabd. Indeed, Kant exphc1tly rules 
out the merely logical mterpretauon of the use of reason as not 
adequate as a 1ust1ficat1on of sc1ent1fic pracuce. 

This passage also stresses an important aspect of Kanr's theoty 
that allows him to claim that the regulauve use of reason involves a 
fundamentally d1ffetem use of a pnori knowledge than that which 
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he attributes m rhe understanding. Although n 1s true that Kant 
thmks that science requires the assumption that nature accord with 
reason's mterest m unity, he also thinks that, as we saw in the case 
of the idea of a fundamental power of the human mmd, the way m 
wfuch nature satisfies this demand cannot be specified a pr10n 

In this respect, reason's demand for systematic uruty 1s different 
from the understandmg's demand for unity Ill the sensory mamlold. 
In the Analytic, Kant argued that It was possible to anticipate the 
precise nature of the unity that concepts would have co embody as a 
result of the fact that they served to unify the sensory mamfold The 
categ~1es, schemata, and principles of the understandmg provide 
specific a pnori knowledge concemmg the nature of the unity that 
w1ll be brought about by using empmcal concepts to umfy the per­
ceptual manifold,, We know t1 prion, for example, that our expen­
ence is of a smgle world of mteractmg substances. 

Although Kant does attnbute o. pnori knowledge to reason m virtue 
of the use of ideas withm science to unify the knowledge provided by 
the understandrng, he demes that this knowledge 1s schematizable rn 
the way that the categonal knowledge of the understandmg is. That 
1s, a1though reason 1s able to supply the ideal of a completely adequate 
system of sc1ent1fic knowledge, it cannot ant1c1pate the manner m 
which emp1ncal knowledge will achieve this systematic structure.4 

Understanding rhis distrnction allows us to see one reason for 
calhng this use of reason regulative as opposed to const1tmjve. ~ 

Although there 1s a tendency to thmk of regulative pnnc1ples as 
regulating a pracuce without explicitly guaranteeing ns success ­
that 1s, as simply methodological advice or what Kant terms "logi­
cal" pnnc1ples- th1s is not the contrast that Kant attempts to draw 
by the use of this tennmology. His use of the term "regulative" 
charactenzes the knowledge of reahty determined by this principle 
of reason "as synthetic t1 priori pcoposiuoos, that have obiect1ve but 
i.ndetermmate validity" (A 663 I B 691 ). That is, in charactenzmg 
the use of reason as regulative rather than consututtve, Kant IS mak­
mg reference to the relat10n of this use of reason to emp1ncal ob­
iects, phenomena. Kant is daimmg that this use of reason 1s not 
constitutive of :mch ob1ects. The pnnc1plcs of understandmg are, by 
themselves, sufficient to constitute the objecuve domam that Kant 
refers to with the terms "appearances" and "phenomena." The tran­
scendental pnnc1ple of genera does not supplement our knowledge 
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of phenomena m the sense of prnv1d1ng any ocher mtrms1c characte1. 
1stic that ob,ects 11eed to embody m order for them to be ob,ects of 
Ollr experience. The transcendental prmc1ple of genera does, how­
ever, provide us w 1 th knowledge about relattons among the concepts 
we use for characterizing these ob,ects. for this reason, Kant claims 
that such knowledge 1s regulattve rather than consuwuvc.6 By mak· 
ing this distmct1on, however, Kant is 11ot da1crung that the transcen· 
dental knowledge SupPhed by reason 1s not essential to understand· 
ang the narure of our knowledge, only that reason's contnbuuon to 
the framework of knowledge does nor 1nvolve rhe actual conslHU· 
tion of the objects that we know. 

lU 

So far, I have only looked ar Kant's d1scuss1on of the pnnc1ple of 
genera. In so doing, I have gone beyond a mere characten zation of 
this principle in an attempt to show that Kant holds that 1t h as a 
transcendental as well as logical use. But m order to fill out Kant's 
view of the m ethodology of natural science, 11 ts important to under· 
stand how he conceives of the funcuon of the two other principles of 
reason that make up the idea of a completely adequate system of 
sc1enu fic knowledge. 

The second principle of reason in its regulative use is that of 
specificat ion. This pnnc1ple states that n is always possible to differ· 
enuate a generic concept mto two or more specific ones. As m the 
case of the prmc1ple of genera, Kant introduces dus second principle 
by distmguishing a logical use of that pnnc1ple from a transcenden­
tal one. D1scuss111.g the different temperaments that sc1enusts actu· 
ally have, some searching for unity and others for differences, Kant 
proceeds to discuss the logical prmc1ple of spec1ficauon: 

Tius latter mode of though t 1s evidently based upon a logical pnnc1ple that 
aims at the systemanc completeness of all knowledge - prescnbrng that, ID 
begmnmg wnh the genus, I descend to the manifold that may be contamed 
thereunder, 1n such fas hion as to secure extension for the system. . . T his 
law of spec1ficat1on can be expressed: entmm vanetates non temere esse 
mmuendas lthe variety of ent1t1es is noc w be thoughtlessly reduced]. 

IA 655-56 / B 683- 41 

Kant pomts Ollt that scientists often proceed by attemptmg to show 
that an empmcal genus really conceals two or more different species 
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under its scope. A modern example of such a scientific advance 
would be the discovery that a given empmcal substance such as 
uranium acmally has two or more different tSotopes. In fact, Kant 
gives an example, once agam drawn from the chemistry of his day, 
that 1s vety similar to this one. 

That absorbent earths are of different kinds jchalk and munat1c earths) 
required for its discovery an .antecedent rule of reason that made n mto an 
assignment for the understandmg to see~ for the dlfference 1ha1 n assumes 
to be so nchly present m nature IA 657 I B 686} 

In givmg this example, however, Kant goes beyond the attempt t o 
leg1t1mate the logical principle of specificauon. In fact, he states that 
this sc1enufic discovery requues more th.an the logical principle of 
spec1ficat10n, fc. that pnnctple does not enttul that nature itself 
would sansfy the understandmg's attempt to further differentiate its 
emp1ncal concepts. 

That Kant does thmk that the Jog1cal prmctple ol spec1ficat10n 
reqmres a transcendental prmc1ple for its groondmg can be seen m 
the following quotation. 

One can easily see, however, that also this logical law would be without 
meanmg and apphcar1on tf a transcendental low of Sf)t!L"J{icaoon did not 
underg1rd n, a law that to be sure does not demand of the things that can be 

ob,ects for us an actual infimry m relatJOn to their ddference. 
(A ll~61 B t.841 

Kanr's discussion of the transcendental prmc1ple of specification 
raises an important issue. One of the problems wnh the use of che 
idea of the world that Kant criticized in the Antmom1es was thar lt 
mvolved the concepr of mfimty. As Zeno's paradoxes had already 
demonstrared some two thousand years earher, the concept of mfin· 
n y presents real problems to the philosopher. If one posits an actual 
infimty as necessanly contamed under a concept, lt makes 11 impcs· 
sible for a human bemg to thmk such a concept, given the finae 
nature of our lives and understandings. 

Kant's solutmn is to say that infinity should be understood as a 
task rather than as a given entity. In the present context, this means 
that the rranscendental pnncip)e of spec1ficauon sets an mfimte 
task for the understandmg, namely that of producmg more and more 
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specific concepts for the genenc ones m its scientific theones So 
once agam, Kant 1s attnbutmg to reason a role m dnectmg the u~der: 
standing to look for specific sorts of umues in tts expenence. The 
pomt of the pnnciple of spec1ficatton is to duect the understanding 
to look in its expenence for regulant1es that support specifications 
of its genenc concepts. 

It 1s worth nonng that Kant thmks of lumself as havmg solved a 
problem about the nature of sc1enufic mvest1gation by seemg the 
two principles of genera and specification as both aspects of the 
regulative use of reason. There are two different tasks chat sc1ennsts 
might identify with the essence of sc1ent1fic act1vtty. The first task 
is that of seeking to provide an overarching law that allows empui­
cally distinct laws to be seen as specifications of a single generic one. 
Many examples of scientific progress can be thought of as proceed­
ing from this drive toward untty, and the covenng law theory of 
science seems to accept such a view.· However, scientific practice 
also proceeds by means of detailed observation and the establish­
ment of differences. Learning that things that appear to be the same 
actually have different microstructures 1s certamly one way in 

wluch science proceeds. It therefore might seem that science 1s con­
stituted by two contradictory drives, one toward unity and one to­
ward diversity. 

Kant's manner of presentmg this dispute about sc1enttfic method­
ology shows that there is no need to decide which view 1s the correct 
one about the essence of sctenufic activity. Kant's theory of the 
regulative use of reason avmds this trap by claimmg thac both par­
ties to the dispute have a grasp of a truth that can be comprehended 
m the more encompassmg view that Kant lumself puts forward. All 
that 1s required is that we see a dnve for umty and a dnve for 
dtfferentiat10n as both equally necessaty to the development of a 
completely adequate system of scientific knowledge. Both groups of 
scientists - those who see themselves as umfiers and those who see 
themselves as differentiators-have necessary but complemematy 
roles to play in the pro1ect of science. An adequate model of science 
cannot recogmze only one of these two aspects of scientific pracuce. 

The thud and final pnnc1ple that Kant sees as a necessary compo­
nent of the regulative use of reason is that of affinity. The example 
he gives to explain 1t is very mteresting and I will quote It at length 
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The affimty of the mamfold (as, 11otwid1standmg its d1vcrs1ty, commg un<ler 
a pnnc1ple of umty) refers not only to thmgs, but sull more to theu proper­
nes and powers. Thus, for mstance, 1f at first our not yet fully cmrected 
expenence presents the orbit of the planets as circular, and 1f we subse­
quently detect d1screpanc1eo., we trace the d1screpanc1es to that which can 
change the cucle, m accordance with a fixed law, through all the mfimte 
mcermed1ate degrees, mto one of these divergent orbits. That IS to say, we 
aM.ume that the movements of the planets, which are not circular, will 
more or less approximate to the properues of a cucle, and thus we come 
upon the idea of an elhpse . Thus, under the gmdance of these pnnc1ples, 
we discover a umty m the genenc forms of the orbits and thereby a umty m 
the cause of all the laws of planetary motmn, namely, gravuauon. 

IA 662-3 / B 690-11 

Kant here presents the development of Newtonian physics as an 
example of the regulative use of reason, specifically of the prmc1ple 
of affinity. The pnnc1ple of affinity states that the differences among 
genenc concepts will be such as to modify themselves gradually. In 
the example, this means that the deviations from cucular orbits in 
planetary motion are assumed to be slight, so that 1t becomes ra­
t10nal to see if they are ellipses. Kant's claim 1s that the pnnciple of 
affimty gives the sctent1st a means of viewing deviations from an 
ideal as themselves adm1ttmg of a systematic specification. He goes 
so far as to claim that this pnnciple of reason had a necessary role to 
play m the discovery of the law of universal grav1tat10n. 

It is noteworthy that Kant claims m this passage that the d1scov­
ety of universal gravttatton was something that took place as a result 
of the regulative use of reason. Because Kant took Newtonian phys­
ics to be the paradigm of a suennfic theory and thought that many 
aspects of the theory were m fact capable of a pnon 1ust1ficat10n, ~ 
his claim that the theory of umversal gravitation reqmres the as­
sumption of a transcendental principle of affinity shows the impor­
tance that Kant attnbuted to the regulative use of reason. He saw 
this use of reason as central to the method whereby scientific hy­
potheses were formulated and then tested. 

These three pnnciples - of genera, spec1ficat1on, and affinity -
collecuvely amount to Kant's delineation of the systemauc struc­
ture to which our knowledge of nature asptres. Together, they spec­
ify the idea of what I have called "a completely ddequate system of 
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sctenttfic knowledge " This is an idea because tt posits a complete­
ness in our knowledge along tluee different axes, a completeness 
d1at can characterize only an ideal outcome of t11e process of sc1en­
t1fk mvestigat1on. Our actual scientific knowledge of the world, 
even though it employs theoretical ideas in its formulation, can 
never atum the infinite structure posited by this idea. Such a struc­
ture can be viewed only as a task that science seeks to reahze, not as 
an ob1ect that it actually possesses. We must understand attempts at 
scientific mvesugation of the world to involve a progressive articula­
uon of the completely adequate system of scientific knowledge. 
Only m hght of the structure posited by such an ideal, can we see 
science as a rauonal undertaking. 

IV 

In the prev10us sect10n, I have shown that Kant believes that scien­
tific theonzmg, insofar as 1t employs theoretical ideas, requues tran­
scendental principles that aruculate the ideal explanatoty system to 
which our actual knowledge of the world only approximates. The 
three prmciples of genera, specificity, and affimty together consti­
tute this idea of an ideally adequate system of saenufk knowledge. I 
now want to Jlllli together the claims that Kant makes about t11e role 
of ideas in scientific practice. 

In order to do tlus, I shall once again use some comments that 
Kant makes about the actual nature of scientific practice. Kant 
claims that theoretical ideas arc actually used as a basis for "interro­
gating nature." Citing the expenments of Galileo, Torricelh, and 
Stahl as evidence, and pomtmg out that, m each case, these scien­
tists approached nature armed with theones that they had developed 
m order to put them to an empincal test, Kant argues th<it such a use 
of reason 1s central to sc1enttfic met11od: 

Reason has msight only mm that which it produC'Oi according to tts own 
design, and, proceeding with principles of its own 1udgmem oe«:irdtng to 

fixed laws, It must reqmre nature to answer its own quesuons. rather than 
allow1n,g nature to lead it by a smng IB xml 

This passage contains a picture of scientific practice that ts at odds 
with the dommant ernp1nc1st view of science according to which 
science proceeds by means of the simple collection of observed regu-
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lanoes m expenence. Kant claims that the important sc1enufic ad­
vances made by Cahleo, Tocncelli., and Stahl do not conform to such 
a model_ While expenence - or, more preasely, experimentation -
did play an important role m then scientific advances, the tm~r-
1ance of experunentation for the legitimation of scientific theones 
reqllires an explicit acknowledgment of the role of ideas 

This is because the ideas actually provide the sc1enust with spe­
cific msrrucuons about what to look for when he turns t o expen­
ence via cxpenmentation. Experience without the guidance of ideas 
would be a rather passive affau m which the scientist merely accu­
mlllated observations made from nature. Kant's central pomt 1s 
that science is an activity in which reason takes an active role as 
the mterrogator of nature. It assumes this role by generating id1::as 
that specify the particular sorts of regulanties that the scientist 
ought to look for by means of expenmenration. Ideas allow saen­
usts to anticipate regulanues that they can then seek to produce by 
means of expenments. 

This view of scientific practice treats experimentation as a crucial 
element m science. However, in so domg it stresses the fact that 
scienttfic expenmentauon ts a specific goal-directed activity that 
takes place m light of id,eas - that 1s, concepts that are not them­
sdves generated by expenence. When a scientist conceives of an 
experiment, she does so in hght of ideas that: specify the sort of 
expenence that ought to be looked for m the expenment. Expen­
ments are not simple observations of the phenomenal world, but 
directed interrogations of nature that take place in accordance with 
goals set up by the practice of science itself. Kant's theory of the 
regulative use of reason stresses the role of expenmentation in sci­
ence wlule contesting a s1mplist1c understandmg of that role. 

Pe.rhaJl6 a good way t0 captwe Kant's claims about the importance 
of tdt:as in science is to paraphrase lus famous dicttlm about t11e 
relation between concepts and mruitions- ''Thoughts wuhout con­
tent are empty, intuitions withOllt concepts are bhnd." (A SI I B 
15) - and to say that science without expenmentanon is empty, ex­
penmentation without ideas 1s blmd. Only by seeing science as in­
volving the use of ideas as a means of gmdmg experimentation can 
we develop an adequate onderstanding of the nature of scienufic 
practice. 

Reason m its regulauve role, then, functions co provide the sc1en-
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t1st wnh the focused attef'ltton toward nature that is characcensuc of 
scientific expenmentat1o n. From Kant's pomt of view, the actual 
practice ol science, m which theoretical ideas are tested by means of 
expenmentatmn, behes the claim that these ideas are mere heuns tic 
or calculauonal dtvices. A theory of sc1ent1fic practice needs to ac­
knowledge the face that science proceeds by actually searching out 
spectfic sorts of expenences m IIght of 1dens w1th the express pur­
pose of showm.g that these ideas do have empincal confirmation m 
that they predict the presence of certam uniformities that can be 
demonstrated empmcally. 

But this means that the theoretical ideas, although they do not 
have empmcal instances, do have an immanent use - that is. they 
play a role m the elabornt1on of expenence. The ideas are legmmated 
by the dlSCovery, through the directed attention of the scienufic 
mquirer Vta experiments, that certain regulanties posited by the idea 
do obtain m nature. It 1s this mle of ideas that Kant hi.ghhghts in his 
account of the nature of scientific practice 

By showmg the importance of expenmentat1on to scientific prac­
tice, Kant pt"esem s a view of science that makes the vahdny of 
specific scientific theones depend on actual expenence. In th1s re­
gard, his tl..eory is not simply apnonst1c but recognizes the impor­
tance of experience m the confirmauon of scientific theories. By 
pomting out that scientific theonz1ng mvolves expenmentauon, 
Kant ts making the more radical point that specific experiences are 
sought out m order to show the validity of theoretical ideas. Thts is 
clearly an account of the use of experimental tesung m science that 
d1stmguishes Kant's view of science from a more apnonstic ac­
count. It shows chat Kant takes science to be an enterpnse whose 
speafic products attam validity by being tested against empmcal 
data. 

The idea of a completely adequate system of scientific knowledge 
is what leguimat·es sc1enufic expenmentan011. It provides reason 
with an idea that It seeks to reahze by means of specific scienttfic 
rheones. The theoretical ideas that 1t uses are guides to reason m its 
attempt to figure out what the systemauc structure of our knowl­
edge really ts. They provide reason with a specific focus to use when 
1t turns to the empmcal world m order to produce the empi:ncal 
regularities that constitute the basts of our ernptricaJ knowledge of 
the world. 
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This 1s because the regulanve pnnc1ples of reason provide us wuh 
an l1nderstand1ng of what the aim of science really ts. By specifying 
the goal of sc1ent1fic understandmg as the reahzat1on of a com­
pletely adequate system of knowledge, the regulative prmc1ples 
posit a set of coMectmns among the elements of knowledge that are 
essenttal to understandmg the nature of knowledge. For Kant, sc1en· 
ufic practice is an attempt to exh1b1t th~ systematic mterconnecuon 
among the Jtems that constitute knowledge. Such systematic mrer· 
connection is, however, crucial to understanding what the enter· 
pnse of knowledge 1s all about. Knowledge of the world is. not s_lmply 
a set of facts, as it sometimes seemed to the emptnc1sts; it 1s a 
complex structure of statements whose mterconnect1ons Kant ar­
ticulates by means of t11e ldea of system.adc1ry. 

v 
Having shown that Kant thmks that the regu1a.tive use of reason 
mvolves the attribution of transeendental knowledge to reason it­
self, let me now examme an ob;ection to my recoostruction of hts 
view. Kant specifically scates that a transcendental deduction of the 
ideas of reason is noc: possible (A 669 / B 697). Doesn't tlus entail 
that my account of the transcendental status of the regulattve use of 
reason must be mistaken! 

tn answering 1h1s objecuon, 1t IS imponant to be dear about 
which ideas Kant means when he denies the possibility of theu 
deduction The ideas for wluch Kam claims that no dtduction lS 
p05stble are the three transcendental ideas: self, world, and God It ts 
not at all surpnsing to find Kant claiming tha:t these ideas cannot be 
given a deducuon, for these ideas do not refer to oh,eccs that we can 
experience. Indeed, the bulk of the D1alect1c 1s directed to showmg 
the problems that anse when one thinks of these ideas as refemng to 
ob,ects and thus as the sorts of tlu~ about which we could have a 
priori knowledge. 

Nevertheless, Kant does think that these ideas can be salvaged, so 
long as we understand that what they refer to 1s nOl an actually 
existing ob1ect, but rather a rype of systematic umty among the 
knowledge that we do have . In fact, the theory of the regulative use 
of reason 1s his attempt to show that the dialectical errors of reason 
can be thought of as reason's own misunderstanding of its leg1umate 
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drive for systemauc understanding of the external world and 1ts own 
faculties. Because Kant thmks that reason cannot simply be mii.­
taken in irs activities, he posits the regulative use of reason as the 
appropriate correlate to reason's 1lhc1t dnve for substannve a pnon 
knowledge of the transcendental ideas of reason si 

Hence nothing that Kam says about the 1mpossibth ty of a tran­
scendental deduction of the transcendental ideas should be taken to 
deny dun ideas have an impot"tant, indeed a necessary role to play in 
the const1tut100 of experience. By calling this role regulative, Kant 1s 
simply seeking to make us aware that this role 1s vety different from 
the role that reason was alleged to have m the claims of traduional 
metaphysics. These ideas do not refer to special ob)ects that he 
bey::ind the bounds of possible expenence, bur rnt11er charactenze 
the ideal structure to which our knowledge of empmcal ob1ects 
aspires. 

There is another problem with Kant's view that is worth looking 
at. Let us grant that Kant is nght to claim, as he does m his argument 
for the cranscendcntal pnnc1ple of genera (A 653-4 I B 681-2), that 
experience is only possible If there ts a certam amount of uniformity 
in that wh ich presents nself to our senses. By what right can Kant 
claim 1hat 1t is possible to guarantee that nature has precisely the 
correct amount of unity fas well as difference and affimtyJ to be 
conceptuah=ed by our sc1ent1fk practice? 

This 1s a difficult problem. The first step m answenng it 1s to 
recall that Kant is not cla1m1ng that we have any precise knowledge 
of exactly what such a systematic structure arnoun1s to empmcally. 
The question mt.ght then be put tn the followm,g way: Could we 
conceive of a snuauon m which we woo)d dtSCOver that science was 
not a rational manner m which to approach the worJda of mner and 
outer nature~ Could we have an expenence m which we discovered 
that nature was not, m fact, systemaucl 

Kant would answer this question m the negative. We might find 
out that particular scientific theones did not yield correct answers. 
Indeed, we often do find this out . However, Kant's clatm is that 
science is constituted as a social pracu ce in such a way that the idea 
of finchng out that tt won't work is impossible. The aim of science 18 
to exhibtt the systematic connecu ons among Items of knowledge 
that make knowledge an explanatory enterpnse. Whtie we may be 
frustrated m our auempcs to actually produce such unny, no experi-
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ence wdl ever tell us that we should not keep on t rym g. Indeed, no 
such expenence can even be imagmed wnhout it also destroying the 
very idea of e:\.-penence itself providing us wuh knowledge of the 
world m which we hve. 

In this sense, Kant's argument concerning the regulauve use of 
reason 1s part and parcel of his transcendental project. Kant's aim is 
to demonstrare that empmcal knowledg~ presupposes a general 
framework wtthm which specific empmcal claims can be situated. 
The regulative use of reason, by spec1fvmg the structure of a com­
pletely adequate system of scientific knowledge, provides the con­
text withm which specific sctennfic theones are located. Only on 
the suppos1t100 that science is seeking to develop theones that will 
result in the creation of such a system of empirical knowledge can 
scienc~ be seen as a rational practice whose product is knowledge of 
the structure of the phenomenal world 

VI 

My at.m in this chapter has been to demonstrate that Kant's view oi 
scie11ufic practJce mcludea a great~r awareness of the role thar expe­
n ence plays in science than has commooly been thought. In parhcu­
lar 1 have shown that Kant's account of the regulative use of reason 
co~prises a theory concerning the testing of hypotheses involving 
the use of theoretical ideas. Kant's claim is that such a scientific 
methodology makes sense only on the presupposition that the regu­
lanties of nature can be adequately captured by the sys[emattc struc­
ture of our scientific theorie&. Only m light of thlS idea does Jt make 
sense for human bemgs to use scientific methods to determine the 
nature of the phenomenal world. 

As a result of this argument, the regulative use of reason ts seen to 
be an tnSJghtful and challengmg account of the nature of sc1ent1fic 
activtty that occupies a central place in Kant's t ranscendental philoso­
phy. Sc1entificactivity, by means of wluch reason seeks to display t11e 
systematic structure of our knowledge of natme, 1s an essenual part 
of Kant's understanding of the enterpnse of human knowledge for 
which he provides a transcendental framework. By paying attention 
to tlus neglected aspect of Kant's account of the nature of empmcal 
knowledge, one comes to see that, despite h is champtomngof certain 
a pnon aspects of the protect of ep1scemology, Kant was sensu1ve to 
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the manner m which homan emp1ncal knowledge 1s an ongoing and 
self-correcting enterprise m which experience plays a central role. 

NOTES 

J All translations from rhe The Crm que of Pure Reoson are my own 
rnod1ficat lOl\S of those of Norman Kemp Snuth, lmmonuel Kom·s Cn 
tlque of Pure Reoson (London: Macnullan, 1933). 

2 For a more complete d1scuss1on of the tvpes of concepts 1ha1 Kant classi­
fies as ideas, see my unpublished doctoral d1ssenatmn, "Reason and 
Truth m Kant's Theory of Expeneoce" !Ann Arbot', Mich. Unl\'ersity 
M1crofilms, 1977!, ch. 3 

1 ~r discusses this poss1b1l1ty 10 Kant (Harmondsworth, U.K. Pen 
gum, 19ssl. pp 114 - 5. He pomts out 1hat Kant's later treatment of the 
ideas "as-if" they were true of the wodd pomts toward such an mterpre­
tanon. 

4 Kanr does hold thar there 1s something analogous to a schemanzation of 
the idea, namely an 0110/ogon via the ulea of a maximum (A 665 I B 6931 

S My previous discussion should have made u clear that there are other 
reasons why Kant calls this use of reason "regulative." Spec1fically, this 
use of reason jg regulative m that it gives specrfic duect1ves to the 
~::rstanding about what sorts of regulant1es to look for m ns expen· 

6 Kant also use~ the regulat1ve-consruuuve d1stmct10n wuhm the Ana· 
lyt1c m order to characterize the d1ffcrence betw~n the dynamical and 
mathemaucal categones. See A 179-&> I B 222-1 

7 This view 1s common among empmc1st philosophers of science. 
8 See the essay by Mu;:hael Fnedman 111 thlS volume. 
9 Kant's view here IS akin to Det.cartes's claim m the Medunuons that 

since God IS not a deceJ\·er, there must be a pos1t1ve use ro percepcuai 
ideas despite their seemingly decepr1vecharacter when t.aken to be rep re· 
sent.at.1011s o( the actual structure of reality 

KARL AMERIKS 

8 The critique of metaphysics: 
Kant and traditional ontology 

Kant's .attitude toward metaphysics and onto logy is .ambiguous m 
his Cnt1cal work. On the standard view of the Cri tique of Pure 
Reason, the postt1ve and negative aspects o f rh1s .attitude map neatly 
onto the two ma1or sectmns of that work. After th.at first section 
presenrs a "Transcendental Analytic" of the understanding, or a 
"metaphysics of expenence," which legitimates the u se of certain 
pure concepts necessaty for structuring our spanotemporal knowl­
edge, a Transcendental Dialectic 1s provided to expose fallacies that 
theoreucal reason entangles ttself m when tt extends ttself beyond 
expenence. Just pnor to that 01alect1c, Kant also inserts an" Appen· 
dix" on "concepts of reAecnon" thar sketches how the restnctmn of 
our use of pure concepts to the domain of expenence hmns the 
genetal claims of the traditional ontology of the Le1bnizian system 
These attacks would appear to complement each other. Whereas the 
specific errors of rational J15YChology, rational cosmology, and ra­
tmnal theology are exposed m the core of the Dialectic, the cnt1que 
of ootology and the general discussions of the operations of "reflec· 
uon" and "reason" suggest a principle of closure for dismissing all 
claims of our theoretical reason that would stray beyond a merely 
immanent spatiotempotal field 

On this view, there lS httle positive theoretical doctnne in the 
latter half of the Cnt1que; at the most tt ts nored that Kant's dIScus· 
sion of the antmomies rn cosmology can be seen as offenng support 
for the doctrme of transcendemal 1deah sm . And even thts d1scuss10n 
can be seen as making a negative point about a negauve doctnne -
that 1s, as showing merely that we run mto contrnd1cuons If we take 

Special thanks for ass1stam:e on this essay arc di.It' 10 Sttven Naragon, Paul Guyer, 
Ahwn Laywme, and Enc Watkms 
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our spatiotemporal knowledge to apply to thmgs m themselves. But 
whiJe the treatment of transcendental 1deahsm 1s a high point of the 
Dialectic, by itself it is not sufficient for explaining Kant's cntne 
mature attitude to the tradition. In the Dissertation (1770) he had 
abeady clatmed the ideal1ty of space and time, but this hardly 
stopped him from makmg numerous specific positive assertions 
about the "mtellig1ble form" of things in themselves. In the Cn­
tique of Pure Reason, he reversed himself by challenging such 
assertions - and with such effecuvencss that the general notion of a 
rqechon of transcendent metaphysics met with more approval chan 
Kant's own attempt to resuscitate pure philosophy in the form of a 
metaphysics of expenence. However, this approval has tarely rested 
on a close scrutmy of Kant's own discussion, .md often it has left 
unc011s1dered the }X)SStbthty (which will be emphasized in wha1 fol­
lows) that .,_,en m h is late WOl"k there are s1gmficant hmus to Kant's 
criticism of the tra<htion. 

A proper understandmg of Kant's cnt1cism requires recalling the 
general outline of hts new account of the d1alect1c of reason, but to 
evaluate tha t critiClSm 1t 1s also important to compare this account 
Wtth the whole range of particular claims that Kant as well as the 
tradttmn h ad made prev10usly. To determine how fa r the criticism 
really goes, one needs to look beyond the surface structure of the 
Dialectic and back to all the specific ontological issues of the t..a.d1-
tional discussion. Hence, after an mtroducroty outhne of the Dtalec­
t1c ol the first Crn1que (readers fam1har with Kam may skip over 
this and move duecdy to sect10n II), l will turn in more detail to a 
few less fa tnihar texts where some neglected aspects of the contrast 
betwet:n Kam and hts Leibruzian predecessors can be explored most 
dtrecdy 

The Dialectic proposes a general pattern for the errors of transcen­
dent metaphysics. The pattern 1s not exactly what one might Arst 
expect, namely the error of simply employing categones apart from 
their spec1fk spatiotemporal schematization, for example by mak­
ing claims about substance wuhout cons1derauons of permanence. 
This is an errOI", but by itself u is acc1demal m the double sense of 
bemg neuher fully systemanc nor imposed by any special force. For 
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Kant, the dialectical errors of reason are anything but acc1tkntal. 
They involve special representations, called Ideas of reason, which 
are systematically organized and give nse to inferences wuh a spe­
cial "unavmdable" force, as if they were a "natural and mev1cable 
1llusmn" (A 298 I B 355).• 

The content of the Ideas 1s determmed by ordered vanations of the 
idea of something unconditioned, an idea that comes from makmg 
the general "logical maxim" of reason, namely to seek the condiuon 
of any particular conditioned 1udgment, into a "real pnnciple" so 
that "a unity Jof reason! is lxought to coropleuon.'' One thereby 
assumes that "if the conditioned is given, the whole series of condi­
tions ... which 1s therefore itself unconchtioncd, is likewise given, 
that is contained 1n the ob,ect and tts connection" IA 308 I B 364). 
This .; a fa llacy because the analytic connecnon of a given concept 
to its logical ground 1s not the same as the synthetic connecuon of a 
given thing and its real ground.~ Yet there is a force allegedly makmg 
this assumptmn "mevttable," namely the naturalness of takm,g "the 
suh,ective necessity of a connection of our concepts, which 1s an 
advantage of the understanding. for an obiect1ve necessity m the 
determinatmn of things m themselves" (A 297 I B 353). 

The "connect10n of concepts" Kant has in mmd here comes from 
what he takes to be the peculiar office of reason to connect represen· 
tations m chains of syllogisms. Thus: "We may presume that the 
form o( syllogisms ivernunftschlussl ... wdl contain the origin of 
special a prion concepts which we may caH pure concepts of rea~n, 
or transcendental ideas. and which will determine according to pnn­
ciples how underst anding 1s to be employed in deahng wuh expen­
ence in i.ts totality" (A 32-. I B 378). The "determination of thmgs m 
themselves" that he has rn mmd here amounts to the thought of an 
unconditioned item, or set of ttems, correspondmg to each of the 
syllogistic "forms," viz., an unconditioned, i.e., unpredicable, sub­
iect of categorical syllogisms, an unconchtioned, i.e., first, object for 
"the hypothetical synthesis of the members of a series," and a_n 
u nconditioned, i.e., exhaustive, source for " the d1s1unct1ve synthesis 
of the parts ma system" (A 323 / B 3791-

To this ambitious scheme Kant immediately adds a further sys­
temauc proposal. He holds that the "uncond1uoned subject" corre­
sponds to the absolute "umty of t11e thmkmg subject," that the 
uncondmoned first 11em of the senes of hypotheucal syllogisms 
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corresponds lo the "absolutt: unity h.e., either an absolutely first 
item or a total sen es I of the series of appearance," and that the 
uncond1uoned ground of the dis1unct1ve syntheses is "the absolme 
unity of the conditJ.on of all ubJt:Cts of thoughr m general" (A 334 I B 
J 9 l). Even more specifically, the thought of an uncondmoned sub· 
,ect 1s taken to lead to the Idea of an immortal self, that of the 
unconditioned appearance is taken co lead co che conua<bctory Idea 
of a completely given whole of appearances (and 1hereby the notion 
of the mere phenomenahty of the natural world, which allows the 
Idea of transcenden tal freedom), and the notmn of an unconditioned 
source for thollght IS taken to lead to the Idea of "a bemg of all 
bemgs," God IA 336 I B 393; cf. B 39.s n.) 

These proposed connections are just the first layers of Kant's mge· 
mous archttectomc. The Ideas are determined further by the table of 
categories, so that the sub1ect 1s considered as uncondit10ned qw 
substance, qualny, quantity, and modality (hence there are four 
paralog1sms of rauonal psychology), and the whole of appearances as 
uncond1t1oned qua quantity, quality, causality, and modaluy (hence 
there are four ant1nom1es of rauonal cosmology) 

More spec1fically, in the Paralogisms Kant challenges rationalist 
arguments from the mere representatmn of the I to a pnon claims 
that the self is substantial, simple, identical over time, and mdepen· 
dent of other bemgs. Kant's ultimate concern 1s wuh shuwmg that 
the unique and ever available character of the representation of the I, 
which is central to his own ptulosophv as an mchcition of the tran· 
scendental power of apperceptton, should not mislead us into claims 
that It demonstrates a special spmtual oh,ect, necessanly 1ndepen· 
dent of whatever Wlderlies other things. But although Kant properly 
stre58t:s rhar our theoren cal self-representation does not provide an 
mtmt1on of the soul as a special plienomenal or noumenal ob1ect, 
his exposure of certam fallacies does not directly undermine all trad1· 
tmnal rationalist claims about the self 1 

In the at tack on ratmnal cosmology m the Antmom1es, Kant 
"skeptically" contrasts pairs of a prwn claims about the compos1· 
tion, d1v1sion, onginat1on, and relation of dependence of existence 
"of the alterable in the field of appearance" {A 415 I 8443). Roughly, 
the theses are· The set of appearances is finite m age and spanal 
extent, composed of simples, contam1ng uncaused causahty and a 
necessary bemg. The anutheses are: It 1s given as mfimte m age and 
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extent, d1v1s1ble wtthout end, and without uncaused causahty or a 
necessaty being 1mpmging on 1t. Kant challenges these particular 
assertions by pomung out ways chat the indirect arguments for 
them fail, smce the denial of the opposite claim does not t:ntail the 
assertioo of the orig.ma.I cla im. Thus one can escape the antmom1es 
by avmding the general assumpuon that either, because no endless 
series 1s given, there must be an end m com pos1uon, division, gcnera­
tton. and so forth or, because no end can be given as unconchaoned, 
there must be an unconditioned series given without end. This so)u­
tion is clearest for the last two anunomies, where Kant neats the 
causal and modal status of an appearance m general 1ust as he does 
the phenomenal charactenzat1on of the self: It is an a pnori truth 
that we can go on without end rn seeking empirical acts of causalicy 
impmging on it, and empirical beings upon which it is dependent, 
and yet this does not yield a given uncondiuoned senes because it 
always leaves open a possible mvolvement with some {nongivenJ 
nonempmcal causality and nondependcnt being. But although Kant 
can d1stingmsh this result from dogmatic claims that there must be, 
or that there cannot be, a first causality and a nondependent bemg, 
he still leaves open !for grounding elsewhere} both the assertion that 
there must be a pnor1 laws govermng phenomena and the idea that 
there is some ground for assuming something beyond phenomena. 
His d1scuss10ns still presume, as Leabmz would want, that all items 
wuhm the spatiotemporal field are thoroughly governed by a princi· 
pie of sufficient reason, and also, as Newton would want, that they 
are located m irreducible {although not absolucely real) forms of 
space and time. 

Just as one should not be wholly taken m by the anttrat1ooal1st 
tone oi the Dialectic, one also should not assume that 1cs archi· 
tectomc has an entirely ng1d structure. Like much of the Cut1que, it 
was the product of a sen es of hasty rearrangements, 4 and the final 
product contains some surprising oddities. The d1scuss10n of the 
Idea of God largely ignores the table of categories, while the treat· 
ments of the self and of the world often seem to pick arbitrarily from 
that table, each usmg 1ust four of the s1x mam headrngs (quantity, 
quahty, substance, cause, community, and modality). Thus the issue 
of the agency of the self, which was considered a proper categoncal 
topic m notes pnor to the Crmq ue, disappears from the discussion 
of rat10nal psychology, while the quesuon of the substanuahty of 
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phenomena m general 1s nor posed duectly (see A 414 i B 4411. Fur 
thermore, 1t is unclear why the notion of an unconditioned starting 
pomt for categorical syllogisms should lead to an ultimate sub,ect 
considered only psycholog1cally- that is, speafically as thmkmg, 
1ust as it is unclear why the nature of the thmkm,g sub,ect should 
not be considered fas 11 was by many rat10nal1stsJ as JUSt a part of the 
genetal theory o( the world. The d1scuss10n of rational cosmology 
supposedly is to consider the world only as appearance !which is not 
the same as already assumm,g that 1t 1s only appearance), while the 
d1SCUss1on of the sub,ecc can, and does, shift between regarding it as 
a phenomenon or as somethm,g beyond appearances. This d1stinc. 
tion ts not cleanly main tamed, however, because sometimes {e.g., in 
the constderauon of the simphc1ty of the compcnenrs of the world) 
arguments about cosmology introduce nonpheoomenal consider· 
ations (albeit m a way to be cnticized - but the same is true m the 
Paralogisms), and someumes (m the second and thud Antmonues; 
cf_ A 463 I B 491) they focus on psychological examples after all. 

These oddities do not present such a severe problem if 1t is not 
assumed that the three Jdeas need to be approached m fully parallel 
ways. And in fact this 1s not a fau assumption, smce Kant makes 
dear that he has very different views about the Ideas. Whereas he 
argues that rationalist claims about the self are fallac1ously m­
fiated, he does not Jo much within the Cm1que to rule out the idea 
of a consistent, alben very formal and negative, pure theoty oi the 
ultimate nature of the self, for example as necessanly immaterial 
and rational. Cosmological cla1ms, on the other hand, get us mto 
contradictory theses that are resolvable only b}' transcendental 
1deahsm, because we supposedly cannot say that t11e world is either 
of finite or of given mfinne magmtude.s Here the problem 1s not 
one of a lack CJf knowledge or detail; rather, for certam quesnons 
(e.g., "How old IS the world m nself'') there 1s simply no sensible 
answer about an ultimate nature (because there is no quantity of 
this sort "m uself"). But this pattern of argument apphes at best to 
only the first antmomy; for most cosmological issues, a fairly exten· 
s1ve rational doctrme (of phenomenal laws and noumenal poss1b1h­
tiesJ is allowed and IS outlmed in part m the Metaphysical Founda­
t10ns of Natural Science. 6 FmaHy, the theological Idea 1s hke the 
psychological one m not leading to conuad1ct10ns, but also some­
what hke the cosmology in provtdlllg a relatively full doctrine of 
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attnbutes, although for Kant their 1nstant1at1un 1s left wuhout sup· 
port unul one shifts from theoretical 10 mor:il- pract1cal consider· 
auons. We thus gain from tational theology the "transcendental 
ideal" of a perfect and necessary bemg, even if speculative argu­
ments all fail to establish its ex1stence.1 

II 

In view of all these reservations, one can expect some remnants of 
tht: tradiuon to elude Kant's attack, even 1f 1t is unclear where one 
might best seek them. Two clues will be pursued here. F1rst, m order 
to gam a fuller sense of Kant's view on the range of issues at stake m 
the trad1t1on, I will refer bnefiy co hls direct comments on Leibniz m 
the CrltJque's "Amphiboly of Concepts of Reflection" IA 26o-92 I B 
116-49) and m the late draft on Whnt Real Progress Has Metaphys­
ics Made in Germany smce the T1m1;;; of Leibniz Md Wolff? (18o4). 
Second, in order to treat one of these issues m some detail and from a 
new perspective, I will focus on a central theme from Kant's exten· 
sive lectures on Baumgarten's Le1bni~1an metaphysics. 

In the Ampluboly, Kant orgamzes his remarks m terms of four 
maJor Leibuzian doctrmes: la) the principle of the identtty of mdis­
cem1bles, (b) the pnnc1p)e of sufficient reason, (c) the monadology 
and doctrine of preestabhshed harmony, and (di the doctnne of the 
ideahty of space and ttme. The last issue apphes to all the rest. For 
Kant, even though Leibmz holds spatiotempotal determinations to 
be denvat1ve, he 1s a transcendental reahst about space and t1me 
"Le1bmz conceived space as a certain order m the commumty of 
substances, and time as t11e dynamic sequence of the1r states" IA 
275 I B JJI). Once Kant rqects this conception, as he does m the 
Transcendental Aesthetic, he can argue agamst (a) that otherwise 
rnd1scem1ble substances can d1ffer simply with respect to space and 
ume. The same point holds against lb!, although initially Kam 
expresses 1t not exphcnly m terms of the notion of sufficient rea· 
son, but rather m terms of the general idea that logical and real 
opposition are not to be equated, and that this cannot be appreci­
ated when dungs are considered simply through the understandmg 
IA 264f. / B 3201.; A 273 / B 329; but cf. Progress, 20:282) Fmally, 
against (c), Kant presents not so much a counterargument as rather 
a hyIXJthesis, namely that Le1bmz was led to the monadoJogy be· 
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cause he could not conceive the mner states of substances m 
spauutemporal terms but only m terms of simple found.mg proper· 
ties, which we are supposedly aware of as represemanve states. 
This last concepn on 1s attacked, of course, m Kam 's doctrme that 
even our inner sens1bdny is an appearance - not a self·illummatmg 
mtu1uon but a datum requmng fOI" its determmauon relauonal and 
even physical knowledge. 

There IS a remarkable confirmation of the contmuity of Kant's 
late thought m the bcl tl1at almosc exacdy this same four-part frame· 
work recurs m Kant's dlSCuss1on of Le1b111z m his draft of t11e Pr·og 
ress essay. The major change is that the doctnne of space and t ime 1s 
not [15ted as JUSt one tssue among the others. Rather, 1t 1s taken out 
and appropriately menuoned first as a prior cond1t10n for approach­
ing the whole framework, and then at the end the doctrmes of 
preestablished harmony and monadology are separated, so that a 
four-part structure is still mamtamed {Progress, 20:281- 5). Kant's 
substantive cnttcal points are almost precisely the same as before, 
there 1s just a shght change m the tone and focus. The ob,ect of 
cntic1sm is now the whole scho~ of Le1bmz and Wolff, and a special 
theme, now stressed m each of the four pomts, is that this school 
violates "common sense," losing itself m the "wh1ms1cal" and the 
"enchanted." The school is also put mto an h1stoncal context: u s 
four doctrmes constitute the " thooretical-dogmatic departure" of 
metaphysics, which precedes the st age of "skeptica1 deadiock" un · 
covered m the Antinom1es, and the final stage ol "the pracucally 
dogmatic completion" (Progress. 20:281) of metaphysics m Kant's 
moral system. Here agam, despite his restriction of the pnnctples of 
general ontology, and his use of annnom1es against d1e traduion, 
Kant continues to endorse a " rational doctrine of nature," mcludmg 
a pnori physics and psychology (Progress, 20:285-6). His aim 1s not 
to ehmmate these but to show what form they can take when they 
are based on the tmphcauons of the doctrine of pure forms of intu· 
ition rather than on mere concepts But all this does not yet show 
that a doctrine such as preestabhshed harmony 1s false_ In the Cr1-
t1que, Kant suggests that it is dependent on the monadology IA 2 75 / 
B 331), but he muse have known that this cannot settle the1ssue, for 

a monadology 1s compattble wu h doctrmes other than harmony, 
namely occasmnahsm. and harmony does not require monadology 
(Wolff and others had drastically revised the nouon of monads while 
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sull holdmg chat at least m some contexts nothing better can be 
found than the doctrme of harmony). 

To put Kant's a1titude to such trad1t1onal alternatives m 1hetr full­
est con text, one should turn to his treatment of Baumgarten 's meta­
physics. Kant conunued to rely on Baumganen's dogmatic textbook 
for organizing h is own annual lectur~11 even when he had ample 
opponunny to reorganize h1s teachmg fully m terms of his newCnti­
cal pfulosophy, especially after 1784 when Johann Schultz's Kami.an 
handbook was available. Wnh the recent availabi.ltty of new data 
from these lectures, Kant's detailed treatment of Baumgarten can IXl 

longer be ignored as a mator ind1catton of his own metaphysical 
views. It can even be argued that the new "syslem" that Kant calls for 
m the Cnt1que(A 13 / B 27), butnever pubhshed, is la1doutprec1sely 
rn these lectures, where the categones and their predicables are ex­
posited m some detad.9 

Although I have been attempting to abstract as much as possible 
from stnctly psychological and theological issues, no treatment of 
Kant's cnt1que of traditional ontology can wholly ignore substantive 
views about the mmd and God, for it ts distinctive of this era that 
often these impinge very heavily on general ontolog1cal issues. This 
1s especially true of the several ma1or d1scuss1ons of causality m 
Baumgarcen's Metaphysu;a that express the central doctrmes of mo­
nadology and preestablished harmony. They color the more formal 
discussmns (Bg §§•9--JJ, 307f.; cf. L:i, i8:572j, wh1ch treat the gen­
eral notion of a ground and the standard disuactions between pri­
mary and secondary causes, roncurrmg and occasional causes and so 
forth, and they obviously detennine the more substannve claims 
made m the scattered discussions of sr..are and action, succession, 
and systems concerrung substantial mretact1on IBg §§205f., 297f., 
448f., 733f., 761f.). 

Given all this, it might appear that a shon and tempnng accoum 
of Kant's cnt1que of the trad1t1on could say simply that, given hts 
Paralogtsms and Critique of Speculative Theology, the ground under 
rationalist ontology has been knocked away, and so all the "explana­
tions" of ns metaphysics should be dismissed wtthout further ado. 
Or, s1mtlarly, one could contend that the more general ep1stemolog1-
cal arguments of the Transcendental Ana lyuc already show that all 
the nontrivial claims of the Metaphys1ca must be hopelessly dog­
matic. Kant's own repeated treatments of Baumgarten fortunately 
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did not always take such a qmck and high-handed approach - and tor 
good reason. If one looks closely at the Critique, it is not easy to 
show precisely how even on its own terms it has definitely under­
mmed all claims of traditional metaphysics; indeed, from the Cn­
tique alone 1t 1s difficult to find out what all those claims are. To say 
simply that such claims are dlegiumately "transcendent" ts to bega 
lot of quest10ns about what that means, and it 1s surely not easy to 
hold that all of the Critique's own ma1or cla1m:s, for example abour 
the eterntty of substance, are nontranscendent m an evident sense. •0 

Until a specific flaw is e>..-posed m a rationahst argument, 1t cannot 
be reiected 1ust on the basis of an unappealing "transcendent" con­
clusmn; as long as there 1s no other oU,ecuon, that conclus10n could 
also be taken precisely as a disproof of claims that such conclusions 
are m genetal illegitimate. Moreover, there remam a host of specific 
topics and arguments within tradmonal metaphysics that deserve 
mdiv1dual attent10n and that are not directly covered by the Tran­
scendental Dialectic's taxonomy of fallacies. 

These difficulties for Critical philosophy are compounded by the 
fact that Kant's own wntten work hardly presents a thorough treat­
ment of "immanent" ontology. The exact nature of substance, 
cause, matter, and so forth, remams unsettled on Kant's own admis­
smn. Furthermore, we know that Kant was deeply attached to the 
truth of many tradtt10nal metaphysical beliefs (e.g., immatenalism, 
teleology} even 1£ generally he shifted his views on then manner of 
jusuficatlon m favor of only "regulative" or "pure practical" argu­
ments. In the face of these complications, the fact that the Cntical 
Kant did not simply ignore Baumgarten's arguments, but rather dis­
cussed them year after year, gams sigmficance. It becomes important 
to determme what specific flaws Kant stressed here and what op­
tions, on balance, he came to favor with respect to the classical 
issues of ontology. This ts a larger task than can be completed in this 
context, but m what follows I will sketch Kant's lecture treatment 
of traditional ontology in general and then focus on hts dIScussmn of 
one of its central doctnnes, namely preestablished harmony. 

In Kant's later lectures, the Critical perspective is laid out pnmar­
ily m a long mod1ficauon of the Prolegomena !only three paragraphs 
m Baumgarten) and the begmmng of the Ontology section focusing 
on "the idea of transcendental philosophy." Unfortunately, from the 
1770s we have few samples from that part of the lectures, except for 
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fragments about one notton that 1s frequently reiterated later - the 
proposal that metaphysics begm not wtth the bare concept of a thing 
in general (LL, 28: 172; cf. L2, 28: 543, 5')2, SSS; MM, 29: 811) but 
with a consideration of the possib1hty of knowledge of dungs, and 
thus the d1snncnon between merely analytic and "real'' or :synthetic 
knowledge. Baumgarten was aheady known for mcorporating ep1ste­
molog1cal cons1derattons mto his metaphysics," but Kant's point 
was that Baumganen's work was largely vitiated by a failure to 
appreciate the dtstmctmn between analyttc and synthetic propos1-
t10ns. Kant then moved very qmckly from asserting that we need 
synthetic propositions based on sensible mtuinon (pure and empm­
calJ to concludmg that a study of the condit10ns of that intuition 
must be a study of our subjective nature rather than thmgs in 
themselves - and that such a study is possible prior to any study of 
things (Lr, 28: 180). 

The standard format for all the later ontology lectures (e.g., MM. 
29: 793£.; L2, 28: 546f.; K3, 29: 967£.J thus mserts, in order, prelimi­
nary discussions of the distinctions analyt1c/synthet1c, mtuit10n/ 
concept, transcendentally ideal/real (space-time). This leads mto a 
d1scuss1on of judgments and categories, and the contention that the 
determination of "real poss1b1lity'' ("possdnbty" being the first con­
cept of the old Ontology) and other fundamental concepts12 rests on 
what 1s required by the conditions for our making synthetic asser­
t10ns by applying categones co a spauotemporal context, condmons 
that are supposedly accessible as part of our pure sub)ective nature 

By the T780s Kant thus prefers to say that metaphysics is not 
about ob1ects but rather about reason - that ts, about the structure ot 
human cogn1t10n (V, 28: 3s9, 364; cf., MM, 29: 786; Pure Reason, A 
xiv}. Hence one should mvestigate first not the concept of cause hut 
rather the faculty by which 1t ts possible for us to have a pnon causal 
knowledge (MM, 29: 784). One nught well ask why such "subjec­
tive" mvestigatlons are thought to be easier. Kant someumes indi­
cates that they are so because they involve "self-knowledge" (MM, 
29: 7)6; cf., V, 28: 392), but this is a casual and m1slead1ng way of 
expressing his view. That 1s, this expression involves the unfortu­
nate suggest10n that self-knowledge m some ordmary psycholog1cal 
sense comes first or 1s more cenam, but that is precisely not Kant's 
Cnncal view." It becomes clear that Kant really must mean the 
term "self" here JUSt to be a shorthand reference to ''reason," and not 
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the other way around. "Sub,ecuve" mvest1gat1ons are pnvileged for 
him 1ust msofar as they signify investigations of the elements of 
"pure thought," such as the forms of iudgment. The pnvilege anses 
from the fact that Kant believes a complete survey of these forms 1s 
accessible (K3, 29: 988; vS, 28: 479), whereas a survey of things 
would have no closure. One can wonder why these forms are 
thought to be so easily accessible_ Kant suggested that they are 1m­
phc1t m our "common language"; to the question as to how certain 
these are, he notes that they are "as" certain as experience m 
general - this 1s all the certainty he demands !MM. 29: 8o4J. Else 
where he also argued that the "hmns of reason." that is, of items 
knowable by us, in contrast to things s1mphc1ter, are determmable a 
priori because they are tied to the forms of our mtmuon, which are 
themselves determinable a priori !MM. 28: 781, 831). 

All these views exemplify a broadly ranonahst perspective. ln the 
lectures, Kant's own metaphysics is repeatedly charactenzed as "ra­
tmnalist" or "critical rat10nahst" (K2, 28: 992; D, 28: 619; K3, 29· 
953), for he insists that philosophy must and can rest on a pnon 
knowledge. The new aspect of his thought hes m his cla1mmg to 
establish the order and hmus of this knowledge. The main meta­
physical argument that our knowledge must be limited to mere 
appearance arises from the "dialectical" or "antmomic" characte1 
that (he claims) assertmns must take on as soon as they transcend 
the conditmns of our sensible mtmtmn and make claims about it as 
somethmg unconditioned (e.g., D, 28· 620, 658, LI, 28: 187)_ How­
ever, the Crmque's Antinom1es are notorious for appearing to be 
quest10n beggmg, and even m the later lectures there 1s remarkably 
little explanation of the crucial anunom1c argwnents.•4 An adequate 
consideration of the defense of transcendental idealism would re­
qmre a closer study of the first two Antmomies, which are supposed 
to show that 1t is necessary and not JUSt possible that the spatmtem­
poral domam 1s merely phenomenal. For ontology, the Second An­
tinomy plays an especially cructal and neglected role.n On the one 
hand, 1t belongs to the first pair of the four Antmom1es, for which 
the "both/and" solution !which says the theses and the anutheses, 
properly construed, are JOtntly possible - the first hOldmg noume­
nally, the second phenomenally) proposed for the second pair is sup­
posedly ruled out. Yet the argument of the text suggests that m fact 
the Kantrnn response is to hold both that simple substances are 

The cntiquc of metaphysics 

reqmred (A 434 / B 462f., V. 28· 436; vS, 28. 517-8; D, 28: 66}; K2, 
28: 731, MM, 29: 850, 859), although they cannot exist as ultimately 
spat10temporal, and that all spat10temporal phenomena are d1v1s1ble 
without end, but not absolutely substantial or real. 

This result is obscured smce the text is set up to shift the topic 
from the general ontological question of whether there are simple 
substances to the cosmological issue of whether bemgs "in the 
world" consist of simple parts. Kant's view on the exphc1t thesis and 
anuthesis is actually qwte close to Baumgarten (Bg §428), who had 
asserted both that there must be simple substances and that, for any 
matter that we perceive, that matter can be further d1v1ded. Kant's 
crucial shift(cf., LI, 28: 209; MM. 29. 827), which ts easily missed m 
readmg the Crit1q11e, was not categoncally to deny thts but rather to 
stress (vs. Bg §§419-21) that simple beings are not literally parts of 
bodies, not even what Baumgarten called "absolute first" parts. The 
departure from traditional ontology comes not m a demal of simple 
beings but in a refusal to allow them to be understood as directly 
spattotemporal or as such that spauotemparal properues can be con­
sidered as in pnnc1ple denvable from the concept of those bemgs. 
Given the conclus10n of the First Antinomy that the spatiotempotal 
domam ts merely phenomenal, this means not that simple bemgs 
are to be dismissed ontologically but rather that they are saved -
even tf their mdiv1dual determmat10n ts ruled out for us. 

Because it is 1mposs1ble to clanfy this issue fully without also 
going through all of Kant's complex view of substanuahty and sens1-
b1hty, here it will be treated further only insofar as it tmpmges on 
the concept of mteractmn, whtch is at the center of most of the rest 
of the Metaphys1ca (Bg §§19f, 21of, 297f, 307f, 448£, 733f, 76dJ, and 
provides the best access to Kant's attitude to the opt10ns of tradi­
tional ontology. 

To appreciate Kant's Cnucal views on thts concept It 1s important 
to see their relation to hts earliest work and its context. The issue of 
action m finite substances had been a major controversy m the Le1b­
niz1an schools. Bilfinger set the stage for mid-eighteenth-century 
German discuss10ns by argmng that there are only three basic poss1· 
bilit1es here: mfiux, occas1onahsm, and harmony.16 The first system 
affirms mtrasubstant1al and mtersubstantrnl act10n; the second de­
mes both, and the last allows only mtrasubstant1al action. Baumgar­
ten repeats this taxonomy (Bg §450}, and by characterizing the influx 
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theory m terms of an absurd "real" transfer of propen1es, he Lnmts 
the discussmn in effect to the latter two theories Occasmnahsm 1s 
then faulted for allegedly also havmg to rely on an abSllrd real mflux 
m explammg the action of mfimte substance on Amte substance 
(which 1s crucial because here the mfinite substance ts the constant 
source of all action), and, above all, for denying powers wtthm ordi­
nary fimte things (Bg §4 52). 

Kant was quite sympathetic to both these points. However, 
tvhereas Baumgarten stopped at presenting a version of the pre­
estabhshed harmony theory (at Bg §§212, 329ff., he mes to show It 
1s equivalent to a harmless "ideal" \lersion of the influx theory that 
dispenses with literal mfus1on), Kant clearly was trymg to open up 
some kmd of fourth option. At the end of his Novo Dilucidaoo 
l11s s; see Proposition XIII, .rr'he Principle of Coexistence"!, Kant 
briefly but sysremaucally goes through the rradmonal three op­
tions. The "crude" mflux theory 1s dismissed by being tied to the 
!here dtsproven} bad presumption that the "very origm of the mu­
tual connection of thmgs [need not beJ sought outside the pnnctple 
of substances considered m isolalion."•l The preestablished har­
mony and occas1onalist views are c11uc1zed as both giving only an 
"agreement" (on the first view, "consprred" "before"; on the sec· 
ond, "adapted" ''dunng" mundane actmn) among things, and not 
genuine dependcnce.•t Kant proposes a fourth alternative, the idea 
of a umfymg God who makes thmgs mteractive in the very act that 
makes them what they are. •11 He s~ that on th.ts view the 
"external" changes of a thm,g, its interactions with other thmgs, 
are 1ust as 1mmed1ately attnbutab)e to 11 as any internal changes, 10 

and hence there 1s no extra "art1fic1al'' conduion, no "occasion" or 
"preestabhshment," that need~ to be referred to 111 explaining ac­
tion: the mteracuon of thmgs is revealed directly upon seemg what 
they are as lawful items based on one cre<J.tor. This difficult argu­
mem fon~shadows many themes of Kane's lacer Cnucal work: the 
idea that "mner" attnbutmns are not pnv1Jeged can be seen as one 
germ of the Refutation of Ideahsm, and the centrahty of the notion 
of lawfulness anticipates the Second Analogy. 

In the early lectures these views are developed somewhat further. 
Like Baumgarten, Kant wants to argue from the start that actton 15 
always a mixture of spontane11y and reaction," and that m any real 
acuon there are always several concurnn.g causes (MH. 28:37). Fm 
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example, when we lis ten with attenuon, outer thmgs ai-e a true 
ground of the expenence, but, m attending, we are also playmg a 
role, so we are active and passive at once IMH, 2R: 26, 53; cf. vS. 28: 
SI3; V, 28: 433; and Pure Reason, B IS7l- ln particular, Kant stresses 
that even for God to put a thought mto u~, there must be a grourxl 
wnhm us, a capacity to receive and have the thought; otherwise, 
there would be no pomt in saying that 1t 1s we rather than God who 
have the thought. u 

This lS a very sigmficant claim - I will call it the "Restraint Argu­
ment" because of how 1t restrams us from ascnbmg all acuvity and 
real.lly to God- and tt bslances Kant's early insistence on ascnbtng 
the ultimate source of all mteractmn, all true commumty, to God 
(MH, 18: s I ; LJ, 18: 11.2-4; DISS£ctation §19, 2.: 4oSJ. By the Re­
stra1m Argument, Cod cannot be solely responsible for that which 
we know 1s gomg on just in us and which lS, at least m some s1gn1fi­
cant part, due to us; if that were possible, the adm1ss1on of God as 
the unifier of the world could be turned mto a Spmoz1st1c momsm 
that makes all apparently distinct individuals into mere aspects of 
one substance.•J 

A' first Kam follows Baumganen's unusual cermmology here m 
ca.llmg mfluence of this "mixed" kmd "ideal" (and also by consu)er­
ing 1t a kmd of preestabhshed harmony view"); "real" influx would 
be a kmd of "muaculous" forcmg whereby the patient makes no 
contnbutmn to the effect1s and 1ust receives a "transference" of 
properties from the agent via a kmd of htera1 mfusmn, an idea al­
ready mocked by Wolff.•' The common presumpt1oc1 here 1s that 
neither such translerence nor such sheer passivity !given the Re­
straint Argument) makes any sense. 

To try to nail down the absurdity ot the vulgar "real" mflux 
theory, Baumgarten added an argument that smce the theory treJts 
each padent m causauon as sheerly passive, then supposedly all 
pauents, all bemgs in the world, would be only passive. even the 
originally presumed "agents," and so chere would be nodung acnve 
m the world to get acnon started - that is, ultimately explamedY 
Karit did not repeat this questionable extra argument, and he also 
soon re1ected Baumgartcn's termmology. Smee it 1s only "real" cau­
sation of a "vulgar" and nonsensical son that ts bemg excluded, 
Kant proposed that lus system now be called one of "real'' or physi­
cal influence1s because m all other ways, the only ways that make 
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sense, it does allow mteT3Ct1on. From the beginning, he p-e-sumes 
rhat although we can't drum ro know or directly perceive how cau­
sality takes place, we should affirm thar ic exlSls rarher than fall 
back mto enher of rhe nomnteractave and noncornmonsens1cal posi­
tions of Ma1ebranche and Le1bm:z, positions that Kant says have no 
advantage over sheer 1dealism19 

ln has Inaugural Dissertation { 1770), Kant again re1ects the vulgar 
versJOn of the doctnne of real influence for g1vmg the impression 
that action can be made intelhg1ble simply by v1ewmg thmgs sepa­
rately (D1ssertauon, §17, 1:407). In dtscussmg the two other theo­
nes, he now calls them doctnnes of "specially established" har­
mony, in contrast to the "generally established" harmony of his 
own theory (Dissertation, §u, 2:409). Despite the terminological 
changes, he claims the same su penorn y as before for his theory: It 
alone gives a "prim1t1ve bond of subatances necessary because fofl a 
common prmciple and so . . . proceeding frcm their very subsis­
tence, founded on their common cause ... according to common 
rules," rather than bemg due merely to ind1v1dual "states of a sub­
stance .. . adapted to the state of another_ . _ singularly" ID1.~serta 

tion. §u, 2 :409). Kant concedes thal his view 1s somewhat hke 
Malebranche's m holding that we get to other things only via God 
ID1ssertat10n, §:u, 2:410; cf. MH. 28:888),)0 but he says he 1s unhke 
Malebranche m not claimmg to know this through any privileged 
vision. His doctrme is now put forth as just the best hypothesis by 

one who "hugs the shore" of common sense m allowmg genuine 
interaction of finite substances (Dissertation, §22, 2:4rn1 cf_ Prog­
ress. 20:282j. 

The lecture notes from the 1770s are suU very much in accord 
with the Disserumon- The mere exis tence of stparate substances is 
msuf6c1ent to make mceracn on explicable, so a third nem must be 
sought as a ground (L1. 28:212). The lIIlmediate basis for his own 
view ts rhe familiar md1rect argument agamst the alternatives. "Vul­
gar" influx theones1• are d1sm1ssed as prov1dm.g no explanacion lthe 
"ongmal" mteraction they posit is simply "blmd" and mexpl1cable), 
while the "hyperphysical" theones of occas1onalisrn and preestab­
lished harmony are faulted for providing mere agretment rather than 
genume mteracllon.P Although Kant agrees tvuh the "denvat1ve" 
rheones in not presuming that finite substances can du ectly mflu-
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ence tach other, he holds to callmg his own view one of "real" 
influence, although not m the vulgar sense. 

What does the Kannan view have to offer posiuvelyl The crucial 
pomts are that, unJike the vulgar view, it mvolves ''laws" (L1. 

28·213, 2151 and, unhke the mere "agreement" views, these are 
"universal laws of nature," not mere "umversal determinations" of 
a transcendent be1ng.H These are points that fit m well with the 
eventual Critical view, but one can still ask why a duect influence of 
mundane hem.gs upon each other, wuhout any mvolvemem of a 
thud factor (a being upon whom the laws are based), is being wholly 
ruled ouL Even if one allows Kant's idea that necessary bemgs must 
be isolated, l" because any interdependence would have to be compre­
hensible a prion and this would undercut the sell-suf6c1ency neces­
sary to their substantiahty, 1t would still seem that nonnecessary 
beings could have a direct, coutrn.gent, and actual interdependence 
that one would have no reason to expect to be comprehensible a 
p1ion. 

111e hidden premise here appears to be a principle that goes back 
at least to the time of the Herder lectures, namely that "no sub­
stance can contam the ground of the accident m the other, if 1t does 
not a t the same time contam the ground of the sub>tantial power 
and of the eXIstence of the other" IM H, 28:32). Kant seems to under­
stand this to mean that nothmg can be the "very ongin" of a modem 
somerh1ng else unless 1t lS the ground of existence of the faculty of 
this mode. Given the Rest ramt Argument. "the existence of the 
acnon of another does not depend simply on one acuon and one 
power. Thus all predicates must be produced lin part .u leastl by 
one's own power, but Sa.nee externally an aben power is also requued 
lotherwase mreracnon is not occumngL then f1f the "alien power" 1s 
not itself the source of one's beingJ a thud lbe1ng) must have willed 
this harmony Id the "harmony" ts to be anything other than mere 
co1nctdencel."J> 

Even 1f this background makes Kant's argument somewhat under­
standable, there remains the perplexing question CJf why (by the 
177os) he didn't move CJn to take the reference to laws to be by u self 
a suffk1ent d1stmguishmg charactenst1c of his theory, that t~, why 
did he contmue to bnng m a reference to Godl The Restramt .Arxlt­
ment and the re1ectton of mere harmony, along with 1mplic1t as-
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sumpt1ons about the orderltness of the Newtonian world, lead natu­

rally to a theory of interaction expressed in terms of lawfulness, a 

theory that does not 1mmed1ately involve any reference to a tran­
scendent bt.>i.ng.1~ 

Here one might respond that this would leave the great orderliness 

of mteract1on an inexplicable given, .,~ and thus one wouJd be m a 

s1tuauon just hke that of the vulgar mflux theory. Kam may well 

have accepted this response at the time, but if he continued to hold 

to 1t, It would have blocked any move to his eventual Critical theory. 

The crucial Slep in removing that block was to explmt an extra idea 

that was not yet developed, namely the idea of a transcendental 

account of "interaction" which would pmv1de an a prior1 explana­

tion of the need fo r law-governed relations between physical states 

as a prmcipJe of experience - that is, spatmternporal cognition. Once 

Kant believed he had such an explanation, he left out reference to an 

ultimate source of mteraction and focused JUst on Its immanent 

structure; his general strategy in the Analogies 1s to construct episte­

mological arguments concemm,g a pnon cond1t1ons of time determ1-

nation,e thal warrant empi.ncal analogues for the metaphysical prin­

ciples of interaction in tradtt1onal metaphysics. There 1s a hidden 

aspect to this story, however, for when Kant developed this scracegy 

in his wnt1ngs, what he did fOI" the most part was to shift the issues 

rather than to exp!ai n exactly his current views on t be tradmonal 

quest10ns. Here one finds a more detailed approach m the lectures. 

In the newly available "Mrongovms" lectures, the issue of interac­

tion is introduced by nottng, "this investigation was brought to its 

height by Wolff ... and Baumgarten. But now that one seeks mere 

popularity, and with that gladly abandons thoroughness, this proposi­

tion (about how interaction is possible at allJ has also been left lying 

although 1t is one of the most important m the whole of ph1loSCl)hy'; 

IMM, 29:865J. from this one gets a palpable impression of a kind of 

nostalgia on Kant's part for the controversies of his earlier years. 

There foHows one of the best orgamzcd accounts of the traditional 

options, with Descartes's system presented as the prime UlS{ance of 

occasmnalism, and as only tnv1ally distinct from Leibniz's theory. 

The skeptical "1deahst" consequences of the theories are especially 

stressed: Nol only do they dispense wnh real mteract1on; they also 

make separate bocbes, as opposed to mere representations of bodies 

pointless (MM, 29:867). ' 
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As before, these theories are reiected because of then idealism 

while literal influx 1s reiected as a nonstarter. But what 1s Pllt 1~ 
their place! Once agam u IS argued that "the world must also have 

only one cause. The nexus of substances is on that account ro be 

thought possible only as derivauve 11 .e., only via God), but with that 

nOt as ideal, but rather concurrendy as real." Bue it 1s immediately 

added: ''This proof holds, however, only for the mundus noumenon. 

In the mundus phaenomenon we do not need it, for it is nothing m 

1tse1f. Here everythmg IS m commercmm m vinue of spaee" IMM. 

29:868). Tius reference to space 1s somewhat misleading, smce, as 

the Thud Analogy argues, it 1s not mere space but rather the condi­

tions for our knowledge of the determmat1on of things in 1t which 1s 

crucial, a detenn1nat1on that m turn is tied to "general laws,'' the 

feature that Kant eventually stresses as the crucial one lackmg in 

the idealistic accounts that he re,ects . J~ 

But even tf this 1s all granted, one surely should still ask about the 

traditional arguments about interaction (unless one 1s abandoning 

"thoroughness'' for "populanty"J, and m partu;ularabout the "proof" 

that the1·e IS "one cause" his said that this holds '•I "only" f21 " for 

the mundus noumenon." The first part of the claim is easy enough 

when "only" 1s taken to mean, "not emp1ncally," but the second part 

remains difficult; what 1s n to "hold" at all "for the mundus 

iioumenon"l The most appealing answer m this panicular sttuauon 

II do not mean this for all cases of the Kantian phenomenon; 

noumenon contrast) 1s that the proof 1s meant to hold s imply for 

beings knowable by the pure understanding alone. In that realm of 

hypothetical beings Kant seems to accept the pnnc1ple that depen­

dent bemgs require a necessary being..eo and so 1f such beings were 

linked in a world, they would be rn connection through Cod. Hence 

what he could say here {but, unfortunately, we do not have proof that 

he does say) is just that although the "proof" 1s valid, the LnStanuation 

of Its crucial prem1st, the preceding prmc1ple, 1s questionable. What 

it appears he actualJy stressed (MM, 29 :868), however, 1s an additional 

problem, namely that the "1deahst1c" theones are mcons1stent be­

cause they surposcdly are meant for an emp1ncal domam, and yet 

they lack an empmcal warrant. 

Th IS objection does not resolve the ongmal issue. but 1t 1s helpful m 

remmd1ng us that Leibniz's successors funhke Lei.bmz himself) ran 

into trouble precisely by trying to make thetr metaphysics "sens•-
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ble. '' Just as we can't make emp1ncal sense of decomposing boches 
mto monads, so also theoccasmnahst or harmony the on st can't sensi­
bly account for the mteract1on of the empincal rnd1v1duals we know. 
Bur the lecture text also suggesTS somethmg that is to be said beyond 
the empmcal level, namely that a dogmatic reJection (e.g, by Leibniz 
or Malebranche) of the possib1hty of genume mtersubstanttal action 
would be wrong, and that if there is ~uch mteractton n would be 
comprehensible to us only with reference to God land effecuve fimte 
substances). Unhke before, here Kant cannot uuhze a commonsense 
presumption of interaction, because after the Crin cal turn he reserves 
common sense for empirical rather than noumenal claims. Nonethe­
less, Kant surely continues to believe that there isnonemp1rical mter­
act1on (as ts clear simply from the imphcauons ofh1s moral theory••), 
so it would be good to know how this behef fits m wnh his old 
"denvat1ve" mflux theory as well as the new Critical philosophy. 
Once agam, the lecture notes give us the most thorough - and 
perplexing- evidence on the matter. 

Notes from several lecwres of the 1790s are now available. In L2 
(28:581), after a re1terat1on of the theme that mteractton m the sensi­
ble world creates a whole that ts "real, not ideal," it is asserted that 
"all substances are isolated for themselves," and "the cause of their 
existence and also of their reciprocal connectmn 1s God." But these 
assertmns are unsupported and are preceded by the claim that ''The 
mtelligtble world remams unknown to us." The assertmns come 
closer to Kant's own earher views than to Baumganen's text, so it 
cannot be presumed that Kant was simply citing someone else's 
dogmatic views. It ts also strikmg that no specific flaw m these 
views of substance 1s cited; the impression remains that 1/ we are to 

think m an a priori way about these matters, this ts the most appro­
pnate way for us to thmk about them. 

The Dohna notes are slightly more detailed and contam the usual 
characterization of the occasionahst and harmony theones, as well 
as the re1ecuon of the "occult" influx theory, which leave:; only 
Kant's old favonte, the "denvat1ve" influx theory~2 At this pomt, a 
somewhat remarkable transn1on occurs, for there 1s no direct cnt1-
cism of th1:; theory hue JUSt a note to the effect that, "1f we regard 
space as real, then we accept Spmoza's system. He believed (m] only 
one substance, and he took all subatances m the world to be determ1-
nanons mhenng m the divme."H This suggests a reduct10 behmd 

The cnt1quc of metaphysics 

Kant's reasomng, namely that 1f one did accept the "mteracuon" of 
appeanng thmgs as ultimate, as const1tut1ve of a complete and abso­
lutely real system, then this would seem to force one to a kmd of 
momstic and absurd Spmoz1sm. Therefore Kant thought he had to 
show somehow that the domain of thrngs we take to be mteracung, 
dungs considered spattotemporally, ts not ulumate but rather "tran­
scendentally ideal." But this leaves unclear what should be said onc:e 
we abatract from space and time; there Spmoztstic momsm would 
still seem to be a sr.gmficant threat. However, more ism fact said, for 
rather than simply ignonng the question of whether, absolutely 
speakmg, there is more than one subiect, Kant at other places retter­
ated a verston of the Restramt Argument to show that noumenally 
there must be plurality. This argument contends that smce the self 
is given as a finite and separate but dependent sub1ect, not equal to 
or mherent in any all encompassing being (e.g., Spmoza's God), there 
must be something m add1t10n to it that exists.44 However, this 
argument 1s conclusive only m a context where it 1s already con­
ceded that we do know the ultimate extent of the sub)ect we are 
acquamted wuh through expenence - and after the Cnttcal turn 
this concession is no longer theoretically grounded and even appears 
to conflict with the mam thrust of the Paralogisms. 

The last lecture d1scuss1on, K 3. 1s very similar to the others, and 1t 
sull concludes: "If I assume all subatances as absolutely necessary, 
then they cannot stand m the slightest commumty. But tf I assume 
the substances as existmg m a commumry, then I assume that they 
all exist through a causality (i.e., the causality of one bemg)" IKJ, 
29:1008; cf. ibid., 1007J In the way of an evaluauon of dus clalfl1, 
all that is provided is the usual rejectmn of alternatives and the 
remark, "This idea (of denvattve mflux) has something sublime," 
followed by tht conclus10n that "Space itself 1s the form of the 
divme ommpresence, 1.e., the ommpresence of God is expressed in 
the form of a phenomenon, and through this ommpresence of God, 
aU subatances are in harmony. But here our reason can comprehend 
nothmg more'' (K3, 29:1008). This 1s a baffling conclus1on, for it 
would seem that "more" 1s not really needed, that "reason" has 
already "comprehended" too much. In parucular, here 1t has been 
"comprehended" that noumenally there 1s neuher an a1l-mclus1ve 
bemg nor a sheer plurality of bemgs but rnstead a denvative relatmn 
such that ultimately there 1s a plurality of fimte substances related 
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through, and only through, bemg determmed by an mfimte bemg, a 
position that corresponds closely to the pre-Cnt1cal view of the 
NovQ DilucidQtIO. the DisseitQtIOn, and the early lecmres of the 
1770s! 

Such a result may seem remarkable, but 1t corresponds to pos1-
t10ns repeated mother lectures. Consider the specific issue of mmd­
body mteract1on, the ma1or focus of the problem for many philoso­
phers at that time, and one that Kant felt he could handle especially 
welL His v1f'WS here only reinforce the "ratmnahst" 1mpress10n of 
his general discussion of mteractton. Thus at one pomt 1t is said that 
the action of body on soul need not be said to be "ideal" because 1t 1s 
"Just as" genuine as the action of body on body. 

The body as phenomenon 1s not rn communny wuh the soul, bm rather the 
substance dIStmct from the soul, wh05e appearance IS called body. This 
substrate of the body 1s an outer determmmg ground of the soul, bm how 
this commercium 1s const1mted we do not know. In body we cogmze mere 
relattons, but we do not cogmzc: the mner lthe substrate of matter). The 
extended qua extensum does not act upon the soul, otherwise both corre­
lata would have to be m space, therefore the soul be a body. If we say the 
mtelhg1ble of the body acts upon the soul, then this means this outer body's 
noumenon determmes the soul, but 1t d°'°'s not mean: a part of the soul [a 
noumenon) passes over as determmmg ground mto the soul, 1t does not pan 
Itself as power mto the soul, but rather 1t determmes merely the powe1 
which 1s in the soul, thus where the soul ts acuve. This determmatton the 
author (Baumgarten) calls mfluxus 1deal1s. but this IS an mfluxus realis, fo1 

among bodies I can thmk only such an mfluence.4~ 

At other places the special mmd-body problem ts resolved simi­
larly by bemg embedded in a treatment of phenomenal interaction 
m general: "How is the soul m commercw (m commumty) with the 
body~ Commercium is a rectprocal mfluence among substances, 
however bodies are not substances, but rather only apPearances 
Thus no actual commercmm takes place" (L2. 28:59I; d. LI, 
28:204, 209; D, 28:682; K2, 739). Similarly, m the "Metaphys1k 
Mrongovms": "The pnmary difficulty that one runs up agamst in 
the explanation of the commercmm wuh the body is that mot10n 
and thmkmg are so different that one cannot comprehend how the 
one is supposed to effect the other; but the body is a phenomenon 
and consequenrly its properties are as well We are not acquamted 
wtth tts subatrate. Now how this could be m commercmm wtth the 
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soul amounts to the question of how substances m general can be m 
commercmm, and the difficulty due to heterogeneity falls away. 
That hod1es are mere appearances follows qmte clearly from this 
because all then properties and powers issue from the mouve 
power."46 

Thus, the elevating of mmd-body mteracuon to a status "just as" 
real as body-body interacuon goes hand m hand with a debasmg of a 
body-body mteraction to a mere phenomenal status, a relatmn of 
states. The ultimate explanat10n of mteractmn 1s put off to the 
noumenal level, where, instead of a pos1uve statement, one gets 
only the reassurance that there need not be an insuperable problem 
about "heterogeneity" or any commitment to a hteral transfer of 
properties. But what does 1t mean to say that there are "connec­
t10ns" of "mere" phenomena47 that nonetheless do not amount to an 
"actual commercn1mt" 

One explanatton here would be to employ a distmctmn stressed b}' 
Kant smce the I76os, namely the idea that we have access only to 
hypothetical necessities, which provide grounds not of things but of 
our knowledge (MH. 28:37; cf. ibid. 844). This would mean that the 
synthetic connectmns of emp1ncal knowledge are d1stmgmshable 
from mere logical relations but still qmte unhke causal connections 
man absolute ontological sense. On this view, the causahty we speak 
of m knowledge claims 1s a relauon used JUSt for connecungacc1dems 
(representations) but not substances (D, 28:647). The obvious prob 
lem for this view 1s then what to make of the Cnt1que's Analogtes, 
especially the Third, which surely does appear to assen reciprocal 
causal relations between worldly substances, mdeed all of them. 
There Kant concludes that 1f "the suh)ecuve community (commumo) 
of appearances in our mmd" 1s to "rest on an ob1ecuve ground .. 
ob1ects may be represented as coexisting. But this is a reciprocal mflu­
ence, that is, a real communiry (commercmm) of subatances" (A 2 I4 I 
B 261 J. In the lectures, on the other hand, appearances and substances 
in themselves are repeatedly distinguished, e.g.: "compos1t10 is the 
relation of substances msofar as they are m commumty; but dus does 
not take place wtth compnsmo phaenomenon" (MM, 29:828). 

In the end one must decide etther that for Kant phenomenal sub­
stances truly are ulumate sub1ects, genume substances m mterac­
tion, as the Critique often indicates (but not always: "matter, there­
fore, does not mean a kmd of substance . . but only the d1stmcuve 
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nature of those appearances" ),.S or 1hat they are noc, as the lectwes 

generally say. On balance I do beh eve that m dus instance the lec­

tures give the most accurate 1nchcat1on of Kant's own deeply ambigu­

ous view. The most recent evidence confirms that Kant was unwlll­

mg co break away fully from t radittonal ontology. It is no accident 

that at one point transcendental idealism was defined as the view 

that phenomena are not subatances but reqmre a n oumenal sub­

strate ID. 28:682). While Kant h ad his differences with his dogmat ic 

predecessors, the appealmg ep1sremological and empmcal aspects of 
the Critique should not bhnd us to the fact that to accept a wholly 

nonraoonahst metaphysics w ould also have involved giving up on 
the ontological impl1cat1ons of transcendental idealism, somethmg 

Kant was not ready to do. 

1 The tollow1n.g translations of Kant's wntmgs are employed m these 

pages: Inaugural D1sserumon. by C. B. Kerferd and D E Walford, in 

Sdected Pre·Cnt1c(I/ Wnwigs and Conespondenu w11h &ck (Manches­

ter, UK., •9681, the Novo Dlluodot io. by John Reuscher, m Kon1·s Latin 
Wmmgs, ed. Lewis Whue Beck (New York, 19861, Lectures on Pfulo 

sophical Tl1eology, by Alltn Wood and Gertrude Clark !Ithaca, NY , 

1978); Whal Real Progress Has Metaphysics Made m Germany smce the 

Time of Le1bmz and Wolff?, by Ted Humphrey (New York, 198lh and 
Cr1t1que uf Pure Reason. by Norman Kemp Smith !London, 1929). 

i However, someumes Kant seems not to challenge 1hat the prmc1ple 1hat 

the cond1tloned requires the unconditioned 1s vahd fm things m them­

selves, but rather to argue that precisely for that reason, smce an uncon· 

dmoned item cannot be found in the domam of spatt0temporal appear­

ances, this shows they must he mere appearances rather than thmgs in 

themselves !Progress. 20: 2901 d. n0te 40 in -chis chaPter). 

3 ~e my Kant's Thcvry of Mmd !Oxford, 1982!. 
4 Cf. ibid and Paul Cuyer, "The Unity of Reason Pure Reason as Pracncal 

Reason m Kant 's Early Concept of the Transcendental 01alect1c,n Mo­
msr 72 (1989): tJ9-67 

s More specifica lly, Kant's strategy 1s to say that the transcendental realist 

presumes the world has either an unconditioned, 1.e., determmately 

given, fi.mre magmtude or an uncond1twned, 1 e., determ111a1ely given, 

mfimre one Then u 1s argued mdirealy that because n cannot have such 
a fimte magrurude, 1t must be said to have the mfinue one, and s1m1larl}' 
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that because 1t cannot have such an mfimt~ magmnxk:, n mun h<we the 

fimte one Kant's soluuon 1s rore,ect the realist's pr~mphon, and hence 
tht concluswns of tht md1rcct arguments, so that mstead of a contradic· 

t1on, vtz., that the world lS both determmarely mfimte and detcrmmately 

fimte, we rather get the result that 1t 1s 1ust a contmumg senes of appear­

ances nei ther determmarely finite nor determmately mfimte (cf. A 5 18 / 
B 546n.j ft 1s questJOOable whether Kant's notmn of a "determmate 

mfinlle" IS more than a Straw man, therefore, n is not dear dwt his 

solution (that we can goon without end m expenencel must be mcompau · 

ble wnh cradmonal reahsm and can fit only (let alone provide an mdepen· 

dent basis for) his own uleahsm, cf notes 12 and 1 s. But whatever Kant's 

problems are here, It is improper to assume, as all too often happens, that 

he IS himself espousmgalJ lhe vanous and pea.1luir arguments reported m 
the Ammorntes They are rather arguments which he takes to be rempr· 

mg but dog.mane fallactCS (cf A p.1 I B 549 n J Thts creates anoc:hcr 

problem, though, for lf the arguments are not accepred m every regard 

except their last step(drawnon the basis of theongmal dhctt transcenden­

tal reahst presumption), then there may be other wavs. short of transcen­
dental 1deahsm, for escapmg contrad1cr10n. 

The metaphvs1cs of thJS doccnne 1s developed further m Kant's Opus 
vostumvnL 

Cf Allen Wood's essay m this volume, a~ well as his Kant's Rouonol 
Theology !Ithaca, N.Y., 1978). 

Much of the matenal m these lectures was made accessible for the first 

time with Akadem1e volumes 28 !1968) aru.I 29 !1983) A large selecc1on 

from them wtll be available m the forthcommg Cambridge translouon 

by K. Amen ks and S. Naragon of Kanr·s Lectures on Metapl1ys1cs. In this 

essay, references to the lecture 11()(es will use the following abbrev1a­

t1ons, to which I here add the. corresporxhng dates: MH - Metaphys1k 

Herder I l76L-4). Lt "' MetaphyS1k L1 ! 177os). MM - Metaphys1k 
Mrongovms j1782-3J. V - Metapbys1k Volckmann (1784-~ ). vS = 
Metaphys1k von Schon Uate 178os), L2 - Metaphys1k h (1790- 1 I, D = 
Metaphysik Dohna !•792- 3). K2 ""'KOmgsberg 2 (1793-4), K3 = Korugs­

berg J l1 794-5J. All ol &umgarten'sMetapliys1ca (4th ed., Halle, •7HI 
is repnmed m Kant'i. Akodem1e edition at 17 s -226, except for lhe 

E11lpincal Psychology, which is at IS s- SJ ffhere 1s a lso a usefu l 

abridged German trans\au on of Baumgarten by C. F Meier {Halle, 2d ed., 

1783). I [refer to the Metaplws1ca throughout by usmg Bg Capttahzatmu 

of "Ont0logy," etc, refers to a subsection of the Metapbys1ca. 1ust as 

"Paralogisms'' etc refers to a secnon ol the Cnt1que The qmte recent 

d1s.covery of the MM and KJ manuscripts !vol 29) 1s particularly s1gmfi­

cant because they provide coosuJerable independent confirmaa on for 
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what IS found m d ie other lecture notes. Although no md~vidual note 
can be trusted by nself, the stnkmg amount of overlap over the years 
demons1ra1es, I believe, that these student notes are m general a very 
good mdicahoo of what Kant taught But they must be used wuh cau­
tion, especially because there are even problems with theu presentauon 
m the Akodem1e edm on. Set the articles by Werner Stark m Kont 
forxhungen. vol. I (Hamburg Fehx Memer-Vcrlag, 1987). 

Here tS a bnef outhne of R..1umgarren's MeUJpliysica I Prolegomena 
1§§ 1- 311 ll. Oncology (§§4- 350), A. Internal Universal Predicates 1. pos 
s1b1hty, 2. connect t0n, 3. th1HE (mdud1ng essence and determmau onL 4. 

umty, 5. truth, 6. perfectKH1, 8 Internal Distuncttve Predicates: 1 neces­
sary, 2. mutable, 3. real, 4. particular, s. whole, 6 substance, 7. simple, 8 
Anne - and each of their opposites, C. Externa1 and Relat10nal Predi· 
cates· r. tdenuty and d1vers1ty, 2. stmultaneny and succession, 3. types 
of causes, 4. sign and s1gmfled; III. Cosmology (§§35 1-sooJ, A. Concepts 
of World: t . affirmative, 2. negative, E. Parts of World: 1. simples. m 

general, and qua spirits, 2. cornposues. thett genesis and nature, C. Per· 
fection of World. 18 the idea of the best and b. the community of sub· 
stances, 2 the m eans: natural and supernatural; IV. Psychology, A. Em· 
pmcal !§§so4-739J: t. ex1srence of soul, 2. faculties, a. cogni11ve {lower 
and htgher), b. appetmve (m general and qua spontaneous and free), 3. 
mmd-body interaction, B. Rational (§§74o-si9)· 1. soul's nature, 2. inter· 
action wnh body, 3. ongm, 4. 1mmortahty, S· afterlife, 6. comparison of 
human and nonhuman souls; V. Theology (§§8oo- 1<X>OI, A Concept of 
God: existence, intellect, w1ll, B. D1vme Actmn creatmn, its end, prov1· 
dence, decrees, revielau on. 

9 See Max Hem::e, Vorlesungen Kanis uber Metap/1ys1k ous dre1 Se.mes· 
rem lle1~g, 1894i p. S99 

10 This pomt was stressed a1read)• by I A Ulnch m 178s. See Frederick 
Beiser, Tlie Fat.e of Reoson !Cambridge, Mass. Harvard University Pn:ss 
1987). p.105 . 

11 See Max Wundt, Die dev.tsche Schulphilo50pl11eim Ze.Jtalterder Av./k.lii­
rung rrubmgen, 194S), p. 221 Cf. Lewis Whue Beck, Early Germa11 

Pl11/osophy (Cambridge, Mass. Harvard Uruversity Press, 1969), p. 285. 
12 Kant takes the same lme on the "mternal umversal predicates." Thus 

the proof of the pnnc1ple of sufficient reason 1s re1ected as making an 
unprovable universal clatm, and It 1s demed that we have a priori access 
toa real essence that would provide the explanation of all of a part icular 
dung's actua\ propierues No argument is allowed from the mere poss1b1l-
1ty of a th1n.g, 1.e., JtS concept, tu the existence of that thmg, and urury 
(m the sense of orderj, truth, and pierfecnon, are held to apply only to the 
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structure of knowledge ra1her than dt.rt::ctly ro 1hmgs The "clts1uncnvc" 
predicates receive a Similar treatment For example, a pn on knowledge 
of necessity and conungency !vs. BF. §101) m any ahsnlute sense 1s de 
med, and the mutable and immutable are treated !vs Bg §1241 as sheerly 
phenomenal predicates wnh no relat lOl'I to ab!iolute necessit y In d1.SCuss­
mg wholes and pans (vs. Bg §1ss ). Kant muoduces his d IStmcnon 
beween "re<1lw and "uleal" composites, where: 1n the first case the pam; 
are grven pnOI" IO the whole, but m the second the whole, as with space 
and tune, 1s given puor to the parts (as tdeal because mathemancally 
mfimteJ. R..1umgarten had a lready d1st1nguished the determmate (maxi· 
mat, tOfal) metaphysu:al m fi mty of che most real thmg ("ommtudo"I, 
and the mere mathemat1ca1 mfinne of. that which 1s unbounded IBg 
§148), ancl he had argued not only that there 1s an absolute an<l unalter­
able mfimte thm.g, but also that any a lterable t htng must be metaphys1 
cally contingent (Bg §§2S7, 131) and finite, even 1f m vanous quantita­
tive ways 1t 1s mathemaucally mfimte. Kant reiected these arguments, 
and h1s theory of space and time also affects his view of the first of 
external relatronal predicates: id en my /Bg §26S/, s1mu1tane1ry /Bg §28o/, 

and succession {Bg §297J. Unhke the Letbm:uans, Kant makes no abso­
lutely necessary connectmn between s1multaneuy and extensmn, m 

stead, he argues for the condttmnal necessny that, for bemgs hke us, 
thmgs can be known as bemg at the same ume only via a cons1derat10n 
of thmgs that are next to each other. S1rn1larly, m the domam of our 
knowledge, spauotemporal chfferentiation is wha1 settles claims of u1en­
uty and d1ve~1ty, rather than v1ct' Vt'rsa lvs Bg §407). Successmn and 
the other relational p¥edJCatrs all mvolve causaJ nouons IBg §§301-s-oJ 
and the remammg "mterna1 d159unctl\'e predicates," which are dis­
cussed below. 

11 See the Paralog1sm.s a nd P. Cuyer, "Psychology m the Transcendental 
Deduct1011, H m Kant's Trons.:endentol Deductions. ed. Eckart FOrsrer 
!Stanford, Calif Stanford Umversuy Press, 1989). pp 47- 68 

14 C l n0te 5. The Thud Antmomy, whlch IS not fundamenta l oncologi­
cally, 1s what is stn:Med at l..2 and Kl. see Hein:::~. K'mt~ Vorlesm1gen, p. 

u2. 
I S For many more detatls on the first Anunom1es, see Anhur Melmck, 

Space. Time. and Thought m Kant !Dordrecht D Reidel, 19891, J Een­
neu, Kant's Dialectic (Cambndge Cambndge Umversuy Press, 1974J, 

and Carl Posy, "Dancmg to the Antmomy A Proposal fot Transcenden­
tal Idealism," American Plulosophlcal Quarierly 20(1983). 81 - 94. 

16 Georg Bernhard Btlfinger, De Harmoma ammae et corpor1s humam 
maxmn prne:,,tabil1ta. Commentat10 hypothet1ca 11123). See Benno 
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Erdmann, Maru11 Km1rze11 und !.>eme Ze1t (Lc1pzi.g, u;76) The 1ncho1-
omy goes back ar least to Pierre Bayle's "Roranus" d1sc11ssKm in his 
Du:t1on11aue lustom;uc ct ct1t1que I c697I Cf. Pure Reason, A J90 

17 Now1 D1Juodatio, 1:4t61 cf tlx:argumentat 1b1d, 4c4 This argument 1s 
also noted at Cuyer, l<.1J11t and the Clti1ms of l<.nowledj,e (Cambndge, 
1987), p Jo8. 

18 Nova Diluctdotio, 1:415. The Reuscher translauon ol the passage at 
hnes }2- " Im Kant's Latm Writmgs. p 10.il can give a m1slead1ng 1m­
prcss1on here. 

19 No'•a Diluc1d11t10, 1,41 s. "there 1sa real actmn of substances that occurs 
among them, or interaction through truly dfic1em causes, because the 
same pnnc1ple that set up the existence of tbmgs shuws them IO be 
bound by this law " d. MH, 28 887, for another early reference to law 

ro Nova D1luc1dat10, 1 :41 ~. "By the same n ght, therdore, external changes 
can be said to be produced by dfk1ent causes 1ust as ch.11,#s that hap­
pen mternally are atmbuted to the mternal force of a substance." 

11 MH, 18·961 cf MH, 18 5 1-2. Thus, 1udgmg and sensmg aren't opposed 
as actmn to macuon, rather, the first IS JUSt a "greater" acnon than the 
other IMH. 28 27) This general ideal may go back to Le1bmz's Specimen 
Dynam1cum ft69sl. which claimed that even passmn 1s s-pontaneous 
and mvoh•es sdf-acuvny Cf. MM, 29 723, 823; MH. 18 16; V. 18 4H· 

22 MH 18: 52. This argument 1s mcely complemented by one at R 3581, 
17:7 c, which says lhat while the patient must conmbute wmethm.g. n 
cannor contribute everythmg to an acnon. That is, tf evcrythmg m us 
were actwe, lhere would ht: no nature m us for Cod to act on, 1 e., 
nothu~ warh an enduring identity that goes beyond the different states 
generated (by "us"I at each moment 

23 On Spmou, see JlO(es 43 and 44. On fuute agency, cf Le1bmz, Theod1cy. 
§J2 Le1bmz argued agamsl occas10nahsm that 1t did awav wnh the 
natures of mchv1duals and so cQllld li:ad to Spmozism. 

24 MH. 28 26, p, 888 Cf Bg §§212, 217. B Erdmann, Martm Knutzen. p 
66, notes that s1m1lar language 1s used by C. F. Meier, who translated 
Baumgarten mto Cerman and on whom Kant also lectured 

25 MH. 18 s 3 '•If we want to conceive that one power simply suiters from 
the other, wnhout us own power and thus without harmony, then that 
is called mf1uxus pllys1c11s or realis " 

26 See Wolff's Rat1onnl Ps\·c/Jology. §558, ctted m Beck, Kanl's Lann Wm· 
mgs, p 109, n 44. Cf. Kant's Prolegomena §9, 4 182, MM, 29 823 

27 Bg §45 I Elsewhere Baumgarten also adds a very weak argument that 
there must be a plurall[v of fimte substances lBg §§339-91 1 

28 See, e g., D1ssertnt10n. §17, 2 407 "If we free this concept trom that 
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blemish, we have a kmd of mteracuon wluch 1s die only one which 
deserves to be called real" Cf K2, 1f\ 759 

29 MH. 18 886-7; cf. D. 18:666, 684, KJ, 29 too8 Here Kantalreadydemes 
that the heterogeneity of. cause and eHect ts a sufficient reason to deny 
mteractmn; thus he was unattracted to the WolfAan compromise of. 
falling back on preestabhshed harmony for mind-body relatmM while 
acceptmg the mfiux the0ry elsewhere. 

30 Malebranche, die mam advocate of occas1onahsm !although Kant and 
others often also attached Descartes to 1h1sdoc:1rine - see L1 , i.8 21 o;:, D, 
28·66o;:J was famous for holdmg that we "mm1t all dungs m Cod" (De/a 
Rechtm::he de la Verite, Ill, 1, vii 

3 1 L1, 18:113, "inf111xu pbys1c1 ongmano m sensu erasion." 
J1 LI, 28:115. These theories are sull categorized as theones of "denva­

tive" (as opposed to "ongmal") mteract1on because they do not presume 
the Anne substances can dJrectly influence each other Cf. Kant's argu­
ment !MM, 29 932; d. D. 28 664) ag:unst Baumgarten's "qmte poor" 
claim !Bg §414) that substances Im this case, monads) "next to each 
other" must be m contact qua "touching," as well as the claim (Bg §410) 
that all action as such involves not 1ust 1meracuon but also reacnon qua 
resistance 

33 LI. 18:114· "lwrmoma automanca ll!i when for ~ery single case the 
highest cause has to arrange an 3greement, thus where the agreement 
does not rest on umversal laws, but rather on a primordial arrangement 
which Cod put m the machine of the world " However, as Abson 
Laywme has reminded me, someumes Kant Spoke of Letbntz as stres.sm,R 
the roledumversal laws(see A 275 I B 331, but cf B 167) 

14 I e., such that there cannot be a plura lity of dlem constituting a "workl" 
IL1 . 28·2 14) Cf. Bg§JS7. L:i, 28·s81,andMH, 28·865, "Forby 1tsco1x:ept 
every substance exists fc.- nsoelf, therefore appears ro he isolated, and has 
nothing rodo with an other substance " Here, a soft en m Kant, talk about 
the "concept of" somethmg is shon for talk about what can he a pnDTI 

determmable about u, 1.e , what 1s detemunable msofar as 1t is necessary 
Cf. Burkhard Tuschlmg, "Necei.~rium est idem s1mul es.se e1 non es.re." 
m Log1k und GeschJchte m Hegels System, ed. H C Lucas and Cuy 
Planty-Bon1our(Stuttgart, 1989), p 2101 and h15 "Apperceptmnand Ether 
on the Jdea of a Transcendental Deduction of Matter m Kant's 'Opus 
postumum'," m Kant's Transcendelltal Deductions. pp. 191- 216. 

35 MH, 18.p-3. All bracketed mrerpolanonsare my own mterpretive add1-
tmns. Cf. LI. 28 213. "no substance can mAuence anothtt ongmare 
except of that of which n ts ttself a ca use " 

36 In another passage - ansmg perhaps from an earlier phase m Kant's 
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work (smce 1h1s sect1on may be composed of at lease two treatments 01 

the topics, w1th the second s1ar11ng at L1, 28 2141~), Kant's theory lS 
charactttized simply m terms of "laws of nature .. 11 may ground 
itself otherwise on whatever Jt wants" (LI, 28 213) By calling the 
hyperphys1cal theories ones that really do not have laws (L1 , 28 215, 
see note 39 belowJ, Kant may have been moving toward a perception of 
how cruci.al the reference to lawfulness was to his own theory I 8 
Schneewmd has explored a parallel moral dimension of Kan1 's early 
interest m a "dwme corponmon," which gives fimte beings a power of 
self-legislation Stt his essay m thJS volume, and his "The D1vmt: 
Corporau on and the H1st0ry of Ethics. " m Plnlosophy m History. ed 
R. Rorty, J. B. Schneewmd, and Q. Skmnu !Cambndge. Cambridge Um 
vers1ty Press, 1984), pp. 17)-9.1.. 

37 For a contemporary view, cf Ralph Walker, Kant jlondon: Routledge & 

~gan Paul, 1918), p 175 

J8 Tb.is strategy •s detailed m Cuyer, Kant and the Claims of Knowledge 
Tbe concern wtth time determmat10n akeady appears m the old notes, 
albeit ma tradmona l comext, e.g., at Lr. 28:215, "the actual representa· 
tion of the conjunction of substances among one another consists 1n 

this· that they all perdure, that they are all there through one" 
]9 MM, iy :868. "The mf]uxus phys1cus happens according to general laws, 

but rhe rwo systems of the 11e.Yus 1dealis do not." 
40 MM. 29:9251 cf Bg §§308, 334· 
41 See also MM. 29:8s6, 927-8· " the immediate cause of the sensible world 

1s the mvndus noomenon." 
42 D • .1.8:666, ''There must be a bemg there from which all denve. All 

substances ha\'e 1he1r ground m n ." 
0 D. 1.8 666. C£ K2, 28·n2, and KJ. 29 1oo8---iJ. K3, 29 977--8 equate:s 

Spinoz1sm with transcendental reahsm. 
44 "for 1f only a s ingle substance exists, then either I must be this sub­

stance, and consequently I must be Cod (but thJS contradicts m)' depen· 
dency)i or else I aim ain accident (but this contradicts the concept of my 
ego, m which I thlnk myself as an ulumate sub)ect which 1s not dw 
predicate ol any other being), " from Lectures on P11Jlosopl11cal Tl ieolog}'. 
p. BG !28 1opj, cf. 1btd., pp. 74- 5 {28. ao4d ), and V, 28·4s81 D. 28:666; 
KJ, roo8f 

45 K2, 28:758-9, cf B 427- 8 For such pa&Sages lt 1~ worth recalhng that m 
German the term for "mfluence" (Emflussl can be broken down mto 
"pours" or "flows m" lf11esst em). Cf. L1, 28 279-80 "But we can no 
more comprehend the commercmm between bodies among themselves 
than that between the soul and the body." 

46 MM. 29 908 Cf. KJ, 29:1029, "An unknown something, which is not 
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appearance, 1~ what mfluences the soul, and so we olmun mus a homoge 
neny wnh thmgs In this he:s the representation that not the phenome· 
non 1tself of the body, but rather tht- substramm of matter, the noume 
non, produces m us The mf]uxus on one another thought materially 
between soul and body, and yet so that both would be outside them­
selves, and each for itself, 1s something m nself 1mposs1ble and 1f one 
assumes 11 ideally, then 1h1s would be nothing bt11 the harmonio proesro 

b1llta. and would no longer be mf]uxus. It mUSt thus be thought as 
unmatenal dfect of 1he noumenon of both, whereupon this means noth· 
mg more than that sornethmg m fiuences the soul, and then no heteroge­
neity remains whx:h might ratSe doubts here .. "Cf D. 28:684-~. M H 
28:886-7. An annc1patton of the view that r.he mmd-body relatJOn IS 

not a special problem can be found m Knmzen S« B. Erdmann, Mamn 

Knutzen, p. 104. 
47 Such connectmns are also stressed m the lectures· V 28 4o8, sn-4, 

MM, 29788, 8o6-9, 813-18. 
48 A 385. For more references, see my Kant's Theory. p. 299, n. 79. 
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9 Vindicating reason 

I . THE CR ITIQ UE OF R EASON 

Whatever else a c .. irique of reason attempts, 1t must surely criticize 
reason. Funher, if tt is not to pornt toward mhihsm. a critique of 
reason cannot have only a negative or destrucuve ourcome, but 
must vindicate at least some standards or principles as authonues 
on which thmktng and doing may rely. and by which they may {in 
part) be judged. Critics of " the Enhghtenmem pro1ecc," from Pascal 
to Horkhe1mer to contemporary communitanans and postmod­
ermsts, detect its Achilles' hee l in anant failure to vinchcate the 
supposed standards of reason 1hat are so confidently used co cnt1-
c1ze, attack, and destroy other authonu es, induc:hng church, state, 
and traditmn. If the authonty of reason is bogus, why should such 
reasoned cntic1sm have any weight? 

Susp1c1ons about reason can be put innumerable way~. However, 
one battety of cnucisms IS particularly threatening, because It tar­
gets the very possibility of devising anything that could count as a 
vmcbcatmn of reason. This hne of attack 1s sometimes formulated as 
a tnlemma. Any supposed Vlndicauon of the pnnciples of reason 
would have to establish the authonty of certam fundamental con­
straints on thmkmg or acu ng. However, this could only be done m 
one of three ways. A supposed vindicat10n could appeal to the pre­
sumed pnnciples of reason that it am1S to vmdicate - but would 
then be circular, so fai l as vmd1cat10n. Alternatively, lt might be 
based on othei startmg pollltS - but then the supposed prmctples of 
reason would lack reasoned v10d1cauon, so could not themselves 
bequeath unblemished pedisrees. Fmally, as a poor thi rd option, a 
vmdicauon of reason might suggest that reasonmg issues m uncom-
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pletable regress, so chat prospects of vmd1catmg any claim, mclLKl­
ing claims to 1dent1(y pnnc1ples of reason, never temtmate. To rea­
son 1s only to keep the door open ro fu.-ther quesuomng. In each case 
the desired vmd1cation eludes. These unprnm1s1ng thoughts lend 
some appeal to Pascahan fanh, to Humean naturalism or even to 
poStures of postmodermty as responses ro the challenge of skepti­
cism about reason. 

If the Crzt1que of Pure Reason is to live up to its title and its 
reputatmn it must deal wnh skepticism wtth regard to re<l.son. The 
whole magnificent and mmcate cnucal structure will have little 
pomt 1f 1t draws on an unvind1cated or unvmdicable concept10n of 
reason. Yet 1t 1s far from dear where or how Kant handles these 
tapes. I shall try here to trace some of his mov~, drawing m parucu· 
Jar on passages rn the ear her secttoos of the Transcendental Doctrine 
of Method, but also on widely scattered passages m the prefaces, the 
Transcendental Dialectic and vanous shorter wntmgs. • I shall try to 
show that Kant addresses this fundamental topic persistently and 
wtth great subtlety, and that he offers an account of what 1t 1s to 
vmd1cate reason quite different from the toundauonahsc account 
that cnt1cs of "the Enlightenment project" target, and usually attnb­
ute to Kant. Whether his account ts wholly sattsfacto .. y is a large and 
comphcated quesuon, on whlch I offcr sparse comments. 

IL REASON AND LO GI C 

It is helpful to begm by askmg what sort of dung we expect a vmd1ca­
uon of reason to vmd1cate. One account, wuh 1mpeccable Cartesian 
and rationalist ancestry, secs prmc1ples of reason as formal prmc1-
ples of logic and method. These principles are to be algonthms for 
the formation and t ransformation of simple truths, and to provide 
axioms that wholly (accordmg to rationalists) or part ly taccord1ng to 
many others! constram acceptable thinkm.gand domg. The vmdica­
uon of these ax10ms 1s probJemat1c. Some boldly insist that they 
have divme warrant, even that God has mstalled these principles 
·whole and complete m each of us" ,1 others are discreetly silent. 

Thts 1s not Kant's view. He insists that prmciples of reason and of 
logic are distinct. In the prefaces of the Critique of Pure Reason he 
da.1ms that logic was mvented and completed m one stroke by Ans-
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totle, that 1t has precise boundanes and that us success ts conse­
quent upon these hmttat1ons (B vm-ix). By contrast the prefaces 
dep1et human reasoning as "a merely random groping'' (B xv) that 
falls repeatedly mto contradictions and has yet to find the "secure 
path of a science" IB x1iiL For Kant logic 1s abstracted either from the 
use of the understandmg or from that of reason, and us vmdicauon 
would have to be derived from theirs, rather than conversely. How­
ever, the fact that logic 1s derivative m this way allows us to use us 
suucrnre as a due or key to the cognmve structures from which it 1s 
derived.' No doubt there are many quest10ns to be raised about 
Kant's treatment of logic, but it 1s at least clear that this 1s not the 
place to look for his vmd1cauon of reason. 

Ill. REASON AND UNDERSTANDING 

On Cartesian accounts a vmd1cat1on of reason must be the first of 
philosophical tasks. Kant does not treat the matter in this way. The 
Cnt1que of Pure Reason begms, m the Aesthetic and the Analytic of 
the Doctrme of Elements, with cbscussion of the "lower faculties of 
knowledge,'' sensibthty and understanding. Only m its last and long­
est section, the Transcendental Dialectic, does Kant tum to ques­
tmns about reason, the "htgher faculry of knowledge.'' There he 
mainly exposes and undermmes excessive rat1onahst claims about 
the powers of reason. Vmd1cat1on of reason ts still postponed. 

The first pages of the Dialectic stress some differences between 
lower and higher faculties of knowledge and acknowledge that m­
vestigaung the latter raises thfficulties that did not anse m mvesu­
gatmg the powers of understandmg, because we lack all msight 
mto the supposed real use of reason (A 299 / B 3551- This may seem 
unsurpnsmg-would not Le1bmz have agreed that we lack com­
plete ms1ght? - but Kant mststs that no real use can be vindicated. 
The fundamental pomt of the Copernican turn is that no correspon­
dence of reason to reality be presumed. The use of reason 1s not 
assigned any counterpart to the reduced, emp1ncal realism that 
Kant allows the understandmg. The parallel that he draws between 
understanding and reason is only that both are "faculties of umry", 
but the umty the two achieve contrasts sharply: 

Understanding may be regarded as a faculty which secures the umty ot 
appearances by means of rules, and reason as being the facuhy which se-
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cmcs the umty of rules of understanding under pnncrples Acconhngly, 
reason never applies itself directly to experience or to any ob1ect, but to 
undt:rstandmg, m order to give to rhe mamfold knowled~e of the latter an a 
pr10n umry by means of concepts, a umty which may be called rhe umty of 
reason, and which 1s qmre different m kmd from any untty thar can be 
accomplished by the understanding. (A 302 I B H9, cf. A 644 / B 672) 

In these "provisional" passages Kant warns his readers that 

mult1phcuy of rules and unity of prmc1ples 1s a demand of reason, for rhe 
purpose of bnngm.g the understanding mro thoroughgoing accordance with 
ttself. Bur such a pnnnple . 1s merely a subiecttve law for the orderly 
management of the possessions of our understanding [so thatl The unrty 
of reason 1s therefore not the umty of a possible expenence, but is essen­
ually different from such umty. IA 30<;-7 I B 362-31 

Kam ev1denrly re1ecrs the rationalist claun that the pnnc1ples of 
reason can provide a umque and integrated answer to all possible 
quesuons. In the Transcendental Dialectic the central oh)ection to 
rational psychology, ratmnal cosmology, and rational theology ts that 
the rationalist tradition treats each domam as an object of theoretical 
mquuy, where necessary truths about soul, world, and God are to be 
reached by mtuition or analysis, and where there 1s no essential differ­
ence between the umty achieved by rules and by pnnciples. 

A main oh)ective of the Transcendental Dialectic 1s to show how 
any view of pnnc1ples of reason as dtvmely mscnbed axioms or rules 
of thought, that correspond to reality, leads to contrad1ctmns - to 
paralogtsms, antinom1es, and 1mposs1b1ht1es. Kant rejects the pieces 
de resistance of the whole metaphysical tracbuon. He deems human 
1eason quite simply incompetent for these illusory tasks. While the 
Copernican tum was put forward in the prefaces "only as an hypothe­
sis" (B xxii n.), the arguments of the Transcendental Dialectic sup­
port the hypothesis that reason does not conform to the real, by 
mfhctmg heavy damage on metaphysical systems that assume such 
correspondence. 

IV. IDEAS OF REASON AND STRIVING FOR UNITY 

In the mtroduct1ons of the Transcendental Dialectic we also find 
suggestions that, as m the case of understandmg, logic offers a due 
to the structure of the faculty of knowledge from which it 1s suppos-
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edly abstracted. However, m this case the clue is given not by the 
traditional logic of terms but by syllog1st1c Tlus 1s nm because 
syllog1suc 1s "more abstract" than the logic of terms, but because it 
links dtstmct propositions into larger units: It achieves a different 
sort of unity, and potentially a very extensive, even systematic 
umty. 

From th1s fd1scuss1on Qf syllog1sucj we ~ that m mference reason endeav 
ours to rerluce the vaned and manifold knowledge obumed chrough rhe 
understanding to the smallest number of prmc1ples lumversal cond1t1ons) 
and thereby to achieve tn It the highest possible unitv fA 305 I B 361) 

However, thi:= attempt to ach1eve unny ot knowledge IS not guaran­
teed by any really ex1stmg unity. There 1s no metaphysical proof that 
all aspects of our thinking and domg can be integrated mto a single, 
systemauc uniry. No prmc1ple of sufficient reason, no ens reohss1-
mum guarantees the pnnc1ples of reason or the completeness of 
knowledge. On the contrary, human knowledge 15 threatened by 
cha:is, while knowledge and action are d1v1ded by a "great gulf" that 
provides the most profound challenge co the poss1bd1ty of a com­
plete and systematic philosophy. Complete umty can then be no 
more than "endeavor, "4 whose success is not guaranteed, and 1s 
ultimately shown unattainable. 

At the end of the mtroducuon of the Transcendental D1alt!C11c 
Kant confronts the suspected hm1tat1ons of reason by posing a di­
lemma. He asks: 

Take the prmc1ple, rhat the series ol conditions . extends to the uncondr­
tioned. Does 1t, or does 1t nQt, have ob,ecuve apphcabthty \ob1eklive 
Richtigke1t]r . _ Or 1s there no such ob1ecttvely valid pnnc1ple of reason, 
but only a logtcal precept leme blot.~ log1sche VorschnftL tQ advance towards 
completeness by an ascent to ever higher CQnd1t1ons and so to give to our 
knowledge the grearest possible unnyof reason~ IA \ o8--9 / B 36s) 

Either reason has ob1ective valkhty, and its pnnc1ples are not essen­
tially di Herem from the rules of the understanding, as these were 
understood by rattonahsts, smce thetr real use IS underpmned by 
the obiective unity of expene11ce. Or reason ts only a precept or 
prescnpuon co seek umty. We know well enough that the upshot of 
the Transcendental Dialectic 1s to rCJect the fh-st horn of the di­
lemma. It follows then that Kant must understand reason as a 
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precept for the task o{ aclnevmg " the greatest possible uni ty." Stnv-
1ng for this greatest possible umty aspnes to overcome or dispel the 
threatened hiatuses of thought and action - with no guarantee of 
success. Kam does not presuppose that integrated answers to his 
three fundamental questions "\Vhat can I know?" "What may I 
dol" and •'What may I hope?" must be available; he does not as­
sume even chat human knowledge must or can form a complete 
and systematic whole. 

v . J> tlECEPT S AN D IDEA S OF REASO N 

Although the Transcendental Dialectic 1s so clearly a sustamed po­
lemic agamst rationalism, and agamst the rauonahst conception of 
reason as guarantor and mirror of reahty, there 1s a good deal in the 
text that deflects attention from the active, stnving (as opposed to 
passive, mirroring) character Kant ascnbes to reason. When Kant 
speaks of pnnuples of reason in the Dialecuc he often uses terms 
that fit best with conceptton of reason as muronng reality. He 
speaks not of precepts or maxims of reason - which would indicate 
at once that he thmks of reason as pracu cal principles for guiding 
thmkmg and domg - but m tradwonal rattonalist, indeed Platonist, 
terms of Ideas of Reason. He defends his appropnation of this m1s­
leadmg Platonn: term, not because but m spite of its metaphysical 
resonance. The term suits not because Kant tcx> wants to endorse a 
classical, theoretical conception of reason, as correspondence of 
thought to its real archecypes, but because Plato's Ideas are potent 
symbols of strivmg for the most encomrassmg unny. The Platonic 
Ideas are an image of the unity of the highest principles that guide a 
quest for the Good and the Beautiful as well as the True. Kant allows 
himself this OOrrowing, which parallels h is own three fundamental 
questions, but re,ects the entire Platonic account of the metaphysi­
cal basis of unity and success m these quests. He firmly reiects all 
thought that his Ideas of Reason correspond to any real archetypes, 
and adopts a poSltlon that is 1rreconc1lable with any form of the 
Platonic v1S1on of Ideas as patterns for knowledge and mathematics.> 
In spite of this unequivocal re1ection of any real use of the Ideas of 
Reason the borrowed terminology is unavoidably associated with 
the str~gest forms of realism, and masks the qu1le d1lferem Kant­
ian concepuon of Ideas of Reason, which are conceived as precepts 



286 TH E CAMBRIDG E COMPA NION TO KANT 

for seeki.ng unity of thought and acuon, rather than as archetypes 
that guarantee that umty is to be found 

YI. UNlTY OF REASON VS. THE PLURALITY Of I TS 

Granted that the Ideas of Reason are precepts, it is s urely puzzling 
that Kant thinks a plurality of d1snnct Ideas can create "the greatest 
possible unny." He mtroduces a wide range of principles of reason 
under a variety of labels. There are "Postulates of Reason" and "Max-
1ms oi Reason" as well as " Ideas of Reason." All can count as princi­
ples ot reason, aad aim at a sisigle sort of unuy, because all are forms 
or aspects of a single principle, which can be formulated tn muJtjple 

ways. This explains why Kant speaks both of "the principle of rea­
son," and of many ideas or principles of reason. He says of the under­
lying prmciple: 

The prmc1ple of reason is thus properly only a rule, prescnbms a regress m 
the series of the cond1t10ns of given appearances, and forb1ddmg It to bnng 
the regress to a dose by treating anything at which 1t may amve as abso­
lutely unconditJ011ed. . . Nor is 1t a const1tut1Ve pnnc1pk of reason ... 
lbml rather a prmc1ple ol rhe greatest poss1blie contmuat1on and extension of 
experience, allowing no empmcal l1m1t to hold as absolute. Thus 1t 1s a 
pnnc1ple of rea:son which serves as a rule, postulating what we ought co do 

in the regress, but not an11c1patmg what 1s present m the ob1ect as it ism 

Jlse/f. pnor to all regress Accordingly I entitle ir a regulo.twe pnnciplie of 
reason. IA 509 / B 537} 

It is not hard to connect vanous formulauons of this prmc1ple to 
01.1e or another of Kant's own baste questions. Answers to "What can I 
know?" are gmded by Ideas or precepts of scientific mqmry, mcluding 

It IS a logical postulate of reaSQO, that through the understanding we fol low 
up and extend as far as possible that connection of a concept with 1ts 

condittons, (A 498 I B p6J 

and 

Ent1a praeter necess1tatem non esse muluplicando. 

Answers to the quesuon "What ought I do?'' are guided by the formu­
lations of the Categorical Imperat ive, and their more detenmnate 

1mpbcauons (pnnciples of duty, of 1ustice, and so forth ). Answers to 
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the questmn "Whar may I hope?" are gmded, mter aha. by the Postu­
lates of Prac tical Reason and by maxnns of seeking purposiveness, 
which provide accounts of various possible "bndges" across the 
"great gulf" that would oche rwLSC sunder 0 1.u grasr of knowable 
nature and of free acu on. Kant mamtams that the contrad1cuons to 
which the use of reason as a constituuve principle le.ads c.an be 
avoided by this more modest, regulative concept10n of reason, in its 
vanous formulauons. If we view prmciples of reason as precepts for 
the conduct of thmking, actmg, and their coherent connectmn, 
hence as ways of achieving an active grasp rather than a passive 
response to the manifold of life, rhen although we will never regam 
the heights that rat1onah st concepuons of reason claimed to con­
quer, we can umte a wide range of our expenence and acttons with­

out lapsing into contrad1cuon: 

~n they lregulanve pnnc1ples] are n eated merely as mai-:1ms, there 1s no 
real conflict, but merely those differences m the mtieresr of reason that 
givie nse co d1ffermg modes of thought. In actual facr, reason has only one 
single mtierest, and the confl1c1 of its maxims 1s only a clifference m, and a 
mutual hm1tat1on of, the methods whereby this interest endeavours to 

obram sat1sfact10t1. IA 666 I B 694) 

Even if we accept Kant's view that the many [deas of Reason are a ll 
aspects of one striving for unity, reason has not been vindicated. 
What 1s n that shows that smvmg for umty 1s fundamental to rea­
son1 What shows that such stnving has authonty for the regulatmn 
of all thought and action! Kant's answers to these quesuons are 

given partly m prefatory remarks and partly in the concluding Doc­
trme of Method. 

VII- R EA SON IN THE PREFA CES: DISI N TE GRATI ON 

OR S ELF-DI SC ll>LI NEf 

If we go back to the passages m the prefaces m which Kant intro­

duces the theme of reason tn t he Cr1t1que of Pure Reason, we can see 
that from the begi.nmng of the book he represents human reason as a 

form of stnvmg that both Jeads to contradictions, hence is a source 
of problems, and yet seeks umty. so may be capable of resolvmg the 
problems tt has generared. The prefaces depict human reason as 
repeatedly frustrated stnvmg for completion and umty, m a bemg 
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whose capac1ttes seem inadequate for what 1t yearns to do, yet also 
as a capacity to d1sc1plme the use of these very powers and so per­
haps to resolve u s seU-mfl1cted problems. On the one hand Kant's 
m1ual diagnosis 1s that human reason leads to catastrophe, because 

" 
begins with prmc1ples wlbch 1t h8s no opnon save w employ . . r1smg wnh 
their aid to ever higher, ever more remote, cond1t1ons But by this proce­
dure human reason prec1pltate~ itself into darkness and contrad1ct1ons. 

IA vu- vm, cf. B XJv- vl 

On the o ther hand Kant repeatedly gestures toward the thought that 
this same flawed capacity cames its remedy widun 1t· 

Reason has mstght only mto that which 1t produces aher a plan of its own, 
and . u must noc allow itself 10 be kept, as 1t wer:e, on nature's leadmg­
stnugs, but must itself show the way with pnnc1ples of 1W1tl>ment ha&ed 
upon fixed laws, constrammg nature to gIVe answer to questions of reason's 
own determmmg _ (B xm) 

We have perhaps become so used w readmg such turns of phrase as 
mere persomficat1on that we do not sufficiently note that through­
OUl the Critique of Pure Reoson reason lS depicted as an aclrve 
capactty that both generates and may resolve problems. Re(Je.nve 
structure 1s part of the key to understanding Kant's conception of 
vindicating reason. 

VIIL VINDICATIN G REASON: A REFORMULA T I ON 

If such passages are no mere turns of phrase, but Kant's actual picture 
of reason, and if reason has no real or objective source or archetype, 
then the question of the vmd1cat1on of reascm has to be posed anew. 
To vindicate reason could not be to denve its pnnc1ples from else­
where or to show their correspondence to real archetypes. It would be 
to identify whatever fundamental precept can guide thought and ac­
tion authontat1vely for beings m whom neither 1s steered by any 
"alien" reality or by necessity. This does not seem to make the task of 
vindicating reason any easier. Why should any precept have general 
authonty for such d1sonented hem.gs? How could any be vmd1cated~ 
Why should any have any authority for us~ 

The quest10n 1s only complicated by the fact that 1f reason's pnno-
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pies are precepts for seekmg the greatest possible unuy, these pre­
cepts must apply both to thmk1ng and to domg. Kam often stresses 
the basic umty of theoreucal and practical uses of reason (e.g., 
Groundwork. 4:391). Yet why should one and the same prmc1ple be 
authontat1ve for both tasksr Indeed. tf the notonous Categoncal 
Imperative 1s the "supreme principle of practical reason," as Kant 
insists, then does not practical reason have tts own, distinct "su­
preme pnnc1ple"? Many doubt whether the Categoncal Imperative 
can guide practice; even thos~ who thmk thac 1t can, and thac it is 
vital for morality, many well doubt whether it could euher be or be 
closely lmked to the supreme principle of reason m general. further. 
Kant's attempts to v1nd1cate the Categoncal lmperauve remam m 
dispute, so do not seem promising models for the vindication of 
theoretical uses of reaS011. The task of constructing a cri tical vmd1ca­
t1on of reason seems no less demandmg than the re,ecred task of 
v1nd1cat1ng reason wnhm the framework of rauonahst metaphysics. 

IX. DOCTRrNE OF METHOD: TH.E BUILDING OF 

REASON 

So far I have aimed to d1stmgu1sh Kant's account of reason from 
a«hers, without saying anything positive about his approach to the 
task of vmcbcatmn. However, Kant tells us a great deal about the 
reformulated task. Nurneroos passages throughout the Doctrme of 
Method leave it beyond doubt that he holds that reason's pnnc1ples 
are vind1cable, and intends to show how rhe task must be camt:d 
out. 

These texts begm with an extended and deep companson between 
the cnt1cal project and a bmlding project: 

II we look upan the sum of all knowledge of pure speculauve reason as a 
bu1khng for which we have at least the idea w11hm ourselves, 1t can be s:nd 
1ha1 m the Transcendentsl Doctrine of Elements we have made an estimate 
of the matenals, and have dctermu..ed for what sort, he1ghr, and Slft.-ngth oi 
bu11clmg they will suffice. lmked 1r turned out that although we had m mmcl 
a tower that would reach the heavens, yet the stock of rnatet1als was onlv 
enough for a dwellmg house - 1ust roomy enough for our tasks on the plain 
of expenence and 1ust high enough for us to look across the plam. The bold 
undertaking had come to nothing for Lack of materials, quue ap;,irt from the 
babel of rongues that unavoidably set workers a.gamst one another about the 
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plan and scattered them acrnss the earth, each to budd separately following 
his own plan Our problem 1s no t Jt\Sf to do with matenals, but even more to 
do with the plan Smee we have been warned not to nsk everything on a 
b\•Onte but senseless pro)t'CI, which could perhaps exceed our whole me.ans, 
yet cannot well refrain from building a secure home, we have to plan our 
building with rhe supplies we have been given and at the same time to suit 
our needs. fA 707 / 8 735, trans. 0 O'N.I 

A few prehmmary comments on this passage may be useful. First, 
Kant 1s drawmg on a long tradttmn of compansons between bu1ldmg 
and philosophy, which goes back to ant1qmty, and had been ex­
tended by the rationahsts and above all by Descartes. Secood, he is 
also drawmg on the darker story of the bmld1ng of the tower of 
Babel, whose builders aspired to a splendid tower that exceeded their 
own capacmes, and who were forced mto a life of dispersed nomad-
1sm after ltS collapse. Third, it may seem impernnent that after the 
700 difficult pages of the Doctrme of Elements, Kant should teJI his 
readers that all th.at he has offered so far 1s an inventory of the 
budding matenals for construcung the edifice of reason. Yet just th.ts 
would be appropnate 1£ he holds that a vmd1cauon of reason 1s 
needed, but has not yet provided one. 

X. REFLEXIVITY AND THE BUILDING OF REA SON 

The clue to the late placmg of the vmdicatmn ol reason 1s that Kane 
regards it as a reflexive task,6 which has to assemble cenam "materi· 
als" before 1t can begm . Tlus has been signaled from the very first 
pages of the Cri t ique of Pure Reason. where human thinking and 
dotng are depicted as undisc1plmed stnvmg that leads into tangles 
and contrad1cuons. Kant's cnt1que of rationahsm shows that thts 
stnvmg cannot be d1sciplmed by coofonnmg to some given (outside, 
"ahen"I reality. Strivmg fo r such confonmty would be analogous to 
the hubns of the builders of Babel: Both pro,ects must collapse. 

However, the failure of rat1onahsm - of foundationalism - may 
not seem enough to require a reflexive approach. Might not the fate 
of the l:mdders of Babel, giving up the pro1ect of bmldmg and sertle­
ment, provide a more accurate model for human thmkmg and act· 
mg~ Once agam Kant has signaled from the very begmning of the 
Critique of Pure Reason that this ''poscmodetn" acutude too 1s un· 
tenable. We are m no pos1t10n to hve without reason. The stnvmg 
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that leads us mto tangled thought and actt011 1s already reasoning, 
bur unrehable reasonmg. The quesrion that we must ask ourselves 1s 
not "Why should any pnnc1ples count as those uf reason!" but, 
rather "Given that we try to reason, how can we m1ugate the dan­
ge.-s of the pnnc1ples on which we unav01dably rely!" 

Kant speaks of a cnhque of reason as a task because we are un· 
avoidably committed to thinking and acung, hence unavoidably par· 
ttally, mc1pient1y reasomng beings, yet with the ''peculiar fate" IA 
vn) that our reasoning constantly falls mro difficulty and contrad1c· 
uon. The disasters of metaphy51cs arise from an unrestncted use of 
qmte common and daily ways of thmkmg and acu ng, which we can 
hardly g1ve up. jFor example, the anunom1es .suggest that conrrad1c· 
hons can readily be generated by iterated use of the pnnc1ple of 
causality, or of countmgor dividing.) Metaphysical hubns is no more 
than the further extension of the very pnnc1ples we rely on. Hence 
any vmdication of human reason will have to 1dennfy principles for 
guidmg the ways of thmkmg and doing that we have to hand, and 
cannot 1euison, and must use these very pnnc1ples both as "mate· 
nal" and as source of a "plan.'' Neither foundat1onahsm nor post· 
modermsm are genuine options for us. In terms of the humble vo­
cabulary of the building trades, our only feasible optmn ts to ask, 
What can be built with the matenals and labor force available to us? 

At this pomt an ob1ectioo might be that mctaJl1ors of bUJldmg or 
construction cannot shed light on a reflexive task. Blllldmgs, 1t 
might be said, need foundatioos, hence metaphors of constructioo 
are only appropnate if we accept a foundauonahst conception of the 
vmdication of reason - for example, that of Descartes. However, this 
objecuon overlooks the possib1hty of construcuons w1thom founda­
fions, such as kites or space satellites, whose components are mutu· 
ally supporting, although no part ol the structure forms a foundatmn 
for the rest. Moreover, it also fails to note that even the components 
of structures that do rest on foundadons are and must be mutually 
supPOrting in many ways. There is nothing amiss in Kant's strategy 
of usmg buildmg metaphors while renouncing the thought that we 
are given an "absolute" unentat10n by some external cntenon chat 
demarcates "up" from "down," and permits us to 1dent1fy founda­
tions or axioms for thought or action (Orientation, 8). Indeed, m 
many ways lus concepnon of the budding of reason 1s more prosaic 
than that of the rationalists whom he cnttc1zes. Kant represents 
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attempts to ground pracuces of reason as a matter of proceeding 
with the "matenals" and "labor power" that our daily pracuce of 
defecuve reasoning has made available to us, and rebmldmg these m 
ways that reduce dangers of collapse or paralysis m thought or ac­
noo. The construction of rea'><>n is to be seen as process rather than 
pcoducl, as pro:icuces of connection and integration rather than as 
once and for all lay mg of foundatmns. 

In advancing this conception of the task of vmd1cat1ng reason, 
Kam shows nothing about the structure of reason. He merely pomts 
to a poss1bihty between rationalism and skepticism - between foun· 
dauonalism and postmodermsm. We may be able to build an ade­
quate account of reason out of avatlable rnatenals and capac1t1es. U 

we can, we will not, of course, have achieved a presuppostt1onless 
vmchcauon of reason. But we would perhaps have shown that the 
strategies of thought on wluch we have to rely provide the materials 
and the plan fo1· constructing an account of some pnnciples that 
have wholly general authority for thmktng and acting. Kant outlines 
this approach m the opemng sections of the Doctnne of Method. 

XI T}lE DOCTf/lNE OF METHOD: WHAT DOES KANT 

VINDJ CATEr 

Reason 1s discussed w1der four headings m the Doctrme of Method: 
The Discipline of Reason, the Canon of Reason, the Arch1tectomc of 
Reason, and the History of Reason. Here I shall restrict myself to the 
fast of these. Kant discusses the d1sc1plme of reason between A 
7o8 I B 7 36 and A 794 I B 822. He begms with some shorr but 1mpor· 
tant mtroductory remarks, which are followed by four sections that 
mclude c11t1c1sm of the phtl0s0ph1cal methods of ratmnalists l''dog· 
mat1sts") and skeptics. I shall reverse the order and sketch his cnt1· 
c1sm of supposed alternatives first. 

The "dogmatic," or rationahst, concepuun of reason 1s modeled 
on the supposed method of mathematics. Kant regards this method 
as totally mappropnate. The rationalists made two crucial mis· 
takes. First, they wrongly thought that mathematics consisted ot 
analytic propos1 uons, which form only a small and unimportant 
part of 1t, second, they imagmed that philosophy could ape the 
mathematical method of basmg proofa on defimtions and axioms. 
It was this second error that led them mto the pro}ect of bmlding 
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''a tower that should reach the he.:i vens. n A more accurate examma· 
uon of the available buddmg matcnals and the labor force would 
have shown them that philosophy has nenher deflmt1ons nor ax1· 
oms, and so can produce no proofs, and so to the realization that 1t 
is necessary to 

cut away the last anchor of these fan<ast1c hopes, that as, to show 1hat the 
pursu11 of the mathemaucal method cannot be of 1he least advantag.! in this 
kmd of knowledge {8 726/ A 7HI 

and to the conclusion that 

ln philosophy the geometncum Ider Mefll<unstlerj can by has method butkl 
only so many houses of cards. IA 727 / B 7)'il 

Mathematics cannot be done more analyt1co, and philosophy can· 
not be done more geometrico Mathematical method provides no 
wholly general model for reasoning. 

The second secnon on the disc1phne of reason re1ects the skeptical 
susp1c1on that reason 1s really no more than polemic that is, war. 
The goal of polemic 1s victory. Conversation, argument, and wnting 
are often polemic1::ed, m the sense that various sons of force and 
pressure can be brought to bear through them, and that they may 
aim at victory. However, polemic always has the disadvantage that 
no wider validity can be ascnbed to ltS results. Coerced .. agreement" 
or "understandmg'' does not outlive the coercion, and does not reach 
the uncoerced. Polemic can lay no claim to provide a wholly general 
d1sciplme for thmkmg or ac t mg. Anybody who seeks an unrestricted 
auchence has to renounce polemic. Kam praposes that a better unage 
of reasoned exchange 1s that of citizens m free debate: 

Reason must m all its undenakmgs sub,ect 1tsclf to criticism, should at 
hm1t freedom of cnt1asm by any prohdnt1ons, at must harm its.elf, draw· 
111.g upon Itself a damagm.g susp1c1on. Nothing 1s so important through its 
usefulness, nothing so sacred, that It may be exempted from this searchmg 
examination, which knows no respect for persons. Reason depends on this 
he..:Jom for its very existence. For reason has no d1ctatonal authonty, its 
venhct 1s always simply the agreement of free cmzens, of whom each one 
must be permuted to express, without let or hindrance, his obiecuon or 
even his veto IA 738-9 / B 766-7) 

A debate between c1t1zens can serve as an image for reason, not be­
cause 1t follows given (hence "ahen''l rules of procedure or order, or 
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because 1t rehes on common presupposnmns, but because both are 
processes with a plurality of parucipants, whose coordmauon 1s not 
guaranteed or imposed by a ruler or other powers. (Ot course, this 1s 
not wholly true of actual debates between citizens, but then we do not 
expect metaphors to work without any restnct10n whatsoever.) The 
negative aspect of Kant's cnnc1sm of those who construe reason as 
polemic is easily followed: Thoughts and a cu on that depend on unvm­
d1cated authonues will hold only where this authority is accepted, so 
cannot produce general understanding or agreement or resolve all 
conflicts of belief and action. 

These cnt1c1sms of the mathematical and the polemical concep­
t10ns of reasonmg also support one further, negative conclusmn: In 
the construct10n of reason 1t would be no soluuon to the collapse of 
rationalism or to the threat of anarchy to appoint some well­
orgamzed local "bmlder" who would erect a more modest version of 
the pro1ect. This solution, the metaphorical counterpart to forms of 
relativism or commumtarianism, once more subjects thought and 
acuon to some arbitrary, if less amb1t1ous, power. Its results could 
have only arb1tranly restncted s1gmficance. However, n remams 
quite unclear what positive cond1t10ns a construct10n of reason 
must meet. 

XU. THE DOCTRINE OF METHOD: KANT'S 

PROPOSALS 

Kant's positive proposals are outlmed succmctly in the short pas­
sages that deal exphcttly with the discipline of reason (A 708-12 I B 
736-40). These precede the accounts of the fa1hngs of the methods 
of rationalism and of polemic 1ust summanzed. His diagnosis, both 
m the prefaces and m the mtroductory remarks at the begmmng of 
the Doctnne of Method, stressed that we lack not only the matenals 
for the grand projects of rauonahsm, but more crucially a plan for 
usmg those that we have.~ What plan does Kant then propose? And 
how could any particular plan be JUStified? Even if we now grasp 
why a vmdicauon of reason must be a reflexive task that begins Wt th 
available materials and capac1t1es, still there wdl surely be a plural­
ity of realizable plans. H we can establish only necessary and not 
sufficient cond1t10ns for reasoned thmkmg and dmng, should we not 
also suspect that there can be no vmdicat10n of reason? 
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At the begmmng of this short sectmn Kant asserts that reason 
needs "a discipline.'' A discipline 1s 

The compulston, by which the consram tendency co disobey certam mies 1s 
restramed and finally extirpated (A 709 / B 737) 

He then notes 

tha[ reason, whose proper duty tt ts to prescnbe a d1sc1plme for all other 
endeavours, should 1tseU stand m need of a d1sciplme may mdeed seem 
strange. {A 7ro I B 738) 

However, the strangeness of reason's disc1plme is then promptly 
explamed by pointmg out that it is a form of self-d1sc1plme. Here 
Kant develops the many earlier passages in which the task of cn­
nque of reason has been charactenzed as a reflexive task.8 This 
reflexive d1sc1phne 1s needed because the task ts peculiar, 

where, as m the case of pure reason, we come upon a whole system of 
11lus10ns and fallacies, mnmately bound together and umted under com­
mon prmc1ples, its own and mdeed negative law-gtvmg leme eigene und 
zwar negative Gesecgebung) seems to be requtred, wluch, under the ntle of 
a disc1plme, erects a system of precautions and self-exammation out of the 
nature of reason and the ob1ects of m; pure employment 

!A 711 I B 739, trans. emended O.O'Nl9 

What does Kant mean by reason's "own and indeed negative law­
g1vmg"? Which plan is the plan of reason? Will it be enough to have 
only "a system of precautions and self-examination"~ Have we been 
told anything of subscancd 

There are m fact three substantive pomts here. Fust, the discipline 
of reason is negative: second, 1t IS self-d1sc1plme; thud, 1t is a law­
giving. That it 1s negative 1s rn any case part of the definmon of a 
disciphne and is a corollary of the reiecuon of "ah en" authonues -
of foundauonahsm. Nothmg has been assumed from which positive 
content could be derived; nor can anything of the sort be assumed 
without begging the quesuon. That 1t is self-d1sciplme confirms that 
reasomng 1s a reflexive task, wlnch works on the available material 
of our mcip1ent and often disastrous practices of reasoning. That the 
disciplme of reason is a law-giving entails that It ls at least lawhke. 
Lawhkeness presupposes that a plurality of agents, or at least of 
cases, may fall under reason's pnnc1ples. 

Any law-givmg that IS to be both self-imposed and negative - that 
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1s, wnhoot content - can impose no more than the mere torm of Jaw. 
The d1sc1plme of reason can require only tha1 no pnnc1ple incapable 
of bemg a law be rehed on as a fundamental 11nnc1ple for governmg 
thought and action. Any other pnnc1ple, whose content was more 
determmate, would 1mplic1tly suh1ect thought and action 10 some or 
other, ''alien" hence unvind1cated "authonty." Hence Kant views 
the fundamental 11nnciple of reason as that of govermng both thmk­
tng and domg by pnnc1ples that others too can adopt and follow. We 
recogmze here a more general version of the supreme prmc1ple of 
pracucal reason, whose best known version runs: Act only on that 
principle through which you can at the same time will that 1t be a 
universal law. (Ground1'"·ork. 4:42111<' As m the case of the d1scus­
s100 of practical reason m the Groundwork. the fundamental pnnc1-
ple of reason m general is without content: It demand.a simply that 
thinking as well as actmg not violate the form of law. 

This conclusion mvites the cntic1sm not that Kant's account of 
reason provides no disc1phne, bur char n does not provide nearly 
enough. It certainly does not provide sufficient instructions for 
thinkmg and domg. This is not inadvertence on Kant's part: He 
constantly re,ects conceptions Of reason, such as the Pnnc1ple of 
Sufficient Reason, which supposedly give sufficient mstrucnons for 
all 1hmkmg and actmg (for example, Stt A 781IB 811). Hts msts­
tence that "reason 1s no dictator" reiterates the thought that there 1s 
no algorithm that fuHy determines the content of reasoned thought 
and action. Nor should we "expect from reason what obviously ex­
ceeds its power" (A 786 / B 814). Reason offers only necessary cond1-
t1ons for thought and acuon - m Kant's temunology a "Canon" for 
thought and action (A 79S I B 823 ff.; Groundwork 4:424). Smee the 
nonspeculative theocet1cal use of reason has only regulative war­
rant, we can aim at the systemauc unity of knowledge, but only m 
awareness that the ideal of completeness is not attamable (A 568 / B 
596): The regulauve prmc1plcs of reason serve only "to mark out the 
path toward syscemauc umry" (A 668 I B 696). 

ln the case of the spunous speculauve employment of reason, we 
have even less than a canon. Here the discipline of reason can he used 
only as a dialectical "system of precautmns and selt-e:xamma11on" 
that curbs unwarranted metaphysical speculacmn. Kant's conception 
of reason cannot rehabilitate any of the spcculauve proofs of God's 
existence, although the idea of a supreme bemg may st1ll he used m 
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regulate and rntegrate, mdeed may be nee-Oed l u regu late and mtt:­
grate, thinkmg and doing.• • 

ft ts neither deficiency nor tnadvertence that the supreme pnnc1-
ple of reason 1s "only" the precept of stan11g w1thm the cOll/ines of 
some poss1ble plan. This modest conception of reason, which may 
he rendered m political metaphors as a matter of lawfulness wahout 
a lawgiver, 12 is the one presented m the Doctrine of Method. and the 
one that is adumbrated m Kant's earlier and endorsed m his later 
d1scuss10ns of what It may take to chsc1phne "our adventurous and 
self-reliant reason" {A 850 I B 878) wtthout kowtowing to ratmnally 
groundless authont1es. 

XIII. S ELE CTED CO RRO BORATIONS OF THE 

I NT ERPRET ATION 

Tl11s readmg of Kant's approach co the vmd1canon of reason m the 
Cntique of Pure Reason can be corroborated by numerous passages 
m ocher works. Kant discusses its theoretical import m the essay 
Whoi ls Onentanon m Thmkmg?, and its practical import rn many 
works, mcluding What ls Enlightenment? The topic 1s handled m 

another way m the passages on the sens11s communism the Critique 
of fudgment Here I offer only a few 1llustrat1ons, begrnmng with 
some further reflections on Kant's stress on the importance of a self-
1mposed pla11 in the mtroductory paragraph of the D()(trme of 
Method. 

The chastened bmlders of the tower of Babel, who cannot wholly 
turn theu backs on bmld1ng projects, are not forced to settle m some 
specific new bUild1ng. Rather they are advised to settle on some 
feasible plan that all of them can share The condmon that they 
must meet 1f they are to avoid the fate of "nomads" - 1solatmn, 
dispersal, noncommun1cat1on - 1s to adopt some plan, that nenher 
posns unavailable resources nor 1s unsharable with others. The ad· 
vice could be rqected, and even 1f 1t is folJowed much wdJ remarn 
open. Unlike Descartes, Kant does not thmk that there ts a unique 
edifice of reason, or that JC could be created by any solitary bmlder. 
On Kant's account we thtnk and act reasonably provided we netthec 
invoke illusory capac1t1es or authont1es - that 1s what n 1s to take 
account of our actual resources and starting pomt - nor base our 
thmkmg or acung on non]awh.ke, hence unsharable, prmc1ples. 
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These oonsttamL'> allow that mnumerable dtffenng way1; of thought 
and of hfe may meet the constraints of reason. 

Nevertheless reasoa constrains. Kant 1dent16es three recurrent 
modes of unreason . h JS unreasonable to pos1t capac1ues, insights, 
and transcendent authonties that we lack: This 1s the unreason of 
transcendental reahsts, including Platomsts and cradmonal the­
ists It i~ unreasonable to assume that thmkmg and achng can be 
wholly arb1crary or nonlawlike, as skeptics and postmodem1sts 
claim to. It ts unreasonable to assume that the fundamental pnnc1-
J1les of thought and action need reflect only some local authonty, 
as the acolytes of Schwiirmere1 or commumtananism do. H is con­
stant ms1stence that reason 1s lawhke yet submns to no "ahen" 
authonty summarizes his re1ection of these three modes of un­
reason. To thmk and act reasonably is to make sure that the basic 
precepts by which both are disc1plmed are lawhke without accept· 
ing spunous amhorit1es. 

Second, this readmg contnbutes to an adequate understanding of 
the well-known 1784 essay Whar ls Enhghtenmenr!.n This essay 
has often been condemned as a shallow defense of freedom of opm­
Jon, which endorses "enlightened" despotism. This focus wholly 
fails to face the central puzzle of the text, which ts that Kant equates 
enhghtenment not with reason but with an oddly charactenzed prac­
tice of reason.mg pnbhcly. The essay begms by oontrastrng those who 
are unenlightened, who submit to others' authonty and opmions, 
and those who are enbghtened, in that they speak pubbdy in their 
own voice. Kant's concepuon of a "public use of reason" 1s highly 
unusual: It 1s one that addresses " the enure pubhc" (yet may actu­
ally reach only umcn of leammg"), whereas "a pnvate use of reason 
1s that which a person may make of 1t m some particular c1111/ post or 
office" (Enl1gJ1 tenment, 8:37) - that is, what we would term a post· 
t1on m the public service! A "pubhc" use of reason is not defined by 
its large audience, and cannot take place m the public service, where 
relations of command and obedience permit only "private" uses of 
reason. The reason Kant attaches importance to "public" uses of 
reason is rather that these alone are not premised on accepting some 
rationally ungrounded - ''ahen" authonties, Je.g. Fredenck II, or the 
teachmgs of a church). Hence they alone are full uses of reason, and 
''private" uses of reason are to be understood as defective, depnve;:d 
or pnvatus, rather than as sheltered or secluded. Hence the essay 
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pomts away from a conception of "public" reason that 1s charactens­
t1c of pubhc life both under enlightened despotism and m bureaucra­
tized modern states, toward a quite different conceptmn of what 
fully reasoned commumcat1on would be.•4 

No doubt the essay 1s mo vague about the social conditions tor 
fully "pubhcn reasonmg Kant does httle more than gesrure to two 

"ideal types" of thmking and acu ng, 111 which reason 1s respecuvely 
fully and defecuvely emboched. However, the essay Illuminates 
Kant's l"easons for v1ewm.g autonomy, thac JS, the pnnc1ple of noc 
submitting to groundless authontzes, as rhe core of reason, hence of 
enlightenment. Autonomy, as Kant understands 1t, is not mere self· 
assertmn or mdependence, but rather thmking or acu ng on pnnc1-
ples that defer to no ungrounded "authonty," hence on prmc1ples all 
can follow. For Kant, autonomy 1s hvm.g by the principles of reason; 
and reason is nothing but the principle th.at mforms practices of 
autonomy m thlnking and domg. He does not re,ect the view that 
the Enhghtenment ts the movement of reason. Rather he recasts and 
deepens tlns convemional view by showing that reason, correctly 
understood, is the pnnc1ple of thmking and acnng on pnnc1ples all 
can freely adopt.IS 

A third text that corroborates this readmg JS the Jess known essay 
of 1786, What ls Orientation in Thinkmgl. Here Kant asks not 
which principles have authority for action, but which have an unre­
smcced ("Ol"ienting"J authonty tor thmkmg. He claims that only the 
pnnc1ple of autonomy in thmkmg can have any general authority; 
hence autonomy 1s all there is to reason. To reason JUSt as co think m 
a lawhke lprinc1pled) way, without deference to any alien "law." It 
avoids both "lawlessness" f1 .e., nonlawhkenessl and "subm1ss1on" 
h .e., to "alien" authorities): 

fl reason will not .subject itself to che law H gives tcselt, 1r Wl ll have to bow 
under the yoke of the law which othtts i mpose on 1r, far w1thom any law 
whatsoever nothmg, not even the greatest nonsense, can play its hand for 
very long. (Onentatwn, 8· 145) 

Once agam, this essay makes 1t very clear that Kant does not thmk 
reason hves up to rationalist fantasies. Reason 1s indeed the basis of 
enbghtenment, but enhghtenmem ts no more than autonomy m 
thmkmg and m actmg - that is, of thought and acnon that are lawful 
yet assume no lawgiver. Reason cannot determine everything; it 
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provides a negauve d1sc1plme for avmdmg d1sonented thmkmg but 
offers no sufficiem msuuct1ons for thought or actmn. 

To think tor oneself 1s a maner of seekmg the highest touchstone of truth m 
oneself /that is, in one's own reaSOlll; and the maxim of thmk1n,gfoconese1f 
at all times const1nnes enlightenment Th~ amounts to less than those 
who think enlightenment a matter of knowledge 1magme Rather 1t 1s a 
negative prmc1ple m the use ol one's CCO@:l11t-ive capac1t>es; and often those 
who ha\'e a wealth of knowledge are least enlightened m the use of these 
capac1lles. To make use ol one's own reason means nothing more than to 
ask oneself with tegarJ to everything that 1s robe assum«t, whether he finds 
1t practicable to make the ground of the assumpuoo a un1venal pnnc1ple of 
the use of reason. !Onentat1on. 8:146-7 n 1•6 

Fmally thls minimal account ol reason as lawfulness without a 
lawgiver - as avo1d1ng both anarchy and ~ubrn1ss10n t0 groundless 
powers - can be recogmzed once agam in the tno of interconnected 
maxims that Kant groups together m sectmn 40 of the Critique nf 
fudgment (5:293-0) and terms the sensus commums. He mtroduces 
the term sensus commums not simply m connectmn with taste, but 
as of far more general import: 

We assume a common sense as the nKtssary condmon of the universal 
commun1cab!Hty of our knowledge, which 1s presupposed m every logic and 
every pnnc1ple of lmowl edge that 1s not one of scept1c1sm. 

Uudgment. §:u, S .1391 

At a later stage the three maxims of the sensus communis are pre· 
sented as exemphfytng the reqmrements for preserving lawlikeness 
wuhout assuming a lawgiver. These are not maxims of common 
sense m the sense that they refer to accepted views. futther they are 
maxims 

of a crrtKal faculty which m us reflective act takes account (a priori) of the 
mode of representauon of everyone else, 1n order, as rt were, to weigh its 
1ud.gement with the collecuve Judgement of mankmd. 

!fudgment. S4o, ~:lQJ ) 

These are max1ms for a p]urality-wuhout-preestabhshed-harmony, 
that is, for a plurali ty of agents who, hke the builders of Babel, can 
rely on no preinscnbed shared plan. The three maxims en1oin such 
agents to thmk for themselves, to thmk from the standpomt of every-
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one else, and to thmk consistently l/udgm em , ~40, 5·294). The first 
maxim proscribes subm1ss1on to "ahen" authont1es. Taken alone, 
refusal of submission might, however, lead ro anarchy or to 1sola­
tmn. The second maxim prescnbes the antidote to anarchy and 1sola­
t10n by requiring that agents thmk from the standpomt of others -
that is, that theu tlunkmg be based on pnnc1ples that are at least 
open to others. However, any process of thought OI' action that 1s 
guided by the maxims both of •e,ecung subm1ss1on and of sustaimng 
lawhkeness- mother words, rqectmg " lawgivers'' while matmam­
mg "lawfulness" - wdl be m constant flux and rev1s1on, hence may 
well generate contrad1ct10n and hiatus. Hence the need for the thud 
maxim, which enJOins a process of cons1stency·restonng review and 
rev1s1on. The thud maxim, far from bemg trivial, 1s md1spensable for 
any sustamed process of thought or acuon that combmes the other 
two. 

The passages on the sensus commums differ in many ways from 
Kant's d1scuss1ons mother wntmgs of a smgle supreme pnnc1ple of 
reason. They distmgu1sh different aspects of reason's task more 
sharply; they make more evident that the Kannan vmd1cation of 
reason presupposes plurality·without·preestabhshed-harmony.•7 In 
these passages political metaphors wholly replace the metaphors of 
constructmn that predommate m the opening d1scuss1on of the Doc­
trine of Method. The polittcal metaPlors offer particularly apt ways 
of charactenzmg modes of unreason . To re,ect the Atst maxim 1s to 
submit en her to the powers that be or to suppcsed transeendent reali­
ties; it is to fantasize and defer to some "autho:1tative" lawgivcr. To 
•eject the second maxim Is to assume that the basic pnnc1ples of 
thinking and doing need not be followable by others - that they can 
be lawless rather than law like. To re;ec11he thud maxim IS to fad to 

mtegrate the demands of reiect1ng illusory lawgivers and of sustam­
ing lawhkeness. Taken m con1unct1on, the three maxims define con· 
scramrs for a dynamic process m which the demand for lawfulness 
without a lawgiver IS realized among a plurality. Reason lS here 
sketched not as abstract pnnciple. but as the lawhke guidance of 
thmkmg and dmng ma dynamic process that neither submits to 
outside control nor fails to acknowledge differences of opm1on and 
practice, and which treats tesultmg contradictions and tensions as an 
mdefimte]y extended demand fo r re v1s1on. 
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XIV. CONFIRMATIONS AND OBJECTIONS 

This interpretatmn of Kant's vindication of reason construes reason 
as the prmciple of guidmg thmkmg and domg in ways that others 
too can follow, granted that no coordmauon with others is given 
from "outside" by any "ahen" authonty. Of course, chis 1s only the 
supreme pnnc1ple of reason, and It would have to be elaborated in a 
vast range of more specific pnnc1ples, which could be embodied m 
varied social practices. More specific pnnciples could be denved 
from the supreme principle of reason by showmg either that their 
denials assume some "ahen" authonty, or that they are not lawhke, 
so cannot be followed by ochers. Such principles would have to 
count as unreasonable; their re1ectton would constitute the adoption 
of subordinate principles of reason. Tlu.s strategy may enable Kant to 
show that principles of logic or of duty, or Ideas or Postulates of 
Reason, are mdeed subsidiary requirements of reason; however, his 
account of the vindication of the supreme pnnc1ple of reason cannot 
establish which derivations along these Imes will work, and I cannot 
go far mto the success of his many attempts to identify subordmate 
prmciples of reason. 

A few more general issues can be dealt with. Fust, to what extent 
do the obtections that have been raised agamsc supposed vmd1ca· 
uons of reason hold agamst Kant's pos1t1on! Does he mvoke arln­
trary startmg points? Is his attempt at vindication circularl Is 1t an 
unendmg regress? 

First, his startmg pomt. Kant does not begm from supposed axi­
oms of reason, of logic or of method, but rather from the unsatisfymg 
character of the most daily attempts to reason. From a supposed 
d1vme perspective, these starting pomts might mdeed be arbitrary. 
However, that perspective is unavailable to us - and nobody who 
en1oys it has to worry about vmdicatmg reason. We have no chmce 
but to begm from our predicament. However, for Kant this startmg 
point has the funct10n of posing the problem rather than of prov1d­
mg axioms for its resolutton. 

Second, Kant's proposed solution ts circular m the sense that he 
qmte deliberately identifies the vmdicatton of reason with a re­
flexive precess, in which the mdtspensable elements for the se/f­
disciphne of thought and act10n are pnnciples that are nor "ahen," 
hence groundless, authorities. To become (more fully) reasonable is 
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to dtsetphne available attempts at reasonmg by available modes of 
reasonmg. In keepmg with this, Kant holds that reason progresses 
and has a history. 

Thud, Kant's proposed vmdicat10n of reason is mdeed open­
ended: A discipline is not a proof but a practice, m this case a prac­
ttce for regulatmg all thinking and doing. Moreover, because this 
disciphne constrains but does not generate what count as reasoned 
ways of thought and hfe, the task of reason cannot be defined m 
terms of some final product - a completed edifice of reason, compns­
ing a fimshed system of all truths - but only m terms of a process of 
sub1ectmg proposed thought and action to the discipline. Reason 
dictates neither thought nor action; Its discipline is construed as 
process, not as the once and for all dIScovery of secure foundattons. 

Kant's vmd1cat1on of reason may then seem to mcur not JUSt one 
but all three of the catastrophes from which attempts to vmdicate 
reason are said to suffer. However, here appearances mislead. Unvm· 
dicated axioms, circular argument, or unendmg regress would each 
constttute catastrophe for an attempt to provide foundauons for rea· 
son, but Kant makes no such attempt. His iruual hypothesi:s, the 
Copermcan turn, repudiates foundationahsm. In Its stead he offers 
cons1derat1ons about ways in winch processes of thought and action 
must be d1sc1plined if they are not co count as unreasoned. To appre­
ciate his alternative v1s10n we have to shed foundationahst expecta· 
ttons and try to assess this account of how we might construct 
pnnc1ples that are authoritative for all thmkmg and domg, granted 
that such authority can neither be conferred nor imposed. 

For anyone who shares Kant's doubts about forms of founda­
t10nahsm, this program will have many attractions. However, some 
will fear that the conceptmn of reason that he vmdicates, far from 
being too amb1t1ous - as its rationahst predecessor so plamly was-
1s so nummal that it can have no significant role. If the whole huge 
critical undertakmg is only gomg to get us this far, then might not 
Kant 1ust as well have conceded quite exphc1tly that he was under­
taking neither cnttque nor vindication of reason and recogmzed that 
he was a skeptic - or mdeed the first postmodermstl On this pomc I 
offer one histoncal and one systematic thought. 

The historical thought 1s that Kant could hardly have attacked the 
trad1t1on that had fused Placomst and Chnst1an ongins mto rattonal-
1st metaphysics simply by re1ecttng its asprrat1ons. If such strategies 
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now seem to be ava11ab1e 10 Dernda o.- to Rony, n 1s m pan because 
they wnte as post·Kant1ans, as Nietzsche already did, and need at· 
tack only a profoundly damaged metaphysical tradition. 

The sysremar1c thought ls that only derailed mvesuganon can 
show whether and how far principles of knowledge or morahty or 
postulates of hope can be denved from the supreme pnnc1ple of 
reason. Even U such mvestiganons can establish some subordinate 
pnru:1ples of reason, still these constramts will not fully determine 
knowledge, acuon, or hope. To those who expect reason to deter· 
nune everythmg, this may seem a deeply dtsappomting failure. If 
Kant ls nght, such disappointment is itself a symptom of undisc1-
plmed metaphysical passions (cf. A 786 I B 8141. Even 1f reason ts 
"only" a "system of constraints," these may prove a demanding 
discipline for thought, for actton, and for hope. 

Although this cannot be shown without undertaking the detailed 
investigations, the pomt may be illustrated by the case of principles 
of logic. Rat1onabsts expected logic to offer us algonthms for know­
mg, rules that offer complete mstructions for handlmg every case 
that falls under them. and that could rn principle be used to generate 
the system of truth. Indeed, 1t is because formulas of logic and of 
mathematics are our paradigm algorithms that we may be led to 
think that this must be where we should look for mdubitable founda­
tions for sysremauc thought and knowledge. However, when we 
reflect about the standing of such formulas, 1t becomes clear that 
they cannot provide mdubuable foundauons fOI" actual thinkmg and 
dorn.g unless not only the abatract formulas, but their apphcauon to 
cases, are algortthnuc. However, applications of algorithmic fOl'mU· 
las are oot a lgorithms. Kant insists on this as firmly as Wiugenstem 
does. He points out that "general logic can suwly no rules for 1udg­
rnent" (A l}S I B 174J. If "general logic" cannot suwly rules for 
1udgment, it canOQ( provide a foundation for thmkmg, for dotrlg, or 
for the structure of hope that Kant believes art1culates modes of 
umty between the domams of thought and action. 

The first question that we must raise about (general) logic is rather 
whether actual cogmt1ve processes provide the vmd1cation for ns 
abstract formulas, or the other way round. The question cannot be 
answered by thmkmg of the vmdication of logical or mathematical 
formulas as mternaJ to a system of formulas. To do so only raises the 
question of the vmd1ca11on of the formal system. However, 1£ we 
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thmk of such formulas or systems of forml1las as havmg wider vahd­
ity, as authontative for any process Qf thought or action, we must 
enher assume that they have the type of vmdicarion foundat10nal-
1sts aspue to, or accept that their vmchcanon derives from that 
which we can offer for these processes of thought and action. Such a 
constructivist vnxhcauon of formulas of logic would then have to 
begm by seemg which supposed logical prmc1ples could be rejected 
and which could not, without our thmkmg and domg precip1tatmg 
nself mto "darkness and conrradiction" and consequent (rustrattons 
IA vu/ B xiv). Such a hne of thought might reveal the difference 
between a Pnnc1ple of Sufficient Reason, which indeed leads mto 
problems, and a Pnnc1ple of Noncontrad1cuon, whose re1ectton 
leads mto problem~- Only pnnc1ples of the Latter sort could count as 
subordmate pnnciples of reason. Only they might pomt away from 
the predicament m which "ever and again we have to retrace out 
steps, as not leading us m the duection in which we desue to go" (B 
XIV}. 

The Kanuan awroach to the vmd1cauon of reason 1s fundamen­
tally a modest affau. It does not disclose any hidden rome back to 

the Pnnciple of Sufficient Reason. The heroic challenges of rational­
ist demands to ground reason are re>ected, as are their d1fficult1es 
All that 1s vindicated is a precept of thinking and domg without 
relymg on any fundamental pnnc1ple which either presupposes 
some arbitrary "authonry," or cannot be followed by others. Mm1· 
mal mdeed, bl!t far from empry. Any form of relanv1sm that "sub­
mits" rn some arbitrary power !state, church, ma1or1ty, tradition, or 
dictatorJ as the source of reason is rejected. So 1s any fonn of rauonal-
1sm that "subnutsn to supposed divine or other "necessities." So ts 
any form of skt:ptic1sm or postmodermsm that equati:s "reason" 
with momentarily available ways of thought. Wuhm these con· 
stramts we may be able w work out how far the Kanuan concepuon 
of reason guides and constrains what we can know, what we ought co 

do, and what we may hope 

t Works of Kant will be cued usmg the short odes that have been used 
throughout dus bonk and the p.igmauon trom the Akadem1e edtuon 
The translations used are the followmg Cnuque of Pure Reason. trans 
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Norman Kemp Snud1, zd ed llondo11 Macmillan, 19}.l), 1<.11.m-.; Cfl 
tJque of Prac11cal Reaso11 and Other Writings m MCJral Ph1l<Koph.v, 
n:ms. Lewis Wlure Beck IChu.:agt> Umversny of Ch1cayi Press, 1y49I, 
Kam ·s Cntique of /udgmem. trans. James Creed Mercdnh (Oxford Cla. 
rendon Press, 1952). 

l Rene Descartes, The D1scou1se Oil the Merhod m Tht Ph1lo~oplucal 
Wntin.gs of Descartes, trans. John Cottmgham, Robert Stoothof, and 
Dugald Murdoch, Vol I, p. 1 n For recent d1scuss1on of contrasts be­
tween Descartes and Kant on these themes, and more generally on the 
connecnons between reason and pohttcs 1n Kant see Remh.1. rd Brandt, 
"Freiheit, Gle1chhe1t, Selbsrst.iindigkeu be1 Kant" m Die /deen vo11 1789 
m tier deutschen Re=-crtion. ed Forum fUr Ph1losoph1e, Bad Homburg 
(Frankfurt am Mam: Suhrkamp, 19&) and Onora O'Neill, "Reason and 
Polmcs m the Kantian Entt'rpn se" Ill ConstrnctJon.s of Reason Explow· 
tJons of Kllnt's Practical PhJloS-Opliy (CamN1dge: Cambridge Umversuy 
Pres:;, 1989). 

3 The passages where general logic is treated as a key for transcendental 
log1crunacrossA67- 83 /B92-109andA 303-5 /B 359- 61 Themeth­
odolog1cal pomt 1s summarized at the begmnmg of the D1alec11c: "Fol. 
lowmg the analogy of concepts of understandmg, we may expect that the 
logical concept wtll provide the key to the transcendental. and that tht 
ubte of the funcuons of the former will at once g.ive us the genealogK:al 
tree of the concepts of reason'' IA 299 / B 35f:i). 

4 Kant ohen uses far stronger terms than "endeavor": Reason und1sc1-
plmed veers between "restless strw1ng'' and "pasSIOnate desire" I A 786 / 
8814). 

5 Kant remarks with an odd mixture of ammus against and defense ol 
Plato· "In tlus I cannor follow him, .tny more than m his mystical 
deduction of these ideas, or m the extravagances whereby he, so to 
speak, hypostat1sed them - although, as must be allowed, the exalted 
language, which he employed m this sphere, ts qutte capable of a mtldet 
tnterpretauon" tA 314 / B 371 n ). 

6 f or further d1scuss1on of 1he strategy oJ postponmg the v1od1ca1ton 
until so late m the work sec my "Reason and Poht1cs m the Kt111uan 
Enterpnse " 

7 Cf. "1f the vanous paruc1pants are unable to agree on a common plan ol 
proct:dure" (B vnl, "reason has msight only mto that which n produces 
after a plan of ns own" IB xm as well as A 707 / B 735, quoted m the 
t ext} 

8 See A 1x, B xm A 747, A '7~0 as well as vanous passages cued subf.e­
quendy m this rext. 

9 I have emended Kemp Smith's translatton here because It imposes a 
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1oundanonahsc rt:admg He hai; u that the "system uf precauuons and 
self-exammauon" 1s "founded on the nature of reason and the obtects of 
u s pure employment" Kant wntes that 11 1s ereaed our of 1hem 
!emcl1tel . ausl. Kant presents the nature of reason and the obtects of 
its pure employment as the ma1enal for the self-d1sc1phne of reasun. 
Kemp Smith makes them the (unvmd1cable) foundanon 

1o We also recogmze a hne of argument closely parallel to some by which 
Kant hopes to vmd1cate the Categorical Imperanve as conformny to law 
as such, and as uncondmonal · see e.g, Groundwork, 4 401, 421, 431, see 
also Thomas E. Hill, Jr., "Kant's Argument for the Rat1onaluy of Moral 
Conduct," Pacific Pl11losoplucal Quartnly 66 (1 985 ): 3-23. 

r 1 Here I sktm over a vast range of texts, mdudm,g particularly bk. II, c.h. 
Ill, .md the Appendix of the Trnnsundenta l D1alect1c, A 64l- 704 / B 
670-732 as well as t~ Cmique of Pwct1ct1l Reason and Rcl1g1011 w1thm 
the LimJts of Reason Alone. 

12 Kant uses this phrase m a different context m the Cntrque o/ Judgment 
Is 241), where he speaks of "conformity to law without a law" tGesetz­
miitJ1glw1t ohne Gesetzl and hnks ns role m 1udgmems of taste very 
closely to the better known formula of "purposdulness wuhout pur­
pose" (Zweck.miif)rgke it olme Zn-eek) 

13 For a more extended version of thts readmg of What Is EnlightenmemJ 
and of parallels wtth the slightly later land less well-knownl What 1s 
Onentatron m T111nk1 ngl, see Ooora O'Neill, "The Pubhc Use of Rea 
son" m Constructions of Reason and "Enlightenment as Autonomy: 
Kant's Vmd1cat10n of Reason," m The Enlightenment and It s ShadO\\"'i. 
ed. Peter Hulme and Ludm1la Jocdanova (Routledge, 1990) f or h1stoncal 
background to What ls Or1entat10n rn Think.mg! ~ Frederick Beiser, 
Tl1e Fate of Reason. Caman Plulosopl1y from Kant to Fichte (Harvard, 
1987) 

14 Kant's approach here and tn the passages on the se11sus commums (dis­
cussed subsequently) are a fonn of d1scuts1ve g.roundnis of reason Hts 
approach differs from lat least a standard readmg of) Habermas's vcrs1on 
of this approach 1n that he does nm mvoke an ideal of transparent 
commumcation, m which aJI d1scurs1ve da1ms can be redeemed, but 
rather pomts to condmons for f'OSSible commumcanon, leaving 1t open 
how far thts will enable settlement of truth claims, moral claims or 
other claims 

1 5 The connection drawn between reason and autonomy in What ls E11l1ght­
enment! and What Is Om:ntatJon m Thmkmg! provuic a key to under­
standmg the connecnons between reason and autonomy that structure 
Parts 2 and 3 of the Croundl\T1rk 

tt1 Compare also the very late Couflu;t of lhe facvlt1e.;., where Kant wntes 
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that "the capac1tv to 1udge accordmg to autonomy, that is freely (but 111 

accord wuh the pnnc1ples of thmkmg m general) is called reason" (7 27, 
trans 0. O'NI 

17 It follows that, despite long trad1nons ot readmg Kant as presenting a 
"philosophy of the sub1ect," his start mg pomt is rather that of pluraluy 
Tlus raises very laTge issues about the prnpeT evaluation of Kant's cn­
nque of rauonal psychology and his own account of subiect1v1ty, which 
must be left aside here Kant's d1stmct1veness hes m the fact that his 
d1scurn1ve groundmg of reason presupposes plurality, and the poss1b1hty 
of commumry; It does not presuppose "awm1snc" sub1ects, actual com· 
mumt1es or ideal commumnes. 

J. B. SCHNEEWIND 

10 Autonomy, obligation, 
and virtue: An overview of 
Kant's moral philosophy 

Kant invented a new way of understandmg morality and ourselves 
as moral agents. The ongmahty and profundity of his moral philoso­
phy have long been recognized. It was widely discussed during his 
own hfet1me, and there has been an almost conunuous stream m 
explanation and cnttcism of it ever smce. Its importance has not 
diminished wuh time. The quality and variety of current defenses 
and developments of his basic outlook and the soph1st1cation and 
range of cnttc1sm of it give it a central place m contemporary 
ethics.• In the present essay I offer a general survey of the mam 
features of Kant's moral philosophy. Many different mterpretations 
of it have been given, and his published works show that bis views 
changed m important ways. Nonetheless there 1s a dIStinctive Kant­
ian posttion about morality, and most commentators are agreed on 
its main ourhnes.1 

At the center of Kant's ethical theory is the claim that normal adults 
are capable of bemg fully self-governing in moral matters. In Kant's 
terminology, we are "autonomous." Autonomy mvolves two compo­
nents. The first is that no authonty external to ourselves 1s needed 
to constitute or mform us of the demands of morahty. We can each 
know without be mg told what we ought to do because moral reqmre­
ments are reqmrements we impose on ourselves. The second 1s that 
m self-government we can effecuvely control ourselves. The obliga­
tions we impose upon ourselves override all other calls for action, 
and frequently run counter to our desHes. We nonetheless always 
have a sufficient mouve to act as we ought. Hence no external 
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source of motivation 1s needed fo r om self-leg1slanon to ~ effective 
m controlling our behavior. 

Kant thmks that autonomy has basic social and pobt1cal 1mphca­
t1ons. A1though no one can lose the autonomy that 1s a part of the 
nature of rational agents,1 social arrangements and the actions o{ 

others can encourage lapses into governance by our desn-t's, or 
heteronomy. Kant, as we shall see, found 1t difficult to explam 1ust 
how this could happen; but he always held that the moral need for 
our autonomy to express U&df was incompat1blt: with certain kmds 
of social regulation. There 1s no place for others to tell us what 
morahty requires, nor has anyone the authonty to do so - not our 
neighbors, not the mag.1strates and theu laws, llOl even those who 
speak m the name of God. Because we are autonomous, each of us 
must: be allowed a social space within which we may freely deter­
mme our own action. This frei:dom cannot be lmuted to members of 
scme privileged class. The structure of society must reflect and ex­
press the common and equal moral capacuy of its members. 

Kant's interest m the social and political implications of auton­
omy is shown in many places. In the short essay "What 1s enlighten­
ment~" Kant urges each of us to refuse to remam under the tutelage 
of others. I do not need to rely on "a book which understands for me, 
a pastor who has a conscience for me." We must think and decide for 
ourselves. To foster this, pubhc freedom of discussion 1s necessary, 
p.aruclllarly 111 connect100 with religion. An enlightened ruler will 
allow such discussion to flourish, knowing he has nothing to fear 
from it {?=35, 4off I H 3-4, SffJ. Later m "Perpetual Peace" Kant 
expressed the hope that eventually all states will be organized as 
republics, m which every cuizen can express his moral freedom4 
publicly m political action (7 :349ff I H 93££). 

Wha.t stands out rn Kant's v1s10n of the morality through which 
we govern our.selves is chat there are some actions we simply have to 
do. We impose a mmal law on ourselves, and the law gives nse to 
obhgatKm, to a necessity to act m certam ways. Kant does not see 
morality as spnnging from vmllous dispositions that make us want 
to help others. He sees it as always a struggle. Vrrtue itself is defined 
in terms of struggle: It is "moral strength of will'' in overcommg 
temprations to transgress the law (Morals, T 405 I 66-7 ). Law ts 
prior to virtue, and muse control desires to help others as well as 
desues to harm. 

Autonomy, obhgauon, and virtue Jll 

It has someumes been thought that the salience of law .and obed1 
ence an Kant's VlCW shows that he had an authoritarian cast of mmd. 
Some unpublished early notes show qune dearly that the moral 
stance belund his emphasis on obhg.ation was very different. "In our 
condition," he wrote around 1764, 

when universal m1ust1ce stands firm, the natural nglus of the lowly cease. 
They are therefore only debtors, the supenors owe them nothing. There­
fore these supenors are called grac10us lords. He who needs notlung from 
them but 1ust1ce and can hold them to the11 debts does noc need this 
subm1ssiv~.s 

A society built around the vmues of benevolence and kindness ts for 
Kant a society requuing not only inequality6 but servtl1ty as well. If 
nothing is properly mine except what someone graciously gives me, 
1 am forever dependent on how the donor feels toward me. My inde­
pendence as an autonomous bemg is threatened. Only if I can claim 
that the others have to give me what ts mme by right can this be 
avmded. Kant makes the pomt even more plamly m a comment 
written a few years later: 

Man)' people may take pleasure tn do111g good actions but consequently do 
not wanr to stand under obJ1g.1hons toward others. If one onl)• comes co 
them subm1ss1vely they will do e\•erything, they do not want to sub1ee1: 
themselves to the .-1,ghts of pt<>ple, but to view them simply as ob,ects of 
their magnamm1ty. It is not all one under what tide I get something What 
properly belongs to me must not be accorded to me merely as somethmg I 
askfor 7 

Kant did not deny the moral importance of beneficent action, but his 
theoretical emphasis on the importance of obligation or moral neces­
sity reflects his reiecuon of benevolent patemahsm and the serv1hty 
that goes with 1t,11 1ust as the centrality of autonomy m his theory 
shows his aim of hm1ting rehg1ous and political control of our hves. 

II 

Kant's attnbution of autonomy to every normal adult was a radical 
break wnh prevailing views of the moral capacity of ordmary people. 
The natural law theonsts whose work was influennal through the 
seventeenth and much of the eighteenth centunes did not on the 
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whole think that most people could know, wuhout bemg told, every· 
thing thar morality requires of them. The lawyers were willing to 
admit that God had given everyone the ab1hty to know the most 
basic principles of morahty. But they held that the many are unable 
to see all the moral requuements 1mphc1t in the principles and oh en 
cannot grasp by themselves what IS required rn pamcular cases. Like 
Kant later, the natural lawyers thought of morahty as centering on 
obhgauons imposed by law. For them, however, God 1s the legislator 
of moral law, and humans his unruly sub1ects. Most people are un· 
w1lltng to obey the laws of nature, and must be made to do so 
through the threat of punishment for noncomphance. This view was 
built mto the concept of obbgauon as the natural lawyers under· 
stood it. They held that obligation could only be explamed as neces­
suy unposed by a law backed by threats of pumshment for dISobedi· 
ence. They would accordmgly have thought Kant's view that we can 
make and motivate ourselves to obey the moral Jaw not only blasphe­
mous but foohsh.si They would also have wondered what kmd of 
account of moral necessity Kant could give, once he refused to ap· 
peal to an external lawgiver or to sanctions. 

A number of philosophers before Kant had begun to reject the 
natura) lawyers' ]ow esumate of human moral capacity, and to pres· 
ent theories in which a greater ability for self-governance 1s attrlb­
llted to people. A hrief Jook at the phllosophers whom Kant himself 
bab told llS were 1mpo11ant in his development will help us see how 
far beyond them he wem. •o 

In dehberate opposmon to natural law views, the British pluloso· 
phers Shaftesbury and Hutcheson portrayed v11tue rather than law 
and obligation as central to morality.•• T'hey argued that to be virtu­
ous we have only to act regularly and deliberately from benevolent 
motives that we naturally approve. Because approval 1s naturally felt 
by everyone, and because we all have benevolent motives, we can all 
equally see and do what moraltty calls for, wnhom need of external 
gmdance DI' of sanctions Chnstian Wolff, whose philOSCl)hy domi· 
nated German umversuies when Kane was a student, tned to reach a 
similar condus1on by a different route. u He argued that we can be 
self-governed because we can see for ourselves what the coni;e· 
Qllences of our actions will be, and can tell wb1ch acuon w 111 bnng 
about the greatest amount of perfectton. Smee we are always drawn 
to act so as to bnng about what we beheve is the greatest amount of 
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perfection, Wolff says we are bound or necessitated to do what we 
dunk will be for the best And this seems to lum to explam the 
necessity we call "moral, Hor our mora] obhg:mon. In poht1cal mat· 
ters we are obligated or obhged to act by sanctions imposed by a 
pohucal ruler; but m morahty we obhge ourselves to act thrOllgh 
our perceptmn of perfecuon. Hence in morahry we are self-governed. 
We need no sanctaons to move us to act for the best." 

Kant came to hold that neither of these kmda of moral theo.-y was 
acceptable. T'hey imply that the only necessity lnvolved m morality 
is the necessity of using a means to an end you desire. If you do not 
want the end, there 1s no need for you to do the act that leads to lt. 
But Kant thmks it is 1ust a contmgent empirical fact that you have 
the desires you have. •-1 If so, then on these views 1t 15 a matter of 
happenstance whether or not someone is bound by any moral neces­
sity. Obhgatmn becomes a matter of what one wants to do. But true 
moral necessity, Kant held, would make an act necessary regardless 
of what the agent wants. 

One philosopher pnor to Kant, the Lutheran pastor C. A. Crusms, •; 
had taken moral necessity to be mdependent of our contmgent ends. 
T'here are, Crusms said, obligations of prudence, which anse from the 
need to act m a certain way to attam one's end. But there are also 
obhgatmns of virtue, or moral obhgalions, and these make 1t neces­
sary to act m certam ways regardless of any of one's own ends. Both 
the know ]edge of these requirements and the motive to comply with 
them are available to everyone alike because cen am laws are incorpo­
rated m the structure of our will, and carry their own impetus to 
action. Because everyone has a w11l, everyone can alwavs know what 
moralny requires; and when we act accordingly we are determmmg 
ourselves to action. Crusms thus explains the idea of moral obhga· 
uon m terms of an unconditional necessuy, and claims that because 
this necessity bmds our will by its own nature we need no external 
guidance or stimulus co be moral. Crus1us's atm m assertmg our high 
moral capacity was m fact to show that we are fully responsible for 
our actions before God. He took the laws structunng our will to 
obligate us because they are God's commands; and he believed that 
obedience 15 our highest vutue. If Crus1us provided Kant with some of 
the tools he used to work out his idea of autonomy, he was not the 
mspiratmn for that idea. 

It took a radical cntic of society, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, co suggest 
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the idea. Rousseau convmced Kant that everyone must have the 
capacity to be a seli-govermng moral agent, and that n is this charac­
tensu c that gtves each person a special kmd of value or d1gt11ty. 16 

Culture m its present corrupt state conceals this capacity of ours, 
Roosseau thought, and society must be changed to let 1t <>hnw and be 
effective. In the Socwl Contract he called for the construcuon of a 
commumty m wb1ch everyone agrees to be governed by the dictates 
of the H~>eneral will," a will represent mg each mdtvidual's t ruest and 
deepest <Urns and directed always at the good of the whole. The 
general will would have to be able to override the passing desues 
each of us feels for pnvate goods. But. Rousseau said, "the unpulse of 
appetite al()(le ts slavery, and obedience to the law one has prescnhed 
for oneself is &eedom."•7 Previous thinkers had frequently used the 
metaphor of slavery to descnbe the oond1tton m which we are con­
trolled by our passions, but for them the alternative was to follow 
laws that Cod or nature prescnb:. Rousseau held that we make our 
own Jaw and m domg so create the foundation for a &ee and just 
social order. This thought became central to Kant's understanding of 
moraluy. 

lll 

The problem Kant faced was to show how such law-makmg ts possl· 
ble. In particular he had to explam how we can impose a necessity 
upon ourselves. If my obligattons arise simply through my own will, 
how can there be any real constraints on my action~ Can't (excuse 
myself from any obhgations I alone 1mposd Rousseau had nothtng 
to suggest beyond the thought that conscience is a sentiment that 
moves us without regard for our own interest; and we have already 
seen why Kant could not accept that suggestl()(l. Someone m ight not 
have C()(!Sctem10t1s sennments, or might get rid of them. Then on 
such a view no obhgatmns bmd her. Moral necessity could nm be 
explained on that basis. Kant eventually found an explanation by 
comparing moral necessity to the necessity mvolved m the laws 
governing the physical universe. Kant was a Newmman. He held 
that the sequence of events 10 the world is necessary. But its laws 
mvolve no commands and no sanctions. Morahty, however, is not 
science. Science shows us how rhe world has to be Morahty tells us 
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how 1t ought to be. How can the model of sc1en11 fi1.- laws help us 
understand morahtyl 

Kant had rt:ad Rousseau and rethought mcirahty betore he came to 
the breakthrough that led to the cmical philosophy. '11 In developmg 
his new view of morality he used the tools the cnucal standpomt gave 
him. In the Cnt1que of Pure Reason he argued that perceptual expen­
ence of the world shows only whar does happen. Smee laws say what 
has ro happen they must involve a nonexpenennal, or a pnon. aspect, 
and 1t must be this that explains the necessity they impart. How is 
this nonexpenential aspect of lawfulness to be explained? The mind, 
Kant answered, mvolves the activity of 1mposm,g different forms of 
order on the perceptual material that its passive receptivity gives it. 
The forms of order are not externally imposed on the mind. They are 
an aspect of itself, the aspecl through which It makes experience 
lawful. And they are "pure" or devoid of any empmcal cont1mt m 
themselves. Theu consutuuon ts independent of their actual formmg 
of pen:i;:pt1ons mto lawfully ordered sequences. 

The quesuon then is whether there 1s an aspect of the mind that 
does for action what the mental act1vm es Ievealed in the first Cn­
t1que do for expenence. Thmking in terms of separate faculties of 
the mind, Kant attributes the iniuauon of actmn to the will, respond­
ing to desires. Destres, he assumes, are not rational as such. They 
arise rn us because we are fln11e beings, wuh bodily and other needs. 
If there 1s to be rationahty m act10n, the w1ll must be its source. 
Kant therefore equates the will with pracucal reason. Does the fa­
culty of pract ical reason have an mherent structure m the way that 
the faculty of pure reason does~ If 1t does, and af 1t 1m~ form on 
the givens we feel as desires, then we have a clue to an explanation 
of exactly how and why we are autonomous. Tak.mg the act1v1ty of 
practtcal reaso11 as the source of the necessities that we 1m)X>St'. on 
our willed behavior would show that these necessmes are no mace 
escapable than those that give structure to the physical world. They 
could therefore constitute our morahty. 

IV 

To translate this idea mto a moral theory, Kant had to show rhat the 
main concepts of morahty can be explamed m terms of a self-
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imposed necessuy. We can begm to see how he does tlus by ex:am1n 
mg the way he relates three ideas central to moralit)': the ideas ot 
the moral worth of an agenr, of the nghtness of an action, and of the 
goodness of the states of affairs that are the goals or outcomes of 
acti on. 

One way of relating these ideas 1s to take as basic the goodness ot 
states of affairs that can be brought about by human action. We 
consider, say, that berng happy, or havmg fully developed talents, 1s 
mtrms1cally good. Tben a right act can be defined as one that bnngs 
about good states of affairs, or brings them about to the greatest 
extent possible; and a good agent is one who hab1mally and dehber­
ately does nght acts In such a scheme, nght acts will have only an 
instrumental value, and we can and mdeed m ust know what 1s good 
before ·we can make justifiable claims about what acts are nght. 
Such a scheme 1s common feature of the work of Kant's predeces­
sors. Kant reJected it. 

He reiected it because 1t makes autonomy m his sense impossible. 
Suppose that a kmd of state of affairs 1s mtrins1cally good because of 
the very nature of that kand of state of affrnrs. Tben the goodness 
occurs independently of the wall of any firute mornl agent, and if she 
must will to pursue 1t, she is not self-legislating. Suppose the good­
ness of states of affairs comes from their conformity to some stan­
dard. Tben the standard uself is either the outcome ol someone's 
will - say, Goc:l's - or it 1s self-subsistent and eternal . In either case, 
cooform1ty to it 1s not autonomy. •9 Confot:mny would be what Kant 
caJJs heteronomy 

An alternauve wav of relaung the three moral concepts became 
available to Kant through the idea that moral necessity, as embedded 
1.n the laws of morality, might ha\'e a pure a priori status akin to that 
of the necessity characteru.mg Newton's grav1tan®al laws Whale 
the mmd imposes necessity m both cases, in moralny the relevant 
aspect of mmd is the rational will. This leads Kant to tab: the 
concept of the good agent as basic. Tlunk of the good agent as one 
whose w1ll 1s wholly determined a priori, and thmk of the pattern of 
that determination as the moral law.~0 Then we can say that u 1s 
nccessanly true that whatever acts such an agent does are nght acts; 
and whatever states of affaus such an agent deliberately bnngs about 
through those ~cts ~re good states of affan s. Kam makes it clear m 
the second Crillque that tlus lS his position: 
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the COIX.t:pl of good and evtl 1s noc dt:fined pnor to rhe moul law, tO which, 
11 would seem, the former would have t o o;efYe as found<luOO, rather the 
concept of good and evil must be defined alter and by means of the law. 

IProct1cal Reoron S 62- 3 f 651 

For Kant then the nghtness of acts is pnor to the goodness of states 
of affairs, because only outcomes of nght acts can count as good 
states of affairs. We do not discover what IS nght by first findmg out 
what is good. Indeed we cannot determme what states of affairs are 
good without first knowing what is right. In order l O know what 1s 
n ght all we need to know ts what the perfectly good agent would do. 
11ien whenever there is an act that a perfectly good agent could not 
omit, 1t 1s an act anyone in those cucumstances has to do." 

Kant thmks one more step must be taken before we can obtain a 
full account of the moral concepts. So far we have considered a will 
completely determmed by its own mner lawfulness. Because this 
law is a law constttutmg pracucal reason, such a will - unhke ours­
would be perfectly rational. We fimte bemgs do not have what Kant 
calls a "holy will," a will so fully determmed by its toner lawful 
const1tutmn that it acts spontaneously and wn hout struggle. Our 
desires clamor for sat1sfacuon whether they are ra ttonal or not. 
Hence for us the operation of the law m our rational will is not 
au10mauc. We feel 1ts operation withm us as a constraint, because it 
must act agamst the pull of desue. In firute beings, Kant says, the 
moral law "necessitates," rather than acting necessanly (Ground­
work. 4:4r3-14 / 81J. The terminology ts not helpful, but Kant's 
thought here is familiar. If you were perfectly reasonable, you would 
go to the dentist to have that aching tooth looked at; an<l 1f you don't 
go because you fear denusts, you will find yourself thmkmg that you 
really ought to go. This 1s a pudennal illustration of somethmg that 
holds m the purely moral realm as well. When we see a compellmg 
reason to do an act we are reluctant to do, we may not do it; buc we 
admit we ought to. 

The term "ought'' is central to our moral vocabulary because the 
tension between reason and desire 1s central to our moral expen­
ence. "Ought" can be defined, on Kant's view, by sayt.ng that what­
ever a holy will, or perfectly rational will, necessarily would do 1s 
what we imperfectly ra tional agents ought to do (Groundwork 
4:413-14 / 81; Practical Reoson. 325: I 32-3, Morals, 6·394-5 I 54-
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5). When we speak of our obligation to do something, we are refer­

nng to the necessny of a given act, without spectfymg whlch act 1s 

necessary; and to call an act a duty 1s to say that it 1s an action that 1s 

obhgatory. It 1s Kant's belief in the importance of struggle m the 

moral life that leads him to his view that virtue cannot be defined as 

a settled habit or disposition God, Kant thinks, necessarily acts 

morally and for that reason cannot have virtue, Only bemgs who 

flnd morality difficult and who develop persistence in struggling 

agamst the temptations can be virtuous. We finite beings will never 

get to the pomt at which we do not need the strength to resist desire. 

we are aetther angels nor animals. Virtue is our proper station m the 
universe (Morals, 6:405-9 / 66-7.1). 

v 

lf we grant Kant has account ot the cennal moral concepts, we want 

next to know what the moral law is, and how and to what extent 1t 

can serve as a principle for shownl& us what we ought to do. Many 

critics, from Hegel to the present, have argued that Kant's pnncaple 

cannot yield any results at all, because 11 is a formal pnnctple.n Are 
they nght! 

I have tried to explam why, in order to assure the autonomy of the 

moral agenc, the moral law must be pure and n priori. Tlus means 

Kant insists, that the law must be fotmill. Like the logical law 0 £ 
contrad1ct1on, wb1ch rules out any propositmn of the form •p and 

not-P', the moral law must not itself contam any "matter' or COil­

tent. Nonetheless Kant thinks form without content m morahty 1s 

as empty as he thtnks it would be m our expenencc of nature. There 

must be content, Kant holds, but it can only come from outside the 

will - from desues and needs, shaped by our awareness of che world 

in which we ltve mto specific urges to act or plans for action. Om 

fimtude makes the needy aspect of the self as essential to our pan1cu· 

lar mode of being as 1s the free wdl. It takes the two working to­

gether to produce morabty. But all that the moral Jaw can do 1s to 

provide the form for matter that comes from our desues. 

Our urges to act come to the will through what Kant calls "max­

ims." A maxim 1s a personal or subtect1ve plan of action, mcorporat­

mg the agent's reasons for acting as well as a sufficient mdication of 

what act the reasons call for. When we are fully ratmnal, we act. 
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knowm.g our circumstances, m order to obtam a defimte end, and 

aware that under some condtttons we are prepared to alter our plans. 

Because cucumstances and desires recur, a maxim is general. It ts 

like a private rule. A maxim might look hke this: Jf it's raimng, take 

an umbrella m order to stay dry:. unless I can get a nde. We often 

don't dunk explicttly alxmt the urcumstances or the conungenc1es 

when we are actmg, and Kant does not always mclude them m his 

examples of maxmlS. Someumes we don't even think of the purpose 

or goal of an action, only of what we are 1ment on domg. But 1f we 

are rational our action always has a purpose, and we are responsive 

to the surroundings m which we act. A full maxim simply makes all 

this explicit. A raoonal agent tests her maxims before actmg on 

them. To du so she uses the laws of rational wdhng. 

Kant thmks there are two basic laws of rational wllhng. One gov­

erns goal-Clriented action generally, and is easily stated: 

Who wills the end, wills (so far as feason has decisive influence 011 his 

acnons) also the means which are md1spensably necessary and m his power. 
(Crovndwurk. 4 417 I 84-8 5) 

'Ibis simply says that when a rauonal agent is genuinely m pursuit 

of a goal, she must and will do whatever is needed to get it. Other­

wise she is not really pursuing the goal. Now whenever there IS a law 

determinmg a perfectly rational being to action, there is a counter­

part, couched m terms of "ought," governing the acuons of unper­

fectly rational beings such as ourselves. Kant calls such "ought" 

counterparts of the laws of ra tional willing "imperatives." He uses 

this term because the laws of rational Wllhng appear as constraining 

us m the way that commands do. Tiie "ought" counterpart of the 

law of goal-oriented wtlhng 1s eastly stated: 

Whoever wills an end ought to will the means. 

Kam calls u the "hypothetical" 1mperauve. It IS hypothetical be­

cause the necessity of action that 1t imposes is condittona1. You 

ought to do a certain act lf you will a certam end .~1 

Given Kant's chum that means-ends necessity is inadequate for 

morality, 1t is plam that he must tlunk there ts another law of ra­

uonal w1lhng, and so another kind of "ought" or imperative. The 

kmd of "ought" that does not depend on the agent'~ ends anses from 

the moral law, and Kant calls the imperative verS1on of that law "the 
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categorical 1mperat1ve." The moral law itself, Kant holds, can only 
be the form of lawfulness itself, because nothmg else is left once all 
content has been re,ected. The moral law can therefore be stated as 
follows: 

A perfectly ratmnal wdl acts only through maxims whtch n could also will 
lo be umversal law 

When this appears m us m the torm or the cat,goncal tmperanve, 1t 
says: 

Act only according to that maxim through which you can at the same ume 
~II that It should becomt: a umversal law. (Groundwork. 4:411 / 88) 

We mi.ght think of Kant as recommending a t wo-stage testing of 
maxims. Fust test a maxm1 by the hypotheucal tmperauve. Does 
the proposed act effectively bang about a desrred end: lf noc, re,ect 
U; and 1f it does, test 1t by the categoncal imperative. If 1t passes this 
test, you may act on It, but tf tt does not, you must reject it. It is not 
hard t o see how to apply the test of prudenual ranonahty. The ques­
tion is whether the test of morahty, the categoncal 1mperauve, actu­
ally enables us to decide whether or not we may act on a maxim. 

Kant gives us a formulation uf the categorical imperative that he 
thinks 1s easier to use than the one I have already cited: 

Act as 1f the maxim of f<Jur act.ion were to become through your will a 
universal law of nature. !Groundwork 4·421 J 89) 

Now suppose you need money. You tlu.nk of getung some by asking 
a fnend to lend it to you, but you have no tntent1on of ever repaying 
him. You plan to make a false promise to repay. Your maxim fomit­
u ng circumstances and condmons) 1s something h ke this: Use a 
lymg prOffilSe to get money I want. Suppose this passes the pruden­
tJa) test . You then consider whether your maXlln could be a univer­
sal law of nature, whether there could be a world m which everyone 
was moved, as by a law ol nature, to make lying pron11ses to get 
what they want. It would h ave to be a world m which n is pruden­
tially rattonal to make a lying promise to get money. Well, if every­
one made ly1ng promises tt would be pretty obvious, and people 
would stop believing promises. But ma world where no promiS<!s are 
trusted, tt cannot be rational to try to use a promise m tb1s way. 
Thus you cannot coherently think a world for which your maxim is 
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a law ot nature. You an: therefore not permuted to act on 11 \Cround­
n:ork. 4-"42.2 I 89-90). 

Another e xample shows a diffe.-ent way m which the categorical 
imperative works.. I Jl'lSS someone collapsed on the street, and decide 
not to help him. My maxim ts something like this· Ignore people m 
need of help, m order not to interfere wtth my plans. Kant says that I 
can coherently conceive of a world of people indifferent t o one an­
other's distress. But he believes that I cannot W111 the existence of 
such a world. Look at it this way. As a rational agent I necessanly 
will 1he means to any ol my ends. The help of others 1s often a 
means I need for my own ends. So 1t would be nrat1onal to will to 

exclude the help of others as a possible means when I need n. But 1f I 
umversahze my ma:x1m, I wlll to make 1t a law of. nature that no ooe 
helps others m need. I would cherefore be w1llmg both that (){hers 
help me when I need il and that no one help others when they need 
1t This is incoherent wilhng. Hence I mav not act on mv maxim 
(Groundwork, 4:42 3 I 90-91).14 

When we use the categoncal 1mperauve m these cases we suppose 
that we are exammmg a maxim embodying the agent's genume rea­
sons for proposmg the action, rather than urelevancies (such as that 
the act will be done by a gray-bearded man) that might Jet n get by 
the categonca) 1mperat1ve. A vocabulary fo.- formulattng ow plans 1s 
also presupposed !though that vocabulary itself mtghl be called into 
question, as when we reject racist languageJ. 2~ Given these assump­
ttons, the examples show that 1f maxims of the kmd they involve are 
what the categoncal imperative 1s to test, then the mora l law rs not 
empty. There are at least some cases m which we can assess the 
moral perm1ss1b1hry of a plan simply by cons1denng its rauonahty, 
without basing our conclusion on the goodness or badness of its 
consequences. The Kanrian position ts a real optM>n for understand­
ing morahty. 

VI 

The categorical imperative can be formulated m several ways. Kant 
thmks they are all equivalent, and ms1sts that the first formulauon, 
the one we have been cons1dermg, 1s basic. Though the others bnng 
out vanous aspects of the m oral law, they cannot tell llS more than 
the first formula does. It concentrates oo the agent's point of view. 
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The second formulation draws our attention to those affected by our 
action: 

Ac1 m such a way that you always treat humanity, whether m your own 
person or m the person of another, never simply as a means, but always at 
the same time as an end (Groundwork. 4.429 / 00) 

Kant is saymg that the ends of others- 1f morally perm1ss1ble- set 
hmtls to the ends we ourselves may pursue. We must respect the 
permissible ends of others, and we may make others serve our own 
purposes only when they as moral agents assent to such use, as 
when someone w1llmgly takes a 1ob work.Ing for another. Thus we 
may not pursue our own ends 1f they impermiss1bly conflict with 
the ends of others.~6 We are also to forward the ends of others, a pomt 
to wluch I will shot1ly return . 

The third formtilatton mstrncts tlS to look at agent and rec1p1ent of 
action together in a community as we legislate through our maxims: 

All maxims as pruceedmg from our own law-makmg ought to harmomze 
with a possible kmgdom of ends as a l.an.gdom of nature 

(Groundwork, 4:416 / 104) 

Here we are told always to thmk of ourselves as members of a soci­
ety of bemgs whose permissible ends are to be respected, and to test 
our maxims by asking whether, supposing the maxims were natural 
laws, there would be a society o( that kmd. r 

Because the ncher formulatl()OS of the categorical 1mperat1ve can 
take us no fut1her than che fonnula requmng us to test our maxims 
by asking if they could be universal laws, we must ask how well that 
principle can serve to show us the way through all of our relations 
with one another. 

The categorical imperative clearly requtres a kind of tmpartmlity 
m our hehav101. We are not permitted to make exceptions fOI' our­
selves, or to do what we would not rationally permit others to do. 
But 1t would he a m1srake to suppose that Kantian morality allows 
for nothmg but impartiahty m personal relatmns. The maxim "If n 
IS my child's birthday, give her a party, to show I love her" 1s thmk­
able and wdlable as a law of nature, as are some maxims of helpmg 
family members and fnends rather than helpmg others. Of course 
our actions for those we prefer must be wuhm rauonally allowable 
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hmits, but wnhm th~ bm1ts IU!.nuan etlucs has nothm)( to say 
agamst the workmg of human affecuon. 

A broader pomt JS mvolved here. Although the categoncaJ 1mpera­
uve operates most duectly bv vetoing propost!d maxims of action, Jt 
is a mistake to suppose that 1t does notlung more. lt ts usually true 
that from its prob1bit1ons alone no pos1t1ve dtrecttves follow. What­
ever 1s not forbidden is simply permmed. Sometimes, however, a 
veto forces a requirement on ~- Where what 1s forb.dden 1s not 
drnng somethmg - for instance, not paymg my taxes - the veto re­
quires me to do somctlung, to pay my taxes. because 1t 1s not permit­
ted not to do so. Beyond this, the categorical 1mperatJVe can set 
requirements that are not so spectflcally lied to prohibitions. Kant 
gives us more detail on this m the Mecaphys1cs of Morals. 

He there divides morality into two domams, one of law or nght 
!Ret.·ht), and one of vmue(Momls, 6:218-2. I / 16- 19). The domain of 
law, wluch extends to c1vd law, arises from maxims that are vetoed 
because they cannot even be thought coherently when umversal-
1zed. The reiectton of such maxims turns out to provide a counter­
part to the recogmuon of the stnct nghts of others.. We may not 
mterfere with theu legiumate projects, may not take theu property, 
and so on. The domain of vinue involves maxims that can be 
thought but not willed as universal laws. Most of what morahty 
requues as action rather than abstention 1s a requirement of virtue. 

we have already seen why Kant thmks we cannot will a ma>nm of 
universal neglect of the needs of others, even though such a maxim 
is thlnkable as a law of nature. Now the derual of this vetoed maxim 
ts not the maxim "Always help evetyone." le ts rather the maxim 
"Help some others at some umes." Kant thmks that fut1her argu­
ment from this pomt wHl show that n JS morally required that one 
of our own ends be to forward the ends of others. He thmks lt can be 
shown m similar fashion that we must make the perfection of our 
moral character and of our ab1hties one of our ends (Morals. 6:384-
8 / 4}- 7). 

The differences between the domam of law and that of virtue are 
s1gmflcant. To be vutuous, I must be acting for the sake of the good 
of another, or for my own perfectton. and v1ewmg these ends as 
morally requtred. In the domam of law 11 does not matter why I do 
what 1 do, so long as I abstam from v1olat1ng the n ghts of others.. 
Because the moove does not matter m legal affaus, d I do not per-
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form as I ought, I can rightly be compelled to do so. I obtamno moral 
merit for carrymg out legal dudes. I s imply keep my sliue clean. In 
the domam of virtue, by com.rast, there 1s nothmg to which I can be 
compelled, because what 1s required 1s that I have certain ends, and 
ends must be freely adopted !Morals, 6:381 I 39). Moreover m the 
realm of virtue there are no requirements about specrflc acuons. It JS 
up to me to decide which of my talents to improve, where my worst 
moral fa1lmgs are, and how, when, and how much to help others. Of 
course I may only do what is penmss1ble wnhin the ltm1ts of my 
legal dut1es. But the more I make the required ends mme, the more I 
will do. In the realm of vutue, moreover, I can become enutled to 
moral praise through my effons for others.. My ment increases as I 
make their goals my own. 

Kant thus makes a place fOf' a concern for human well·bemg as 
well as for negative respect for nghts.'~ What is to be noted ts that he 
does not base the requirement of concern for others on the goodness 
of the results virtue bnngs about. And he does not require us to bnng 
about as much happmess {or as much of our own perfection! as we 
possibly can. He allows that we will have perm1ss1ble ends lhat wdl 
compete for ttme and resources wnh the mQralJy required ends. 
Morahty does not tell us how to decide between them. It only te lls 
us that we must pursue the requued as well as the perSQnal ends, 
staymg always withm the hm1ts of 1usttce. 

How adequate, then, IS the categoncal imperatJVe as a Il)()ral 
guide~ One might wish to reiect the whole vocabulary of Jaw and 
obligation, and with 1t Kant's principle, on the grounds that u gives a 
skev1ed and harmful portrayal of human relauons. L9 But even if one 
does not wish thus to set aside or subordinate the moral concerns 
that led Kant to make that vocabulaty central, ooe must allow that 
there are problems with Kant's claims for the categoncal imperative. 
I note only two. 

first, Kant held that his pnnople leads to certam conclusions that 
many sensible people do not accept, Sllch as that lying, su1C1de, and 
political revoluuon are always prolubtted. If htS inferences to these 
moral conclus10ns are valid, then his principle is quesuonable. If he 
15 not right, then a question must be raised about hlS claim that his 
pnnciple JS so easy to apply that an ordmaty person, "wuh (h1s 
compass m hand, is well able to d1stmgu1sh, m all cases that present 
themselves, what 1s good or evil, nght or wrong... __ ,, (Groondwork. 
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4:404 / 71-2). It 1s tlOl clear that any s111glepnnc1ple can do all that 
Kant claims for the categoflcal impera tive 

Second, 1f the adequacy of the categoncal 1mperau ve for cases 
involving only relations between two people ts hard to determme, 
its adequacy for helpmg settle large-scale social issues is even more 
so. Kant thought that md1v1dual decJs10n makmg would be able to 
guide people to coordinated action on matters of geTieral concern. 
This seems extremely doubuul. It does not follow, however, that 
there 1s no way of rev1smg the Kantian pnnuple so that it might 
handle such issues ma way that preserves the mtent of Kant's own 
formulation.-'° 

VII 

Kant held that the proper way 10 proceed in moral philosophy is to 
start wtth what we all know about morahty and see what pnnciple 
underlies tt. The Groundwork accordingly begins with an examina­
tion of commonsense opm1on. From it Kant extracts the motive that 
ts central to morality as well as the basic principle of decision making. 

He begins with the claim that we all recogmze a kmd of goodness 
different from the goodness of wealth, power, talent, and intellect, 
and even different from the goodness of kindly or generous d1sposi­
nons. Under certain cond1uons any of these might turn out not to be 
good. But there ts another kind of goodness that stays good under 
any cond1t10ns. This 1s the special kind of goodness a person can 
have. It is shown most clearly, Kant tlunks, when someone does 
what she believes nght or obligatory, and does tt just because she 
thinks JI so. Someone lacking kindly feelings, pity, or generosity, and 
not even carmg about her own interest any more, may nonetheless 
do what she th mks nght . The special sort of mern we attnbute to 
(his person 1s the goodness centra' to morality. It is best thought of 
as the goodness of a good will IGroundwOl'k, 4:393-4 / 6 1-2). 

Reflection on the agent of good will bnngs out an important point 
Her value does not depend on her actual accomphshments. And 
because she 1s moved by a desire to do the act or to bring about Jts 
results, her value cannot depend on the results she mtended either. 
Her value must depend, Kant says, "solely on the prmciple Qf voli­
tmn" from which she acted. And the only pnnc1ple available, be­
cause she 1s not mc)Ved by the content of her act1on, must be formal. 
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The agent of good wdl must therefore be moved by the bare lawful­
ness of the act. Kant puts 1t by saymg that she is moved by respect or 
reverence jAchtungJ for the moral law (Groundwork, 4.400 I 68J. 

Commonsense beliefs about the moa-al goodness of the good agent 
show us, Kane thmks, that the categoncal impera.uve is the pnnciple 
behind SOllnd moral judgment . Kant also thinks he obtains from 
beliefs about the good agent his vJew about the mot1vat1on proper to 
moralicy. Histoncally the latter was as revolut1onaty as the former, 
and systematically the two aspects of the theory are inseparably 
lrnked. But the moti.vat1ona1 view leads to some new pmblems for 
Kant. 

The psychological doctnne prevalent m Kant's time heJd that 
what motivates us m voluntary rauonal acuon ts desire for good and 
aversion to eviL Granting that people often fail to pursue the good 
either through mistake or through perversaty, the view implies thac 
1f we do not act from a desire for some perceived good, we are acting 
wrongly or at least lJTationally. Of course it was allowed that people 
sometimes do theu duty 1ust because they ought co. But smce dom.g 
one's duty was understood to be productive of good - the good of the 
community - even conscientious action was seen as motivated by 
desire for the good.J• 

Crusius broke with this tradmon ·when he said l'hat we could obey 
God's laws simply because they are ordained by hunY Kam's asser­
tion that 1n obeying the dictates of the categoncal 1mperat1ve we 
could be motivated by what he called respect for the law accepcs this 
decisive break with the older view. Respect, as we have seen, 1s a 
concern not for the ends or goods of action, but for the form. So 
when we are moved b}' 1t, we are not pursumg good. But neither are 
we acting wrongly or irrationally. The central moral motive there­
fore does not flt the standard pattem. 

Respect is unlike other motives in cwo further ways. fnst, u is a 
feelmg that anses solely from our awareness of the moral law as the 
categorical imperative. And it always anses from such awareness. 
Whale other motives may or may not be present in everyone at all 
times, every ratmnal agent always has available this motive, w h1ch 
1s sufficient to move her to do what the categoncal 1mperat1ve bids. 
Second, other motives, such as fear of punishment, greed, love, or 
pity, can lead us to act nghtly. But 1t is merely contingent 1f they do. 
Love, hke greed or hatred, ~n lead one to act immorally. The sole 
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motive thar necessanly movl:S us to .act nghtly 1s respect, because 1t 
alone 1s only activated by the dictates of the categoncal tmperauve. 

It 1s easy to see the place of respect m Kant's portrayal of auton­
omy. Respect provides an answer to the claim, made famous by 
Hume but probably kno""" to Kant through work by Hume's influen­
tial precleceMOr Francis Hutcheson,'' that reason cannot motivate 
us. On the comrary, Kant rephes: Practical reason generates u s own 
unique motive. E.xtemal sancuons, of the sort the natural law theo­
nsts thought indispensable to give obligation n s mot1vaung power, 
are unnecessaty, at least m prmciple, because we an have w1thm 
ourseJves an adequate motive for compliance. Respect also makes 
up for the rneqmt1es of nature. Some people are naturally lovmg, 
haendly, and thoughtful. Nature has not been so generous to others. 
If only natural motives were available to move us to do what moral­
ity requues, then some, through no fault of then own, would be 
unable to comply wnh tt. Kant's doctnne imphes that no one need 
be prevented by the n1ggardlmess of nature from attaimng moral 
worth. 

Jf the auracuons of the doctnne of •espect are pl am, It nonetheless 
gets Kant mto difficulties. It leads him to thmk along the following 
Imes. If J act from any motive other than respect, I am simply doing 
something I find myself wanting to do. My action may be n ght, but 
1£ so that is merely contingent. Even tf 1t is, I show no special con­
cern for morahty when I am moved by my desue. All that 1s shown 
by a n ght act done from a norunora) motive IS that morality and my 
interest here comc1de. Consequently I deserve no praise unless I act 
from respect. Actton from respect is the only kmd of action that 
shows true concern for morahty. No other motivation entitles me to 
count as a virtuous agent. 

As critics have frequently pointed out, this seems a paradoxical 
posmon.14 It seems to make almost every aspect of character umm­
portant to mO£ahty, because n dcrues any moral worth to acuons 
spnnging entirely from feelmgs of love, loyalty, friendship, pity, or 
generosity, and seems to rule out mixed mouves as sources of moral 
worth .H Worse, 1t suggests that kind or loving feeJings can get m the 
way of our ach1evmg moral merit . If merit accrues only when we act 
from a sense of duty, It seems that human relauons must be either 
unduly chilly or else without moral worth. Did Kant really hold this 
view~ There ar~ pa~ges that suggest he did,•" and others where he 
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asserts a much more humane v1ewY The mtn>r plausible alrernanve 
to the extreme positlon 1s one that allows conditional mixed mo­
tives· I may have ment when moved by the motive of pity, say, 1f [ 
allow pity to operate only on condauon that m moving me it leads 
me co nothing the categorical 1mperat1ve forbids, and if respect 1s 
strong enough m me to move me were pity to faiJ. Because the texts 
show a change of mmd, the best mtecpretatmn depends on system­
atic considerations, of which not the least is whether one accepts 
Kant's belief that there is a unique and supremely important kmd of 
ment or worthiness, the moral kmd. 

VIII 

So far I have tned to explain the principle Kant takes to be central to 
morality aod the motivation he thmks ts unique to It. I have said 
nothmg about the JUSttficau on he tlunks he can give for cla1mmg 
that the principle really holds. We are thus at the point Kant reaches 
toward the end of the second part of che Groundwork He there says 
that so far all he has done is to show what ordinaty moral conscious­
ness takes morality to mvolve if there 1s such a th mg. But 1s therel A 
parallel que&t1on about prudential rat10nahty would be easy to an­
swer. The law of prudence 1s true by deflmt1on. or analytic. To say 
someone 1s a "perfectly rational agent" simply means {m part) that 
she "uses the means needed to attain her goals." But the moral law 
IS not analytic. The concepts "completely good will" or "perfectly 
rational ager:it" do not mclude "acts only through umversahzable 
maxims " And we cannot base the moral Jaw on expenence. Jt 1s a 
necessary proposmon, and expenence alone never grounds such 
propos1t10ns. What basis then is there for the mora1 law?Js 

The pmblem as Kant sees 1t 1s to discover somethmg through 
which we can jom the subject of the moral law - ''perfectly rational 
agent" - and its predicate- "acts only through umversalizable max­
ims." He sees a possible solutmn m the idea of freedom of the will. 
Freedom bas a negative aspect: If we are free, we are not determmed 
soldy by our desires and needs. But freedom 1s more than the ab­
sence of determ1nat1on. A will wholly undetermined would be ran­
dom and chaotic. It would not allow for respons1b1Hty, nor conse­
quently for praise and blame.19 The only viabJe way to thmk of a free 
will, Kant holds, ts to think of it as a will whose ch01ces are deter-
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mmed by a law thar 1s 1mernal to m; nature. Such a will 1s deter­
mmed only by Itself, and 1s therefore free. But we have already seen 
that the only self-determmed actions are actions done because of the 
univ~rsahzabdtty of the agent's maxim. So if we could show that a 
rationa1 will must be free, we would have shown that a rauonal wdl 
acts only on urnversalizable maxims.4° We would have proven the 
fi.rsr prmc1ple of morality. 

Given Kant's Newtonian model of the physical world, a strong 
clalffi about freedom of the will raises problems. Our bodies as physi­
cal obiects are sub1ect to Newton's Jaws of mouon. If they are moved 
by our natural desires, this 1s unproblematic, because desrres them­
selves anse m accordance with deterministic laws (as yet undlS­
covered). Moral..1ty, however, reqmres che possibility of action from a 
wholly nonempincal mouve. We never know whether real moral 
ment 1s attamed, but tf tt 1s, the mouve of respect must move us to 
bochly action, regardless of the strength of our desires. ls th ts possible? 

In the 6.rst Crwque Kant argued that no theoretical proof lor dis· 
proof) of free will can be given. In the Groundwork Kant dunks he 
can give at least induect support to the claim that we are free. WheJ'J 
we as ratmnal bemgs act, he says, we must take ourselves to be free. 
He means that whenever we deliberate or choose we are presuppos­
ing freedom, even if we are unaware of the presupposition or con­
sciously doubtful of tt. More broadly, whenever we take ourselves to 
be think.mg rattonally leven about purely theoretical matters! we 
must take ourselves to be free. because we cannot knowingly accept 
Judgments determmed by external sources as 1udgmencs we our­
selves have made. Now anything that would foJJow about us 1f we 
were really free still follows for practical purposes if we have to 
thmk of ourselves as free. Because freedom entails the mO£al law, we 
must think of ourselves as bound by lt (Ground\\•ork. 4:447-8 I 
rrs-16).·u 

Can we both take ourselves to be free and believe theoretically m 
a determm1stic universe~ Kant's answer appeals to his first Crzt1que 
Theoretical knowledge has hmns: It applies only to the wO£ld as we 
expenence it, the phenomenal world. We cannot say that the deter­
mm1sm holdmg in the realm of p~numena holds beyond 1t as well, 
m the noumena] world If we thmk of ourselves as belong.mg to the 
noumenal as well as the phenomenal world, then we can see how m 
one respect we may be beings bound in a web of mechamsuc deter· 
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mmatmn, while u1 another respect we .ue the free ratmnal agents 
moraluy supposes us to be. Our theoretical behefs and our pracnca l 
presupposition of freedom do not come mto any con01ct . 

There are many d1fflcult1es with this argument. One of them is 
this. The argument seems to supPOse that we are free JUSt when we 
are actmg rat10nally. But then if we act 1rrauonaHy, we are not free. 
lmmornl action 1s, however, irrational. So 1t seems to follow that ·we 
are resporuable only when acting as the moral law requires, and not 
responsible when we do something wicked. Kant might have had a 
reply to this objection, but if so he did not give 1t. ln his lacer wm­
ings, he introduced a d1stmct10n between the will a11d the power of 
choice (Wille and Willkitr), which was meant to remove the prob­
lem.i1 He held that the will 1s simply idenucal with pracucal ratio· 
nality and IS therefore the home of the moral law, but that we have 
m addiuon a power of choice, whose task 1s to choose between the 
promptmgs of desire and the 1mperat1ves stemmmg from the will. It 
ism the power of chmce that our freedom, properly speakmg, re­
sides. The will itself is neither free nor unfree. 

Kant not only developed hIS view of free wdl considerably; he 
changed his mmd about how to argue in support of it .o In the Cn -
1-1que of Pract1cal Reason Kant contmued to hold h is earher view 
that if we are free we are under the moral law, and if we are under the 
moral law we are free. But he now argues that what he calls "the fact 
(Faktum) of reason" 1s what shows us that we are free There 1s 
considerable difficulty m clarifying )USt what Kant suwases the fact 

of reason be be." One possible interpretation starts with Kant's 
claim that the fact of reaSOll 1s re\1ealed to us through our moral 
awareness that we are bound by unconditional obhgation.o;_ Because 
we know we are bound by such ohhgauons, we know also that we 
can do what we are obligated to do. This means that we can do it no 
matter what the cucumstances and no matter what has gone' on 
before. In other words awareness of categoncal obhgat1on contams 
awareness of freedom. But 1t is awareness of freedom as it expresses 
itself m imperfec tly rational bemgs 1be fact oi reason, we might 
take 1t, is pure ranonahty d1splaymg itself as 1mmed1ately as 1t can 
tn imperfectly rational beings.4, 

In the Cr1t1que, therefore, Kant treats freedom as the ground of our 
hmrmg moral obligations, and our awareness of categorical impera­
tives as the ground of our knowledge that we are frtt. He thus gives up 
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the one attempt he made to support the pnnc1plc of mOl'als by appeal 
to something other than n self - ratHH1ahty m general - and he uses 
our awareness of moralny as a foundation from which we can extend 
our understanding of ou rselves and our place m the umverse 4~ 

Kant 1s not here retractmg the clauns he made m the first Crmque 
about the limits of knowledge. Our justt.fled assurance that we are 
free 1s not theol'et1cal knowledge. While ·we are entitled to that assur­
ance for practtcal purposes, we cannot infer lrom It anything of 
pertrnence to our theoretical understandt.ng of the world. Indeed 
Kant thinks that without the pos1uons established m the theoretical 
Cnt1que the moral outlook he aims to defend would be 1mposs1ble. 
Unless we see that knowledge 1s hm1ted, Wt: will thmk that the kmd 
of theoretical knowledge S<:1ence gives us IS all the knowledge there 
can be. Then a 1heorettcal understanding of our own behavior will 
become inevitable. Kant held that ii we think of ourselves solely in 
t:mpmcaJ and determm1st1c terms we will necessanly think of our­
selves as heteronomous, as moved by our desires for this or that, and 
never so]ely by respect for law. This thought would be deb1btatmg to 
our effort to be moral.' 7 But the first Cntique showed that the deter­
m1mst1c stance of theoretical reason is vahd onJy w1thm the bounds 
of experience. Theoretical reason has no tunsdtctmn over the behds 

moraluy requnes us to hold. 

IX 

Kant calls this the primacy of practical reason (Pract icnl Reason. 

s:119-21 / 124-6). If the categoncal 1mperauve 1equ1res us to thmk 
of ourselves and the world m certain ways, then the lim1tat ioos on 
speculative reason cannot be used to deny that we have any wa rram 
for those beliefs. Our nature as rational agents thus dommates our 
nature as ratmnal knowers. There are two matters, other than free­

dom, on which practtcal reason requires us to accept beliefs that can 
be neither proven nor disproven theoretically. One concerns our 
hopes fo r our own pnvate futures, rhe other concerns our hopes for 
the future of humamcy. In ont case we are led by morahcy to have 
certain rehgious beliefs; m the other, to have certam views about 

history and progress. 
In rhe second Cntique Kam argues not only that we must think of 

ourselves as free moral agents but also that we must see ourselves as 
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immortal, and as hvmg m a universe governed by a prov1deno;i.I 
mtell1gence through whose mtervent1on m the course of nature the 
virtuous are rewarded and tht vicious pumshed. We m ust have these 
behefs, Kant holds, becau se morality reqmres each of us to make 
ourselves perfectly virtuous - to give ourselves a character in which 
the dictates of the categonca1 impernuve are never thwarted by the 
passions and desires. And it also reqmres that happiness be distrib­
uted m accordance wuh virtue.~ The former cannot be done ma 
finite amount of time, so we must believe that we each have some­
th111g ltke .in mfirute amount of tnne available for carrying out the 
task, or at least for approaching closer and closer to compleuon. The 
latter 1s not possible 1f the mechamsms of nature are the sole order­
mg force in the universe, nature bemg indifferent to vutue and vice. 
Hence we must believe that there 1s some nonnatural ordenng fo rce 
that will intervene co bnng about what morahty requires IPmcticol 
Reoson. 5: 122- 32 / n6- 36J. 

In his essays on h1stoty'9 Kant argues that theoreucal reason can 
never determme whether mankind is progressmg or not. War and the 
innumerable ghastly ways in which people mistreat one another 
seem sometimes to be waning, somerimes to be increasmg, some· 
times simply to go through an endless see-saw of m ore and less. But 
morality requires us to try to bnng it about that rhere 1s peace m the 
world, and that the standing form of government JS everywhere one 
m which tndi. v1dual autonomy as publicly acknowledged and re· 
spect ed. We must therefore believe thar lt is possible to b-ing tlus 
about, and we must see h1Stoty as moving, however slowly, and at 
whatever cost to innumerable mdiv1dual" throughout countless gen­
erations, in tins duection . Thus w1thlll the world constituted by 
theoretical reascm, practical reason d1tects us to form a moral world 
by tmposmg moral order on the whole of human society as weJI as 
on our md1vidual desues. 

Kant ts not saying that moral agents come to behew these propos1-
t10ns about religion and history through arguments. He is saying 
rather that each moral agent w1ll find herselt actmg as 1f she saw the 
world as Kant's proposinons portray i t. Morality, as Kant understands 
It, makes sense only if cert am background conditions are met. Unless 
these conditions hold, a form of pomtlessness threatens action dic· 
tated by the categoncal 1mperat1ve; and rhe ratmnal agent cannot act 
while thmkmg her action pomtless. The behd m freedom 1s needed 
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first of all, becaust: otherwise we would lack the assurance that we 
can do what the categoncal imperanve reqmres. The other morally 
reqmred beliefs ward off a different kmd of pomtlessness. 

What 1s evident in all of these other behefs to wlu ch we are led on 
practical grounds alone 1s a concern for human happmess. Kant is 
often thought to hold that happiness is not valuable, and even to have 
ignored it wholly m his ethics. This 1sa ser10us mistake. I tis true that 
for Kanr moral worth is the supreme good, but by Itself it is not the 
perfect o r complete good.\0 To be vu tuous, for Kant, is to be worthy of 
bappmess. And the perfect good requires that happiness be d1stnb­
uted in accordance with virtue jPract1cal Reason, s:110-u / 114-
1s). Happiness, or the sum of sausfact10n of desires, is a cond1uonal 
good. It 1s good only it 1t results from the satisfaction of morally 
permissible desues. But 1t is mtrins1cally valuable nonetheless. It is 
valued by a rational agent for useU, and not ms trumentally.u 

Atheism and meamnglessness m hIStory threaten w make moral­
ity pointless. A holy will necessarily aims at the perfect g~, and 
we 1mpcrfect beings therefore ought to do what we can to bnng 1t 
about . But 1t seems simply 1rrat1onal to devote serious effort to bnng­
ing about a goal that one believes cannot be brought about. lf reason 
showed the perfect good to be a required but unattainable goal, rea­
son would be at odds with uself. The moral agent, knowmg herself 
required co act m wa}'S that make sense ouly if certam ends can be 
achieved, finds herself s imply taking 1t that the world must a llow 
the possibility of success. Smee this attitude 1s not translatable mto 
theorettcal knowledge, the agent cannot have any details about how 
her effort will help bring about the ends. All that 1s needed t S the 
confidence that it will. Philosophy helps, Kant rbrnks. by showing 
that noc lung can prove the an.nude unwarranted.~._ 

1 Contemporary English-language study ol Kam's e thics owes a great deal 
to the important commemanes « H J Paton. The CotegonctJI lm~ra­
t1ve (London Hutchinson, J 946). and Lewis Whue Beck, A Commen­
tary ro Kant's Cnuque of Pract1cal Reason (Ch1cagti- Umversuy of Chi­
cago Press, 1y6ol. OOth of which helped stimulate Cennan sch0Lush1p 
as well John Rawls's widely read A Theory of /usi ice ICambndge, Mass 
Harvard Umvers11y Press. 1971) showed one dnecnon m which Kanuan· 
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ism could be revised, and was a ma1ur 1mpcrns m the use of Kanuan 
ms1ghts m developmg general etlucal theory and m handling concrete 
current issues 

2 Although Kant did a great deal of thmkmg about ethics dunng his earl}' 
}'ears, he wrote little about It before the publicat10n of the first Cntlque 
That Crmque contams some discusston of moral philosophy, but the 
ma1or works are the followmg 

Groundwork of the Meraphys1cs of Morals { 1785), reference to Aka de 
m1e ed1t1on volume and page followed by the page number of the transla­
tton b}' H.J. Pawn, The Moral Law (London Hutchmson, 1948) 

Cnt1qne of Practical Reason I 1788), references followed by page num­
bers of the translat10n by Lewis White Beck (Indianapolis Bobbs-Merrill, 
1956) 

Metaphvsics of Morals. m rwo pans, known as the Docmne of Right 
and the Doctnne of Virtue. which were published separately m 1797, 
references when quotations are from the Doctrine of Virtue followed by 
the page number of the translat10n by Mary Gregor (Philadelplua Um­
versuy of Pennsylvama Press, 1964) 

Relig10n withm the Lmms of Reason Alone {17931, references fol­
lowed by the page number of the translauon by Theodore M. Greene and 
Hoyt H. Hudson 11934, 2d ed., New York: Harper & Row, 196o) 

Kant's essays on h1storv and poht1cs are important sources as well 
There are two useful colleccmns: Lewis White Beck et al , Kant on His­
tory (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Mernll, 1963), and Ted Humphrey, Perpetual 
Peace and Other Essays (lnd1anapohs- Hackett, 1983) References are 
followed by "H" and page number from the Beck translatmn 

Volumes 2 7 and 29 of the Akademie editmn of Kan ts gesammelte 
Schnften contain over a thousand pages of student notes on Kam's 
classes on ethics, which he taught between twenty and durty nmes 
from 1756-7 to 1793-4 (see Emil Arnoldt, Gesammelte Schnften (Ber­
lm. 1909], Vol. V, P- 335). The earliest notes come from 176]-4, the 
latest from 1793-4- Notes taken m 1780-1 are available m English: 
Lectures on Ethics. trans Loms Infield !ong1nally 1930) (New York. 
Harper & Row, 1963! 

The student notes offer many ms1ghts mto Kant's ethical thought, but 
they also pose several new mterpretative problems. In this essay I con­
centrate on the published works. 

3 Nor only humans. Kant thmksany rauonal agents would be autonomous. 
4 The term "his'' 1s used adVIsedly here Kant had unfortunate views 

about women. He also thought seivams were not sufficiently mdepen­
dem to be entitled to full polmcal status. 

5 Tlns 1s from margmal notes Kant 1otted down as he was readmg Rous-

Autonomy, obligatmn. and virtue Bl 

seau's Soc:wl Comracr and Emile durmg 1763-4 !20 140-1; I have added 
some punctuanon). It 1s largely from these notes that we know of the 
considerable impact that Rousseau had on Kant, 

6 20:3(i, "kmdnesses occur only through mequahty." 
7 R (i7J(i, 19·145 
8 See Kant's late remarks on serviluy m Morals, 6.434-6; 99-101, see also 

Thomas E. Hill, Jr., "Servduy and Self-Respect," Momst 57 !1973J· 87-
104. 

9 In the essay "On the Common Saymg 'That may be true m theory bur It 
does not work in pracuce'," Kant says that 10 connection wuh our moral 
self-leg1slat1on "man thmks of himself according to an analogy with the 
divm1ty" (8.280 n.J. The essay IS translated m Hans Reiss, ed., Kant's 
Pol1t1cal WntmJ!S (Cambndge: Cambridge Umvers1ty Press, 1970). 

w The standard work on the development of Kant's ethics is Josef 
Schmucker, Die Urspmnge der Ethik Kants (Me1senhe1m am Gian. 
Anton Ham, 19(i1J. There 1s no reliable study of the sub1ect m English 

11 For selections from Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, see. D D Raphael, The 
Brmsh Moralists. 2 vols. (Oxford: Oxford Untversny Press, 19(i9), and 
J. B. Schneewmd, Moral Plulosophy from Montmgne to Kant, 2 vols. 
!Cambridge: Cambridge Umvers1ty Press, 1990). Their works were avail­
able in German, and Kant owned the translations of Hutcheson's most 
important wntmgs. 

12 There are no studies of Wolff m Enghsh, and little of his work has been 
translated Lewis Whue Beck, Early German Philosophy ICambndge, 
Mass. Harvard Uruversuy Press, 1969) discusses his general phtlosophy 
but says little about his etlucs For an excellent study of the early Ger­
man enlightenment and Wolff's place m 1t, see Hans M Wolff, Die 
Weltanschauvng der devtschen Avfklarung (Bern, 1949J. For selections 
rn Enghsh of his ethics, see Schneewmd, Moral Plulosophy from Mon­
taigne to Kant. VoL I 

13 These views are compendmusly p~nted m Chnstian Woll£, Verniinf­
t1ge Geda11cken von der Menschen Thun und Lassen (1720}. 

14 Kant holds that 1t ts necessarily true that each of usdesues lus or her own 
happiness, and he sometimes equates happmess with the sat1sfacnon ol 
che totahty of our desires. But no :.mgle desire IS a necessary feature ol any 
particular md1v1dual. This 1s a pomt on which many of Kant's recent 
critics, parucularly those sympatheuc to Anstotle, disagree with him 
They would argue that some desires or motives or acuve d1SpOs1t10ns are 
essential to the mdiv1dual 1dentuy of the person See, e g., Jonathan Lea1, 
Aristotle The Desue to Understand (Cambridge. Cambndge Umversuy 
Press, 1988), p. 189 Kant would thmk that 1fyou must have some specific 
effective desue then you are not free w1d1 respect to 1t Kant does not 
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thmk, as some of his cnucs believe, that the free will constnutes the 
whole 1dentuyof each md1v1dual. But he does thmk that whatever consti­
tutes md1v1dual 1denuty does so only contingently 

1 5 Crusms was a leader of the anu-Wolffian movement Hts moral phdooo­
phy ts comamed m his Anweisung. verniinft1g zu leben { 1744). There is 
good d1scuss10n of his general posit10n m Beck, Early German Philoso­
phy For translated select10ns, see Schneewmd. Moral Plulosophv from 
Montaigne to Kant. VoL II 

16 There ts considerable d1fficulry m mterpretlng Rousseau's mfluence on 
Kant. As md1cated above, the mosc important evidence comes from the 
notes Kant made when he first read Emile and the Socwl Contract 
dunng 1763-4 (20 1-192). One of the most frequendy quoted notes 
compares Rousseau's clanficatmn of the hidden aspects of human na­
ture to Newton's uncovenng of the ludden aspects of physical nature 
(20·58-9). Another 1s more personal "I am my~l{ a researcher by mch­
nation. I feel the whole thirst for knowiedge and the eager unrest to 
move further on mto it, also sat1sfact10n wuh each acqmsitton There 
was a time when I thought tlus alone could consntute the honor of 
humamty and I despised the know-nothing rabble. Rousseau set me 
straight. This delusory supenonty vamshes, I learn to honor men, and I 
would find myself more useless than a common laborer 1f I did not 
believe this observation could give everyone a value which restores the 
nghts ol humanuy" (20:44). 

17 Socwl Contract, Lvm §4, m On the Social Contract. ed. Roger D. Mas· 
ters, trans. Judnh R. Masters (New York St Martm's Press, 1978), p. 56. 

18 In the 1763-4 notes (see note s m this chapter) there are several at­
tempts to formulate the pnnc1ple behmd what Kant later called the 
categoncal tmperauve. There are also dear md1cat10ns both of the d1s­
tmct10n between it and the hypothetical 1mperauve and of the tdea that 
the former is centrsl to morality 

19 Those who msisted that God laid down the laws ol morality by absolute 
fiat argued that unless that were true, God would be hm1ted by some­
thing external to himself They thought that even eternal moral stan­
dards would be an mtolerable constraint on God's absolute freedom 

20 Pure theoret1cal reason is an activity determined a pnvn, and one might 
thmk of one of its patterns of activity as embodying [he "causal law'' 
The causal law, m tlus sense, explams why every event must have a 
cause, but does not alone tell us what event causes what other event; to 
obtam this knowledge we need data of expenence m addJ.non S1m1Iarly, 
as I explam la[er, the moral law does not by nself tell us which specific 
acts are obligatory, we must use 1t to test maxims m order to learn what 
we ought to do. 
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21 Some thconsts have taken the nghtness of acts as has1c, definmg a gttt.J 
agent as one who has a conscmus hahu of domg such acts, and good 
states of affairs as those mtended to be the outcome ot nght acts. This 
view tends to go along wuh mtmttomst explanatmns of how we know 
what 1s nght. Thomas Reid's Essays on the Actwe Powers of Mlm I 1788) 
offers one theory of this kmd 

22 A hnlhant account of Hegehan obiecnons ot this kmd, as well as other 
cnt1c1sms, 1s given m F H Bradley, Ethical Studies (1876, 2d ed., Ox­
ford. Clarendon Press, 19271 ch. 2. The htcrature on the subiect IS exten­
sive The best book m English is Onora (O'Neill) Nell, Acting on Pnnc1-
ple. An Essay on Kantian Ethics (New York· Columbia Umversuy Press, 
1975), to which I am much mdebred For a sample of other cnt1c1sms of 
Kant see C. D. Broad, Five Types of Ethical Tbt'u1y (London, 19wJ, ch 5 
See also the articles by Jonathan Harnson, "Kant's Examples of the Fust 
Formulatmn of the Categoncal Imperative," Philosophical Quarterly 7 
(1957); Juhus Ebhmghaus, "lnterpretanon and Mismterpretatmn of the 
Categoncal lmperanve" (19~91, reprmted m Robert Paul Wolff, ed, 
Kant. A Collectwn of Cnt1cal Essays (Garden City, NY: Anchor/ 
Doubleday, 1967), pp 21I-27, Jonathan Kemp, "Kant's Examples of the 
Categoncal Imperative," Philosophical Quarterly 8: 63-71 !1958), Nel­
son Potter, "Paton on the Apphcatmn of the Categoncal lmperanve," 
Kllnt-Stud1en 64 (1973): 411-22, Ottfned Hoffe, "Kants kategonscher 
lmperanv als Kntenum des S1tthchen,'' Ze1tsclmft fur philosophiscbe 
Forscbung 3r (19771· 354-84, and the following books Paton, The Cate­
gonclll Impcrative, Marcus G Smger, GeneralizlltIOn m Ethics (New 
York· Alfred A Knopf, 19611; Bruce Aune, Kant's Theory of Morals 
1Pnnceton,N.J. Prmceton Umversny Press, 197911 and John Atwell, 
Ends and Pnnc1ples m Kant's Moral Tbout{ht (Dordrecht D. Reidel, 
1986). 

23 The formula given md1cates the essennal form underlying all parncular 
hypothetical imperatives ("If you want to preserve your health, you ought 
to go to the dentist") What makes an imperative hypothencal 1s not the 
appearance of an "1f" clause m Its formulation Such clauses mtght appear 
m categoncal imperatives· "If you are asked a questmn, you ought to 
answer truthfully." And they need not appear m hypothencal 1mpera­
t1ves: "Eat whenever you are hungrv" The sole defimng feature of a 
hypothetical 1mperanve 1s that 1t obligates the agent to an acnon only on 
condition that the agent has desue tor something that the action would 
bnng about For an excellent d1scuss10n, see Thomas E Htll, Jr, "The 
Hypothetical Imperanve," PhilosophIClll ReVJeW 82 !1973) 429-50. 

24 There are many other views about how umversahzab1hty or the apphca­
tmn of the formula of umversal law should be understood For an excel-
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lent chscussmn, Sl:C Chnsunc Korsgaard, "Kant's F(lfll1ula of Umvt!rsal 
Law," Pac1hc, PhJfo,011lllcal Quarlerly 66 (19851 24-47 

2~ See Barbara Herman, "The Proct1ce of Moral Judgment," k1tzmal of Plu 
/osop/Jy82 j1 985): 414- 35 

26 See Christtne Korsgaard, "Kanr's Funnula of Hwnanuy," Kilnt Stud1en 
77 (1 986) 183- 202. 

27 Kant seems to assume thal those who apply the ca1egoncal 1mpera11\'e 
to their maxims will co~ out with answers that 3gJft' when the max­
ims testt:d are a ltkc 

28 He also shows how the basic pnnciples of morahcy can be extended 10 

handle cases where agents do not comply wuh the moral requirement of 
acnng from respect for the law. The treatment even of those who are 
mchfferent to moralny fall s under an extension of the moral law. 

29 For stron~ repret.entauons of this pomt of v1ew, sec Alasdair Macintyre, 
After V1rwe (Notre Dame, Ind.: Notre Dame Umverstry Press, 198 1 J, 
and Bernard Wtlhams, Ethics and the L1m1ts of PhJlosophy (Cambridge, 
Mass .. Harvard Un1versuy Press, 1985) 

30 For an ex'--ellent example of an attempt to use the Kantian thmkmg to 
deal with a ma1or soctal issue, see Onora O'Netll, Faas of Hunger (Ox· 
ford Basil Blackwell, 1986). 

JI If you obey the natural law only bec:ause of fear of God's sanct10ns, you 
are still motivated by desue for good- the good of av01dmg pumshment 

32 T1lere are unclear and wavenng ant1c1patmns of the Kantian move m 
Pufendorf and S:irnuel Clarke, but Crusms was the first to make the 
J>Olnt central to his mor.il psychologv. 

n See Dieter Hennch, "Hutchenson und Kant," l<Lln t-Stud1en 49 {1 9s7-
8I! 49-69. and "Uber Kants frtiheste Eth1k," Kont -Stud1e11 S4 {1 963j· 
404-3 1 

14 The poet Schiller first made this kmd ot cntmsm Sc:h11Jer's and rdatcd 
obtect1ons are discussed at len,gth m Hans Remer, Duty and lnd mtltlon 
rrhe Hague: Marunus N11hoff 1983}. A corns1de:rabk! hterature has 
grown up on the sub,ect . FOi" recent d1scuss1on ol. 1t, see Michael Stod:.~ r, 
"The Scluzophrema of Modern Ethical Theones," foornal of Philosophy 

73 lr1n6): 4B- 66, Richard Henson, "What Kant M1ghr Have Said · 
Moral Worth and the Overdererrnmatmn of Dutiful Actmn," Plulosoph1 

cal Rev1c1v 88 (1 979) 19- 54 1 Barbara Herman, "On the Value of Actrng 
from the Mottve of Duty," Philosophical Review 90 (1981] 359-82, 
Marcta Baron, "The Alleged Moral Repugnance of Acnng from Duty," 
fournal of PIJJIU!oophy 81 (19841 197-220, Jud1th Baker, "Do One's Mo· 
lives Have to be Purel" m Richard Grandy and Richard Warner, eds .. 
Philosophical Grounds o/ Ratwnaluy (Oxford: Oxford Umversny Press, 
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1986J, pp 457-74, and Tom Sorrell, "Kant's Coo..I Will," Kant·Studwn 

78 (1987): 87-IOI 
lS Kant says that actmn from any of these desires 1s he1eronomous This 1s 

not because he thmks the desires are not part of the seU It 1s because 
through these desires action is governed by something ot:her than the self. 
In these desires the self pursues good and avoids di. It 1s therefore governed 
by the featura;of things that make them ob,ec1sof desire or aversK>n, and 
these features are, ol course, independent of our wills Thus m &;,-scr1h101; 

heteronomy Kant speaks ol theob;ect dctermm1ngthe will "by means of" 
mchnauon lvenniu elst tier Ne1gungl ICroundwock. 4 · 444 I 11 1 J 

36 He rerects the feehn.i; of love as a proper moral motive (Cround1mr.k. 
4 ·399 / 67>, he usually treats rhe passions and des11es as if rhel( aim is 
always the agent's own pleasure or gooJ. {e.g., Ctoondu-ork, 4·407 / 75), 
and at one pomt he says it must be the wish of every rational person to 
be free of desire (Groundwork . 4:428 / 955--61 

17 This ts particularly evident m the Rebg1on. See 6:28 / 23, where the 
natural d1spostt10ns tn human nature leading us to sexual act1vtty and to 
stnve for social supenonty are said to be d1sposmons for good, though 
they can be misused; and 6:58 / 51 · "Natural 1nclmanons, considered m 
themselves. are good, that is not a matter of reproach, and u 1s not only 
futile to want to extupate them but to do so would also be harmful and 
blameworthy." 

38 Kant here raises the questions of whether a transcerxkntal deduction of 
the moral law 1s possible The problem differs from that mvolved m 
construcnng a transcendental argument for, say, tl1e prmciple that every 
event must have a cause. We expencnce a spa1iotemporal world of stable 
and mteract1ng obfects, and can therefore ask under what cundmons 
suc:h expcrtence is possible. But we a re so far from C'Xpenencrng a stable 
moral world that we cannot point with certainty, Kant thinks, 10 even 
one case where someone was motivated by respect alone. 

39 Freedom of that kmd. Kant thmks, would be ternfyn1g. not &0methmJ1; to 
chensh. See 20:91 ff., 27:258, 1)20, aod 1482. 

40 On the thesis that a free will and a will governed by the moral law are 
one and the same, see Henry E. Alhson, "Morality and freedom: Kant's 
Reciprocity Thesis,'' Philowphical Rlwlew 9S (1 986)- 393-425, and, 
more fully, the same author's Ktlnt°S Theory of Freedom (Cambridge: 
Cambndge Umvers1ty Press, 19901. 

41 For an attempt to unpack tlus d1ffiC\lh argument, see Thomas I. Htll, Jr., 
"Kant's Argument for the Rationality of Moral Conduct," Pac1fi.c Philo· 

sophical Quarterlv 66 !19Bsl· 3- 23, and Allison, Kant's Theory of Free· 

dom. ch. 12 
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42 See Rdis1on. (i 2 1- 6 / 16-2 1, Moral\'. 6:213-14 / 10-11, 6 22~ / 2~. 
41 For d1$CuSs1on, see Karl Amenks, Kam·s Theory of Mmd (Oxford OK· 

ford Umvers1tv Press, 19R2), ch 6 

44 For valuable assistance, ste k>hn Rawls, "Themes m Kant's Mmal Phi· 
losophy, " m Eckart Forster, ed, Ka11t's Tran<>eendental Deducuons The 
Three "C11t1ques" tJnd the "Opus ['6.'>Wmum" !Stanford, Cahf Sun· 
ford Umvershy Pr.:ss, 19891. pp. 8 1- 113; Henry E Alhson, " 'usufication 
and Freedom m the Cnuqueof Pwcllcal Reason." 1b.d., pp 11 4-30, and 
the d1sc.uss1on o( both pape1s by Barbara Herman, ibid, pp. 1 }t-41 

4 s Stt D1e1er Hennch, "Der 8egnff der smhchen E1nsJcl11 und Kants Lchre 
vom Faktum der Vernunft," m D1e Gegenwart der Cnechen m1 neueren 
Denl<en. ed Dieter Henrich et al (TUbingen J C B. Mohr Paul S1ebeck, 
•96ol. PP· 77-115, and "Die Dedukt100 des Smenges.etzes," m Denken 
nn Schtltletl des N1fo/Jsmus, ed. Alexander Schwann {Darm~tadt Wis· 
senschafthche Buchgesellschaft, I97il, pp. ss-112 

46 Whether thi s marks the failure of an attempt to ground moralu y or a 
wise reahz:m on that moraluy needs no grounds beyond n self 1s of 
course a maucr of considerable philosophical disagreement For ex· 
tended d1scuss1C1n, see Gerold Prauss, Kant iiber Fre1lielf als Autonomic 
(Frankfurt am M.im. Vntono Klostermann, 1981) 

47 The second Critique 1s a cnugue of practical reason generally, and not 
only of pure pracucal reason, because u exammes, among other things, 
the claim of empmcal pracn cal reason - means/end reasoning - to be 
the only vracncal reason there 1s. The estabh sh ment through the fact of 
reason of pure practical reason dL<iprm-es this claim. 

48 "-rbc prupo!!mon. Make the highest good posstbk m the world your own 
6nal end' 1s a syntheucal pcoposnmn a prion. which 1s introduced by 
the mtta l law 1tseU" fRebgron, 6:7 n I 7 n .) Kant 's argument for dus IS 
to say the least unclear. For further discussion sa: the essay by Allt1l 
Wood m the present book. 

49 In addmon 10 the colk<:t1ons cu ed m note 2, see the important es.say 
"An Old Qoesuon Ra1sOO Agam· Is the Human Race Constantly Pro· 
gressmg1" m th t> Stre1t der Fakv.ltaten 17=77-94); a translanon 1S m· 
duded m the Beck col lection and m The Cvnf11ct of the Faculties, trans. 
Mary Gregor (New York Abans Books, 1979). 

so Kant repeatedly cnt1c1zes the Strncs for making the mistake of dunking 
v1nue the perfect good The Epicureans, he held, made 1ust the opposite 
mistake 1ak1ng happmess to be the complete good. His view synthe· 
s1=es th e two m the proper way (Practtcal Reason. s 111- 13 I 1 n - 17J. 

s 1 A ba~n.-ally virtuous person rakes as her fundamental maxim to pursue 
her own good only on cond1t10n that domg so meets the reqmremems of 
morality A basically v1c1ous person reverses the order, and takes <l!l 
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fundamental the maxim of domg what morahty requm:s only 1f it is not 

m conflict with the pursmt of het own good. See the d1scuss10n m 

Religion, 6·36-7 / J 1-2 and 6·42- 4 / \7-9· 
p I should hke to thank Richard Rony, David S3Chs, Larry Krasndf, Paul 

Guyer Fred :Beiser and Rtdiard Flathman, who read this ~Y at vanous 
st.ages:

1

of 1tsdevel~ment and made he lpful su~sttons. 



WO LFGAN C J<ERS TIN C 

11 Politics, freedom, and order: 
Kant's political philosophy 

Kant's practical plnlosophy m us ennrety compnses ethics and 
philosophy of nght,' moral theology, moral anthropology, and the 
philosophy of history, and comlnnes them mto one 1mpr~1ve theo­
reucal structure. T he theory of the self-legislation of pure practical 
reason developed m the Groundwork of the Metaphys1cs of Morals 
(1785) and Critique of Practical Reason (1788) stands at the center 
of this system. Through this theory Kant provides an entirely new 
theoretical focndation for 1ustificauon m pract ical philosophy. In 
the previous history of practical philosophy foundations and first 
prmc1ples were sought m obJCct1ve ideas, rn a normative constitu­
tion of the cosmos, m the will of Cod, in the nature of man, or m 
prudence m the service of self-interest; but Kant was convinced 
that these startm,g-pomts were without excepuoo tnadequate for 
the foundation of uncond1t1onal pracu cal laws, and that human 
reason could only concede absolute practical necessity and obhga­
tormess to norms tbat arose from its own legislation. We are sub­
iect to the laws of reason alone: With this recognuion Kant frees us 
from the dommation of theologica l absolutism and the bonds of 
teleological natural law, and hkew1se elevates us above the prosaic 
banalities of the docmne of prudence. Human beings may and 
must obey only then own reason; m that hes their digmty as well 
as theu exacting and burdensome moral vocation. 

In the Metaphysics of Morals of 1797 Kant systematically elabo­
rated tb1s theory of autonomous and self-ruhn,g reason and developed 
a maten al e thics and a phtlosq:ihy of nght. Besides its foundational 
part and the realm of the systematic ddferentiauon of the pure legisla­
tion of reason mto nght and ethics, the principles of pnvate and 
pubhc right on the ooe hand and the rationally based ends of human 
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act10n on the other, Kam'sprac ncal philosophy also includes anthro­
pology and philosophy of history. Human nature and history consti­
tute the domam for the empmcal apphcation of the pnnc1ples of 
morahty and nght. They comam the condmons of reahzauon with­
out attenuon to which pure practical reason remams powcrless, and 
which must therefore be considered by a practical philosophy that ts 
concerned with the reahzation of its own pnnc1ples. 

When one looks for political philosophy m the structure of Kant's 
pr-actical philosophy one finds 1t 10 the realms of plltlosophv of nght 
and the philosophy ol history. Kant revoked Machiavelli's separation 
between morals and politics, and by mtegratmg poht1cal philosophy 
under the authority of pure pracucal reason re-created the old unuy 
of morals and pohucs in a revoluuonary new conceptual framework 
and 00 the basis of a revolutionary new theory of jusuficat1on. The 
presentation of Kant's polmcal philosophy requires a task of recon­
struction, requires that the arguments and doctrines of his philoso­
phy of nght that are essenual for political philosophy be put m their 
mtemal foundauonal nexus so that the systematic backbone of the 
pobucal philosophy can be made clear; that is. n 1s •equis1te for us 
to reconstruct the path of Kant's argument from th~ coocept of right 
through the foundauon of property to the a priori principles of the 
republic of reason. However, Kant's political philosophy also care­
fully reflects the empincal condmons for the reali=atioo of the 
norms of the rational theory of nght and develops an astomshm.g 
pmgmatism, engaging with relauons of polmcal power as they are 
given in order to discover and exploit possibduics for change free of 
force and onented toward principles. Tlns non-Machiavellian but 
pnnctpled pragmatism about reform, which 1s aimed at a _repubh­
cam=auon of relations of dominauon. 1s embedded m a philosophy 
of history that, encouraged by the sympathetic reacuoo to the 
French Revolution throughout Europe, expected the histoncal devel­
opment of states to be a nonlinear but nevertheless unstoppable 
progress in nght. The utopian vamshtn,g pomt on the honzon of thts 
practical philosophy of history is the highest poht1cal good, perpet­
ual peace. 

Tlus bnet descnpuon ot the themes of Kant's political philosophy 
suggeSl'S the course and division of the following exposition. In more 
detail I will deal wich the elements of the concept of nght !Section 
I); Ka~t's foundation of private property and his cntique of Locke's 
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labor theory of property (II), the connection of the natural cond1· 
t1on,~ property, contract, and state m Kant, m companson wtth 
Hobbes a.J'ld Locke (UI); Kant's contractus ongmarius, the a priori 
pnnc1ples of the cavll cond1t1on, and the procedural concept of 1us· 
t1ce that is grou nded on that flV); the connectmn between Kant's 
proh.dJ1t100 of revolution or resistance with his pn11c1ple of pubhcaty 
and nght·1mproving reformism (V), and finally, in Section VI, his 
theo.-y o( perpetual peace. 

I , E L E M E N TS O F THE. CONCEPT OF RIGHT 

Kant shares the conviction, common to all variants of natural nght 
theory, that there 1s an objective, timelessly vahd and universally 
bmdmg pnnc1ple of right, which IS accessible to human knowledge, 
which draws an irrevocable bcundary between that which is nght and 
that which 1s not that obligates everyone, and which contams the 
criterion with the assist ance of which the correctness of human ac· 
tions can be 1udged. But in distinction from all his predeceS&Ors, m the 
determination of the concept and pnnciple of ught he appeals neither 
to ernpmcal human nature nor to the nature of a teleological world· 
view that mcludes reason, but solely to the leg1slat1ve reason, pun fled 
of all anthropological features and excludmg all elements of nature, of 
a metaphysics of freedom. In the philosophy of nght and m the polm· 
cal philasophy that IS grounded upon u , exactly as was already done in 
moral philosophy, the way i.s thereby barred to every application of 
natural purposes, human needs and mterests, aOO subatanuve ethical 
cons1derat1ons m Kant's a rgument. Only the properties of reason 1t· 
self are avaJlable 10 make delermmare the nonempiri cal concept of 
nght: lawfulness, umversahty, formality, aOO nece~1ty. As far as irs 
structure and potential value as a cntenon are concerned, the princ1· 
pie of right cannot be distingmshed from the categorical imperanve: 
Like the latter, it must contam a universahzation argument. 

Kant's concept of nght states: "Right 1s ... the totality of cond1· 
txms, under which the will I W1llklic) of one person can be umfied 
with the will of another under a universal law of freedom" (Morals, 
6:230).J The followm,g pnnc1ple of nght correspondingly holds for 
human actions: "Every actmn is nght which, or the maxim of 
which, allows the freedom of the wdl of each to subsist t ogether 
wtth the freedom of everyone'' (6:230). Because human beings hve 
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with others of then kind m space and ume, enter mto external 
relattons with others of their kmd, and mfluence the actions of 
others through their own, they rue subject to reason's law of nght 
Kant's cm1cept of right concerns only the external sphere of the 
freedom of acuon. Only the effects of actions on the freedom of 
actmn of others are of mterest to u . Inner mtenuons and conv1ct10ns 
aJe excluded horn the sphere of justice JUSt like interests and needs. 
That means that no claims of nght can anse from one's neediness. 
Right does not help powerless needa For Kant a communny of nght 
lS not a commumty of solidarity among the needy, but a commuruty 
for self-protectmn among those who have the power 10 act. 

The inner world of thoughts, intentions, convictions, and d1spos1· 
lions does not fall under the authority of rauonal norms of nght, and 
consequently can never be a Jeg1t1mate realm fc.'f' control by pos1t1ve 
laws. A state that employs the instruments of nght for purposes of a 
pol.mes of virtue .md moral educan on, which punishes unpopular 
political and ethical convicuons and seeks to form people and theu 
thoughts w1th its laws, oversteps the boundaries of legitimate lawful 
regulation to which every governmental legislation 1s confined b}' 
the mtrms1c meamng of the rattonal concept of right itself 

Kant's law of right from reason is a universal formal law of the 
freedom of acuon. Indifferent to all elements of content m human 
actmns, 1t IS concentrated solely on the quesuon of the fo rmal com­
patibility of the external freedom of one person with that of others, 
and thereby hmns mdw1dual acuon w1thm the boundanes of its 
possible universahzat1on. Just as the moral law brings mnu freedom 
into harmony with itself and funcuons as a pnnc1ple of. consistency 
for the mner world through its exclusion of all non-unil!ersal max­
ims, so the law of nght brings external freedom mto harmooy with 
itself and functions as a pnnciple of consistency for the outer world 
through its hindrance of all non-universah zable use& of the freedom 
of acuon. 

Because Hegel accused the categoncal imperative of being a tautol· 
ogy, both the moral and mnd1cal princap]es of the Kantian leg1slauon 
of reason have been repeatedly reproached us empty. But that us a 
misguided cnt1cism, which fundamentally misunderstands the cnte· 
nal character of the pnnc1ples of Kant's practical philosophy and 
looks at them as If they were meant to be prem1Ses from which 
substantive conclusions could be deductively denved. But a statute 
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book can no more be derived from the universal pnnCLple of nght 

than a specific canon of duties can be denved from the categoncal 

imperauve. Nevertheless both pnnc1ples contam cntena that are 

capable. of makmg important d1stmct1oos: Just as the categorical 

1mperat1ve helps to identify paras1t1c ways of acting:, ~ so can the 

pnnc1ple of nght make every politically meqmtable distnbution of 

freedom recogmzable as not ng:ht. To be sure, the cnterial potential 

of both pnnc1ples 1s decidedly less than Kant thoug:ht. If no empm­

cal examples of obviously mequnable distributions of freedom m 

the framework of histoncal org:amzations of dommatmn he to hand, 

if one directly asks the prmc1ple of right how the domain of mlltu­

alJy compatible mdiv1dual Spheres of freedom is to be determmed a 

priori. then Kant's pnnc1ple 1s an unclear cntenon. In any case 1t 

does not ~eem sufficient to base the determmation of the nght solely 

on the cntenon of fOt"mal compatibility. Olle can take 1t as a neces­

sary condit10n ol right that different ways of employing freedom not 

exclude each other. But that cannot convince us that all mutually 

c~mpauble uses of freedom will be blessed by reason as allowed by 

right. Cert.a1nly. the a pnon frame>.vork that 1s alone philosopluc:ally 

relevant according to Kant takes into account only the fOt"mal cnte­

rion of compatib1 lity_ But 1f distmct10ns drawn from this cntenon do 

not suffice, then a relat1vizatmn of the a pnon perspective through 

the add1t1on ol empirical considerattons ts requ1red.s 

According to Kant n.ght, as the law of external freedom, as the 

orde~ of co~xistencc of symmetncal freedom for human bemgs who 

live in spanal relations, defines the domain that each may consider 

hJS own, occupy as he pleases, and defend against in1uries to its 

boundaries. For n ghc is analytically connected with the authonza­

tion of coercion: The authorization of coerc10n as perm1ss1on for the 

defense of umversally compatible domams of freedom IS a constitu­

ent of the concept of nght, connected to 1t "according to the law of 

contrad1ct10n" (6:231 ). Thus the law of ng:ht can also be represented 

as a universal prmc1ple of coercion m the sense of "completely mu­

tual coercmn agreeing wuh the freedom of everyone according to 

umver~l laws" f6:232). The order of freedom of rauonal n.ght and 

the reciprocal mechanism of coercton demonstrate the same struc­

tural charactenstics of equality, symmetry, and mutuality. Mutual 

coercion is the external med mm through wluch the order of freedom 

of rational right is represented, through which 1t obtams realny. The 
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1usttficauoo of delense agamst deeds that are not nghr ts the philoso­

phy of nght's counterpart £O the moral necessitation of the categon­

cal imperative. 
At the center of Kant's system oJ practical phdosophy 1s the insight 

that the uncond1nonal obhg:ation and absolute vahd1ty that accord­

ing to htm must be attnbuted to practical pnnc1ples could 11ot be 

grounded 1f the laws of freedom, the internal laws of freedom of moral· 

1ty as well as the exlemal ones of nght, are anchored m themet1cal 

reason and understood m analogy w1 th the categories that ate forma­

uve for perception as rules of unuy of the synthesizing understandmg 

for the internal and external employment of the will. No theory of 

uncociditional obligation could be constructed on the bas.is of a will 

connected to understanding alone, on the foundation of instrumental 

reason. That the concept of nght comams coercion as an element 

valid a priori, that persons who themselves lack ms1ght can therefore 

legitimately be coerced mto obedtence to the law of ri,ght, is not, as 

many interpreters have asserted/ mcompauble with Kant's charac­

terization of the law of right as an uncondi tionally obligatory law of 

pure practical reason. This law has the status of a synthetic a pr10n 

practical proposition; and on account of its practical necessity 1t must 

presuppose the validity of Kant's doctrine of the fact of reason and the 

ensuing thesis of the reality of transcendental freedom. The justifica­

tmn of Kant's philosophy of nght depends on his moral philosophy. 

Thus the claim to validity of his pohucal philosophy 1s also con­

nected to the emphatic concept of reason tn his moral philosophy and 

to the reality of transcendenral freedom. The fate of the jusuficatmn 

of Kant's philosophy of n,ght and his pol1t1cal philosophy therefoce 

hes prec1sely where Kant's moral philosophy 1s most vulnerable. If 

the concepts of pure practical reason and transcendental freedom 

should prove to be conceptual chimeras and ethical ghosts, then the 

whole theory of unconditional practical obhgat1on would also col­

lapse. And the crash of the categorical 1mperat1ve would then bnng 

down with 1t the uruversal law of right with all the corollary prmc•· 

pies of the theory ol property and pohtical philosophy that depend 

upon 1t1 the structure of the Kanuan practical philosophy, m which 

reason is dominant. would smk completely mto empiricism. Only 

prudence, which Rane found contemptible, would remam as a basis 

for the recoostructlon of political plulosophy, and the meaner task of 

calculating foundattons for the phtlosophy of right and poht1cal phi-
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losophy would have to be cashed out w1th tilt: small chanR~ of hypo 
theucal imperatives, good grounds, and shared needs. 

11. KANT 'S FOUNDATION OF PR I VATE f'JlOPERT\' 

The umversal law of ngh1, the categorical 1mpcrauve ot reason rn 
the realm of nght, hm1ts the freedom of acuon of everyone m accOT­
dance with the cntenon of mutua l compatibthty and assi,g.ns to each 
person an equally large parcel of freedom m which, as far as nght 1s 
concerned, he can do what he please&. With respect to the use of 
ob,ects this universal law of nght 1mph es a further pnnc1ple of the 
philosophy of right, wh ich Kant designates as the ''perm1ss1ve law of 
pracuc:al reason" (§2, 6:247! or the "jund1cal postulate of pracncal 
reason" (§2, 6:246), and which says that it must be possible m prmc1-
pJe for everyone to have a right of property m any ob1ect of the 
external world and thereby to possess the authority to exch.1de every­
one else from the use of this thing. 

The nght of reason grounded m freedom demanda pnvate property. 
The posiuon of radical commumsm, which advocates the necessary 
numerical 1denuty of the physical and the nghtful possessor of an 
ob1ect and can find a cnteuon for the legitimate apphcat1on of the 
1undical prechcate "mme'' only in the sensible pessess1on of objects, 
1s for Kant duunetrically opposed to right. Kant developed two ant1-
commumst1c arguments. The firs t argument, which is found pnmar-
1ly m his literary rem.ams/ uses the idea for the rcfutatton of idealism 
and establishment of reabsm m the second edition of the Ct1t1que of 
Pure Reason, ahhough to the opposue end, namely to the end of a 
jundical refutation of realism and foundation of idealism, for by mak 
ing tht! emp1ncal cntenon of physical possession absolute, commu­
nism becomes a vanant of realism m the philosophy of nght. Just as a 
dogmauc ideahst hke Berkeley must concede th.'\t the mner exper1· 
ence, which is all that he accepts, has its real ground m external 
experience and thmgs that are mdependent of consciousness, so the 
commumst who purports to understand only an empmcal concept of 
possession must be taught that the uirernal and mnate pessession, 
which is all that he concedes, is dependent on the external {X)ssess1on, 
which he de mes, dependenc on the purely 1ur1d1cal possession of exter­
nal thm,gs, which ts independent of physical occupancy. The point of 
this anchonng of pnvate property m an mnate human n ght is that the 
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n.ght to property has the status of a generally necessary n.ght. lf the 
onginal right of freedom finds tlS external guarantee tn property, then 
every human must have a nght to property grounded solely in the 
right to freedom, which must be ascnbed to him merely on the basis 
of his humamty. Obviously this concepuon of the n ght to property 
calls for a pos1uve politics of distribution by the state. 

Kant's second amicommumstic argument is found in section 2 of 
ihe Doctme of R1ght. Here Kant first argues that the things of the 
world possess no rights, but rather that cverythmg that the ~uman 
will can ever possess and employ for any end whatsoever IS sub­
jected to u . The human being is the lord of the workl; the world as 
the uxahty of usabJe nonhuman thmgs 1s at hts d1spos1t1on. Further, 
the free w1ll in its use of things can be limited only by the formal law 
of the right of reason. According to Kant, any juridical regulation 
that would organize the dorrunation of the will over thmgs on em­
pincal grounds would be opposed to reason, right, and freedom. This 
would also apply to the commumsuc regulation of property, which 
would limit the freedom of the will m llS use of things to the dura­
tlon of the empm c:al passessmn of things. 

We must keep the radJCal, apnonstJc parsimony of Kant's argument 
before our eyes. Narurally every mtent1on for the use of ob1ects that 
goes beyond the end of fundamental self-preservation and tnes to plan 
for the future remains an illusion m a communistic regulauon of the 
use of ob1ects. But 1t 1s not u s consequence of a fundamental inh1bt­
uon of c1v1lizat10n that leads Kant to his reiect1on of communism. 
Likewise i.t 1s not the civilizing efficiency of the dommat1011 and 
explrntanon of nature m the framework of an order of pnvate property 
that leads Kant to argue for the nght co exclusive use of things. The 
ground for his rejection of commumsm is solely its incompatibthty 
with the pure n.ght of reasoll that limits the freedom of the w1U m 
actmn as well as use only through formal laws. But by means of this 
argument Kant at the same time places h imself m opposition to the 
entue tradition of the philosophy of property. From Anstotle to Locke 
theories of property were always embedded m pragmatic contexts and 
connected wtth cons1derat1ons of human enda, and the needs and 
ends of natural human hem.gs were always the grounds fort he authon­
zatmn or limitation of the n.ght to property; theconcepuon of a teleo­
logically unqualified freedom of the will not bounded by the needs for 
preservation and the hfe-mterests of natural human beings would 
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have been profoundly a hen to every ph1losophn pTior to Kane. Kanr's 
metaphysics of nght, on the contrary, has no regard for human mter· 
ests and needs. The deontological universalism and ant1consequen­
tiahsm of pure practical reason 1s noticeable at every stage of us 
systematic development aad at every step of Kant's argument. The 
Kantian nght to property in the end is alsosuppo1ted solely on consid­
erations of the formal theory ol lreedom_ 

Kant's refutation of commumsm has three positive consequences: 

1. Every thmg can m prmc1ple become and remam the private 
prCl>Crty of someone. 

2. Everyone is allowed to brm,g masterless thmgs into this pos· 
session and to nghtfully possess them - that IS, to exclude 
all others from their use 10 accordance with n,ght. 

3. Everyone 1s obligated so to behave toward others that nghts 
to property can be constituted and an order of pnvate prop· 
erty be estabhshed. 

Kant's foundation of private property therefore Imp hes the authonza· 
tion for original acqu1smon. To be sure, it is at first difficult to see 
how such an origmal acquisition can possibly be nghtful: Empwcal 
acts of appropnatlon cannot constitute any nght, and unilateral acts 
of will cannot generate any sort of obligation. If all obhgations arose 
either naturally or through contract or promise, then there would be 
no way for onginal acquisition to give nse to any obligation. Kant's 
solution of this difficulty about acquJSitJO originana in the theory oi 
nght consists 10 the apparently paradoxical consuucuon of a noncon· 
tractualist1c theory of consensus, which shares the anticontractua.1· 
ism of Locke's theorv of property but, as m the contractualisuc 
foundation of property 1n Grotius and Pufendorf, is at the same time 
convmced of the need for consensus m the authorization of exclu­
sion inherent m a. nght to pnvate property, and which therefore 
contradicts Locke's thesis that first possess10n 1s sufficlent to consti­
tute property. Locke's theory of onginal acqms1t10n through labor 1s 
forbidden to Kant for two reasons: first, because empmcal actions 
cannot generate nghts, regardless of what features they have1 and 
second, because unilateral acts of will of whatever kmd, whether 
sheer acts of power or expenditures of labor, cannot generate obbga· 
t10ns for others. Bur Pufendorf's contractuahsm is also t!Xcluded for 
Kant: the voluntarism of such a contract hes beneath the metaphys1 · 
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ca] level ot uncondmona1 practical obhgat1on tu which Kant's phi· 
losophy of leg1slat1ve practical reason •s onented. Il it is an a pnon 
presupposition of this legislative reason that everyone 1s obligated to 
do what 1s reqmsJCe to make relauons of property possible, then the 
md1vidual nght to property cannot be left up 10 the mere chmce to 

make contracts. The systemauc pomt of the Kantian construction of 
the noncontractuahsuc thecwy of consensus 1s that the two ideas of 
reason, che idea of the onginal common possession and of the a 
prmn umted will of aH, make It possible for the philosophy of right 
to mterpret the empnically first occupation of a piece of land as an 
act of appropriatmn on the part of the universal wdl of the ideal 
collective possessor of everything that may ongmally be acquired m 
general and thereby to ground an ind1ssolvable obhgation for all 
others whose freedom of action IS affected by this first appropnatmn 
lO agree with It for the sake of the erecuon of a 1und1cal cond1t10n 
and the establishment of a public system of legislation and nghts. 
Kant therefore connects the authorization o{ appropnation wtth the 
obhgatmn to sub1ect the nght of property thereby created to 1undical 
confirmauon through the mstitut1onahzed Jeg1slauun of all. To be 
sure the prima occupalIO is legitimate, but in contrast to Locke12n 
praperty grounded m labor, the possession that begins with 1t IS 
juridically mcomplete. It 1s only the first move rn the game of the 
normative JUsrificanon of nghts, the rules of which prescnbe the 
second move of the umversal agreement of all who are affected by 
this occupallon. This aqmment rests on the systematically 1mpor· 
tant ms1ght chat no empmcal act, whatever valuable anthropologi­
cal or economic properties it may have, can constitute a right and 
thereby an authorization for the hmitacion of the freedom of others.8 

Locke's concept10C1 of ()J'Operty as grounded m labor founders oo this 
mslght; but so does every other theory of onglllal acquis1t1on not 
needmg consensus. Noztck's entitlement theory of 1ust1ce also can· 
not be mamtained against Kant's theory of property. 

III. THE NATURAL CONDITION - l'ROPERTY -

THE STATE 

"From pnvate nght in the natural condlllon there now arises the 
postulate of pubhc nght: In relation to an unavoidable coexistence 
with others, you should make the transition from the state of nature 
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to a 1und1cal state, 1.e., on~ of d1stnl:mt1ve 1ust1ce" (§42, 6: 307). Kam 
undersrnnds the stntus miturnlis as a condiuon of natural private 
right. The natural condition 1s fur him not an anthropological 
thought·expenment, but one in the philosophy of nght. It forms a 
laboratory for theory, m which the quahficat1on of reason's jundteal 
principles of property for the conflict-free organization of the social 
use of things can be tested. On the basis of a negative outcome the 
right of reason itself demands to be made poslttve, concrete, and 
mst1tut1onahzed ma system of dJStnbuuve jusuce, which by means 
of a legislature, judiciary, and executive can determine the propeny 
of each 1n accordance with obligations of nght. ln other words, m the 
Kantian philosophy the state ts not demanded by prudence and util­
ity, Wt 1s called for by reason itself and thus equipped with the 
property of 1urid1cal necessity. 

The reason why Kant's philosophy also 1oms m the chorus of 
modern political philosophy singing "rxeum dum-e-statu -nawrol1"9 
hes m the indeterminacy of the rational pnnc1ples of nght for the 
appropriation and use of thmgs. "The indeterminacy m regard to the 
quantity as well as the quality of the eJ\."temally acquirable ob,ect" 
(§15, 6:266J 1s the price that must be paid to ground property m the 
theory of freedom rather than m a cotmecuon to purposes and the 
hnuts of appropriation. Locke's concepuon alJows for a sufficiently 
stable order of property m the nawral condition, but Kant, on the 
contrary, must argue for a concret1zat1on and d1Heremiatmn of the 
implications of rational nght through posiuve right because m the 
natural cond1t1on chaos rules with respect to the concept of nght -
each person attempts with equal right to fill the emptmess of the 
natural laws of property with his own mterpretatmn. The result 1s a 
war for the monopoly of mterpretat1on ovCT equally justified but 
mcompauble opinions about property and the right of reason. In 
order to avoid th is, reason erects the "postulate of public nght" : It is 
)Urid1cally necessary to put a urnversal leg1slat1ve will in the place of 
the competing multiphc1ty of pnvate representations of nght and to 
hand over to 1c the task of making the natural right to property 
coocrete through unequivocal and adequately determmed positive 
laws. 

No philosopher ever connected property and the state as closely as 
Kant did. For Hobbes property 1s an msutuuon created by the state, 
grounded m the sovereign dec1s1on of political power. In the frame-
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work ot Hobbes's pohucal philosophy the quesuon ot the practical 
truth of propeny makes no sense, for 1t can be seen only under the 
guise of the security of peace within the state, as an mstrument 
employed b}' the leviathan state m Its strategy of pac1fy1ng the natu­
ral condition. In Hobbes11m theory the poht1~l dimension of the 
state itself ts conceived and grounded entirely independently from 
property. ln Locke's hberal theory thmgs are reversed: Property is 
not the mstrument of the state, but the state 1s the mstrument of 
property, instituted only for its secunty. From a jundtcal and concep­
tual pomt of view the Lockean state ts external to the concept of 
property; this concept already attams 1und1cal completmn under 
natural cond1t10ns. But Ill Kant a 1ustificatory mterconnecuon of 
both property and the state, which sets both concepuons mm a 
relauon of mucual systematic dependence, replaces th~ indepen­
dence of the state from property m Hobbes as well as the mdepen­
dence of property from the state m Locke. The poht1cal arxl the 
public dimension 1s revealed only rn the need to create harmony 
between what 1s appropriated on che basis of the claim of property 
on the one hand and the necessity of making the natural pnvate 
n.ght pos1uve and concrete through universal leg1slat1on on the 
othe1. Property foons the )UStificat1onal basis of the state, and the 
state forms the 1ust1ficauonal complement of property_ 

I V. THE CONTR ACTU S O RIGIN.ARIUS AN D T HE 
A PR IORI PR IN C IPLE S O F THE C IVIL CO NDITION 

In classical modern pohucal philosophy the path from the natural 
conchuon to the c1v1l, 1undical, pohtical condition, or the state, 
leads through the contract of each person with every othcr. The 
contract ts the place for a simultaneous soCJahzauon and establish­
ment of dominatton. Modem contractuahsm 1s the expression of a 
revoluhon m the theory of legitimation, m which the trad1t1onal 
teleological and theological justificauons m political philosophy 
have been deprived of power by the sovereign wtll of the mchv1dual. 
Domination in the modern world 1s only to be 1usufied through 
consensus and the freely willed self-obhgauon of the cmzen. 

Where, as m the case of Kam, the transition from the natural to the 
civil cond1tmn 1s conceived of as 1und1cally necessary and com­
manded by pracucal reason, and where tt ts a duty to leave the state of 
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nature rather than something that 1s merely prudent and m the m1er­
es1 of each person, then, naturally, the presuppos1t1ons of a voluntar­
isnc foundation for the state and a recourse to md1V1duals who bmd 
themseJves by a con tract for the purposes of us Jeg1tnnat1on no longer 
hold. lnchv1duals are already bound a pnon by their reason to leave 
the natural condiuon. Kant has no further use for the idea ol a con­
tract in the theory of the legi timat1oool thestate.•0 The voluntansm 
of the Hobbes1an, Lockean, and Rousseauian contract m the theory of 
leg1tunatJoo hes beneath the metaphysical level ol uncond1t1onal 
practical necessity of Kant's philosophy of nght and politics. Kant 
employs a contract chat IS conceived as a practically necessary prmc1-
ple of reason and thus Stripped of all connotations of voluntarism m 
order to illustrate the form of the rational stare, the srare ''in the Idea, 
how u ought to be according to pure prmciples of nght, which serves 
every real union in a commonwealth as a gmdelme lnormn)" (§45. 
6:313). Kant therefore transforms the cardmal concept in the theory 
of leg1timatton m modem pohtical philosophy mto a fundamental 
norm for both the 1urid1cal state and political ethics: 

The act by means of which the people constitutes nseH mto a state, or 
properly only the uiea of that act, accordmg to which the lawfuln~s of the 
state can alone be conceived, is the ongmal CfJlJtract, aa:ordm,g to which 
everyone . . Jn the people surre~r rheir external freedom, m Of"der to 
1mme<l1ately regain It as members of a commonwealth, 1.e, of the people 
consldered aso1 state. 1§47, 6 31sl 

If history were made by reason alone, then die contwctus on­
gmarius. which has no w1Sh to hide its denvacion from the Rous­
seauian contrat rociol, would be precisely the path taken by humans 
formmg themselves mto a society, for unly .a poht1cal orgamzauon 
born out of the comr.act would agree wuh the rational concept of 
right. But history 1s gener.ally determmed by force and injustice, and 
the history of the or1g1n of states m particular 1s a history of usurpa­
tion and subjection. Kant's contract forms a rational constitutton 
that is equally obltgatory for all forms of dommatmn that have 
ansen from force, as the normauve structure of the only 1und1ca l 
cond1t1on that can be outl.med according to concepts of nghr, n 
formulates the ideal of the state of nght and pohucal ethics accord­
mg to which every h1stoncal state must be unrem1ttmgly measured 
m its orgamzat1on as well as exercise of dommat1on. Everyempmcal 
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legislator is bound by the contract of rational nght· He must con­
sider himself to be and behave as a representative of the sub1ect of 
the contract, the universally umted will o( aU , and that means "that 
he must give his law as 1£ it could have nsen from the umted will of 
an entire people" (Th1_~ory and Practice. 8:297 l Tbe norm of the 
contract is obvmusly the counterpart to the categoncal imperative 
m pol111cal ethics, ilS it were the categorical 1mpern11ve of political 
action. Just as the categoncal imperative as a moral pnnc1ple allows 
for the evaluatmn of the lawfulness of maxims, so does the origm.al 
cootrnct as the principle of pubhc 1usuce serve to measure the Jus­
uce of positive laws. The apphcation of the norm of a contract re­
quires nothmg more than a thought-experiment that is a vanant of 
the rest of umversahzalnlny that 1s famtliar m moral philosophy. 
The legislator must examine whether every citizen could subscribe 
to the law in question. A law will not be acceptable to all 1f the 
lumtation of freedom rhat it entails would not affect everyone m the 
same way, if it distnbutes freedoms and obligat10ns meQUitably, and 
if the freedom that 1t makes possible is not universally possible. 
Pub11c laws would contradict the pnnc1ple of the contract if they 
mjured the conditions th.at are constitutive of the state of nght 
grounded m reason, 1f, therefore, they estabhshed relationships lack­
mg the formal characteristics of equality, freedom, and mutualny. 

The form of pohtical 1ust1ce th.at can be known by means of the 
con tract is procedural. For Kant (and here he follO\vs Roosseaul. It IS 

not the agreement of the laws of a commonwealth with material 
norms of JU5t1ce that quahfies them as right, but the way m wluch 
they arise. The ongmal contract 1s the model of a procedure of ad­
vice, decision, and consensus that guarantees the justice of its re­
sults because these .are :i:upponed by universal acceptance. Kant's 
procedurahsm m the theory of 1ustificarion makes the democratic 
formation of the will in a contractual community into the rule for 
tests of justice. But what 1s dec1s1ve - and here is the difference 
between Kant's pohucal philosophy and the poliucoeth1cal concep­
tion of "discourse ethics" that it has rnsp11ed in Jiirgen Habermas 
and Karl-Otto Apel- is that for Kant this procedure ot a genesis 
through a democratic plebiscite can be smiulated and replaced by 
the thought-expenment of umversahzab1bty, By this means Kant 
makes n possible for nondemocratic rulers to provide just laws with­
out having to give up power. 
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The contract 1s the vahd rational const1tutmn of every polittcal 
community; its structural charactenst1cs are the pnnc1ples of the 
form of the nght m them. "The c1v1l condition considered 
mereJy as the condition of nghr, is grounded a pnon on the follow· 
mg pnnc1ples: 1 . the freedom of all members of society, as human 
beings. 2. The equality of each member with every other, as sub,ect, 
the self-sufficiency of each member of a commonwealth, as citizen" 
1711eory and Practice, 8: 190). Accordmg to Kant, the norms of heha\'· 
ior ma posi tive order of right can concern only the formal cntenon 
of the compatib1ltty of domams of freedom that differ m their con· 
tent. The JX)ltt1ca.l consequence of the nght of freedom is the right to 
be subtected only to laws that are capable of receivmg umversal 
assent. Pohucal palernahsm and the right of freedom are thereby 
shown to be mcompanble. Kant's poht1cal plulosophy 1s decidedly 
ant1paternahsuc, rejecnng every form of the pohucs of care for happ1· 
nessand moral cducat1on. This anttpaternahsm is the pohttcal coun· 
terpart to the ant1·cudacmo111sm of Kant's moral philo~ophy. Kant's 
fundamenral ms1ght m the theory of 1usuficat1on, that the goal of 
umversal validity can be reached only 1f we re1ect substantive and 
material aims and restrict ourselves to formal and negative cntena, 
is manifest m both . All theones of md1vidual and social etlucs that 
are focused on the concept of happmess must capitulate before the 
ideal of absolute obligattoo and timeless validity m the theory of 
1ustificat1on 

The prmc1ples of freedom and equahty are two sides of. the same 
coin. Just as h eedom reqUJres leg1slauon, so does the pnnciple of 
equaluy demand universal laws. The contrnct's prohib1non of any 
special jundteal pnvileges on the basis of logical grounds alone 1s 
suffic ient to account for polmcal equahty. To be sure, Kant's princi· 
pie of equaluy becomes meffecuve where requirements of nght 
come to an end1 it 1mphes equality before the law and equality of 
access to all social and poliucal pos1tmns, but no economic egalitart· 
amsm. The pnnctple of equality is indifferent to the econonuc struc· 
ture of society, 1t does not make the advancement of social equahty 
and economic 1usuce a pohucal goaL Kant's concept of the state of 
right completely dispenses wnh a social component. But that is not 
to say that there is no coherent argument by means of which Kant's 
philosophy of nght can be connected with the prmciple of the wel· 
fare state. The K<mttan state 1s, to be sure, hmned to the functions of 
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rhe reahzat1on of nght and the protecuon of freedom, but when one 
considers the dangers that threaten nght, freedom, and the d1gnny of 
humans from a marketplace unsupervised by a social state and from 
rad11.:al li bertarianism's politics of mimmal state restnctmn, then 
one sees that the phiJosophy of right must require a compensatory 
e:xtensmn of the prmc1ple of the state of right through measures 
toward a soctal and welfare sute in the interest ol the human nght 
o f freedom itself. Kant's phtlQ60phy of nght IS thoroughly compati­
ble with the concept of a soctal state m the service of freedom." But 
this e:xtensmn of Kane's philosophy of right by no means revokes ns 
pervasive ant1paternahsm. 

After freedom and equality, self·sufficiency ts Kant's third a prmn 
political pnnc1ple. The human bemg is free and equal qua human 
bemg, but not self·suffic1ent as a human bemg, fOI' the self·suffic1ent 
person is someone who has usome sort of property" ITheory and 
Pract1ce, 8:295). Insofar as self·suffic1cncy defines the cnizen and 
the rauonal legal competence to be a coleg1slator ts granted to the 
citizen only as a possessor of property, a contingent economic factor 
becomes dec1s1ve in the assignment of a rational right. In contrad1c· 
tion to his declared goal of a cnucal foundation for right and politics 
free of all empirical features Kant elevates a contmgent factor to the 
rank of an a pnon prmc1ple of 1ustification. Kant is gmlty here of a 
serious theoretical error, which by means of an offence agamst all of 
the methodological and systematic principles of Kantian ph1IOSOphy 
transforms the ratmnal state, which make all humans mto cittzens. 
mm a state ot property owners, which degrades (hose without prop­
erty mtosecond-class political bemgs. But that this pol meal pnv1leg· 
mg of the lucky owners lbeatJ possidentesJ is due to prqud1Ce, not 
argument, is shown by the following coosiderauon. The persons 
who come together into a commonwealth by means of the ongmal 
contract are identical wnh the occupants of the natural cond1t10n, 
who )0111 together m a contract fo r the purpose of estabhshmg a civil 
condition and a system of public 1ustice; and these are m turn idenu· 
cal wnh all of those who feel themselves constramed rn their free· 
dom by the acts of appropriation by first occupants, therefore with 
all of those who are affected by the applicau on of the natural prmci· 
pies of the nght to property. The systematic context of Kant's funda· 
mental argument therefore makes it quue clear that the thtrd a 
priori political pnnc1ple cannot be that of a self·suffic1ency require· 
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ment that excludes lrom poht1cal part1c1patmn all those who hap­
pen robe without property, but must rather be the potenual of prop­
erty to affect all m pnnciple. n For precisely this 1s the message ot 

Kant's philosophy of property· Everyone's nght to freedom 1s af­
fected by property claims. Consequently )Xlhtical philosophy insofar 
as it 1s grounded in the philosophy of property must also recognize 

the equally justtfied part1c1pat100 of all in public legislation, which 

makes the natural laws ol property concrete and detailed. Rational 
right cannot Justify placing those who have no possess1011 of prop­
erty under pohucal tutelage. 

V. REPUBLICANISM, REFORM, AND THE 

PROHIBITI O N OF REVOLUTION 

Kant's pohttcal philoSOphy 1s charactenzed by a twotold task. As a 
metaphysics of nght, u derives the purely rauonal pnnc1ples of polltl­

cal coexistence from the umversal law of ratmnal nght and the o 
pnor1 laws of property: freedom, equality, and contract are revealed to 

be pnnciples upon which an ideal state 1s based and which determme 
the political posmon of citizens and the orgamzat1on of Just domina­

tion m an order ol reason. This ideal state stands entirely unda the 
auspices of nght, right is tts foundation and its only purpose; any 

political ob1ective that, whether directly or mduectly (for example, 
by employing means of the welfare state), goes beyond the task of 

ensuring nght is illegitimate from the Kantian perspecuve. !The use­
fulness of Kantian poht1cal phi)osophy m the context of the contem­

porary discussion of political philosophy 1s therefore largely depen­
dent on the answer to the question of to what extent a theory of public 

good.a can be reconstructed as a theory of the msurance of nght and -

negative-freedom.) Kant's poht1cal philosophy, however, 1snotonly 

a metaphysics of nght. It also reflects rhe problem of the reahzatmn of 
the rational principles uf rightful order m history, and m this context 
becomes a philosophy of compronuse and reform_•• 

In Hobbes the contract lends dommauon w1thm the state a leg1t1-
macy compatible With modern mdiv1duahsm but does not estab­
lish any normative principles for the hmltation of dommauon. In 
Rousseau, on the contrary, the contract serves as the mystical 

toundmg event of a community of the good life and estaWtshes a 
theory of 1ust domination. Given Rousseau's concept of macenal 
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self-deternunat100, 1ust domination can be realized only as 1he self­
govemmem ol an, only m the form of democracy as plebiscite. 

According to Hobbes, as long as the state exISts at all then it IS 

whatever It should be. Wahout any normative or cnt1cal distance, 

his theory agrees with whatever form of state 1t may come across. 
Rousseau's social contract, however, can never be connected to any 
actual p0ht1cal reahty. The ideas of a commumty of hfe and feehn,g 
that are concentrated m 1t are m 1rreconcilaWe opposition to the 

world of modern pollttc.\i; chey have great critical power, but at the 
same tlme they have the lack of obhgatoriness charactenst1c of all 
dreams and utopias. 

As a philosophy of compromise and reform, Kant's polmcal phi­

losophy forms a pragmatic synthesis of Hobbes's sense of political 
reahty and Rousseau's ideal of justice. It neither banishes reason 
mto a utopia beyond the h1scorical world nor identifies 1t With what­
ever political reality may be encountered. Kant understands chat the 

realization of nght, freedom, and reason can take place only m the 

historical world and under the conditions of the h1stoncal world. A 
normative political philosophy that 1s concerned with its own real­
izauon must therefore pragmatically engage the extant relatmns of 
domination m order to find m them a startulg pomt for nonviolent 

change, for theu repubhcamzauon and their reform m accord with 
the prmc1ples of nght. The politics of reform are an eternal compro­
mise of transition, and a political phJlosophy of reform must be 
simultaneously firm m its principles and pragmatically prudent. 

Compromise and refo1m belong together. Only in that way can 
nght founded m reason come to an understanding with actual po­

litical power m order to lead 1t toward a republicamzauon of us 
exercise of dommat1on through public criticism and a phdosoplu­
cal effort at persuasion. Republicanism means a republic m ahen 
form, a simulauon of democracy and contract m the exercise of 
power m states that have arisen m v1ole.nce and have not been 

legitimated by democracy. To rule m a repubhcan manner means to 

grant laws as 1f they arose from a leg1slat1ve assembly of the umted 
will of all, and m exercise dommat1on as 1f a d1vis10n of powers 

existed. Kant's concept of republicanism unites expenence, pru­
dence, and hope. It gives the citizens the effects of a repubhc and 

leaves power to the au1ocrat1c rulers, and at the same time assumes 
that illeg1t1mate domination which has ansen from force cannot 
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resist the spirit of republicanism over the long run and will some 
day freely give way to a proper repubhc, a "democratic consnmuon 
m a representauve system" !23:166}. But d the ruler pr-oves to be 
unw1lhng 10 reform and to be mfluenced through public cntic1sm 
by citizens and intellectuals - indeed, even if he destroys cnucal 
pubhcity through intrusive measures of cellSOl'Sh1p - Kant's philoso­
phy can only recommead that the citizens who are so hmited m 
their right to freedom wait for better times, for forceful resistance 
and revoluuon are not allowed. 

Legahzed HlJUStlce and a lack of nght m the scare donoc consmute a 
rightful ground for giving up poht1cal obedience. For Kant, a nghtful 
legitimation of resistance and rebellion is impossible; the tracht1onal 
right of resistance is for him a self-contradictory construcnon, wluch 
on the one hand makes the people the 1udge m their own affairs 
contrary tn the logic of pac1ficat10n, and on the other hand implies the 
mstitunon of a lawless condit10n, the reinstitution of the natural 
condmon. With every form of resistance, whether it be msurrection, 
mutmy, or revolut10n, violence breaks mto the order of the state, the 
contmuity of the order that guarantees the possibdny of coexistence 
Wlll be broken. Revolution m parttcular - which, for obv10us reasons, 
forms the empirical background of Kant's remarks about the nght to 
resistance - is the sm par excellence agamst the rightful state. Pro­
gressive violence 1s unthmkabJe for Kant. The "state revolutionar­
ies," who, "1f consutut1ons are deformed," believe themselves justi­
fied '1 in reforming them through violence and bemg unjust once for 
all so that sfterwardjusuce maybe all the mort=secureand bloommg,. 
1§62, 6:3s3I, may bednven by the dearest motives of 1mprov1ngnght, 
yet thetr behavior cannot be justified. An improvement m nght can 
come about only in a way that is 1tseU nght, only through reform and 
repubhcanizauon. Improvement m the sphere of political nght thus 
follows different conditions than improvement m the moral realm. 
The field of morality stands under the law of either-or, an enemy to all 
compromisei 1mprovemem is possible here only as a revoluuon, as 
conversion, a leap, and a new beginmng. The field of polmcs, on the 
contrary, stands under the law of contmmty (lex contmm). The preser­
vation of continuity 1s the presupposiuon of any advance innght and 
JUStice. 

From a contemporary pomt of view, there are two ways m which 
Kant's critique of the right to resistance can be misunderstood. On 
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the one hand, Kant's proh1b1tmn of res1stnnce does not imply any 
duty of obedience to a regime that practices state-terror and murders 
ennre groups of the population. A condmon that 1s dommated by 
mass murderers does not deserve the tule of a cond1t1on of ngh1. 
UnJUSt laws and a const1tuhon wuh important nghts lacking are 
one thmg, terror, violence, and mass-murder, however, are some­
thmg else. Kant's proh1b1tion of resistance IS in the first instance a 
prnh1b1t1on of revolution, aimed at the importauon of the vmlem 
French revolution. One cannot use it to argue for the 11leg1timacy of 
resistance against the totahtanan systems of dormnatmn of the 
twentieth century and the mass murder of the Ncis. 

Kant's cntique of resistance 1s also nusundersrood If one uses 1t to 
attack the legitimacy of etv1l disobedience. C1v1l d1sobed1ence and 
resistance are two distmct forms of polmcal opposition, the con­
cepts of which must be sharply d1stingu1shed. Thanks to Rawls and 
Dworkm, the theory of civil disobedience has recently become a 
furn part of contemporary pohucal philosophy. It may be appended 
without the least difficulty to Kant's philosophy of nght as an appen­
dix to the ethics of democracy or the republic. 

VI. THE HIGHEST POLITICAL C:OOD 

The progressJOn of the argument in Kant's pohtica] philosophy that 
we have been following thus far has led from the exposmon of the 
ratmnal concept of nght through the rauonal laws of property to the 
unfolding of the a pnon cntena for the constttuuon o( a periectly 1ust 
order. In history, dus path of thought corresponds to an evolutionary 
repubhcamzation of forms of dommauoo that have ansen through 
violence, working toward the establishment of a true republic, by 
which Kant means a political CJrder charactenzed by parliamentary 
democracy, popular representatmn, and the division of powers. Never­
theless, neither the normauve guidsnce of poht1cal philosophy nor 
the work of reform m history 1s finished wt th the attamment of a real 
republic. 

Kant mterprets the transition from the natural cond1t10n to the 
civil cond1t1on of nght and the slate as the tranSltJOn from provi­
sional to peremptory relauons of nght, thus as the uansmon from a 
condmon m which nght is msecure and conceptually mdetermmate 
and incomplete mto one m which nght is secured and completely 
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determmate, and therefore one m which all willfulness and violence 
has been banished from human social relatmns. For humans to at· 
tam this comp]etely nghtful condition, they must not only give up 
the natural condmoo among mdw1duals, but also overcome the m­
temat1onal natural condmon, the condition of external lawlessness 
between States. Jn view of the unavmdablt! mti:=.-depc=ndence of 
states, "the problem of the erecuon of a perfect civil consututton . 
is dependent on the problem of the lawful external relauon among 
states and cannot be solved without la soluuon ml the latter" (Um­
versnl History, 8:24). According to Kant, pohucal philosophy must 
therefore bwld the theory Clf the republic mtoa theory of the interna· 
tional order of right, and the conception of the reformist improve· 
ment of right must be ennched with the d1mens1on of a world· 
historical poliucs of peace. "Wlule Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau 
were satisfied wah overcoming the interpersonal natural condition 
and allowed the authority of political philosq:ihy to end at the bor· 
der of the state, Kant took poht1cal philosophy beyond the borders of 
states and saw its foremost ob1ect in the "highest pohucal good'' 
(§62, 6:355) of a JUSt order of worJd peace. 

Given the logical mterdependence of the solution of the proWem 
of a just order both wuhm and between states, the idea of the peace· 
ful confederat10n of states as well as the idea of the repubhc 1s 
anchored in the innate human right to freedom. The md1v1dual nght 
to a perfect c1vd constitution can 011ly be sausfied through an "mter· 
nally as well as externally perfect constitunon of the state" I Umver· 
sal History. 8:27 ~ through a republican "human state" !Perpetual 
Peace. 8:3491 or a confederation of republics. Kant's concept ol hu· 
man right obviously goes far beyond the ideas of hberal theory of 
fundamental rights; insofar as 1t compnses the condiuons of a com· 
pletely determinate and secure relatmn of right, it reaches to the 
utopian dimension of a secured membership m a world republic. If 
the normative imphcauons of the nght that pertams to every human 
bemg as such are completely developed, then this right is revealed to 
be rn the end a right to peace and justice both within and between 
states. 

An essential condmon of an enduring cond1t1on of peace among 
states is that all states beccme republics. The mternal orgamzauon 
of dommanon and external pohucal behavmr having been flrmly 
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clamped together, a consntunon must be sought that is pacifist and 
opposed to war on structural grounds. 

Now m addmon to rhe clanry oi u s ong1n m the pure sprmg of the roncept 
of nght, the republican constitution also has the prospect for reaclung the 
desired outcome, namely perpetual peace, the> ground o( wtm:h 1s thts - If 
las cannot be otherwise m this consutunonl the agreement of the c1t1zens o( 

the state lS reqms1te m Ol"del° to decide whether or not there shall be war, 
then not:hmg ts more nawral than th.at those who must deode to brmg the 
terrors of war upon diemselvcs . . will thmk very seriously before starting 
such a bad ~ame (P.:1petual Peoce, 8· }SI• 

Kant's concept ot peace between nauons IS noticeably different fr001 

Hobbes's model of peace. While Kant wall attam peace by overcom­
mg the natural condition among states by means of nght, a Hobbes­
ian seeks a strategy for merely managmg the natural condition 
among states. His concept of peace lS bu1h on the same elements 
that also support the mdiv1dual occupant of the natural cond1t1on m 
his strategy for survival: They can all be brought under the tnle of 
armed distrust, whose maxim of rationality lS to be found in the 
acknowledgment of the justifiability of the distrust of the others. 
The key idea 1s to stave off war by making any breach of the condi­
tion of the absence of war so expenslVe that no one will rationally be 
able to find any profit in it. The key thought IS therefore the balance 
of terrOI" for the stabi11zation of which a readrness for defensive 
armame~t is always necessary which, m tum, in order not to run the 
nsk of bemg too late, necessarily rends coward a readmess fOI" off en· 
sive armament; thus the balance of terror itself drives a sp1ralmg 
anns race. Kant does not base the order of peace on a balance of 
terror, but on an order of nght. Kant's concept of peace is a secular· 
ized version of the traditional connection of pax and iusrnw, peace 
and JUStice, which charactenzes classical as well as medieval politi­
cal thought. It asserts a connection between justice w1thm the state 
and peacefulness between states, and organizes peace as a system foi 
the regulation of conflicts according to the standard of requirements 
of justice that are acknowledged on all sides. 

Perpetual peace, the transformation of all states into const1rut10n· 
ally peace-lovmg republics, is "of course an unreahzable idea" (§61, 
6:y;oJ. Kant does not expect that a stable world federat10n that can 
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always ward off war can ever be attained. Nevertheless, perpetual 
peace is a necessary guiding idea for p0ltt1cs. Without d1e doctnne of 
the h1.&hest poht1cal good Kant's poht1cal pht.losophy would remam 
wnhout its keystone. In the demand for perpetual p eace practical 
reason ts not being fantastic, but consistent. Just as the sub1ect1on of 
pohucs to the idea of the republic 1s pracncally necessary, so the 
sub1ect10n of poliucs to the idea of perpetual peace is also a duty. 
Both demands, •he internal poht1cal demand of eventual repubh­
cantzauon and the external poltt1cal demand of the unremiumg ef­
fort to establish peace, are grounded m one and the same mnate 
human right. The rightful leg1slat10n of pure practical reason cate­
goncally demands that we work for perpetual peace 

and the consmut1on which seems most fit for that (perhaps the republican 
ism of all states separately and together), m order tO lead to u and to make 
an end to the abommable making of war, which has httherto without ucep 
tJOn been the ultimate purpose of ... all states. And 1f rhe complete fulfill 
ment of this mtentmn always rems.ms a pious wish, }'et we do not deceive 
ourselves wuh the maxim of unrem1ttmgly working toward u1 for this 1s 
dmy . . One can sa} that tb1s umversal and enduring estabhshment of 
peace constitutes not merely a part hut the entire final purpose of. the theory 
of nght within the hm1ts of reason alone. (§62. 6:354- 5) 

1 Kant's noun Recht ts a perennial problem for translarors The term, 
Kant's German eqm\'alent fort~ Latm ms. does not connote the moral 
or legal claim of a particular person or group o( persons to a particular 
benefit or cluster of benefits, as does the contemporary English noun 
"nght" (wh1ch, unhke Rei:ht. can naturally be used m the plural); rather, 
hke a mass term, It connotes a total s1twitmn of external lawfulness las 
contrasted to mner morahtyJ. Fra this reason, u 1s often translated as 
"1ust1ce", but that can be m1sleadmg too, given tre compensatory or 
pumnve oonnotauon of many contemporary usage5 of that English 
term For these reasoni., I have preferred to follow t he precedent of Hegel 
translators and translate Ro'c/tt by the singular noun "n,ght" , rhe occa· 
st0rutl awkwardne;s of this n anslauon can serve to remnld the reader 
that Kant's concept of nght does not smughtforwardly correspond to any 
s ingle concepc m tradmonal Bnush polmcal plu~hy. I will also typr· 
cally translate: the adlecuve recht by the adJ«UW "nght," although I 
will not be able t0 preserve this correspondence in all denvauves of t re 
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terms. Thus, "rechtltch" somenmes has to be t ranslated as "1und1cal," 
not "nghtful" "Just" and "1usuce" u anslare "gerecht" and "Gerechug­
J.r.eit " rtspecuvely I Note by Paul Guyer, who translated thlS ~!.af. I 
Naturzustand Fol lowing Hobbes's usagt:, this is usually translated mto 1 
English as "state of nature." But because the German term "Zustand" is 
clearly distmgmshed from the term for a pol m eal enucy, 1.e., "ScaDt." 
usmg "state:" to translate both confuses a disnnct1tJn thar 1s clear m the 
German ln order to p1csc:rvt' this d1stinct10n, 1 wtll adopt the nonstan­
dard translauon of ''Nmurzuswnd" as "narnral condmon" IP.GI 
Unless otherwise mdteated, c1tatlons are ro Part I of the Metaphys iJ.r. de1 3 
Smen, the Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde der Rechdehre (Meiaphys1cal 
Elements of the Doctrme of Right ), and are located solely b).• volume ~nd 
page number of 1be text in the Akademie c:d1U011, as well as section 
number whe're appropnate. Other Kantian works wtll be cited by the 
short ntles used throughout this collection. Kant's term W11lkiins some­
tnnes u anslated as "faculty of chcnce" or "elecnve will," to distmgu1sh 
it from the: Wille as rhc capac1cy for actually makmg choices as opposed 
to the source of ratmnal pnnc1ples for chmce. Because Kant uses the 
former term almost exdus1vely m the ~gcs here cited from Theory 
of R.rglit. I have prefened the mort: natural Enghsh transb.tmn "wall" 

4 ~~ ~olfgang Kc:rstmg, "Der kategonsche lmperat1v, d.1e vol~kommenen 
und die unvollkommencn Pfhchren," Ze-1tschr1ft /Ur philosoplusche 
Forschung 37 !1983): 404- :u. 

S See Peter Ko1ler, "Zur Knt1k der Kant1schen Konzepnon von Fre1be1t 
und Cleichheit, n m Wolf~ L. Combocz, He mer Rutte, and Werner 
Sauer, eds , Trod1t1011en und Perspektrven det analyoschen Philoscphie 
(Vienna: Verlag Holder, Pichler, Tempsky, 1989), PP· 54- 69. 

6 E.g., Hermann Cohen, Rants Begriindung der Ed11k nebst 1hre11 Anwen­
dung av/ Re.:hc, Religron, und Gesch1chtc. 2d ed. (Berlm. 19101, p. 403 

7 Kant's hand schr1ftl1che Nochla/1. or hterary rernams m his own hand, 
mcludes extensive sketches and drafts of the Metaphys1k der S1tten1 the 
drafts for the Rcchstlehre to wh1ch the author refers a re found at 

8 ci~~~:a!~-~~pletely m1smterprets rhe s}'stemabc pomt of Kant's 
theory of propcny if one treats pnmtl oci:upatro as an alternative to 
Locke's conapnon of first m1xmg one's labor wnh an obrecr Ir is not 
possible to play a morally honorable form of property grounded m labor 
agamst a morally mfenor kmd of property grounded m occupauon be­
cau~ both tabor and occupation are emp1r1cal acnons, wluch may 
serve as signs but which cannot ground a n gh1 or call forth normanve 
effects Kant 1s not "the most mfluenual philosopher to argue for the' 
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denv~non of property nghts from first occupancy" (A Carter, The 
Phllosophicol Foundnrwns of Pwperty Rights [New York, 19891, p 791, 
For the contrast between Locke's and Kant's theory of property set 

Remhardt Brandt, "Menschenrechte und Guterlehre. Zur G~h1chte 

und Begrundung des Rtt-hb auf Leben, Frethen, and E1gentum," m 
Johannes Schwanlander and D1etmar W11lowe1t, ~-. Das Recht des 
Mensche11 ouf Eigt:mum (Kehl am Rhem, Strassburg: Engel Verlag. 
1983~ PP· 19- J l1 Wolfgang Kerstmg. "Tromszendentalph1losoph1sche 
und oa1urrechthche E1gentumsbegundung," Au:hiv /iir Rech ts- und 
S<X:1alph1loscplue 67 11 9811 157-n, "Fretheu und mtelhgibler 8es1tz. 
Kanrs Lehre vom sync.heuschen Rechtssatz a pnon," Allgememe Zeit­
schnft fii1 Plulosophle 6 11981) 31-SI; and "Elgentum, Ve rtra.g und 
Staat be1 Kant und Locke," m M Thompson, ed. Locke und Kam 
(Berlm: Verlag Duncker & Humblot, 1991). 

9 "The state of nature 1s to be left" (PG.I 
rn See Wolfgang Kersung, "Kam und der staatsphtlosophische Kontraktual· 

ismus, " Allgememe Zeitschnft fl"ir Philosoph1e 8 ( 19831: 1- 26 
11 "The anttthes1s between the state of nght and the social state belongs 

among the numerous erroneous contrasts with which Kant-mterpreta· 
uon is ;ilways burdened." Volker Gerhardt, "Die repubhkamschc Ver. 
fassung Kants Staatstheone vor dem Hmtergrund der Fran<Ds1schen 
Revolution, " m Deutscher Ideahsmus und Fran:::os1schen Re1·oluuon. 
Schriften AUS &m Karl·Marx·Haus Tner 37 (Tner, 1988): 14-48, p 45, 
see also Gerhardr's review of my Wohlgeordenete Fre1het m AlJge 
me me Ze.1tschnft fiir Ph1lowphie 1 r I r986I 79-84, which I have here 
taken to heart. 

1 ::t. Tins idea 1s taken over trom Brandt. "Menschenrechte und GU.terlehre" 
fsee note Bl. 

13 That Kant's polmcal philosophy 1s a phikisophy o( reform according 10 
pnncJples has been emphasa:::ed m Claudia Langer, Reform Noch Prmz1-
pJen Untersuchungen zur P'(llmsclien Theone Immanuel Kants IStutt· 
gart" Klen.Cotta Verbg, 1986). 

EVA SCHAPER 

12 Taste, sublimity, and genius: 
The aesthetics of nature and art 

I. CRITIQUE OF JUD CMf.N T 

With the Critique of fudgment fr 7901, Kant completed his cnncal 
enterpnse. To this day, however, the third of his three Critiques has 
remamed the darkest of Kant's published works and the most mac­
cess1ble to the philosophical reader. Its two parts, the Critique of 
Aesthetic fudgment and the Cnt1que of Teleolog1cal fudgment, are 
bracketed together by a formidable lntroductton - two, m fact: one 
usually referred to as the First lntroduct1on, and the shorter one 
Kant substituted for 1t for publmmon. Both mtroductions are relent­
lessly technical, both rehearse the Kantian scheme as a whole, drnw­
mg and redrawmg well-known and new distinctions and cootrasts; 
both address themselves to "philosophy as a system.'' They see the 
thud Cntique as a cu)mmation and completion of critical phdoso· 
phy, now enlarged in scope and thus requiring a number of retrospec­
tive ad1ustments to earlier proiecttons of the architectonics of the 
ennre edifice. 

There are, broadly speaking, two mam ways Qf approaching the 
Crmque of fudgment. One stresses the umty of the work and ms1sts 
that what Kant has to say m its fhst part Q fl aesthettc judgments 
illuminates something important about a more general problem. 
Those who take this approach consider the lWO parts of the Crmque 
of fudgment to umte aesthetic and teleolog1cal 1udgments m a rea­
soned progressmn of thought; they also see the thud Cntique as a 
kmd of bndge between the C11t1qve of Pure Reason and the Cnt1que 
of Pract1cal Reason. There is much to be satd for chis systematic 
approach, and textual support can be drawn from the two introduc­
tions. Tlus approach mav also owe something to the perception that 



368 THE CAMBRIDGE COMPANION TO KANT 

the thud Cntique m its entirety addresses in a not altogether clear 
way a very "deep" problem concerned with the possibility of 1udg­
ment m general. This problem surfaced first m the Schematism chap­
ter of the Cntique of Pure Reason. Schemattsm - part of the first 
CntJque's Doctrine of Judgment - has posed problems for mterpret· 
ers, and many have wondered whether Kant's thought had fully ma­
tured at the ume he wrote it. The thud Cnl.lque was still to come. 
Might it not throw some hght on the chapter m which Kant speaks of 
schemausm as "an an concealed m the depth of the human soul" IB 
182H What I have called the "systematic" approach to the thtrd Cri· 
uquesecms to offer some hope when the problem is construed as that 
of the possibtluy of 1udgment as such. Aesthetic 1udgments as they 
are discussed m the first part of the Critique of fudgment can then be 
seen as paradigmaucally exhibiting the ground for the possib1ltty of 
iudgment tout court. 

The other approach concemraces on the first pan of the Critique 
of fudgment where, in the Cnt1que of Aesthetic fudgment, we find 
Kant's ma1or contributions to aestheucs - contributions for which 
he has become known as the father of modern aesthetics. Even if 
Kant had also other and grander systematic ends in mmd when he 
wrote the third Critique, they can be kept m the background and 
their mtelhgibility left undecided while issues pertment to aesthet· 
ics are bem.g considered. This is the apprnach adopted here, as the 
title md1cates. 

Tlus approach acknowledges that the Crioque of A esthetic fudg. 
mem is problemaucally embedded ma wider theory ol Kant's teleol­
ogy, but tt does not engage with the problems addressed specifically m 
the Crmque of Teleolog1cal fudgmenL However, no attempt is made 
to divorce the fi.rs t from the second pan of the Cr1tique of fudgment 
other than for the sake of gainmg elbow room for comments on mat· 
ters aesthettc. Kant had planned a third Critique to complete the 
cntical enterpnse for some time. Three years before 1t actually ap· 
peared he had spoken, m a letter to K. L. Reinhold of 28 Decembe1 
1787, of his hope to pubhsh shortly his "Critique of Taste" (ro:5 13-
16). In the few mtervenmg years, that had become the Cnt1que of 
Aesthetic Judgment followed by the second part devoted to t eleolog1-
cal Judgment . The pubhshed lntroducuon to the whole work ends its 
formidable overview and rerun of cnucal philosophy with a sche· 
mat1c table (XI, S: I 98) in which a new threefold division of cognmve 
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faculties makes us appearance. "Judgment'' 1akes the middle JX)SI· 

uon between "understanding" and "reason," and Kant now suggests 
that the CntJque of Pure Reason could be seen as deahng mamly with 
the faculty of understandmg, the Crmqveof Practical Reason mainly 
wtth the facuhy of reason, and the new thtrd Cnti que mamly with 
the faculty of 1udgment. We cannot here concern ourselves wnh the 
complex consequences of this redrawing of the contours of the ear her 
woi·k. Bm we can ask, and mdeed have to ask, what Kant now, m 1790, 
understands by "1udgmL'nt. " 

In the Cnllque of Pure Reason. to 1udge was to apply a concept or 
rule to particulars. Now, rechmkmg this m the introductions to the 
third Cnt1que. Kant wishes to call that kind of 1udgment "determi­
nant" 1udgment and to d1Stmgu1sh tt from "reflective" 1udgment, 
where the particular is given and the rule or concept under which it 
falls has to be found or discovered. This IS the klnd of thmktn.g we 
find, accordin.g to Kant, in, for example, scientific theory construc­
tmn, where new "laws" are tned out under which we order and 
reorder the wealth of observed particulars. Kant's introducuon of the 
theory of reflective judgment, m which the movement of thought is 
from particular to general, is d early a widening of the notion of 
judgment as employed m the firs t Cnt1que where, as the nouon of 
determinant Judgment, it comes to mean the same as sUTiple sub­
sumption. The Crmque of Judgment ukes the exercise of reflecuve 
judgment at times to be that which hnks the first to the second part, 
for both teleological 1udgments and aestheuc 1udgments are treated 
as reflective 1udgments m judgments of reflecuon. We have to go to 
the Fust Introducuon to discover a htnt chat may help us. There 
Kant says that to reflect 1s " to compare and combine a given repre­
senution either with other l'epresentattons or w t th one's own cogm· 
tive faculues, with respect to a concept thereby made pos:-!ible" 
IF1rst In troduction, V, 20:212). This we shall meet agam when we 
come to the harmony between imagmanon and understandmg as 
the general condiuon of cogmtion. 

There 1s another connection between the two parts of the thud 
Crillque. In both teleolog1cal and aesthettc thought as Kant now 
presents it, the nouon of purposiveness or finality (Zweckmiis­
sigke1t} plays an important part. That 1udgrnent m the aesthenc 
context and Judgment m the context of the systemauc1ty of nature 
therefore somehow belong together has much suggestive power, of-
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ten exploited by those who wish to press on Kant the vtew that a 
pnnciple for reflection on nature can either be earned over mto the 
aesthetic or take its clue from there. Perhaps Kant did have some­
thing hke this m mmd when he discovered a connection that al­
lowed lu.m to treat as akin two otherwise disparate inquiries. That 
the new idea of reflecuve judgm~m opened up a way for Kant to do 
two separate thmgs m the last Cr1tJque can readily be admitted. 
That he wtshed to present them as umfied can also be granted. 
Whether he succeeded m dumg so must be leh open. 

Here we note only one last pomt before entering the Cnt1que of 
Aesthetic Judgment. Reflective judgment, when brought to bear on 
assemblages or aggregates of observed facts, has to assume, taken at 
itS most general level, that nature can be understood, that lt is mtelh· 
g1bJe. Looking for principles by which to comprehend and group natu­
ral phenomena is at least very like believing that nature IS ordered as 
If it were designed. Yet there need be no suggestion here of an agent 
who has done the desigmng. Looking for o.-der in the world, Kant 
seems to say, is to assume that nature exhibits on reflection formal 
purposiveness or finalu-y o( fonn. Remembermg that aesthetic 1udg­
rnent is also a species of reflective judgment may help us to under· 
stand the difficult notion of "the form of finality" as it is used in the 
explanauon o( the Judgment of taste. Hen:, however, we leave the 
speculations which the two introductions to the CntJque have tn· 
v1ted and turn to the body of the Critique of Aesthetic /udgmenl. 

The first book of the Analyuc of Aestheuc Judgmeat ts the Ana· 
lyuc of the Beautiful; 1t is followed by the second book, the Analytic 
of che Sublime. The Dialectic of Aesthcuc Judgment then completes 
the Cr1tJque of Aesthetic fudgment. It may come as something of a 
surprise to find that the theory of reflecttve 1udgment is not taken up 
1rnmedrntely and developed from where the mtroduct1ons left off. 
But Kant begins by takmg 1t for granted that m aesthetic 1udgmenl 
we deal with a " judgment 1n its reflect1011" (Note 1, 5:103). Only 
much later, rn the General Remark upon the Expositmn of Aesthetic 
Reflective Judgment, having completed the Analvt1c of the Sublime, 
does he return to 1t. 

H . TASTI 

We know that at the time of wntmg the Critique of Pure Ri:uson. 
Kant had not yet reached the position that the thud Crmque takes 
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up. An interesting footnote to the transcendental aesthetic (doctnne 
of sensibility) m the first Critique IA 21 I B }6 n.Jsuggests that Kant 
then st1ll 1eode<I to beheve that no more than an empmcal approach 
to the treatment of che beauuful was possible. (In 1764 he had him­
self wuh Observations on the Feclmg of the Be.autiful and the 
sublime contributed an elegant and lively essay to that trad1t1on.) 
But the ~ain pomt of the footnote was to re1ect what the mainly 
German rat1onahsts tned to do undec the name of "aesthetics." 
Alexander Baumgarten's• attempt " to bring the beauuful under ra· 
tional principles" Kant considered "frmtless" 1 there could not be a 
"science of the beautiful," although he admitted tha1 somerhm~ he 
called "cnt1que of t aste" had already occupled his actenuon. By 
1790, the year in which the Critique of fudgment ~ade its appear­
ance Kant analyzed the 1udgment of taste as a subiecuve JUdgment 
who~e peculiar claim to validity dlffetcnuates it horn mere avowals. 
With that move he had eftect1vely distanced himself from empmcal 
aesthetics as well as from what he thought of as Baumgarten's ratm-
nalist modef of aes(hencs. . 

It is the combmation of subjective status with the umversahty 
and necessity claim that makes 1udgments of taste what they a~, 
accOl"ding to the Kant of the third CntJq11e. To anyone who adm1ts 
that in addition to cogrutive 1udgments and moral appraisals, and 
over and above expressions of hkes and dislikes about which no 
disputes can arise, there are also judgments which cannot be ver~fied 
but which nevertheless lay c1a1m m the agreement of other sub,ects 
of expenence, Kant's ana1ySis will be compelling Wha~ sets the 
judgment of taste apart from all other kinds of 1udgment is, accor~­
mg to Kane, chat u is the feelmg of pleasure alone ~hat determmes it. 
The most sub1ect1ve and private of human capac1t1es, that of feeling, 
fac from bemg mute and inchoate, could, Kant now thought, yield 
the determmmg ground of the aestheuc judgment. Pnor to the thlrd 
Critique no a prion pnnc1ples had been discovered that could bnng 
to feehng what the cogruuve and the moral judgment had already 
been shown to possess in the ca1.egories of the understand mg and the 
ideas of reason. That feeling also has a structure that can manifest 
itself as rational in the widest sense 1s the "discovt.-'fy" Kant adds 

no~~ who has caste shows by his preferences that he values what is 
beautiful and abhors what is ugly. tlaving taste is not hke havmg an 
extra sense, nor hkeexercismga special intellectual power. It IS the 
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ab1hty to respond wuh 1mmedtate pleasure and unclouded vision to 
beauty m nature and mart, and, further, to commumcate this plea­
sure to others who are capable of sharing u _ Commun.cable plea­
sure, moreover, informs an attitude of wonder toward the world, and 
he who feels u does not selfishly seek to possess the ob)ccts of his 
pleasure: He apprec1a1es and appraises them. When we speak thus of 
aesthetic apprecrnuon and aesthetic appra1sal, we encounter the 
problem central to Kant's inqut.ry. It is the problem of taste. It might 
even appear from us outward form as if the Critique of Aesthet1c 
Judgment posed only this one question, then ler the answer to 1t 
emerge m successive stages ol argument. What we actually find, 
however, is no1 JUSt one long argument about the problem of taste 
but sprawling clusters of argumeots that are by no means all related 
to Judgments of taste. We can ignore this for a while and focus on 
why the quesuon of taste assumes a pivotal posmon m Kant's aes­
thetic theory. 

In much eighteenth-century usage, to be a person of taste was to be 
a person of independent 1udgment hased on md1v1dual conv1ctton, not 
on slavishly foHowing rules. Kant is aware of this usage, and tt is part 
of the aim of his analysis to secure a grounding of the rudgmt:nt of 
taste m somedung that, as the most personal, namely md1v1dual 
feeling, c.an can y the weight of an nnphed daun to autonomy. Taste, 
for Kant, 1s the ab1hty to "estimate" the beauuful, and the t:xerc1seof 
di1s ab1hty is the judgment ol taste. What taste rudgments are and 
what are the cond1ttuns for locating the beautiful are thus aspects or 
"moments'' of the same explicandum. The four moments of the judg­
ment of taste spell out and elaborate what is reqmred fot· finding 
something beautiful, or, in other words, the most important charac­
tensncs of the judgment of taste. This is perhaps the best known sec­
tion of the thud Critique. contained m the Analytic of the Beautiful. 

The four moments 

Kam presents the four moments of the 1udgment of taste tn terms of 
hts four logical functions of 1udgmem; that is, he explores the 1udg­
ment of taste rn respect of quality, quantuy, relanon, and modahry. 
Thas arrangement 1s somewhat forced and fails to convince m detail. 
Perhaps one should not place too much weight on this archttectomc 
echo from the first Cntique. Sult, as m the case of dLStingu1sht.ng m 
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the firs t Cnt.Jque tour logical forms 01 judgment and them four 
groups of categones, Kant may be md1caung here also that the fo~r­
fold dw1s100 is exhausuve. Analysis of each moment yields a parual 
definition or exphcat100 of the beautiful, and rhe four moments 
together make up a complex exposition of the 1udgment of taste. It 
can be summanzed roughly like this: That IS beauuful which is felt 
with disinterested pleasure I first moment). Callmg something beau­
uful we deem it an object of umversal delight (second moment). We 
discern m 1t "the form of finality perceived wtthout the representa­
tion of a purpose" (thud moment!. And we claim not only that it 
pleases bm chat tt does so necessarily, and without concepts !fourth 
moment). 

A footnote to the heading ot the first moment refers us briefly 10 

what both introducuons labor, and to what Kant now takes for 
granted: When we deal with aesthetic 1udgment we deal wtth a 
udgment of reflectton and not with determinant 1udgment (note I, 

JS :2 0 3). Also, section I of the first moment does not really contribute 
to the moment of dismterestedness; it makes a more general point, 
more consonant with lhe Introduct10ns, qmckly reminding us that 
the iudgment of taste 1s aestheuc and not logical, and firmly link.mg 
the aesthetic now to lhe feeling of pleasure and displeasure, to .a 
"feeh ng which the subJect has of useli and of the manner m which 11 

is affected" t§•, s:204I. This packed httle paragraph gives something 
of a foretaste of much that is still to come. To refer a representation 
wholly to the subject m 1ts feeling, its ''feehng of hfe" ILebens­
gefiihl), attempts to capture the essentially sub1ecuve nature _of the 
.aestheuc and at the same ume to d1stmguish sharply the sub,ecuve 
turn of the aesthetic 1udgment from the objective reference of the 
cognitive judgment. Although we gain no knowledge from the exe1-
c.ise of the faculcy of discnmmatmg and estimaung, Kant seems to 
say, we feel ourselves engaged when contemplating and companng a 
"given representation m the sub,ect with the entue faculty of repre­
sentations of which the mind is consc10us m the feeling of its state" 
I§ 1, s :204)_ That, 10 a general statement about how feelmg functi~ns 
in the scheme of the mental hfe, makes room for the later suggest10n 
that a beautiful thmg 1s one that sumulates the harmonious mter­
play of understand.mg and 1magmation m the act of 1udg1ng, that ts, 
of appraising it. 

The four moments fall mco two groups. The first and the thud 
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momenr spt:c1fy when an experience quahfies for being an experi­

ence of something beautaful, namely when the pleasure felt is disin­
terested, and when the pleasure is that ansmg from perceivmg m the 

object the form of fi11alny. Tht!se two momenrs elaborate the cnte­
rial conditions under which a particular expenence can be allowed 

as bemg such that a Judgment of taste 1s m order- that ts, as evi­

dence for the ob1ect being beautiful. The second and fourth moment 

deal with unrversahty and necessity respectively, and they concern 

the claims imph~d by judgments of the form "This 1s beautiful. " 

None of the four moments alone provides sufficient conditions for 

the taste 1udgmem. But together, and working on two different 
levels - the level of judging m experience and that of the judgment 

ansmg from tt - they satisfy, Kant believes, the requirements of sepa­

rating the aesthetic from other modes of experience. and the judg­
ment of taste from other kinds of judgment.• 

Only when the pleasure felt 1s d1smterested may the object givmg 

nse to that pleasure be called beautiful. That the pleasure should be 

"apart from any interest" or "independent of any interest" IS best 

understood by contrast with "mterested" pleasure, and m this con­

trast Kant puts pleasure 1n the agreeable and pJeaSUie m the good 

over agamst the pleasure of taste: Only m the laner 1s there an 

absence of interest both tn the sense of md1fference to the real eXls­

tence of the object and m the sense of its not sat1sfy1ng or caHmg 

forth a wane or desl.l'e. Kant performs a number of complicated ma­

neuvers contrasting the beautiful wtth the good, the useful and the 

agree.able. The differences and relations between them are drawn on 

repeatedly, so that by the end of the Analync ot the Beauuful, there 

IS something like a map of the leading concepts as they mesh into 
Kant's map of the mind. 

But disinterested pleasure is not the only cntenon we are offered. 

1be thml momem elaborates another of equal 1mponance. Reflect· 
ing on my pleasure, I must not only find 1t free of alJ interest and 

thus 1ake pleasure m the ob1ect for its own sake. My pleasure must 

be that felt m the free play of imagmation and understanding tha t I 

expenence as the form of finahty m the ob;ect. "The 1udgment is 

called aesthetic for the very reason that tts determining ground can­

not be a concept, but is rather the feeltng fof the mcernal sense) of 

the concert m the play of the mental powers as a thing only capable 

of being felt" f§1 s, s:228J. Imagmat1011 and understanding are cogru. 
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e are not eng.1.ged for the purpose of cogm· 
uve powers, but when t~ ~of It IS felt as pleasure or dtspleasurc m 
uon, the1r harmony or a~e aesthetic JUdgmem chat comes about 
that which occasions it. bu ncogruuve awareness of the 
has ns ground m the heightened ~ no t Now takmg the thtrd 

fittmgness of the ob1ect for ~y en1oy:1~:~ent suggests as an un· 

moment to~ether wtth what tf t:::eco;e get that the form of finality 

plied cla1m m the 1udgment ob. ct ~ovides ground for claiming that 

felt in the expenence of t~e e~t ~f :X.pencnce stand mg m rhe same 

not oni}' I, but e~ery su ~ld feel the same, and, furrher, have the 
relation to the ob1ect w~i such a feehng m v1rtue of shanng the 

same 1ust1ficat1on for ha ng h hat thought we have reached 
same structure of memahty. But wtt t 

what Kant saw as his deducnon. 

Deductmn 

f r a deduction m many ways. Analysis of 
Kant formulates the need 

0 

1 
. claim to universal assent, 

1udgments of taste reveals them a~ ay11 necessity are marks of the 

tndeed necessanly so. As un~ve;::n t:i:1:n reqmres lcg1tim1z.atton of 
a prion and as any aUeged P .11 have to be of the transcenden· 

its title, 1ust1fic~tory argu:ea~t~:~re Jookmg for is an answer to the 

tal kind. In Kant s te~ms, ents of taste possible!" 1§36, 5:188! and 
quesuon ''How are 1udgm f J dgment therefore, is part of 

thus "This problem of the Cntt~;e~ta~ phdos~phy : How are syn· 

the general pr?blem of tran:::le?" (§36, 5:289). But such formula· 
thet1c a p110n Judgments posf h -d r context of the system, do 
lions, whtle rernmdmg us o t e. W I e 

httle to ilJummate the specific rc~:;d IS clearly m need of )USt1fica· 

The 1udgmenc ~f tas:c:s~pthe expo.Sition lays hare an apparent 

tion. The need anses ur mnermost feelings of pleasure alone when 

paradox. We rely on o 1- an aesthetic 1udgment "is one whose de­
est1matmg the beauufu b th than sub;ectwe" 1§1, S :203) -
termimng ground cannot e o er ol taste a suprape .. sonal im· 

and yet we da1m for theb:-~~l sub,ects and not merely for 

port. We beheve tt to beenence ~ t is based. Tlus presumption we 

the one. on whose ~~1s ts beautiful," as if beauty were a quality 
express ma verdict, Id know that this was !>O. But we.do 
Of the ob1ect and as if we cou f f when find ing something 
nor look for venficauon, nor or proo ' 



376 TH E CAMBR JL)(._,£ CO MPANION TO KANl 

beautiful; yet we feel ourselves misunderstood when told that u 
must therefore be merely a matter of pnvate opmmn. The 1udg­
ment of taste, we imply, does not record a cogruuon, nor is it a 
pn vate avowal of feeh ng. lns1stmg on this seemmgly paradoxical 
feature of the Judgment of taste is one of Kant's great and lastmg 
contributmns to the theory of aesthetics. Only by showmg that the 
cla1m to speak wnh "a universal voice" 1§8, 5:2161 when md1vid· 
ual pleasure of the nght kmd 1s based on something m human 
nature that h censes the presumption can Kam susufy the aesthetic 
111dgment. 

Argwnents showmg this should, m Kant's context, belong to the 
deductton and not cu the exposmon or analysis of the 1udgment of 
taste. There IS a long and ramblmg semon (§§30-54), tuled ''deduc­
tion of the pure aesthetic judgment" (irritatmgly placed, not m the 
Analytic of the Beautiful where u would seem to belong, but in the 
Analytic of the Subhme). It does not present one uni.fled argument, 
nor does it impress by cogency or coherence. And there 1s no a.grce· 
ment among scholars as to where the deduction begins and where It 
ends, for a nwnber of arguments from the Analytic of the Beautiful 
seem properly to belong to the deduction, especially arguments col­
lected for the second and fourth moments, and arguments groundmg 
the form of finah ty in the harmony of the faculties. Thus different 
commentators have recommended different routes through the tan­
gled web of the Critique of Aesthetic Judgment and offered then 
own reconstructions of the deduct1on..i 

Kant needs an argument horn which to conclude that without 
1udgments of tasre and theu 1mphed dam-.s to umversahty and ne· 
cessity, knowledge or cogrunoa m general would nor be possible. 
Thar lS mdeed a tall order, and nor surpnsmgly it remains unclear 
whether Kant has delivered such an argument m the deduction. 
That he tned to do so, however, 1s evident m the struggle for a hold 
on the notion of the subjective conditions of judgment. 

In the compressed and crypttc sectmn 38, Kant seems to say that 
the deduction has been achieved and that we are 1ustified m expect· 
mg universal agreement to judgments of taste as we are justified m 
expecting the pleasure that is felt to be universaUy commumcaWe. 
The Remark attached to secuon 38 speaks d1sarmmgly of the "ease" 
of this deduction: "Wbat makes this Deduction so easy is that it ts 
spared the necessity of having to justify the objective reahty of a 
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concept. For beauty is not a concept of the obtect, and the 1udgment 
of taste is not a cogmuve 1udgment." What exacrly 1s It Kant deems 
to be easy~ Does he really mean no more than that only on the 
assumption of the fundamental sameness of the conditions of cogm· 
non m all men can the claims of t aste - provided the 1udgments are 
correctly made - be 1ust1fiedr The footnote ro the last bneof secrmu 
J8 seems to bear this out. In It Kant repeats an argument that states 
the assumpuons under which the 1ustaficauon can go th.rough. "In 
order to be justified m cla1m1ng universal agreement for an aesthe tic 

1udgment merely resung on subjective grounds 1t IS sufficient to 
assume. (ii that the subiect1ve oondmons of this facu1cy of aesthetic 
1udgment ar~ identical wlth aU men m what concerns the relation of 
the cognitive faculties, there brought Lnto acticm, with a view to a 
cognition m general. Tlus must be true, as otherwise men would be 
incapable of communicating their representauons or even their 
knowledge; ltt) that the judgment has paid regard merely to this 
relat10n (consequently merely to the formal condltlon of the faculty 
of ,udgmentJ, and it is pure, i.e., ts free from confusion euher with 
concepts of the obiect or sensations as determmmg grounds." 

Conunumcabibty has now moved tnto a central pos1tmn. It is 
shown to be a necessary requirement for cogni tion. Because aH men 
as sub1ects of expenence are capable of cognition under the same 
subjective conditions lif th1s were not so, cognition and knowledge 
would not be possible), we are justified m assuming these same 
subiect1ve conditions for the Judgment of taste. For the 1udgment of 
taste bnngs into play the very £acult1es, unagmaoon and understand­
ing, that are engaged m the determtnanl cognitive 1udgment; the 

1udgmem of taste, however, 1s a subjecuve Judgment of reflection 
and arises from the felt sat1sfacuon or pleasure that springs h orn the 
achieved harmony of the t wo faculties m the presence of the beauti­
ful. They are m harmony, balanced out, as tt were, not engaged for 
the sake of gammg klKlwledge, but for their own sake, for theu own 
mutual enhancement. The beautiful is not cognized - "for beauty is 
not a concept of the ob1ecc, and the 1udgment of taste ts not a cogni­
tive judgment" - but appreciated or estimated as that which fosters 
"the mutual qmckemng" of the facult ies, otherwise employed for 
the purposes of cognition. In the judgmen t of taste, tt 1s with plea­
sure that we expenence beautiful ob1ccts as if they had been de­
signed for the cooperation of our cogmttve powers; to estimate the 
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beauuful is to discern m it the form of finality, or the appearance of 
havmg been designed to suit our cognmve capacities. 

Soon afterward, Kant speaks of taste as "a kind of sensus com· 
mums" (§40). The idea of a ''common senseH had already figured 1n 
the fourth moment 1§21 ), where Kant had argued that the assump­
tion that chere are others who can share the pleasures of taste 1s a 
necessary mgrediem m our thought about suhJCCtS of experience. 
nie transcendental argument (rom which tlus conclusion is derived 
is premised on the commumcabil1ty of cogmtton. Kant maintains 
exphc1tly not simply that cognition or knowled.ge 1s m fact possible, 
but that knowledge that 1s possible must be c011Unumcable tooth­
ers, or tt would not be knowledge. Supplementtng the official deduc­
tlOll now wnh the transcendental argument from secuon 11, we get 
the step from the suh)ective conduions of cognmon, when cogrutton 
cannot be other than commumcable co everyone else, to the subjec­
tive condiuonsof judgmems of taste, wuh the reqmrement of umver· 
sa~ commumcab1lity earned over. Section 40 adds a furthet gloss to 
this acknowledgment of the nonpnvacy of the subjective condmon 
of Judgment. Kane speaks of taste not only as a kmd of sensus 
commums, but as a kind of public sense, .a "cnt1cal faculty wbich m 
its reflective act takes account (a prwn) of the mode of representa· 
t1on of every one else, in order, as it were. to wetgh its judgment 
wuh the collective reason of mankind." Arguments trying to show 
that commumcabll1ty has to be presupposed at a very deep level, at 
the level of the condmons of expenence m general, belong to the 
very heart of the justification that the deductmn of the 1udgment of 
taste Ines to provide. Unfonunately, though, Kant cannot be said to 
have succeeded m aruculatmg fully a sausfactory cham o( argu­
ments to bnng off the deducuon. And Kant Jumself seems to remain 
doubtful as to whether and when he has completed u. 

Dialectic 

Kanr kept returning to the jusnficatton of judgments of taste even 
after he had moved on to important and new considerations of art and 
gemus m the remaining sections (§§41-54) of the Analytic of Aes­
thettc Judgment. In the D1alecuc, toward the end of the Cntique of 
Aesthetic /~dgmem, he speaks as though the claim to umversal agree· 
ment that 1udgmems of taste make could receive a full jusuficauon 
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only when aesthetic judgments were shown to be lmked to, and some· 
how sanct10ned by, moral 1udgrnents. A few packed and highly prob· 
lemat1c passages attempt to present the beauuful as the symbol of the 
moraUy good. This, however, conflicts with the central doctrine of 
the Analytic of the Beautiful and would seem to be flady mcompati· 
ble with the autonomy of the aesthetic as there ms1sted oa.• The 
remarks about beauty as symbohc of moralit y may have a place m the 
context of consider mg why a certam 1mellectual mterest m the repre­
sentattonal arts can be defended. But they cannot be seen as oontnb..it­
ing to the deducuon of the clai.ms ol taste. As the Dialectic of the 
Cntique of Pure Reason adds nothmg to the deducuon of the catego­
nes so the Di.alecttc of the Critique of Aesthetic. fudgmen t does not 
con~nbute anything new to the deducuon of the Judgment of taste. 
Rather it adds a metaphysical digression from the theory of taste. The 
attem~t to mterpret beauty as symbohc o( the moral IS part of this 
digression. It can go some way toward sattsfy1ng a meraphys1cal quest 
for the importance and significance of the bcauufuL 

A dialecttc anses from the recogmtion of antmom1es. There can 
be little doubt that the Dialectic of Aesthetic Judgment m the thud 
Cntique 1s closely modeled on the Dialectic of the first Critique, 
and that Kant set out to find an antinomy of caste because the struc­
ture of a critique demanded that a dialectic shoold follow upon an 
analytic. (It is this demand for conforming to the requirements of the 
structure of a c:nt1que that so often lends to the text of the Critique 
of Aesthet1c Judgment an an of art1fictahty. and this is notu:eably so 
in us last secuon, the Dialecuc:.J 

Another discordant feature of the Dtalecuc, at vanance with the 
theory of the Analytic, enters with the soluuon 0He1ed to the An· 
unomy of Taste (§571. In section 56 Kant tormulat~ the Antinomy, 
ansmg from two confhctmg beliefs about taste, m these words: 

1. Thesis. The 1udgment of taste as noc hased upon concepts, for 1f 1t 
were, it would be open to dispute (dectston by means of proofs! 

2 Ant1thes1s The 1udgment of laste LS based on concepts, for other­
wise, despice diversity of 1udgment, ttlere could be no room even 
for contemmn m the matter (a claim to the necessary agre~ment of 
others with this 1udgmentj, 

Tlus antinomy captures once more the tension the Analytic had 
already elicned from the analysis of the Judgment of taste. We be· 
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heve both that the JUdgmem of taste cannot be proved by being 
derived from concepts fthes1sl, and that, by laymg c.:la1m to the agree­
ment of others and thus allowing for debate, the 1udgment does 
mvolve appeal to some sort of concept (antJthes1s ). 

In order to mamtam that the two propositions are m fact com­
patible and the antmomy only awarent m illusory, Kant m the 
?1alectic,,resons to showing equivocation between two senses of 
concept : determmate concept (in thesis) and mderermmate con­

cept Im <m t1thes1s). We know already that no determmate concepts 
are available fo r suhsumptlon m 1udgments of. reflectmn. Thus the 
thesis ts mamtamed. The mdetermina te concept that functions m 
the antuhesis, we m.ght e~-pect to be (m lme with the theory so 
far expounded) the harmony of the cogrntive faculties. However, 
Kant now introduces mstead "the supersensible substrate of phe­
nomena," and with tt the entire apparatus of his metaphysics of 
phenomena and noumena - o/_ the latter of which we can mdeed 
know nothing and in that sense h ave only an mdetermmate con­
cept. This postulation of the supersens1ble as the ground of the 
judgment of taste comes as a complete surprise to the reader who 
has so far followed Kant through the Cnoque of Aestheoc fudg­
ment wnhoot encountering the doctnne of nolllncnal reahty ver­
sus mere appearance. The arguments m the Dialectic for the solu­
tion of the antinomy of taste belong to the kmd of metaphysical 
speculauon that abandons aesthetic theory m favor of spea.al plead­
mg m Kantian ontology. Their deta1l theref01"e need not concern us 
here.I 

Kant's formulation of the antmomy of taste (as disnnct from the 
sol_uuon proffered) 1s, by his own admission, a complicated refo rmu­
latton of certam ncommonplaces" and proverbial expressions n~u the 
back of every one's mmd" (§56). We do net know whether Kant had 
r~ad. David Hume's essay "Of the Standsrd of Taste," which ante­
dates the Crit1que of fudgment by thirty-three years and comes re­
markably d ose to asking Kant's quesuon "How are Judgments of 
taste poss1ble~H It has become fash1onab:e to construe many a 
Kantian epistemological argument as "Kant's answer to Hume." Jn 
the context of aesthetics, the casting of rhe Cut1que of Aesthetic 
Judgment m the role of such an answer would be most 1lluminat1ng. 
There ts, unformnately, no rOOlll for tt here " 

Tas te, sublimtty, and genius 

111 . S UBLIMI TY 

Kant, though never leaving the problems of taste far behmd, does 
address }umself to more than the issues so far described. Side by s ide 
wlCh the Ana lytic of the Beautiful, there is the Analytic of the Sub­
hme !§§13- 8). If we consider the quesuon of taste to be the mam 
issue of the Cntique of Aesthetic Judgment, the inclusmn of the 
analysis of 1udgments on the sublime m sections 23-8 must seem a 
d1gres:;1on from the mam theme.7 If, however, we ad.-nowledge the 
shift of Kant's interest to flne art and genius in the sectmns follow­
mg upon the Deducu on m sections 41-54 (yel to be d1sctJssed), 
analys15 of the judgment on the subhme may awear less marginal: 
Considerations of the subhrne then reveal many a link with these 
wider interests that Kant almost reluctantly allows to come to the 
fore 111 the dosm,g sections of the second book of this second Ana­
lytic. Rather than treat the secuons on the judgment on the sublime 
as of merely historical interest, we can read them as preparatory to 
that widenmg of Kant's compass that leads us beyond the issues of 
taste to those of art and genius. The exphclt link between them hes 
in the mtroduct1on of ideas of reason mto the analysis of the sublime 
(ideas belonging not only to theoren cal intellect but also to moral­
ity). Th.at this link between art and genius and the subhme IS also 
the basis for the contrast drawn by Kant between the beaunful (m 
which understand111g and imagmauon are balanced out) and che sub­
lime (feattmng reason mstead of the understandmgl complicates 
matters considerably. We should take this as a challenge to the nar­
rower reading of the Cnt1que of A esthetic Judgment m which the 
theory of caste and beauty alone held our attention. 

Although the analysJS of the sublime side by Slde with that of the 
beautiful may have been an alterthought m the constructton of the 
Cntique of Aesthetic Judgment (Kant does not mention It m e1th~r 
Introduction), the conjunction of the beauttful and the subhme is m 
line with much eighteenth-century thought. Kant himself had used 
the couphng of the two concepts tn his Observot10ns on the Feel mg 
of the Beautiful and Sublime (1764!. That lively httle treatise dates 
back to the ume when Kant did not beheve that aesthetic questtons 
could lend themselves to anything other than cmpmcal treatment. 
Edmund Burke's A Philosophical E11q01ry JIJ W t11e Ongw of our 
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Idem, of the Sublune ond lk111111ful j1157I was well known to Kan1 
In the Crwque of Aestheuc Judgment, at the end of what he now 
calls the "transcendemal exposition of aesthetic 1udgments" (2771 
he oomrasts his own cnucal procedure with that of "Burke and 
i:iany acute men among us" who gave "a merely empiric.al exposi­
tmn o( the beautiful and the sublime.'• 

At the beginning of the Analyuc of the Sublime, Kant both com­
pares and contrasts the expenence of sublimuy with that of the 
beautiful. The comparison firxls enough m common to argue for the 
mclus1(Jn of the J~gment on the sublime together with t~ judg­
ment on the beautiful m the class o( aesthetic judgments. The con­
trast, however, differentiates these two forms of aesthetic Judgment 
sharply from each other. Section 23 gives a compressed account of 
the relation. The beauuful and the sublime both please "on their 
own account"; both are esumated in Judgments of reflection and not 
cogmzed in determmant 1udgments, the dehght in both rests on an 
accord of imagination with the "faculty of concepts that belongs to 
understanding or reason" 1 both give nse to stn~ular judgments that 
drum to be valid for every suh,ect. 

But the differences between the beautiful and the subhme are 
striking. Judgments on rhe beautiful esumate the obiect m regard to 
its form, wlule judgmen ts on the subhme encounter the oh)ect's 
formlessness or "hm1t1essness, yet with a super-added thought of its 
totality." The p~easure in the beautiful 1s a "posmve "' pleasure, hfe­
enhancmg and 1oyous, while pleasure m the sublime is of sterner 
stuff, more like respect. and deserves the name of "negative" plea­
sure. The beautiful appears to us as if it were designed for, or final 
for, our powers of 1udgmcnt, but the subhme may seem ill adapted to 
our pre~ntational ~wers and even an "outrage" to our i.magma­
ti~n. Stnctly Speaking, Kant continues, we should not call natural 
ob1ects "subhme": Sublimity resides in us, m the powers of the 
human mmd to rise above what threatens to engulf or annihilate us. 
Natural obfccts may nghtly be called beautiful; but no natural obJect 
is as such subhme: "All rhat we can say lS that the obiect lends itself 
to the presentation of a sublimity discoverable m the mind." 

It is difficult to see how Kant can maintam the incluston of the 
Judgment on the subhmc m the class of aestheuc Judgments next to, 
or side by side w1th, the 1udgment on the beautiful. For 1s aot that 
wluch 1s said to be sumlar m the beautiful and the sublime, namely 
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.. pleasmg on their own account" f§13, 5.244), intolerabJy su etchOO 
when the reference 1s no longer to that which pleases but rather to 
that in wluch a "presentation of subhmuy is discoverable,'' namely 
the mmdt And Kant's "negative pleasure" in the subhme that out­
rages the 1magmat1on, sits 111 with the harmony of the faculties. 
Tnumph of reason over imagmat1on rather than an accOl'd between 
them appears to be responsible for the feelmg of the subhme as Kant 
analyzes it. 

If the analysis is to be that of "an aesthetic esumate of ol))ects m 
respect of the feelmg of the subli:me" 1§2.4, 5:247), It must yield its 
explication accocdmg to the same four moments as did the ana)ys1s 
of the 1udgment of taste, Kant says. Regarding quantity 1t must 
claim umversality; regarding quality, it must be mdependent of mter­
cst; regarding relation, 1t must exh1bi.t subjective fina~1ty; and regard­
mg modality, it must be necessary. Unsurpns mgly, this parallel treat­
ment of the sublime and the beauuful in terms of the aesthenc puts 
a senous stram on the reader of the Analytic of the Sublime. Matters 
are not made any easier by Kant's further distmguishmg between the 
mathematically and the dynamically sublime. The first confronts us 
when that which we experience 1n nature as unmeasurably or abso· 
Jutely great exceeds the power of our imagination; it cannot be 
grasped as one sensory whole, and we feel helpless unul an idea of 
reason, the idea of a totality, supervenes and "the ob1ect 1s rece1v~d 
as subhme with a pleasure that is only poSS1ble through the media­
tion of a displeasure"' 1§27, s;:26o). The second, the dynamically 
subhme we confront when nature ts experienced as a might so 
powerfu

1

l that we feel threatened and crushed, Wltil another idea of 
reason the idea of our moral agency, lifts us beyond the sensory to 
the he;ght s of our own supenorny to nature as moral bemgs. Kant 
expresses this though t in ooe of the most eloquent passages of the 
whole Crwque (§28, 5:261): 

Bold, overhanging, and, .as it were, threarenmg rocks, thunderclouds pded 
up th«: vault of heaven, borne along wnh flashes and peals, volcanoes m all 
therr violence of destruction, hurncanes leavmg desolauon m their track, 
the boundless ocean nsmg wuh rebellious force, the high waterfall of some 
mighty river, and the hke, make our power of resistance of tnfhng moment 
in companson with thetr m1.ght But, provided our own po!>ltlOll lS secure, 
the1t aspect is all the more atn.act1ve for Its fearfulness, and we re<1d1ly call 
these obtectS subhme, because they reuse the fcrccs of the soul above the 
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heights of vulgar commonplace, and discover within us a power ol resis­
ta l'ICe of quite anotha kmd, which g1v~ us courage to be able 10 measure 
ourselves agamst the seernul& omnipotence of nacure 

The pomt about our own posiuon bemg secure while contemplating 
the sublime stresses that the Judgment on the sublune is a reflective 
one and an aesthetic judgment. If we were m real fear of our lives 
trying to run away or save ourselves from drowning or from bein~ 
sw<.-pt away, we would be involved with the objects and occurrences 
in theu real existence and would be as httle capable of the aesthetic 
stance as a starving man could judge aesthetically the food he craves.. 
Only what pleases independently of all mterest, to repeat, pleases 
aesthetically. 

ln judgments cm the mathematically and the dynanucally sub­
lime, ideas of both theoret1cal and pracucal reason arise in us and 
save us, Kant maintains, from bemg stunned by the greatness and 
might of nature. Kant's ideas on the sublime have deeply mfluenced 
Romanuc thought and helped to shape m particular the Romanuc 
conception of imagmation. For Kant, though, 1maginauon, in pre· 
semmg and holding together what sensibility could provlCle, is un­
equal to cq>e Wlth that which cannot be sensed or understood and 
for which a judgment as co its beaucv would be madequace. Sublim-
1ty transcends the bounds of sense and understanding. 

Perhaps Kant's struggle to locate the sublime m that which occa­
s ions the feeling and m the feehng itself can be seen as 10d1cative of a 
deeper ambtgmty. There are passages m which the feehng of the sub­
hme appears hke an intimation of noumenal reality. When the hu­
man mmd encounters 1tseH as subhme, 1t encounters itself as a moral 
agent "that from another I the pracucal) pomt ol view feels uself em­
powered to pass beyond the narrow confines of sens1btlicy'' (§26, 25 5 ). 
This would be the triumph of our rational over our sensible nature, 
and che pleasure felt m such tnumph seems mdistmgu1shable from 
pleasure taken in the good. This stnkes a discordant noce withm the 
context of the aesthetic in which Kant wants us to understand the sub­
lime. Despite Kant's protestation to the contrary, the context appears 
to be more akin to that of morality than to that of the beautiful; many 
of Kant's arguments read hke thmly chsguised moral arguments_B 

In the long "General Remark upon the Exposition of Aesthetic 
Reflective Judgmencs " that follows the Analytic of the Sublime 
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proper, Kant grapples with nl3ny of the issues that have been raised 
by the 1nclusmn of the subbme. He adds a wealth of an1hrop0log1cal 
observau ons m illustrate the many analogies th.at can be drawn 
vanously between the agreeable, the beautiful, the subhme, and the 
good - all objects of pleasure, but only the beautiful and the sublime 
givmg nse to aestheuc pleasure. 

Memorable compansons stand side by side with long excursions 
into the ways frmtful analogies can be explmted. The b~auuful and 
the subhme are characterized, compared, and contrasted agam and 
agam, not always fehcuously. On the whole one comes away from 
the Analytic of the Subhme bewildered rather than enhghtened. 

What Kant has to say about the Judgment on the sublime as an 
aestheuc Judgment remams problematic, though nch m sugges­
tions. The duahty of the Analytic of the Beautiful and the Analytic 
of the Sublime cannot be J.gnored. Wnhout the second Analytic the 
Crmque of Aesthetic fudgmem would certainly have been neater 
and more manageable; it would have been a Cntique of Taste. But n 
would also have been the poorer in challenging thought and breadth 
of vision, however imperfectly they may be articulated. 

One of the suggesuons that remains to be taken up hints at a 
similarity of the subbme with works of art. Both. unhke 1he beauu­
ful in nature, make reference to more chan perceptual form; they 
feature ideas - ideas of reason and aesthetic 1deas. To the lauer we 
must now turn. 

The secuons of the Cnt1que of Aesthetic fudgment located between 
the Deducuon and the D1a]ect1c (§§41-54) lack the smgle focus dis­
cernible m the Analyti c of the Beautiful and also, though to a lesser 
degree, in the earher sections of the Analytic of the Sublime. They are 
densely packed with det::nl, bUt 1t ts not easy to discern in them a 
progression of connected thought . From the standpoint of the theory 
of taste, they may appear as no more than a d1gress1on, and from the 
Standpomt of the theory of beauty, they may be seen as tmplementmg 
the mvestigatmns that so far have been predommantly (though by no 
means exclus1vely) directed to the beauuful m nature. Thev contam 
Kant's thought on art and its creation by genius. 

The recepuon of this thought has had a checkered career. The 
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Romantic conception of creative genius owes much ton, as does an 

entire uadinon of aesthetics m which the artist the natural genius 

takes on t he role of on gmator of art works, and ;rt works come to~ 
seen as the paradigms of aesthetic ob1ects. Philosophers m our time, 

when approaching the thud Cnt1que for Kant's contribut1011S '° 
aesthetic thought, h ave on the whole stressed either the theory of 

taste or the theory of art and genius, or just listed the conmbut1ons 

disjunctively side by side. As to the last, such an impartial way 15 
not Open to the Kant scholar who wants to present and to discuss the 

views on aesthetics as Kant argued them m the Cnuque of Aesthetic 

fu dgmenl. 

There can be little doubt that Kant wanted his thought on art and 

gemus to be taken seriously; it is less clear wherher he believed that 

these sections followed from the Analyuc of the Beautiful, or 

whether he found 1t necessary to supplement his thought on beauty 

with arguments showmg that by beauty he m eant not only beauty in 

nature buc also in art. It is even less clear that Kam did nor shift his 

ground during the wri ting of the Critique of A esthet1c fudgment and 

that what he at first almost reluctantly admicted - art and its 

creation - had moved to center stage by the end of these sections. 

The present study is already committed to the view that the prob­

lem of taste ts central to Kant's aesthetics (a commitment murored 

by the prominence given to its elucidauon); but it 1s not thereby 

commuted to ho)dmg that the sections on art and genrns are of only 

marginal importance or const itute a digression from the main 

theme. The analysis of the Judgment of taste appltes to the beauttful 

m an as well as in nature (though Kant tends to give exampJes ol 

natural beaut y by preference) . The sections 41-H can be seen as 

trying to make amends for having apparently downgraded artistic 

beauty m the Analytic of the BeaunfuJ. Bur much more impon antly, 

they ask and attempt to answer a tota lly different question: How 

does art differ from nature? No answer to this q\lesuon was reqmred 

for the analysis and deduction of the 1udgment of taste wluch had 

the beautiful \lmvocalJ y as exphcandum. 

One of the reasons why Kant's thought on art has often met with a 

puzzled response 1s that Kant b1mself apparently admtts to a decided 

preference for natural over art1suc beauty. Another reason 1s that the 

facts of his life as we know them make It unlikely that he had much 

acquamtance with works of art. "Kant probably never saw a beaut1· 
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ful pamtmg or a fine starue _ - His taste tn music seems to have 

been utterly phihstme; and on ly for hternrure was his cnr1cal sense 

refined and exacttng."9 Knowm,i:: this much about Kant, we often 

hear, can hardly inspire confidence m his theonzmg about art. That 

such observations do not carry any weight in d1squahfymg Kant's 

ph11osophicaf msaghts shou ld be obvious. Still, they have often bee.n 

allowed to get m the way of attending to what Kant has to say. 

Kant's preference for natural over arnst1c beauty seems w be ex -

pressed in secuon 42, where he asks whether an mteUectual mterest 

can attach to the beautiful despite the dismterestedness of rhe 1ud,t::­

ment of taste which appraises it. Somewhat surpns111gly and to the 

modern ear aJmost shockingly, Kant declares that an uueres< m beau­

uful art ''gives no evidence at all of a hablt of mmd attached to the 

morally good," while to take an mtcrest in the beauty of nature "is 

always a mark of a good soul " 1§42, 5:298). Thed1stmction that Kant 

uses here is that between the lover of art and the lover of nature. It 

shows nothing about whether one kind of beauty is preferable to the 

Ofher, nor rndeed does n show whac the real distmccion between 

beauty m an and beauty m nature 1s supposed to be. The two sec­

tions (41 and 42), dealing with empmcal and mteUectual mterest in 

the beauufu l respecuvely, are concerned with mamly one issue: to 

demonst rate chat although the Judgment of taste " must have no 

mterest as its determining ground," tt does not follow rhat "an mter­

est cannot enter into combmatJOn with 1t." In other words, wha t is 

felt with immediate and d1sinrerested pleasure can "adm1t of havmg 

further con101ned with 1t ll pleasure m tlle real existence of the 

ob1ect (as that wherein all interest consists!'' (§41, 5:296). So Kant 

admits much more can be said about thmgs of beauty, such as what 

empirical interest m the existence of beauty comes to: "The empn1-

cal interest m the beautiful exists only m society" (§4 1, 5:297!, and 

what an intellectual mterest m the beauuful can tell us about our­

sdves (§421. Jt 1s here that we find the statements about ar tistic 

beauty and natural beauty that seem to underrate beauty m art and 

lmk an interest m natural beauty wnh a morally good d1spos111on. 

Yet to regard these passages as more than Kant's asides on the 

analogy between the 1mmed1ateness of aestheuc feeling and the 1m­

med1ateness of moral feehn,g on the one hand, and, on the other, the 

absence of such an analogy m the case of the experience of artistic 

beauty, would be a mistake. They do not support a rankmg of one 
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kllld of beauty over the uther but follow through the thought that 
mu~ llecmal interest can accompany the pure nx)gment of taste that 
is now extended exphcnly to encompass the response lO beauty m 
an; and that wha1 can accompany an aesthe1ic respo11se to nature's 
forms grows more strongly on ground already culhvated by a sens1-
b1lny finely attuned to "lhe moral side of our bemg" (§42, 5·301). 
The abaence of such an 1mrncd1ate interest m beautiful forms of art 
IS explained by reference to what Kant here conceives an to be. As a 
first shot, art 1s sketched mto the picture as either imitating nature, 
or as tntent1onally directed to our delight. It 1s thus etther once 
removed from the 1mmed1ateness of the expenence of nature, or of 
value not for itself, but for the t!Od it serves, that of pleasure.•o Only 
then, from sectton 41 on, does Kant approach directly both the re­
sponse to art and the creation of art. The d1strnctioo between natural 
and artistic beauty, first inuoduced. rather obliquely rn the context of 
the intellectual mterest that may accompany the aesthetic expen­
ence, informs the discussions and observations that follow. 

That the beautiful m nature and the beaunful mart together form 
the sphere of the aesthetic, .md that both are experienced and 1udged 
m the reflective mdgment of taste, 1s taken as established. But that 
there ts a significant comrast to be drawn between bt!auuful natural 
objects and beauttful works of art opens up the discussion of "art m 
general" 1§43): " Art 1s distinguished from nature as making (facerel 
JS from acting or operating m general (agere), and the product or 
result of the former 1s d1stmgmshed from that of the 1aner as work 
(opusl from operauon (effectus)" (§43, 5:303). Art JS further d1stm­
gmshed, "as a human skill," frDnl science, "as a pracucal from a 
theoretical faculty"; and as "free" an from craft, as having a "soul" 
rather than bemg a lifeless mechanical contrivance. Only then does 
Kant's analysis isolate "fine art" 1 together with agreeable art, u occa­
sions aesthetic pleasurc=. Kant says of fine art that n 1s i.a mode of 
representation which JS mtnns1cally final" aJthough devoid of an 
end 1§44, 5:3o6J. And he anempts to expbcate the almost paradox1-
ca1 formulation by equatin,g "rntnns1cally final" with the. essentially 
mtenttonal nature of products of fine art: Works of an are purpo· 
s1vcly made, as tf there was a concept guiding the execution of a 
plan. Tlus, however, 1s dangerous ground. and the reminder that we 
are deal mg here wtth the beauuful is a nmely one· "fur, whether we 
are dealing wuh beauty of nature or beauty of art, we may make the 
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universal statement: Thal 1s beautiful which ple.:ises w the mere 
esumate of rt lnot m sensauon or by means of a coocepd" 1§4S, 
5·3o6). Thus, m recalhng the results of the Analync of the Beauuful 
with the now explicit acknowledgment of the beautiful m nature 
and mart, Kant can draw back frOlll sayrng that makmg something 
beauttful reqmres the use of the concept of beauty as gu1dmg the 
intention. Instead, he gives u s the memorable (though also not im­
mediately transparent) formulatton of nature appeanng as art and art 
appearing as nature: "Nature proved beauuful when It wore the 
appearance of art, and art can only be termed beautiful, where we are · 
conscious of its be1ng art, while yet 1t has the appearance of nature" 
j§45, 5 :3o6). However, only art's appearing as nature ts cashed out in 
terms of mtention, for it is only m art and not m nature that this 
concept has application: "Hence the finality m the product of fine 
art, tntentional though 1t be, must not have the appearance of being 
mtenuonal; Le., fine art must be clothed with the aspect of nature, 
though we recogmze It to be art" (§45, 5:307). 

Once more it seems that Kant looks to nature and ltS beauty as 
chough our expenence of u provided the measure also of beauty m 
art. But then the difference between beautiful natural oblects and 
beautiful artifacts leads to the recognmon that a special explanation 
1s reqmred for the 1mentional making of beautiful thmgs; they do 
not 1ust happen, they are made by human beings. Normally when 
something is made with the 1ntent1on to produce a thing of a certam 
kmd, the agent follows an antecedent concept of the thmg he wishes 
to bnn,g mto existence. But there 1s, as Kant has been at pains to 
establish, no concept of beauty, and thus no rule accordmg to which 
to produce a thing of beauty. If there were a concept that could 
funcuon as a rule for the makmg of somethmg beautiful, then that 
concept would also be avaLlable for assessing and judging beauty by 
taste. But Kant's entire d1scuss1on so far has ruled that out. Yet we 
know that beautiful ob;ects are bemg made, and that at least m some 
cases they are made with the intention to produce thmgs oi beauty 
How is this possible? Kant's answer 1s that there must be a capacity 
or "natural endowment,,. a special gift that enables the artist to 
create artworks. It cannot be a makmg accordmg to rules that are 
known m advance, though somethmg hke rules or coricepts must be 
presupposed. These latter can only be discerned m the fimshed prod­
uct being a thmg of beauty, a successful work that stands side by side 
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wtth natural configurations m which beauty ts mamfest and con­
firmed by the 1udgm.ent of t aste. This special capacity to create beau­
tilul artworks, works of fine art, is not an ordinary capaciry univer­
sally present in all men, but it 1s sometlung hke nature's gift to only 
a few. It ts, Kant says, gemus. 

"fme art ts the art of genms," he declares m the heading to section 
46, and then spells out that it 1s through gemus that natwe, as 1t 
were, "gives the rule to art." "Genius is the talent !natural endow­
ment} which gives the rule to art. Smee rnlem, as an innate produc­
tive faculty of the artist, belongs ttself to nature, we may put 1t this 
way: Genius 1s the mnate mental aptitude (mgemvm) throvgh 
which nature gives the rule to art" 1§46, 5:307~ The resr of the 
secuon argues for the necessity of presupposmg a rule for somethmg 
to be art, and then concludes that 1t must be "nature in the mdivid­
ual land by virtue of the harmony of his faculties)" that is responsi­
ble for giving the rule to art- which comes to saying that "fine art 1s 
only possible as a product of genius." So the sense rn which nature 
enters into the producuon or creation of works of fine art is the 
sense in which we as human are m our capacities and g1hs part of 
nature. The contrast between natural beauty and the beautiful in art 
1s the contrast between rha t which is found in the world - in nature 
outside us- and that which 1s inrent1onally created by artists who 
are espectally gifted by nature. The artist does not foUow rules he 
knows or could formulate m advance, nor does he obaerve gu1delmes 
laid out for lum by others. He follows his own talent or geruus -
through which nature gives the rule to art, as Kant has it. It 1s only 
thus that Kant can maintain that gemus 1s the special explanation 
that 1s needed for the creau on of beautiful works of art. If artworks 
are intenuonally made, then there must be a rule or concept accord­
ing to which they are made, th1s rule or concept 1s not an ordinary 
rule or concept, based on an ordmaty capacity. Geruus 1s "one ol 
nature 's elect - a type rhat must be regarded as but a rare phenome­
non" (§49, 5:318!, and through u something like a rule, but not a 
rule or concept m the ordmary sense, 1s provided according to which 
creation as the making of a beautiful thrng 1s posStble. 

Genius, as Kant sees 1t, 1s thus always original. Yet "since there 
may also be ongma1 nonsense, Its products must at the same time be 
models, 1.e., be exemplaty; and consequently, though not them­
selves denved from im1tat1on, t hey must serve that purp0se for oth-
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ers, 1.e., a::; standard or rule of esumatmg" (§46, 5 3oH) The products 
of genius are ongmal exetnplars, and that means t hat they can be 
followed either by another genius, "one whom 1t arouses to a sense 
of his own ongmahty," or unitated by a lesser mon al. In the latter 
case the example "gives nse to a school, that is to say a methodical 
mstruct1on accordmg to rules, collected, so far as the cncumstances 
admn, trom such producrs of gemus and theu pewhanues. And, to 
that extent, fine art 1s for such a person a matter of 1m1tation, for 
which nature, through the med ium of a genms, gave the rule.'' An 
ong1nal exemplar nurtures and promotes both further ongmalny 
and imnattve tradition. 

In addition to having come about mtent1onally and exh1b1tmg 
ong1nal exemplary characte r, products of gemus purvey aesthet.Jc 
ideas in the special mode of expressmg them. So far, we have met 
ideas m Kant's work only as ideas of reason, t o which, m contrast to 
concepts of the understanding, no mrnmon can be adequate; they go 
beyond all possible experience. Rational ideas are concepts of reason 
that cannot be demonstrat ed m intmtton. Aesthetic ideas. qua ideas, 
are also contrasted with concepts of the understanding. But while 
tattonal ideas are indemonstrable concepts of reason, aesthetic ideas 
are mexpomble representauons of 1magmatmn 1§57, 5:}4J). No con­
cept can be adequate to them, and theu 111troduct1oa is the work of 
genius alone. Kant enlarges on the capacity of preseating aesthetic 
ideas especially when gemus is poetic gemus- "1t ism fact precisely 
rn the poetic art that the faculty of aesthetic ideas can show ttself to 
its full advantage''; but all products of gemus alike exemplify some­
thing of the mind-expanding power of aesthetic ideas (see all of §49 
for more detail). 

"In order to esnmace a beauty of nature, as such," Kant says, "I do 
not need to be possessed of a concept of what sort of thing the object is 
intended to beH (§48, 5:311). Its form alone "pleases of its own ac­
count." Tlus 1s a quick reminder of the pure judgment of taste. But It 
is also a reminder of the problematic d1stmcuon drawn m the Ana­
lytic of the Beautiful between free and dependent beauty (§16, 
pulchntudo vaga and pulchntudo adhaerensj. In the third moment, 
the distmctmn of two lands of beauty to which either the pure or the 
impure 1udgment of taste 1s appropriate, was bn efly introduced and 
then passed over; for only the pure 1udgment of taste, whether on a 
natural ob1ect or a work of art, received analysis and deduction m the 
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Analytic of Aesthetic Judgment. Kant entitled his section 16 s1gmfi· 
candy thus. "A 1udgnw111 of taste m wluch an ob1ect is descnbed as 
beaullful under the oond1t1on of a de(i.mte concept l.'. not pure." Jn 

the Analytic, nothing more was made of the "not pure" 1udgment of 
taste. The 1mphcat1on, however, was clearly that both natural obuts 
and works of art alike could functmn as obfects of tasce 1udgments, 
but that only the pure Judgments of taste were needed to yield para· 
d1gms of the aesthetic mdgment.'' In our present coot ext 1§48), where 
obtt=cts as products of gem us are contrasted wllh natural ob1ects, the 
s1tuauon 1s different: Products of gemus, as such, are ob1ects under a 
certam descnptton, they are works of art. Although theu beauty 
might be 1udged as purely formal m pure 1udgments of taste, this 
would miss the point of their bemg artworks. To 1udge them as works 
of art 1s to 1udge them, in the language of section 16, as dependendy 
beautiful, m section 48 Kant does not revive the earher d1stmct10n 
but puts what is substantially the same pomt m another way. "If, 
however, the ob1ect 1s presented as a pcoduct of art, ... a concept of 
what that thing 1s mcended to be must first of all be laid at its basis. 
And, smce the agreement of 1he mamfold m a thmg with an mner 
chacacter belonging to tt as its end constitutes the perfect10n of the 
thing, 1t follows that in esnmating beauty of art the perfection of the 
thmg must be taken mto account - a matter wluch in estimanng the 
beauty of nature, as beaonful, is quite 1trelevant" (§48, 5:3n). 

"A beauty of natwe 1s a beaut iful thing; beauty of art is a bei!UlJ· 

ful representation of o lhmg." This ts one of Kant's memorable 
formulations of the contrast between nature and an, and it allows 
lum, m a brief but important aside, to comment on the power of the 
art of geruus to present as beauuful what 1s actually ugly m rui.ture. 
"Where fine art evidences its supenonty 1s in the beauuful descnp· 
uon 1t gives of things that m narure would be ugly or displeasing. 
1be Funes, diseases, devasta tions of war, and the hke, can (as evils) 
be very beaunfully described, nay even represented m p1cture5-" 
!§48, 5:321). Jt ts remarks such as this-and there are many hke it 
that suddenly open up whole vistas for exploration - that convince 
one of the strength and importance of Kant's plulosophy of art. Al­
though no more than roughly and unsystemat1cally sketched m a 
few sections of the CnLique of Aesthetic Tudgment. many of the 
pcoblems of modern aesthetics are prefigured, and many of its ques· 
t10ns are raised here for the first time. 
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13 Rational theology, moral faith, 
and religion 

I . BA C KGROUN D 

By the middle of the sevemeenth century, Lutheran theology had 
become an ossified and steri le orthodoxy. It was challenged by two 
CUTrents of thought that were to lead to the eighteenth-century Ger­
man EnHghtenment. The first was PietJsm. founded by Phihpp Jakob 
Spener (1635- 1705). The P1et1sts regarded Chnstian faith not as a 
set of docttmal proposhions but a hvrng relauon.sh1p wtth God. 
They snessed above all the felt power of God's grace to transform 
the believer's hfe through a conversion of "00rn again" experience. 
P1etism was hostile to the mtellectualization of Christianity. Like 
Lutheran orthodoxy n exalted scriptural authority above natural rea­
son, but for P1etism the mam purpose oi readmg sc.npcure was insp1-
rat1011 and moral edification. The experience of spmtual rebtrth 
must transform the behever's emotions and show itself in outward 
conduct. Withm the unaversities, the P1ensts favored cult1vat1on of 
piety and morality m hfe rather than theoretical inquiry. In religious 
cont:roversy, they urged rhat the aim should be ro wm over the heart 
of one's opponent rather than ro gain mtellectual victory. The socaal 
and political tendencies of Pietism were progressive, even radical. 
P1etism's Chnshan ethic was also egahtanan; its emphasis on the 
immediacy and murnacy of religious experience comported well 
with a behef in che priesthood of all believers. fot P1etism, the 
v1s1ble church was less 1.mportant than the church mv1s1ble, whose 
membership m principle includes the whole of humamty. 

The othel' current that fed the Enhghtenment was ratwnallsm. 
deriving from the phtlosophyof Chnsuan Wolff 11679-1754). Undet 
the influence of Leibniz, Wolff combined tradu1onal scbolastic1sm 
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with the new science, producing a comprehensive phtlusoph1ca l sys­
tem. In theology he argued that scriptural revelation was d1stmct 
from rational theology, bm wholly consistent w1rh 1t Wolff's ra­
uonal theology was founded on the cosmological argument that the 
contmgent world must depend for u s existence on a necessanly 
existent and supremely pt":rfeu- bemg. Tht: m1d-etghteenth century 
also wi tnessed the begummg of critical b1bhcal theology, under the 
influence of such men as J. A. Ernesu (1707-81 ) and J. D. M1chaehs 
( 17 r7- 9 c) . Unde:r Wolff's influence, H. S. Re1marus ( 1694- 1768) de­
veloped a system of ratt011al religion (1 7')4), a German counterpart of 
Engli sh deism, denying the need for supernatural revelauon and 
founding religion on reason 1and especially on rational morality). In 
r n B Re1marus's so-called Wolfenbuttel Fragments were publtshed 
pc15thumously by C. E. l essing. These wntmgs not only re,ected all 
rnnacles and supernatural revelauon, but also attacked the b&bltcal 
histories as contradictory, fraudulent, and generally unrehable. 

P1etism and rauonahsm were generally foes wuhm the cultu:ral 
life of eighteenth-century Germany. In 1723 (3 year before Kant's 
birth), Pieusts succeeded in persuading Prussian Kmg Fnednch Wil­
helm J to d1sm1ss WolH from his professorship at the presu gious 
Umve!Slty of Halle. Wolff taugh t at Marburg until 1740, when he 
was callc:d back to Halle m triumph by the new kmg Fnedrich II 
(Frederick the Great) . Wolff's phLlosophy was the medium rn which 
the German Enlightenment grew. P1etism also contnbuted to ll, but 
the Coumerenhgh1enment thought of Herder and Jacobi also display 
the hngenng influence of P1eust thought and sens1b1hty. Yet 1t was 
also possLble for Kant's teacher Martin Knutzen I 1713-51) to be both 
a Pieust and a Wolffian. Kant's thought displays the creative mterac­
tmn between che two movements, but he became more a cnuc of 
both movements than an adherent of cuber. 

Kant certamly had a stncdy Piet1snc educanon, both a1 home and 
m school. Hts philosophical views did not always please his reli­
gious mentors. The influence and financial support of Kant's family 
pastor F. A. Schultz enabled the poor harness-maker's son 10 enter 
the Co//egwnum Fredencwnum, Schultz's newly founded P1eust 
academy in KO rugs berg. In 1 7 5 s Schultz was reportedly d1sappomted 
when hts former pupil put forward the nebular hypothesis, a purely 
naturalistic and nonpurpos1 ve explanatton of the 011.gm of the solar 
system. 
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In m any matters. Kant's rehg1ous behefs and pr<1ct1ces were far 
from orthodox. Kant was personally opposed m pnnc1ple to rehg1ous 
ceremonies. He regarded creeds as unconscmnable nnposmons on 
our inner freedom of thought, almost mev1tably product1Ve of a hypo­
cnt1cal frame of mmd. Cerem onial praise of the Deity (the "rehg1on 
of ingratiation") was for him a despicable act of self-degradation. 
And he saw no possible good in acuv1ties whose superstitmus aim 1s 
to con,ure up d1 vine aid for our profects, regarding pet1t1onary prayer 
(the "wheedlmg of God") as especially ob1ectionable m this respect 
(Religion. 6:194-200/t82-187).• In 1775 Kant wrote to J- C Lavater. 

You ask for my op1.mon of your d1scuss10n of faith and prayer Do you 
reabze whom you arc askmg~ A man who heh.eves that, m the fln :il mo­
ment, only the purest candor concerning our most ludden inner conv1cttons 
can stand the test and who, hb Job, takes It to be a sm 10 flatter God and 
make mner l.-uofe~1ons. perhaps fOreed out by lear, that fat.I to agree with 
what we freely think ... By"moral faith" I mean the uncond itional nusr m 
d1vme aid, m achieving all the good that, even wnb our most sincere efforts, 
hes beyond our power .... No confession of fairh, no appe;,il to holy names 
nor any observance of rehgmus ceremonies can help- though the consolm,g 
hope rs offered us that, 1f ~do as much good as is m our power, trusting m 
the unknown and mystenous help of God, we shall (wuhout mernonous 
"works" of any kind) partake of thLS d1vme supplement 

Ito l16-9179-82) 

Later Kant served several um es as rector of the Umvers1ty of Konigs­
berg, but was always "md1sposed" when lus official parttc1pau on m 
religious observances would have been requued.~ 

Kam's Iehg.ious views even provoked the host1hty of the authori­
ties. Tbe philosopher welcomed Fredenck the Cn-:at's tolerant (and 
anticlerical) treatment of religion wuhm the Pruss ian state (En/lght­
enmenl, 8: 36-37/55~ After Fredenck's death in 1786, however, he 
wan afoul of hiednch Wilhelm ll's quite different policies. The new 
monarch d1sm1ssed Kant's patron Baron Zedbtz from hts pos1t1on as 
culture mm1ster, replacing htm wuh T. C. Wrillner (whom Fredenck 
the Great had called a "deceuful, schemmg parson"). In 1788 
WOilner promulgated an edict instituti ng censorship of all pubh ca­
tlons regardmg d1e1r rehg1ous content; two years later, he supple­
mented It with an order that all candidates in theology should be 
subtected to a ngorous exammauon to ensure tbe orthodoxy of tht:ir 
conV1ct1ons, supplemented by a solemn oath. Kant was outraged by 
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these measures, and commen ted on them ma postscript to his 1791 
essay on theochcy (Theod1cv 8:265- 71).1 

The censors did not refuse pubhcat1on of either Rel1gmn withm 
the L1m1ts of Reason Alone (1 7931 or The End of AJJ Thmgs (1 794). 
But on October 1, 1794 the king (at WOllner's urging} wrote a reprov­
ing letter to Kant, commanding him TO wnte no more on religious 
subiects. By this time, Kant's renown was such that he could have 
disregarded such an impudent and unenhghtened command with 
1mpumty, as fnends urged him to do. But !consistent with his own 
doctrine of absolute obedience to sovereign authority, even to Its 
uniust commands) Kant regarded himself as bound to obey, and 
wrote the king a letter pledging bunself to do so (Confl1cc , 7:7-11). 
Yet later (in a spirit rnore wily than subm1ss1veJ he chose to rnterpret 
this as merely a personal promise to the monarch; immediately 
upon the Jatters death in 1797, he again expressed hunself on reli­
gious topics in The Conflict of the Facvlues.' 

11 . RATIONAL THEO L OG Y 

Kant is famous for his cntic1sms (which Moses Mendelssohn called 
"world-crushmg" (WeJt.:ermalmendJI of the trad11tonal proofs for 
God's existence. Less well known is the positive side of Kant's ra­
nonal theology, hlS argument that the concept of God is natural to 
human reason, arising necessanly m the course of rational reflection 
on the concept of an individual thing m general. 

In Kant's categones of quality (realny, negation, and hm1tauon), 
" reabty" is presented as adm1ttmg of degree, o r mtms1ve magnitude 
IA 143 / B 182, A 273 / B 329). Kant subscribes tO rhe traditmnal 
scholastic-rat10nahst ontology according to which thmgs have dlffer­
ent degrees or amounts of realit y or bemg. He also subscnbes to the 
Le1bnman pnn c1ple that each individual thmg differs qualitanvely 
from all o thers. Following Wolff and Ale.~Jlllder Gottheb Baumgarten 
(17q 62), Kant presents this idea in terms of the "principle of rhor­
ough determma11on " lprinczpwm ommmodae deiermm atlo}: Any 
given thing is determined by one and only one member of every pau 
of contrad1ctonly opposed predicates, and the complete rnd1v1dual 
concept of a given thmg consists tn the precise combmatton of reah­
t1es and negatmns that determines n IA 57 1 I B 5991-' Kant holds 
that when we try to think the cond1t1ons for the complete determ1na-
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tton of any md1vidual thing, we are led mev1tably to the concept of 
an "all of reahty (omnitudo retllllot1sl" tA 575-6 / B 6o3-4), and 
thence to the Kie.a of an ind1v1dual possessm.g all reaht1es, an ens 
realiss1mum. This 1s the "uJeal of pure reason," the pure rat10nal 
concept of a supremely perlect bemg, or God (A 568 I B 596).6 

On the basis of Kant's argument, the idea of God 1s the ground of 
the concepts of all other things. In his 1763 essay The Only Poss1ble 
Basis of Proof for a Demonstration of God's Existence, Kant used 
these considerations to argue that God is also "the ground of all 
possibthty" and consequently a necessanly existent bemg (Only Pos­
s1ble Bosis, 2:78-9J.1 Alchoug.h by 1781 he no longer endorses this 
proof of God's existence, it continues to influence Ms 1hmktng 
about rational theology. In the Critique of Pure Reason he denies 
that his 1761proof1ustifies a "dogmatic conclusion" that God ex­
ists, but he contmues to hold th.at rhe existence of Cod as "the 
substratum of all possibility" 1s a "subjectively necessary hypothe­
sis" for our reason (A 581-2 / B 609-roj. 

Kant's conception of Cod belongs squarely m the scholastic­
rat1onahs1 tradit10n. God ts the supremely perfect betng, extra­
mundane, immutable, timelessly eternal. He is also living, lmowmg, 
and willing: omniscient, ommpoc.ent, supremely holy, just, and be­
neficent . Kant draw& a dJstincuon between Cod's "ontological" 
predicates, which can be denved from the pure categOl'ies, and his 
"cosmolog1c.al" or "anthropological" predicates, based on empincal 
features of the world (especially features of ourselves!. Kant defines 
"de1sm'' as the view that admits only an "ontotheology" or "tran­
scendental theology." For the deist, God ts "a blindly work.mg eter­
nal nature as the root of .all things" (a single supremely perfect neces­
sarily existent supramundane sub.atance, immutable, impassible, 
.alJ-sufficient, omnipresent, umelessly eternal), but not a bvm.g, 
knowing, or wtlhng being IL..e.::wres, 18: 1002/10, 1032- 45/62-79). A 
"dletst" is someone who has also a "natural theology," regarding 
God as .a rational and a moral betng on the b~1s of predicates drawn 
from fin1tt: thmgs (espec1ally from our own mental hfe) (Lectun~s. 
28: 1046- 6o/8 r-99). Regarding such predicates, Kant adopts a theory 
of analogy. When we ascnbe knowledge or voht10n to God, we can­
not mean that he has any property similar to our knowledge and 
will, but only a supremely perfect analogue, with which we can 
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never be dtrectly acquamted IProlegomerw, 4:35h- 63/Jo5-ro1 Lee 
tures, 18:1023/54) 

Kant's d1scuss1on ol the u adiuonal theistic proofs ts based on tht: 
view that God is an ens log1ce ongmnrmm. whose necessary exis­
tence 1s naturally thought to follow from its status as the root of all 
poss1bil1ty. Kant considers proofs for Cod's existence only as proofs 
for the existence of a supremely perfect being or ens real1ssim11m, 
and he thmks that a truly adequate proof of the existence of such a 
betng would have to be a prion. Kant divides all theisuc proofs mto 
three general types: 

1 . Ontolog1cal proofs, which argue for the necessary existence 
of a supremely perfect being from its concept alone. 

l. Cosmological proofs. which argue fOI" the necessary exis­
tence of a supremely perfect being from the conungent exis­
tence of a world m gent:ral. 

J. Phys1cotheolog1cal proofs, which argue for the existence of a 
supremely perfect being from the contmgent consutuuon of 
the world (e.g., from the teleological arrangements found in 
it). 

Kant argues that a phys1cotheological proof cannot establish the eXJs­
teoce of a supremely perfect be mg unless n resrs covertly on a cosmo­
logical proof; and that a cosmological proof cannot estabhsh that a 
perfect being necessanly exists unless an oatologica] proof 1s also 
sound. In both cases, Kant alleges that the presupposition is mvolved 
in mfernng the existence of a supremely perfect being (from a neces­
sary bemg m the case of the cosmological argument, and from a wise 
world-designer in the case of the physicotheological). 8 Hts strategy is 
therefore to show that no ontological proof for Cod's existence can be 
given, and thus to defeat the other two txoofs as well, by a kmd ()f 
domnlOeffect. One consequence oi this strategy 1s chat Kant m effect 
mounts no crirn:1sm at all of the mference from contmgent to neces­
sary existence or the inference from purposiveness m the world to a 
wise designer. Another consequence ts that Kant's entire critique of 
trad1t1onal the1suc proofs 1s made to resr on his cnt1que of the onto­
loglcal argument, without which Kant's ent11e crmquc of rat10nal 
theology would fall to the ground. (In his 1763 essay, however, Kant 
had presented mdependent cnttc1sms of the cosmological and physi-
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co theological proofs. Though he does not repeat them m the Cntlqlle, 
he probably did not intend to repudiate them either.) 

Kant's cnt1que of the omolog1cal proof may be summed up m the 
slogan: "Existence is not a real predicate," that 1s, "1t 1s not anything 
that could be added to the concept of a thing" (A 599 I B 626). This 
does not mean that u IS a phony predicate, and of course 1t does not 
mean that propos1t1ons of the form "X exists" add nodung to Ollr 
information about X. Kant wanes to draw a d.1Stmctton between f 1) 
propos1t1ons that "detemune" a subject-concept by predicating "re· 
ahtiesn or perfecttons that do not beking to it, and '21 rxopos1ttons 
that only "posit" an object corresponding to the sub1ect-concept, 
without predicating of 1t anyth1ng that might be part of the contents 
of any concept. "X exists" is a proposition of this latter sort. "When 
we say 'God is' or 'There is a Cod', we attach no new predicate to the 
concept of Cod, but only posit the subtect itself with all u s predr· 
cates" (A 599 / B 627). 

Kant's thesis about existence and predication is famous and mflu 
ent1al, but Kant has remarkably little to say m its defense. and its 
truth is anything but self-evident . Th~ uncontroversial claim is that 
to say "X exists" 1s to say that there is some object to which the 
concept of X corresponds. The point that reallv needs to be est ab­
lished, however, l S that "1s" or "exists" is no1 also a reality orperfec· 
tton, which might belong to the nature of something or be contained 
in Its concept. If this pomt follows from the uncontroversial claim 
Kant never shows us how. ' 

There IS a somewhat analogous problem with emm1v1st meGt· 
ethical theories, which hold that "X 1s good" predicates no property 
of X but only expresses the speaker's "commendatmn" or "ap­
proval" of it. There too, n 1s plausible that "good" nocmally ex· 
presses some sort of commendation or approval of the things to 
which 1t is applied. But what really needs to be argued ts that "good" 
cannot also refer to natural properues of good things (presumably, 
the properties making them naturally worth commending). Suppose 
a philosopher claimed ''heavy" is not a real predicate by argumg that 
the assertion "X ts heavy" serves the unique semanuc function of 
"grnvitizing" X, or that "blue" 1s not a real predicate because 1t 
merely "azurates" the sub1ect. Emottvists and defenders of Kant's 
thesis about existence and pred1cat1on need to show that "commend· 
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mg" and "positing" do not function in their contentions as ''grav1· 
uzmg" and "azurat1ng" do m these.» 

111. THE MORA L ARGUMENTS 

"I had to do away with knowledge," Kant famously declares, "m 
order to make room for faith" fB xxxl. Kant defines "knowledge" 
(W1ssen) as the " holding" IFurwahrhaltenl of a propos1t1on that ts 
"suffictem" both "obtectively" and "subjectively,'' whereas "faith" 
or "belief" IGlaubel is "sufficient" only "sub1ect1vely," not "ob,ec· 
n vely" (A 812 I B 850). But faith as much as knowledge 1s 1ust1fied 
by reasons that are "valxl for everyone"; m tht:s respect, 1t is d1stm· 
gu1shed from mere "optmon" (Memung), which is "msofficient" 
sub1ectively as well as ob1ect1vely (A 820 I B 848!.10 

Kant mamtams that we can be rationally justified m holding a 
propos1t10n not only by theoreucal ("objective") evidence, but also 
by practical ("sub1ective"J considerations. He tnes to present such 
cons1derat1ons m the so·called moral argument for belief m Cod. 
Kant thmks I can act rauonally in pursuit of an end only as long as I 
believe that the end 1s possible of attainment through the actions I 
take toward it. This means that 1f I do not bcheve I can achieve an 
end Eby taking action A, then I cannot rationally do A with E as my 
end; further, 1t means that if I do not think any COllrse of action on 
my part has any poss1b1hty of reaching E, then it cannot be rational 
for me to make E my end at all. 

Now suppose there 1s an end that as a rational agent I am morally 
bound to set myself In that case, ( can neither ration ally abandon 
this end nor ranonaUy pursue it without believing that It ts possible 
of attamment through the acttons I take toward it. Under these 
cucumstances, I have good reason, independently of any theoretical 
evidence, for holding the belief that my moral end 1s possible of 
attammem, and for holding any other behef to which this behef 
contm1tsme. 

Kant's ethical theory does 1denufy such a morally obhgatory end, 
which Kant calls the "highest good" !Practical Reason, 5:uo-13). 
Setting this end is bound up with having a morally good drspos1t10n 
and with reason's tendency, m practice as we1J as theory, to form the 
idea of an uncondmoned totahty (A 310 I 8 367; Pract1cal Reason, 
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5:108). The highest good has two components. the "moral good," 
vutue ol character, and the ''natural good," hawmess or "well· 
bemg" (Wohl). The two components are heterogenous, neuher's 
value 1s subatitutable for that of the other. But they do not have 
equal moral weigh t; the value ol the natural good 1s conditional 
upon the moral good. ln Olhet words, a person's happiness is valu­
able to morahty, but the value 1s cond1tJonal upon the person's vir· 
tue, oc worthmess to be happy (Groundwurk. 4·393, Pract1col Reo 
son, 5:61/110 - 11). Hence from a sh.ghtty different sc:andpoint, the 
two components of the highest good can be represented as 

r . Perfect virtue 
2. Happiness proportional to virtue 

To pursue the first component ts to strive for moral perfection, m 
the first instance one's own (Morals, 6:385), but also the virtue of 
others, espectally through the voluntary moral community that 
Kant calls a "church" fRe l1g1on, 6:98, see Sections V and VI of this 
essay). Pursuit of the second component involves the pursuit of hu· 
man happmess, others' as well as one's own, to the extent chat the 
pursuit is consistent with moral duty. The pursuit of both compo· 
nents of the highest good mvolves a rational comrrutment to believe 
them possible of attamment . Each thus gives rise ro a behef. rano· 
nally justified mdependently of theoretical evidence, m the cood1· 
tions of this possibility. 

Kant mamtains that our pursun of virtue always beg.ms from a 
state of moral impedecuon or, as he puts it m his later wr1tm.gs, a 
condition oi "radical evil," a propenstty to choose contrary to the 
moral law fRel1.g1on, t1:28-9/23-4). Kant thus argues that our pur· 
suit of moral perfection must consist m an endless progress from bad 
ro better. Tlus, he thinks, gives us a practical ground for belief in an 
everlasung life after the present one, in which this progress may be 
carried on. Prac11cal considerations thus lead to faith m immortality 
of the soul (Practical Reason. 5:ur- 4)." 

Purswt of the second component of the highest good 1s, m ettect, 
beneficence hmtted by 1ustice. Happmess m accordance With moral 
desert mvolves not merely a contmgent relatmn between the two, 
but a causal conncct1on (Practical Reason, 5:1111. We ourselves, of 
course, cannot search the inward heart of moral agents, and do nor 
know the true moral desert of anyone, not even our own (Ground-
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worl<.. 4:407). But Kant thmks n 1s plam l'O llS that the poss1btbty of 
the second component of the highest good depends on the existence 
of a Providence, which dat:s know each one's d!!Sert and ulnmately 
apportions hawmess m accordance with n . ln other words, the poss1· 
bihty of the second component depends on the exIStence of an omni· 
sc1ent, omnipocenc, just, and benevolent being. Hence pursuit of the 
highest good ranonally 1ustlfies behef m a Cod (Practical Reason. 

5:n4-32)." 
In the Rel1g10n, Kant suggests .a further ob1ect of moral fanh, or at 

least an addmonal approach to the same objects. The human will 
must aim at mornl perfection, and at a hawmess that accords with 
desert. But, Kam contends, 1t always begms from a radical propen· 
sny to evtl, so that its progress is always from bad to better. As moral 
bemgs we must seek moral JUSt1fica t1on, but we begin from a state of 
evd, the gudt of which we cannot wipe out !Religion. 6:72/66). Thus 
we can conceive the possib1hty of our moral end only by supposing 
that tf we do all we can. our moral deficiency wdl be supplemented 
by a "righteousness not our own" (Re11gwn, 6:66/60). Justification 
requires faith in a d1vme grace, through w)uch moral perfectton can 
be attarned (Rel1g1on, 6:1s-6/70).•1 

IV. MORAL FAITH 

Kant 1s emphatic that morality does not rest on rehgmn, but the 
other way around: Rehgious faith IS founded on morahty. Kant con· 
trasts "moral theology," which bases the concept of Cod on moral 
reason, with "theological morahty," which superstitiously bases 
moral concepuonson reltgmusones ltei.·tures, 28: 1001/31~ Theaun 
of Kant's moral arguments 1s to show how morahty, which ts funda· 
mentally mdependent of religious belief, nevertheless leads to reh· 
gion (Rel1gion, 6:3-6/3-6). His plam mtent is that the moral argu­
ments should serve as a kmd of subaucure for the theoretical proofs 
rejected by his theoreucal cntique; only what they are suwased to 
justify 1s a warm and hvmg religious fa1th, as distmct from dead, 
abstract theoretical knowledge. 

Even 1f the moral arguments are successful, it is unclear how tar 
they can fulfill this intentmn. Just because they are nor theorencal 
arguments, they do not provide reasons that duectly produce behef m 
God or 1mmortahty. What they show JS that morally disposed people 
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are involved ma kmd ofpract1cal irrational1tyunless theybeheve ma 
future hfe and a prov1dent1al and gracious Delly. In other words, 
Kant's arguments do not show that there 1s a Cod and a future Isle, but 
only th.at behel m God and a future bfe would be very desirable for a 
moral agent ro have, since it would rescue such an agent lrom a 
practical paradox. In this respect, Kant's moral arguments are ralher 
hke Pascal's wager, which tries to show not that Chnsuanity 1s true, 
but that Chnsuan behef would be advantageous to have Pascal 
nghtly notes that such an argument cannor drrectly produce belief, 
but rather gives us reasons to t ake certain steps (taking holy water, 
having masses said, acting as 1£ we believe! that are designed to pro­
duce belief m us. •& Kant regards such self-manipulative attitudes as 
hypocnt1cal and degrading, but he also speaks ol moral faith as "belief 
ansmg from a need of reason" (Pract1cal Reason. 5:141), without 
saying how reason 1s i:apable of sansfymg the need. When he de­
scnbes moral faith as ansing Imm a "voluntary deeismn ol the 1udg­
ment" (Practlcal Reason, s: 144), K<lnt seems to suggest that he thinks 
I what 1s clearly false) that we have the ahihty to belt eve m God and 
immoruhty just by dec1d1ng to. 

Kant often uses the term "belief" or ''fsith" (Glavbe) to describe 
the results of the moral arguments, but he someumes uses other 
terms, which may carry weaker implications. His cechn1cal term for 
the result of the moral arguments is "postulate," which he equates 
with a "practically necessary hypothesis" (Practical Reason. 5:11 -
12). Sometimes Kant speaks of the pracucal postulates as "assump­
tions" or "presuppositions" (Onentation, 8: 146); and he someumes 
qualifies moral faith by calling u a "behef for practical purposes" 
(Theory and Practice. 8:279/65). Perhaps such usages md1cace Kant's 
awareness that his practical arguments do not actually yield behef, 
and involve the lat least tacit) suggestion that they attam to some­
thing shghtly weaker. If ''postulaung," "assuming,'' and "presuppos­
ing" are mtended to fall short ol believmg, then "postulating" that 
God exists or "behevmg for pracucal purposes that God exists" may 
be eqmvalent (for mstanceJ to hopmg that Cod exists, or 1ust "acting 
as if" you believe Cod exists. 

Kant is mistaken, however. if he supposes that this would solve 
his problem. It would be wrong to think that m pursmng an end by 
means of an acuon we could do wi th something less than belle( that 
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the end 1s possible of attainment through the action. Granted theu 
premises, Kant's arguments do show that we have a rauonal need for 
such beliefs; that need cannot be satisfied merely by hoping or "act­
ing as 1f. ·· The problem 1s rather that pracucal arguments by them­
selves cannot produce the behef whose md1spensab1hty they demon­
strate. Such behef requires either theoretical evidence, which Kant 
regards as unavatlabJe, or else nonrauonal motivating factors, which 
Kant wishes to eschew. Kant never enurely faced up to the difficulty 
for moral fauh posed by this ddemma. 

Occasionally Kam weakens his conclusion m a different and more 
defensible way. He suggests that the moral arguments do not ncces­
sanly show that we must behe\•e 1n God and a future hfe, but are 
mmimallycompatiblew1thbeliefonlymthe1rpossibd1ty.The"m1m­
mum of theology;'' he says, 1s not that Cod exists, but only that Cod is 
possible IReilgion, 6:153- 4'142: Lectuces. 28:998'21). Clearly Kant 
thmks that faith m the accual ex1s1ence of God harmomzes better 
with a moral disposition than this agnosticism, but apparently an 
agnostic can satisfy the mmimum demands fiowmg from the moral 
argument s. Part of Kant's mOfivation here is plainly to encourage a 
tolerant attitude toward people with heterodox behefs. Kant is em­
phattc that we cannot have a duty to hold anv behef, he apphes this 
speofically to the ob,ects o( moral faith (Pracucnl Reason. s: 149-50). 
But u 1s probably no accident that the "mm1mum of theology" com­
odes with what Kant thinks can be 1ust1ficd theoreti.cally. For he 
thml:s that we can pmve theoretically neither that there 1s a God nor 
that tht!rt: 1s not. Apparently Kant does not want to find moral fault 
with anyone whose rehg1ous beliefs fall wuhin the range of opinion 
that 1s compatible wnh che theoretical evidence. 

Perhaps this m1mmum may also harmomze wtth what the moral 
arguments themselves succeed m provmg. For if God's existence 1s 
both necessary and sufficient for the actuality of the highest good, 
then behef m the poss1bihty of the highest good would seem equiva­
lent to the behef that God is possible. Devoted pursuit of one's final 
moral end nught be better served by a confidence that the highest 
good w111 at last be attained, but the bare minimum reason requires 
1s behef that 1t is possible of attainment. Hence Kant thmks moral­
ity 1s compatible with a hopeful agnost1c1sm about Cod's existence, 
even though something stronger than this would be preferable. 
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V. llE.LIGION 

Kam defines "rehg1on" as "the cognit10n of all duttes as divine com­
mands" (Relig10n, 6: 1 5 3 I 1 42). This defimt1on 1s in need of commen­
tilry on at least three counts. 

1. Kant understands rehg1on as a matter not of dleOl"ehcal cogm­
tJOn but of moral disposllton IPract1ctJJ Rt.·uson, 5:129, fudgment, 
s::481, Con{11ct, 7:36, lecwres. 28:998, 1078/27, 122). Hence the 
de6mt1on must be understood m the sense that rehgmn 1s " the 
moral d1spos1tion to observe all duties as !Cod's) commands" !Reli­
gion. 6:.-05/96). 

2. Kant 1s emphatic chat m order for there to be rehgron, there 
need not be any special duties to Cod; rehglOfl requues no duties 
beyond those we owe to human beings IRe/Jg10n. 6:154 n./142 n.1 
lectures, 28:r101/143). 

J. Kant denies that any theoretic.al cogrution of God's existence lS 

reqmred for reh.g1on. This is natural enough, because he denies that 
any such cognition 1s available to uslRel1gion, 6:1s:1-4 n./I42 n.). In 
fsct, for rehg1on it 1s not even necessary to beheve in Cod's exis­
tence. "(For religion) no assertonc~knowledge feven of Cod's exis­
tence) is required; ... but only a problematic assumptmn (hypothe­
sis) as regards speculauon about the supreme caus.e of thrn.gs." The 
"assertoric faith" needed for religion "needs merely the idea of 
God ... only the m 1mmum cognition tit 1s possible that there 1s a 
Cod) has to be subjecnvely sufficient"' (Relig.10n, 6: r 53- 41142). 

Religion requires that (a) I have duties, fb) I have a concept of God, 
and (cl I am capable of regardmg my duties as somethmg Cod wills 
me to do. I can have religion m th.ts sense even if I am an agnostic, su 
long as my awareness of duty 1s enlivened with the thought that d 
there is a God, then my duties are Cod's commands. 

But why should we thmk of our duties as commanded by Cod? 
Kant's re,ection of theological morahcy makes clear that this way 
of thmkm.g has no legitimate role to play either rn our knowledge 
of our duties or in motivating us m do our duty (Re1Jg1on, 6.3/3). 
Kant claims that thmking oi duttes m this way has something to 
do with our pwsuit of the highest good: "IOur duties) must be 
regarded as conunands of the supreme bem.g because we can hope 
for the highest good ... only from a morally perfect ... will, and 
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therefore we can hope to attam 11 only through harmony wnh this 
will" (Practical Reason. 5: 129) Because oor concept of Cod's will 
is supposed ro be derived from our concept of morality, we must 
think of our duttes as harmomzmg with Cod's wtll. But why think 
of them as divine commands! 

The answer to (h1s quesaon depends on the fact tha( Kam regards 
ow pursuit of the highest good as a collective or social enterpnse: 

The highest good cann()( be achieved merely by the exem ons of the single 
md1v1dual toward his own moral perfection, but instead reqmres a union of 
such md1vidua1s mw a whole working toward the same end - a system of_ 

well-disposed human bemgs, m wf11ch and through whose umry alone the 
highest moral good can come to pass, IRe11gwn. 6 97-8/ Sc)J 

Our moral vocation is a sOCJal one, which must be pursued through 
membership ma community: 

/A moral communityl is auamable, msofor as human betngs can work 
toward 1t, only through the establishment and spread of a society m accor· 
dance with and for the sake of the laws of vutue, a :;oc1ety whuse task and 
dmy It IS rationally to impress thetie laws m all then scope upon the entire 
human race. !Religion. 6.94/86) 

This moral or ethical community musr not be confused wnh a 
pohtical commumty, based on coercive laws and aiming at external 
1ustice. A commumry aiming at the moral improvement of its mem­
bers must be voluntary, and coercive laws will not serve 1tS ends. But 
lt must regard the umversally valid moral law as a public law: "AU 
single mdividuals must be sub,ect to a public legislation and all the 
laws that bind them must be capable of being regarded as the com­
mands of a common legislator'' (Rel1,g1cm, 6:98/90). In an external or 
pohttcal community, the people 1t:Self is to be regarded as the Jegisla­
tor. But Kant mamtams that no group of people could regard itself as 
legislating umversally for all rational bemgs (Rel1,g1on, 6:96/88J. The 
legislator for a moral commumty must be someone whose will is in 
harmony with all moral duties, and someone who "knows the heart" 
so as to judge each inchvidual's mner dispos1t1on. ''But ttus 1s the 
concept of God as moral ruler of the world. Hence a moral commu­
ruty can be thought of on! y as a peop]e under divme commands, 1.e., a 
people of God. under laws of v1rwe" (Rebgwn, 6·99/91) 

In other words, Kannan morahty 1s communuan an, not md1v1du-
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ahsllc Rehg1on has a place m human hfe for him because the moral 
life 1s not a purely pnvate matte r, m which each of us must merely 
do our own duty, look after CM.JI own inner vu cue, and leave olhers to 
do the same. Each of us has the vocatmn of furthenng the moral 
good of otht!rs, and each stands m need of the aid of others for our 
own moral progress. Though membership m a moral community 
must be noncoerc1ve, each mdiv1dual has a moral duty to 1om with 
others in such a commurnty. Kant descnbes this as a "duty su1 
gener1s" because 1t 1s not a duty of one mdividual to others, nor even 
a duty to oneself, but a duty "of the human race toward itself" to 
fulfill tts common vocation to progress as a species (Re/lg1on, 6:96-
7/88-9). In this way, Kant's philosophy of rehgmn has to be viewed 
as part of his social philosophy, and his plulosophy of history, •> 

VI . TH.E CHURCH 

Kam maintams that lt is not possible to decide through experience 
whether the human race's history shows tt to be improving morally, 
gettmg worse, or vacillating endlessly between good and evd. But he 
thmks we can look at this question m light of our vocation to better 
ourselves lboth individually and collecuvely), and cry to form conjec­
tures about the way m whtch nature or provtdence might conmve the 
J)l"ogress of the human species (Umvcrsal History, 8:29-31 /2;- 6). 

In his 1784 essay Idea for a Universal Histon· with a Cosmopoli­
tan Purpose, Kant proposes that the chief goal that nature has set for 
the human race is the fashioning of a "universal c1v1l society" to 
protect people's rightful freedom and develop theu natural capaci­
ties (8:22/16). Nature's means to th1s end is the human trait of "unso­
ciable soc1ab1ltty, " the human passion to "achieve rank among one'is 
fellows, whom he cannot suffer but also cannot leave alone" {8:11! 
•SI-This passion drives people 1ogether mto soaeties, where each 
seeks dominion over others, and all abuse what freedom they have 
in a StruggJe to subjugate others. Tius Struggle leads to the founding 
of states, m which a supreme authority achieves mastery over the 
lawless wills of its sub1ects, forcing chem to obey a umversal law 
that confines each withm its nghtful sphere (8:23/17). The problem 
wnh this, of course, is that there 1s nothing to confine the authonty 
itself, which tends to abuse the nghts of everyone. Hence m the 
pobt1cal realm the human race's remainmg task is co establish a 
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consututton where the powers of the state are admtntstered 1ustly 
Kant beheves this task cannot be completW until states estabhsh a 
lawful international order, regulating their relations with one an­
other. He also thinks we can discern some definite tendencies m 
hi story for this to hawen (8:24-6/I8- ·u ). 

Nearly a decade later m the Religion, Kant attempts an analogous 
historical con1ecture .is regards the purely ethical society, the "peo­
p]e of God" stnv1ng under noncoercive laws to perfect thr moral 
disposition of the human race. As poht1cal states are the empmcal 
ectype of a realm of extemal justice, so the empuical fol'm of the 
universal ethical community tS found m the churches of the vanous 
empirical religious la1ths IRebg1on, 6: 1oo/91 ). In the same way that 
political states have often strayed far from theJr rauonal end of estab­
bshmg external justice, so churches and ecdes1aso cal fai ths have 
also regularly fallen short of theu task Theu duel fa1hng 1s that m 
their supposed attempts to plt::ase God they have often encouraged 
not morally good conduct, but rather (morally mdifferentl statutory 
observances or (immoral and degtad1ngl acts of praise and worship, 
whose ignoble aim 1s ro win special (and undeserved! d1vme fsvor 
through flattery or bnbery. Instead of culuvatmg a dispos1t10n to 
moral freedom, they have promoted cult and prayer, based on the 
superst1t10us behef in nurades, fanattcal pretensions to supersens1-
ble experiences of the dJVU\C, or fetlShisttc attempts to produce 
supernatural occurrences through ntual acts (Relig10n, 6:53/48; 
6:86/Si; 6:rn6/97, 6·174/ 162; 6: 177-8/165-6). Worst of all, they 
have subjected the conscience of md1v1duals to a hierarchy of 
pnests, enslaving the soul that 1t is thetr proper function to liberate 
(Relig10n, 6.134 n./124 n.; 6:IJ'i-8o/161-8, 6:185-90/173-8; En­
/Jghte11ment. 8:35-42/54- 601 

The htstoncal function of the state 1s to preserve 1usttce, so that 
human freedom may fiounsh and human capac1t1es develop. Analo­
gously, the historical function of the chwch 1s to begin the work of 
organizing a universal ethical community. Thus the function of ec­
d es1astical faith is to serve as the "vehicle" for pure rational reli­
gion, yet ecclesiast1cal fruth 1s also the "shell'' m which rauonal 
rehg1on 1s encased, and from which it is humanity's h1stoncal task 
to free it (Religion, 6:121/112; 6·1 35 n./126 n.). It is not Kant's view 
that this must involve the aboht1on of ecclesiasucal fatth, but only 
lhc appreciauon of which aspects of tt are superfluous: "Not that 
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(the shell! should cease !for perhaps 1t w11I always be uselul and 

necessary as a vehicle) bur on ly that 1t be able lo cease" (Religion . 

6: 135 n ./126 n .J. 

The plam mtent here is tha t people should eventually abobsh the 

h1erarch1cal constitunon of churches, which purs humanuy m spm ­

tual tutelage to a class ot pnests, who usurp the authonty of ind1· 

v1dua]s over their own behef and conscience. The vocation of every 

adult hum an bemg, Kant maintains, 1s to think tor oneself (Enl1ght­

enment, 8 :36/ 54). When your thm ktng ts subject to the guidance ra 

direct10n of others, as the thought of ctuldren 1s sub1ecr to their 

parents, then you are ID a cond1tmn of Unmiindigke1l ("tutelage" -

"1mmatunty" or "minonty"J. The greatest human md1gmry occurs 

when adult human bemgs are m such a cond1 t10n. Rehgmn 1s not the 

only form taken by such tutelage, but Kant regards 1t as the "most 

pernicious and degrading" form f8:41/59J. He defines "enhghten· 

ment" as " reJeai:;e from self-incurred tutelage" 18:36/54). Your tute· 

lage is seU·1ncu rred if 1t 1s due not to the 1mmatunty or mcapac1ty of 

your faculties, but to your lack of courage and resolve in thmkmg for 

yourself. But even those who are m .a state of self-incurred tutelage 

may not be wholly to blame for theu cond1uon. Kant descn bes how 

ecd es1astical faiths devise highly effective means of filhng peop]e 

with "pious terror" and playing on their propensity to a "servile 

faith m dtvme worship (gottesdienstl1ch Frohnglauben f." Such de· 

vi ces undermine people's confidence in their capac1t1es, causmg 

them to fee l fear and gmlt a t then own honest doubts and common 

sense, preventing them from ever acqmnng a faith free of servility 

and hypocrisy !Religion. 6:133 n ./124 n.). 

Perhaps there was a time when people were on the whole bene· 

fited by the paternal guidance of pnests, and could do no better than 

to follow the revealed st atutes of a church, handed down by tradition 

and ascribed to the supernarural authonty of divme revelation. But 

Kant is persuaded that such times are now defin1tely past. "The 

leading stnngs of holy tradition, with its appendages of s tatutes and 

observances, which did good sentict: ill u s urne, gradually become 

dispensable, and finally become shackles when humanity reaches tts 

adolescence" IRel1g10n, 6:12 1II12!. He sees the highest vocation of 

his age as that of putting an end to religious tutelage. Thus he d("­

scnbes his age {cautmusly) not as an enlightened age but fo ptin11st1· 

callyl as an age of enhghtenment, m which progressive forces wdl 
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inevitably hberate people trom religious tutelage 1f only the secular 

authority safeguards freedom of thought and expressmn and refuses 

m "support the eccles1.ast1ca] despotism of some tyrants m his state 

over his other sub1ects" (Enll.ght.enment. 8:40/58). 

!At dx: end of dns process! the demeanm.g d1stmctmn between laity and 

clergi· ceases, and et;1uahry anses from true freedom; but there is no .anarchy, 

because each obeys the tnonstatutoryl law which he prescnbes to himself, 

and which he at the same time must regard as the will of the world ruler 

revealed through reason, cumbmmg all inv1s1bly under a common govern'. 

ment m one state, already prepared for and madequately represented by the 

v1s1ble chupch. 
(Re11g1on, 6· 1211112} 

Kant thus looks forward eventually tO a tm1e " when the form of a 

church itself 1s d1Ssolved, the viceroy on earth steps into the same 

class as the human bemg raised to a citizen of heaven, and so God 

will be all in all'' IReb gion, 6:135/1261. 

VII. R EASON AND REVELATION 

In Kant's view, what unites peopJe m a t rue religious community 18 

not a common cult or creed, but a common devotion to the moial 

improvement of humanity. Rehg1on, the disposition to observe all 

duues as divine commands, can therefore exlubit itself m a wide 

vanet y of personal faiths. Kant attempts to provide a r.atJonal fpracu­

cal) defense of behef in 1mmonahty and m dtvme providence and 

gi:ace. But we have seen t ha t he thmks genume religion is compau­

ble even with an agnostic position on these matters. On the other 

hand, Kant does not rule out rhe behefs of traditional, revea)ed eccle­

siastical fs1th, so long as they are presented m a spnit that 1s compati­

ble wuh a genmne moral religion of reason. The pomt that matters 

most to him here 1s that acceptance of docmne:,; dei:aid1ngon revela­

tion rather than reason should nor be regarded as morally required 

for true rehgion jRel1g10n. 6:153- 5/142- 31. This 1s crucial, because 

t rue religion aspires to be a universal e th1cal community embracing 

all humanity, and this is something no revealed faith can pretend to 

be. 

Pure fratJonal rehgious ta.1th! alone c.an found a umversal dmrch, because u 

1s ll fauh of un.ass1sted reason, which may be commumcuted with conVJC­

tton to everyone, but a historical faith, insofar as n 1s grounded merely on 
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facts, can extend its influence no further than the news of It, m respect of 
time and circumstances, 1..an acquire the capacuy to m.1ke themselves wor­
thy ol behel 1Re/Jgwn, 6 m 2-3/94} 

From this passage, 11 looks as if Kant ts argumg 1bat revealed ta1th 
cannot be universal because us empmcal tidmg!> are bound ro be 
more accessible to people closer to their source than to those more 
distant from It . Thar would not be a b'OOd argument, since even a 
morality founded on pure reason must develop through lustory, and 
its substance and spmt are also mev1tably available more to some 
than to others. 

We understand Kant's argument better 1£ we focus on the pomt 
that the issue is not empi.ncal avatlab1hty, but rau onal cred1b1hty: 
the capacny of teachmgs not merely ro be disseminated, but to 
"make themselves worthy of beltef." Empmcal and historical re­
ports have the capacity ro do this when the evidence for them is 
strong enough, even if many people do not have access to them 
(Onen tation, 8:14i). The problem with supernatural revelation 1s 
that because the idea of Cod 1s an idea ol reason, to which no experi­
ence can ever correspond, it follows that no empmcal evidence can 
ever 1ustify the conclusion that some empmcal event is a special 
d1Vine revelation (On entatfon, 8: 142~ Consequently, no revealed 
faith "can ever be universally communicated so as to produce conv1c­
u on"; so when a church founds nself on supernatural revelatmn, 1t 
"renounces the most important mark of truth, namely a nghtful 
claim to universality" (Rehgwn. 6- 109/100, d. Conflict, 7:49-50). 

Kant does not deny that we have supernatural revelan on. Such a 
denial, he dunks, would be 1ust as presumptuous as the claim to 
know that some particular experience 1s of special divine ongin. 
Both equally u anscend our cogruuve capac1t1es (Religion. 6:1ss/ 
1431. The point is rather that 1t 1s impossible for anyone ever to 
authenticate any particular putative revelation- " If Cod actually 
spoke co a human being, the latter could never know that it was God 
who spoke to h1m. It is absolutely 1mposs1ble for a human bemg to 
grasp the infinite through the senses, so as to d1stmgmsh him from 
sensible beings and be acquainted with him" (Conflict, 7:63). 

H1stoncally, however, Kant thinks that such (necessanly un­
grounded) clam\S to divme revelation arc JUSt as necessary to the 
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foundation of religion as amb1t10n and violence are to the founding 
of states. lt is a "special weakness of hum.an nacure" tha1 a church 
can never be ongi.nally founded solely on the religion of unas.s1sted. 
reason but always reqmres "ecdesiasucal faith" based on a putauve 
revelatmn (Rel1g1on, 6 : io}/94J. This means that rauonal rehgioo 
must not sJmply assert that there can be no 1usufied claims to em­
pmcal divme revelation but needs to take a more pos1t1ve atutude 
wward such claims. 

Our reason itself, Kant says, counts as an "moer revelauon" inso­
far as n can provide us wtth a pure rauonal concept of God and tell 
us which thmgs a good God would require of us. This "mner revela­
tion" should serve as a touchstone by which all claims to empincal 
revelauon should be measured and m terpreted jLectuces, 28:111 8/ 
6oJ. For although we can never know whether any expenence JS a 
divine revelation, we can know of vanous doctnnal claims whether 
they are such that a wise and good God might have revealed them. In 
thts way, it can correct the concept of God found m the popolar 
cults, which is all too often no th mg but "a terrifying picture of 
fantasy, and a superstmous ob~t of ceremomal adoration and hypo­
critical high praise" (Lecwres, 28:1 119/161; cf. Rel1g10n. 6:168- 9/ 
1 ~6-7J_ Reason must also serve as the interpreter of traditional re­
vealed doctnnes and scnptures, because only 1t can guarantee that 
their sense 1s consistent with the claim that they might have been 
divmely revealed. Kant 1s very candid about what this entails: 

If [a scnpture] flatly contra.diets morahry, then 1t cannot be from God (for 
exarnpk, 1f a father \Vere ordered to kill h lS son, who IS, as far as he knows. 
perfectly innocent IRel1g1on. 6 87/82} 
frequently m reference to the text \the revcla.tmnJ lreason'sl interixetatmn 
may appear to us forced, 1t may ohen really be SO; .-.nd yet 1t must be 
prelcaed to the hteral mrerpretauon if the text can ~s1bly support 11. 

(Religion. 6 1.10/Ioo- i) 

V III. KA N T A S A RELl G IOUS T HIN K ER 

Kant was a man of sc1enttfic temperament, concerned with the mtel­
lectual development and moral progress of humanity. He was deeply 
skeptical of popular rebg1ous culture, seveiely d1sawrovmg of the 
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u:ad1t1onal act1v1ties of prayer and religious ceremornes, and down· 
nght hostile to ecdesiasucal authority. He had no patience at all for 
the mystJCal or the miraculous. 

It may sound paradoxical to claim tha( such a person was also a 
deeply rehgtous thmker. But this ts nevertheless true, and 11 ts a 
symptom of the degeneration of religion m our century, and more 
generally of Its decline in human hfe smce the eighteenth century, 
that we should find it paradoxical. As a man of the German Enhght· 
enment, Kant regarded the concerns of science and morality as of 
course also religious conc~rns. In Kant's miheu, there was no war· 
fare between sc1eoce and religion, only a conflict between two kmds 
of reJig1ous sensibility: the enh.ghtened rehg1ous sensibility, which 
seeks to reconcile religion wnh sclenuflc reason, and various forms 
of contrary sens1b1hty, which misnust reason, and set religion 
agamst it because they prefer either revealed trad1t10n, or mystical 
experience, or enthusiasuc emotionalism. 

In our day, unfortunately, the former kmd of relig10us sens1b1hty 
is all too rare, while the latter is stJ)J very much alive and well . It 
often clamlS for itself the entire sphere of religion, at the same ume 
advertising n self as the only attitude that properly acknowledgei> the 
limtts of human reason. But keeping Kant m mind wdl he)p to 
expose the vanity of tts pretensions. No thinker ever placed greater 
emphasis on reason's boundaries tban Kant; at th'"' same ume, nooe 
has ever been bolder m asserting tts unqualified title ro govern ou r 
hves. As Kant sees very clearly, the fact that reason 1s limited does 
not entail that there ts any other authority or source of ms1ght that 
might ovcrru]e it. Tlus means that although religion 1s not origmal1y 
an affair of reason, there can be no true rehgmn at all unless there 1s 
also a religion of reason, and the rehg1on of reason must serve as the 
core, and also the touchstone, of any other kmd. 

Equally far from Kant's pos1t1on 1s the seculans t view that neats 
religion with comempt, and regards It as nothrng but a •ehc of the 
past or a deplorable refuge for the ignorant and superstitious. Orga· 
rnzed religion for Kant IS as essential l O human destiny as organized 
pohncal life, and the role of reason in both spheres 1s equally v1taL 

Every state anses out of violence in behalf of un1ust ambmon, 
none 1s ever founded on reason alone. But because 1ust1ce is the only 
office of the srate and the sole source of us legitimacy, practical 
reason becomes •rs sole measure, and the development of the st.ate 
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toward the rational idea ol 1ustice is the sole human vocauon wnh 
rega rd to p0ht1cal hfe. Analogously, every rehgious tradition begins 

1n revealed authority, hierarchy, and superstition, bu• the only legit•· 
mate offlce of religion is to found an ethical community according ro 

u niversal laws of reason. Thus the human vocation with regard to 

religion 1s nothmg but the interpretation and development of ttad1-
t1on toward a universal rel1gton of reason. For Kant, a church that 
clings to reJigious experience, emotion, or revelation without regard 
t o reason has no more legitimacy than a state whose coercive power 
1s used without regard for human rights. On the other h and, Kant 
thinks t he human race can no more expect to fulfill 1ts co1lect1ve 
moral vocation apart from organized religion than it can expect to 
achieve justice through anarchy. •6 

1 All cranslanons from Kant's writtngs are my own. Standard Enghsh 
translations will normally be cited. In [hose cases where fhe Akademie 

ednion paginat10n ts not given in the English translation, English pagma­
uon will be cned too !English pagination followmg German pagmauon, 
separated by a slash(/)). The followmg n anslauons are cn ed· 

CrJtrque of /udgment Trans. Werner Pluhar. lnchanapohs: Hackett, 1987. 
C11tJque of Practical Re<Json. Trans. Lewis Whtte Beck lnd1anapohs: 8obbs­

Mernll, 1956. 
Immanuel Kant's CntJque of Pure Reason. Trans. Norman Kemp Smith. 

New York: St. Martin's, 1965. Cued by A and B edition page numbers. 
The Doctrine of Virtue Trans. Mary J. Gregor. New York: Harper & Row, 

J964. 
"An Answer to the Question: What Is Enhghtenmenr?" T'rans. H.B. Nisbet, 

tn H Reiss, Kant's Pol1t1cal W11tmgs.. Cambridge: Cambndge Umver­
slty Press, 1970. 

Foundations of the Metaphysics of MOTals Trans. Lewis White Beck India­
napolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1959. 

"Idea fo r a Universal History with a Cosmopolitan Purpose" Trans H El. 
Nisbet, m H. Reiss, Kant 's Political Wntmgs 

Lectures ou Philosoplurnl Theology Trans Allen W. Wood and G~rtrude M 
Clark. hhaca, N.Y.: Cornell Unaversity Press, 1978. 

"What Is Onentat1on m 1bmkmgl" In Kant, Crmque of Pmct1cal Reason 
and O ther Wntmgs m Moral Philosophy. Trans. Lewis Whne Beck. 
New York. Garland, 1976. 
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Prol~NTJena l o Any future Metaph ys1t:<> Trans. Carus, rev Lewis White 
Beck. lnd1anapol1s: Bobbs-Memll, 1950. 

l<anr·s f'h ilosoph1cal Correspvndence 1759- 1799 Trans.. Arnulf Zweig Chi­
cago Umversny of Chicago Press, 1967 
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G E ORG E D I G IOV AN N I 

14 The first twenty years 
of critique: The Spinoza 
connection 

Defirung the hm1 tsof a histori cal penod ah vays entadsan e lement of 

a rb1tran ness. There a re good reasons, however, for set ring the conclu­

sion of the first cycle tn the reception of Kant's cmical program at 

August 7, 1799, just under twenty years ahe1 the first appearance of 

the Critiq ue of Pure Rt!.;son. The date marks the publication of Kant's 

open letter rn which he repudiated Fichte's W1ssenschaftslehre and 

other attempts at brmgmg hi s transcendental philosophy to compk 

tion. • Hjs own critical work, which m the CT1t1q ue he had cl.urned to 

be only of an mtroductory nature (A II I B i. 5}, he now declared to 

const itu te the system of pure reason itself. from that date onward the 
very reception of Kant became a problem, itself the subject of interpre­

tation and recepnon. Moreover, at the end of the Critique of Pure 

Ruison Kant had predicted tbat, following the path laid out by h is 

program, one could "secure fOI" human reason complete satisfacuon" 

m regard to all its metaphysical preoccupations, an d t hat this goal 

cou ld be adueved "before the end of the present century" (A 8s6 I B 

884} By August 1799 the century was only a few months away from 

its close, and Kant's open letter was n self cesumony to the fsct that 

the pred1cu on was not coming true. 'nle date is a good milestone 

wh ere co stop and t ake stock of wha t had happened m the prior twenty 

years d tat led from the sangume expect ations of 1 78o co the gloomy 

recrospect of 1799. fu"Ullly, 1799 is when Ftchte was betng dnven 

away from his position as professor of ph ilosophy at Jena because of 

charges of atheism - and a lso, unoffic1ally, because he was suspected 

of Jacobm Jeamngs.2 The event marks a dear watershed separating 

the optim ism and open-mmdedness of the Enh,ght enm ent, of which 
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Kant's Cn11que was a product, and the reactmnary conservat1v1sm 
that had already been serting m for snme years and which was to 
dommate the century to come. After I 799 the cultural and poht1cal 
context made tt 1mposs1ble tn read Kant m the same spirit 10 wluch he 
had been received m the twenty years before. 

But agam, the story o[ Kant's reception m those first twenty years 
is a very complex one, and how to tell 1t also entails an element o[ 
arb.trary choice. My aun m this essay is to trace the mam line of 
development that connects the 01t1que of Pure Reason with the 
metaphysics or the past, yet leads directly to the nineteenth cen· 
tury.J To th1s end I shall have to absttact from many parallel plots 
that mother contexts would be of great plulosoplucal interest. Sp1· 
noza will figure prominen tly m our stoty - because he is the great 
representative of the classical traditton m metaphysics, but for other 
reasons as well that wall become apparent m due time. First I must 
declare, however, certain presuppositions regarding both the context 
withm which Kanes Cmique was bemg received, and the nature of 
critical thought itself. 

II 

Classical metaphysics was bssed on the assumpuon that truth con· 
s1sts m the conformity of the mmd to a supposed "thing m itself." T he 
difficulties'° which this assurupuon gave rise are well known. and 
equally known 1s how the cr1t1cal Kant tried to undi::rcm them by 
removing the assumption ttself. He shifted the axis of the relation m 
which truth consists from the supposed space separanng the thmg 10 
Ltself and the mind to a space withm the mmd (B xvi ff.). The new 
assumpuon as that the thmg m itself is tndeed present to the mmd m 
experience - not however as It is "i11 itself," but only m the form of 
"appearances," in vutue of a process that begins with certam passive 
{and presumably preconscious) states of mind that we call affections 
or sensauons. Knowledge proper is achieved m the subsequent con· 
scmus acuve reproduction by the mind or these states, through a 
vanety of representations that connect them together in the forms of 
particular determmauons of objects whose only reality consists pre· 
cisely m appearing m these determmattons (A 50-2 I B 74-6J . .i Such 
ob,ects are " things# only with reference to us - things of appeai:ance, 
mother words. rather than thmgs m themselves. Truth in regard ro 
them depends on whether the mmd's reflective reconstructions of 
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thctr bt:mg conespond to what is actually exl11b1ted p1ecemca l m 
sensauon. And smce at issue m the reconstructions 1s the logic and 
the forms of the presence of an ob1ect to the mmd- not its being "m 
uself" - their adequacy can be tested without having to step outside 
the bounds of eJ>.-penence, as one would have to on the old definmon of 
truth . The idea of the thmgin itself ts retained, but only as an empty 
logical space, with reference to which we can keep apart and thereby 
reconctle otherwise contradictory reflecnve mterpretations of the un· 
med 1atecontentofexpenencejB:x.'\.'"Vl- XXVl11, A2S9 I B315J. Ph1loso· 
phy 1s redefined accordmgly. Its funcuon ts not to arnve at entitles, or 
properties of entmes, not duectly accessible to expenence by means 
of an mtncate process of inference, but tather to contmue and com· 
plete a process of reflectmn which LS part and parcel of all expenence. 
Philosophy's ulumate task 1s to define precisely the concbtions that 
make experience poSS1ble (A 3-5 I B 6- 9)_ 

[ must stress that, by thus redefining the concept of truth and the 
task of philosophy, Kant by no means abandoned the classical re­
qmrement that setence - philosophy in particular-be systeniattc_ 
On the contrary, he clearly reasserted that ideal. As he says at the 
conclusion of the Crwque of Puce Rellson. 

As regards those who adopt a scienufic method, they have the chn1ce of 
proceeding either dogmatically (m the manner of Wolf'I or sceptJcally Im 
the manner of David Humel; but m any case they have the obhgauon to 
proceed systematJCally. tA Bs6 / B 884ls 

Nor did Kant modify the arch1tect o111cs of classical metaphysics. 
The world, soul, and God are still the pivotal tdeas around which the 
system of knowledge is to be organized. The crucial difference, of 
course, 1s that the system is no longer taken l O be muronng a sup· 
posed internal umty wtthm the thing m Itself. lt is now exphcnly 
recogmzed for what It 1s, namely the product of the tendency on the 
part of reflecuon to achieve completeness. Its umty n; a unity of 
expenence rather than the image or a realny transcendmg it; its 
ideas, ob,ectifications of the cond1t1oos of the reflective umty of 
consciousness rather than representattons of Items, so to speak, 
with an existence of then own (A 327 / B 383 ff.). 

However, 1ust because the new cnttcal philosophy mexmcably 
bound truth to refiechv1ty, 1t does not: follow that u reduced the 
cntena of truth to the requirements of reflection. Representation 
through 1magmat1on, conceptuahzahon, and ideahzauon does not 
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per se assure that wha1 is thereby brought to reflective conscious· 
ness is m fact given m expen ence. Truth requires an existential 
touchstone, which is provided precisely by measun ng reflection 
agamst the immediate content of expenenct:. Hence Kant's msis­
rence that there is no knowledge without sense mtmtlon. The 
senses are the only source of the immediate, existential, element of 
expenence, Without wh ich the very notmn of truth has no meam n.g." 

For the cntical Kam, m other words, the question of tmth came 
down to an issue of the relation m knowledge of mtu1tmn to reflec­
rion, immediate ro reconstructed expenence. And to the extent that tt 
posed the question tn these terms, the new critical ptulosophy was 
drawing mspiratton from the mainstream culture of the day. Few 
penods of history have been as complex - poht1cally, socially, and 
intellectually- as the one m which cnttque was bom. Yet, if there 
was a theme that ran through and umfied all aspects of the so­
ciophilosophical discourse m the German-speaking lands as well as 
outside, it was precisely that of the oppos1t10n m experience of reflec­
tion to mtmt1on. reason to faith. Paradoxically, man age that gave so 
much unporrance to science and reason, the widespread behef was 
that the reflecuvuy of reason had somehow upset a more primmve, 
yet healthier and truer, intuiuve reJauon of man to nature. Though 
acnve)y pursued in all areas of human endeavor, reason and its works 
remained Sllspect nonetheless, as somehow falsifying a more funda­
mental truth that only the 1 mmed1acy of feeling and fa 1th could pro­
vide. The malaise that affect ed society ar large wasd1rectl yconnected 
with the d1seqllllibnum thar reflection had brought to the otherwise 
natural bslance of human ex1stence.7 At the end of the century 
Hoklerlin was to give the poetic expressmn to this theme of lost 
innocence that influenced Hegel. But long before HOlderlin's Hvpe. 

n011 I 1797-9)/ the theme haJ received its paradigmatic sratement 
from f. J. Winckelman m hts Gedankeri uber die Nachahmung der 
Gnechlschen Werke (Thoughts on the lmitatwn of Greek \'\brks) 
I 1155 k;i Kant's cnttcal work was itself a comnbunon to the debate on 
the theme. And as we shall see, Kant's contemporanes received it 
precisely m th is spmt. 

Yet, it 1s on this very issue of the relauon of reflection to mtuition 
that Kant was to present his contemporaries with the most senous 
difficulty. The pieces of his new system were all put m place only 
gradually, some of them not before Rellgwn wlthm the Boundanes of 
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Unaided Reason of 1793 and the Metaphysic.~ of Morals of 1797. The 
difficulty was, however, present from the beg1nmng, and had to do 
with che transition m his account of expen e11ce from mtmt10n to 
reflection. Kant clearly wanted to keep ml\.ut1on as the final determm-
1n.g factor of knowledge. True knowledge consists m the conceptual 
representation of an obtect actually gwen m sense mtm tmn . It was 
not d ear, however, how he could express the conform tty of reflecn ve 
representallon toact ua• intuiuon w1thoucdomgso re(lecfJve/y - that 
ts, wnhout assummg as given what JS on))• taken to be given. The 
d1Hk ulty was felt all the more acutely with respect to judgments of 
extstence, where it counted most. •0 In other words, the same problem 
now faced Kant that had also faced the dogmatic metaphysicians m 
their attempts to grasp the "thing m u self." T he difference IS that it 
now erupted withm experience, m the interplay becween immediacy 
and refleccion. 

Kant had staked the whole success of his cntiqlle of reason on the 
assumpuon of a strict d1stmct10n between the concepts of the "un­
derstanding," which he claimed to be mtumvely demonstrable. and 
the purely systemic idea of reason. This is precisely the d1scmctton 
that he found difficult to mamcam. As I have said, the difficulty was 
manifest from the beginning. Solomon Maunon was the first to de­
tect it, but others made capital of n as well. '• In the CrJt1que of 
fvdgment j1790) Kant himself conct!ded tt Qlllte unwittingly, m a 
sen esof paragraphs 1§§ 75-8) that Schelbng lwho was an acute com­
memator of the agel was later to smgle om as especially nch m 
phllosophical <:00tent. u. Kant's pDlfll m those paragraphs fespeaally 
§§ 76-7) is plam enough. It is the function o( the understanding to 
comprehend "real wholes of nature, " a function that n discharges by 
subsuming the particulars in the manifold o( narure under the uni­
versal by means of concepts and lawt>. However, for humtm under­
stand.mg "the particular 1s not determined by the universal and can­
not be denved from 1t."•J Hence, although necessary m prmciple, its 
accordance with u 1s m fact "very contingent and without defimte 
pnnc1ple as concerns the Judgement. '' 1' In an attempc t o overcome 
this contmgency, we mtroduce as principle o( subsumpuon precisely 
the idea of che whole to be comprehended. This idea is, however, an 
empty intention that only reflects the requuemenc on the part of 
reason to achieve totality of experience. It acquires content only m 
virtue of che particulars thac it helps to bring under laws. Now, what 
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is remarkable about these claims is that although Kant still wants m 
mamtam that truth is 011ly achieved 1.n particular 1udgmems of expe­
rience, thet.r dear 1mplicatmn 1s that no such judgments can ever be 
made wah necess1ty without the media11on ol the very syst emic 
intentions that ought to depend for their truth on the parucular 
Judgments. Sul tf the ideahzmg function of reason affects the modal­
ity of these judgments, it follows that the system itself is left floal­
ing without an ex1stenttal point of support. As Jacobi was to say, 
Kant "wanted co underpin reason with the understanding (wnh its 
supposed sense-bssisJ, and then pin the understanding on reason. "•1 

This difficulty was reflected m an ambiguity that affected tht> 
cnttcal proiecc at tts foundation. It lay m Kant's attnude toward 
rea50ll. On the one hand there is no doubt that for Kant reason still 
rergns supreme rn the edifice of knowledge. Its supremacy 1s due to 
Its power of reflection that makes 1t the ulumate judge of the valid­
ity of any claim to knowledge. Everything is to be brought to u s 
tribunal, reason mcluded_•~ "Critique" is itself the product of rea­
son. On the other hand, m the same section of the Critique of fudg­
mem just referred to Kant also tells us that che discursiveness of the 
human understanding is due to its dependence on the senses - tha1 
for an tntuuive understanchng the very idea of a teleology of nature 
would make no sense at all. I quote the s ignificant texts in full, 
because they w1U be normative for all the immediate followers of 
Kant: 

we must at the same ume thmk of another understanding, by reference to 
which and apart from any purpose ascribed to tt, we may represent as neces­
sary that accordance of natural laws wnh our 1udgment, which for our 
understandmg 1s only thinkable through the medium of purposes .... 
Thus there would be, although mcogn1zable by us, a supersensible real 
ground of nature 11.e., tht: thmg m 1tselfJ. . . Jn this we consider according to 
mecha~~c~~ laws what 1s necessary an narnre regarded as an object of 

D1scurs1veness is, however, a tunct1on of reason. Hence, to say that 
wuh reference to an ideal understanding tha t mtuits reality per se 1t 

would disappear, is tantamount to saymg that the whole realm of 
reason IS m fact only an illusion. But this is precisely what Kant is 
saymg, and the consequences - especially for his moral philosophy, 
which depends for its validny on reason alone - are disastrous. Kant 
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wanted mdeed to retam a place m his system for faith - but a hm1ted 
place, one clearly delmeated by reason. If, however, the whole do­
mam o f reason may turn out to be just an 1llus1on, that we should 
accept u as normative m the first place requues an acr of fatth. 
Rather than reason embracing faith, It is faith that ends up now 
controlling reason. One can say of Kant's reason what Jacobi was to 
say of the "thing m itself": "IW]ithout that presupposnion I could 
not enter mto the system, but with it I could not stay w1thrn it."·~ 

Such are the d1ffi.culttes and ambiguities that Kant presented his 
comemporanes. The menuon of Jacobi ts important because, as tt 
happens, his Letters concermng the Doctnne of Spinoza ":'as pub­
lished in 1 1 ss.~0 four years after the first ed1tmn of the Critique of 
Pure Reason. and n vo years before the second ednion. The book was 
an instant success. It caught the 1maginat10n of the hteraty public 
and served to remold the current mtuitmn versus reflection debate 
around the figure of Spinoza. Goethe, whose poem Prometheus was 
first made public by Jacobi in the book as the occasion for Lessmg's 
alleged professmn of Spmoz1sm, was m retrospect to dcscnbe the 
even ts that followed thereupon as an "explos1on."u The key figures 
in the first reception of Kant had all read Jacobi, and reacted to the 
tensions and ambigmties m Kant's cnt1cal system with Jacobi's cen­
tral theses in mmd. This circumstance, as I wane to show, proved 
significant for the shape that post·Kantian ideabsm was to take. 

Ill 

This is not the place to document the cucumstances under which 
Jacobi published his Leuers to Moses Mendelssohn concerning the 
Doctrme of Spinoza (1785 J, or the comroversy that followed upon 
it.a At any rate, when the book came out, it gave ample evidence 
that 'acobi had an mtimate and accurate knowledge of Spmw..a:s 
philosophy - unlike his contemporanes whose acquaintance with ~t 
was for the most part by hearsay. 11 It also revealed a complex atti­
tude toward Spmoza, whom h e both revered as the greatest phi)~so­
phcr ever, yet decried as the worst corrupter of the hu~an mmd. 
Jacobi's cntique of Spmoza was actually mtended as a cnuque of all 
philosophy. It is as 1f Jacobi felt obliged to defend Spinoza passion­
ately on ratmnal grounds for the sake of rejecting philosophy on the 
s trength of true belief. 
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In an age of wordy authors, Jacobi was an especially p.-ohx wnter 
Yet his central theses can be stated bnefly_i4 The function of reason 
lS to "re-present", through images and concepts, a reahty that we 
must assume as already present to us directly. Knowledge through 
reason is therefore only second-hand acquamtance - at best "re­
cogmtion" ratht:r than cogmtion.i1 It foJlows that ratmnal "knowl­
edge" {1f we can call it such I, or "science," 1s a s tep-by-step regres­
sion from one represemauon of reality to another, along a path that 
might indeed skirt the mtended reahty but never touches 1t. More· 
over, because the ground of the bond connect mg any two representa· 
tmns lies outside them m the supposed realtty, the picture of the 
world that thus emerges through the representatmns 1s necessarily a 
mechamsuc one. lt is held together by purely external relauons.l" 
There 1s no room Within n for sub1ect1vity- that 1s, freedom and 
spontaneity. A sub1ect who thmks of itseli as part of this picture 
acquires the same d1sl3nce wnh respect to its own activities as 
separates any representation and tts mtended reahty. [t must become 
an observer of its own presumed acts - a pure ob1ect unto itseli and 
no longer a sub,ect.n 

There were several reasons for Jacobi's fascination wtth Spmoza. 
F1rsc, more dearJy than anyone before him Spinoza had recognized 
that truth is ultimately tts own cnrenon.~0 The apprehension of the 
Absolute cannot be achieved through any process of ratmcma11on 
but must be onginal and mtumve. This 1s a thesis wuh which Jacobi 
agreed wholeheartedly. But, second, Spinoza had been the v1curn of 
the metaph}1S1cal traduion m that he had tned to express his mru­
it1vely apprehended truth ref1ecuvely, through the concept of sub­
stance. ln this he offered the perfect example of the counterfeit that 
all philosophy 1s. Spinoza had faJled to see that the umversaluy and 
necessity of conceptuabzatmn is achieved through abstraction. The 
more umversal and necessary a concept, therefore, the greater its 
distance from realny. Substance, which is the highest concept possi­
ble, can only express empty identity- an extreme pomt of ob­
jectification that utterly fals1fl.es the mstght mto the dynamic and 
sub1ective nature of reality with which Spmoza had actually be­
gun.i9 Spmoza had been guilty of the ongmal sm of which philoso· 
phy is the offspnng. Third, once he had made his error, Spmoza had 
had the mtellectual courage of drawing conclusmns from n cons1s· 
tently. For this he drew Jacobi's admuat10n. There 1s no double·talk 
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m Spinoza (as there ism Ht:rder)JO about God's personality and God's 
freedom. God has neither understandmg nor purpose. h is sheer 
power that acts blmdly JUSt for the sake of acung, and as n acts the 
mfinite chams of mechanical and logical necessity unfold before our 
eyes. Purpose and choice, whether on God's side or oors. are rust an 
illusion due to our l1m1ted v1ewpomt.1• Nor as there an explananon 
why such chams of necessary fimte determinations should appear at 
all, for every alleged explanation would already presuppose the finite 
standpoint of these determinations and hence fall short of the sheer 
mdetennmacy or pure identity m which God's bemg consists. The 
fini te umverse is JUSt an illusory display of infinite substance.1 • In 
d1e eyes of reason, which is itself part of the display, that the uni­
verse occurs at all is ultimately a brute fact - the sort that must be 
dealt with pracucally 1ust because 1t is impregnable to theory. 

The remarkable thing is that rat1onahty and its products fared the 
same both when considered from the pomt of view of Spinoza's God 
and on the assumption of Kant's "mtuit1ve understandmg." In both 
cases they turn out to be an illusionary phenomenon. Jacobi was 
later to drive this pomt home explicitly against F1chte.n But so far as 
it bore upon the nature of philosophy, he had already made It m his 
controversy with Mendelssohn. Philosoph1cal reason ulumately 
turns agamst itself because, by contusing tts own abstraction:s for 
the real, it becomes incapable of understanding itself. It becomes an 
irrauonal phenomenon m tts own eyes Philosophy breeds 1rrat10-
nalts1n; 11 is essenttally "nih1hst1c."H 

Even more remarkable is that rn spue of obvious ddferences, the 
snnilanty between Jacobi's and Kant's cnttque of reason 1s at tunes 
stnkmg. Both men were denymg autonomy to reason, and boch 
argued that when left to its own resources Jl inevitably leads to 
1llusLOns. Wath his usual perspicacity Jacol::u had even accurately 
detected where Spinoza's pos1tton, Kant's, and his own, met. And 
that was m the claim 1hat extStence is pnor co the reflection of 
thought. As a young man Jacobi had already detected the affinity 
on the occasion of the pubhcauon of The Only Possible Ground for 
a Demonstration of the Existence of God. an t:ssay m which Kant 
had sought the ground of all poss1b1hties JO God's extstence.u Ja­
cobi was later to recall his readmg of the essay as an event laden 
with emotion.J6 But Kant had then betrayed his own mtumon by 
seekmg to establish the ex1stent1al basis of his system m what 
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lacob1 considered a pseu!.\o-sub1ect1v1ty - n self the product of reflec­
tion. 11 Jacobi himself had eventually opted for a stnughtforward 
realism instead, the kmd that we all assume pracucally. Fonu­
nately we are not JUSt theorcu cal hem.gs, but moral subiects as 
well. And m acuon, through the feelmgs that accompany u , a 
whole world 1s mtuihvely revea led to u s.)8 Smee "knowledge" 1s 
normally reserved for the product s of reason and rat1ocmation, Ja­
cobi's mclinat1on was to call such intmnve apprehensJOn of reahty 
''fa1th.".\9 

In response to cnttcs, Jacobi even tned at one pomt to defend this 
use of the term by appealing to the authori ty of Hume,.., but only 
succeeded (rn my opinion) m confusing the issue. At any rate, 
whether the use of the term was JUstdied or not, the important pomt 
ts that in faith reality is revealed as ureduc1bly individual, m direct 
opposit1011 to the universahz1ng function of conceptuahzation. The 
most fundamental distinctions running through 1t are those be­
tween one suh,ect and another (the "l"and the "Thou"), between a 
subject and nature, and between the finue "I" and the infinne 
"Thou" vf Cod.•• All meamng rests on these distinctions. To deny 
them is to run up against the absurd- which is precasely what rea­
son does the moment it cuts itself loose from fauh. In pomt of fact 
reason presupposes faith as n s starting point and the matrix within 
which alone 1t can funcuon. True knowledge 1s rhapsochc rather 
than systemauc, descnpuve rather than explanatory, or !versus 
Kant) psychological rather than transcendental.0 To use Jacobi's 
most trenchant formula, "philosophy ts h1story."o 

It is this view of knowledge, grounded m faith, that Jacob1 had been 
trymg to force on Mendelssohn suice his first letter tu tum of Novem­
ber 4, 1783, and Mendelssohn could not understand_•~ The con espon­
dence was eventually pubhshed m 1785 and, as I have said, it made 
qune an impact among the contemporaries. When the second ed1uon 
of the Critique appeared m 1787, the most important changes and 
addmons made to the first edmon (notable among them a new Tran­
scendental Deducuon and a new Refm:ation of Idealism) were obvi­
ously mtended by Kant m response to the charges of psychological 
subiect1v1sm brought agam st hun m the Feder-Garve review_ .. , Yet m 
the new Preface one can also hear echoes of the Jacobi- Mendelssohn 
dispute. Although Jacobi is not mentioned by name, the point being 
made 1s clear. Whereas Jacobi was destroying "reason" for the sake of 
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defendmg "latth," Kan t was only /mJifmg 11 and tht:rcby makmg 
room for fanh as well (B xxx). Against the Schwiirmere1 of those who 
would want to replace the obiectivny of science wtth the sub1ecuv1ty 
of feeling, Kant now pays Ins respects to Wolff and his nad1t1on by 
reaffirming the mdispensab1lityof a" thoroughly grounded metaphys­
ics." Kant 's intention is not to destroy metaphysics, but only 10 re­
bmld it on a new criucal basis [B JOC(V-xxxvn). 

IV 

The poss1b1lity of exploiting the community of themes m Kant and 
Jacobi had however already occurred to others - witness Karl Leon­
hard Reinhold, whose famous Letters concerning the KantJon Phi­
losophy of r78n- 746 (not to be confused with the much revised and 
enlarged version of 1790- 2)0 are w idely acknowledged as respons i­
ble for the first wide acceptance of the Cnt1que.d 

Remhold's imentions Ul the Letiers are exphctt enough. He wants 
to show how Kant's cnttcal thought offers a middle ground between 
the rwo extremes of pure faith and pure reaS011 represented by Jacobi 
on the one side and Mendelssohn on the other.49 Not as exphcit, but 
not any the less clear for that, is how much he rehes on Jacobi for the 
development of his thesis. Jacobi held that true philosophy always 
responds to the needs of an age, and hence finds umversal accep­
tance as a niatter of course.s<> Reinhold was now claunmg that Kant's 
Cntique was the natural response to the conte1nporaty cns1s of rea­
son and metaphysics. The Protestant Reformat10n had once defined 
itself by the nght that 1t accorded reason to be the ultimate judge in 
matters ol. religmus fa1th. But now that the mam battles aµ.mst 
preiudtce and su pers titton had been won, and a sp1m of lOlerantt 
had descended upon t he land, doubts about its relevance had cropped 
up everywhere. The main issue was the extent to which reason 
could be said to m ake a real contnbutmn m matters of rehgious 
concerns, parucularly whether tt could estabhsh the extStence of 
Cod. There were those who clanned that faith IS its own guarantee 
of truth and that 1t has therefore no need of reason. As a matter of 
fact re~son can even be dangerous to the cause of fanh and good 
mo:als. Pantheism and fatalism are among its notonvus offspring. 
Others argued 1nstead that wuhom the d1sciplme of reason fauh 
degenerates mto fanao c1sm. Between che two sides, playmg both 
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agamsc the middle, skepuc1sm thrived. Many cook this s1tuat1on as 
one of 1mpendmg catastrophe. Rembold mterpreted it pos1t1vely m 
stead as the sign that a cultural revolution was in the making. Now 
that reason was bemg subjected to the tension of the two most 
extreme claims about u s vocau on, it had no choice but to turn upon 
1tseli and question in earnest us nature and its capacities. Tlus 1s 
precisely what Kant's crinque ot reason accomphshed. Kant's work 
was the timely response to the problem of an age - the vehicle 
through which a new culrure was bemg born. ~ · 

Jacobi had preached the v1nue of a "non-knowledge" INichu-vJs. 
sen} that had nothmg to do with skepticism but only sought to 
recognize the hm1ts of know)edgeY Reinhold mterprets Kant's 
"nonknowledge" m a similar vein. It is not the casting of an undiffer­
entiated doubt upon the possibility of knowledge m general, but the 
precise delmeat1on of what reason can hope to know theoretically. 
But n thereby reveals another source of evidence, namely the feel­
mgs and expectauons that a moral man entertains m the pursuit of 
his moral perfection. This is the evidence that men have m fact 
always rehed on (m virtue of their "common sense," get>under 
Verstand) for their behef m God. The time has now come for ph1lo­
soph1cal reason to recogmze tt officially as the basis of 1ts argumenta­
tions about Cod and the supranatural. Reason ob1ecllfies the evi­
dence that feelmgs provide by conceptuahz1ng 1t.n 

Finally, according to Jacobi true knowledge ts imbued w1th reli­
gious piety. Reinhold now considered Kant's reconc1ltauon of feelmg 
with reflection such a revoluttonary achievement that he even drew 
a paraJlel (11nphc1tly at least) between Jesus Chnst and Immanuel 
Kant.s~ Just as Chnsnanny led religious behef to moral practice 
through the medmm of a punfled heart, so Kant was now leading 
morahty hack to religion through critique of reason. The religion of 
pure reason (wnh its ideas about God and the supranamral) stands to 
Chnsnamty tor, which is the same dung, the rehgmn of pure heart) 
as moral theory stands to moral praxis. The issue is not whether 
moral theory 1s a chapter of theology, as one school of thought would 
have lt; or, according to the opposite school, theology a chapter of 
moral theory. Rather, JUSt as the one IS the conceptual express10n of 
certain feehngs, so the other 1s the conceptual expression of a certain 
praxis. But because the feelmgs are necessarily connected with the 
praxis, one cannot have a complete theory of the feehngs (theol0gy) 
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without a complete theory of the praxis tmoral theory). And the 
reverse holds as well.H 

Reinhold's Kanuan Letters were an 1nsrnnt success. Thev con­
veyed m esSence a simple message: 

In the ground oi moral cognmon the cntiquc of reason gives theology a first 
pnnciple such as metaphysics 11 (!. , 1he theorencal dlsc1plmel could never 
give to it. ... And so . . the nouons that omology, cosmology, and phys1co­
theology supply m the syscem ol pure theology finallv obum content, cohe­
sion. and complete determmatwn.s6 

Ibe consequence, which did not go unnonced by the school theolo­
gians, was that nothing of the old dogmatic system needed be lost 
once the new source of evidence was 1denti.Aed. Schelling ts our 
witness to this mm of events. In January S, 1795, writing from hts 
Tubmgen seminary, he was to complain to Hegel bitterly: 

Here there are Kantians m droves .... All imaginable dogmas have been 
stamped as postulates of practical reason, and wherever theoreucal and h1s­
toncal proofs are lackmg, the practical 1\lbmgian reason cuts the knot .... 
Before you know n, the deus ex machma pops up, the personal md1v1dual 
bemg who s1ts up there in heav1.·nlF 

As for Rembold, spurred on by his success and the requirements of 
bis new pos1uon as professor of Kannan philosophy at the Umversity 
of Jena, he undertook the task of reshapmg Kant's cntique of reason m 
such a way that 1t would become unquestionably acceptable{geltend) 
to everyone.,.s Hts starting point was the quesuon: Granted that a 
umely philosophy ou.ght to be accepted by everyone as a matter of 
course, why was it that Kant's critique of reason, which (as Reinhold 
behevedl answered the needs of the time, had fallen on deaf ears~ The 
quest100 was clearly mspired by Jacobi. For the reply, however, Rein­
hold now turned to Kant, m direct opposition to Jacobi. Science is by 
nature systematic, as both Kant and Jacob1 knew. But whereas for 
Jacobi systematization meant that science was an orgamzed kind of 
ignorance,!9 for Kant It is what confirmtd its evidence. But Kant had 
failed to give syscemauc form to his own phi]osophy. He had failed ~o 
make explicit the one principle upon which the whole structure of his 
cnttque of reason rested. This failure, according to Remhold, is what 
accounted for his other failure to wm acceprnnce from his contempo­
ranes. Accordingly Rembold set out to rum Kant's cnt1que of reason 
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m10 genume systematic science m what came to be known as his 
Elememorphllosophle. Just as lacob1 had s:ud that all sc1e11cc 1s based 
Oil representatmn,"" so now Remhold took represemauon as the basic 
lact of all conscmusness, and the concept of representation as the 
principle ol all philosophy. But whereas for Jacobi science was essen­
uallyfalsifying because it depended on representation, Reinhold now 
set out to establish its truth on the basis of it- above all 1o demon­
sttate apodictically, as Kant had not done, that the "thmg in itself" 
must exist even though we have no knowledge of what it 15• 

Kant hunself felt uneasy about Reinhold's effort. As it happened, 
its effects were catastrophic so far as the acceptance of the Critique 
was concerned. 6 ' Remhold's book precipitated the anonymous puhh­
cat1on o( Aenesidemus. an ex1ended essay in which the author (G. E 
Schulze! effectively defended the skepticism of Hume against both 
Kant and Remhold.62 Schulze reiterated and expanded Jacobi's criti­
cism of the "thmg in itself." More significant still, he methodically 
demonstrated that, even within the sphere of the phenomenal, at no 
pomt hnd either Kam or Reinhold shown that their a priori concep· 
tual structures actually applied to the content of expenence. And 
Schulze went on to conclude that all that crittcal philosophy actu­
ally amounted to was empty formalism, a charge against which all 
the pretenders to Kant's succession felt obhged h orn then on to 
defend themselves. 

This result should not have been surpnsmg. In his na1vete, by 
countenng Jacobi's objec11ons tO scie:nce with Kant's critique of rea­
son, Remhold had in fact failed to understand both. He had fatled to 
see the pomt on which Kant and Jacobi agreed and that put them 
both squarely on the side of the skeptics, namely that the distance 
between reflectmn and existence cannot be bridged reflectively. It 
does not help, therefore, to identify new sources of. ex1stenual evi­
~nce for the arguments of reason. In all cases, whether 1t 1s drawn 
trom feelings, sensations, or elsewhere, the quesuon still remams as 
to whether, when conceptualized as the premise for an argument 
the supposed evidence suH has the same ex1stenual value as th~ 
source from which 1t ts drawn. On this score Schulze's attack had 
defimtcly found a target m Remhold's new Elementarphllosoplue, 
and c:o the extent that m Kant's Cr1t1que the exercise of the under­
standing sttll depended on the reflecuon of reason, 1t rouched hun 
too. Jacobi had already made the pomt, before Schulze and wuhouc 
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reference co either Kant or Rembold, when he ddcnded Spmoza for 
not allowing any trans1t1on between the mflmte senes o( fimte 
modes and substance. Bo1h from the s1andpomc of reflection (which 
gives nse to the endless series of fimre perspecuvesl and that of 
absolute existence, the beginning itself of reflection 1s not tauonally 
exphcable. In confronting Jacobi with Kant Remhold had failed to 
nouce precisely the Spinoza connection. 

v 
It did not escape others h owever. The Kantian Letters had been wm­
ten without the benefit ol the Criuque of Prarucal Reoson. which 
was published in 1788, and It is bkely that Remhold's constructlOn of 
the role of religion m morahty was influenced by Kant's own rather 
naive observations on the sub1ect at the end of the Crwque of Pure 
Ren son. 6 J Quue a different construction would h ave been reqmred by 
anyone who had understood (as Rembold had not) that, short of con­
cedmg the day to Jacobi, ''God" could not mean the same thing m 
Kant's metaphysics as it did in scholastic rationalism. The pomt 
should have been apparent even with the first Cntlque, but with the 
second It became compelling. What was requued was a more explicit 
understand.mg of the funcnonof reason and its ideas w1thm a cnttca) 
mterpretatioo of experience. As it happened, the mnovative move rn 
this duectmn was made in 1791 (before Schulze's attack! in a booli: 
that did not bear the name of the author m its first edition and many at 
first mistook as the work of Kant. The title of the book was Versuch 
ewer Cnt1k aller Offenbarung !Attempt at a Critique of All Reveln­
t1011), and us real author a hitherto unknown Johann Gottlieb 
Fichte.6 4 

The book 1s written in the transcendental style maugurated by 
Kant. It is ded1cated rn the a prion deduction of the idea of a revela­
non such as can be denved from the pnnc1ples of practical reason m 
abst~actmn horn the content of any historical rehgion.6s Presup­
posed is a distmctmn between "theology" and "rehgion." Theology 
becomes religion when ns theoreucal propositions about God, the 
soul, and the world bear practtcal results m the determination of the 
will As theoreucal instruments the propositions have no practical 
consequence, for as such they only express assumptton:s made for 
conceptual purposes alone without reference to the requirements of 
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moral ex1srence. Before bemg capable ot detenmnmg our will m any 
respect, the proposmons must be subiected w the influence of a 
moral mterest in general for which the will alone ts responsible. 
Once thlS interest has been established, the propositions can then be 
used as mstruments for generating such particular attitudes mus as 
the fear of the Lord, reverence, and the like, all ol_ which have moral 
sigmficancc. Ar this point theology becomes rehgion.M 

The influence, however, that theolog1cal ideas have on our will 
vanes according as they relate to the two sides of our motal const1. 
tutmn - namely, the sensuous and the intellectuaLN We can revere 
Cod as the create.- of nature and the guarantor that the natural 
happiness of each ind1v1dual wdl be commensurate ro the mdtvtd­
ual's moral nghteousness. Or we can revere God as the author 
through his wdl, of the very natural laws that allow nature ro con: 
form to our rranscendent moral ends. Now, rebgion m its most 
proper sense arises when the moral law brings with 1t the added 
weight of betng accepted as God's commandment. 

Or finally (theologtcal 1deasj have 1mmed1ate effccr upon our will because of 
the added weight rhat the I moral I Commandment has by he mg a Command­
rnen1 ol God, 1t is rhen that rebg1on m n s most proper sense anses.M 

The concept of revelation l S directly connected wtth this sense of 
religion. God, as the creator of nature, can also mamfest hunself to 
us as the author of the moral law inasmuch as He proclaims hunself 
as such through his causality in the world of. the senses. 

The concept of revelanon IS the concept of an effect produced by God m the 
world of the senses through supernatural causality, m virtue of which he 
announces himself as ti~ Giver of [he Law.tiQ 

Now, there lS nothing Ill all of this that cannot be tound at least 
imphcitly in Kant's doctnne on religion, except for one point that, 
taken with us two consequences, mark the transinon from Kanuan 
cntique to post·Kanuan 1deahsm. The point is the new importance 
that Fichte attnbutes to " pure will" as the faculty of uncondmona1 
spontaneous act1v1ty. Kant had hased moral obhgat1on on the seH· 
Jegislative nature of ptacttcal reason which, when defined m terms 
of Its efficacy, he called "will." But his formula left n open whether 
u ts rationality that constitutes the efficacy of the wtll or the other 
way around.'° In Fichte's d1scussmn of the poss1bihty of revelat100 n 
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is now dear that n 1s the power of the wdl (whether 1t be Cod's will 
or the pure wtll m usl that first ,Rives rise to morahty- that IS, ro 
rauonahty itself. 

Two consequences follow~ The fl.rst is that, smce the w1ll's sponta 
neity transcends the d1srinctmns o( moral reason lfor moraluy is 
011ly a product o( n! one can legmmately ask why we should attrib­
ute the law to God and not to the will itself. Fichte 's answer 1s that 
materially speaking- that 1s, so far as the content of moral obliga­
tion is concerned - the law 1s to be attributed to the will m general 
But rhe b.tter is equally present m every moral being (Cod included, 
to the extent that He too is a moral beingJ. Whether the law is 
therefore presented as rhe producr of man's moral agency, or God's, 
1s a purely formal question. It has to do with how rhe law is promu~­
gated.n And because 1t 1s clear that the mdividual man is fl.rst moti­
vated by the law because of the will m him, and h~ would not be a~le 
to recogruze the same law as promulgated by C od without thts ong1-
nal motivation, n follows that GoJ (the supposed author of the law 
and the object of rehgious worshtp) has sigmficance for him only 
because He is an ob,ective pr0Ject1on of his own sub1ect1ve commit­
ment to morahty. 

The idea of God !the Giver of Law through the mora1 law m us) is based on 
an extcrnahzauon IEn t Jusserun,gJ of our moral law, by the pro1cct10n 
(ilbertu1gungl of something sub1ecttve 1n us mtoa Be mg outside usi and this 
prO)ecuon lS tht: sp.:c1Ac pnnc1ple of a rehg1on mstrumenral m the determ1-
nauon of the will ,. 

In the century to follow, chis notton ot religion as an objective prorec­
uon of a sub1ecnve s tare became canomcal for the Young Hegehans 
lwho actually were much more Ftchtean then Hegelian!. Here we 
have n explicitly and uneqmvocally formulated m Fichte's earliest 
wntmg, as the first consequence of the assert ed primacy of praxis 
over theory 

The second consequence emerges m response to a further question. 
Why should the moral ind1v1dual ever want to proiect the source of 
morality that hes w1thm him outside, in a God who is first conce1v~d 
only as the creator of nature? Or in other words, 1f the moral law IS 
already within us and must be there m order for any of u s cxremal 
mamfescauons ro

1 

be recogmzed by us, why should we ever believe m 
a divine revelation of the same law ~ why should we ever need any 
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such revela11onl Fichte's answer is that revelanon has to do with 
consc10usnes.-. of the law. To be a moral bemg. however, and 10 know 
oneself to be one, 1s for practical purposes one and the same thing. 
Whatever 1s required for our knowledge of the law is therefore also 
reqmred for our moral exJstencc. Bue smce we are noc 1ust "pure will," 
but bemgs of nature as well, the process by which we acqmre moral 
self-consciousness mus1 also be pa.rt of nature. And smce Cod is the 
creator of nature, he musl also be responsible for consticutmg 1t m 
such a way that mu we acquire the self-consciousness required for 
moral hfe. In this sense God can be said t o reveal the law and the 
concept of " revelation" is thereby 1usttfied.n ' 

Fichte's new strategy is dear. It capitalizes on the pnmacy of exis­
tence and rntuu1on over reflection, and on the hmnauons rnherent to 
reflecuon, chat Kant had already exploited. The difference is that for 
Fichte it is now clear that the li1mtations of reflectmn are essenual 
condiuons of all consciousness - not JUSt human consciousness 
and that existence and LOtu1t1on must therefore be sub1ected to them 
if there is to be any articulated knowledge of them. Thus, although 
Fichte seems to give new importance to the mtuitive moment of 
expenence - mdeed, he eventually claimed that we actually have the 
intellectual mtumon that Kant had assumed only as a logical 
possilnhty -he is in fact doing away with the myth of an mtellect 
that would have knowledge of the thmg m ttself wuhout bemg sub· 
1ect to the lim1tau ons of human consciousness chat conditions Kant's 
whole analysis of experience. In this sense, Fichte ts actually givtng 
new ITilporlance to reflccrion.H After all. that one acts and hence 
exists, and that there IS an unmedrace awareness of this existence, 1s 
obv10us m the very moment of action. And this ts all that Fichte w1ll 
mean hy intellectual mtu1t1on.n But the problem 1s to determine 
what the active existent is - what the anonymous awareness that 
accompames any action 15 1he awareness of- and for that one needs 
reflection over and above mtu1t1011_ An act conscious of ttself as act 
reqmres, over and above the act itself, a sen es of secondary reflect1 ve 
acts that transform it mto an externalized thmg. an ub1ect. These 
parucular acts m turn become the objects of further reflecuons, and 
so on ad m fimtum. The eveutual result 1s the emergence of an ideal 
world of obiects, each limning the rest wnh its actual or possible 
presence, and facing th1s world a subject that both lunus it and 1s 
hnuted by tt. The mtention ammating the ob1ects, and the subject 
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confrootmg them, 1s mdeed to represe111 the on~1nal act. But smce 
they are all equally the product of reflccuun, and reflection is by 
nature abstractive, they are m fact always posi ted ata distance from 1t 
and .'.lS such bound m the end to foil m their intem This 1s, however, a 
necessary limitation Of all consciousness (as I have 1ust said I and also 
the cond1t1on to which the onginal und1fferennated act lwh1ch we ex 
post facto mterpret as an ac1 of freedom) must subrml m order to 

become actually consctous of itself. The act must be represented at a 
distance h om itself, so to speak, or pmjected outs ide itself. It follows 
that the connection between the act and its supposed represent.anon 
or system of representall<ms, although a by-product !so to speak) of 
the actnself and 1mmed1ately present •o the awareness that accompa­
nies 1t, necessanly escapes representation. The certamty that we en­
JOY about n presupposes an existential commitmenr on our part that 
uanscends the limits of ob1ect1v11y. It requires faith, mother words, 
and m this sense all knowledge is essentially revelatory. Further. 
smce the greatest distance between an act and its representanon -
the mosc perfect obJectificauon - is achieved when the act is expen­
enced as a thmg of nature, the whole dynamism of knowledge is 
directed to mterpretmg nature precisely as the appearance of acts 
once freely performed but forgotten in the process of obiecuficat1on. 
Nature 1s the external mamfestat1on of freedom , feelmg, the first 
mcarnate awareness of it.ni 

Fichte's Krmk aller Offenbamng IS significant, not JUst because it 
reduces the dynamics of rehgsous revebtion ro those of ob,ecu­
ficat1on m general bu1 because, m domg 1his, 1t turns all ob­
,ect1fication into a process of revelanon. Thus Fich1e accepts as a 
fact of expenence the pnmacy of faith over reflection to which Kant 
was bemg pushed by the logic of his cntique of rearon but which he 
failed to recognize. In 1794- 5, when F1ch1e produced the first ver· 
$ion of his Wissenschaftslehre under pressure from the reqmre­
rnents of his new poS1tlon as the successor to Rembold at the chau 
of Kantian philosophy in Jena, the form of rhe new philosophy re­
flects the influence of Fichte's long med1ta1jons on Remhold's Ele­

mentarphilosophie and Aenes1dernus's cm1que of it.77 Yet the strat­
egy of his new system is sttll the same as the one mchoate m Krmk 
aJler Offenbarung. Sensatton and feeltng, far from bemg the amor­
phous conrent of conscmusness that Kant made them out to be, are 
complex events that already entail a moment of obiectificauon.76 
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They need mterpretmg, m other words, and hence cannot provide 
the existential pomt of support for the system of reflective thought 
that Kanl expected froni them. That pomt has to be found mstead m 
the rmmediate awareness of one's existence that accompanies ac· 
hon and the moral fauh mco which rhat awareness translates useU. 
As for the constructs of reason, they are now for F1chre mstrumems 
ol real knowledge - not because they are any less sub)eCUVe for hun 
than they were for Kant, but because all knowledge ts for Fichte 
interpretation. 1t consists man effort to express reflectively an mtu­
iuon that, by tts very narure, coostantly escapes it. It 1s as 1£ Fichte 
were intent on giving all to reflecuoo m order to give 1t then back to 
fauh. Wtth Jacobi he could have said that faith is the mamx of all 
knowledge- that "We are all born m the fatth, and we must remam 
in the faith, 1ust as we are all born in society, arx:l must remain m 
society. "79 And rust as Rem hold had looked upon Kant as the media­
tor m the dispute between Jacobi and Mendelssoho, so he could now 
consider hunseU as standing between Kant and Jacobi. 

Yet the s11nilant1es were only superficial. In actual fact Fichte had 
come penlously close to the very Spmoza whom Jacobi had made his 
vocatton to save the mind from. 

VI 

Ftchte had always expressed admiration for Jacobi, whom he once 
called the "profoundest thmker of our t1me."8o And there were m· 
deed enough pr1ma foc1e affinities between the two, such as then 
common emphasis on action and fanh, that when in 1799 Fichte 
found lumseU under susp1c1on of athetsm, he could in all sincerity 
appeal to "noble Jacobi" as one philosopher who could understand 
b1m.81 The truth that Jacob. knew m /wed experience was the same 
as he, Fichte, was giving voice to speculatively through the artifice 
of reflectLOn. Such was Fichte's claun. For his part, however, Jacobi 
wanted nothing of Lt.~' And how could he? When he spoke of faith, 
he meant an immediate certainty regarding such personally impor­
tant reahttes as the world outside us, other individuals, freedom, and 
Providence. In his eyes, Fichte's fauh could be no more than a state 
of mmd artificially induced m order to make up for the failure on the 
part of reason to retrieve its own existence reflectively. It was rea­
son's heroic effort at pulling itself out of the irrationahsm to wh.tch 
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it ts finally led by its own msane attempt al transformmg all exts­
tence mto a product of reflecu on 

Jacobi found nothing particularly mystenous about Kant's cate­
gorical 1mpecative or, for that matter, Fichte's assen1on of the "l tS 

I."eJ In both cases we have an extreme yet simple expressmn of 
reason 'sdes1re to assert itself as the beginmng and end of all things -
a " logical enthustasm," a pnde of reason, that ultimately leads to 

reason's own destructmn .11• Hence rhe strange claims that ooe hears 
abom an mfinite freedom that spurns determmation las 1J there 
cou&d be an action m general), or a subfech\'1ty that does noc: belong 
to any mdiv1dual in particular. ~1 None of this made any sense to 
Jacobi. What he found significant, however, was the fact that he had 
been able to find his way into Fichte's system only by way of Spi­
noza's Etfocs.H Spmoza's substance plays in Spinoza's system the 
same role as Fichte's "I" plays m Fichte's. Both are examples of the 
attempt at bmlding a system using as foundation reflection as such. 
But of course, smce the perfect fluidity of absolute reflectton shuns 
all determination, m Fichte's system just as much as m Spmoza's it 
is nnpossible to express conceptually the t ransition from the abso­
lute foundauon to the world of real md1viduals. Hence the latter is 

mterpreted as a mere epipllenomenon. which, m the case of Fichte, 
is invested with the meaning of a manifestation of freedom only 
through an act of moral fanh. But Jacobl also warned Fichte that the 
same fluidity of thought could support a materiahsuc mterpretauon 
of nature JUSt as well. Spinoza had again shown great wisdom in 
argumg for two parallel constructtons of the Absolute - one accord­
ing to the attribute of extension. and the other according to that of 
thoughL8 7 

As it happened, events were justifying Jacobi's charge that the new 
1deahsm born of Kant's critique of reason was only a form of 
Spmoz1sm. Take for mstance the young Schelling, who had JUSt 
appeared on the literary scene wnh a fia.tr and enthusiasm all his 
own. He sounded as d he were simply re1teratmg Fichte. Yet, from 
the beginnmg Schelhng had cnttcized the idea of a moral God on the 
ground that it dissipated the aesthetic 1noment of expenence - the 
"divme mart. "8~ His cnt1c1sm was obviously duected at the scholas­
tic interpreters of Kant. But It also had n s 1mplicauons for Fichte's 
smcc subordmatton of contemplatton to praxis. Schelling favored a 
more aesthetic appcoach mstead. Nature was not to be looked at as 
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1ust a negauve hm1t, an irrational yet necessary surd that only serves 
to make us aware of the absolute freedom m us. Ir lS the place rather 
where we find our freedom already realized; the beauty of its forms 
attests to the fact.B~ The Sprnozisttc overtones of the claim were 
obvious, and Schelbng did not fail to make them exphc1t: 

The first who, wtth complete clanty, saw mmd ancl matter as one, thought 
and extension simply as mod16cat1ons of the s.ime prmc1ple, was Spmozo. 
His system was the first bold outlme of a creanve 1magmanon, which con· 
ce1ved the finite immediately m the idea of the mfinue, purely as such, itnd 
recognized the former only m the latter ... 90 

But Spmoza shaped his system in the most unmtelligtble form possi­
ble. For on his terms one would have to transfer oneself to the 
standpoint of Absolvte Substance m order to be able to comprehend 
how and why thought and extension are originally one. 

!l}nstead of descending into the depths of his self-consc1ousness and descry­
mg the emergence thence of the two worlds m us - the ideal and the real -
he passed himself by; mstead of explammg from our namre how flmte and 
infinite, originally united m us, proceed onginally from each other, he lost 
himself forthwith m the 1dea of an mfintte outside us. . .9• 

Idealism delves deep into self-conscioosness mstead, in order to re­
trieve and express conceptually the very pomt at which, through a 
reflective act origmatmg m freedom, a Self is first established, and 
opposite to tt a Nature which 1s its oh)ecuve counterpart. It was 
exactly as Jacobi said. The new philoscphy represented an impossi­
ble attempt at retrieving reflectively the fact of existence. The result 
was a new Spmozistic view of the universe, not any the less impervi· 
ous ro the presence of genuine md1v1duahty for its bemg arnved at 
by way of a Kantian detour mto svl:,ect1vity 

And if Schellmg's Philosophy of Nature was not enough, Jacobi 
could have pOlnted for further evidence to Schellmg's discussmn of 
the nature of Wdlkur [l1berum arbit.rium, free choice) m Vol. Vll of 
the Philosophisches Journal 11797).92 Kant had recognized (rather 
belatedly, a cyruc might sayl that for all his t alk about nght and 
wrong, his moral theory lacked an adequate idea of a moral sub1ect. 
Reason certainly cannot be said to be either moral or immoral, for as 
pure reason 1t simply acts out the requirements of ratmnal.Jty sponta­
neously. It does neither nght nor wrong; 1t Slmply acts. The same 
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apphes to nature, although for directly opposite reasons. In Rel1g1on 
w1rhm the Boundaries of Unmded Reason (•793; W. ed. 1794),"l and 
again in the Metaphysics of Morals I 1797),1<>• Kant had therefore intro­
duced the 1dea of a faculty of free choice m vutue of wtuch an 
mdividual agent overcomes a supposed origmal Hlchfference to lhe 
commands of the law through an act for which the individual alone 
1s responsible . The md1vidual, thus determmed through free choice, 
is the moral sub1ect. Now, there was nothmg parucularly new about 
the idea. It was at least as old as Chnstian theology. The quesuon 
was whether it made any sense, and how, m the context of Kani's 
theory of pracncal reason, or, as Schelhng was to put it, whether 
W1Ilktir {or free choice! was an essential element of the freedom of 
the will or not. Reinhold had taken the stand that it was~ - indeed, 
that free choice is the faculty through which the personality of the 
human individual and hence its existence as a moral entity, IS first 
estabhshed.9'> Qui;e a different result was obtamed, however, tf one 
followed the Fichtean rend1t10n of Kant's theory of Wille. For on 
Fichte's theory pure will is pnor to any d1stmct1on between subject 
and ob,ect. It has all the features of Kant's mtu1uve understanding 
for which the category of possibility could have no meaning. But 
choice pcesupposes the defimtLon of alternative cou-rses of action, 
precisely the sort of distance between subJect and object that does 
not apply to wdl as such. On the Fichtean mterpretat1on, m othet 
words, choice is a phenornencm of refiecuvity. The indifference with 
respect to any determinate course of action that it presupposes is in 
fact only an 1lluS1on due to the distance established between the 
subject and tts action as the subject becomes reflectively aware of it. 
Free ch01ce seems to precede action; m truth 1t only comes ex post 
facto, in the attempt at retrieving reflectively the effects of the wdl's 
spontaneous action. Schellmg calls it a ''necessary appearance" of 
Wille- necessary because 1t is implicated m the very process by 
which Wille becomes conscious ol u seU, but a mere appearance 1ust 
the same.!.>' The implication of course is that the whole domain of 
moral choice 1s m fact only an epiphenomenon of a more fundamen· 
tal acuvity that goes on anonymously m a putative moral md1v1d· 
uat. But this is exactly what Jacobi said of moral Ide m Spinoza's 
system, and what made dus system unacceptable to him because ol 
the denial of personahsm that 1t entailed. 

Our last witness to this Spmozisnc 1nterpretatton of Kam is Fne-
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dnch Schiller, w hose aesthetic VlSlon of human existence jwh1ch 
clearly anfluenccd Schelli.ng) cook hs scanmg point from the Cr1-
t1que of fudgment 

[Wjhat makes. . . Man 1s precisely this that he does nor stop short at what 
Nature herself made of him, but has the power of retracing by means of 
Reason the steps she took on his behalf, of transforming the work of blmd 
compulsion mto a work of free choice, and of elevatmg physical nccessny 
mto moral necessny 9~ 

Man IS determmed by two kmda of necessity, namely of nature from 
below, and of reason or duty from above. Nenher leaves room for 
mdividuality, which finds scope instead in chat area of sub,ecttve 
experience where the two opposite pulls meet and, by maskm.g then 
effec1s reciprocally;. give rise to the semblance of an area of free play. 
" (A)s soon as the two opposing fundamental dnves (of nature and 
duty] arc active w1thm (man], both lose their compulsion, and 1he 
opp0sit1on of the two necessities gives rise to Freedom,"~ namely 
the kmd of freedom that is dependent on rntelh,gence or free choice. 
What we call human existence - the domain of ind1v1dual decision 
and md1vidua1 control - unfolds precisely rn this area of awarent 
freedom from compulsion. Schiller calls 1t the Stant des sch6nen 
Schems. the uSta te of Aesthet ic Semblance," ""' a mere appearance 
in any event, just like Spmoza's finite world, m Kant's world of 
d1scurs1Ve unrlerstanchng when considered from the standpomt of 
mtu1uve understanding. 

VII 

By •799 the critique movement was thus at an impasse. Clearly Kant 
did not understand what his would-be followers were up to. We know 
{though h is contemporanes could nod that at the 1ime he was still 
busaly working at a manuscript that has since come to be known, after 
Ench Adickes'sed1tonal work, as the Opus post um um.'"' Jn this man­
uscnpt Kanr was rrying to perform a transit10n liibergang) from 
categonal thought to the science of actual nature. He was sull busy, m 
other words, at the task of building a bndge (Brucke)10' between reflec­
tion and 1mmed1ate expenence to which the Cnt1que of /udgment 
had been devoted. But Kant was now revertmg to the strategy, already 
expenmented with m the Meuiph}'SJsche Anfangsgriinde der Nawr-
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WJSse11schaft tAfetaphysicnl Fvundat1011s of Saencel ( 1786), of using 
as means of mediation constructs that function hke schemata of the 
1magmat1on .001 Yet these schemata are also hke ideas m the sense 
that they are del1berate constructs of ours. Thus, whereas m the 
CrJtJque of fudgm ent Kant was bemg unwntingly forced to the con­
clus1on that the dynamic categones of the understandmg are only 
regulanve, m the Opus p0swnmm he now falls on the opposne side 
with the astoundmg adm1ss1on that there are ''regulauve prmciples 
wh1ch are at the same time consurunve." 10

• Bur ro admit this much is 
e1 th er to side with the likes of Fichte and Schelling I whom Kant was 
repuch atm,gl or concede wtth Jacobi that the whole cnucal enterpn M: 
1s an absurdity - that there simply cannot be a reflec.n ve return t0 

immediacy. 
But then, this result 1s DO( surprising. Kant 's mtenuon had been to 

subJect reason to critique. It IS not however reason as such that he 
brought to tnal, but the reason of classical metaphyS1cs - that of 
Spmoza - which was based on the assumption that true knowledge 
1s fou ndational and systemauc. The first twenty years of cntique 
helped to expose prec isely the 1rnmonahsm inherent 1.n th1s assump­
tion. They were successful at least m the sense that they led to the 
formulanon of the ne'" problem which the n meteenth century -
starung with Hegel - went on to explore, namely whether some 
other assumpuon 1s p0ss1 ble that does justice to whatever truth 
th ere was to Jacobi's polemic agamst metaphysics and yet sull made 
roomfor1t. 

1 Cf "Erklarung m Bez;ehung 11.uf Flchtes W1ssenschahslehre," Kll11t's 
gesnmmelte Schnften, Akodem1e ed. !Berlm 1900 ff I Vol XII, Pubbc 
Dedarauons. § 6, pp 370-1 . Unless otherwise speafied, all translauons 
from the G~rman are mine 

:z. For a history of the event, cf Xavier Lem, Fichte er son temps (Pans. 
Armand Cohn, 1954; tSJ ed. 1902). Vol I, chs 12, 13. 

l This esMy ought to be read m con1uncuon wuh Beuveen Kmit and 
Hegel· Texts m the Development of Post-KnnLJan ldealmn, trans and 
annotated wuh two crmcal studies by G d1 Giovanni and H. S. Harns 
{Albany Stare Umversny of ~w York, 198~). which It supplements I 
am deliberately avoiding repeating material already covered there I am 
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also abstracun.g from K.mr•s contrm·cny wnh J A Eberhard Id H E 

Alhson, The Kam-Eberl1ord Controvers)' (Baltimore Johns Hopl<1ns, 

1 ~7J}), and from rhe anu -Kant campaign wage<l by Fnednch N1cola1 and 
tusadepcs 

4 I take U lhar this i:., ma few words, the docmne behind the Trausccnclen-

1a l Deducu on, whether 1n the A or B version. 

5 Cnaoons f rom the Crioque of Pure Reason are from the Norman Kemp 
Sm11h uanslauon 

6 Cf Kant's statement o l the Postulates of Empmcal niought, especially 

1he second "T hat which 1s bound wuh lhe material condmons of experi­

ence, that 1s wuh ~nsanon, 1s actual" (A 218 I B 266}. The problem 1s to 

show how the connecuons defined by the categones - notably, the 

"cause-effect" connectton that has to do wuh the actual appearance of 

an obtect - can ~ exh1b1ted m sensat10~ that are ex l 1}'poll ies1 rha.p­

s0<hc. Cf. also Kant's preoccupauon wuh bndging the otherwise hetero­

geneous poles of " thought" and ''sens.anon .. m the Schernausm of the 
Pure Concepc:s of the Undersundmg IA 1 38 I B 177). 

7 For the culture of the penod, cf the classic s tuches, Richard Benz, Die 

Zett der deutschcn Klass1k (Stuttgart Rcdam, 19nl, and H. A. Korf, 

Ge1st tier C<>ethe=e1t · Versuch emer 1dcallen Ent w1cklung der /l.lass1sch­

rom(lnt1shen Lue1aturgescl1ichte, 2d eel, 4 vols fLe1p::ig· Kohler & 

Asnelany, 195.S)· 

8 5.Jmmtllchc Werkc, ed. Fnedrich Be.6ncr, 8 "'ols. !Stuttgart Kohlman, 

1946-Ssl. cf. Vnl. Ill, pp 4S (I,9), rSJ Ill, 112- 11) Cf also, H. S Harns, 

Hegel's Development. TOwanl the Sunlight. 1770-1801 (0xford Claren­

don, 1972), pp. xvn, 60- 2, 253- 4 

9 Kleine Schnften zur Gesch1chte der Kunst des Altertums ed Herman 

Uhde-Bernays, Vol. I fLe1pug 1"5'!1, 19251 Wmd:.elman' &fined the 
theme m terms of an oppos1lJOtl betwem the ancients and the modern-. 

He sided of course wtth the ancients Id pp 6o-13). 

10 Kant seems to concede the pomt qmte unwonngly m his defl.m1LOn of an 

"analogy of ex~nCTice" , "An analugy of experience rs, therefore, only a 

rule according to which a umty of expenence anses from perceptmn It 

does not tell us how mere perception or empmcal mtmuon m general 

comes about. It is not a prmc1ple const1rutn1e of the obtcc1~. 1ha1 1s of 

the appearances, (as the mathematical p11nc1ples are[ but only regula-

11ve.- . " (A 18o I B 222) But 1f the analogies of expenence are only 

' ' regulatwe," the most that they determme 1s how we must 11nagme the 

sequence of appearances of an ob1ec1 - not how rhe obJt:Ct is actually 

given m sense mtum on Hume would have no obiectton to this role of 
t he "analogies." 

11 Solomon Maiman, Vt"rsuch tibcrdic Tmnscendcntolpllllo!.op/J,e IBtthn 
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Voss~ Sohn, 17yo), pp. 62- }, 182 Cf also, Ernst Platl\\.'f', Pllllm.o 

plllsche Aphor.smcm neb-.r eimgi;n Anle1tu~en z ut phllowph1"'-.hen Ge­

schu;Jitc. Ganz neue Ausarbe1tung. Part 1 tLc1pz1g Schwtckert, 179ll. 

w 336- 7 Tile pomt was also made m tht: Feder-G<lrve revtew of the 

Cnllque (cf below, no te 46, p. 169 of Append1J<: II tn t he Memer ed1Uon 

of Kant's Prolegomena) 
12 0 F W J Schelhng.'Vom lchals Pnnc1pder Pt11losophie'(1795!, Werke 

IStuttgart. Frommann-Hol:boog, 1971 fl). Vol II, p 1n. 
I l § 77, J. H Bernard's translan on (New York Hafner, 1951), p. 155, 
14 Ibid. 
1 5 "Er wollte die Vernunh nut dem Verstand unterbauen, und dann den 

Verstand w1eder liberbaue n mu der Vernunft " Fnednch Hemrich Jacobi, 

\km den GOttbchen D in.gen und 1hrer Offenbarung ( 181 J), \i\trke ILe1p-

21g be1 Gethard Fleischer d. fling., 18 t 6I. Vol. Ill p 370. By Hreason" 

Jacobi means "pract1C3I reason,·· as the context ol the passage clearly 

shows.. But for Kam all "ideas" denve theu vahd1ty from the pcactICal 

function the)• play - be 11 restncted to 1ust scientific praJ<:1s 

16 Cf A x1, and A 751--,]; /8779-80. Tneambigrnty IS expressed mthevery 

expression "critique of reason," where the genmve "of reastJn" Ider 

Vemunft) '-an be tal<en m both a sub,ect1ve and an ob1ect1ve sense. 

17 § 77 Bernard's translation, p, t-55. 

18 Ibid., p 257 
19 David Hume uber den Glauben oder ldealismus uml Real1smus. Em 

Cesprach (Breslau Lowe, 1787), Suppkmem, p. 289 (Ht!nceforth, Davi d 

Hume) This first edmon of the David Hume differs ma few but signifi­

cant places from the edition of 1815. 

w Uber die Uhri: des Sp1nozt1 m Brie/en on den Henn Moses Mentlelssohn 

IBreslau· Uiwe, n 85) Henceforth, Spmozabnefi: The second edtt1<m of 
1789 (Breslau· Lowej was much enlarged, pracu cally dcubled m size. 

Unless otherwise stated,. I shall be refemng to the first ed1t1011 

11 01d1ttmg und Wah1he1t 118 1}/1814), Goethe (Zurich: Beutler, 1949 (f ), 

Vol 1 O, p. 699. 
22 For a handy bnet account m Enghsh oJ the events, and a translat ton of 

excerJ'(s, see The Spmoza Conver.sot1ons betwl!t'n Lcssmg eV /ocob1 
Teti wnh Exccrpt.s from the Ensuing Controversy. trans G. Vallee, J. B 

Lawson, and C. G Chapple, lntrcxl.uc11on by C Vallee jLanham, Md 

University Press of Ame rica, 1988). Kant contnbuted to the controversy 

with his essay, Wo.s heitit s1ch 1m Denken Or1ent1eren~ I 1786), 1n which 

he clearly showed his sympa1hy for Mendelssohn without, howe~r. 

enOOrsmg his dogmausm. fn a later len er to Jacobi. {#352 [357l August 

30, 17891 Akadem1e ed, Vol. Xl, p. 741 Kant apologizes for his tone, 

wluch he attributes to the need at the time to clear hunself of any 
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susptCJCm of Spmo:z1sm This need was itself a sign of how mfluent1al 
the Spmowbnefe had been !Cf m this respect C G Schutz's ktter to 
K.ant of February 1786, # 24of2s911 A.k.ademieed, Vol, X, p 4011 

21 On the reception of Sp1no=a m Gennany, Sli:e David Bell, Sprno::.J m 
Gamony from 1670 to the Age of Goethe IUmversiry of London: Jnsn­
tute of Germanic Studies, 1984) This book 1s marred,. rn my op1111on, by 
its rendency to mm mto an apology for Spmoza - worse s11ll, by 1t~ 
1mphc1t assumption that Spmoza has to be saved from the charge of 
"a1he1sm." 

24 I am not many way 1mplymg 1ha1 Jacobi's philosophy is of one piece. U 
reflects many mfluences and It underwent changes Later 1n his hfe 
Jaeob1 deliberately altered his theorv of "reason " Whether the nature of 
tlk change wa~ as J.acubt hunscll estimated tt, or whnher 1t was a 
change for the better, does not concem us here. for Jacoln's starement of 
the change, d. Dav1d Hume (1 81 s:J. fnednch Hemrich Jacobi's Werke 
(Le1pz1g: Gerhard Fle1scherd Jung, 181:z, ff I, Vol. IL p 221 n 

25 Spino=obri.de. W 162-3, 172and footnote David Hume, pp. 182 fJ 
26 Cf Spmozabnefe I 1789), pp. 424- 5, 419- 30. 
27 Ibid., pp. 18-19. 
28 Ibid, p. 29. 
29 Cf. David Hume. pp 65 H., 101 ff. Splno::abr1efe I 1789), Supplemcm VII, 

pp. 401-4, 4o8ff., 41y-20 
JO Spmozabnefe j 1789), Supplement IV, pp. }}7 ff, Supplement V, PP· 349 ll. 
11 SpmoUJbnefe, pp. 16, 86--101. 

p. Ibtd., pp. 118-21, 131-2 
n Jacob1 on Fichte !Hamburg. Penhes, 1199). pp 14-2l 
14 Cf Ober das Vmernehmen des Ktit1z1smu-. d1e Vernunft zu Versumd 

zu B1mgen (18o1), Werke. Vol J 118161, esp 111-12 (By this time 
Jacobi has assigned to "reason" - newly .remrerpreced - a special mtu-
1t1ve function J 

H Der emz1.g ml>gliche Beweisgrund zu emer Demonstration des Dasems 
Goues ( t 763) Akadem1e ed., Vol. II, cf the concludmg remarks, pp 1 S?-
62 (§§ 4- S). Cf Dov1d Hume. w 74 ff., 18 ff Also, Spmo::abriele, pp 
29-31. 

}6 Dov1d Hmne, p. 85; Letter 10 Kant. Novembel- 16. 1789, #366 h89L 
Al<.tldem1e ed, Vol. XI, p 99. 

37 Cf Jacob1 an Fichte. pp. 31, n -4. 
38 DaVJtf Hume. pp 35 ff, 40 ff., 102 ft., 107 fl 
39 Ibid. PP tV- V, 22. 

40 Cf tbtd, pp 29-30. 
41 Cf Sprnu:::abriefe. pp. 163-4, David Hwne. pp 64-5, 192-3 
42 Jacob1 an Fichte. pp. 54-~. d. also Allwills Bnefsommlun,g !Konigsberg 
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FnOOnch N1colovius, 17911, pp xv ff (I take It that Jacobt IS 1nc:hrecdy 
talking abom h1mself.J 

43 Sp1no=ilbnefe. pp 18}, 18s-<1, 197- 8 
µ In a letter to Kant of October 16, 176s, Mendelssohn descnbes Jacobi's 

Spinoza-book as "a strange mixture, something hke a monster the head 
from Goethe, the body from Spmoza, and the feet from Lavater." (The 
book concludes with a long mspuanonal pass.age from Lavater.J Letter 
228 [2481, Akadem1e ed, Vol X, p. 390. 

45 Cf Letter of Chnstum Carve to Kant, July 13, 1783 l#t84 l205 1J, Akade· 
m1e ed, Vol. X, pp 3o8-11, Kant's reply of August 7, 1183 {#187 [205J!, 
pp. 315-12, and the Akadem1e ed notes to both letters (Vol XIII, pp. 
1u.- 3, 124) Thereviewwasareworkmgby J G Federofamanuscnpt 
submitted fOI' pubhcatJOn by Ch11suan Garve II appeared in the Zuga­
~11 zu deu COttingen gelehrten Anze1gen Uanuary 1781, 3d tssue, PP-
40-SI. Kant's Appendix to the Prolegomena to any Future Metaphrs1cs 
reftts to this review Wrnlegomena zu emer 1eden kiinfr.ixen Metophysik 
! 1783), Akademie ed., Vol. 4, p 381) The text of the review can be found 
reprmted m the Fehx Memer ed1tum of the Prolesomena (Hamburg, 
1965), W· 167-74. The full text of Garve's ongmal text was eventually 
published m the Allgememe deutsche B1bl10thek 11783, Appendix to 
Vols 37-p, Secuon II, pp 838-62) 

46 The Letters appeared m Der Teutsche Merkur. between August 1786 and 
September 1787 There were eight of them altogether, m the fo llowing 
order. Volume of 1786. August, w 99-1.27, 127-411 Volume of 1787, 
January, pp. j-39. 1 l7-42, May, 167-85, July, 67-88, 141- 6s, 247-78 

47 Bnefe Uber die kmmschc PhJlosophie, Vols. I-II jl.e1pz1g be1 Georg Joa­
chim Gosche, 1790, 1792). 

48 Cf Between Kanl and Hegel. p 9 and notes 
49 Exphc1t reference to Jacobt and MendelS50hn 1s not made uut1l L1etter II, 

p. 137. On the other hand, cf. Letter II, p. 134. an<l the opemng pages of 
Lettler I, wuh the footnote on p 102 

50 Cf. Spmo:::.obnefe. pp 184-'35, t97-8. 
SI nus 1.s the Sllbstance of Letter I. 
p Cf. Spinozabne/e, pP 29- 34 Jacobi win eventually make "Nic11u111s­

S£-tn" expl1c1dy the theme of his polemic agamst Fichte Jacobi au 
Fichte, p 1. 

SJ Cf. Lener II, w 127 and 134-7, p 140, Letter Ill, pp 29, 33· 
54 Letter Ill, p 12. 
55 T1us 1s the substance of Letter Ill. Cf esp. pp s. 11- 13 
56 Letter Ill, p 28. 
57 Enefe Von und An He.gel. ed. J Hoffmeister (Hamburg: Mem1er, 1961), 

Vol l,p 13 
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-.s Karl Leonhard Rcmhold, Versut-h emer neuen Theone de.~ mem;chlJChen 
Vorstel}ungsvermOgen (Prague W1dtmann & Mauke, 17R9J. Cf. Between 
Kant and Hegel. pp 10- 19 and notes. 

S9 "It orgam:z:es us non-knowledge .. " Jacobi. ~fined sctenee m these 
words only m 1 799. Jacobi on FJChte. p. l.4 

6o "Repre~ntanon, as mere representauon. can and must indeed come 
ahead! . Smee our soul is a power of representation, It must start by 
producing a representation 1ust as representation ... " Dav1d Hume, p. 
61. ell course, I cannot prove that th,s pa._-.sagc msp1ted Rem hold to 
fasten on " representauon" as the fi rst pnnc1ple of his refocmed K.anti­
amsm. He could have derived hu; hmt from Kam 1ust as well. Cf Kant's 
division of the concept "representatmn," (A po/ B 376-7) 

61 Cf Between Kam and Hegel, pp 20-7 and notes. 
62 Gottlob Ernst Schulze, Aenesidemus, oder iiber d1e F11ndnmeme der 

von Herrn Prof Remhold m Jena '{e11eferten Elementor-Phllosophie 
IN p.p., 11921. 

63 Cf A 81 1 I B 839, A 811 / B 840-1. Kant's statements m these passages 
do not square, in my opinion, wnh his pos1tmn m the connection be­
tween "faith m God" and the "efficacy of rhe moral law" m the Cnt1que 
of Procucal Reason 

64 Published m KOmgsberg 
6s Cf. § 1, I G. FJCbte-Ccsomumsgabe, Vol, I,1, Werke 1791- 1794, ed. 

Reinhard Lauth and Hans Jacob !Stuttgart-Bad cannstatt Frommann, 
1o64ffl.p 18 

66 §2, pP u - 3, §}, p. Jb. 
67 §1, pp ]6- 7. 
68 Jbid , p. 37 
69 §4,p.41. 
70 Cf for mscancc his statemtnts m Crundlegun.g zur Metopliys1k der 

Smen l118s), Akodem1e ed. Vol. IV. p. 412 llmes27-30) "so 1st der Wille 
nichts anderes a ls prakusche Vemunft . .. "Schdlmg will claim that 1t 
is more accura' e ro say that pracncal reason 1s "wtll -This com·ers1on is 
significant because u shows how he (and f1chte whom he was comment­
mg onJ thought of reason as a determination of will 0 AIJgememe 
ilbers1cht der 11eue~ten ph11osoph1schen Lmeratur ( 1797-8), Werke. 
Vol I\". p 1 s9 llines 27- 281. In later edltmns the Ubersicbt was renamed 
Abhandlungen zur Erlducerung des ldealismus der W1ssenschaftslelire 

71 §2, pp. 31, )5--6. . 

72 §2, p. 33-
73 §3. pp. 38-9. 
74 Cf. Fichte's strong statements m Grundlage der gesamcen W1ssen-
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scbaftslehre '1794-s\. §8, II and 111, Gcsamtau.<;gabe, Vol I, 2, pp. 442-~ 

Also, §4, D, p 298. 
7S Cf Obe1 den UnterschJed des Ge1stes und des Buchstobens m der 

Phllomplile !Lectures gl\len m the summer semester of 1794), Gcsam­
tau....;gabe.11, }, l..el-ture II, p 3 3o{lmes 4- 1 l) Cf also Zwtn e Emle1tung m 
der W1ssenschaftslehre j 17971. Gesomtausgabe. I, 4, p. ns times 10-11) 

76 For an extensive d1scussmn of this pomt, and further relerem:cs, cf. my 

"From Jacobi's Novel to Fichte',. ldtahsrn," Journal of the H1slmy of 
Ph1/osophy, 27, I j1 989). eSp. pp 90-7 

77 Cf. the not~ that Fichte wrote as he reflected on Reinhold's Ele­
me11forph1lo.soph1e, and the comments on this l C' Xl by its edm.1£, Rem­
hartLauth: Elgne Med1tollonen Uber Elementarph1losopfne, Gt·~mtnus­

gobe, Vol. Ill, 3 
78 For "sensation" (Empfindvngj as requmng 1merpretauon, cf. Cwndlage. 

§10, #20, Gesnmtausgabe. I. 2, p. 437 Umes 17- 13); ~7, C, p. 419 
79 Spmozabnefe, p. 162 
80 Letter s18, to K. L. Rembold, January 8, 18oo, Cesamtausgabe, III, 4, p. 

180, cf. also, Letters 440, to K L. Rembold, Aprtl 22, 1799, lll, 3, P PS. 
237, to F. H. Jacobi, September 29, 1794, lll,l, p 202, 307, to F. H. Jacobi, 
August 30, 179s, III, 2, p. 391; 3ss, to F. H. Jacobi, April 26, 1796, Ill,3, p. ,, 

81 Cf. Appellot1on an dos Pub/icum j1799), Cesnmtaus.gabe, I, s. pp. 415-

35 
82 This 1s the theme of rhe whole of /a1:11h1 an FJChre 

83 Cf. 1b1d., p. \7 ff. 
84 a. ibid. pp. 6-7 and 21-3. 14-17 
Bs Cl 1b1d., 33-4 
86 lbid .,p 4. 
87 Cf ibid., PP- 3-5. 
88 Plillosopl11sche Bnefe iiber Dogmat1smus und fU-1t1c1smus, Htrke. Let­

ter I, Vol m.w-soff 
~ The d~arest statement of tlus pos:ltKlll IS to be found only later, m 18oo 

Cf System des tmnscernlentolen Jdealismus h 8ool, Sommthche Werke 
(Stuttgart: Cotta, 18s6-8), Vol I, 1, p 627 

90 ldeen zu emer Philosophle der Natur (1797J, Sammlliche Werke, Vol. I. 
2, p. 20. English translanon, Ideas for a Philosophy of Nature. E. E 
Harns and P. Heath, trans. (Cambridge Cambridge Umvers1ty Pn:hS, 

19881,p. IS-
91 Ibid., p. 36, Enghsh translauon, p 27 For Schelltng's apprec1at1on of 

Spmoz1sm, cf. also Vom Jch als Prmc1p der Phllosoph1e, §§12, 14, Dog­
mot1smus u Krltlc1smus, Letters VI, Vll, Vlll, 
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91 AJlgememe Ubers1cht der neutt\ten pluloscplm; .. :hen L1t.emtur, \Verke. 
IV, pp. 157- 68 

93 Die Rel1g1on mnerhalb der Gren=en der bloBen Vemunfr. Akadem1e 
ed., Vol Vl, d. pp. 34-S. J7 

94 Metaphys1k der Sitte11, Akadem 1e ed., Vol. VI, cf pp. 21 3 ff , u6 

95 Allgem eme UbeISlcht, p 161 (hues t s- 23). 
96 Reinhold was defendmg what was Ul fact the old !Anstotehanl scholas­

tic concept of "will" and of n s releuon to "reason." Bnefe iiber die 
KantJsche Philosopfo~.' Vol ll (17911, Letters VI, VII, Vlll; Be1trage 

!Jena: Mauke, 1794!, "Uber das vollstiindi.ge Fundament der Moral, .. pp 
2o6-941 Auswahl verm1schter Schn ften, Part II !Jena Mauke, 1797), 
"E1n1ge Bemerkungen m der Einleuung zu den Metaphysiscben 
Anlangsgrunde der Reditslehre von 1. Kant aufgestelhen BegnHe der 
Fmheu des W1Uens," pp. 364-400, 

97 f!:Ugemern~ Ubemcht. p. 165 {Imes 11- 30J. 

98 Uber die Asthet1sche Erz1ehung des Menschen, m einer Reihe von 

Bnefen, On the At:uhetic Education of Man, ma Senes of Letters. ed 
trans. by E. M W1lkmson and L A. Willoughby, accompamed by the 
Germ.an text (Oxford. Clarendon, 1967 ), Letter III, p II These first 
Len ers date from 1793-94. For a histciryof the text, cf.1b1d., pp 334- 5. 

99 Letter IX, 1b1d, p. 137. . 

100 Letter XXVll, 11Hd, p. 219. 

10 1 Akademie ed., Vol XXl- XXll, ct. Ench Adn:kes, Kants Opus po.sw· 
mum darz estellt und beurte1lt IBerhn. Eig;inzungsheh der Kant-Stu­
dien, 19101 

102 Cf Al<.adem1e ed., Vol XXI, p. p.6 (Imes 4- 13), Vol. XXII, p 244 (Imes 
3-61. 

103 Aether, Sdbsraffektwn, and Erschemung emer Erschemung. are the 
cases In pomt. For a discussion of the relanon of the Critique of Judg­

ment to the Opus postumum. cf. Vmono Mathieu, Kants Opus poslu­

mum (Frankfurt/M.: Klostermann, 1989J, pp 2J9-46. Kant uses the 
term "schemat1sm" repeatedl}' m the Opus po.swmum. e g., Al<.odemie 

ed , Vol XXll, pp 265 jlmes 25-6), 487 (Lnes 18-11) 

r04 Akadem 1e ed, Vol. XXll, p. 241 jhnf' 19· "Regulative Pnnc1p.a die 
zugletch constuunv smd. " I. Cf. Vuton o Mathieu, p. 11 8. 
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The hte rature on Kant, as might be expected from both the range or his work 
and his centrality m the history of modern plnlosophy, is enormous The 
following b.bhogra.phy 1s necessanly sdect1ve In view cl the a ims of the 
present senes, 1t focuses on recent books and colJecttoos of arncles, al­
though mdudmg some older works that have attained classical status Only 
ve ry lmpnctant articles that have not been repubhshed m collecnons b)' 
their euthors or anthologies ha\:c been hsted separately, md1v1dual amcles 
m collecuons that are mcluded are not hsted separately. The b1bhogtaphy 
also emphasizes works m Enghsh, aldmugh some of the most important 
WOt"ks m German and a few m French have been mcludcd Books thm: 
include especially extensive bibliographies are noted. Further btbh~ph1-
cal m(onnatmn can be found 1n the bi.bhograplucal surveys by Rudolf 

Malter that have been published smce 1969 m Kant.Stud1en. che offie1al 
tournal of the Kant-Gesdlschaft More recently, b1bhograph1cal SUf\'eys pre· 
pared by Manfred Kuehn have been pubhshed m the newsletter ol the North 
American Kant Society. An annotated b1bhography oo Kant's ethics 1s 
Kamum Ethical Thought; A Cvmcular Repurr and Annotat~d B1b/10graphy 

{Talbhassee: Council for Ph1losoph1cal Stuches, 1984). An extraordmary an­
l'l(ltated b1bhography of 2,832 items on Kant through 1So2 !two years befOl"e 
Kam's own death!} edited by Ench Adickes was published m English m The 

Philoscplucol Review from 1893 to 18y6, and reprmted as German Kont 

Btb/wgraphy !New York Burt Frank.Im, 1970 J. This is 1nd1spensable for 
Study mg the early reception o( Kant. Many of the 1mport.:mt works by Kant's 
early cn ucs and admuers caralogued m this work were reprinted m the 

series Aetas Kant1ana !Bmssels: Culture et Civ1hsation, 1968-nJ 
The d1v1s1on of the followmg btbhography reflects the custOmMY broad 

dtv1s1ons m d1scuss10ns of Kant's phtlosophy More spec1ah:t:d works on 
Kanr's philosophy of physical science, polmcs, and b1olog1cal science M.ve 
been hsted separately, but some of the more general works in the dw1s1ons 
that thev follow also treat ol these issues Many works fit even less neatly 
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mto these d1v1smn..,, which art! mtendet.1only111 ht:lp the reader get srnned 
m further study cl Kant 

KANT'~ WOll.f(S CIEt<MAN EDIT I ONS 

The standard critical ednion of Kant's works, the pagmauon of which 1s 
cited by most co111empornry authon on Kant, 1s Ktmt's ge!.Ommelte Schnf­
ten, edited by the Komghch P1eu61schen Akadem1e der W1ssenschaften, 
subsequently the Deutsche Akademte dcr W1ssenschaften (ongmally under 
the general ed1torsh1p of Wilhelm Dilthey) Twent}'-nme volumes (twenry­
seven thus far pubbshedJ m thuty-foor parrs Berlin Georg Rem~r. subse­
quently Walter de Gruyter, 1900-. The edition is d1vukd mto four parts: 
\.'\~rke 1volumes 1-9L Briefe jvolum~ 10-111. Ha11dschr1ftl1che Nachlab 
(volumes 14-13), and VC1¥Jesu11Scn !volumes l.4-19, no volumes l.'i and l.61 
n us ed1t1on is widely referred to as the "Akadem1e" edmon 

The following twentieth-century ed1tKJns are also ated. 
Ernst CasSiret, ed Werke 1 t vols Berhn: Bruno CaSStrer, 19 12-12 
Wilhelm We1'iChedel, ed. Werke in seclis Biinden. Wiesbaden: Jnsel Verlag, 

1956-62. Repnmed m 11 vols. but wuh 1he or1gmal pagina11on by 
Suhrkamp Verlag, Frankfurt am Mam, 1 C)68. Unhkt: the Al<adem1e 
ed111on. thts contams German tra nslatmns of Kant's several Laun 
works. 

EditJOOS of mdh •Klual wmks are also pubhshed m the Phllosoph1sche 
B1bll0lh~k of Fe:h x Memer Verlag, Hamhirg. These mdude 1he sundard 
edmon of the Ct1t1que of Pure Reason 

Immanuel Kant. Km1k der reinen Vemunft Ed Rayrnwxl Schmidt l.d ed. 
Hamburg: f ehx Memer Verlag, 1930. 

Two 0ther volumes of special note m tlus series are 
Immanuel Kant. Briefwei::h sel. Ed. Rudolf Mah er. Hamburg: Fehx Memer 

Ved ag, 1986 lmdudes letters not m Akadem 1e edition) 
Immanuel Kant. Metaphys1sche Anf11T1Rsgriinde der Rechtslelue Meta­

phys1k der S1tum, Erster Tell Ed Bernd Ludwig Hamburg Feh x Memer 
Verlag, 1986 /proposes a new arrangement of some paragraphs ol the 
previously accepted text). 

This hst mcludes only the most important translauons currently m wide­
spread use An undertaking currendy 111 prep;iranon, The Cambridge Edm on 
of the Wodtsof Immanuel Kam, w ill provide new o r revised translat ions o f all 
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of Kant's pubh shecl works and selecn ons lrom his correspondence, Na<:hlafl. 
and lecrnres Among 1he first w lurnes to appear, beginning in approx1maceJy 
1992, will be Pre-Cnt1co.l Writings. Opus poswmum, Uc tu res on Logic, and 
Correspondence Unul tha[ edition 1s completed, che followmg translauons 
are recommended. Volumes of multiple worh are h sted first, followed by 
translations of 1nd1v1dual works, lasted m alphabet1cal order of the ttde of the 
tu.ns1at1on. 

Mulnple works 

Kant: On History. Ed Lewis Whne Beck1 trans Lewis Wh11e Beck, Robert E 
Anchot, a nd Emil Fackenhe1m. fnchanapolis: Bobba·Mem11, 1961. 

Ko.nt's Critique of Practical ReDSOn and Other "furks 011 the Theory of 
E1h1cs. Trans. Thomas Kingsmtll Abbott. 6th ed. London. Longmans 
C rcen, J 909. 
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phy Trans. Lewis Whne Beck Chicago: University of Clucago Ptess, 

1949 
Kant's L<Jtm Wntmgs: 'fro.nslnuons, Commenranes. and Notes T rans.. 

Lewis White Beck, Mary J Gregor, Ralf Meerbote, and John A Reus­
cher. New York: Peter Lang. 1986. 

Kont's Pol1tico.l Writings. Ed. Hans R.e:1ss, trans. b}· H B. Nisbet . Cambndge 
Cambndge Universny Press, 1970. 
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Ted Humphrey. lnd1anapohs· Hackett, 1983. 

Selected Pre-Cnt1cal Wntings and Correspondence With Beck. Trans. G. 8. 
Kerferd and D E. WalfOl'd, w11h a contnbuuon by P G. Lucas. Man­
chester. Manchester Umvers11y Press and New York. Eames & Noble, 
1968 

Ind1vtdual works 

Anthropology from a Pragmt1uc Pomt of Vrew Trans Mary J Gregor The 
Ha.gue. l\iartmusN11hoff, 1974. 

The Conf1ict of the Facultres Trans. Mary I. Gregor New York: Abans 
Books, 1979. 

Cm1que of Aesthetic fudgement Trans w uh analytical mde:xes by James 
Creed Meredith. Oxford C larendon Press, 1911 

Crm qve of Teleological fudgemenr Trans. wuh analytical m dexes by James 
Creed Meredith Oxford Clarendon Press, 1928 
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