
.............................. ----~------------~~--~~ 

e. 

, -

1 / 

KANT'S POLITICAL THOUGHT 
AND THE CONCEPT OF TELEOLOGY 

by 

WILLIAM JAMES BOOTH 

... 

A Thesis Submitted to the 
Faculty of Graduate Studies and' Research 

1'1. Partial Fulfilment of the Requirements for the 
Degree of Master of Arts 

Depa rtment of Pol 1 ti cal Sei ence 
McGi 11 Uni versity 1 
Montrea l, Canada "'-...-

/1 

May 1978 



\ 

,,,. 

----------

--------------

ABSTRACT 

This the~is will show that the,philosophy of nature and~science 

that Kant sets out requires the concept 'of teleology, th~ premise of the 
, t 

systemati c (and so, des i gned) structure df the uni verse. : And tel eol ogy, 

employe~ in this domain, drives ~s to th'e idea of the ~uP~rSenS;lJle~ ~f ' 

a ground of the wor-ld, ~ut cannot provide a ri,cher underst\nding ,of the 

supersensible other than to describe it as a ,vague IIsometh;~". 'J To 

arrive at a fuller ~onception, we must turn to mor~l philosophy, where 

the hope for the highest good is established as a necessary element of .. . 
the moral will. This hope requires that we postulate a mo~al~world 
Designer. Moral and' natural teleology can be seen, therefore, as comple-

- mentary jn that the moral side yie1ds a determiryate concept of the super­

sensible bàsis of nature, while tHe natural dimension provides us with 

tangible eviden~e for the existence of such a being. The historiçal­

political philosophy unites ~hesi two arguments. On the one hand, on1y 

a wise, moral 'designer woufd arrange the course of histQry so as to 

produce a good state for man, and, on the other, ,natura1 teleology first 

gives us an indication that the world as a who le, and 50 p05sibly the 

appearance of freedom within it, is designed. The idea of a moral GQd, 
, ' 

linking both nature and practical freedom, provides a bridge, if ultima'tely 

a problematic one, between the realms of nature and morality. Thus Kant's 

political philosophy ;s the expressjon of a number of central themes of 

his philosophical' work -- teleology, nature ~nd freedom, and theolcrgy. '') 

lts problems, far from being mere marginalia, are central to his philo-
, ."" 

sophical edifice and insofar as it shows the ,powerful .practical (moral) 

. interests that guided him,·it may help to correct that modern opinion 

according ta which the heart of Kant's endeavours is contained in the 
\ -

• first half of the Critique of Pure Reason. For just as an un.derstanding 

of his political e5says demands that we see their roots in the primary 
, 

themes of the strictJl phi19sophical writings, 50 too can the unit y of 

those themes, and the direction in wh; ch' K~nt thought that they led, best ' 

be seen in those essays ·i ~ wh; ch they converge. 
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~ -0 RESUME 

-- l' 

Cette tbèse a pour but de montrer que 1~ phi1osophfe de la nature 
~' 

et de la science proposée par Kant exige 1 1 introduction du cO,n~~pt de là 

téléologie, et de poser comme prémisse que l '~nivers a une struct~re 
systématique et donc calculée. Par ailleurs, la' téléologie, ~elle qu'elle 

'est utilisée dans de domaine, nous conduit au concept du ~upra-sensible, 
d'un fondement du >monqe, mai stout '.en étant i ncapab le de nous fourni rune 

° compréhension très enrichissante du supra-s~nsible si ce n'est en le 
décrivant comme "quelqùe chose" de vague. Si n.ous voulons arriver à mieux 
comprendre ce concept, nous devons"r,Jf'Ous tourner vers la philosophie morale 
qui considère l'espoir du bien suprême comme un élément nécessaire de la 

.... volonté morale. Cet espoir exige que nous posions l'existence d'un Créateur", 
, -

du monde moral. Ainsi, téléolog~e morale et téléologie naturelle deviennent 
\ . 

complémentaires: l'aspect moral nous propose un concept déterminé de la base 
~ supra.-sensible de îa nafure alors que la dimension naturelle nous donne ,~~ 

preuve tangible!de l'existence d'un tel être. La philosophie h to~ique/ 
politique réunit ces deux arguments. D'une .part, seul un créateur ge et 
moral agencerait le cours ,de llhistoire d~ façon i'offrir un Etat just à 

l 1 homme et d'autre part, la téléologie naturelle nous ponne d'abord une 
indication que le monde dans son ensemble, et peut-être aussi l'apparence 

'" - - ' ~ 

de liberté qu'on y tr~uve. a été conçu. ~)idée d'un Dieu moral, qui all)e 
la nature ~t la liberté pratiq~e, nous fournit un pont entr~ le r~yaume 
de la naturè et celùi de la moral'ïté, même'si ce pont,es,t ep définitive. 
problématique. Ainsi, ~ilosOPhie P?'itique de Kant devjent l'expression 
d'une série de thèmes qu~~nt au centre de son oeuvre philôsophique -- , 
téléologie, ~ature et lit~erté, t~éologie. (~Oin ~/~t~e)urement ~arginaux, 
les. prob ~èmes qu ''1 l pose' fonnent ,1 a base même ~-sol1' ~di:i ce phi l osophi que. 
Dans la mèsure où son oeuvre exprime les intérât~ ptatiques (moraux) puissants 

, \,-

qui l 'dnt guidé, elle peut contribuer a.rectifie~ l'idée courante selon 
laquelle Kant a concentré ses efforts sur la première moitié de sa' Critigue 

de la rajsun pure. En effet, ,tout comme nous devons, po~r c~ptendre ses 1 
1 

essais politiques, recherc~er leurs racines dans les premiers thèmes-de ses{ 
écrits purement philosoph1ques, nous pourrons mieux siisir l'unité d, ces/ 
thèmes ef leur orientation en nous reportant aux essais qui en sont pré'cis'é­

ment la sy'nthèse. 
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Es ist überhaupt nichts 'schwerer-. als die 

K?ntischen Ideen deutlich darzustellen. 

Fichte 
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1 NTRODUCr 1 ON 

,1 
1 

" • 
Newtôn first saw'order and re'gularity combined with great 

simplicity wherd\before him disordér coupled with diversity 
were to be fQund. A~d since then, the planets run on a 
geometrical course~ 

Rousseau,first discovered among the multitude ~f forms 
assumed by man~ manls deeply hidden nature and ~ concealed 

\ law by the observation of which providence is justified ... 
Gad is justified .by Newton and Rousseau and more than ever 
is Popels thesis true. 

, Kant, Bemerkungen zu d~n Beobaèhtungen 
übet:...gas Gefüh 1 des Sch'dnen und Erhabenen 

Immanuel"Kant was born in 1724 in the port city of Konigsberg, 
- north east Prussia (now Kaliningrad, USSR) , and died there in 1804. 

The biog~aphy 6f his life ~s singul~rly uninteresting, Nevertheless, 
in thqse eighty years ~ant had an impact upon philosophy, the extent 
of which can no longer' be disputed. Indeed, one commentator has 

't 

written that the student of Kantls Critique of Pure Reason must see 
all philosophy prior·to Kant as a mere preparation for him and al] 
subsequent work as a response to his work. Though we would be wise 

8 /l' .. 
to doubt the tacit claim,made in this -statement, it is true to say 

/' 

that K~ntls thought is of the highest importance to the history of 
. , 

ph11osophy. 

The centerpiece of his philosophical endeavour was the three 
Critiques~ that of Pure Reason, of Practical Reason and of Judgment.' 
In addition, he completed a number of ~mall, but important tex~s~ 
Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Marals, Prolegomena to Any Future 

1 

,Metaphysics, Religion Within the Lim~~s of Reason Alone, and others. 

l 

" 

\ 
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However; as a result of develop,ments in philosophy as a whole, and in 

,1.ngl o-Ameri can Ph'il osophy in parti cul ar, w~ now thi nk of Kant primarily 

in terms of the Critique of. Pure Reason.' Or. to be more precise', we 

see his contribution as resting in certain sections 'of the first \halfi 

of that work: He appears to us, iha~ is to say, as the author 0; those 

pages the reading of which has been likened, by one of .his greatest 

Engli.sh commentator~, to the' cros'sing of the Great Sahara Desert. And 

since, as Fichte teacnes, philosophical tastes and charactèr are linked, 

we are not surprised to discover in Kant's slight_biography a character ' 
_'J 

so dry, so mechanical, that clocks in Koni,gsberg were set bi his daily 

walks. That,this understanding of"~nt is founded upon a failure to 

appreciate the unit y of,the thre~ Criti~ues ~.' a failure whose source 

seems to lie in the partial appropriation and.~updating' of Kant 

iS40ne of the central. if implicit, themes of this thesis. 

, 
This truncated view of Kant has, 1 b~lieve; affected his position 

- 'n t~ê-t~~dition of political philosophy~/ Because He is ta ken as the , ' 

~~thdr of o~,e question -- I/What can 1 know?1/ -- rather than the three 
\ 

_he in fact asked (the other two bei ng, I/What ought 1 tù do? Il and I/Wha t 

may 1 hope for?") we see, him as an epistemologist and for this reason, 
\ . 

of perhaps only oblique importance to political philosophy. One source 

.of this misunderstanding is that the current judgment of what is of 

: \nte~est in 'Kant (i .e. the first half qf the First C~itiqUe) has been 
\ . 

a Il toa 'r~adily âccepted. The essays _that he ~rote in hi s 1 ater years 

" on' history, palitics and a'nthrapology are considered ta bè marginalïa 

b~th with res~ect ta Kant's critical system and ta the tradition in 

general .. The latter.'attitude could nat be adequately dealt with in a 

mas't'erls thesi's.: But 1 think that Ilcan show that these essays are . . 
o G-entral to Ka,nt's- philosop~icaJ edificc an~, in so do.ing, to at least,' 

. indicate' the 'neeà 'ta re-examine the politiçal thaught of one of\ the 
1 ~ ~ \ 

gteatest of modern~phjlosophers. 

Kant ,belongs to a now dead tradition in which philosophical and 
- , 

political concerns werè intimately linked. Ta fully understand the 

.. 

Ir 
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sort of thought that this conéeption of po~it1cal philosophy produced, 
one has first ta situate the political or historical essays in the 

ïarger philosophical system. For a variety of reasons, sorne of which 
were mentia~ed above, Kant's politlcal essays have, for "the most part, 

been seen 6s·peripheral and inconsequential -- in short~ not really 
i4' 

related to his philosophical ~oncerns. To see the distortion that 
this view might produce, one 
Aristotle's Politics without 

Organon, or Plato's Republic 
the other dialogues. 

need on~y consider an attempt to i~erpret 
reference to the Ethics, Metaphysics or the 

without prese~ti ng it' i.n -its connecti on to 

The general problem~ then, examinedoin this thesis is that of 

the relationship between Kant's historicaljpolitical"works and his 
philosop~iGal system. My aim, in the broad sense, is ta show that 

these wri~ings cannot be fully appreciated tf they are seen as unrelated 
to the three Cri ti ques-. Thus, 1 argue,_that these essays depend for 

" 

their themes and arguments on undertying philosophical,problems, often 
o , 

not made explicit in them. The othe? side of this same approach is to 

show that ~he political writings fontain,_albeit in a popularized form, 
reflections which make a positive contribution to thè development of' 

, \ -" 

what appe~red, at first sight, to be narrowly philosophical issues. 
Briefly, therefore, 1 analyze these essays with two purposés in mind: 
on the one hand, to show that they'repres~nt the conclusion o~ certain 

, l ' 

central t~emes in Kantian philosophy and that, cohsequentl~, to under-
stand them it is~ecessary to establish ~his connection. On the other 
hand, 1 maintain that the works in question provide impoitant insights 

int9 the reTationship between the three Critiques and thus into the 0 

heart of Kant's theoretical endeavour. 

The specifjc aim of the thesis is to understand those of Kant's 

essays which are of direct interest to potitical theor~sts. But since 

an expositiQ!,"can be cast in many forms, it is necessary here to state 
the way in which 1 develop the themes just stated, or, in other words, 

to OU?line my method0109~. 

\ 

, -

1 
j 

, 
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To consider Kantls works.in their totality would be,and indeed has 

been, the task of lifetimes ard 'of mé\ny volumes. Any attempt ta encompass 

evén most of the central ideas in so s~ort a piece of re~earch as this 
would be immOdest, not to say ~isguided. But ta pick-up and follow one 
important strand of.thought appears to be almost possible -- and t~is is 

" 
'what 1 1ntend ta do. And, ln accordance with the prevailing orthodoxy on 

1 

Kant, t~e thesis begins lat the begin'ning l , that is,wit e First Critique~ 
1 twill \ s hôw, Johope, ~ how the concept qf exper; ence a bora ted t here, no't 
only allows for, but in, certa.;in respects, needs wh t Kant terms regulative 

ideas, the systematizing i~eas of reason and, in pa ~icular, that of 
teleolO'gy. Having shown the possibî1ity of a teleo 'ogical con~eption of 
nfture for Kant, 1 go on to argue for its ne~essi'ty ,.in specific sorts of 
~xperience (inductive thought and hence science in general, and a number , 
of scientific disciplines, for example, biology). Then, following Kantls 

c _ 

own directiVes on this topic, {he thesis will show how the moral need of 
telealogy leads to the idea of a Supreme Designer; how, in other words, ' 

Q - ' 

te]eology passes into theology and, in turn,' how'the moral argument for 

teleology lends support to the use made of that concept in the natural 
domain. Teleology, it will be maintainéd, bridges the gap between the 

1 

natural and moral worlds, the First and Second Critiques. Finally-, l will 
show how this bridging endeavour decisively shape~ Kantls philosophy of 
history and politics and how that particular philosophical concern 
reflects Kantls attempt to show that faith and knowledge need not 

necessarily conflict. In short, we will follow the evolution of one idea 
and attempt to reconstr~ct that Revelopment in a way faithful to the 

authorls intention. 

Ther~ i s a cons i derab le body of secondary litera ture on Kant in. 
English, French and German. Most of the English commentators have 

-
focused on the Critique of Pure Reason, though there do exist a number 
of first rate interpretations' of ~antls moral philosophy. ,It is fair to 

say that the European t~adition of Kant-commentary has given greater 
weight to his moral and political wrjt~ngs. 

Since my concern~~s with Kantls concept of teleology, the text in 
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which that idea is discussed' -- the Critigue of Judgment -- is naturally 
of-t'he f::jrst importance to me. Ther~: are,onlY two worts' in English which 
deal principally with t~is Critique, ~hose of H. W. tassirer and J. D. 
McFarl and; the former comments on the Critique as a who 1 e, t.he 1 atter 
touches only the concept of teleology. 89th. of these texts are, in my 
opjnion, inadequate and 1 have not used either extensively for my' thesis. 

11 ;' \ 

Srnaller still is the literature on Kant's political philosophy, although 
here<; fortunately, sorne of, the commentarie~ are excellent. Hans Saner's 
bo<;>k, translated from the,Germ,an, is intriguing though notdirectly 
related to my own work. However, William Galston's fine study of Kant's 
historical ph'i1osophy does contain chapters that are of immed'iate interest 
to me, and that 1 have benefited from. Two other sources deserve to be 
mentiuned: Emil Fackenheim's essay in Kant-Studien on the philosophy of 
history, and Lucie~ Goldmann's imaginative synopsis of Kantian philosophy. 
Despland's work on'Kan~'s religious and ~istorical pnilosophy touches 
topics similar to those covered in this thesis. However, much of hi~ 
argument and his conclusions differ substantial1y frdm mine, and his, 

\ 1 

treatment of them is, in my view, somewhat superficial. In any event, 
this thesis was coffceived and executed independently of his book. 

,,~ 

The status of English-language Kant scholarship', then, depends very ,i 
G • 

much on what one's interests are in Kant. For those doing research on 
the First Critique, th~ second~ry liter~fure is vir~ually ~nexhaustible. 

, 

There has al so been suffi ci ent '.work done dn hi s mora l phi l osophy, but 
" 

on the Third Critique and the. {dea of tele'ology in particular, the 
, f, 

commentaries are sparse, and the same ,is true'of Kant's p.olitical thought. 
Hence, my'thesis or parts of' it cover more or less 'virgin terri tory 1 

• 

J 

-. 

l'I,,!, 
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-, 
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~I' 
,f~e'r ~' 

The fi~st section of this thesis has a two-fold purpo$~:. on the 
J' 

one hand, its central purpose is to serve as an introduction to the role 
of teleological explànation in Kant's works. lts narrower aim -- which 

'J 

ii actually the vehicle of the first -- is to explicate the concept of , ' 
experience, particularly as it is set out in the First and Third Critiques. 
The two goals, 'however, are not distinct, for, as will be seen, a complete ., 
understanding of Kant's concept of experienc~ necessarily involves a 
recognition of the place that reason, in,its IIprojective li activity, holds 
in the making of experience." And this recognition, in turn, is a prelimi-, 
nary to grasping the significance of teleological explanation in Kant. 

Given the immediate' aim Q/f the chapter (to expl icate Kant' s'notion . / ./ 
of experi ence), i t wi 11 b'e reco)9ni zed that ;the appropri ate method "i s to 
'back off' fr~m a line-bY-line/anal~sis of't~e text and attempt to ~It 

.- sorne sense of the broad mO~,~m~nt of Kant' ~,~rgùme;t. For, as Hei ~:ggêr. 
tells us, "Every seeking i~,-g~ided beforehand by what is sought,1I 1 and 

, .' 1 • 
in a somewhat more banal wa~ ~han might have been intended in.that mâxim, 
it is true of this section-of the thesis as well. What 1 am saying, here, 
is that gi~en the immense intricacy of Kant's writings and the elaborate 
architècture that connects one component to ,the next, any attempt to 
arrive at an 'over-view' of a central concept is bound to achieve its 
aim at the cost of glossing over sorne of the subtleties and range of ' 
argument, as presented in the text. Thus, in 'order to rea li ze the purposé 
of this section, 1 ~ave had to 'shape' the inquiry that precedes it -­
shape it, that i~, by sètting out the minimal structurè of Kant's 

6 

~~----------.............. 



• 
\ 7 ... ' 

.' ~ 

1 
analysis, by pruning away all but what is abso1utely required in order 
to convey the movement of his thought. 

The structure of this section is relatively simple. It p~oceeds 
through the IIthree-fold synthesis ll of the Transcendental Analytic, but 
focuses particu1arly upon the ro1e of the categories in the constructiqn . 

of experience -- thr.ough an'examination of the Second Analogy. The 

chapter then moves from the categories and the understanding in general 
to a discussion of the function of reason, as set out in the IIAppendix 

to the Dialectic ll
" and the Introduction to the Critique of Judgment. 

For the most part, the chapter is c~ncerned with explication, but. dS 

will become apparent,to the reader, some rather contentious interpretations 

are offered, particularly in the case of the Second Analogy, but also in 
certain s~ctions on the Dialectic. 

It is temptin], perhaps, for the student reading the Critiquë of 
Pure Reason to be1ieve that Kant's concept of experience is exhausted in 

the sections on the Transcendenta1 Aesthetic, the Deduction and the' 
~~~~ . 

Analogies. Equa11y attractive is the idea that these same sections were 
intended to estab1ish the possibi11ty of a natural science. However, in 
the First Introduction to the Critlgue of Judgment, Kant distinguishes 
between lIexperience in genera1 as a system under transcendenta1 1aws of 
the understanding ll and lIexperience as ... a system of potential empirica1 

knowledge. 1I2 This distinction corresponds, ln turn, to that between the 
"mere uni ty of nature 'under the transcendenta 1 l aws Il or categori es and 
the IIcomplete systematic union of lts [naturelsJappearances" -- or the 
liarder of nature ll

• These passages wou1d seem ta suggest that we are 

justified in being sceptical of any claim that Kant-considered the Trans­
cendental Ana1ytic alone ta be a sufficient ground for science. Expressed 

in more positive terms, the above excerpts appear to indicate that 
experience for KaRt is ordered on a number of levels. 

1Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. John Macquarrie and Edward 
Robinson (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1962), p. 24. 

,2Kant , First Introduction to the Critique of Judgment, trans. James Haden 
(New York: Library of" Liberal Arts, 1965), p. 14. 
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The purpose of this section,- therefore, is to examine these levels 
of exper.nce and to show the development from the most II pr imitive ll or 
rudimentary ordering of nature -- through the pure forms of intuition,' 
space and time '-- to the systematizing of reason in the Dialectic as the 
precondition for empirical science. The heart of the argument will be 
that the Analytic sets out the pos'sibility of nature' not as an object for 

J scientific~ inquiry -- not, that is, as a universe of (empirical) laws -­
but rather as an objective happening, a possible experience. Given the , 

.'limits, then, of the understanding and pure intuition. in "preparing" nature 
for scienti~ic act~vity, it will be maintained that reason, in its legitimate 

\ 

regulative employment, transforms nature into an order, a systematic, 
,interconnected whole allowing for potential empirical knowledge. The 

structure of the chapter will thus be centered around the fundamental 
distinction between experience under transcendental laws alone (yielding, 
as 1 hope ta be ablè ta show, singular, contingent objective events) pnd 
systematized experience, or science (resulting ,in an order of nature and 

empirical lawfulness generally). 

In the 'Prolegomena, Kant asks, "How is nature itself possible?" 
This question, he continues, should be broken down into two components: 
(1) "How is nature in the material sense ... as 'to intuition possible?" 
anq (2) "How is nature possible in the formal sense, 'as the totality. of 
rules under which all appearances must,come ... ?1I3 The first pfoblem is 

treated in the Aesthetic,(while ~he second is dealt with in the Analytic .J and thus it is to these two sections which we will first turn. 

The capacity for ''l''ecei vi ng representati ons" Kant terms sens i bi l i ty 
and the pure form of that sensibility is pure intuition or a priori 
sensibility. It is only through sensibi1ity that abjects are given:to us. 4 

introduction by 
1950), p. 65. 

4Kant , Critique of Pure Reason, trans. No~man Kemp Smith (New York: St . 
Martin's Press, 1965), pp, 65-66. 

1 
1 
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Spa ce , then, i.s a "necessary a pri ori representati on, wh i ch under1 i es 

all outer intuitton. It os] ... the condition of the possibility of 
5 . 

appearances." This form of all appearances is given prior to all actual 

perceptions and thu's has i ts "seat in the subject' only, as the forma l 

character of the subject, in virtue of which, in being affected by 

objects, it obtains immediate representation [intuition] .,,6 Similar1y, . . , 

time is not an empirical concept, but is itself necessary and a priori. 

"In it a10ne," Kant writes, "is the actuality of appearances possible at 

all.',] In short, ti~e is that necessàry form of s~nsibility which, like 

spa ce , i s Part of the "constructi ve apparatus of the subject. Il, Whi l e for 

the purposes of this chapter, no detailed study of the doctrines of inner 

and outer sense is required, we need on1y note that the matter of sensation 

exists in space and time as the result of an a priori function of the 

subject, as an "aspect of the mind. 1I However, the mere act of bringing 

the matter of sensation into a spatio-temporal dimension is only the 

first step in raising that matter of sensation to kno~l!~d~e for just as 

"concepts without intuition are blind", sa our representations require 

more t~an a 5implè spatio-temporal ordering. In other word.~,~ appearances 

as existing in space and time, before their ordering by the imagination 

andcategories, are "subject to no law of connection.,,8 Kant himself 

provides us with a useful schematic representation of the three~fold' 

process involved in makin~ (simple) experience possible: (1) the "synopsis 

of the manifold through sense"; (2) the "synthesis of the manifold through 
Il 

imagination" and, finally, (3) the unit y of this synthesis through original 

apperception. 9 The first of the abov~ stages, however,~should not be 

mistaken for mere receptivity for, as Kant points out')ii1 the "A" Deduction 

version of a similar schemata, "spontaneity is the ground q~ this three-
10 ' -

fold synthesis." Having previously discussed the minimal conditions for 
" 

receptivity, we are noW free to proceed with an examinatlon·of the 

compon'ents invo1ved in bringing an abject ta concepts. 
~ 

5Kànt , Critique of Pure Reason, p. 68. 

7Ibid ., p. 75., 

9Ibid ., p. 127. 

61!)i d. , pp.' 70- 71 . 

8Ibid ., p. 173. 

10Ibid., p. 130. 
- ;:r .. ·, 
~~ .. -
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Kan~ asserts that the "combination oi the manifolé can ~ever 
occur through the senses alone, for combination requires an I~act of the 

- ~pontaneity of the faculty ôf'representation or understanding. lIll ,But 
1 

combination or synthesis is not a single act -- rather, it involves two 

di st; nct syntheses: (A) the "fi gurati ve" synthesi s of the manifol d of 
,~ 

sensible intuition through the lmagination and: (8) combination through 
the understanding or categories. 12 Now, as Paton points out,13 the ' 

synthesis of the imagination consists of two relaîed functions, corres­
ponding to the first two stages of the three-fold process, or in the 
somewhat more detailed ana1ysis of the "A" Deduétion, the synt:heses of 
apprehension_and reproduction. 'The former ;f·the two re1ated functions 

applies directly to intuition and involves the "taking Up" of given sense 
, impressions into empirical consciousness. Through apprehension of sense 

impressions we acquire sense-perception. 14 The manifold, Kant say~, must 
"be run throug,h and held together. This is the synthesis of apprehension. 1I15 

However, this apprehension could not "produce an image and a connection of 
the impressions" un1ess a preceding perception was reinstated -- and this 
is the reproductive facu1ty of the imagination. 16 In short, experience 

presuppo~es the reproductability of appearances. 17 Thus, i~ order for 

the manifold to be run through'and he1d together -- that is to say, in 
"­

order for there to be apprehensign -- there must also be reproduction or 
memory. Apprehension, then, and reproduction are "inseparably bound Up." 

$0 far.we have considered imagination on1y in its reproductive or empirica1 
ro1e, as one step in:"-the process leading to our "knowledge of the phe.nornena1 

world." 18 -In the liA;' Deduction however, Kant maintains a distinctfon 

between imagination as it' functions empirically in the reproduction of 
intuition and transcendental imagination. The division between productive 

11tritigue of Pure Reason, p. 151 . 
• 

12 Ibid ., pp. 164-9.5. 

13H. J. Paton, Kant's Metaphysic of Experience, vol. 1 ~London: George 
Allen & Unwin, 1936), p. 355. 

14 Cf. Paton. p. 359. l5Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 131. 

16Ibid ., p. 144. 
17 1 ~ 

Ibid .• p. 133. 
/ 

' 18Robert Paul Wolff, Kant's Theory of Mental Activity- (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard University Press, 1965), p. 141. 
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and reproductive imagination (transcendental/empirical) and the relation­

ship between the two, ra~ks as one of the more obscure section9 df the 

CritiquJ', and as the primary focus of this chapter is not on this problem, " 

it would not be fruitful ta pursue ib at any length. Having said this, 

the argument does seem to occuPY an import~nt place in the first version 

of-the DeduCtion, and therefore in the fOl10wing passages l will attempt 

'. '-

- / .a brief summary of Kant's analysis. / 

1 
1 

The empirical ground for'reproduction,..,that which makes it (repro- ' •. -

duction) something more th an merely accidentâl, Kant terms "association". 19 

But thi s ground i\\'!SUbject~ ve and empi ri ca 1" and therefore "antecedent 

to all empirical la~ of the imagination," there must be an objective 
- 'il 

ground "upon which rests the neoessity of a law that extends to all 

appearances. ,,20 This objective grou~d is termed -the affinïty 'of all 

appearances. Affinity, in turn, is the product orlconsequence~f the 

imagination in its transcendental emplOyment. 21 It is the faculty o'f 
- Il 

transcendenta 1 ima1]~ na~ion whi ch makes the "affi nit~ of appearance\, 

reproduction and expefience itself possible.,,22 Viewed from a '-som~hat 
different perspective, transcendental imagination supplies the necessary 

synthesis which is presupposed by the "faculty of pure apperception ll which 

brings this synthesis ta synthetic unity.23 Here we can see that the 
~ 

productive imagination occupies much the same position (a mediating factôr 
1 

between understanding and intuition) as does its empirica1 c'aunterpart,-

although in the transcendental case, imagination is the 'middle factor~ 

between the a priori of the manifold24 and the original unit y of"apper­

ceptiQn. In conclusion, then, the productive imagination supplies the 
tI 

objeFtive ground for the empirical emplayment of the facult;e'$~~ "Trans-

cenélental synthes;s" in Wolff's words lIis performed on the manifold of pure 

;/ntuition and its outcome is the objective phenomenal wor1d.,,25 Weldon's 

19Critique of Pure Reason, p. 144. 

21 Ibid ., pp. 145-46. 

23 Ibid ., p. 142. 
, 

~ 

20 Ibid ., p. 145. 

22 Ibid .-, p. 146. 

240r the 

25W01~f, 

pure manifold; see Critique of Pur,e Reason, p. 143-;'" 

Kantts Theory of Mental Activity, p. 141. 
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account of thi s doctdne makes it somewhat more i nte 11 i gi b 1 e: 
The non-empirical object 1 affects 1 the non-emPiri1!l self "'.' . 

, the non-empirical self performs the synthetic activity w~lçh' '\ 
transforms the result of this 'affection ' into the compJe-x of 
empirical sel( and empiricaf object .. '. ; the emgiric-al object 
causes empirical seBsation in the empirical self. 26 

On the empirica1 leveL",thebefore. the imagin'ation allows' for the repro­
duction of intuitions thus making possibl~.a coherent experience under 

concepts. ~ The t!"anscendenta 1 i magi nat ion, ,~n the ot~. hand, makes 
abjects possible in sorne more ultimate sense and may be seen as supp1ying 
the ontological found~tion which guarantees orderry experience. 27 "But 
even this level of synthesis (that of the imagination in general) does not 

"" ' yield ~on~epts and thus the function of bringing the synt~esis of imagina-
. tion to conce~tsibelongs to the understanding. 28 ~What precisei y is , , 

lacking in this synthesis, Ka,nt makes explicit in the Second Analogy 
where he states that, "connection ... is here the' product of a synthetic 

. , 

faculty of imagination which determines inner sense. But imagination can 
connect these two states in two ways, 50 that either thé âne or the other' 
pr:,ecedes in time." 29 In other:words, the second "stage" of thé three­
fold""Sy~thesis produces only a\"su,bjective time":'order" -- a succession, 

• <" - \ 30 
but~one nct in any way determinF~ in it~order. The sequence, insofar 
as it has been synthesized by the imagination' is thus without a rule­
determined (independent of the ubject) objective or~. 

1 

'Now experie~ce, Kant writ s"lIconsists ~n the synthetical connection 
of phenomena (percêptfons) in co sciousness, 50 far as thii connection is 

\ 

necessary. Hence, the pure canee ts of the understanding are those under 
which a11 perceptions must be sub unîed." 31 The~se pure concepts are, of 
course, the categories which the abject in respect of Qne of 

. 
\ - \{ 
\ 

26T. D.'weldon, Kant's Critique of Pure Reason (Oxford: Clarendon-Press, 
1958), p. 253. \ .. \ \ 

27 It is important to note that the ahave analysis of imagination refers 
to the discussion of that "faculty~" given in the liA Il version of the ~ 
Deduction. The two-level terminol0 y and the notion that objectivity is 
ta be seen in terms of affinity, et . are amit~ed, to th~ best of my 
know1edge, in the remainder of the rit; ue./ 

28Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 112. 9Ibid ., pp. 218-19. 

30~ Ibid. ~ p. 226. p. 52. 
\ -~ 



l, 

13 

,the logical functions of the judgement." The categories'; then, are the 

rules, the time-d~terminations which render the subj~ctive arder of 

perceptions objective. On a still more general plane, the categqries 
l' 1 

are, as it were, the instruments for bringing the manifold given in a 

W - 'sensible- f'~ruit;on to the ,Synthetic unit y of' apperception. 32 Without 

- ,',;t, \ suctî combi nati on in one consc; ousness, Kant asserts, they coul d not be 

prefaced by the III think ", and i'n the absence of the "I think", ,represen­

tations would be impossible or meaningless. 33 This self-consciousn~ss of 

myself as "identica) in respect Of the manifold of representations ll34 -­

that is, the consciousness of these representations as belonging to me ------....... ',-' -
is the condition of all knowledge and every intuition which is,to IIbecome 

an object for me. ,,35 Thus, as Buchdahl notes, Il In i ts broadest aspect 

.. " this notion, of possible experience refers,us to 'ttle 'synthetic 

ne~essary unit y of apperception'. ,,36 Here, then~ we have examined the . , 
/role of spontaneity in the 'generation' of experience, focus'in,g exclusively 

, on the 'constructive', subject-given function ~- or, to use Buchdahl's 

\ term, the element of "injection ll 
-- while omitting any discussion of the 

) 

, mutua 1 dependence of the given and appercepti on (and, the categories). 

!' 
Kant concludes both th'e liA" a'nd liB" versions of the Déduction in 

a similar manner: the understa~din9 is the "lawgiver of nature.,,3? By 

means of the categories, Kant conel udes, we prescri be 1 aws ta nature and 

even make it Possib1e. 38 The question which 'this argument leaves undecided 

~-j.s that of the, relationship' between the categories, as universal laws of 

nature and particular or empirical 1aws. In the "11."- Deduction, for example, 

32Cf . Critigue of Pure Reason, pp. 160-61. 

34 1 b id. , p'. 155. 

33 Ibid ., pp. 152-53. 

35 ~ 
Ibid., p. 156. 

36Gerd Buchdah1, ~aPhYSiCS and the Philosophy of Science (Oxford: Basil 
Blackwell, 1969 , P" 489. 1 

37Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 148. 

38It shbuld be kept in'mind,-however, 
are problematical and play, as will 
double role., , 

that terms such as "laws" and IInature ll 

be shawn further on in thi s fssa~, a 
0' / 

, 
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Kant states that "empirical-laws, as such, can never derive their' origin 

~~ from pure understanding ... But all empirical Jaws are only speci~l 
determinations of the pure laws of the understanding. 1I39 The--.second edition 

! 0 r.I, 

O-eduction, on the other hand, asserts that "special laws ... tannot in 

thei~ character be d~rived fromthe categories,~although they are one and 

a11 sUbject to them.,,40 ,The "A" ver1ion leave~ one wondering what it means 

for empirical laws to be II spec ial determinations ll of the,categories while 

in the same moment not "deriving their origin" from thôse same categories. 
- ~ 4-

Furthermore, we have to decide the significance of the fact that all mention 
.... 

of II spec ial determinations ll is. dropped from the "B~' Dèd,uction. Granted, 

then, that the) categories are univers?l laws -- in 'the sense thât they are 

the necessary conditions of any experience whatsoèver -- in what relati~p 
'CIo they sta-nd ta the ge"eral,.and specifie laws of nature, the empirical' laws 

of. natural science? Is there a - "straight deducti~e path ll fro~_ the fo+er 

ta the latter? Or, is there yet a'nother "injection ll into experience q~quired' 
\ 

in order to make e~irical science possible? In more general terms, ~here-

,fore, the question that is being asked here i~ whether ~he under~tâ~ding 
su~plies both the necessary and sufficient conditions of-a11 ex~érience 

(contingent and lawful) oC is there r"equired a further ingredient in order 
, " 

to render nature "law1ike lf -ancf'experience scientific? In the. following 
t 

section of the chapter"the càtegory of causality will be éxamined (through 

the Second Ana1ogy) in an effort to determine to what extent, if any, the 

categories enab1e us to speqk of nature as 1awful, in the empiricar'sense 

(required by science) of that term. 1 
- 1 

The princip1e of the Analogies, Kant says, is that lIexperience is 

aniy possible through the representation of aonecessary connection of 

perceptions ll or, expressed /l in a manner which indicates the conti nuit y of 
, 

the Deduction, Schematism and Analogies: "All app'eàrances are, as regards . 
their existence, subj~ct a prTôri to rules determining th~ir relation ta 

one another in time.lI~l The cenb-al contention of the proo1=- (for thi~~ 

39Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 148. 

40 Ibid ., p. 173. 

4l 1bid ., p. 208 . 
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principle) is that in pre-categorical experience "perceptions come together 
only in accidental order, ~o that no necessity determlning their connection 

- , . - 42 
is or can bé revealed in the perceptlons themselves." However, Kant 

continues, "Experience is a knbwleq.,ge of objects thraugh perceptions" and 

thus "the relation [invo-lved,J ln the maniofold has to be represented in 
experience ... as it exists objectively in time. ,A3 Now as time itself 

cannat b!= perceive'd" ~the ,"determinatian 'of the existence of objects in 
time" can occur only in the relation of those objects to time in generâ-$ 
a.nd "therefore on1y through concepts which connect them a priori. ,,44 ,-,l" 

F~llowing this, Kant hastily (and perhaps, as Wolff claims, unconVincl~gl~45) -

concludes the proof by showing that the connecting concepts, belng a,priori, 
l 

contain necessity and thus, experience has been shown to be possible on1y 
" ' " 

through a "representation of necessary connection of perception." 
: 

The ru1es referred to in the general Principle of the Analogies are 

of three ~pes, correspondl ng to the three modes of time: durati on, 
" 

succession and coexistence. In this chapter we shàll conéern ourselves 
, . 
solely with succession in time, or causality. The Second Analogy, then, 
seeks to prove that ,IIAll alterations take place in conformity with the 1aw 
of Hie connec~ i on of caus~ an.d effect. u 46 "fhe proof begl ns wi th the i dea, 

already set out in the Principle of the Analogies, that perceptions wlthout. 

a ru1e governing them can be arranged,so that either one or the other 

precedes in time. That is to say, the objectiv~ relatlon of appearances 

cannot be arrived ~t through perception alone. 47 What is being alluded to 

,here is the distinctlon between the subjective time-order (or mere mental 

contents,,- to use Wolff's term) and an objective time-order (or the order 
Qf the manifold ~ represen~ation). For the contents of the mind ta be 

-members of an objective order, independent of the subject, they or their 
l' ., 

relation to one another must be thought as necessary and, necessity, as, was 

A2Critique of Pure Reason, p. ~09. 
44 Ibid . 

46Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 218. 

47Ïbid., p. 219. 
\ ~ 

" " 

43 Ibid . 

45wolf~, p. 245. 
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noted before" .... is not to be found in the worl d of percepti on but rather in 

the pure concepts of t~e ~nderstandi ng. Hence objective experi ence whi ch 
, \ 

demands",that we be able to distinguish ,one set of appea:'rances "from every 

other apprehension;,48 a demand that in turn requires an objective succ~ -~--­
of appearances, i s subject to an "underlyi ng rul e whi ch compel s us-t-o-

observe this order.
,,49 

In ùther words, without:a ru1e,ftn succession\ wou1d 

be subjective, a mere play \of representations "relatt4 to no Obje~t.,,50 
,Thus, for there to be experience, the sequence mus~edetermined in the 

object. 51 This determined 'sequence demands that, given the antecedent, the' 

consequent m~st necessarily fo1low according to a rule. It has been shown 

therefore that the l aw of cause and effeèt -- that the "precedi ng time 

necessarily determines the succeding,,52 -- subjects our representations to 
l ,\ 

a law,to an objective time-order which gives to these representations tHeir 

objective status. In short, K~:,S c1aim i~ 

necessa ny componen.t of experi el' 
that the categories are a 

Having concluded an outline of Kant's argument in the Second Analogy, 

we may now return to the q~estion posed earlier in this chapter -- in what 

r~lation do the categories stand to' the em'pirica1 laws of nature? Are the 

latter simply instances of the former or do the categories ~stab1ish nothing 

more nor less than the possibility of the phenomenal object? 

This problem, reduced to the terms of the Second Analogy, can be 

stated thus: "What is the relation between the IPrinciple of Causality and 
. . 53 ' 
the special causal laws, the laws of nature?" Buchdah1 suggests a number 

Q 

of possible interpretations of thé Ana1ogy., which wou1d result in different 

48Critique of Pure Reason, p.' 22Q. 49 Ibid ., p. 224'. 

50Ibid ., p. 222. 

51 "The
J 

object is that in the appearance,which càntains the condition of this 
necessary rule of apprehension." Ibid., p. 220., 

... 
52 Ibi d .(, p. 225. 

53Gerd Buchdahl, "Causality, Causal Laws and Scientific Theory in the 
Philosophy of Kant," The British Journal for the Phtloso h of Science 
16 (May 1965 - February 1966 :189. In the fo11owing section of the chapter 
much of the analysis i$ informed by Gerd Buchdahl 1$ work on the meaning 
of the Second Analogy. 
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response~ to the above questions. The two centra'l ones are: (1) an 
, 

interpretation which would hold that the "causal grip" on phenomena, a~ 

established in the Analogy,"is weak. This approach maintains that 

" . 

"causality is a condltion of objective experience in .general. ,,54 The ." 
D 

necéssity involved in it holds "for 'experience' and hence 'contingent' 

judgements in general.,,55 oNow this view is'not identical with the 

'assertion thât nature is lawlike in general. That is to say "the causal 

'principle is not a printiple which can be employed as a major premiss. 

and whose instances are causal 1?ws.,,56 (2) A second possible approach, 

">based on B1G:.5-of the Deduction, .where the principle of causality seems 'IJ 1 

to ~how that nature in general (though not.in its specifies) is lawlike, 

woul d appear to favour a somewha t "stronger gr; p" of the category on 

phonemena. The first interpretation then, holds that the category is 

the' precondition for any experience, contingent or lawful. 'but that its 

domai,n exten<?s no further than simple objective experience -- the category 

does "not ~Dnstitute nature as a universe of empirlcal law. The second 

i nterpretat ion ... sm the other hand, asserts that th~ category does' i ndeed 
. . / "' 

guarantee empiri\~al lawJulness. even though., no specifie laws can be 

derived from jt. What is at st,ake in these two alternatives, of course, 
- , 

~s more than a limited interpretation of the Second Analogy. The under-
] 

lying issue is th~ relation between th~ categories and science -- the 

whole ~roup of questions which were set out at the beginning of this ~ 

chapter. Clearly, the answers to'those questions will deper d ln large 

'Fur~ upon, whether ohe accepts th!f-/J'strong" or "wea'k" accourttJof the 
na l 0 gy . (l';) , 

Y. \ 
It will be ,recall~d that in the Analogy Kant was con~êrned to show 

how, ta use his,?wn example, the cognition of a ship moving downstream 

was possibJe;'-Now, as Buchdahl notes (and as 1 hilVe:pointed àV.t ~ar.lier 

in this chapter), perception, the ."sensory content", cannot co~aln in 

I<:ant's view the objeètivity ôf time-succe,ssion. Indeèd, it is the subject 

",_'.,54Buchdahl. "Causality. Causal Laws and Scientific Theory i.n the Philosophy 
of Kant 1

', p. 189. 

55 Ibid ., pp. 189-90. 

56 Ibid ., p. 190. 

,\ r 
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itself which places the' IIperception in time.,,~7 Still, despite the- fact 

tbat the perception is ... p1aced ï"n time by the subject, the ,analysis of the 

statement liA is followed by B" has 'noê yet been completed: In arder- for -

the pre-categorized orâering A'B' to become the objective seque,nce A-B, a 
, -

further ste~ is required. A'B' will have'ta be 
-

deterrnined in a necessary 
, 

way, independently of the subject. As -this necessary deterrnination cannot 
" 

be given in perception (~a posteriori senSory content), but rather, 

:r.-equires a concept, we may concluèle that A'B ' bec~mes A-B. "by adding to 

the former a conceptual determination; b~ regard~ng A'B' as de~ermined by 

the causal relation." 58 The argument, then, is that A,S'is an objectiv'e 

l' succession, not necessarily a caus~l one. This is ta say tnat..,it is A'B' 

and not A-B in i-he Second Ana10gy that ic; re1ated under the "concept of 

causa) succession." 59 It will be s~en, of course, that,th'is is the "weak" 

interpretation of the Analogy -- the category yie1ds only_ the ooject, not 

the lawfulness pertaining to relations between objects. Given the ambiguity 

of Kant's text itself o~ thiso.point, it is legitimate to ask whether his , 
argument"requires (as opposed ta rnerely allowing for) the "weak" interpre-

tation, as against the "strong"-one. Plain1y, the ."eXperiential sequence" 

must be abso1ute1y contingent "since anything more could not be 'given ' 
, ~ 

èxperi enti al1y and wou1 d hence not be unprob 1 ernaJ.i ca l"Y with the cç>n~è- . .,., 

quential de.struction of the transcendental ?.rgument.,,60 In other words, 

the causal concept is an eS5~ntial ingredient in any empirical contingent 

state of affairs. Thé caüsal concept, 'therefore, °which brings the subjective 
;; ~ r ~ 

~ sequence A'BI to the object~ve s~ate A-B,~ays nothing ~~out sorne ca~s~l 

relation holding between A and B --, the irreversibility-established by the 

Analogy does not say that the objective sequence A-B is irreversible, but 

rather thOat the percept"ions Ain, B' are tied down in a d~terminaté Wqy.~l 

57' 1 

B\,.Ichdah1, "Ca,usality, Causal Laws and Scient,ific Theory in the Philosophy 
of Kant," p. 194. 

58Ibid ., p. 195. 
s~ . 

Ibid., p. 196. 

60Gerd Buchdahl, "The Conception of Lawlikeness i~ Kant's Philosophy of 
Science," Proceedin s of the Third International Kant Con ress, ed. Lewis 
White BecK Dordrecht, Hol1and: D. Re~del Pub ishing Co., 197oP); p. 153. 

61Buchdahl, Metaphysics ang the Philosophy of Sciepce, p. 650. 

· ~. 
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The understanding demands, therefore, th~t we view the sequence of events 
as contingent, a demand which would suggest that the necessity (irreversi-' 
, ~ 

bility of sequence) argued for in the Analogy is_not betwee~ the objecttve, 
phenomenal e~nts A and B (not, in other words~ a necessary causal relation). 
It is, o~ the c~ntrary, the anchoring of what would otherwise be a~merely 
accid'ëntal ,·subjective sequence in an objective time-order -- an anchoring . ' 

which makes the èategory of causality, employed in the field of the under-, , 

standing" a logical ingredient of any objective e'vent, even thosé which are 
singular, wholly contingent happenings. Thus, whi1e specific empirica1 
1aws must be formulated in pccordance with the category of causa1ity (as a 

" 1 

precondition of any experience whatsoever), that principle of causati~ 
r cannot be seen as providing a' support fGr these laws .9.l:@. law~. It follows , 

, , 

from the above that "the concept of causality exhausts its validationa1 
; 

strength in providing the notion of a sequence of states of things, as 

part of 'nature' in the sense-defined previous1y [an aggregate'~f individua1 
" thingsJ ., Such sequences ... are entire1y contingent ... Wheth'er they 

are ,instances of law1ike successions, and th'us exhibit empirical lawlikeness, 
is a separate' question. 1I62 Hence, there is a distinction between trans­
cendental and empirical 1awfu1ness,63 and while the former is the necessary 

\' . 
condition of any objective experience, ordinary or scientific, its domain 

• 0 

does not extend beyond the simpl~'phenomenal object.' That t~ere is an 
" , 
order of nature, a systematic and Il aw1ike" interconnection of phenomena 

, . 
or, in different words, that experience can be a system -- the deducti~n of 
the categories cannot estab1ish. For there to be empirica1 lawfu1ness and 
science, there is required more than the categories alone· can ,establish. 64 

By way of abri ef revi ew, then, we have seen that the cohcept of ' 
experience, while somewhat vague in Kant's works, can nevertheless be, said 

62Ge;d B,uchdahl, "The Relation between ,fU~derstanding' and 'Reason' in the 
Architectonic of Kant's Philosophy," Proceedings of the Aristotelian 
Soci~, new series 67 (1966-1967), p. l14. 

- , 

63Kant , First Introduction to the Critique of Judgment, p. 9 . 

64For similar views on the limitations of the categorie~, see J. D. McFarland, 
Kant's Concept of Te1eo10gy (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1970), 
pp. 7-8; George Schrader, "The Status of Te1eo10gical Judgment in the 
Critical Philosophy," Kânt-Studien 45 (953), p. 211; Nathan Rotenstreich, 

o 
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istinct levels. While both require the transcendental laws 
y condition, those laws are sufficient only for the consti­

~henomenal abject, the contingent singular event. Thus, the 
~ 

scientific experience (experience as a system) requires 
There is therefore a hiatus between the claims 

of tbe Analytic -- ahd the requirements of science, 
a gap that we must 

o 

The heart of this transition from the one level of experience to 
, 

the othér, from everyday experience ta science, is ta be found in the 
concept of systematization. It is Kant's argument that "sys tematic unit y 
is what first raises ordinary knowledge to the rank of science, that is, 
makes a system out of a mere aggregate of knowledge. 1I65 This seemingly 
straight-forward assertion contains an element of ambiguity, however, for 
Kant does not make it clear precisely what he means by "ordinary knowledge." 
l would like to suggest that- by ordinary knowledge, Kant means simply the 

o 

worla of objective perception, and that thus systematization is required 
in two related ?reas, the more fundamental one being the pos~ibility of 

our speaking of empirical lawfulness at all, the textually more prominent , 
one being the systematic interrelation of particular laws. The first area, 
then, demands that a sequence of events,~f i~ is to be spoken of as 
lawful, must be placed within a systematic qody of knowledge. 66 The second 
area simply states the need of science to show its particular laws as 
related to one another, producing thereby'experience as a system. It will 
be clear to the reader that if the analysis of the Second Analogy ~s 

cerrect, and if Kant has not committed a gross error, then the hiatus , 
betwee~ the understanding and empirical science needs more than merely an 

'. 
argument for the interconnection of special laws in order to be spanned. 
Indeed, given the limitations of the catego~ies, the second area (system 
of laws) necessarily presupposes the' first -- the possibility of lawfulness 

65Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 653. 

66Cf . McFarland, Kant's Concept of Teleology, p. 9. 
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i~ the ~mpirical case. Now, without anticipating thé following interpre~ 

~ation of the;Appendix to the Dialectic, it can be said that reason, in 
i~s regulative function, which is responsible'for the drive ta systematiza­
t~on, is also; by the ~ame token, responsible for int;oducing empirical ',,-
ldwfulness. Kant ~rites: ' " 

The aggregate of particular experiences has to be regarded as a, 
system, for without tMs assumption total coherence under laws, / 

. i.e., the empirical unit y of them, cannat come about. 67 

1 

/ 

Here we can see an intimation of the mutual dependence of the two principles 
lawfulness and systematicity. While this argument remains t6 be developed, 

it may be said that the systematic activity o~ reason provid~s not only for 
~. ~ ~ 

the connections between laws, but for lawfulness as well -- where o~ly 
those uniformities which can be made part of a system of laws will be 
considered as lawful. 68 In short, therefore, l hope to be able to show in 
the following sections that reason establishes connections between laws and 
thus~is crucial in the development of scientific thought (as systematic and 
not everyday) and that simultaneously, it allows us to·speak of empirical 

lawfulness as such. 

'-
Dialectic, Kant says, is a 109ic of illusion, an illusion which 

arises from the fact that lIthere are fundamental rules and maxims for the 
employment of our reason (subjectively regarded as a faculty 'of human 

\ knowledge), and that these have all the appearance of being objective 
pri nci pl es. We therefore take the subjective n~cess ity of a connect ion 
of our conceptp which is ta the advantage of our "understanding for an 
objective neces,sity in the determination of things-in-themselves. 1I69 A 
careful reading of this passage reveals that it is not the "rules and 
maxims" themselveS which give rise ta illusion, but rather, their employ­
mènt. Thus, the ideas of reason become transcendent (that is to say, 
beyond all possible experience) when "they are taken for concepts of real 

,67 Kant , First Introduction to the Critique of Judgment, p. 10. 

68Buchda hl, !JThe Rel at ion between' 1 Unders tand i ng 1 

69Critigue of' Pure Reason, p. 229. 
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thi ngs. ,,70 Accordi ng to Kant, however, a natura 11y-g; ven power or faculty 

must have a correct employment which, in the case of the transcendental 

ideas, means their\immanent use. Reason's empirical or immane'nt employment, 
then, does not crea te concepts of objects (which presumably would beJthe 

1 
" 

reification of ideas) but rather, it stands irr immediate relation only to 
the understan~ing, whose concepts it orders. 71 

~ason, Kant argues, has a natural tendency towards absolute totality.72 

That absolute ~otality, in turn, requires that we trace back the/series of 

conditions to the unconditioned, to that which is the "uncaused cause", the 

last point of the series. Now while this goal remains just that -- something 
\ 

to be strived towards -- reason, through its endless search for the highest 

principle, prescribes a rule for the understanding. 72 Reason, in other words, 
when confronted with an empirical fact (or, to use Kant's' term, lia mode of 

k~owledgt suppl ied by the understandin~,,74), seek.s the "principle from which -
it can be deduced.,,75 Thus reason, in pursuing its goal, takes what is 

given to it by the understanding and transforms it from a mere aggregate of 
events int~ a system "according to necessary laws." 76 Reason's attitude is 

one of systematization, which means, for Kant, ta exhibit the connection of 
parts "in conformity with a single pri~ciple.,J7 It is the heart of Kant's 

1 
argument, therefore, that the unit y which concepts have is deri~ed from 

reason's attempt to obtain "the totality in various series."78 Moreover, 

this same drive towards totality results not simply in the unit y of concepts~' 
but in their extension, as reason seeks ever higher principles. 

Now in the preceding analysis, reason is seen as uniting wha.t is /-'" 

presented to it by the understanding and in this central fact about reason, 

70Crttique of Pure Reason, p. 532. 

112 l bi d., p. 386. 

74 Ibid ., p. 556. 

76èritigue of Pure Reason, p. 534. 

78 Ibid ., ~. 533. 

71 Ibid ., p~533. 
\ 

73 Ibid ., pp. 454-55. 

75McFarland, Teleology, p. 25. 

77 Ibid . 
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we can grasp t~e analogy between it and the understanding. That is,~just 

as sensibility is an object for the understanding, so too is the understanding 
an "object for re~son.1I79 But, Kant continues, lI~he acts of the understanding 

are,' without the schemata of s.ensibility, undetermined: just as the unit y of 
reason is in itself undetermined, as regards the conditions under which, and 
~, f 

the extent to which, the under'standing ought to combine its concepts in 
sy~tematic'fashion.1I80 The analogy of the schemata of sensibility in the 
field of reason is the idea of reason -- the "maximum in the division'an'd 
unification of the-knowledge of the understanding under one principle." 
However, it is in the nature of an analogythat it reveals, not'only similar­
ities, but differen<oes as we1l. Thus, in the present case the "application ., 
of the concepts of the understanding to the schema of reason does not yie1d 
knowledge of the object itself ... but on1y a ru1e or principle for the 

'systematic unit y of a11 employment ~f the understanding. 1I81 Reason, theré­
fore, is emp10y~d hypothetica1ly and does nat attempt to extend our knowledge 
lita more objects than ex peri ence can gi ve ,°,,82 but rather aims simp ly at the 

"systematic unit y of t-he knowledge of the understanding. 1I This systematic 
unit y, "prescribed by reas~n,1I is a 10gica1 principle,83 concerned not with 
ideas of objects but with the unity' of concepts alone. That reason provides 
a projected unit y, a regulative idea and not a constitutive one, is the 
posi~ive result of the dialecti't. In qthOer words, reason is here shown in 
its useful role (as systematizing), a role which has been determined by 
showing the boundaries beyond which reason cannot pass anq, in" particular, 
that boundary ~hich s~parates th~ ideas ?f 'reason employeij in a manner which 
claims to determine abjects (constitutive) from the regulative, ordering 
function of the same ideas. 

As these are a priori ideas, they require in order ta be established 

\ 

a solid foundation, a ~ranscendental·deduction. In the case of the categories, 
"-

the core of the deduction involved dèmon~trating that the categories were 
the indispensible preconditions of any e~perience whàtsoever. Now, with th~ 

79Critigue of pJre Reason, p. 546. 

81 Ibid ., pp. 546-47. 

83 Ibid ., p. 535. 

, 

\ ' 

80 Ibid . 

82 Ibid ., p. 550. 
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i -ideas of reason, such a deduction is clearly impossible, for whatever 
lawfulness they "introduce ll intEl experience, we can be certain that it is , 
not constitutive of experi~nce as such, in the same sort of way as the 

( 

categories are. Thèrefore. a different sort of deduction will be required 
,for them, a deduction which we shall now briefly examine. 

" J Kant begins the deduction by distinguishing between objects given" 
absolutely and those given in the idea. The concepts involved in the 

) 

former "are emp10yed ta determine t~e object," while for the latter lino" 
obJect ... is directl~ 'given.,,84· That is ta say that the objective 
realityof objects in 'the idea does not consist in "referring directly 
to an abject." It is only, as we have nated before, a schema intended to 
realize the systematic unit y of the empiricë\t employment of reason. In 
short, an object in the idea does not te,ll us how abjects are actually 
constituted, but rather guides our empirica1 research.~..if. th,e objects 
of experience were somehow derived from the object in the idea. The ideas, 
therefare, "contribute to the extension 'of empirical knowledge and are 
never in a IIposition to run counter to it..,,85 With the abov'e Kânt conclude~ 
the deduction, an argument which asserts that the ideas, considered as 
regulative (abject in the idea, not the abject absolutely), extend empirical 
knowledge, witHùùt in any way running count~r to it. As our purpose here 
is simply to establish what Kant .i~ saying, it would serve no useful,end . ~ 

to attempt ta determine whether or nat this is a legitimate deduction, in' 
1 

t~e broad sense of that term as used to describe the deduction of the 
categories. 86 We can thus, 1 be1ieve, consider aur 'thumb-nôil sketch' of 
the Appendix to be complete, and turn in the final section of this chapter 
to an examination of what precise1y the ideas of reason contribute to the 
transcendental argument that the Ana1ytic left out. 

, \ 

It is a cent'ral cont~to;on of the First Critique that what is 
discove~ed empirical1y can never be anything more than contingent, ~d thus 
can never yie1d necessity.87 It follows fram this that no amount of inductive 

84Critigue of Pure Reason, p.:550. 

86Cf . Ibid., p. 121. 

85 Ibid . 

87For a general ~tatement of this, see Critique of Pure Reason, p. 139. 
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reasoning can give necessity to empirical laws. Thus, Kant states, that , 
"the particular, (empirical) laws of nature ... [are] from the human point 

of view contingent. 1I88 And again in the same, Introduct&0n, "These [laws], 

as"empirical, may be contingent from the point of view of our understanding. 1I89 

However, having said this, it 1S Kantls argument that we have t'o think theS~) 
l aws as necessary: 

These rules [the llparticular rules of nature"] must be thought 
by it [the understanding] as laws (i .e. as necessary) for other­
wise they would not constitute an order of nature, although their 
necessity can never be cognized or comprehenQed. 90 

In other words, assuming that empirical uniformities, in arder ta be somet~ing 

more than mere constant con jan ct ion , require necessity, anâ given that this 

necessi~y is not empirically discoverab1e, Kant c1aims that we have to think 

these empirical laws as necessary. Why do we have to think them as necessary? 
'- -- , 

Because otherwise they would not "constitute an arder of nature. Il Now, 

implicit in the introduction of this new term, liarder of nature",. is the 

distinctiory between it and the notion of simple Il nature" . The latter refers 

ta the unproblematic world of ord~nary, objective experience -- a world 

whose necessary and suffi ci ent conditi ons ar.e set out in the Ana lyt} c of the 

First Critique. The term is thus used to denote: 

.. all objects of experience; (B) the existence of these 
abjects considered -- ~ existence -- detennined according ta 

-.: universal ('transcendental l ) laws; (C) more specifically: simply 
this conformity ta law of all objects of experience. 91 

Contrasted with this, there is the order of nature "according to its parti­

cular rules-." 92 The same concept is also described in the First Introduct'ion 

as "experience as a system" .or "experie.nce as an empirical system. 1I93 The 

arder of nature, therefore, as the systematic interconnection of empirical 

laws, is that unit y ascribed to nature by reason (or, in the language 

of the Third Critique, reflective judgment) in its quest for 
o 

88Kant , Critique of JUdgment, trans. J. H'. ~ernard (New York: Hafner Press, 
1974), p. 20. 

89Ibid ., P" 16. 90Ibid'f p. 21: 

91 Buchdahl, Metaphysiçs and the Philosophy of Science, p. 499. 

~ . 92Cf . Critique of Judgment, p. 23. 93First IntroduGtion, pp. 14-15. 
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tota li ty 

na 
"under a single principle." In short, behind the ~rm "order of 
we find that _notion o~a IIprojecti'Ve"94 or regulative unit y set . . 

out Critique. Here, then~ ·are the first tentative links between 
o • 

n the" empirical level and the systematizing activity of reason. 
't is reason's demand that we thînk nature as a system,. as an 

nature, a demand which presupposes~ in Kant's mind, that we think 
empirical ~niform;ties as necessary or lawful.- SpecHically, thfre is 
exhibited here the dependence Qf the principles, one upon the othe~, for 
while without the demand for an order of nature, no lawfulness would be 
required, without the fhinking of that lawfulness, not.order of nature, no 

, 
system, wOtlld be possible. Analogously with the "case of. the categories, 
~herefore, we "inject"' necessity into what would otherwise remain a mere 
constant conjuction and, through this process, produce that lawfulness 

\ 

which experience as a system requires. In other words, we have seen th~t 
1 

while r~ason, in its systematizing activity, uses certatn maxims (e.g. 
parsimony -- lino leap in ~he manifold of forms") to reduce and connect a 

seemingly infiryitê number and variety of empirical laws, this very act of\ 
systematizing, is in sorne way linked to the possibility of empirical lawful­
ness as such. What remains to be shown in greate-r detail, is the way in: 

which reason in its regulative function first makes possible the existence 
of empirical laws. 

It has~already been noted that necessity. .is intr~duced tnto empirical 
uniformities as a result of reason's demand for an order ot nature and 

thus, in an indirect sort of way, the raison d'être of lawlikeness is 
closely bound up with the need to have systematized experience, However, 
an even stronger claim can be made about the relationship between law and 

system: that "without this activity of reason there would be no systematic 
connection of laws and hence no sense in ascribing to the contingent rules 
of nature any lawlike neceSSity.,,95 What is bei.ng argued fol' here is a 

- - .-- '~~».=~ ... 
somewhat stronger and more clearly defined telationShiP betwéen law and 

94critigue of Pure Reason, p. 535. ~ , 
95 'fr" 

Buchdahl, "Causality, Causal Laws and Scientific Theory in the Phil~sophy 
of Kant, Il p. 202. ' 
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system. For instead of describing that relationship in terms of reason's 

·1 demands, there is the suggestion that Qnly such uniformities as can be 
placed within a scientific theory -- a system of laws -- can themselves 

fi ' 

be referred to as laws. Now while the direct textual evidence for this ' 

assertion~is scarce, there are a number of interesti'ng hints, particularly 
in the Introduction to the Critique of Judgment which would point to its 

"-
accuracy. For example, Kant writes: 

These l,aws, as empirical, may be contingent from the point of 
view of our understanding; and yet, if they are to be called 
laws (a~ the concept of nature requires) they must be regarded, 

. as nece~sa ry j n vi rtue of a pri]1c i p) e of the uni ty of the ' 
~anifold~ though it be unknow~ to u~.96 

Again, on page 20 of the same Introduction, it is claimed that: 
This transcendental concept~f a purposiveness of nature .. 
represents the peculiarèway in which we must proceed in 
reflection upon objects of nature in reference to a thoroughly 
connected experi en ce :97 

Or, somewhat more explicitly, "so must the judgment ... think of nature 
in respect of the latter [i.e. empirical lawsJ acco~ing to a principle of 
purposiveness.,,98, -Finally, the understanding . 

. ~. must, in order to trace out ~hese empirical so-called laws, 
prace at the.basis of all reflection upon objects an a priori 
~rinciple, viz. that a cognizab1è order of nature is possible 
in accordance with these laws. 99 

, 

The first quote from the Critigue of Judgment (page 16) is_revealing 
o 

for it implies as Buchdahl points out, that_without the "principle of the 
unit y of the manifold" (where unit y of the manifold means, given the context, 

a system of empirical laws and not a manifold of perceptions) -- that is, 
, 

the "idea of a system" -- "we have no reason to postulate any"law1ikeness 
whatsoever."lOO Thus, only those uniformities as can be embraced within a 
system of laws can be considered as laws. 101 The two passages from page 20 

of the Critique of Judgment also suggest that empirical laws are inseparable 

96cri~ique of Judgment, p. 16. 97 Ibid ., 
~ 

p. 20. 

981 !Ji d. 99 Ibid ., " p. 21". 

l.O°Buchdahl, Metaeh~s;cs and the Philosoeh~ of Science, p. 5~8. 

101Buchdahl notes that th;s view has'teen expressed in some more recent work: 
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fram the idea o~ a system, a notion expressed still more succinctly in a - ,\ 

previously quoted sectlon of the First Introduction: 
Yet particular experience which is thoroughly coherent under 
invariable principles, demands this systematic connection of 
empirical laws âs well, whereby it becomes possible for judg­
ment ta s\)bsume the particular under the universal,' ... 
Hence the laggregate of particular experiences has ta be regarded 
as ~ system, for without this assumption total éoherence under 
laws, i.e. t~e empirical unit y of them, cannat come about. 102 

The final quote, taken from.page 21 of the Critique of Judgment htnts at, the ~ 

mutua1 dependence of empir~cal laws and the idea of a system. On the one 
hand, we necessarily pr~suppose this idea in order ta obtain the con~ept of 

',empirical lawlikeness, while on the other hand, th~ very ide'a. {of a system) 
is possible only in accordance with these laws. Again, we find a similar 
approath put forward in the First Introduction: 

It [i .e.,the formal teleology of ryatureJ gives a principle for 
judging nature and investigating 1t in search of the general 
laws of particular experiences, according to which we must 
posit them [the general lawsJ to bring out that systematic 
connection needful for coherent exgerience, and which we have 
an a priori ground for assuming. l 3 

Here we are told that systematic arder is "brought out" of the positing of 
general laws, while in the preceding quote from the First Introduction, it - , 

was maintained that the idea of a system is a necessary presupposition for 
the formulation of laws. Thus, as Buchdahl notes, 

The thought of law1ikeness drives us ta construct theories; 
and without the dynamic of reason in its ,constructive emp1oy­
ment, the concept of 1aw would not be defined.104 Ta think 
the empirical uniformities as laws entails and in turn 
presupposes the systernatic activity of reason.105 

In the preceding analysis, it has been shawn, l be1i've, that strong, if not 
con~lusive evidence exists for the argument that: (A) the introduction of 
necessity into what would otherwi~e be simple constant.conjunctions, and 

~f. R. B. Braithwa'te, Scientiflc Ex A Study of the Function -
of Theory, Probabi it and Law in Science ~ambridge: University Pr~ss, 
1953), pp. 300-3; Ernest Nagel, The Structure of Science (New York: 
Harcourt, Brace & Wor1d, 1961), pp. 59-62~ 

102First Introduction, pp. 9-10. 103 Ibid ., p.' 10. , 
" 

104Cf . Critique of Judgment~ pp., 19-20. 
t5 

105Buchdahl, IIThe Relatibn between 'Understanding ' and IReason~,1I P.~ 
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thus their transformation into law, is closely bound up with reason ' $' 

demand for "el$.per,i ence ,as -a system" or the "order of nature"; and (8) 
that experience as a system refers not merely to th'e connection between 
given empirical laws, but that suoh a system is the precondltion for 

empirical lawfulness as such in the sense th,~t "only those putative 
uniformities which can be so fitted Cinto a system] 'will be regarded as 
laws.,,106 And finally, (C) a general conclusion resulting from the\entire 

discussion of the Dialectic and the Third Critique: that the arder of 

~ature as a "universe of laÔnd experience as a system, or in other 
words, scientific activity, are born not out of the categories alone 

(although they are c~tainly the ultimate precondition) but rather out 
of the projective, systemati~~ng activity of reason. 

l ' 

In conclusidn, therefore,. I have attempted in thlS chapter to set 
r out the meani ng of Kant 1 s concept of experi ence as i t i s presented in the 

First and Third Critiques. This part concerned ~tse1f on1y with experience 
, \ . 

in the most rudimentary meaning of that term -- that is, the experiencing 
of the given, of objects. Yet even·this basic sense was itself further , 
narrowed, so that the central aim of the chapter was to estab1ish the 
essent i al condi ti ons of any experi ence what'soever, conti ngent ,or l awfu1 , 

- and secondly, to show what was required over and above those essential 
, conditions, in order ta produce experience asoa system, or science. The 
'analysis proceeded thraugh Kant's ~'three-fold synthesis', but 'focused 

primarily upon the s'ign ifi caflce of categori es, parti cul arly in the account 
given of them in the Second Analogy. There it was argued that Kant had 

'-

not committed, as Strawson mai nta i ns, an error of "numbi ng grossness," 

for, it was seen that the Analogy was designed to yield nothing more nor 
less\than obJective, contingent experience, and not a proof-of empirical 

laws of causation. The latter -- that is, empirical lawfulness in general, 
and the notion of a lawfully ordered nature -~ includes. as does all 

experience, contingent or lawlike, the categorical ingredient, but requires 

in addition the regulative activlty of reason in its systematizing function . 
... 

In short, the elements in the "scientific experience" of the world are 

... 
l06Buchdahl, Metaphysics and the Philosophy of Science, p. 505. 
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not exhausted in the Transcendenta1 Deduction, but rather the '1ist ' is 
~ , 

on1y comp1eted when the Dia1ectic -- specifically, ~son in i,ts legitiniate 

employment -- is taken into acco'unt~ LAnd the importance of reason- for 

experience is centered around the need~for a certai'n type'of'systematic 
" \ ' q 

experience. The ide~' of a system of nature hints at the presence of 

design a~d of a teleology of nature, and in the next c~apter of the thesis 

we wi 11 turn to thi s topi c.' 

c 

\, 
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SCrENCE~ PURPOSrYENESS AND THEOLOGY 

A difficulty presents itself: why should nàt nature work, not 
for. the sake of somethi ng, n0r ,'because it i s better so, but 
just as the sky rains, not in order to make the 'corn grow, but 
of necess ity? 

Aristotle, Physics 198b 
, 

In the preceding section of this thesis, we saw that systematic 
, \ > 

~~~erience" or sCienfe, requires,~ in' addition ta t~e categories of the 

understanding, the ideas of reason. There we spoke in genera1 terms of 

the systematizing activity of reason and of the-prerequisites for a 

eertain sort of experience. Now we will have to be more specific. In the 

follôwing paragraphs, l will argue that the need for the ideas of reason . : 

.(as Kant calls them in the First Critique) arises from the demands made 

• 

, 

by inductive thought and secondly, that Kant 'f?quates "systematic unity" 
, ! 

with a purposive or ·teleo>logical ordering. 

In order for us to be able to find concepts for given emptrical 

intuitions. we have to assume, Kant believes. that there is p reyu1arity 
, 

in nature, that there is a systematic unit y under1ying'the seemingly 
1 

infinite multitude of empirical facts with which we are presented. Thus, 

. ' the c1assifi~ation of natural thing~ into specifie forms and the ability 
r1 to detect "generally harmonious forms" presupposes IIthat nature has 

observed in its empirical laws a certain economy ... and this presup­

.';positi on must precedve a 11 compar;(~on, bei ng an a pri ori Pri~Ci pl e of 

~)ud~men~. III Induction depends on the ~ssumption of a unit y in nature, 

and without such an assumption we could not meaningfully investigate 
2 \ \ ' 

nature. Wpat p,.::fisely is this princ~Ple? Il [The] ess'ential pr;nc~Ple, of 

judgment ;s: Na~re spe,~ifi~? its universal laws to empirical laws according 

to the form of a log; ca 1 _~ystem, for the purpose of judgment. 1I3 Kant " 

31 
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-
maintains that this "essential principle" le'ads us tO" the èoncept of 
purposiveness because that unit y whose existence depends on the "ante­
cedent représentation of it " is the highe~t form of 'unity-. 4 Now '. ' 

purposiveness in Kant's terminology, is icfentical with te,leo16gy so that 
judgments as to purposiveness are, in fact, teleological judgments. 5 

Thu~ we can sayctbat without the concept of teleo]ogy induction would be 
impossible. It is important to note here that Kant, in the Appe~dix to . -
the First Critique, and the two Introductions to the Third Critique, is 
not offering a teleological-explanation of-natural objects. It is quite 
possible, as McFarland point out,! that within the argume~t as set out-in 
the Introducti OJOpurposi ve s·tatements woul d never enter i nto our system 
of laws. In other words, that system would be one of mechanical laws, 
~where Qnl~ the systematization, itself would be s~en as purp~sfve. For 
there to be a system of mechaniéal laws, we must assume that nature is 
o ., 

purposive for our knowledge. Thus, while teleological explanation is 
--r - , 

not employed here to explain particular events, or series of occurrences, 
~tt is said to be the und~rpinning for the explanation, according to 

mechanical la~s, of those events. Later, wè will discover that this 
of the toncept of teleology is linked to the actual ob~ervation of , . 
purposive "happenings",jn'nature'. ' 

, 0 f 

o 

use 

In short, then, Kant seems to use the terms "systema ti c uni ty" and 
.a IIpurposiv~ arrangement of natûre" i'~terchangeably. 7 The systematizing 
activity oJr reason, therefor~, consists princ;parly of the application'of 

\ ., 

'-. lKant,cfirst Introduc'tionoto the Critique of Judgment, p. 18.)1 
1 1 1 

2Cf. Nathan Rotenstreich, Experience and Its Systematization, p. 108; 
J. D. McFarland, Kant's Concept of Teleology, pp. 77, 87. 

3Kant , First'Introduction~ p. 20. 
'. 

4cf .' Kant, Critique of Pure'Reason, p. 560. 
• 1 

. 5Kant , }~rst Introduction, p. 37. 6MeFarland, "Teleology, p. 90. 

, 7Gerd Buchd~hl, Metaphysics and the Philosophy of Science, p. 520. 
, 
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o 

the principle of reflective judgment (which, for the purposes of this 
paper, we will understand as being synonymous with the "idea of reason ll 

Qr r,egulative idea) to' the problems raised by the dem,ands of induction 
n 1 

that· of an order and regularity in nature. The substbnce of this , 
principle has already been indicated -- that is, teleology. ~owever, 

before examining the concept of purpos;veness in greater detail, ;~ is 

first necessary ta &top momentarily and attempt to determine the precise 
~tatus which Kant wants to give to the iœea of teleology. 

Perhaps the best 'place to begin such an examination is with ~antls 

critique of what he refers fO as the ~hysico-theolog;cal argument. For 
" , 

there we can see, l would suggest, the 'shift ' that Kant wants to intro-

duce into t'~e concept of teleology. Physico-theology "is the endeavour 
l • 

of reason to infer the'supreme cause of nature and its properties fram 

the.purpose of n-ature."8 Physico-theology is thus, in poin; of fact, a 

physico-teleology designed to show the existence of Gad. The ~entral 

points of this argument are as follows: (1) the world ~xhibits 'cl ear signs ' 

of an order in accordance wi th a determi'nate purpo"se. Moreover, wi thout 

1 

such a purpose "th~ whale uni verse must sin~ into 
Therefore, (2) we have to assume a purposiveness. 

, 9 
the abyss of nothingness. " , , 

But this purposiveness 
n ., 

is "alien to the things of the world" which could not have come into that 

co-operation on their own. They must have been deslgned by an ordering 
rational being.'O There must be, then, a wise, intelligent and free cause. 

o .. 

Kant makes it quite clear that he is more sympathetic ta this sort of 
"argument -- which he terms "wholèsome" and "useful" --' than to other proofs 

for t1he existence of God. ' Indeed, this approach offers certain advaritages . 
" , for, according to Kant, it'aids us in reasonls demand for a parsimony of 

principles, it is not sélf-contradicCtory, n'br is it ever completely 

contradicted by experience. Final1y, it suggests ends and purposes which 

could aid Us in our investigation of nature. ll Now further on we will deal 

8Kant , Critique of Judgment, p. 286. 

9~ant, (ritigue of Pure Reason, p. 519. 

10IbÏ'd., p. 521. 

lJ 1bid ., p. 519 . 
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with the theological difficulties that this argument fails to solve; but 
1 

for the moment, there is one central point of interest to be discussed. 
And that point is that Kant does not reject the teleological approach as 

such but rather he pbjects only to the formulation of the physico-theo1ogica1 
claim. Though we do acknow1edge the procedure, Kant writes, "we still 

> • 

cannot approve thp r:1aims which this mode of argument would fain\ advance 

) 

te apodeictic certainty.1I12 Specifically, of course, the claim that Kant < 

wants to reject is that concerning the proof of God1s existence. ,But in 

rejecting the dogmatic assertions o~ the physico-theological argument, Kant 
wants to jettison neither the concept of teleology nor that of an intelligent­
Author. What Kant doès, then, is to effect a chaQge in the status of these 
concepts. Can we assume, he asks, the existence of a wise and omnipotent 
God? "Undoubtedly we may; and not only may, but must, do SO."l3 Now the 
claim that is being made here is that, "It is only in relation to the 
systematic and purposive ordering of the world, which ... we are constrained 
to presuppose, that we have thought this u~known bei~,g Qy ana10gy ... 1114 

-This idea, therefore, of a designing cause outside of the series of natural 
causes has meaning insofar as it is re1ated to the "emp1oyment of our 

" 15 
reason." In other words, both the concept of purposiveness and its 
coro11ary -- the designing Being -- are neeessary ingredien~s for certain 
forms of experience. But they are emp10yed only on the condition that we 
ascribe to them no absolute and objective validity. Their necessity lies 

in the fact that specifie activtties could, not be condueted unless they were 
presupposed'. Thus their neeessity pertains not to the object of which they 
claim to speak, but rather the employment of our reas'ôn. That i~ to say, 
they are \egulative, and not constitutive of experience. In the First Intro­
duction, Kant again sets out and clarifies this Ishift l

• The concept of 
purposiveness he says there, is the "foundation of no theory,1I nO'r does it 

'entail knowledge of obje~ts.16 Teleological judgment is never anything ~ore 

12Kant , Critique of Pure Reason, p. 520. 
13 ' Ibid., p. 566. l4 Ibid . 

l5Note that in the Critique of Judgment', Kant wHl argue that the purposive 
ordering of the world requires only a designing Being -- a "supersensible 
something" as he terms it. The proof of. t'he existence of a moral deity 
will be lèft up ta the ethi~o-theologieal argument. 
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than reflec~~ve.17 From this it fol1ows that its ne~essity is 'subjective' 
which is to say that while nature is possible without it, specifie forms 
of explanation.would not be available to us were it not for these concePts.~8 
Here we see the heart of Kant's shift in emphasis. The teleologieal 
argument is not rejected in the First Critique, indeed it is describéd as 
neeessary. Rather, the claim that the idea speaks to the absolute object-

a 

ivity of its object is disputed. In the place of that claim, Kant wants 
tà relate the concept of teleology and a supreme designer, ta the demands 
of our reason, to subjective necessity. As Buchdahl writes, 

This is the very core of Kant's method: the 'eritieal restraint', 
or the insulation of the basic key-concepts of traditional 
philosophy and natura1 theology from an onto1ogica1 anchorage 

/'v whi ch. in Kant' s eyes, does not açtua 11y have . . . any such 
foundations either in systematic ' ... or in e1ementary exper- -"""'--",, 
i ence. 19' ,/" 

This means that Kant's objection to the physico-theo1ogica1 argument is 
based upon his belief that that approach has reified -~ or made ontological 
claims -- for the ideas whereas in fact, those ideas have only subjective 
val idity. Teleologica1 exp1anation is thereby IIremoved ll 'from îts non-

, "-
existent ontological foundation and made free for its proper employmênt as 
a regu1a-tive idea. " 

, The preceding ana1ysis has shown'that the central principle underlying 
the 1I0rder of nature" is that of a purposive arrangement. It has been 
argued, mo~eover, th~t this principle is the precondition of systematic . 
experience in general and of inductive thought in particular. Fina11y, 
the status of the concept of teleology was determined. We noted earlier 
in this chapter that Kant, in the Oia1ectic of the First Critique and the 

, , 

Introductions to the Third Critique, speaks of purposiveness only in the 
sense of a systematic unit y of empirica1 mechanical laws. However, in the 
Analytic of Teleological Judgment, Kant is concerned primarily,with organic 

16Kant , First Introduction, p. 11. 
"l 1 

18Cf . Ibid., pp. 44,47. 

17 Ibid ., p. 43. 

19Buchdahl, Metaphysics and the Phi1osophy of Science. The C1assical 
Origins, Descartes to Kant, p.,527. 
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that is, the tele~logical explanation of particular 
The question can be legitimately asked, therefore, as to . 

between these two arguments. The answer to this Kant 
never makes entirely clear, but despite this, we can suggest one possible 
solutio~ Any system points to a "prior idea" and th us to an intelligent 
cause. 20 Systems of mechanical laws, indicate, though they do not praYe, . 
the existence of a designing cause. But organisms too are systems, ipex-
plicable by mere mechanical laws and thus they as well would seem to point 
to a rational cause. In other words, both sorts of,system -- that of 
empirical laws and that of organized beings -- require that we think their 

• possibility as one based on desi9n, or prior idea. Now with this as a 
link, uniting the Introductions and the Analytic'of the Critigue of Judg­
ment, we are prepared'\to examine Kant's concept of purposiveness in greater 
detqil. 

Kant begins the Analytic'by suggesting a distinction between the 
type of purposiveness ta be discussed in this section and that examined' 
in the Introduction. That is, he distinguishes between objective and 
subjective purposiveness. We have good reason to assume, Kant wfites, 
"subjective purposiveness in nature, in its particular laws\ in reference 

~ \ 
t~ its comprehensibility by human judgment and to the possibility of the 
connection of particular experiences in a system.,,2l When we employ thjs 
sort of subjective purposivenss the "representation of things" is 'some­
thi ng in ourse l ves' and thus "can be qUi'te we 11 thought a pri ori . ,,22 

Objective purposiveness, on the other hand, considers-only the 'things 
of nature' and seeks the evidence for this purposiveness in the experience 

lof nature. This form of purposiveness is the only sort of explanation 
available to us when we are concerned with certain types of natural objects 
i.e. organisms. Kànt, in the Analytic, is interested only in this latter 

meaning of purposiveness. 

." 

Now objective purposivenss itself must be further'subdivided \Of 

20Cf . McFarl~nd's argument in Kant's foncept of Tele~logy, pp. 76-77. ~ 

21 Kant , Critigue of Judgment, p. 265. _ ~2Ibid.-
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it has what Kant berms bath its material and its for~al aspects. Ta 
illustrate this distinction, ~\ant uses the example 0\ a geometrical figure. 
Any such figure, he argues, exhibits a "manifold, Objjctive tfrposiveness" 
'as, for example, "in reference to their usefulness f<h" the solution of 
several prob}ems by a single principle.,,23 The purpos4ven~ss embodied in 

geometri ca l fi gures Kant refers to as Il i nte II ectua 111 or /Iforma 1". By thi s 
he means that they can only be conceived of as incorporating purposiveness 
in genera l /I without any (defi ni te) purpose bei n9 'assumed as i ts bas i s, and 
consequently without tèleology being needed for it.,,24 It;s intel1ectual 
purposivene?s, therefore, because l 'introduce the purposiverBSS' -- it is 
not the object which indicates to me the presence of a purp~sive organiza­
tion. 50 while the figure exhibits design and. has a number of possible 
uses -- is purposi~e in general -- it'requires no purpose as its grou~.,25 
To see" the distïnction that Kant wants to make here, contrast our e~an,a..:;' 
tion of the useful, designed geometrical figure with that of a flO~~.~~ 
pollen. Kant's claim is that to understand the latter comple~ely, the" 
explanandum has ta be coupled with an /lin order ta" cla,use, ego 'pollen 

0exists in order ta reproduce the particular plant species.,26 Without the 
/lin order to" component such phenomena, those of a teleological sort, would 
be inexplicable. But in the case o~the geometrical figure, no clause of 
this ~ind ;5 r~guired, though indeed, the figure may lend itself to a 
varietyof /lin 'arder ta" clauses. 

If, on the other hand, 1 happen across a neatly arranged flower-bed ~-
t • \ _ \ 

a groupi ng of thi ngs externa 1\ ta myse 1 f -- 1 cannat deri ve them a pr:i ori -
"after a ru1e of my own." Th'ey must be "given empirically" in order to be 
known, and so cannot be a mere representatioflOolOf mine. This is "real" ~r 
"ma ter; al" purpos; ve~ess, and i t re'qui res the concept of a turp~se. Perhaps 
the same idea can best be expressed in this way: or a fundamenta1 level, my 
experience of the garden can on1y make sense to me if 1 think it as an 
object whose 'poss i bi 1 ity presupposes a concept, a concept of an end or 

23Kant , Critique of Jud9ment, p. 208. 24 Ibid ., p. 210. 

25 Ibid . 

26 for an interesting account of the grammar of te1eoJogical judgments, see 1 
Andrew Woodfie1d, Teleo10gy (Cambridge: The University Press, 1976). 

(, 
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purpose~That is, 1 can on1y account for its existence through the use 
1 ~1 (1 

of te(leO'log!. So. to 'be somewhat more precise about Kant's interest in 
\ , 

the Critfque, we may saJ'that he wants to analyse not simply objective 
purposiveness, but material objective purposes. And the outstanding . -
example of such'p~rposivens~ is, for Kant, organic beings. 

In judgments of material purposivenss, the mfnd 1s led t~that 
concept by experience. And this Dccurs "on1y when we have to judge of a 
relation o~ caus~ to effect which ~e find ourselves able to apprehend as 
leg1timate only by presupposing the idea of the effect of the causaTity 
of the cause as the fundamental condition, in the cause, of the possibility' 
of the effect. ,,27 Now thi s effect, Kantcont i nues, may be of two sorts. 
On the one harid, the..,.effect may be seen "directly as an art product'. Il 

Or, on the other hand, it can be regarded simply as material "for the art 
ol other possible natural beings." The latter is termed relative purpos­
iveness, and the former, ;nner purposiveness. Relative purposivefless, 
then. concerns the utility of sorne object for another natural being -­
"one thi ng serves another as a means to a purpose. ,,28 From the not; on of 
relative purposiveness s we can see tha~ for this utility to be judged an 
"externa l purpose of nature" it must be demonstrated that the end for 
which this object has been established as a means, must itself be a natura1 
purpose. Thus, ta use Kant's example, we can see that in certain cold 
countries circumstances have combined as if designed for man'~ benefit. 

'The snow helps to protect hisocrops. marine animals yield ail, sea 
currents supp ly wood and so forth. But, Kant says, "We do not see why. 

- ., 29 
generally, men must live there at all." We cannot determine', in othèr 
words, whèther or nat man's presence in these ar~as is a purpose of nature. 
And fài1ing this. haw are we able ta say that the snaw, currents, reindeer, 
etc., have bee~ placed there 'in order to serve man? Relative purposiveness, 

, -
therefore, has two re1ated characteristics. The first is that such objects 

'" 

27Kant , Critigue of~Judgment. p. 213. 

29Kant , Critigue of Pure Reason,&p~ 215. 

28Ibid ., p. 274. 

\ 
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are not "pur,poses in their. own right" they are oJÙY contingently 
t d t th ' . 30 Th' . th b th connec e ,0 15 purpos1veness. lS lS e case ec~use eyare 

judged to be purposive only with respect to sorne other object. In,addi,tion, 
if we are to speak of relative purposiveness it is not sufficient to 
determine the' utility of the object in question. Rather, we must show that 
the natural object which it Serves is a purpose of nature as well. ,But 
IImere contemplation of nature" can never make it wholly certain whether a 
given object is an end of nature. All the effects of such purposes are, 
in other words, only contingently purposive and so those means thernselves 
are contingent. 31 Thus, whi1e relative purposiveness may hint at natûral 
purposes, it justifies lino absolute teleologica1 judgment. 1I This is to 
say that the external relation holding b~lween means and ends can only be 
judged as being hypothetically purposive. Clearly, then, this is not the 
best place to begin one's search for signs of a designed nature, though, 
as will be shown further on, the discovery of organized beings "compels ll 

the assumption' of a designed whole of nature, and thi~, in turn, lends 
support to the II re l ative" type of teleological explanation. Now given 

, -
that the contingency of relative purposiveness was bound up with the fact 
that this form of purposivenss did not inhere in one object~ but in the 

\ 

relations between objects, it might be reasonable to assume that if we can 
find an object which is purposive in itself -- an lIabsolute purpose" -- a 
step towards this more solid foundation will have been taken. 

That sort of object.which is purposive in itself, Kant terms a . 
. ' 32 

II natural purpose". A natura1 purpose is IIboth cause and effect of itself." 
" Now in order to understand what Kant means in thi s rather terse defini ti on, 
it might b~ useful to contrast it, as he does, to II products of art ll on the 
one hand and effective causa1ity on the other., The classic examp1e of an .. 
"art productll is the watch and its designer. "In this case [i.e. that of a 
watch] the producing cause of the parts and of their form is not contained 
in the nature (of the material) but is external to it in a being which can 

30Cf .' M~Farland, Teleology, pp. 99, 112; Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. 214. 

31 Kant , Critique of Judgment, p. 224. 
( 

32 Ibid .·, p. 217. 

\ 



................... --------------------------

\ 

. ' 

L 

40 0 

33 l ' produce effects according to ideàs ... 1\ If we employ the analogy of 
art to explain organisms (or, natural purposes), we attribute, Kant 

believes, too little to those purposes. For this analogy suggests an 
artificer external to the object, and thus, " .. ' . only the concept of 
such an object ... could contain the causality for such an effect.,,34 

Natur,al purposes, however, function without the causality of concepts, 

though as we shall see momentarily, Kant never entirely dis~ards t~e notion 
of a non-human designer for the understandin'g of organisms. The central 

point, then, in the éontrast between natural purposes and products of art 

is that while the latter are directly dependent on the causality of conc~pts, 

the former appear to be self-subsistent. What self-subsistence means can 
perhaps best be illustrated

4
by introdàçing the second half of our contrast 

that between the~peculiar form of causality embodied in brganiSms and 
effective causality. Effective causality is a "connection constitutïng 
an ever progressive series (Of causes and effects), and things which as 
effects( presuppose others as causes cannot be reciprocally at the same 
time causes of these. 11

35 But, Kant cl aims, we can imagi ne another sort of 

causal combination, a combination which ;s both progressive and regressive. 

Here, the effect may,. "wi th equa l pr9pri et Y," be the "cause of that of 
which it is an effect." In other words, in a combination oT "final cau$es," 
there i6 a reciprocal relationship of cause and effect. This contrast 
between effective and final causality enables us to see~hat Kant means 
when he speaks of the self-subsistence of organisms. On the one hand, an 

product owing its production and repro­
On the other hand, it is not simply a 

organized being is not a mere art 
e 

- ®cti on to an externa 1 cause. 
\ 

moment in a "one-directional" -- a progres5ive -- causal order. The 
organism belongs to & progressive/regressive causal combination -- it is, 

as Kant says, " ... an organized and self-organizing being ... an 
~ organized being is then not a mere machine, for that has merely mOViD[ 

~ower, but it possesses in itself formative power of a self-propagating 
.1 • 

kind." 36 O~ganisms, in other words, 'present us with a radically different 

type of system. They are amenable neith~r to mechanical nor to 'artistic ' 

eXQ~9tion. A body is to be described as having a natural purpose if it 

33Kant , Critique of Judgment, p. 220. 

35 Ibid ., p. 219 . 

34 Ibid ., p. 217. 

36 Ibid ., pp. 220-21. 
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I1 produces a whole through its own causality,1I in which every part is 

reciprocally ends and means, and _in which nothing is in vain. Moreover, 

-a natural purpose is one wh;ch exists without the "causality of the 

con-cepe5 of rational beings external to itself." Now, as McFarland points 

out, this claim raises some difficulties for Kant. For, as we noted 

before, all systems appear to demand a designer. But here, Kant is 

asserting that organisms are natural purposes precisely because they do 
, 

not depend' on an a pri or; ; dea. l s' ; t pos s i b le, therefore, for Kant to 

entirely. el iminate 

And if he dis poses 

notions of intention from his discussion of organisms? ~ 

with the idea hf design, or inte-ntion, how can he deal 
\ < with what orga'nisms "are to be"? . 

What they (i.e. organisms) are to be seems to determine ;n sorne 
way the'lines along which their parts develop; anâ, as it stands, 
this featare of organisms appears to have been an utter rnystery 
to Kant. 37 ,-", . 

Kant responds to this di,fficUltY in the folTowing manner: 1 
For a body ... which is to be judged in itself ... as a 
natura l purpose, it i s requi si te that its parts mutua 11y depend 
upon one another both as, to thei r form and thei r comb; nati on 
and so produce a whole by their own causality, while cdnversely 
the concept of the whole may be regarded as its cause according 
to a principle (in a being possessing a causality according ta 
concepts ... ). 38 

The sense of this passage may become somewhat ~learer if we recall that a 

few 1 ines<prior ta the above guotation, Kant states tha't the "idea of the 

whole" is not p the cause of the combination of the parts -- "for then it 

would be an artificia1 product" -- but rather, this idea ;s the "ground 

of cognition, for'him who is judging it. u These two statements, ta ken 

together, y~eld the conclusion that Kant, in order to',solve the difficulties 

raised above,has to employ the concept of a designer, albeit on the 
1 

regulative level -- "the concept of the whole may be regarded as its "cause. 1I 

The on1y option available ta him, McFarland observes, was IIto appeal to a 

possible intention in the mind of a possible being " who 'designs organisms. 39 

Organisms, then, differ from 'artistic systems 1 in that design and intention 

ar~ not cen:ral to the eXPlanati~~them. 40 They resemble the latter, 

• 
37 38-
McFarland,~Teleology, p. 106. Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. 220 . 

• 
39McFar1and, Te1eolo9X, p. 106. 8 

4~Desp;te this solution, dlfficulties still rernain in Kant's argument. For, 
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however, inasmuch as they require at least the possibili~y of a designer 
for their possibility: Whatever the problems involved with this solution, 
it is clear that Kant-saw it as the only reasonable answer to the difficul­
ties raised by a future whole which determines the actions of presently 
existing parts. Now before discussing the implications of organic telealagy 
for other uses of teleology, it is first necessary to examine the import 
of Kant's arguments on naturaf purposes for the explanation of nature. 

Tne obvious conclusion of the preceding analysis is that certain 
sorts of natural objects ;-- organize,d beings -- cannot be explained in purely 
mechanical terms. "lt is indeed quite certain that we cannot adequately 

1 

cognize, much less explain, arganited beings and- their internal possibility 
according to mere mechanical principles of nature.,,4l There will never be, 
Kant claims, a Newton who can make comprehensible to us a blade of grass 

1 

without employing the idea'of design. Consequently, in respect 
abjects, mechanical explanatian must be made subordinate to the 

" So here wé find that the impression given i'n the First Crit'ique 

ta such 
teleological. 42 

-- that the 
world can be investigated using only mechanical principles -- is inaccurate. 
The idea of purpose is necessary on ~t least two levels: the first being 
that of' a system of empirical laws and a unified nature discussed in the 
Introduction and the second being that of organisms. Mechanical concepts, 
in short, are n-ot l1 exhaustive of our 'experience'of the world.,,43 The invest­
igation of nature in general, then, requires that ~e presuppose a design, 
and 'biolog;cal invëstigations, in particular, depend on teleolog~. Indeed, 

1 ~~ 
as will be noted further on in this chapter, the idea of a designing 
architect is said by Kant to underlie all purposive exp1anations. However, 

'when one wants t~ use the notion of purposiveness in natural science -­
for the explanation of natural products -- we must eleanse it of every 
tneo1ogieal idea. This difficulty could well reflect the "midd1e ground" 
which teleo1ogy oecupies in Kant's system -- it i5, properly speaking, 
neither a part of natural science nor of theoJogy, yet it is involved' 
with both. ,We may conclude by saying that while explanation through 
design ultimate1y depends on the idea ,f a designer, when-Me employ that 
sort of exp1anation in specifie fields, and in order to gain a limited 
comprehension of certain objects, it i5 legitimate to consider that design 

~ as or~ginating in nature . 

41 Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. 248. 42 Ibid . 

43McFarland, Teleo1ogy, p. 135. 
~ 
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in the latter, it is difficult ta see in what sense teleological ideas 

are not co~stitutive, rather than regulative. Certain obj~cts are only 
possible when understood teleologically44 and ~hus, though Kant never 

suggests thlS himself, ideas of purpose seem to play a role not unlike 
that of the categories. 45 The question which naturally arises at this 
pofnt is whetheror not the(e is a conflict involved in the use of two 
distinct modes of explanation. Or, more .succinctly, does the introduction 
of the notion of design violate the Newtonian, mechanical universe w~ich 
Kant allegedly set out in the Critigue of Pure Reason? 

As Buchdahl notes, Newton himself was ,aware of purposive explana­

tion though he never attempted to resolve the apparent contradiction 
between mechanical and teleological analysis. 46 Kant on the hand is 

intent upon resolving it. The determinant, or constitutive, judgment, 
~ant says, does not have te find principles for itself -- rather, it merely 
subsumes th; ngs under gi ven uni versa l l aws. It has no autonomy, anp 50 

is in no danger of encounterlng an antinomy of its own. The reflective 
judgment however has to discover prlnciples, or maxims, for itself and 
between these maxims confl ict can arise. 47 -The two maxims -which seem to 
contradict one another are the following: 

All production of material things is possible according to merely , 
mechanical laws; [and] Some production of material things is not 
possible according to merely mechanical laws. 48 

The wording of these propositions is import~nt fQ,\ Kantls solution. For 
they claim ta speak of the objects themsel~es -- they claim, in other words, 
to be constitutive. If we re~h~ase these maxims so that they now con cern 
how we must judge nature, the conflict, Kant claims, disappe~rs. The 
rephrasing of the propositions then, amounts to saying that III must always 
t;eflect ll according tQ"one or the other of the propositions. The mechanical . 

44 It should be noted, however, that natural purposes as products of nature 
demand some element of mechanical explanation witho~t which they would 
not be natura1. tf. Critique of Judgment, p. 271. 

45This point is made by George Schrader, IIThe Status of Teleo1ogical Jud"'g­
ment in the Critical fhilosophy,1I Kant-Studien 45 (1953): 226. 

46Buchdahl; Metaphysics and the Philosophy of Science,.p. ~85; Newton, 
Optiks, Question 31. 
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and teleological standpoints can coexist so 10ng as they are taken'to be 
regulative statements. Neither maxim takes ab~olute precedenc~ over the 
other, although Kant maintains that we mus~ first exhaust the possibilities' 
~f mechanical explanation before resorting to a pu~posive approach. But 
once these lirilits have been reac,hed, we should make use of the teleological 
analysis. This is not to say that 'natural purposes are not possible in 

~ccordance with mechanical principles, for that would be a constitutive \ _ 
assertion, but rather we say that for h~man reason, such natural purposes 

demand Fhat we view t~em a~cOrdihg to a system of purposes. 49 The solution 
to the antinomy which Kant puts forward here will, of course, be recognized - . . 
as being a typically .Kantian mov~: That is, we take propositions, appar~~ly 
in canflict, and demonstrate that 'that conflict resides not in the substance , 
of the assertion as such, but in the sort of claim that it pretends ta make: 
We revea'" the c'Ompati bil i ty of the maxims by freei ng them from 1 thei r" 

suppased~ntologi~al ~constitutive) foundat~ons. A second solution ta the, 
antinomy, and one which we can only briefly mention here, is the idea of 
a supersensible substrate. " ... [IJt is at least possible," Kant writes, 
IIto consider the mate;:-;al world as me~€ phenomenon,a!1d ,to think as Hs 
sub'strate something like a thing in itself. ,,50 In this "supersensible 

real groun~,for nature,1I teleology and'mechanism do not conflict. The 
ground l'for their compatibility, then, resides in rreither of the maxims but 
in a transcendant, indeterminate concept of the supersensible. 5l The fact 
that they have thi s common ground "i nd i cates, however, nothi ng more t.hat 
the compati~ility of the pfoposttions. When we come ta judge nature, both 
are kept distinct T- th~y cannot be employed to explain the same object. 
The supersensible substrate. th~n, which provides the common ground is tAe 

intelligent cause -- a regulative an~ indeterminate idea introduced ta 
allow for a teleological vocabulary which Kant considers necessary. That 
this approach is also a classical Kantian responsemay be seen by compa-ring 
it with the solution to the Third Antinomy~in the First Critique. It will 
be recalled that there, part of Kant's answer consisted in showing that, 

\ 
the conflict could be solved if we did not treat appearances as absolute, ' 

47 Ka nt, G rit i gue 

~9Ibid., p. 235. 

of Judgment, pp. 232-33. 

50 Ibid . ~ p. 257. 
,\ 

~8Ibid., p. 234. -- ' 

51 Ibid ., p. 263. 

s _ 
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• 
but rather recogn"ized their "intelligible ground.,,52 The cODtradiction 

, 
between freedom and causality -- and that between teleology and mechanism . , 

is shown to be illusory through a demonstration that the conflict arises 
only when we forget about the possiblity of a supersensible ground uniting 
them. Therefore, it appears that Kant wants to offer two solutions to 

~ , 

the Antinomy: one, the placing of both purposive and mèchanical forms of 
" , 

e~~lanation on the regulative plane, and the o~her, the postulating of a 
. (regulative) supersensible substrate uniting the two. Which solution is 

uppermost in Kant's mind is difficult to determlne. However, we shall see 
further on in t~is thesis that the indeterminate idea of such a substrate 
cornes to be of increasing importance for the teleologicaT standpoint. 

For the moment, suffice it to say that ta ,the exten.t that teleology 
is employed by the natural sciences, it makes no me~t~on of the s'upersen-

\ 0 

sible. Experience provides 'us with evide~ce of natural purposes but not 

of intention. The design which we perceive in nature is tp be attributed, 
, . ,\ 53 

therefore; to . ' 
nature itself and not to a Supreme Ar~hitect. Thus, for 

the internal p~inciples of ntltural science, 'the concept of the supersensible 

is not ta be emPloYj1" Now'while lt is·fairly clear what sort of purposive 
standpoint is to b(~d~pted by the person investigating nature, it is not , 
entirely plain in what relationship this viewpoint stands to natural science. 

"î 
In other words, is' teleology -- purged of all religious overtones -- to 

# 

become an integral part of séientific inquiry, or will it al~ays remain on 
,the "outside" as it were, directing investigation but never itself gaining 

the status of' a principle of physical science? We have pre~iously nàted 
that the idea of de~ign is essential for scientific activity -- that is, 
for the possibility of à unified body of empirical laws and, more funda-

J 

mentally, for induction .. It has a}so been shawn that teleology is necessary 
for the understanding of certàin natural forms, organis~s; This is to say 
thÂt for the science of biology, teleology is required: 

.. .- [The] dissections of plants and animals, in arder to invest­
igate·their struèture and to find out the reasons, why and fot what 

52Cf C . t' . f P R 466 67 ._' Y:Llqueo ure eason,pp. -. 

5~Kant, Critique of Judgment, pp. 229-30. 
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end' such parts, . . . and just such an interna l form have, 
been given them, assume 'as indisputably necessary the maxi!TI 
that nothing in such a creature" is vain .... " 54 

" 1 

Kant adds to thi s statement the ass,erti on that bi 01 ogi sts can as 1 ittle 
, 

do without this teleological princip1e as c.p.n "universal natura1 science" 

do without the idea that ,\othing happens by chance. This would seem to ~ 

support Schrader's clai~, referred to earlier, that the concept of teleo-

10gy is made, in certain .fields, to occupy a position simi1ar to that 

which the categories hold for 'nature in general. ' However: d~spite the 

importance that Kant appears ~o be granting ta teleology in the above 

quote, there can be no doubt that, in his mind, it is still regulative. 

Indeed, in that' same passage, he describes it as a "guiding thread" -- a" 

term which, as we shall sèeomomentarily, he uses when he wants to ~istin-

.g~iSh teleology from ~tural scierrce. The fact, then, that teleology 

remains regulatiye provides us ,with a clu'e as to the relationship between 

the physic~l sc~ences and"teleology. Natural science, Kant writes, 

"need.s determinant and not merely reflective principles ~n order to'supply 
55 objective grounds for natural effects. 1I Teleology, therefa,re, cannot 

belong to the "do,ctrine of natural science. 1I Moreover, teleology does not 

extend our know1edge of nature. Nothing is gained, Kant be1ieves, for the 

"theory of nature,!" by regarding nature as purposive. To speak of nature 

in teleological terms is a useful and, in sorne cases, seemingly necessary 

(" seeming1y" because we can never rule out the possibi1ity of mechanical 
Il 

explanation, even of organisms), but this talk remains nothing more than ... 
description l'i'drawA up in accordance with a particular guiding thread." 56 

o • 

Hav;ng said this, we should be wary of minimizing the role of teleology 

in Kant's understanding of science. Teleology is necessary for the reasons 
'" \ ~escribed above, though thiS necessity is not of the same order as that 

pertaining to the categories. In the---latter ca$e, nature would not be 

possible without the categories while in ,the former, certain types of 

though~ depend on our presumfng this'principle. The direction pf Kant(s 
- / 

writings on y1eology, far from being intended to reduce lÏ~s importance" 

is, on t~ontrarY'odesigned to set it on~. solid foundation. Such a 

_" 0/ . 
~~~t! Cr~tiq~e of Judgment, p. 223. 55 ' Ibid q p. 266. 

/ 56 Ibid . 

" 
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fou(\ding me.ans, for Kant, the "critical purging" of our conceptions. This 
in' t~rn ~eans that the domains 'àf1 natural science' and purposive expTanation, 

/' 'P 

while they coopera te with one another, must neverthe'less be kerJt distinct. 
oThe failure to maintain these boundaries leads, as Kant had shown in the 

Dialectic to the First Critique, to dialect~cal illusion. The relation­
ship then between science ana teleology -- as described by Kant '-- should 

) l , 

~ not be seen as an attempt to reduce the significanc~ of teleology, but 

.( 

rather as an effort to demonstrate lts limits. And'these limits are that 
it is a methodological, regulative principle for the investigation of nature. 
In-the preceding pages we have set out Kant's concept pf teleology as it 

• 
coexists with scientific activity. We have seen th?t it is a necessary 
princ{ple for induction, for a unifi~d system of la~s and for biology. 

c ./' 
Bùt there is more than this to his idea of teleology. We began by discussing 
~eleology and ~cienc~, a~d 'we shall concl~de this section by ~howing'how 
that natural teleology impels us towaras religious and moral ~hought. That 
this thesis should take that path is, of course, nooaccident, \for Kant 
imself saw teleology as 'a possible bridge between the theoreti:çal and 

i 
practical spheres, between the phenomenal and supersensible. But this latter 

1 

aspect will have to wait until the next section. 
1 

\ 

Organized beings, given thât"their possibility can only be conceived 

acçording to the principles of teleology, provide, Kant believe" objective 
reality to the concept of a purpose of nature. 57 But natural p~rposes point 

\ 

to more than the objective reality of purposiveness. They provi~e evidence 
p 

that the whole of nature has been teleologically organized. ": ~ . [This] 
, '1 

conçept (of natural purposes) leads necessarily to the idea of Gollective 

nature as ~ system in accordance with the rule of purposes, to which idea 
a11 the mechanisms of nature must be subordinated. 1I58 The IIprincipl,e of 

reason" whi,èh is employed when speaking of the purl10siveness of the whole 
of nat,ure is that éverything in nature is "good for something"; nothing is 

in'va,in in~it. Thus, through the evidence provjded by organisms IIwe are 
justified, nay called upon, to expect of it [nature] and its laws nothing 
that is not purposive on the whole. 1I59 Now the principle which Kant is 

,( , 

57 Kant , Critique of Judgment, p. 222. 

5,9 Ibid., P" 226. 

58 Ipid ., p. 225. 

\ 
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introducing h~re is different from that used in the investigation of 
ç 

organisms. And the sense of this difference is captured in the phrase .' 
"good for ~omething." We have returned, in ~ther wor~s, ta the idea of 
extern~or relative pu'rposive'neso~. Às was noted earlier in this section, 
external purposiveness is hypothetical for Kant -- it give~no basis for 
an absolute teleological judgment. This is so because althQugh we may 

... ~... ~Q 

believe that sorne obj~ct is a means for another object, we are not en-
'titled to describe that first object as being relatively purposeful unless 

'. 
the object to which it is of use is an"objèctive purpose of nature. In 

, ~-'::; 

short, Kant',s argument is set out in the following manner: we krÎow w:th 
« \, ) 
certainty of internal or natural purposes, of purposiveness in . ~- ~~ts 

of nature. And since it would tie unreasonable to acknowledge the purpos-
- iveness of the parts, but not of the whole of nature, we are forced ta 

assume the purposiveness ~f the whole. 60 Nothing, accordin~ to this view, 
is in vain in nature; evéryt~ing has ,its use, i5 good for something. That 
is, relative teleology ;s a legitimate a'nd necessary form of explanation, 
and it derives its streogth, no~ sa much from the direct ev;dence~for it, 

c 

as from the circuitous reasoning, that what is true oi the parts must be 
true of the whole. 

'Nevertheless in order ;or, rel~ive teleology to be more firml y
o 

grou.nded, the prev~ ous 1y m~t;\t i oned diffi cult y will have to be sol ved: nature 
can never reveal a sim~le object as the end of a process of relative purpos­
iveness precisely because we can never,say with certainty that that object 
i ts,ei' fis a purpose of nature. How can' we say, ta refèr back to Kant 1 s 

" 1 1 
{ 1 t,.., 

e~ample quoted above, that the inhabitants of lapland, who are apparently 
l , 

s4rved by the naturally-p~ovided abundance of animals and driftwood, are 
• u 

Dpl\ced there purposefully? Ex~erience could cérta~nly not provide any 
prOb[ for this. And if we cannat speak of their being there as an Objective 
purp~*e, what reason do we have to describe the driftwood and animals as 
re1ati~~,p~urposes? That abundance would have been there( had the region been 

~ "'~~"""""""-"'--~"'''''''''-7# --- - - \ "-.. 
total1y empty ~nd the fact that'men had the good fortune to chance upon' such· 
an area can hardJy be taken as evidence for the &esignèdness (in a relative 

j, 

60Kan,t, Critique of JJdgment, p. 225; Cf. Kant, IIId~a for a Universal History 
.from 'a Cosmopolitqn Point of View loo" On Histor), ed". & trans. Lewis White 
Beck (New York: library of Liberal Arts,a\974 , p. 20. 
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sense) of the products to be found there. Thus, Kant argues that for the , 
àssertion that a thing is a purpose of nAture "we require, not merely the 
concept of a poss i b le purpose, but the knowl edge of the fi na l--ptlrpose 

(~copus) of nature."6l A final purpose, Kant defines as flthat purpose 

which needs no other as the condition of its possibility.1I62 ;:>ych a 

purpose, because"it~t conditioned, cannot be-found in nat,ure. There 

is nothing in the sensible world which is not conditioned and ~, if there 
# 

;s a final purpose. it will not be found in the unending ser~ of cause 

and effect which constitutes nature. Thus. o~r tele010giCal~O~l~dge 
based on the observation of nature wiJl not be sufficient to p~'v1dè 'us 

" 
with an idea of the final purpose of creation. Nature, qua sensfble domain, 

, ' , 
does not contain final purposes and 50 "t~is ,requires a reference of such 
knowledgè [of final purposes] to- something' s'upersensible ... ,for the 

purpose of (the_ exi stence of) nature' must i tse lf be sou9h~ beyondn~e. 11
63 

Natural purposes, then, compel us to seek the ground for -the collectivè 

unit y of nature which in turn demands that we rletermineOthe final purpose " ~ of creation. Scientific inquiry ultimately compels us to search for the 
Gsupersensible ground of nature. From genera, and the external uniformit~ 

" o. the world, a clue is given to us as to the'ultimate design at work'ln 
tt. 64 Now the final purpose is not man qua sensible being, but';;ther man 

a,s a moral agent. However, man 1 s practi ca) freedom i s not withi n the 
, -

scope of physico-teleology'and so the discussioh of it, as it relates to 
'.final 'purdoses. will be reserved for the following chapter: It is important, 

" though" ta note that the teleological investigation of nature leads us to . -
(anp in the case of the super~ensible, also presupposes) the ideas of final 

, . , 

purpose and the supersensible. The former it ca~ot provide at all, but 
nevertheless, it;. requires it. The latter always remains ind'eterminate, 

when we restri~t outselves ta nature. It impels us towards these ends, and 

gives us hints'àbout them, but it \can go no further. Physico-teleology is 
a propaedeutic ta, and a useful companion for, ethico-theology, but tney 

r 65 
shQuld never beJconfused with one another. 

6\ant, Cr-itigue, of Judgment, pO. 62 Ibid ., p. ~ 

225. 284 . 

63 Ibid , , p. 225 ; Cf. Ibid., p. 276. 64Ibid . , p. 237. 
'-. 

65 Ibid . , p. 292.. 
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While the significance of the supersensible (God) for the teleo­
logical argument will only become clear when we examine Kantls teaching 

~ , { 

nn ethïc~-theology, it is necessary, at this'point, to return to the 
problem of the relationship between"physical teleology and th~eology. FOi 
though Kant does not wholly dispense with the idea of a designer -- indeed f 

despite the argument concerning organisms, the notion of a Supreme Archi­
tect is never dropped -- he believes that- natural teleology, though it 
suggests the existence of God, has no place in theology, nor is it ad~-
quate for the prapf requi rements of the latter. ~ \- \ 

In our account of Kantls objections to physico-theology, in the 
First Critique, we,saw that he referred to the idea of God as something 
which we must assume as a regulative device. A more detailed, though~ 
~undamentally simila~ argument is presented in the C~itigue of Judgment. 

. { 

Kant wri tes, IIWe' can place at the bas i 5 of ,the poss i bil ity of these 
naturai_purposes nothing else than an intelligent Being. 1I66 Underlying 
natural purposes there must be a supreme intelligent cause, ~xisting out­
side of nature. 67 Here we are not judging as to the truth or falsity of 
the proposition that a "being acting according to design" lies at the basis 
of nature. Rather, we are maintaining that, given the constitution of our 

, 
faculties, we must judge nature according to that principle. But now if 

1 

the teleology of nature leads us this far -- to the regulative idea of a 
Supr-eme Architect -- why is natural theology merely a 'Iwholesome illusion"? 
Kant's response lis that if by deity we mean nothing more than simply "an 
i nte 11 i gent bei ng thought by us, of whi ch there may be ofle o~ more ll and if' 
we do not hesitate to arbitrarily suppl y what is d:!2-0errt---f~, that 1 proof 1 

, 

then we may grant the possibility of a~~--t1Îlêol09y,68 In other words, 
the data and principles for ~tnfng th;s supreme cause are derived 
from experience~ and n~erty of that cause can be determined (by 
natura1 teleology) using principles other than those obtained in experience. 
With the data supplied to us in experience f Il, •• nothing remains [of th~ 
Deit'yJ but the concept "of a supersensible sornething which contai'ns the 

66Kant , 'Critique of Judgment, p. 248. 

68Ibid ., p. 288. 

67 l b id., p. <et> 5 . 
" 
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ultimate ground of tte wor1d of sense, but which does not furnish any 
knowledge .. '. of its inner constitution. 11

69 This supreme designer 
might, as Karit argues, be without wisdom and its effects cou1d be attri­
buted to' the necessity of its own nature. (Kant probably has Spinoza's 
concept of "Substance" in mind here.) Mence, physical tele(Jllogy is not 
adequate to t.I;te~-'concept of a '-wi se, moral GodJO The purposi veness that ,,' 
we discover lin nature impels us ta a theolagy inasmuch as it \indicates 

'1 1 

a supersenstble ground' for nature, bût .it ca~at prpduce one. That this 
. , 

is the case is evident, for Kant, in the fact that nature can never 
, re~ea l the "i nner characteri s~i cs Il of thi s Architect. We are only capaole 

of thinking -- within our experience of na'ture -- a "supersensible sJ)me­
thi ng, ri i ndetermi na te in i ts qua 1 iti es. There i s, however, the poss i bil i ty 
of ~n objective proof of a Deity's existence, though this proof is not 
deve10ped in the course of physica-teleol~gical inquiry but rather in the 
examination of final purposes and moral activity. This proof, therefore, 

~ 

will be discussed in the following section. For the time being, it is 
sufficient to note that natural theolagy pushes us tawards th@üiogy, , . 
though ultimately its arguments are deficient, requiring final confirmation 
from outs i de, sou rces . " 

In conclusion, then, we have seen that the Third Critique makes 
clear the role that the ideas of reason are to play in Kantls sy~em. Far 

• 4 

from being conv~nient fictions', the re~lative princi,ples -- and in parti-
cular that of teleology -- are crucial features of four areas of thought, 
of which only the latter two concern us here: as the foundation for 
inductive thought, in formal purposiveness (for example, geometry), in 
the biological sciences, and finally in the'explanation of the whole. The 
direction of Kantls argument only becomes clear when we recagnize the 
connection between thèse last two areas -- natural purposes and nature as 
a collective unity. This is turn leads us to the concept of final purposes. 
In the concept of final purposes -- which is required for the purposiveness 
of nature as a whole -- we are driven towards the idea of a sup~rsensib1e , 
69Kant , Critique of Judgment. p. 318. 

: ... ~, 

70Ibid ., pp. 329,290. 
\, 



\-

• 

52 

\ 
ground, d ifferent h'om the vague "supersens; b le somethi ng 1\ demanded by 
natural teleology, but, still, linked ta it. The internal logic, as it 

J 

were, of science leads us beyond nature ta theology. 

• \ 1 

\ 1 
\ 1 
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CHAPTER IV 

THINGS 'OF FAITH 

'. 
.> ,,-

1 
1 

1 

I...J 

In the Critique-of Pure Reason, Kant spoke of reason's search 
for a "systematic self-subsistent whole," and of its natural drive to 
fi nd a 'fi rm toot i nq beyond the bounds of experi ence. l It was thi s 

• Il 
desire, of course, ~hich when dogmatically pursued, led ta the antinomies, 
whose rbsolution con~isted, as Kant commented in the Second Critiqye, in 
showing that the supersensibl~ could be thought without coming into 
conflict with the claims of experience. 2 · Not only is the supersensible, 

1 

the concepts of freedom; immortality and God, something which reason 
naturally desires 'but it\iS, in fact, the ultimate aim of al1 metaphysics. 3 

One might say that reason', in its end, is profoundly practical. In this 
part of the thesis then, we are interested in Kant's concept of the super­
sensible,\ in the "things of faith" and particularly in the supersensible 
basis of~the unit y of nature and freedom. 4 , And of special significance 
to us wil.l be thè way ;n which this "supersensible basis" is the source 
of hope. Such an inquiry is suggested in the quote presented at the 
beginning of the thesis. Design in nature and morality point to God's 
existence and thus to a morally-ordered universe which gives us reason 
to share Pope's optimism about the world. 

The twa previous chapters of this thes;s attempted to show the 
progression, i,n Kant's analys;s, fram the most rudimet1tary elements of 
experience through systematic experience or science to teleology. In 

"-

the discussion of the latter concept, it was noted that here reason seeks 
, ' 

ta lead us beyond experience to the supersensible and that while.teleology 
allows fo~ or even needs5 a "supersensible someth,ing" it i5 "incapable of 
a more fruitful exp}oration of that realm. Physical teleology, that is 

';'. 
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to say; requires that we' determine the original ground of the purposes 

lKant, Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 629-30. 

2Kant , Critique'of Praetical Reason, trans. Lewis Wh1te Beek (New York: 
Library of Liberal Arts, 1956), pp. 3,6. 

3Kant , Critique of Pure Reason, p. 631; Kant, Criti~of Judgment, p. 
325. \ 

4Kant , Critique of Judgment, p. 12. ~ 

5Note t~e change in emphasis between this formulation and that found in 
certain passages in the First Critique.' In parts of that latter work, 
the "Canon" for example, thought to be of early composition, the role 
of the supersensible and particularly, the idea of an intelligent author 

- is said to be of little importance: IIIn respect of a11 three [i.e. the 
supersensible ideasJ the merely speculative interest of reason is very 
small . ' .. " (Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 631).dOn the other.hand,~ 
different passages, perhaps of a later date, suggest a strong interest: 
IITne ~eculative interest of reason makes it necessary to regard a11 
order in t~e world as if it had originated in the 'purpose of a supreme 
reason. 1I (Kant, ~ritigue of Pure Reason, p. 560; emphasis in the 
original). In his more mature writings -- What is Orientation i~ Thinking? 
and thaThird Critique -- the impo~tance of this idea is stated in firm and 
unequivocal language. Reason has a positive need for the concept of an 
Author in order~o fully comprehend design in nature (see What is Orienta­
tion in Thinking? trans. Lewis White Beck in Kantls Critique of Practical 
Reason and Other Writings in Moral Philosophy, ed. Lewis.White Beek [Chicago: 
Chicago University Press, 1949], p. 298; Kant, Critique of Judgment; p. 292). 
This change in emphasis may be seen in the greater significance granted to 
the teleological understanding of nature,"both as a whol~ ~nd.in specifie 
organized beings, in the later works. In the Critique of Pure Reason, 
this sort of explanation is largely absent or is only briefly touched upon 
,(cf. the section therein on physico-theology, pp. '642-43, and pp. 559-61. 
The ,last referen~e, though ~rief~ is quite suggestive of the t~pe of argu- ,r 
ments that will appear in the Criti ue of Jud ment.), whereas in the Third 
Critique, it gains a status which, on DCC lon, appears to equal that of­
mechanical causality -(Kant, Critigue of J dgment, pp. 234-45). The purpose 
of this chapter, it should be remembered, ts not ta chart -any such change 
in Kantls thought, though ( suspect that a change of the sort indicated 

,did occur. To establish with certainty the direction and extent of this 
development would be extremely difficult, as many of the ideas which, in 
the critical period, emerge fully only in the late essays, were part of 
Kantls pre-critical philosophical work -- f~r example, the idea of teleo­
logy i,n Considerations on Optimism and The Onl,y 'Possible Ground for thè 
Demonstration of the Existence of God. Thus, the question as to whether 
they were simply omitted in the early critical writings, in favour of 
more' urgent concerns, or, for a time actually rej~cted, is one beyond the 
scope of this thesis. " 
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of nature, but it itself is capable of supplying us with only a defective 
representation of that ground6 -- defecti-ve" as was 'r;oted earlier, pre- ' 

cisely because the theoreti~al investigation of nature can never make 

known to us the final purpose of creation. We have, however, in setting 
out the argument in this fashion, followed what Kant believes to be th~~ 

natural course of reason, not only because .the-limits of experience are 
defined working, as it were, from within but also because physico-teleo­
logy iSlthe reasonable propaedeutic to moral theology: 

The former (physico-teleology) naturally precedes the latteF 
'(moral theology). For if we wish to infer-a world cause 
teleologica1ly from the things in the wor1d, purposes of nature 
must first be given, for which we afterward have to ~eek a 
fi na l purpose and fa] thi s the pri nci p.1 e of the causal ity of 
this supreme1cause. . 

{ 

In conclusion, then, we are led by reason to the boundaries of experience. 

But boundaries presuppose a space enc10sing and outside of that one con­
fined place. A boundary therefore is " ... somethin9 'positive, which 
belongs to that which lies within as well as to the space that lies without 
the given content."8 

4. 

Now this space whj,ch "lies without", the supersensible realm. is an 
area of "impenetrable darkness" and thus the problem becomes one of dis­
covering an adequate guide to it and a measur-e of certainty with reference 

to what is encountered within it. If, for example, one finds oneself in a 
darkened room, the location of-the contents of which are already known to 

oneself, one can. using the position of those objects and onels subjective 

sense of 1eft and right. orient onese1f in that room. Without this sub-
. 9 

jective sense, the darkness would indeed remain impenetrable. Similarly, 

6Kant • Critique of Judgment, pp. 289-90. 

7 Ibi d., p .. '287. Thi s does not mean. though. that the moral proof of God 1 s 
existence requires physica1 teleology. On the contrary. the moral argu­
ment is both stronger than that from design in ~ature, and self-sufficient. 
Kant goes 50 far -as ta suggest that our k'nowledge of the purposes of nature 
requires that we assume man as the final purpose of nature, and thus, the 
existence of q moral Author (cf. Critique of Judgment, p. 296). But it 
will be shown further on in this thesis that they complement and support 
one ~another . 

8Kant , Pro1egomena to Any Future M~taphysics. Revisea Carus Translation 
, (Indianapolis: Library of Liberal Arts, 1950), p .. 109; Cf. Ibid., pp. 101-.2. 

'" ' 
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. ~ . 
orientation in thinking, which is the activity of reason seeking to 

ex~d i,tself 'beyond all possible ex~erience, employs for that purpose 

a' subjective principl~ of reason, a felt need of reason. ' And this ;s 

necessarily the case, Si~~~t~at realm, rea~on has available to it 

neither objects of intuiflon nor \iÎ~efinite maxims according to objective 

grounds,of knowledge."lO Thus, rea~)nls assent'\in this r;alm is dete;mined 

strictly by the subjective principle. This sort of judgment -- the right 

of reason to assume something which it can never know -- is, Kant says, 

a rational belief, a thing of fàith. ll But this is not ta say that its 

assent is in any way inferior to cognition, nor is it merely opinion for 

while a rational belief or postulate can never become knowledge, "opinion 

ca~ finally become knowledge through gradual supplementation by more 

= grounds of the sam~\Rind.1I12 It remains to be decided then in what 

\ precisely this "felt need of reason" consists. 

M~ny supersensibl~ things can be thought~ Kant writes, for which 

reason feels no need whatsoever. But in the case of sorne supersensible 

concepts, for example, the idea of God, there 'is a definite requirement 

ta assume it. And this need is twofold: on the one hand, theoretical 

and'on the other, practical. The former need, having been discussed at 

sorne length in the previous chapters, can only be briefly reiterated here: 
~ l ' 

without presupposing an intelligent author, no comprehensible ground"for 

the manifest design and order of nature is possible.1 3 Thus, while, we 

could never prove that such design would be impossible without an author, 
'i> 

this subjective ground is sufficient for the assumption of his Being. 

But in the case of practical reason, the need is far'!<clearer and more 

0\ q-l certain. Here the need ";s unconditional,; we are compelled to presuppose­

"-,-< the existence of God not just if we wish to judge but because we must 

9Kant , What is Orientation in Thinking?, p--, 295. lOIbid., p. 296. ," -Ibid., p. 300; Idem, Critique of Judgment, p. 32l. 

l2 Idem ,'What is Orientation in Tlhinking?, p. 300. 
\ 

13Ibid ., p. 298. 
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judge. 1I14 ' We must, that is, adopt t~e ideà of God becausè the.possibility 
of the highest gOO?, which is required by the moral 1aw, demands it. This 
latter employment of the idea of God is its use as a postulate. And postu-
1ates, in Kant's account, have a higher status than hypotheses, i.e. ~opinion 
based on subjective grounds sufficient to assert, because one could not 

, . 
expect any ground besides a subdective one for explaining given effects, and 

1 yet reason stjll needs some ground of exp1anation. 1I15 

Thus;the most fruitful line of inquiry into the su~ersensible will 
be that which is gu~ded by the practica1 need of reason. And this is 50, 

not on1y because of the intensity of the practical need, but also because, 
as we shall see momentarily, of the certainty of its starting point. That 
is to say, both the theoretical and practical need for the conçept of God 
begin with things known to us, with the familiar objects in Kant's image of 
the darkened room. Theoretical reasan begins with the requirements of 
science in general (for the systematic conne1ction of laws) and natural 
pheromena seemingly explicable on1y through the use of teleological principles. 

l4Kant , Orientation in Thinking, p. 298. Notice that i~ this passage, Kant 
adds no qualificatiun ta the certainty that arises out of practical need. 
However, in the Critigue of Practical Reason, Kant appears to reduce the 
difference between the theoretical and pra~ical need: "But, as with 
every other purposive thing in nature, it' ur reason] still cannot prove 
that it [the highest good which subjectively requires the idea of God] is 
impossible according ta universa1 laws of nature (on1y), i.e. show this 
by objectively sufficient reasons." (Critigue of Pure Reason,"p. 150). 

15Idem , Orientation in Thinking, p. 300. Kant, in the Second Critique, 
describes the concept of Gad, in its use accarding tO,a theoretical need, 
as a "most reasonab1e opinion for us men Il, (Critigue of Practical Reason, 
p. 147). These descri pti ons of the i dea of a Deity as "mere opi ni on" are , 
somewhat difficult to bring into 1ine wit~ the Third Critique, where teleo­
logical explanation is held to be impossible without the concept, albeit an 
indeterminate one~ of an intelligent Authar. It might be a~gued though no 
completely satisfattory evidence could be adduced for this point, that 
these warks (Orientation in Thinking and the Second Critique) show the 
movement of Kant's thought away from the neglect of natura1 teleology and 
its corollari~s in the First Critique and towards the importance-granted 

~ ta that concept in the last Critique. Another possibility is that when 
Kant describes the idea of God; arising from a natural teleology alone, 
as·a mere "reasonable opinion" he ;s employing, not the vague supersensible 
something whiéh teleology does require, but rather the notion of a moral 
Author. If that were t~e case, it would indeed be correct, given the 
hiatus between physico-teleology and theolagy, to describe the idea of a 
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Practical reason, on the other hand, begins with the rudimentary f~cts of \ 
, ') \ Il moral life,"~nown to a11 men. The difference between these .two starting Af,~'" 

points, tlièn, is that while we know those II rudimentary facts ll W'ith a simple .... 
and incontrovertible certainty, design cannat be 50 readily assented to. 
For. as Kant argued ;n the Third Critique, though there appear to be phen­
omena which can be explained in no other way than according to design, we 
can never entirely exclude the possibility that they might ultimately be 

, Il \ 
. governed by mechanical laws, which at the moment are unknown to us. Need-

\ -less ta say. this last statement captures sorne of the ambigu;ty of the 
concept of teleology in the ~rit;gue of Judgme~t. While mechani al investi­
gation alone could never suff;ce, even for the study of Kant's fam us 
;'blade'of grass_\, while that is, the poss'ibïlity of certain types 0 

phenomena demand teleology (in this case, the latter cornes ,to have something 
of the status of a category), nevertheless~ mechanieal explanation always 

a 

has a certain priority for Kant, even to the extent that what seem to be 
organized, i.e. designed beings -- and indeed has to be so thought in the \_ 
biologieal and taxinomie sciences -- must allow for s~me possible ultimate 
mechanieal interpretation. Despite the diffieulties in determining Kant's 
meaning in the last Critique, it is elear that for him the IIfacts" of . 
designed beings are held with less certainty than those O'f moral law. Hence, 
the practical path is the one to be ,followed in seeking that firm footing 
beyond the bounds of ordinary experience. 

, ............. 

Now the key to this approach is the-concept of freedom. For, as 
Kant notes in the Critique of 'Practi&al Reason, the other postulates, i.e. 

, Gad and the immorta 1 Hy of the soul, attach themsel ves to the i dea of ... 
freedom, and ;n 50 doing, are shawn to be possible.1 6 The~efore, in order 

, 

to understand how a moral theology is possible for Kant, one must begin with 
, \ • 0 

the concept of freedom for it ;s through the certainty that we have concerning 
this idea that the other supersensible abjects take on meaning. But Kant's 

moral God, based on oatural evidence, as nothing more than reasQnable 
speculation . 

16Kani , Critique of Practical Reason, p. 3; Cf. Idem, Critique of Judgment, 
pp. 326-7, where this connection is made partieularly clear. 

~ 
i 
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\ concern with the idea is twofold; on the one hand to show the possibility 
of freedom and on the other, to demonstrate its necessity. The latter 
argument belongs, properly speaking, to the practical sphere and is 

, -- '-. 

naturally preceded by the question of the mere possib1ity of the postulats. 
That is, the denial of transcendènt~l freedom would involve the elimination 
of pracfical freedom. 17 Putting' àsi~e for the moment th;n, Kant's proof 
of the necessity of freed.om, we will tu,rn 10 his analysis of the possibi1ity 
of transcendental freedom~ \. 

The question that Kant is spe~king to in the First Critiqu~ is~.how 
i:; freedom possible at a11 and how c~n ,it exist alengs,ide the 1niversality 
of the natural law of causality?18 And freedom, in the contexl of the 
Thi rd Anti nomy, means not the "will' s i ndependence of coere i on through 
sensuous impulses," or sU,bmission to self-given law, but rather the power . -

of beginning astate spontaneously, or in the cosmological langüage of the 
\ Anti~omi~s, the question of the origins of the world. 19 Briefly, Kant sets 

Ais argument out in the following manner. The thesis of the Third Antinomy 
states that,', "Causality in accordance with 1aws of nature is not the on1y 
causality from which appearances of the world can one and a11 be observed. 
Tm e~plain these appearances it is necessary to assume that there is another 
causality, that of freedom.,,20 The antithesis adopts the position that 

there is no freedom and that "everything in the world takes place sole1y 

. \ 

in accordance with the 1aws of nature.,,2l The proof of the thesis prdceeds \ 
"in this manner: take the argument of the antithesis '&rat everything~is 

, subject to natural laws and search for the consequences of such an analysis. 
If that view is grante9, everything must have a preceding state, but that 

f 

state, in turn, must be something which has ta ken place, and that requires, 
therefore astate preceding itse1f. Thus, there will a1ways be only a 
relative and never a first beginning. However, the 1aw of nature is just 
this, Kant writes, "That nothing", takes place without a cause "sufficiently v 

d:etermined a priori.,,22 The key to Kant's argument in the thesis i5 to be 

l7Kant : Critique of Pure Reason, p. 465. 18Ibid ., p. 466 . 

19Ib·id ., p. 413. 20Ibid ., p. 409. 21 Ibid . 

22 b'd 410 t l ., p. . 

t 
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,. 

found in the phrase "su fficiently determiY1ed a~prio'ri." Although the 
o precise significance of that phrase is the subject of some debate, the 

point that Kant is trying to make is fairly clear: this cause "must; 
"-

requi!e ~o further explanation:123 which amounts to saying that it ;s not 
~ 

to be found among natural causes. As in the case of the Antinomies as a 
whole, the sou~ce of the thesis-argument is in dispute. Beck~~maintains 
that it is derived" from the Aristotelian-Thomistic proof of the "impos­
sibility of an infinit~- s~~ies of causes and hence of the necessity of a 

24 ~ , . 
first cause. 1I Al-Azm, on the other hand, se~s in the the~iso an expres-
sion of th.e Clarke-Newton posttl1ate of two type,$ of causality as against 

'" a Leibnizian idea of universal determlni'sm,25. The dïfference betwe'en 

the two interpretatlOns, besides the historie,al dispute, is centered 
around the problem as to whether or rlot the Antinomies in general and the 
Third in partieular are cosmological in the sense that Kant (elaims they 
are, Beek, ln emphasizing the moral dimension of'the Antino~y~ would 
ippear·to view it as b~ing.concerned more wlth moral problems than with 
cosmologieal ones. A1-A~m, however,,,,.tends to see .the argument, both in 
terms of its substance and its origins, as primari1y cosmological and 
~JY d~rivatively, a~ a moral question. 26 Though Al-Azmls point is 
certain1y we11 taken, Kant1s emph~sis in ,his Observation on the Antinomy 
and in the Second CritiQ4e on the link between transcendenta1 and practical. 
freedom wou1d seem to point to a moral interest at the heart of the Third 
Antinomy. -

1 

To continue, then, trre Antithesis of this Antinomy c1aims that 
there is no freedom for everything occurs in accordance with the law of 
nature. The ~r.oof of the antithesis proceeds in much the same way as 

that of the thesis. That is, it asks us ta adopt the argument that there-
• 

,is freedom, the power of spontaneous1y beginning a series, and then seeks 

23JPnathan Bennet,' Kant's O;'alectic (Cambridge: University Press, 1974), 
p. 184. 

24Lewis White Beek, A Commentar to Kantls Crit; ue of Pract;cal Reason 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960 , p. 66. 

1iS 
25sadik A1-Azm, The oriJins of Kant's Argum~nts in the Antinomies (Oxford: 

Cl arendon Press, 1972 , pp. 8}, 94-95.,. ' " J 

\ 
~. 
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to show that such a cl,a im woul d violate the unit y of ~xperience. 27 Thus 

/ " 
the conflicn here is one between transcendental freedom on the one hand 
and what Kant terms transcendental physiocracy on the other. The solution 

, 
,to the conflict betWj.en thesis and antithesis i5 accomplished by showing 
that a heterogeneous condition "not itself pa~t of the series, ,but purely 
~telligible can be allowed.,,28 In the dynamical Antinomies, therefore, 
tBe çompl~tely conditioAed is bound up' with an empirically unconditioned ' 
and non-sensible condition,' and consequently, the possibility of a resolu-, , 

tion satisfying both understanding and reason ïs allowed. Th~ two types 
of causal i ty coexi st and, i nde,ed, can be found in the same 'event. And the 
reason that the antithesis was incapable of gras~ing this possibility was 
that, it asserted the absolute~reality of appearances: " ... for if 
appearances were things-in-themselves, and space and time the forms of 

, , 

existence of things-in-themselves, t'he conditions would"always be m~mbers 
of the same series as the conditioned.,,29 Howe~er, if appeara~es are 

1 

taken as representations, they. must have grounds which are not appearances. 
"The èffects of such an intelligible cause' appear and accordingly, can be . 
detêrmi ned through appearanc'es, but i ts causal i ty i s not sa determi ned. ,,30 
Thus, th'e effect i sin space and time and i s, for that reason, subject to 

'- .'. 
the laws of natural causality while the cause of the effect ~tands outside 

1:()f the series and so i s free. _ The same eve~t, i n oth~r words, may be 
viewed as f,ree with respect to. it5 intelligible cause .while, regarded as 
appearance, 1t is subject ta causal laws. 

'. 
, 

Now, plainly reason has a pra~tica1 interest in the thesis-argument, 
or in sorne resolution of the conflict-which would allow for freedom. 3l 

. , l, 

And i ndeed, though the Ant i nomy has it$ ori gi ns in a cosimo l agi ca l prob lem, 
its significance for moral life is made qear by Kant ;n 'his Commentary on 
its solution. Nevertheless, this proof of the possibility of freedom is 

"-

" 
26Al-Azm, -Kant"s Ar 

"\ 

uments in the Anti nom es, pp. 86, 89. 

27 Kant , Critjgue of Pure Reason, p. 410. 28 Ibid '. , p . 463. 

29 Ibi,d., 30Ibid . , p. 467. i 
.' 

p. 466. a 
3: Ibid ., p: 424. 
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'-not a/practical one, which is to say, ~hat this possibility is'not arrived 
at through an,analysis of man's~capacfty to act through freely given laws. 

/ , 

But, for Kant, this means that freedom's reality -- or even its possibility 
remains, given the sort of proof employed in the First,Critique. problematic. 
It is problematic, from the point of view of that Critique, because freedom' 
itself can never be exhibited in any possible experiênce, and its possibility 
as an efficient cause in the world of sense cannot be comprehended, nor, for 
that matter, do we know it immediately.32 Thus, what has been accomplished' 

in the Critique~is not even the'demonstration of the possiblity of freedom: 
What we have alone been able to show, and what we have aJone 

rt ·been concerned to show, i~ that this antinomy rests on a sheer 
illusion, and that causality through freedom is at least not 
incompatible with nature. 33 . 

While it is true, then, ta say that without the possibility of transcendental 
freedom, the moral law or practical freedom, would be impossible as well, it 

\ is arso the case that the reality of frèedom cannot be established by specu­
la'tive r'eason alone.' That reality, Kant believes, can be confirmed solely 
bY the pure practï'ca 1 facul ty of reas~~. 34 , 

c 

W~ discover therefore that the concept of freedom has reality not in 
the elaborate cosmological arguments of the First Critique, but rat.her ~rr 

that sort of"everyday experience ~ommon to the philosopher and his servant 
alike. This everyday experience is the way in which We' construct maxims for 
the will. For in giving maxims to the will, we become immediately conscious 
of the moral ràw .. U[Since] reason exhibits it (thé moral law] as a ground 
of détermination which is completely independent of and not to be outweighed 

_by any sensuous conditi'on, it is the moral law which leads directly to th,e 
concept of freedom. u35 In sh9rt~ the objective reality of the pure, or f~ee 

, .' witl, is given in the moral ~àw which we know irrmediately. Or, in other ,-, " ' 

words, the moral law expresses the autonomy of ~raçtical reason, and this 
4 '36 autonomy in turn, is the condition for the format~on of maxims. Now here 

----------------- , 32 0 

Cf. Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Marals, trans. H. J. Pâton (New 
York: Harper & Row, 1964), p. 127; Idem, Critique of Practical Reason, pp . 
29; 97. '. 

\ ~3Idem, Criti.que of Pure Reason, p. 479; emphasis in oriOginal. 

94 Idem , Critique of Prictical Re,ason, pp. 3, 6.° )5 Ibiq., p~ .1'29. 
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there is an apparent circularity'in Kant's argument. According to the 
-

first assertioro, we know of freedom through the moral law while in the 
other, the moral law requires freedom as its precondition. But in Kant's 
view, there is no contradiction here. Freedom, he says, is indeed the ~ 

rptio esseQdi of the moral law for if there was no freedom, the 'moral law 
would certainly be impossible. Thus, in the order of efficient causes, 

1 

we assume that we are free, 50 that "we may concè, ve ourse 1 ves to be under 
the moral 1,aw."37 However., the moral law is a1so the ratio cognoscendi 
of freedom, si nce without the thought of that l aw, "we woul d never have 
been justified in assuming anythi,ng like freedom." 38 

Hence, freedom is ~ postulate, something which as an efficient, 
cause in the world of sense we cannot comprehend, but which we are 
compe'l1ed to assy,me by the moral law which postulates it. 39 An'd this 
moral law is not itself a postulate but, on the contrary, a law -- a 

, 0 \ 

claw which, although it can never be proven through the "exertion of 
theoretical or empirically supported reason," is nevertheless firlnly 
~rounded.40 Freedom now no longe~means simply an uncaused cause, or the 
power of spontaneously beginning a series; rather, it signifies autonomy, . 
or the capacity ~of the wi 11 to gi ve the 1 aw to i tse 1 f. 41 To be more" pre-

1 

cise, freedém and unconditional practical law reciprocally imply one 
another. In the concept of practical freedom, then, derived from our 
knowledge or'duty and required for the latter, objective reality is given to 

~unconditjoned as a cause, where by uncondition;d .we mean that the 
maxims formulated by the will are determined in conformity with universal 

~ • il"" () 

practical reason, and not by sensuous'needs or natural laws. 'Since the 
;- 'idea of the hilghes~good, as set out in the Dialectic of,the Second Critique 

presuppos~s,ofor an understanding of its intrica~\es, a~/account of the 
, basis of moral acts, we must now turn to that basis, though, of course, a . 
Îfull account of Kant's moral philosophy would be beyond the scope of this 

, \...;-. 
thesi s. 

36Kant , Critique of Practical Reason, pp. 33-34 . 

,37 Idem , Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, p. 118. 

38Idem , Critique of Practical Reason, p. 4n. ,39 Ibid ., p. 97. 

, 0 
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\ 
n~ted abo~e, the moral law" and freedom r~ciprocally imply 
Now for a erfectly good or holy,will virtuous acts would 

come of themselves and n t require a commando But for men, exposed to 
"subjective limitations and ~bstacles" imperatives are necessary which 
express the relationship etween the objective laws and the subjective 
imperfection of the will. 2 And the relation of ,the will to "this law 
is o~e of dependence unde the name of 'obligation'. This term implies 
a constraint to an action ... Such an action is called "duty.,A3 
Therefore, for men to act orally, possessed as they are of wills which 

, are less than holy, is to ct fr9m dut Y'. But what 'sort of command is it 

that binds us morally? som! imperatives determine the will wi~h regard 
to a desired effect and pre cribe the means to that end -- these Kant 
terms hypothetical or condi ional imperatives. 44 In those imperatives ' 
which command the will to s ek a subjective end, the desire for the object 

, 
precedes the principle, the matter or end.of the imperattve antedates the 
form of the imperative itseH. 'And be~ause they are merely subjective, 

~ 
lacking for that reasofl, uni\versality and necess.ity, they cannot be tile 
1 45 . ' 
basis of law but rather onl~ of rules of prudence. Jhe moral worth of 
a maxim, then, is not to be Ifound in it~-matter '-- its purpose or end 

'but ;n its form alone, abst~acted from all matter. 
But besides the latter c/i.e. the matter of the lawJ there is 
nothing in a law except Ithe legislative form. Therefore, 
the 1egis1ative form, i~sofar as it is contained in the ' 
maxim, is the on1y thing which can constitute a determining 
ground of the (free) wi} 1. 46 . 

In short, no end, neither sLbjective desire nor the matter of the law \ 
1 

itself, can aetermine the ~il1. From this it'follows that to allow the 
will ta be guided by ends -- even such noble ones as man's perfection or 

40Kant , Critique of Practical Reason, pp. 137,48. 
f • 

41". . Ibld., pp. 28-29; Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, pp. 
108, 114. 

42Kant , 
, 

43 Idem , Critique of Practical Groundwork, pp. 81, 65. Reason, 

44 Ipem , Groundwork, p. 82; Critique of Practical Reason, p. 18. 

45 Idem , Cri tique of Practical Reason, p. 19ff; Groundwor~, p. 84. 

46 Idem'. Critique of Practical Reason, p. 29; Groundwork, pp. 67-68. 

p. 32. 
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woiversal cnes as ;n the case Of\ happiness ;5 to act heteronomously. 
The sole suffi ci ent grou'nd, Kant wri tes, i s the form of the 1 aw "whi ch 

'~, prescribes to reason nothing more than the form of its giving universal 
law'!'~? i.e. the categorical imperative., The preceding summary, is, of 
~~~rs~, simp1y a statement of the deonto10gical character of moral life 
for Kànt and ,the relationship between that position and his concepts of 
autonomy and heteronomy. Nevertheless, to merely reiterate this widely 

o 

held view would not be adequate, for it is not correct ta say that Kànt's 
account of morality dispenses entirely with ends and the 'matter' of 

1 

moral life. ,The idea of ends enters into Kant's analysis, l would argue, 
/ in two ways: on the one hand, an end contained within morality itself 

and, on the other, one which evolves synthetically out of morality, but 
which requires additional support from the outside, as it were. We wlll 
begin with a di~cussion of the former sort of end. 

1 

Practical principles are formal, Kant' maintains, only if they , 
abstract from all subjective ends. 48 These are ends that a rational 
being arbitrari1y adopts as effects of his action. They are relative, 

, 
he continues, ",for it is solely their'relation to special characteristics 
in the subjecti's power of appeti,tion which gives them their value. ",49 Their 
relativeness also establishes, for reasons previously noted, their inabtlity 

, 1 '".' 
to serve as la,w. But if there were an objective end, then it could serve 

1 . 1 

as a ground fat a possible categorical imperative. Ana the only such end 
iS that of ma~ as an end-i~Lhimself;50 man as a being whose maxims are 
fit to make l/niversal law., Ngw th;s end is peculiar, not only in its 
Objectivity,!but inasmuch as it is not a produced end, or effect, but is 
rathér self-/~xistent. Sinc~ it is self-existent~ its possibility is not 
,in question (and thus it is not something about whose production we are 
concerned) ~nd so it ;s to be conce;ved negatively -- lias an end against 
whi ch we s ~ou 1 d never ~ct." 51 Thi s end, then, differs from others in th. t 

47Kanf, Cri~iqUe of Practical Reason, p. 66: 48 Idem , Groundwark, pp. 67~68. 
\ 

49I-bid. 1 

" 50Ibid ., p'1104; Cf. Kant, The~etathYSiC of Morals, Part II - The Doc"trine 
of Virtue,'trans. Mary T. Gregor New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1964), 
pp. 55-56. 
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neithe1 its production nor its possibility is at issue. It is simply 
a, standard against which we can measure our conduct. 

The formulation of the categorlcal imperative based on this end 
leads~ in turn, to the section on thè Kingdom of Ends. Attached to man's 
ability to make universal law, his "dignity above an mere things of 
nature," is the necessity of viewing himself as a legislator in the Kingdom 
of Ends, a world of rational beings adhering ta maxims prescribed by the 
categorical imperative. However, for such a Kingdom to come into existenc,e, 

() 

the cooperation of nature and of one's fellow men would be required. Here, 
then, possibility is a question, since this Kingdom is not self-existent. 
Yet its intrinsic worth does not inhere in its possibility or in the like­
lihood of its coming into being. 52 Kant raises the problem of its possi~­
ility and then denies the importance of the question, arguing in effect, 
that the idea is an imperative whic~ commands us to act as if we were 
members of such a Kingdom. Consequently, the bare possibility of the id6a 
is sufficient, since its purpose is fulfilled in moral acts and not in its 
own actualization. We shall see momentarily that Kant has another, and 
'stronger'; ~onception of poss1bility linked this time to the prospect of 
the idea coming into being in this world. 53 _.,-"'~ 

'" 
-

In the preceding sketch, l have tried to set out certain key fea-
tures of Kant's mora~ philosophy: the notion of dut y, of freedom and 
heteronomy, the deontological' side of Kant's argument and his concern with 
ends. The last few lines have focused on the question of the possibi1ity 
of ends as raised in th~ Groundwork. This approach seemed the most 'reason­
able since it illuminates the difference, or one of the central differences, 
between the latter work and the Dialectic of the Second Critique. Though 
this difference will only become clear in the fo110wing paragraphs, it 
might be helpful to outline it now. 

51 Kant , Groundwork, p. 105. 52 Ibid ., pp. 196-7. 

, 530ne might draw a rough analogy between the function of the Kingdom of 
Ends vis-~-vis moral life and P1ato's republic in speech. Cf. Republic " 
5928. For a discussion of this distinction between meagre and rl'ch 
conceptions of possibility, see Aristot1e, Metaphysics l019b 23- 4: 
"The possible, then, in one sense ... means that which is not of 
necessity false; in one, that which is truej in one that which may be true:" 

\ 
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. .. 
In the Critique of Practical Reason, Kant dlscusses three postulates: 

freedom (in the Analytic), and God and the immortality of the soul ('in the 
Dialectic). The postulates of God and immortality are explicitly bound up 
with the possibility of an end which morality gives rise to. Indeed, the 
concluding half of the Critique is wholly concerne'd with possibility. But 

"-
. in the Grqundwork, though postulates per se are not mentioned" only the 

concept of freedom holds a significant place -- God and the soul being -
mentioned only infr~quently and then not as a major addition to the account 
of moral life based on freedom. The qbsence of these two postulates or of 
their equivalent reveals. l would suggest, a fundamental difference between 

-
the two works, a difference cente~ed around the question of possibility. 
l am not, however, asserting here that Kant changed his views from one 
text to the other in this regard. Rather, it seems to be the case that he 
is addressing different problems in·each work. Morality, in its strict 
sense, Illies in the relation of acti~ns to the autonomy df\the win ,1I?4 and 
here the possible effect of ~he act~on is of no consequence. fhus, in the 
formulations of the categorica1 imperative given in the Grou~dwork, and 
particularly in the lin~s on the Kingdom of Ends, the importance of possi­
bilit,y;is reduced in favour of intrinsic worth and dignity. Now, in,the 

" -'c Cri tique of pure\ Reason, which contains an argument similar to that of 
the Dialectic of the Second Critique, w~ find a passage virtually identical 
in wo'rding to that in, the Gro'lmdwork, Chapter Two. 55 In the latter work, 
this passage quickly puts aside the ques,tion of possibility ;'n ordet: ta 
resume its discussion of autonomy, whereas in the First Critique that 
same piece of writing serves as an in~~oduction to six page~ devoted ta 
possibility. What precisely is the difference between these two texts? 
The part of the First Critique in which these lines accur is an attempt to 
answer t~e third of Kant's thre~' questions: "What may l hope for?"56 This 

é ______________ __ 

54Kant , Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, p. 107. 

55Kant , Critique of Pure Reason, from midway down page 638ff. Compare to 
the Groundwork, midway down page 106 through ta the top of page 107. 

56Later a f0t;lrth, "~hat is man?lI; was added. Cf. Kant, "Letter to C. F.:­
Staudlin, May 4, 1793," Philoso hical Corres ondence 1-759-1799, ed. & 
trans: A. Zweig (Chicago: Chicago niversity Press~ 19 0 • p. 205 . 
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qûestion, Kant says, is both practical and theoretical, that is, it 
involves bath our being worthy of the highest g~od and the hope,_or 
possibility of that happiness. And because hope cannot be analytically 

/ ' 

derived from simple obedience 'to the mo~al law, the~answer has to go 
b~yond the nar~ow limits of what 1 ought t~ do. Both the Idea of a Kingdom 
of Ends and the concept of the summum'bonum (in the passage from the 
Critique of Pure Reason just referred to) t,hen, are concerned with 
possibility. But oecause of their different purposes, the notions of 
possibility that they employ are divergen~. The Idea of a Kingdom of 
Ends is designed not as a source of hope, but rather as a measure of our 
actions, or as something which prescribes duties for us. As su ch it must 
be possible since, were it to bé impossible, the actions demanded in accord~ 

u 

ance with it would be, at least, problematic, and perhaps themselves 
impossible. This is the meaning of thè'formula "ought implies can." 57 The 
possibility that it refers to is possibility in thé most meagre sense of 
that term, one.which amounts ta nothing more, in fact, than ,the absence of 
a proof of impossibi1ity. And the burden of this proïf rests with those 
who would. seek to deny the Id~ea. 58 Thus, Kant writes, , \ 

Pure reason ... contains. . in that"practical employment 
which is a1so moral, princip1es of the E2?sibility of experience, 
namely, of such actions as, in accordance with morar-precepts, 
might be met with in the history of mankind. 59 

Clearly possibility here ... does' not mean prooab:ility, the likelihood or even, 
, ) 

the ·feasibi1ity of a certain sort of stat~ coming into existence~ b~t 
rather the mer.e possibility of experience, ':lthat such(a situation might 
conceivably be met with in the course ofl events. This definition says 
no more than that an action which could hot be met wi~h, or in other wor~s, 
an action that is impossible, cannot rea onably be commanded of us, and so 
-cannot be a·duty. :J'he meaning of possibility described here ;5 wholly 
sufficient'for the purposes of duty. N IIhints" from nature, no inquiry . 
into design is needed or undertaken ta hore up duty. And it is this 
understanding_of por>sibility that Kan-f' peaks of in relation to the Kingdom 

() 

57Note , though, that no formulation this neat is to be found in Kant1s works. 
o 1 \ 

58Kant , On the Old Saw: That Ma 
Practice, transe E. B. As ton 
Press, 1974), p. 77. 

r--
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of Ends. The concept of the summum bonum, on the other hand, has two 
distinct purposes: one paralleling that of the Kingdom of Ends. while the" - ..... 

other diff~rs fundamenta 11y from i t. The former i s the i dea of the hi ghest 
good as a guide, a source of dut y which tells us to act in such a fashion 
as to become worthy of it. Worthiness alone is at issue here, and 50 the , , 

sort of possi bi l ity appropri ate to 1 t" \'{oul d be of the rudimentary type 
just elaborated. However, the summum bonum i~ al;ri that for which we hope 

1 --

and as an object of hope we ne~d tb find greater assurance of its feasibility 
than the simple absence of a proof of impossibility. What precisely this 
diff~rence amounts to can be seen in the passage from the Bemerkungen quo~ed 
at the beginning of this the5is. Insofar as morality in the strict sense;. 
i.e. dut Y is concerned. Rousseau or moral life stand alone and do not require 
Newton. The need for the proof of order in the uni verse that Newton gives 
presents itself only when whatis sought is the optimism or hope of Popels 
thesis. Both of the purposes of th~ highest good find their support in the 

"-
postulates; the first because without the postulates the idea qf the summum 

1 

,bonum would be impossible, while t,he latter purpose, starting from the' same 
postulate links it to-a teleological argument, and thereby, gives us~cause 

for hope. The pri nci pa l aim of the" former use 0Vthe hi ghest good i s to 
further loorality, and without the postulates -- that is. if they were shown 
ta be false -- the-moral law wauld remain, though not'its end. 60 In othér 
wofds, the "1 05S " of the postulates would not directly threaten moral life, 
though in the absence of a moral end, compliance with dut y would become 
still ,more difficult. On the other hand, if it were conclusively demonstrated 
that there was no moral designer of the universe, uniting nature and freedom, 
happine5s and virtue, hope would become a mere "sweet dream." But to see 
·how this argument develops we will now follow Kant in his analysis of the ~ 

summum bonum. 

As we have noted previously, there can be, in Kant's view. no incen­
tive for moral acts other than the law itself. Morality stanos in needo of 
no end preceding the determination of the will. Now sorne critics amongst 
Kant's contemporaries had ta~en this to mean that Kant renounced all ends • 
• 

5~Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 637. Emphas;s in the original. 

60 Cf. Kant. Critique of Judgment, pp. 309-10. 
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Gand particularly the end of ~apPiness.6l And indeed, Kant did assert 
that ethics as a science teaches only how we are to be-worthy of happiness. 
However, it has already bee~ shown that Kant does leave room for ends, 
though in the Groundwork their role, as distinct from the law itself, is 

~ 

s9mewh~t ambiguous. But in the later works, the Second Critique, On the 
Old Saw, and Religion Withj,n the Limits of Reason Alone, a clear sort of 
end attached to morality-is established. ~ 

While it is true that the only legitimate incentive is the law 
i itself, this does not preclude the possibility of an end arising a~ the 
"sum of inevitable consequences of maxims. 1I62 Before proceeding to a , ~ 

detailed discussion of this end -- the highest good -- it is necessary to 
• 1 

indicate the ne~d of practical -re~son which demands that we assume the 
possibility of the summum bonum. Now the pure will does not merely al16w 
for such an end, it positively requires it. 

And yet it is one of the inescapable limitations of man and 
of his faculty of practical reason ... to have regard, in 
every action, to the consequence thereof, in order to discover 
therei n what· c'oul d serve him as an end. 63 

Or, te( phrase thi s argument in. <~ tronger terms, wi thout an end there cannot I?e' 
any li 11 at all since a determination of the will IIcannot be followed by no 
effect whatsoever."64 Thus, for the simple act of wil1ing i!n end is required, 
an end which given'Kant's account of moral life outlined in the preceding 
paragraphs, cannot serve a~ an incentive. Clearly the idea of an end which 
is not an incentive is problematic and as Beck points out, this part of Kant's. 
analysis poses seriousi difficulties. 65 F~r although it is r:lOt"happiness but . 
the moral law that is the ground determining the will, happiness as a component 
of the highest good, inasmuch as it is in proportion to virtue, or the supreme 

• condition of the highest good,and the idea of its possibility can also deter-
mine the will. 66 Since textual obscurities prevent a definitive solution to 
thjs problem, on1y a probable answer càn be given here: and that'is, that 

1 

6l cf • Garvels criticism quoted by Kant in On the Old' Saw, pp. 46-48. 

62Kant ,'Reli ion Within the Limits of Reason Alone, trans. Greene & Hudson 
(New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1960 , p. 4. 

" 63 Ibid ., p. 6fn. 64Cf . On/the Old Saw, pp. 46-4]'fn.; Relig\on, p; 4. 
\ 

/ 
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for Kant simple dut Y always retains its supreme position over the summum 
bonu~ ~- we are cômmanded to act in certain ways and nothing, not even the 
impossibility of the highest good,would relieve us! of that duty. The 
highe~t good, which, in part, concer~s worthiness and virtue iJ fit to 
guide the will, but cannot itself be the incentive to obedienc]., Though 
this recasting excludes Kant's more foreeful statement that the su~um 
bonurn m~y determine the will, it seems to be the only formulati6n which 
would be consistent with the dernctnds of autonorny. 

_ So far, only one need for an end has bee~ut forward, that.of 
praetical reasonls concern with its objects and effects. aut another, 

j 

less frequently ob~erved need also appearsin Kant's writings. As Kant 
writes: 

Take a ~an who, honouring the moral law, allows the thought 
~o oceur to him (he ean scarcely avoid doing so),of what sort of 
world he would ereate, 4nder the guidance of practical reason . 
. . a world into which, moreover, he would place himself as a 
member. He would not merely make the choiee which is determined 
by that moral idea of the highestgood ... he would also will ~ 
that (such) a world should by all means come into existence. 67 

And if the virtuous man rej~cts the condition whereby the highest good 
m;ght come into being, and hence that end itself, if, that is to say, he 
denies the exis1tenee of God,' he must see himself as thrown into a purpose.: 
less world of "deeeit, violence and envy" leading ultirnately into that 
"open grave", the "purposel ess ,chaos of matter 'from whi ch they were drawn. Il 

Thus if he i s 
... not to weaken the respeet'with which the moral laWI immed­
iately inspires him, by assuming the nothingness of the single, 
ideal, final purpose ,l'~ • • he must, as he wên can, ... assume 
the being of a moral author of the world ... God. 68, 

11 

We find Kant speaking here, then, of another type of need, that of moral 
men who seek a harmony between their virtue and the rewards, or happiness 

65L. W. Beek, A)Commentary, p. 242. 

66Cf : Kant, Critique of Practical Reason,_pp. 114,134. 

67Kant,IReligion Withjn' the Limits-of Reason Al~ne, p. 5. 

68Kant , Cri ti gue' of Judgment, pp. 303-4. For a similar argument, see 
Ibid., pp. 309-10. By removing the beginning and concluding lines of 
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grantep them. Without the ass~mption of such a harmony, only despair can 
follow and with it comes the possible weakening of the moral will. For 
this reason, Kant includes the highest good,;the object of our hope, in his 
moral catechism. 69 Two different sources contribute, therefore, to Kant's 

, • '1 ' "\ 
attempt to arrlve at one end -- the perfeft good. On the one hand, the 
strictly philosophical' question of the relation between willing and ends 
(though here too it is"man's "inescapable limitations" which lead him to 
seek an 'end in add ft ion' to dut y ) and on the other, hanct, a need couched not 
in philosàphical language, but ,in expressions of fear, fear of the 'abyss' 
which a denial of the summum bonum and its çonditions would entail. Having 
described the origins of this ,need, we may now turn to a more detailed 

" 
an~lysis of the highest good and its postul~tes. _ 

1 

We must hope, Kant believes, for an outcome in this world or in the 
next in accor.dance with the moral law and this hope is at the heart of the 
highest good. This in itself suggests that Kant is moving beyond the limits , 
of the strictly moral; for what is at issue here is not simply virtue, or 
worthin~ss, 'but the perfect good, the union ~f virtue and ~appiness.70 
Happiness is "the condition of a rational being in the world, in whose whole 
existence everything goes according to wish and will" 71 "and which contains 
only what nature can supply fo~ us. 72 V~rt~e and happiness together consti­
tute the entire object--of practical reason. But happiness is empirically 
conditioned, whereas worthiness is unconditioned. This combination, there-

"~ . 

'.<: ' 

fore, .can only be~ synthetic for, the h(ig~est good is lia proposjtion which goes 
beyond the concept of dutie~ in this wor1d and adds a consequence (an effect) 
\hereof which is not contained in the moral laws and theref~re cannot be 

\ 

"-

the aboye quote, Silbe,r misrepr\esents Kant's intention in it. S~e J. 
Si1ber, "Kant aD- the Highest Good as Immanent and Transcendent," Philosoph­
ical Review 68 (October 1959):470-1. Si1ber does show that he understands ' 
Kant's arguments as presented in this passage, making his distortion of 
them al1 the more curious. . 

69Kant ~ The Doctri ne of Vi rtue, pp. 153-56. 

70K~nt, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 114. 

71 Ibid ., p. 129. 

72Kant , On the 01d Saw, p. 50. 

, , 
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evolv~d out of them analytically. ,,73 It is precisely in the synthetic 
-

nature of the summum bonum that difficulties occur. 

Kant se~s out the antinomy in this manner. Because the highest good 
is a synthetic propositjon, and because it is a practical proposition, i.e .. 

/one that has to be possible through action, one(of its two elements -- worth-. 
i ness and happi ness -- must be the cause and the other an effect. -Hence, i t 
would seem that either "the desire for happiness must be the motive to maxims 
of virtue" or the "maxims of virtue must be the efficient cause of happiness.,,74 

Now, plainly the former is absolutely impossible, for it violates that autonomy 
·which is the basis of virtue, the supreme and unconditioned condjtion of the 
highest good. The latter is 'false as well, since the relation of cause and 
effect in the natural realm, to which happiness belongs, is subject not to 
moral law but rather to the laws of nature. Apparently, then, the highest 1 

good is impossible and thus because the striving for that end is a ~art of 

the moral law, it too must be impossible. 
- 1 

The solution to the antinomy consists in stlOwing that the, second of 
the two alternatives stated above is only partially wrong. It is wrong, Kant 

\ 
argues, inasmuch as it sees the moral disposition lias the form of èausality 
in the world of sen'se.,,75 The highest good may, therefore, be' pa'ssible, but 

the causality whic~ producès it cannat have its basis in our'moral life. In 
other words, the relation between the intention of morality and happiness, 

embodied in the idea ~f the summum bonum, is po~sible, nbt as a result of a 
1 

direct causal relation between the former and the latter, but rather as 
mediated by a maral aufhar of nature. The highest good is thus practically 
possible in the more meagre definition of possibility, as an end which can 
serve as a measur.e for our conduct and which prescribes moral behaviour. The 

same postulate, used for a different purpose, w'll, as ~e shall see, allo~ , 
for a fuller conception of possibility, that bo~d up with hope. But as the 

one side of this end (the empirical) -iS'R~t withi~er at a11, and, the " .... '- .. . ... \' ) 
. --.......---- ---- ,-" 

73 Kant , Religion, p. 6fn.; cf. Kant, Critique of I?ra~~)cal Rlfson, pp. 115, 117. 
J 

74Kant , Critique of Practical Reasan, pp. 117-18. 

75 Ibid ., p. 119. 

o 
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, 
other part needing still f~ther support, we are compelled to assume the 
postulates. 76 Which is to say that it is necessary for us ~ollowing from 
the moral law, which is a law,and nat a past\.Jlate, to adapt such beliefs as 
constitute the conditicm of moralityJ7 The postu1ates are theoretica1' 
pr,opositions which, because of a subjective -need of mG.rality78 ta assume JI 

79 \' 
them, alJow theoretical reason to do the same. 

" 

The moral law, in giving rise to its complete object, the highest 
good, makes necessary two postulates: the immortality of the sou1 and the 1 

existence of God. The problem, to which the first of these is the solution, 
is as follows. In a will striving to achieve the highest good, the':complete .. ~ . 
fitness of that will to the moral law is the supreme condi~on of the summum 
bonum. Complete fitness, however, is holiness, a state,not to be attained 
by men who are, as Kant had frequently pointed out, het€ronomous. ~oliness . 
can, for this reason, only be found in an enQless progress which demands â 
soul. Though the existence of ,t'he soul is not as such, demonstrable it is~ " 
an inseparable corollary of an a priori law. 80 Now'while there are difficul­
ties in'this postulate,-one of.which we shall iâke up shortly, it would be 
useful to first conclude our account of the postulates~ Happiness, the secQnd , , 
element of th~ highest goodj can on1y be assumed; Kant writes, lion the suppo~ 
itio,n of the existence of a cause adeqyate,to"th~ effect." In brief, happiness, 
the highest derivative good (derivative, be~use it depends on the higher 
el~ment, i·.e. moral wo'~thiness and because ~t is empiri~ally conditio~ed) is 
the harmony or nature and freedom. There is no ground for this harmony in 
morality, nor is it like'ly that tHè laws of nature could supply it. 81 The 

) 
1~?Kant, On the Old SaW', p. 46 . 

.., 77 Kant , Critigue"of Practical Reason,' pp. 137, 148; Beek, A Commentary, pp. 261-2. 

<0 78Kant , Critique of Practical Reason, pp. 120, 150. 79 Ibid ., p. 139 .. 
1 

80 Ibid ., pp. 126-27. Notic/tothat,in the Canon of'the First Critique, a\section 
thought to be among the ear1iest composed parts of that work, the postulate 
is not one of the immortality of the soul but of a future1world. Kant argues 
here that there is no connection, apparent to us, between worthiness and 
happiness in the world of sense and 50, that hoped for realm must be a future 
oneo(Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 639). 0 

8!Cf. Kant, Critique of Practica1 Reason, pp. 128-29 .. _, The qualification IInor 
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possibility of such a co~nection, theréforJ, can only rest with t~e 
01 1." 

lIsupersensuous without", a cauSè of the whole of nature, it~elf distinct 
from n

o
ature f

82 ; .e. God. The' postulate of h~ highest deri'ved good, then, 
i s al 50 the pas tu 1 ate of the ex i stënce of G d and 50 through the ;concept of 
the highest good, morality leads to religio , and the pure idea of that 
supersensible being acquires greater'cert~i ty.83 

\Th~,prob~em which nee,ds to 'be ra;'sedlher~ is this: the postulàte of ~) 
the imn\ortality of the soul ;s said to be n cessary because the perfectiOy 
of the will, or holiness, is not possible i: the world uf sense. 84 The 
impli~ations of the argument would seem to ~e that the, highes: good is the 
ynion of complete virtue and complete hapPi1esS', ~ union that, could o~ly 
take place in a world to come. This is wha~ Beek terms Kant.'s "maxima]" 
concept of the highest good. 85 However, there is a second formulation of 

'the postulate of God and happiness which'poiQts to the latter being, not 
• p 

perfect happiness as a result Qf holtness, but rather happiness in proportion 
to virtue, which is possible in the wor1d of app~r.ances. Thus, Kant , 
describes the highest good as lI virtue an'd happiness together ... and happi-

'nes; ,in'exact proportion to moral ity. 1186 Express"ed in this wa~, th~ postulate 
of immortality, which is concerned with perfection, is not required and 
'seemingly ~ppiness ~,is possible in t.he sensible world. 8: 'This version 'of the 

4#' • 

argument Bfeck calls th~ IIminima~" ,or juridical conception oT t~e summum bonum. 
Now which ormulation Kant gives precedence to in this work ;s, given the 

, . 
obscuriti~s of the text, impossible to determine. Passages can be feund to 
support bJth sides, but theré1is, ta ~y kn~wledge~no definitive utterance by 

"'1 .; 
1 

;scit lÙélyli shoU'ld be noted:-Asin' the' case of the teleo1o'gical argument 
in gener~l, Kant maintains that it is a1ways at least pos~ible'that what 
appears to be exp1ainable through design alone, cou1d be understoo~ as 
something that hapPE:ms "in the course" of nature" (Critigue of Pure Reason, 
p. 150). i' . 

1 

• . 82Kant " Crit fgu~ of Pure Reason, pp. 124, 129-30. Î 

'83 Idem , Cr~ti p: 295; Critique of Pure R~ason"PP. 638-39 . 

84 Idenf"Criti Reasot1, pp. 126-.27. , 

.. 85Beck , A C nt~r " pp. 268-29; Becko's cOIJI1lentaty,on this ,~pecif,ic 'problem 
was he p . H~ver, he does not refer ta. or pnly mentions in passing, what, 
l take to \e the strong evidence of the ,Third 'Critique in favour of the 
minlmal or jurid1cal conception of the 'h1ghest 90od. " 
~ • r 

• 9 '1 • ~ , ". 
• p ~ t 
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Kant himself. Neverth~less, this may be oneo of those ra're instances(, in 

whfc~ Kant's occàsional 1ack of clarity cano he}p us in illuminating the 

direction of his thought. For Kant here is 
~ 

. may ~ hope for?" and thi s hope may be of two 
1.' , \J 

of happiness and virtue in this world or the 

answering the question "What , 

sorts, the proportionate union 
1 

highe?t good in a future world. 
1 

Now;while Kant has given up the naive JPtimism of Considerations on Optimism, 

he is plainly not willing to concede th~t this world is a "purp6sele;s 'çhaos" 

in which no su ch harmony can be found. Hence we find the ambiguity, of 
" " li ngeri ng doubts about the summum bonum, about i ts actua li zati on, (and not 

meraly its possibility) in this world coupled with a lack of readiness to , 

dispense with that view in favour of an afterlife a10ne. This ambiguity is 
\ 

~aptured i 1} ~ Kant 1 s phrase "in ttri s l He or another. 11
88 . 

. Though it is impossible to determine whether, in general, Kant 
o 

preferred one formulation over the other, a case can,be'made,' l be1ieve, 

that Kant in the Third Critique, gave priority to the mlnimal conception. 

There an afterlife is'har'dly spoken of and, indeed, the postu1ate of irrunor­

talit'y on1y appears in the conc1uding section of the book" a'nd thenQonly as 

a pârt of a discussion of th~ postulates as a whole. 89 Although it,may some­

times be worthwhile to be wary of a~gumentum ex si1entio, the omission here 

, of reference to immortality 1S significant. For, as we stated above, this 
',~~--=_ \ 0 0 

f(f-· l, :='''-~~p-os~u~te, iS,lin,ked tO,othe maximal in;erpretation of the hi9hest good. Jts_ 

,\ absence, tne,~~. ought ~,o çompel ùs .to examine the Third Critique's ~iscu,ssi~n 
\ ~ ~f try~ unit y ~\ virt~é and. happiness more close1y. B~aring in mind, that the \' ~ " . 1 pu rpos e of t hl! ~~ t ter '~.~ 1 f· of the C riti que i s to demons t r~ te a ha rlOOny between 

1 • \ t) nature, and'freedom~ a purpose which, it seems to me, can' only be made intel-
, , "~ligib1e on the assulftption of ~ 'thi~-worldly" summum bonum, we may proceed 

, ''with a brief dfscussion of a number of selections frôm that work. 90 
\" 

(j. ,~ 1- 1 ~ 
, , 

/ 0 

• 

}-,~ -86--
Kant, Critique of Practical Rea50n~ p. 115. 

87 ' 
Ibid., p. 119. 

88Kant , Critique of Pure Reason, po' 640. In the First Critique, though, Kant 
definitely favours the "future world ll view. , / 

89Cf . Kant~ Critique of Uudgment, pp. '321, 325, 326,0 

90The reader will, l hope, "torgive the p~Olixity of these citations .. '''But 
as Beek points out, many commentators on Kant have found that they can' 
find no better way to express Kant's meaning than to use his own words 
(Beek, A COl1ll1enta ry; p. 4) '. • 1/> 
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But this moral teleology [Kant writesJ concerns us as beings 
of ,the world .... This moral teleology, then, has to do 
with the reference of'our own causality to purposes and even 
to a final purpose that we must aim~t in the world, as well 
as the reciprocal referehce of the world tD that moral pur­
pose and the external possibilityof its accornplishment ... 
[IJt compels our rational~judgment to go beyond the world and 
seek an intelligent supreme principle for that,refeDence ofo 
nature to the moral in us, ... 91 ! 

, 
, In a footnote, two pages further on in· the text, Kant indicates what this 
refere~ce of nature to mor~lity means: 

This harmonizes complètely with the judgment of human reason' 
reflecting mor.ally upon the course of t~e world. We believe 
that we perce-Ïve in the case of the wi cked the traces of a 
wise purposlve reference, if we only see that the wanton 
criminal does not d{e before he has undergone the deserved 
punishments of his misdeeds .... [O]ur good or bad behav-

, iour depends on ourselve~; we regard it the highest wisdo~ 
in the government of the world to ordain for the first, 
opportuni ty, and for both their consequences, in accoY'dance 
with moral laws. In the latter properly consists.,the glory 

. of God. " . C 92, 93 ' 

These passages, constdered in the context of the teleological argument and 
in the absence of the idea àf a world arter death, tend to ,suggest that 

.. 
91 Kant , Critique of Judgment, p. 298. 

92 Ibid ., p. 300f~. Th~ footnote 'on tne'preceding page (p. 301) speaks of 
happiness in eroeortion to morality, i.e. the.minimal conception. 

1 ... r Cl ~ 

93But to see t~e continuing ambiguity, consider the following passage: 
liAs soon as men' begi n to refl ect upon ri ght and wrong -- at 
a time when, quite indifferent as to the purpesyveness of nature, 
they avail themselves of tt wlthout thinking anything more of 
it than tha~ it is the accustomed course of nature -- this 

• - judgement i.s inevitable, vii", that the issue cannot be the 
same: whether ~ man has behaved fairly or falsely, with"equity 

'1' 

1 
" 

or with violence~ even though up to hi.,s lifeJs end, as far as, ~ 
can be seen, he has met with no happiness for his virtues, no 
punishment for his vices." It is as if they percei~ed a voic~ 
within [sayingJ tbat the issue must be different .• And sa there, 
must lie hidden in them a representation ... of somet'hfrig 
after which they feel themselves bound to strive, with which 
such a result would not agree -- with which, if they logked 
upon tre' course of the world as the only order. of th; ngs, they 
could fnot tlarmonize "that inner'purposi\le determination of their 
minds. ~ Now they might represent in various rude fashions the way 

o -

<' 
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Kant inclines towards the minimal concept of the highest good as put 
forward in the Third Critique. 

, 

~- ' 
We'have seen in the preceding pages the need of practical reas"On 

which leads us beyond the question of what l ought to do, to the problem 
Î ' 

of what 1 may expect, or hope for, if l make myself worthy. It has also 
been obseryed that the latter question -- that of hope -- beginning witH 

"-
the,moral law, which is kno~n ,to us in the form of dut y, and the idea of 
fre~om whi,èh it requires that we assume, finds its support and starting 
point in the postulate~ prescribed by the moral law. 

Now we have in the moral law [Kant writes] which enJOlns on 
us in a practical point of view the application of our powers 
to the accomplishment of this final purpose, a ground for,~ 
assuming its possibility and practicality and consequently too 
(because without the concurrence of nature with a condition 
not in pur power, its accomplishment would be impossible) a 
nature of things harinonious with it. Hence we have a moral 
ground for thinking in a world also a final purpose of 
c·reation. 94 0 

, 
In this passage we can see the link that the pbstulates create between the 
two sorts of po'ssl1)ility. The opening lines and the parenthetical ratnark 
set out the minimal conditions necessary for the moral end. T'he moral law 

"" commands us to do ~hat ~within ~powe'r towards that end, i.e. to make 
ourselves worthy of it. But this command requires that we assume the 

l 

existence of God as the cause, mediating between nature and freedom, since 
without this assump~ion, the, moral end would~be impossible. However, the 

1 1noral obligation that we feel to adopt the postulate strictly on the basis of 
the demand for the ~?ossibi~ity,of the summu~ bonûm, also leads us to 

\ 

" 

. "thin'k" a final .purpose in 'the world. From the ITIoral point of view, that thought 
i s made ne~e~sary ~~'y-?,the further, thought that W~(~hout i t the hi ghest good ~oul d 
be impossible. This thpught, then, originally intro~uced to'meet the 'minimal 

in which such,an irregu1arity co~ld be adju~ted (an irregularity 
.. ',' revolting to the human mind) ... But they ,could never 
think any ot~er principle of the possibility of.the unification 
of nature with its inner ethical laws than a supreme cause 
gov ing the world according to moral laws ll (Kant, Critigue of 
~ud nt, pp.' 309-10), 

" 
/4Kantt; Critique of Judgment, p. 30~. 
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requirements of the moral end suggests to us the notion that perhaps this 
idea may be something more tharl the mere guarantee of the absence of : 
impossibility. It prompts us to consider, in other words, that nature may 
indeed have a final purpose. Morality suggèsts to us that our hopes may be 
well-founded. This suggestion, or thought, takes us beyond the limits of 
the "ought" and the sort of possibil ity, required for it. What this exten­
sion entails will be seen in the fOllowing paragraphs, but suffice it to say 

1 

" 

that it involves the,natural teleological argument. By way of a conclusion, _ 
then, to this section we can say that ethico-theology Rrovides a certain ana 
determinate conception of God, a conception that physico-teleology pointed 
towards but 'was unable 
exhibiting a moral and 
with the contemplation 
l aws._ 

, 

to produce. 'The practical argument, that is, in 
Just world-governor, completes an analysis that began, 
of organized beings and of the harmony of scientific 

\ 
\ 

Now the conneçtion between the natural teleological and practical 
arguments goes beyond the simple determination of the idea of a Supreme 
Author. It will be ret:alled f.rom the previous section qf this ~hesis that 

, 95 
the teleology of nature re~uires but cannot offer a final purpose of nature. 

l , 

And it is incapable of providing knowledge of the final purpose precisely 
, ~ \. 

because' that purpose, in order to be final, lmust be unconditioned, which is 
to say, it must ~ot need any other purpose ~s the con~itlon of its possibility.96 
Now mora~ teleology, which has to d~ both wi~h our own causality according . 
to purposes and with the final purpdse qt wh~ch we ,must aim in the world, 

" 1 

also requires that the world have a ,final purpose ~ that objectivity may 
, be added to the "subjective real'ity of the f~nal purpose (of .rational béings)"97 

that is, the summum bonum. Minimal pOSSibill~ty, therefore, is not adequate, . 
~ 1 

so we turn to nature for greater certainty -1 a certain~y demanded not by the 
narrow moral argument but rather by the searCh for hope. Physical purposive-

, 1 1 

rless is of "great importance lt fOT the practi~al realiïy of the idea, since 
they introduce theoretical ,reality, or ObjE!'Ciivity , to w'hat would otherwise 
remain only a 'subjective' rinal purpose. 98 Thus, ~e ftee that while the 

_ .... l , t 

, , 

95Cf . Kant>- Cri ti gue 

9:7 Ibid.,- p. 304. 

of ~udgment, p. 
i i 

l 
225. 96 . ' Ibld., pp. ?84-85., 

9"8 Ib1·d., l07 /iL J • 

, 
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moral argument for a hannony bet:een natur/ and virtue 'leadS us to the 
subjective assumption of a final purpose i~ the wor1d, it cannat yield 
:objective evidence for H. This latter task is under~aken by the te1ea­
ragical investigation a~ nature, though, natural teleology cannot §upply 
the final purpose itself, but rather simply makes it necessary. 

To continue, one part of the highest good happiness -- is 
empirica11y conditioned and so, for this' èoncept to have objective theo­
retieal reality, we must assume that the world ha~ a II rec iproca1 refer,ence ll 

to our moral purposes, or, what amounts to the same thing, we must believe • 
that the world has a final purpose -- since if it has such a final purpose, 
Kant maintains, it must armonize with the moral purpose. 99 Therefore, 
moral and natur~l te1eo1 gy alike require that we know the fin@l purpose 
of nature. From the poi t of view of morality it is necessary in order to 
have lia rational ground ' or holding that ~ature must harmonize ll with our 

1 

desire for happiness, th t man be the final purpose. By IIman li we understand 
not man 'in his happiness -r w~ich is a conditioned or d~rivative good -- but 
as a moral being. Only in his moral life, only where he determines his 
purposes aceording 'to law, is-he uncondtti~'led.lOO This'last quality also 

-, 1 • 

makes man as a moral being the f~~al purposé of the teleology of nature 
b~cause, thoug~ nature is incapable of prod~cing the unconditioned, the 

1 

practical freedom which we know we possess,.estàblishes man as unconditioned. 
Thus, only in man ,do we have grounds for seeing in the ~orld, a whole 
"connected a~COrding to purposes.~lOl Bath sQrts ~f t~leolQgy, then, fin~ 

,! satisfaction here. Moral teleology~ which is compelled to assume the 
, ' 

peration of nature, has ta assume that man is the final purpose of 
, ! • 

ation, for only on that assumption 16 the coincidence of nature ~~d v\rtue 
ppiness) possible. It finds,admirable confirmation of it~ expectAtion in 
design 1t perceives in nature. Natural teleology, on the athér hand, .. 

al 0 reguires a final purpose but one which it cannot'yield. And this form 
of explanation finds its completion in man as a moral being. The possibility 

is reld out of a cooperati~n of nature with freedo,:", a harmony whose 

99K~nt, Critique of J~9merit, p. 304; cf. Ibid" p. 298 . 

lOO~bid., pp. 285, 286. l, 'lOlIbid,', p. 294. 
1 

\ 
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possibility is based on a supersensible ground of the combination of the 
two -- a supreme, mora~ ~rchitect of the world. Thus, in the concept ~f 
a fiQal end, of a highest good, the "objective practica1 reality of the union . 
of purposiveness arisiong from freedom with the purposiveness of nature" is 
granted. 102 

Perhaps the best way to come to the heart of the matter here i s ta 
discuss Kantls IIFragments of a Moral Catechism" in the Metaphysic of Marals, 
Part II. These passages, wh~h consist of a dialogue between a teacher and 

" pupil, begin with the pupil agreein~ that ~hat he wants in l~fe i1 happiness. 
The central section of the Catechism is worth quoting at length: 

(6) Teacher: 50 a manls fulfillment of his dut y is the universa1 and 
1 sole condition of his worthiness ta be happy. , 

(7) Teacher: But even if we are conscious of a good and active will 
. trin 'us, by virtue of which we consider ourselves worthy ... 

of happiness, can we base on this'the sure hope of participating 

(8) 

in happiness? -
Pupil: No, not merely on this. ,For it'is not always within our 

power té make ,ourselves happy, and th~ course of nature does , 
not of itself conform with merit . :~'. Sa our'happiness always· 
remains a.mere wish which cannot become a hope unless sorne 
other' power i s added.. ,:, 

Teacher: Has reason, in fact, grounds for admitting the reality 
of such a power, which apportions happiness according 10 manls 
merit or guilt -- a power ordering the whole of nature ... ? 

- . Pupil: Yes. For we see in the works of. natute . . . a wi sdom 'so 
widespread and profound that we can explain it to ourselves 103 
only by the ineffably great act of a creator of the world ... 

.. 

Now ta grasp the sense of these linès, one must keep in'mind that they 
are intended as an example of a moral education. Hence the dialogue is between 
a teacher and a pupi 1 . and not b.etween two philosophers. We may expect, then, 
,that while the passage embodies a crucial element ~n Kantls moral philosophy, 
it nevertheless telescopes or omits altogether important philosophical dis-
tinctions in order to crea te an edifying 'tal,e for t'he moral improvement of men. 

. . ~ 

If we approach this section remembering the context in which the ideas are 

" 

102Kant~ Relig;on,Wft:hin the Limits of Reason Alone, ~ 5. 

103Kant , The Metap~ys;c of' Marals, Part II, pp. 155-56. 

• 
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presented, we may avoid Beck's error of asserting, on the ~asis of the 
"Fragments" that, Kant now argued for the existence of Gad employing "s imply 
and purely" the notion of design in nature. 104 A number of points in this 
selection are of interest to us. One is ~he division between the summum 
bonum as a source of duly and as an object of hope~ The former commands us 
to make ourselves worthy of happiness and hence is synonymous with the 
command to do one' s dut y .105 The 1 atter requi res that in addit'i on ta the 

"subjective reality" of the final purpose for ourselves (the highest good), 
objective evidence be found for Hs possibility: And such "hints" are 
provided us by the design that w~ se~ in nature. But equally important for 
the theme of this thesis is the int~iguing concurrence of natural and moral , 
purposiveness, a harmony which, l have maintained, is a principal feature of , 
'Kant's later pract~cal work~. What Kant has dOJle in the "Catechism" is to 
state the argument from design as if it alone were sufficient proof of God's 

.\ 
existence. The reason for this has already been suggested and that is that 
the "wholesome illusion" of physico~theology, easily grasped by the meanest 
intelligence is salutary, and 50 has a legitimate place in a piece of peda­
gogi ca 1 writi ng. Kant ~âs thus 9mi tted the moral proo'f, whi ch, though ~ 

, ( 

stronger philosophica11y, might be of less educational value. Neverthe ess~ 
the reference to natural purposes is a genuine (if slightly obsc~red) part 

" , 
of Kant's analysis. For while su ch purposes can nevet yield a fully developed 
idea of a $upremr Being, they do exhibit design and sa lend a,~~itional support 
to our hop,e' that the highest good is, or'couldbe, actual. The fear that e,ven 
virtuous ~en have, according to Kànt, of a purposeless world, of a repugnant 
irregularity between worth and r~ard, is allayed and the enervating effect 

\,'of that, fear avoided. And it is allayed, in part, because of the postulates 
, t 

" but al~o because we find i~ the purposiveness of nature evidence of the'actual 
workings of a world Gover~r, whose attributes (which we know from the postu-

h' " : ) 

lates}, must inc1ude those of morality and justice. What in the Groundwork, 
and to an extent in the Second Critique, remained a\wish, an idea with 

1 
1 

104 . ~ .li. 
,Beek, A Commentary, p. 276. 

l05See particu1arly the first part of the dialogue (not quo~ed above): "1. 1 

ought not to lie, no matter how great the benefits to myself and my friend 
might be. Lying' is base and makes a man unworthy of happiness. Here we 
find an unconditional necessitation ... It is cal1ed a dut y." (Kant, The 
Doctrine of Virtue, p. l55~ empHasis in the original). 

1 

\ 

\ 
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,subjective reality alone designéd solely to promote.respect for dut~ now 
becomes a hope which ~e value, not simply as a wish that can help as a 

1 

mora l gui de but rathe'r as somethi ng whi ch can actua lly be brought 'i nto 
existence, astate which it is reasonable to expect. 

Probably the most striking Wfty in which this.movement of Kant's 
thought is exhibited is his use of the concept of teleology: from the passing 
reference to it in!the Groundwork to its status as part of the postulates, a 
thing of faith in the narrow sense (a wish, the mere possibi1ity of which is 
sufficient as contrasted with an expectation) and finally to the union of 
natural and moral purpostveness in the Third Critique and the Meta~hysic of 
Morals, where actualization becomes a central concern. 

1 

, 
Kant had writ~en, in the Critiquè of Pure Reason, that the assumption 

of God, freedom a}1d immortality was not possible "unless at the same time 
speculative reason be deprived of its pretensions to transcendent insight.,,106 ( . 
Any extension of this sort would transform what was at heart an object beyond 
experienc~ into an ~ppearance and would ~hus make it subject to the r~les _ 
governing'all appearances, a step which defeats the very purpose behind the 
practically motivated attempt to gain knowledge of the supersensfble. 107 'In 
the famous wording of the First Critique, Kant had to deny knowledge in order 

\ 

to make room for faith. This statement c~n, in turn, be related to the notion 
of boundaries discu~sed at the beg~nning of this e~say. The critical 'purging' 
of metaphysics denie~ to theoretica1 reason kno~ledge of the supersensible. 

h • 

In,so doing, it preserves the integrity of the realm of appearances. But more 
than this, it sets the boundary of that domain thereby creating a Jspace l for 
the things of f~ith. Briefly, then" we may say that a salient feature of 
Kant 1 S ri ti ca 1 endeavour _.i 5'" to descri be the 1 imHs of theoret i ca l knowl edge. 
However contrary to what\ s commonly understood about thi s effort, its pur- , 
pose 1s not s1mply to secure the phenomenal world and its siience, but a1so , 
to allow for the possibility of the end of-all metaphysics {including meta-

, " 
~physics as a science), the supersensible'ideas of God, freedom and immorta11ty . 

.,. 
106Kà~, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 31. 

1 • 

l07Cf ,' Kant, Critique of Practica1 Reason, p. 104. 
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By illuminating the limits of theoretical knowledge, the criticàl philo-
sophy demonstrates thot these ideas can be held without contradiction, 

" though a full determination of them can evolve only from a practical 
1 investigation. If this point is granted, it gives us cause to reconsider 

the role of teleology in Kant's'philosaphy. 

It was mentioned previouslY that, for Kant,_ there are two paths 
which lead us to the.supersensible. The one begins with the order and 
purposiveness we detect in nature and the designer that such an arrangem~nt 
seems to requi re. The'- other proceeds fram the moral '1 avJ, ,the rati 0 cogno­
scendi of freedom, through fr~edom and the highest 90dd to a mq;al authar 

~ j , 

of thè world. Thus, while the latter approach is mOre certain than the , 
former, both lead to what seems to be, in Kant's mind," the ult:imate sup!;r-
sensible object -- ~od. ,That is, bath natural and moral t~le.ology cORlIj/~l 
us towards rèligion. And these two guides are based on a tele010g1cai\ 
argument, natural and moral. Furthermore, th~y are both involved, as we 
have shown, in the question, "What may 1 hope for?". In this question" .. 
then, and in the teleological response to it -- a response which demonstra~es 
that there is a tendency, on the part of each sort of teleology to seek aid­
or confirmation from t~e other_-- we find encompassed sorne of the ceotral 
problems of the supersensible and hence of metaphysics as a whole. Perhaps 

- - . 
we may be justified, therefore, in suggesting that to relegate teleology to 
a narrow range of otherwise unexplainable na~ural phen~mena and to an 
obscure section of Kant's moral philosophy, is~in fact, to violate Ka~t~s 
Qwn understanding of hiw work. And, final1y, because the two types of 
approach merge in the idea of a moral designer, who is the supersensible 
ground of the unit y of nature and practical freedom, those two spheres, 

1 

originally separated in order to preserye their respective fields, are proven 
to be ;'11 h(armony . Since creation is, ~n K~nt's/iew, proT9undly moral at 
its root, 'Pope's thesis is indeed shawn to be correct. Il 

.. 
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CHAPTER V 

KANT ON THE CONSOLATION 
OF PHILOSOPHY 

Ger~an idealistic philosophy clai~ed to have restored, 
and more than restored, the high level of classical political 
philosophy while fighting against the debasement caused by " r 

the first waveof modernity. But to say nothing of the ' 
replacement of Virtue by Freedom, the political philosophy 
belonging to the second wave of modernity. ,is inseparable from 
philosophy of history, and there is no philosophy of history 
in classical political phils,sophy., For what is the meaning of 
the philosophy of history? Philosophy of histQ1'y shows the' • 
essential necessity of the actualization of the right order. 

LeD Strauss, What is Political Philosophy? .' 

1 -

The preced'ing ~hapters of this thesis argued" for the assertion that ~ 
the question "What may 1 hope for?" is central to Kant's later y/ritings. 

(' 

In addition to this, we maintained that teleology was a crucial element in 

.. 

Kant's solution to the problem: And that claim ';n turn led us to suggest 
that Kant has, two r~lated, but distinct purposes in mind. To present them 
in a somewhat' starker form 'than they appear in Kant's works '·t'hemselves, one 
line of reasoning focuses simply on worthiness, while the other is concerned 
with actual i zati on. The Jormer dema,nds that ~ ful fi 11 the conditi on of 
the h;ghest good which is with~n our power, i.e. to act in a manner consonant 

~ l ' 1 

with ,the )noral 'Iaw. Since our attenti.on ;s to be'turned towards worthiness, 
the question of IPOS~i~ilitY rema;ns a question' conc~rned only with possibilîty 
in the minimal Jense discussed earlier, and not with ,the possibility of a 
reaS~,nable expeltation. O., the other hand, the second approach while, of \ 1 

~ \I,~ 
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course, never denying the centra1ity of worthiness ( in relation to which 
happiness is on1y a derivative good) seeks to estab1ish the harmony of 

\ 
_ - rature and freedom in a mora lly-ordered uni verse 50 as to 'rai se' trye 

lé'vel of hope from simple possibili\ty (where what:is c?mmanded cannot be 
impossi~le) to a sort of possibility in which the probability of th~ i ~ 
highest good's being or coming into being is combined with the rudimenta~y 
possibility. Needless to say', we are assuming here that what is hoped for 
is the 'minimal' conception of the highest' good. However, it has a150 

'been pointed out that KaDt\~olds a maximal idea of the summum bonum, where 
the object of hope is a futùre wo~ld, and the immortality of the soul. 
Having previously discussed these -two forms of hope, we may proceed to t,h,e 

, \"i .,' • 

question at hand: do the two conceptions just mentioned exhaust the sources 
~ 

of hope for Kant, or is there yet a third type? 

, i 

Now l would like to su?gest that there is indeed a third element in 
Kant's understanding of hope t\' and that is his philosophy of history and· 
politics, the two of which are intimately related in his argument .. Speaking 
in broad terms, the purpose of this chap~r will be to show that the 
historicaljpolitical essays are, in fact, a part of Kant's conception of 

• 0 

hope and" furthermore, to show in what way they differ from or complement 
the idea of the highest good. And becaus~ we ha~e ~ee~ an increasing 
importance being granted to what l have de5cri bed as a "stronger" form of \ 
possibHity in connection with the doctrine of the summum bonum, 'we will 
w,ant to determi ne whether thi,s '\s a feature of the writi ngs now under ~~ns i-

1 

deration as well. It will be argued that a solution to this last-mentioned 
problem is crucial for an unded1tanding af..Jthese works. For it has ,been 
maintainedl that a central characteristic of the br~ak bet~'een classical' 
and modern political philosophy is the lowering of the level of political 
9;sc~ur5e in the modern period . 
in rejecting what might 100sely 
what it took to b~ unrealizable 

. Jn oth~r words; modern 901itical thought, 
be termed classical idea1i~m, sought to ~ower 
goal\s and in so~o;ng; to increase the chance 

"" -
of actualization of the lower standards. Thùs, Macbiavel1i writes, , , 

But my inténtion being. to write \somethir'lg useful for whoever under­
stands it, rit s!i!emed to me more appropri a te ta pursue the effectua l 

.. 
lOf, Leo Str~uss, Natural Right and History (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, Phoenix Books, 1974), p. 178. 

\ 
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\ 

truth of the matter rather th an its imagined one. And many 
have imagined republics and principalities that Qqve never 
b~en sè,en or kfilown to exist_in reality ... Putting aside, 
then, the imagined things concerning a prince ... 2 

~ , 

For this reason'among others, Machiavelli and Hobbes after him claimea to 

have faunded a new political science basèd, in part, on the rejection o~ 

the classics and the tradition of political idealism in general. Within· 

\ that tradi ti on, the ~roach whereb! a "city was .constructèd i.n speech, the 

best cjty, which then became the standard against which all actuaJ cities 

\\ 

p , 

were to be measured and which was ta guide us in our understanding of the 

limits of pol1tiçal things, was held to be particularly untenabl~ by modern 

politi~al ·pht,losophy. Kant, on the other hand, does not claim eithe~ to 

have founded or to be a part of the new political science. On the contrary, 

he recogni zed that, for examp 1 e." Pl\ato has been attacked for hi s "vi s i onary 

perfection,lI~ per.f~ction which his critics assert can only thrive in~the 
IIbrain of 'an idle thinker. 1J But far from acceptoing this criticism, Kant, 

maintâins that "nothing ... can be more i"njurious, or more unwarthy of a 

o philosopher, than the vulgar appeal to s.o-called adverse experience ... 
, c 

Nothing is more reprehensible,thân to derive the laws Rrescribing what 

ought to be done from what.:!.2. done. I;3 .The origi'n of things' in the moral 

and nat~ral spheres fram Ideas gives Plato's teaching, according to Kant,-
6> \ .." " 

"pecu liar meri~s" and thosè.merit_s are most plainly visible in regard tp 
thêllprinciples of morality, legislation" and religion." 'H~nce in the, 

, 1 

political domain, 

T'hi s p~rfect state may never, ; ndeed ~ come i nto the l ess 
thi 5 does not effect ths ri ght.ful ness of the ; dea, w fch, ; ri orde'r 
to bring the legal organization .of mankind ever nearer to' ïts 4 
greates~ possible perfection, advances thi~ maximum as an 9rche~ype. 

\ \ Statem~nts suçh as these would seem 
. -

ta whicn 'the low is best understood 

t;' in the light of the Beaut\ful Cît,y, 

to place Kant in a radition according 

in terms of the hi~h; the earthly ~iti 
eve'n though tpere tnay u1timately be\ an 

\ " 

j 
2 \ \ 
Machiavelli, The Prince, Bilingual Edition, trans. M, Musa (New York: St. 
Ma:tin's Press, 1,964), p. 127. / 

, . 

3KiI;~t, Critique of Pure Reaso~~ pp. ~12-13. _-./Lj , . 
/. • 1 

4Il,?id., .p. 312. Fo,r a crjt;cal' stat~ment, on Plato~"'see amorfg others, Kimt, . 
Ahthropology from 'a,.Pragmatic Point of\.,View, tran,s. M.~. Gr:egor ,(The Hague: 
Marti.nus Ni jhoff, .1974). p. ~1 n.. /) ~'" , 

~ J { 

/ , . 
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unbridgeable gap between the two. To test that claim, then, will ge one 
~f the purposes of this chapter. Perhaps the best'way to approach thes~ 
problems' is to begin directly with a short review of Kant's conception of 
politics, a review which, naturally, given the limits of space and purpose, 
here, cannot hope to be more than a tOlerably accurate "sketch. 

" A civil constitution, Kant states, is a relation of free men subject 
to coerc;on, suoject that is to "public juridical laws>5 And the notiorr , " 

of public juridical law is the basis o~ill three phases of constitutional 
dev'elopment that Kant déscribes: ... civil,~in,ternationa,l and world citizenship.6 
Clëarly"such a formulation is too scanty for our needs here. "We must, 
t~erefore, without undue prolixity, discuss Kant's concept of ~aw and its , 
relationahip to freedom. From there his idea of the'staté' of 'nature and 

(

'the original contract -- and,' ultimately, the concept ôf a republican, 
cqnstitution~-- will become more visible. 0 

, '. 1 " ~ " ~~ 

The m~st fundamen~al distinctions for Kant'~ philosophy of law are, 
between jurisprudence and ethics, and between~private and public' 
Now tbe heart'of the"distinction betw~~n jürispur~encé and ethics 

con ists, according ta K~nt. not ~o'muGh in differing duties {though, 
inde d, s~me et~ical duties, ego those pertaining to ones~ cannot b~, ' 

juri ical)'but rather ih the different leg~slation and incenttve a~pr~priate . , 

-. 

to e ch. Both sorts of law -- juri'd,\cal and ~thical _ .. have a common-root 
in th generi c "term moral l aw, o~ l aws of freed'0'l;' -where b~ freedom i s~' J 

unper~tOOd not merely the negative freedo~ of independence )from the,mechanism 
. \ . 7 

of na ure but al so the "capacity of pure reason to be of itse lf practi ca 1. "" 

The 1 aws of freed,om may be di rected eiother to one 1 S externa l acts a lone or 
- " 

to the internal-and externar"together. \ The former type of law"is juridical., 
'u ~, ,( ) , ' -

" " \\' 
V J 

5Kant , Religion Withii1 the Linas of Reason Alone'; p. 87; Ka'l'Jt, On the-Old': 
'Saw, p. 58. 

6Kant,"P.erpetual pe'ace," On 'Hi'story, ed. L. W. Beck,,(N/ey.l York.: Li:braryof 
Libera 1 Arts, J 963), p. J 11 . . , 

Elements of Justicé [The Metaphysic's of Morals, 
New York: Library;of tiberal Arts. 1965), p. 13. 

, 
',' , 

1 
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tne latter, ethical. Agreement with th~ first sort constitutes legality, 
with the second, v1rtu~ .• To draw thts argument out in greater det?il, we 
may say, that legislation of every kind cd'nsists of two elements -- a law __ 
that makes an action a dut Y and an "incentive that subjectively lin.ks the 
ground determining will t~ this action with the representation of the law. nB , 

As has previously been shown, the-only grou~d fit to_determine the pure 
, 

will morally is dut y itself ànd thus any external legislatio~ be it 
constraining or uinviting" debases the cha-racter of the act from a moral 

l , 

point of view.~ Hence, morality can ne ver be the subject of external 
legislation. 9 Jurjdical laws, on the other hand, do stem from an external 
source and bind the louter l acti~ns of the pers on (not his intent or motive) 
through the incentive of pathological constraints, i.e. coercion and not 
dut y • la 

Law, then, is the product of freedom as it applies to external 
relations among men, and if consists in the limitation of each manls 
freedom to the point where it becomes compatible with the freedom of every-

11 one. And pub 1 i c, l aw i s the ,"total ity of externa 1 1 aws" whi ch produce a, 
juridical condition. External or pUblic law is, in short, the foundation 
ofajuridical-civil state and because it requires the general reciprocal 
use" of coercion consistent with freedom-for- its possibility, it can only 
come into being in a civil state. This last statement introduces the other 
side of the distinction that we mentioned above, between a juridical condi-, ., 

tion of publie law and private law which holds in" a state of nature. In 
the state of nature" there i s no coerc; ve authori ty and hence ho pub 1 i c 1 aw, 
~or, for that reason, does justice in the strict ~ense exist in that state. 12 

Rather, there exists only private law, a condition of violence and "bru'tish 
freedom." The state of nature is a state of violence and evi1. and one 

8Kant , The Metaphysical Elements of Justice, p. 18. 
~ , 1 

9A possible exception to thi s 'r~le, an exception which impl ies the coinci­
dence of external legislation and dut y, is to be found in Religion Within 
the Limits of Reason Alone, an~ill be examined further on in this cha~ter . 

10Cf. Kant, The Metaphysical Elements of Justice, pp. 18-~Ot 26, 45.-
11 . r ,Ibld., pp. 43-44, 75; Idem, On -the Old Saw, pp. 57-58. 

l ' 

'12 Idem , The Met~physical Elements of Justice, p. 36. 
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which-the individual is saon forced to leave. 13 But the transition from 
such a condition into a law-governed society is n~t made necessary, K!tlt. 
maintains, on the basis of experience ·alo.ne:' "The necessity," he writes, 
"of public lawful coercion .doés riot rest on a fact but on 'an a priori 
• f 14 ' ' 
Id,ea of reason." This. argumentlleads Kant to call the demand. that, il 

l 

Jmen find themselves in one another's company, they ou~t to abandon t~ 
fearful 'state for a juridical situation, a postulate df public law which , 
"cornes out of private law in th~ state ~f nature.,,15, Now the act by which 
this.change from private to public law'is effected is the driginal contract. 

, , t 

The social contract is the "coa1ition of every particular and private will ,) 
into a common public for the purposes of purely lega1 legis1ation. 1I16 

' .. 
Speaking in the ~ost ge~eral terms, this contract preser,yes, under the 

<lo 

coercive po~er of the commonwea1th,-man's only originpl right -- freedom, 
,and 'its èorollary" innate equality.17 Moreovèr, it provides the four:)dation. 
, 1 

for publicity, the transcendéntal formula of public law which connects 
legis1ation to morality. According to this {~rmu1a, an action relating ta 
other men is unjust if it is inconsistent with publicity.18 

Now the original contract is not an historical façt, nor are we " 
required to assume that a.pact of this sort was actually drawn up. O~ the 
contrary, it is an Idea of reason "obligating every lawmaker to frame his 
laws so that they might,have come from the united will pf an entire p~ople."19 

~ 

l3Cf . Kant, "Idea for a Universal History from a CosmopolHan Point of View," 
On History,\pp. 18, 19. . 

' .. 
14Kant~ Metaphysi,ca1 Elements of Justice, p. 76. .15 Ibid . , p. 71. 

~, l, 

16Kant , On'the Old Saw, p. 65. ... 
l7 Kant , Metaphysica1 Elements of Justice, pp. 43-44. 

l8Cf. Kant, "Perpetual j'eace," pp,. 12Q-30 .. Kant's argument is that, for 
example, revo1ution is unjust because a clause permitting the people to 
'sta'nd aboyer the sovereign could nct publïc1y be included in the original 
contract. For were it to be 50 included, either the ruler would in fact 
agre~ not to be the ruler or the state simpl~ could not exist. Cf., Idem, 
Metaphysical Elements of Justice, pp. 86, 140-41; On the Old Saw, pp. 71-73 . 

19Kant , On the Old Saw, p. 19. 



, ' 

,> 

91 

In short, it is an Idea which enables us to conceive.the 1e,9itimacy,of 

the state. 20 , And not only ;s the basis of any civil society to be under­

stood in terms of a practical1y valid Idea, but investigation into the 

historical origins of that society is, at least, futile and, quite possib1y; 

dangerous. Thus Kant, 1ike Burke, suggests that a curtain be drawn across 

the actua l foundi ng of states".21 Kant, acti ng Q~ thi s advi ce, avoi ds the 

r discussion of founding with one exception. In the essay on "Perpetual Peace", 

~ . 

Kant a 11 udes 'ta the prob lem of the founder. There he states that the 

«diff1culty for the first legis1ator, who "must supervene upon the variety 

of particular volitions ll in order ta ~stab1ish the whole·, i's'that he must 

at once be a man prepared to use violence aga'inst the IIho.rde of savages" 

~nd yet ho1d a noble end, a constitution iian"accord with the natural r.ights 

of, men. 22 Kant, perhaps-lacking ih'Machiavelli 's occasional and' startling 

forthrightness and being' without the latter's "fine Italian hand," does not 
l , 

show us what a solution to this difficulty wou~ntai~. Neverthe1ess, 

that Kan~'s formul~tion has its source in Mac~iave11i can be seen by a 

comparison between t~ passage from "Perpetual Peace" just referred to an~ 
the D·i scourses; Book One, Chapter Eighteen'. 23 A second instance of the 

idea of founding, nct this time of a political commonwpalth but rather of 

an ethical commonwealth, is to be seen in Religion within the li mit s, of 

Reason A1one. Here again the problem is one of ~~iting individual wills24 

in a commonwealth where they must be bath free (ethical) a~d· subject ta 

publtc law (hence the ethico-civil state). It wi 11 be apparent that thi s 
arrangement of the problem is reminiscent of Rousseau's concept of the 

Legislator. 25 Kant's argument states that the solution to the difficulty . . \ 

. , 

. posed by a law whose only incentive can- be dut y and which ,yet must be public, 

i.e. commanded externally, is the, notion of a l'people under God" in whom 

true duties are at the same time His commands: 26 In this manner, ethical 

.\\ 20Kant , Metaphysical Elements of Justice, p .. 80. 21 Ibid ., pp. 84, 111. 

22Kant , "Perpetual Peace," ~p. 118-19; see "Idea for a Universal His'tory," ') 
page 7, where Kant describes this problem as being impossible to solve. 

23Machiavelli, The Oiscourses, tians. L.J. Walker, ed. Bernar.d Crick 
~ (Middlesèx, England: Penguin Books, 1970), p. 163. 

24See also in this'regard, Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 638, and 
Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, p. 106. 
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freedom and unit y coexist, under a_c~mon legislator. ·That Kant, for the 
str1ctly political concept of fo~nding, appeals to a foundation not unlike 
that df Machiavelli, while speaking of the ethic'al, non-political state .in 
Rous~auian terms~ may suggest to us something of his understanding of 
politics, While we will return to this statement later, for the moment we . , . 
must acknowledge that tné direction.of Kant's analysis is towàrds the Idea 
of an original contract, ·and not an examination of founding .. 

As we have seen, the orig4nal pact is the underpinning of civil 
society. The Idea of the ,original contract~ which incorporates the right 
of freedom and equality, and publicity, under a_ common ,coerci've -force, serves 
as a guide to all constitutions. But does it point t~ any specifie type of 
constitution, or merely to law-governed society in general? Kant responds 
to this quest.ion by distinguishing, in the first instance, between the 
letter and the spirit of the original contract. To the letter of the pact 
there corre~ponds the form of the state established by long tradition and 

o custom. However, to the spirit belongs the "obligation of the constituted 
, ., 

authority to make the typè of government conform to this Idea" and conse-
quently, to bring about the changes necessary to that end. 27 The sole 
constitution which fully agrees with that Idea is a republican one, for 
it is only in a republican constitu\ion that freedo~ can be the underlying . 

. principle. The republican form of government is composed of three.principles: 
the freedom of its members (as men), \~the "dependence. of a 11 upon a cOllUTIon 
legislator" (as subjects), and finally, their equality (as citizens). These 
three principles, it will be recalled, are at the core of the original • contract -- that is, freedom and equality under a universal constraining 

28 ' 
force. In other words, only where there is juridical freedom, where 

"-
obedience is given only to those laws capable of being consented to by the 

.... 
. people, and hence only where there is a r~pres~ntative government in which 

25Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Du Contrat Sociale, Book II, Chapter 7. 

,26Kant , Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone, pp. 89-91. 

27 Kant , Metaphysical Element?, p. 112. 

28Kant , "Perpetual Peace," pp. 93-94. 

." 

1 1 

\ . 



" 
, , 93 

the laws are autonomous (thus, -the separation of the legislative and 
executive branches) can that state be ?aid to agree with the spirit of 
the Idea' of an original contract. 29 Other systems, Kant says, have only 
distinct moral persons as sovereigns. Therefore t the 

Idea of a constitution in harmony with the natural right of 
man, one namely in which the citizens obedient to the law, 
besides being united, ought also to be legislative, lies at the 
basis of al1 po1itical forms .~ .. [it] sig'nifies a P1atonic 
Ideal (respublica noumenon) .. A the eternal norm for a1l 
civil organization in generaT. 3u 

We will want to return to this passage later. But for" the moment, suffice 
it to say that, for Kant, a repub1ican constitution is the Idea towards 
whi ch a 11 governments have a dut y to work,', and it i s the end of a 11 pub 1 i c 
1aw. We t'lave seen, then, that the juridica1. civil state is distinguished . ' 

from moral life in general and the ethica1 commonwealth in particular, and 
that they have a c;;ommon root in the laws of freedom. Furthermore, we have 
followed Kant in his distinction between the juridical situ~tion and the 

" -

state of nature and in his analysis of the basis of public law in the Idea 
of an original ·contract. A pact which, in turn, le'ads us to the on1y sort 
of constitution fully in harmony with it, i.e. a rep~blican one. In brief, 
thè evolution of the fi.rst type of public law -- civil law -- has oeen 
traced. We are now in a position, thèrefore, to present a short examination 

1 \ 

finally world citizehship. " -- , 
, of the two subsequent phases -- that law which holds between natio~ns and 

• 1 

Universal peace, Kant writes,pis through the establishment of a 
republican constitution, the ultimate purpQse of all law31 and a dut Y 
acknowledged by the human soul. 32 The internal constitûtion àf astate 
appropriate to that end is a republican one, for only such an arrangement, 

29-Cf. Kant, UPerpetual P~ace," pp. 93n, 95, 97;\ Idem, Metaphysical Elements 
of Justice, pp. 78,113., 

, 

30Kant , "Ali Old Question Raised Again: Is the Human Race Constant1y Pro­
gressing?" On History, p. 150. See, Idem, Critique' of Pure Reason, p. 312. 

31 Kant , M~taphysical Elements, p. 128. 

32Kant , "~n Old Questior(, pp. 146/'"'47. 
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~ . 
requiring the consent of its citizens -- the principal victims of war 

1 

and the bea,rers of the financial burden of a peacetime army -- is 1ess 1 

likely to lead ta war. But because a state of, peace does not exist 
naturally among nations, it must be created. 33 Indeed, states are o~iginally , 
in a ~on-juridical condition, a situation of war with one another where all 
property and rights are merely provisional. States, then, 1ike mert find 
themselves in a destitute condition unti1 the time cornes 'when they submit 
themse 1 ves to pub li c' 1 aw. They are, .as it were, oppressed with the same 

o 

ev;l which confronted the individual in the state of nature and as he was 
required to abandon it, 50 too are they.34 For a binding law to be est­
ablished concerning the relation of states, without which there remains 
on1y private law and war, a federation.must be formed whose sole purpose 
is the maintenance of peace. 35 In othe~ wor~s, because states like indivi-

1 duals injure each other by their simple co-existence outs~ of a juridical 
condition, they are obliged to quit it for a league of naèf~ns. However; 
it should be noled that this obligati~is of a different order thaQ that 
which app1ied~ individuals. This iS, say that whereas individuals can 
bi the subject~compulsion in the move from the state of nature to lawful 
society, the fonner, since they have an internal constitution, have 1I 0 utgrown ll 

coercion. 36 Hence, there must come into being a federation of states, based 0 

)0 on a voluntary coalition. Kant, in the 1ater essay On the -Old Saw, describes 
'~ ., 

two paths ~o eterna1 peace: the one,.a cosmopo1itan constitution and the' 
other, the fedetation just djscussed. Though Kant is less than expansive 
in this regard, a cosmopo1itan constitution seems to be a single, universal 

1 ~ 
state under one head, as opposed ta a feç!erati on. Kant coul'a be taken ta . . 
mean in this wôrk that a cosmopo1itan-constitution is prèferable ta a 

1federation, but that it also holds grèater dangers, as' eVidenced in the 
tendency of over1y large statè~ to degenerate, into -despotisms. 37 Thus, a 

33Kant , Il Perpetua 1 Peace, Il p. 92. 
, 

34Kant , Metaphysical Elements, p. 116; Cf. Idem, On the Old Saw, pp. 78-79, 
and UIdea for a Universal History," p. 19. 

35Kant , Il Peace,1I p. 133. 36 Ibid ., p. 100. 

37 Kant, Saw, ~. 78-79. Cf. Idem, "Per:-petua 1 Peace," p _ 113. 

l 
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federation under law, and not a single sovereign, is, if not the most 
desirable option, at least the S1!f5t and most feasible way to perpetual 
peace. The third phase of public law -- world citizeoship -- occupies a 
small place in Kant's':concerns and sOr{eed only be briefly mentioned here. 
The law of world citjzenship -- a "supplement" to civi] and international 
law -- states ~that ~en have the right, when they arrive in a foreign country, 
n~t to be tre~t;d ~s an enemy.38 Their right consists in nothing more than 
that of the freeddm to associate with others and to a "temporary sojourn." 

1 -

Here, then, we have all three phases of ~ublic law and their basis in the 
original contract'~and the ,State of nature . . 

r 
$0 far(we have discussetl only the crucial detail of Kant's political 

philosophy. !~ow this detail forms the substançe, or core, of the Kantian 
Idea of a' constituti on, of hi 5 account of the respub 1 i ca noumenon. Th; s 
Idea, as is cle~r from the passage quoted earlier in the thesis~9 is in, 
"harmony With the natural right of man" and with the republican constitution. 

k 

And the political' association "c~ceived in conformi,ty with it ll is a 
Platonic Ideal, an eternal norm ",or all soGieti,es. In tl:le-concept, then, 

r 

-~of public law and of the constitutions. national and international which 

! 

, 

emergê from it, Kant presents his vision of the Republic, a vision which, 
in the fQrm of the Idea, completes the analogy p~tween the Platonic and­
Kantian notion 3f politics (or more preci~ely of~the;r respect understa~ding 

_ .. f 1 

of the bes~approach to political things) made by Kant himself. l would 
like to argue that Kant's formulation of the Jdea, and the use of tnat Idea, 
which ois the basts .of its specifie manner 2i formulation'~ dif1fls ~Iradjcally 
fram that of Plato. It will be assérted further on that the heart of this 

~ difference can be traced to a tension in Ka~t's palitical though (paralleling 
.. that of the dual role of the highes~'good in h;s'-~oral phi1osop~ -- as norm 
~ '" --

and guide, and as hope) between the Idea as~an eternal, a measure of actual 
regimes'which is, itself, a "pattern written in th~ ~eavens" on the one hand, 
and a source of hope, whose existence on earth is possible or even probable 

\'-,. 

38Kant " n Perpetua l Peace," pp. 102, 105. 
(\ 

39Kant , "An Old Question," p. 150. '# 
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on the other. However, before we examine the problem at length, it might 

.be helpful to discover a "key" to this difficulty. 

Perhaps the single most striking fact about Kant's political thought 

i's thatîn Kant's writings virtue ;5 hardly mentioned. Indeed, precisely 

the difference betw~en an ethical community of men and a political, or 

juridical one, is-that whereas in the former virtue is tbe "unique principle 

of union," in the latter it is not. 40 The juridical corrmonwealth is con­

cerned sOlely with the legality of actions and in it all men are in an 

ethical state of nature. 4l Thus, progress towards a republican constitution 

1eads not t0 virtue, but to an, increase in 1egality.42- That Kant wou1d ho1d 

such a position is already evident from his distinction between juridical and . . 
ethical làw. Ethical 1aw,owe rec~11, ca~not be introduced through externa1 

pressure of any sort. But in addition ta thîs, the argument also has its source , 
1 -' , 

in Kant's conception of evil in man. To reduce a rather intricate pnalysis, the 

detai1 of which need not concern us here, ta its essentia1s, we can say that 
1 

Kant saw evil ,';at 1east in the later works, as a permanent quality in human 

nature. 43 Man i s, in Kant' s vï'ew, "crooked wood~' -- profoundl y and 'una 1 ter-

ab ly corrupted by ev il .44 For thi s reason, the IIsangui ne hopes" of eudaemoni sm, 

the b~lief in the constant moral ;mprovement of mankind, are untenab1e. 45 

40Kant , Religion Within the limits of Reason Alone, p. 86. 41 " 
1 b id., P • 90. 

42Kant , "An 01d Question," p. J51 . 
. 1 

43Cf. Kant, Religion, PP .. 26-27. 

44Kant , Il Idea for a Universa 1 Hi story," p. -'dem, Rel i gion, p. 92. 
" 

45Kant , "An 01d Question," p. 140. Cf. Leo Strauss' statement on c1assical 
po 1 i \ i ca 1 ph il osophy: Il It i s free from a 11 fanat i ci sm because it knows ' 
that evi--kcannot be eradicated and therefore that one' s expectations from 
polit;cs mustbe moderate. The spirit which animates it may be described 
as serenl~ty or sublime sobriety" {Strauss, "Wha:t is Politica1 Philosophy?", 
What ;5 Political Philosophy? and Other Studies [New York: Free Press, 
1959], p. 28}. But this task was accomplished by show;ng the distance 
between the actual, or actualizable, regimes and the s;mply best regime, 
that which exists in speech alone. Kant's argument shares this hostility 
ta immoderate political expectations', but this view evolves in a way , 
radically distinct from the classics. (1) Its purpo~e is not, as such, to 
know the 1 imits of po 1 Hi ca l thi ngs, but to prov; de:for hope. Hence, (2) 
it has no need of an elaboration of that 'sort of r:egime~, which, in providing 

( 
\ 
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Politics, then, has precious little to do with virtue. It is an activity 
fit for a "nation of devils," and, thus, its central problem is ta so ,.,. 
arrange the public conduct of ~elf-interested and evil indjviduals that 
their actions will be the same ~s if they were not ill-intentioned. 46 "~ 

, -

Politics is simply the art of using the mechanisms of nature for çontrolling' 
men in their public life. 47 -Insofar as it has anything whatsaever ta do j' 

with virtue, it is onlY,that the, lat:ter ought ta exert an influence on ' 
politics; the serpent, to use Kant's image, must be tempered bycthe dove. • 
What is intriguing here is not so much Kant's understanding of politics but 
rather the fact that the "eternal ,no~m" i 5 form~l ated in accordance with it. 

The Idea, that i~ to say, is constructed 50 as ta provide a guide for a 
nation of devils seeking to constitute a state. And such a guide must be, 

the possibilities available 
around Yirtue, say, instead 

in Kant's argument, in fundamental harmony with 
to these devils. To construct '~city in speech 
of peace and l ~w wlu, d be to sur~ss the l imits of one's material and hence 
would inviie the mockery of the practical man.and paliticians. 48 This fear 
of mockery, of bei ng shown to be a mere dreamer of "sweet dreams Il i s a . , 

_ theme repeated in Kant's po1itical essays and is the oasis of his con cern 
wijh the relation between theory and pràctice. 49 In order to avoid the 
derisive laughter of the po1itieian, one is best advised to shape one~s 
constitution in thought in éJ:, manner becomin~ devils and not ,saints. The 
Idea is not that of an ethical cpmmonw~alth, but of an externa1, coercive 
order made necessary by'the desire of men to àbsent themselves from any 
universal law. Or t to say much the same thing in different words, one 
should lower the level of one's criterion so as'to bring it into 1ine 

------~ 

a contrast with rea1izab1e ones, wou1d point to those limits. In short, 
politica1 discourse is no longer about the good regime, but about the 
rea1izable regime. Though both Kant and the classica1 tradition can be 
said to share a somewhaf ~imilar understanding of the limits of politics, 
they differ fundamentally op the nature. of political phi1osophy, and the 
manner ,in which political things can best be gr~sped. 

46'Kant, "Perpetual Peace," pp. 111-12. ' 47 Ibid ., p. 119. 

/ ~ 

48Kant , "An Old Question," p. 151: "[W]e must not hope for too much from 
men in their progress toward the better'lest we fal1 prey with good reason 
ta the mockery of the po1itician who wou1d willingly take the'hope of man 
as the dreami ng of a di straught mi nd. Il -...... " 

49Cf• I<:ant~ Introductory paragraph to "Perpetual Peace," pp. 85, 112; "An 
01d Question,lI p. 151, On the Old Saw, pp. 42-3. 
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with what is possible.! Sbcrates, we remember, was a1so confronted with 
the mockery of the'çitizens when he spoke of the Repub1ic. To their 
laughter he answered: 

But, 1 suppose, when it became c1éar to those who used these 
, practices that' to uncover all 5uch things ;s better tha,n .to 

hide them, then what was ridiculous to the eyes disappeared in 
the light of what!s best as ~evealed'in speeches. And this 
showed that he ,is empty who pe1ieves anything ;s ridicu10us other 
than the bad .. '. or, again, he who looks seriousiy to any 
standard of beauty h~ sets up other than the good. 50 :1 

For, Plato? then, the radical distinc~îon between what truly is and . -' 

that which cornes into being and passes away does not weaken the former with 
respect ta the latter. On the contrary, the city in speech ;~ the measure 
of actua1 regimes, 'or the guide to the understanding of the lim;ts of 

\ ' 

po1itical things, for exact1y the reason that only it can claim to be in 
- , --

the,fu11est sense. What is laughable is not the use of such a city as a 
, '\. 

criterion, but rather the_employment ofanything less.~ The laughter is the 
der; sion poured on- phil osophy by the '; nhabitants of the cave and, for 
~ocrates, it simplY~ioints ta the need fo~ philosophy and for grasping th~ 

1 

difference oetween politics and philosophy, a difference'which, in turn, 
- , . 

requires philosop~y for its' recognition. Kant"s Idea of a repub1ican, 
constttution, on the'other hand, is designed to ~liminate from pg11tical 
activity cèn~iderations other than those centered âround public law and 
the ehd wh!oh that law establishes, i.e. peace. Political maxims, there­
fore, are not to be êlet~rmined "heteronomously" -- based, that is, upon a 
desire for happiness or the popular welfare -- but ,are to be derived from 
the pur~ conçepts of 'dut y and right. 51 Thé respublica noum~non that Kan~ 

,. sets out;s eminently Ipractical·;· prac'tica1 in the sens~ jat.;t has been 
framed not within the terms of discourse about the gooo, r what--is simply 
best, but r;ther wi~hin the boundaries described by actua(, po1itical matters. 
1hus the problem which it attempts to solve, is not the c~tatïon (or' 
impossibility) of that city whiçh is truly the most just, bù~ of a city 
which coultl be populated"by devils, or wholly oritnary men. Reading Kant 
we are reminded of Machiavelli's image of the river and its constraining 

, . 
50p1 ato Re'pub li c 452 D-E. 

1 

51 Kant , "Perpetua1 :Peace," p. 127. 
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\ -
dikes. We are faced with men, who, if opporturiity permitted them, would 

; . 
satisfy their desires and passions at the expense of others 'and- ultimate1y, , 
ef course, at the.., expense of a stable society. The politiça1 ,pr'oblem is ta 

1 

so arrange'their desires, through institutions, law and customs:that they 
• 

. will neither want, nor have 'the ability, to do damage, For Kant this 
diffictrlty does not allow for purely Rragmatic solutions/but only such 
solutions as are compatible with~man's on1y right -- freedom within universal 
-law -- and the end of aJl 1aw, peace. Neverthele-ss, the I~ea has been 
f6rmulated in a manner designed tfr make it harmonious with:the limit7d end 
of'politics and with its "corrupt materia1." In short, iriS an Idea, the 
construction of which, one may expect, has been carried out in the light 

\ of the possïbility of its coming into being. If the latter is true, Kant's 
\ ~urpose would differ fundamentally from Plato's,and 50, naturallt, wauld 

its theoretical outcome. Kant would share in this cas'e concerns that might 
\ be characterized as typical of modern political thought aft,J Machiavelli. , 

\ , 

\ 
\ We have seen, then, that Kant's Idea of a republ\can constitution 

fi \ 
, i~ one concerned, at lea$t in part, with possibility. Further evidence 

f9r this point can be found in the fact that Kant's politièaT thought, 
; . 

c ntered around this Idea, is closely l1nked to a sFeculative p~ilosophy 
o One may-assume that an Idea whose only function is to serve , 
as a measure or guide -- take; for e~ample, the concept of the Kingdom of 
En -- would not stand in need of a supporting philosophy of hjstory, of 

1 

the sort that Kant provides. Clear1Y, the, last statement coupled with the 
prec~ding analysis, leads us to DOUbt the veracity of the equation of the 
Kant~an )dea of a, constitution with that of Plato's Republic., Ànd this 
doubtjocèurs because Kant's formulation suggests an interest in actualiza-

" 
tion. But let us begin with the question as to why Kant would have this 
~interest or·conce~n. 

o 

It was noted in the previous sectio~ of the thesis that the concept d 

of the summum bonum has a d~al role: on the one hand, it requires us, 
~ 

regardless of the posslbility of its com;ng into being, to act in ~ccord-
ance with it. That is, we are required' to make ourselves worthy of ;t, 
whether or not its po'ssibility can be 'prove~, or even shown to be fe~siblè, 

, > 

,A 

. ' 
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50 long as its impossibility cannat be canclusively demonstrated. However, 
the highest good is also a source of hope. And it can be the object of hope 
only to the extent that its possibility is allowed for and thus we-search 

• ~ 0 

for traces of) design in nature which would point to a,Moral Author of the 
-world, sUff~ent ta guarantee at least the- rea;onabl~ hope for'happiness ~ ,.. 

in proportion to virtue. A similar tension exists, 1 would s'uggest, ,in 
the notion of the Idea of a constitution between that Idea as a measure and 
as something for which we hope. 52 Here this tension results in a move away 
from the purely ~ormative function of the Idea towards hope and consequent1y 

; 

towards possibility~ It tends,.Xnen, to 10wer the 1evel of the substance of 
:th; Idea ~o_as to make it an Obj'~~t of hope, àn abject the realization of" 
which is the concer~ of the speculative ana1ysis of htstory. 

'1 ..... # 

. 
Therefore, on the one side, the Idea is simp1y a measure, and one 

which sets out th~ duties of the sovereign in governing. Thus, Kant writes 
that even if we cannat ~rove that something exists, w~mai still hypothe~ 

- tically~accept the conjecture of it, if there is an irtterest in adopting the 
conjecture. Now if this interest is one der.ived from a moral end, dut y 

, -
requires us to adopt the conjecture as a maxime Hpwever, while dut y demands 
that we seek this end, 

\-- ' ., 
. : ;[IJt is evident that . it does noi re~uire us to con-
jecture . ' .. the feasibility of the end in the sense in which 

r .,;. such a conjecture- is a purely theoretical judgment ... What 

A t Y requires is that we act in accordanc~with the Idea of such 
end~ even if there is not 'the slightest theoretical possibility' 

?' that if is feasible, as long as itS' impossibility cannot be 
demonstrated either. 53 ~ 

\ 

In other words, this Idea sa long as it cannat be shown ta be-impo5sibl~ (in 
Kantls account dut Y cannot.conmand,the impossible) is ta guide the pra-ctye" 

52However, it should be noted that Fackenheim is 'correct in maintalr:ling that 
Kantls philosophy of hi~tory and politics is not stmply a corollary to the 
teaching on the SUl1111UI)1 bonum (Emil Fackenheim, "Kantls Concept of History," 
Kant-Studien 48 [1957]: 392). ~he most basic difference between the two~ 
of course, is that whi1e the latter depends on and emphasizes virtue and 
worthiness, the former never seeks to rise above the mechanism of nature 
operative in the desires~nd passions of men. Nevertheless, both are' 
concerned,with the probl of hope, and both attempt to satisfy the need 
we fee1 for a "consoJing iew of-the wor1d"'through the use of te1.eologica1 
arguments. _ ,. '", \ " , 0 

53 . , 
Kant, Metaphysical Elements of Ju~tice, pp. 127-28. 

\ 

'\ 
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of statesmen and citizens-as though a truly republican constitution and 
perpetual peace exi,sted. All that i$ required of th~ Idea is the negativ~ ____ 
conditi~n5~ that it not be proven impossible. Clearly, it does not folr5W-
from this that we have to actually think its passibility; on 'the contrary, 
it sûffices merely that we do not believe it to be impossible, Similar 
formulations, it will be recalled, are to be found in the concept of the . - , 
hi ghes t, gooa, There, ta the extén~Q that the summum' bOflUm does nothi rig 

, , ~ 

more than prescribe conduct, it is suffic;ent simply that we are not able 
to prove conclusively its impossibility~ This, then, is what we may term 

o , 

the 'Platonic ' side of Kant's Idea -- the side, that is, which Kant saw as 
being si~ilar to Plato1s Republic,55 But as 'in the case o~'the highest -

~ ~, 

gobd, th~re is al~o a 'second ve;sio~'; a version concerned with hope and 
therefore wi th actua li zati on. " . 

'Man is ~p~re'ssed, Kant states,'by,what appear to ~é hopel~ss evils,56, 
o , 

and the continued presence 'of evil 'causes 'him tO,doubt the benevolence of 
,the Divine Aut~or~ From~this. point of view, history lS seen as a never­

ending tràgedy, or a fartical game:~ 
, . 

To watch this trageoy for a while may perhaps be touching and 
instructi~e, but,eventually the curtajn has to fall, For in 
the' long'run the tragedy becomes a ~arce, and though the actors, 

'fools that they are, do not tire of H, the spectators will" .. 
But in real life to pile viée upon countless vice •.. just so 
that som~ day there wil1 be plenty to puni sh, wO,uld be repugnant 
.. ,'even to the moraiity of a wise creâtor and governor of the 

·world. 57 
o 1'), 

Kant I-S con cern here c> i s for the spectators, for ,those surveyi ng the cour.s~ 
of history. To see in QJstory nothing bùt-a series of half-comical, half~ 

, 
tragic, but inevitab)y futile attempts _on the part of mankind to imp'rove ... 

54The demonstration of which must rest with its opponents (Kant, On the 
Dl d Saw, p, 77). 

55While this formulation is adequate for the purp~ses at hand, it will be' 
shown later that the" s.trict relationship between dut y and impossibility , 

'described in the Second Critique, anq summarized above, changes somewhat 
in the constitutional Idea. Kant, it will be argued, seems to suggest 
that something mor:e i5 required for the Idea thal'!"the mere là.ck of a 
yroof of its impossibility: . D 

56Kant , "Conjectural Beginning of Hum,an History,1I On History, pp. 66, 68. 
, ' 

" 
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"'" itself. would sap the spectator's courage, weaken his faith in'Providence. 
'and remove from his heart the desire to wQrk for the common good. 58 For~ -. , 
this reason it ;s ân unacceptable proposal that numanity is not advancing 

" o. 59" 
t~wards a better statel, that hlistory is either stagnant or regresslVe. 
Equally una~ceptable is the. notion thai blind chance rules over our affairs 
since if lh;s werè the case, the world. would be a "hell 'of evils. ,,60 Tq 

°secure hope and faith, the philosopher must provide 'what amo~ts to a ' 
theodicy. He must deçidefif there is a plan concealed in the sèemingly 
"idiotic order of things" or, to give the narrower pefinition of ~i5 task, 
the philosopher in the gu'se of the historia~ must determine what Providence 

, "61 
or nature has done to furtherr-<lthe end which "man' s reason makes Ilj s dut y ." 
The end being referred to here ls, .of course, perpetual peaèe and thê type 
of internal constitution which favourS-,t, and through such a state;to' , 
allow for the unbridled"development of man's capacities,62 That a condition 
of peaçe, law and freedom will ultimately supercede the present chaos and 
violence is what men must hope for and Kant, in his philosophY of history, 
provides the basjs for this hope. 

The study of history, Kant writes, is concerned with narrating the 
/ " 

appearances of freedom. But the appearances of freedom,' like all appear- .\ 
ances,~are sUbject to universal natura~ law. 63 And as nature in the narrow 

~ ,1 • 

sense is not an id;ot~ë, chaotic ordering Df things, so too we may expe~t 

\ -. 

that the appearances of freedom in the world will exhibit a regul~r movement. ~ 
Histo,ry is possible, therefore, only Dn- the "fundamental premlse" which it 
share\ with nature proper, Df the "systematic structure of the cosmos' .• /l 64 ·-

58Cf , Kant, On the Old Saw. p. 77. 
v cl 

59Kant , "Perpetual Peace," p. 128;' Idem, "An Old Question," p. 1'41. 
" 

60Kant , "Idéa for a Universa1 History tr.om a Cosm~politan Point of View," 
.p. 20. "1 

61 Ibid ., p. 12; Kant, -"Perpetual peace,'u p. 111. t.l 
\ . 

62Ka~t, "Idea for a Uni ver,sa l History, Il p. 23; "- Critigue of Judgment, Kant, 
pp. 281-82. 

':~ 

63Kant , "Idea for a Univ~rsal History," p. 1,11 ; Kant,. Cri tigue of Pure 
Reason, pp.,471, 474;'477. , , 

64Kan't, 
(, 

"Idea for a Uni versa l Hi story," p. 22. 
0 , 
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Thus~~st as systematic. inductive thought or science roquires that we 
adopt as our fundamental premise the orderliness of the world, 50 does 
the philosophy of history·demand.that we view nature as,a system. Hence 
the fjrst thesis of Kant's understanding of history is a telealogical one. 
All capacitie's, he states, are des~ined ta e~alve to their natl,!ral end. 

1 

, To deny this would be to deny the teleological principle of nature, the 
idea of a lawful course of na~ure.65 Hist~;x is passible, then, only if' 
ther.e i s an arder among the appearances hl('f~edom" But I\a ture has 
previously been shawn to be systematic ~nd ikwful and therefare, .these . 

'appearances being in the same domain as thase of nature in general, may 
l ' 

reasonabl~be assumed to have a plan or order to them. In short, history 
and inductive thought rely on the same premise, that of the order and 
lawfulness of the cosmos. A second argument, stemming also from the notion 
ofnatural teleology, repeats the claim of the Third Critique, that if there 
is purposiveness in the parts,·there must be a purpose for the whole as 
well. Since we know of the teleology of natural things, it ~'s lausible 

~ or indeed necessary, to determine the ultimate purpose of na ure -- in this 
case, the evolution of mankind towards a republican constitu ion and 
perp~tual peace. 66 It is little wonder therefore that, gi~en the root bf 
Kant's philosophy of hist6ry in the teleology of nature, he provides us 
with evidence of this sort'of .teleology, taken from or later used in the 
Critique of Judgment. One example of this was mentioned above, -- 'Le. 'ttl'at 
nature does nothing in vain ~- and another is ta be seen in the Lapland 
images of "Perpetual Peace". In the se passages Kant merely reiterates the 
physical evidence -- for example, ~riftwood in the Arctic -- for a wise : 
designer of th~ world. 67 

, · 

The central premise, then, of history ;5 the presence of an order 
or p'lan in the course of appearances which constitute ·history. Now whereas 

. . 
a history of bees, say, wou1d present·no problems to the philosopher nor 
yet a history of wholly rational citizens living according to a.self-given 

65 Kant , "IdeJ for a Universal History'from a Cosmopolitan Point of View,1I 
pp. 12-13. 

6~Ibid., p. 20. 67Cf . Kant, IIPerpetual Peace," pp. 107n, 109. 
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plan, the history of men does ~ose sQme ~ifficulties. FOr men act neither 
entirely from instinct nor with a rational plan. 68 Rather, human affairs 
are conducted partially on the basis of instinct and, in part, from merely 
arbitrar}'~reedom. Nevertheless, there must be, in Kant's view, a plan, 
but one which accounts for,man's evolution towards his natural ends in terms 
of the presence in him of both nature and freedom .. 

What we are interested in, therefore, is the history of mankind, a 

history which is peculiar inasmuch as it involves a relationship between 
nature and freedom, and which, abqve all, is teleological. Now clearly 
this last statement sets the problem which Kant will have to solve. For, 
on the 'one hand, man's history differs"from that of animals preclsely , 

1 

because the events which make it up are the appearances of freedom and not 
of instinct, ~r nature a10ne. But on the other hand, th,is history is 
te1eologica1, unfolds, that is, according to purposes and means sef by 
nature. Nature has wil1ed, Kant writes, that whatever man ~chieves shall 
be the result of his own activity. And in harmony with this edict, nature 
or Providence69-employs means compatible with the peculiar character of 
human history. That is, ~he achieves her final purpose, the development 
,of man's capacities made possible by a state of peace, through his unsocial 
soc;ability, his mutual antagonism in society.70 Man's.seZfish inclinations, 
tnen, are nature's means and through the diversity of his interests, the 
vanity and competition, man is led towards a situation of lawful ex~ernal 

relations, In this manner (interna1) public law arises fram internal , 
discord and the threat of war, from the selfish inclination to preserve 

~ 
oneself and not from morality. Similarly, international law which '''presup-
poses the existence of many independent but neighbouring states" as 

'opposed to the unification of states under one sovereign (which 

" ..:..-----------
68Kant , ·Udea for a Uni versa l Hi story .)' p. 12. 

6~Kant uses the terms "nature" and "Providence" interchangeably, suggesting 
on occasion that, for modesty's sake, nature is the preferable term, while 
at other times, stating that the wisdom manifested in history could on1y 
be the work of Providence (cf. Kant, "Perpetual Peace," p. 108; On the 
Old Saw, p. 78). ' 

" 
'.70Kanti ttldea for a Universa1 History," p. 15; Kant, "Perpetua1 Peace," p. 112. 
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wOl,lld be the "buria1 ground" of their freedom) is- furthered by nature, 
since she prevents the states~rom amalgamating by, differences of language 
and re1igionJl ' Finally-, the law of wor1d citizenship is advanced by means 
of mutual self-interest èmpodied in the spirit of commerce. Thus each 
person"acting solely'on the basis of his own avarice. aQd in opposition to 
the interests of~ther.s, moves toward a goal unknown to-him, but established 
by nature. War, competition and vahity force him t~ enter a lawful ,~ondition' . 
and a1so arouse his cqpacities. 72 Ren~e, we are in error if we see in thé- o • . 
lamentable course of history a reproach to Providence. For what may seem . 
evil from the standpoint of the individual will, in the evolution of the 
race, of mankirid, p~ove beneficialJ3 In brief, the history of man is· the 
working out of nature'~ plan to bring into being a perfectly constituted 
state. 74 The success of this progress depends not on us but on the wisdom 
of the crea~75 and,Fhe violence and chaos which are the outstanding traits 
of history display his work. if viewed in the right way, and not that of an 
evil spirit. A history of this sort serves as a justification for Providence. 76 

,r 
\ • 

But insofar as the-speculative phi1osophy of history justifies 
Providence, it gives us hope. It shou1d be empha~ized here that the founda­
tion upon which this hope rests is the "invisible hand" of Nature or Provi-

'dence. And hence its object can only be that which may be furthered by the 
tooperation of naturè, and indeed,- without the conscious participation of 
men in their'own improyement. C1ear1y, then, the hope is not for moral 
progress, but for the advancement of civi1ization and u1timate1y of the free 
growth of man 1 s natura l capaci ti-es. Kant does, on occasion, suggest that 
this 1ast-mentioned deve10pment may perhaps lead to the moral improvement of 

>J 

man, though civilization is wholly compatible with an ethi~al state of nature . 

• 
Il Perpetua l Peace." p. l1-3. 

'" 
72 Kant , "Idea for a Universa1 History," p. 16; Kant, On the 01d Saw, p. 80. 

7~Kant, IIIdea for a Universa1 History," pp. 11, 16; Kant, "Conjectural 
Beginning of Human History," p. 60. ! 

74 '75 Kant. Il Idea for a Uni ve'rsa l Hi story, Il p.' 21. Kant, On the 01 d Saw, p. 78. 

76Kant , IIIdea for' a Universal History," p. 25. 

\ 
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However, Kant also put for~ard the view that no $uch moral progress is 
t~be expected from civilization. 7? While it is~difficult to determin~ 
wh)ch conclusion ultimately holds sway in Kartt's argument, it is possible 
to state the source of the ambiguity. 

There is a considerable distance,between the hope for peace brought 
about by a rusé of nature and the desire of virtuous men for an increase 
in morality. The former can be grounded in teleo,logical concepts si~ce 
it is concerned solely with the external form, i.e. legality of actions. 
The 1 a tter, on the other hand, demands not on'ly th~ conformity of those 
acts with law, but the proper incentive,as well. That is to say, the hope . \ 

'that we are allowed based upon the "fundamental premise of the systematic 
structure of the cosmos" stops where the cooperation of nature stops and 
this boundary is set by the autonomy of the truly motfil de,ed. But perhaps, 
it might be' countered, the republican and cosmopolitan society which nature 
helps to bring into being, while they do not lead directly to moral progress, 
nevertheless favour morality. The question here, then, is: does a just 

1 

orderin~ of man's affairs provide a moral education?' Again, no clear and 
certain answer is possible. But suffice it to say that the sort of law 
and freedom encountered in the political domain is, at b~st, doubtful ~s 
an educator. The political sense of law is a restraint on freedom, on me~~ 
arbitrary freedom, so that the freedom which l have to seek a desired end 
shal1 not conflict with the freedom of others. 78 And thé incentive to obey 
" 

this law is not simple respect for dut y, but rather the entirely 1".heteroQo­
mous" fear of swift punishment. Little wonder, then, that Kant maintains 
that insofar as moral improvement has a social dimension at all, it consists 
not in the actions of the regime but in th~ est~blishment of an ethical 
commonweal·th, the v-isible church; within the political order. Nor, it should 

~ be added, can church and regime bé united in a soyereig~ who ;s also a moral 
legislatQ/. The outstanding example of such an attempt -- Moses,-- is 
dismitsed by KaJlt as being merely political. 79 Finally Kant's concern in 

• 

17ef. Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. 284; "Idea for a Universal History," 
p. 14; "A,n 01d Question Raised Aga;n," pp. 140, ~151. 

78Cf . Kant, The Doctrine of Virtue, p. 40. 

79Kant , Religion Within the Limits of Reason A1one, pp. 116-17. 
'----

'. 
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1 
these later writings with the radical presence of evil in human natu,~e, it 

could be argued, compounded his pessimism about the possibility of moral 
improvement. 

~} 

Wh~t l am maintaining, thérefore, is that there are a num~er of lines 
of reasoning which suggest that progress in virtue ;s not the object of 
hope for Kant. One is that the ~limits of hope are co-extensive with those 
of the" teleological argument, ~nd though the latter points t~ the coopera~ 
tion of nature in manls advancement in civilization, it can lead us no 
further. A second approach suggests that the education~in law and ,freedo~ 
that â republic provides to its subje~ts (even though that education mai be 
more favaura'?.le to morality than, say, the life of the citizen in a despotic 
regime), is because,of the nature of that law and freedom, a doubtful source 
of virtue.~ To see this point, one might contrast the notion of law that 
evolves in the political context and its educational possibilities with the 
extract from a genui ne moral cat'echi sm provi ded by Kant. 80 Furthermore, 

q , 

the rigid separation of juridical and ethical com~onwealths, of regime and 
church, set out in Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone and the strict 
~elineation of the tasks appropriate ta each, also indicate that p~litical . ' 

progress is not tied in any firm and direct way to an increase in morality. . " The last argument presented was that radical evil in man poses an insurmount-
able barrier to the hopes of eudaemonism. 

~Kantls philosophy of history and politics is a theodicy and a source 
of hope. And i t fulfil 1 s thi s ro le not by account i ng' for evil in the li ght 
of an ultimately moral condition but rather by showing that,evil though we \ 
are, war is not our permanent lot._ The hope, then, is that peace and human 
dignity will be the end result of our blood~ history. The Qor;zon of Kantls 
political thought is," like that of Hobbes, fear of violent death. And the 
hope for peace is, in Kantls mind, a real need of men confronted with a 
history which provides evidence for little else than continued warfftre. The 

, " " 
fact that Kant sometimes spoke of _peace le~ding to moral improvement does 
suffice to s'how that that improvement and not simp1y peace was foremost in 
Kantls mind. 

80Kant , The Doctrine of Virtue, pp. 153ff. 
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, . , 
Kant'~, speculative history interprets;history in 'the light of our 

pract.ical interest in it, that is, it seeks even the "faintest indications" 
, " 81 

thht history works according to a plan conceived by a wise Governor-. It 
, 

is plain, therefore, that the philosophy of histofY' inasmuch,as it wants 
, ~ 1 1 
to show the progress of mankind towards the rea1ization of the Idea of a 

, ; \, 

constitution, is bound up with Kant's po1itica1 thought. However, ,we have 

~lready noted that one way in which the Idea is used is as ,a mea~;ûre, a 

guide which simply prescrites the duties and obligations of rulers. Now 

we encounter the second employment of the sam~ Idea presented, in this ~ 

case, in the context of a philosophy of his~ry which points to Hs actual .. 

ization and in so doing makes it a source no~f dut Y a10rfe but'of hope. 

It wou1d be a mistake, though s to believe t~at these ~wo functions are 

whol1y distinct in Kant'y account of the Idea. The guarantee of nature, 

which makes a far stronger claim than the mere absence of a proof of 

impossibility, is essentia1 to t'he Idea and thus to our duties with regard 

to itl. Kant wri tes: ,III n thi s manner, nature guarantees perpetua 1 peacêby 

the mechanism of human passions ... making it;our dut Y towards this end 

which is not a chimerical one,II 82 In ànother passage, he states: 

It is strange and apparently silly to wish to write a history 
in accordance with an Idea of how .~ course of the world must 
be if it is ta lead to certain rational ends. It seems that 
with such an Idea only a romance could be written. Nevertheless, 
'if one may assume that Nature .. "works not without plan or 

\. purpose, this Idea could still be of use. 83 

Notice that in these two excerpts, naturels guarantee ;s responsible for 

raising the Idea above the leve1 of a "chimera" or "romance". And that in 
, ' 

the first ,citation, dut y is explicitly connected to the progress made certain 

by nature. One final quote will serve to illustrate this last point: "If 
1 _ 

it ;s a dut Y to make real (even if anly through approximation in endless ' 

,progress) the state of pUbl~C 1aw and' if there ;s a well-provided hope that 

thi scan actua 11 y be dor:H~, then perpetua li peace . . , i s not' an empty 1gea , 11
84 

Here again dut y is tied to possibility, witho~t which the Idea which commands 

certain duties wou1d remain only an "empty idea ll
• 

, 1 

81 Kant, "Idea for a Universal History," p. 22; "An bld Question," pp. 142, 
147; "Perpetual Peace," pp. 108,114. 

~Kant, "Perpetual Peace," p. 114. 83 Kant , "Universal History," p. 24. 
:. \ 

84Kant , Il Perpetua 1 Peace, Il p. 135 (emphas i s added). 

\ 
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""fi In order for this Idea to be something more than a II swe,et dream", 

the empty idea of an idle thinker; i t, has to speak of\ a state wh; ~h can 

actual1y be established. But men are "crooked wood" aY)d from them no 
advancement in virtue can be expected (for 

would be, required). And even if ev;l were 

this, Kant says, a new creation 

not part of their nature, no, 
~ 0 

guaranteeing force could be, found, nenher nature nor P,rovidence ~ which 
~ t 1 • 

woul1d assure us of the; r mora l pr'Qgress, for such advaflcement depends, as 

Kant pointed out in the Groundwork and the First Critique, on the pure, 

i.e. autonomous, will. nius if our' hope is tcrb'e more than a pleasing 
~ .., " 

fancy, we must not expect too much of1men, nor should we look for the 

origin of progress in mankind its~lf. The Idea or end must b~ reduced 

so that we may reasonably expect it to eventùally come into being. In 

other words, because the Idea does more than dictate auties, because it 

is also the end for which we hope, we ought to ,make it l'realistic'', not , 
so much to avo;d the mockery of practical men, as to offer the IIspectatorsll 

a consoling view of the world. We do not create a city in speech solely 

to determine the nature and limits of politics, or prescribe duties to the 

sd\lereign, but rather we employ an Idea which, while designed in part to 

fulfil the latter need,~is also to b .. e the seat of hope.- This l~t use, 

1 woLlld suggest, sets narrow l imits on the Idea, l imits derived not from 
• l 

, 
/ 

a philosophical analysis of what is simply the best, but boundaries ". 

desèribed by-what lI ac tually can be done." By lowering the level of political-

phi l osophi c di scourse, Kant 1 s respub' i ca noumenon offers a IIconso'; ng vi ew 

of the future. 11
85 Ph;'" osophy, he st~tes 1 i s co~so' i n.9 and teaches contentment. 86 

We stated at the beginning of this section thàt Kant's Idea of a 

republic differed fundamental,y from that of Plato both in use and substance. 

l have argued in the body of the chapter that thi s change can be traced to 
\ 

Kant 1 s concern with the poss i bi li ty of the repub l je 1 S ex i steN;e 1 a concerli 
~ , , 

which originates with the practical interest that men have in ~istor;cal-

political matters. This ~nterest, it was asserted, can be seen in the union 

85Kant , l'Idea for a Universal History," p. 25. 

86Kant , J'Conjectural Beginning of H~man History,1I p. 68. 
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of the two -- politics and history -- in an analysis that is, at once, a 

theodicy and a source of hope. The consolati on of phil osophy that Kant 

speaks of is the "gu iding thread ll prov;ded by a speculative history and 

pointing to a better state in a t~~ to come. It;s difficul t to imagine 

a starker contrast and ~perhaps one more reve'al ing'of the differtnl6es _ . _. 
, " 

between Kant and the classical conception' of the' philosophiç life and 

,politics, 'than to compare Kant's consolation with that of Socrates in the 

Apology, Aristotle in Book Ten of the'Ethics or in the ,'popularized version' 

of the philo~ophic ideal of life in Boethius' Consolation of Philosophy. 

" 

",,' 

, " 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

= 

In the final section of this thesis we saw -the SQurce of Kant's 

philosophy of history and politics in''his concept of teleology and the 

issues connec...,ted with that idea. With the concludfng section, the task 

estab li shed at the outsèt of the the? i s has been fulfi 11 ed. .And tha t was 

to loeate one central idea in'Kant's works and ta trace its evolution --" . 
not, however, in-its chronologieal evolutiùn, eg" the 'earlier' and the 

'later' Kant, but rather as that single idea marks a path through the 

cruG.,ia,l philosop'hical concerns of ·his system. Teleology"at'its root the 

nClti on of desi gn in nature. and secondarily, 'the questi on of the ori gi n 

of that design, has a ~lace -- and perhaps an important place -- in Kant's 

epistemology and his analysis of the moral will and.politics,which are the· 

topies of the three Critiques and the historical/political eSSÇlys. Though 

the limits 'of this thesis would not permit discussion of it, teleology is 
, 

also céntral ta Kantian anthrapalogy and aesthetics. 

',Now it will be recalled that the purpose of the thesis i5 two-fold: 

,on the one hand, ta shaw that Kant's political philosophy sha7s ;n the . 

same g~aup of ; ssues and prob 1 ems that domi na,te hi 5 ent i re· p~i1 asap~i ca 1 

endeavo~r, and in so daing, to advance the ~laim that theit subject matter 

is not mere marginalia. And on the other hand, 1 wanted ta argue that the 

politicaf writings themselvés can only be fUlly/understood by relating 

thei r themes back to the Cri ti ques. 1 ttli nk that the a'pproach adopted by 

this the~is, i.e. following- the concept of te1eology th-rough from the bare .. 
assertion of its possibility in the Critigue ,of Pure Rêa.son,'to its n~cessity 

111 
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I~ the Third Critique, and from th,ere to its corollaries, the final 'end 
of. nature ,and the Moral Designer of the world in the ~ritigue of Practical 
R~ason and the political w'ritings, serves this"two-sided .. ,pur~ose well. 
This ·path, that of retracing the II na tural" course, as it were, of Kant'~ 

D , 

argument -- building from basic possibility, through the fact of teleology 
to its corollaries -- makes clear that if we take Kant seriousLY,-i.e. at 
his word, the problems which decisively shape the political philosophy have 

, 

their roots in his concept of nature and in his epistemology. But to say . . , 
that they are r90ted in this way is not sufficient, for what is et stake 
here is' not merely the 'parentage' of his idea of polit\cs, but rather the 
c~aim that Kant iS led -- lhough perhaps it wou1d be too strong an assertion 
to say that the 'internal 10gic' of his argument leads him ~- stage by stage 

~ 

from natural teleology to the moral sphere, and fin.ally to history. If, in' 
fact, these propositions can be uph~ld, th en the understanding of Kant's 
work as a whole, as a single teaching, and hence the unit y of the three 
Critiques wou1d derive support from them. For this, among other reasons, 

~ 

the idea_of teleology, present in one form or another in every one of his 
major writings from the pre-critical period to the last essays at ~he turn 
of the century,'deserves serious consideration. And insofar as the concept 
of teleology is seen as important, so too should the philosophy of'histery 
and politics -- which reveals one significant us~ of that idea -- be of 
interest to us. That this, the-more difficult of the two tasks set for 
the thesis, is intimately related to the second and rathe~ obvious assertion 
that the pOlitical philosphy, in order to be fu11y comprehended, require,s an 
awareness of the origins of its problems in the strictly philosophica1 works 
can, 1 think, be taken as demonstrated. 

Let me, then, briefly su~arize the arguments of tne thesis and the 
conr:1 usi ons that they l ead to. It was mai nta,i ned that Kant 1 s . concept of 

, "-
experience, ta the extent that it is based solely upon the understanding . 
and the c'a tegori es, tha t i s, the ana 1 ys i s of exper'i ence tha t i s comp l ted , 

'. 

in the Transcendental Deduction, provides only for basic, everyday ex erience . . 
Indeed, the Deduc~ion sets out the fundamental conditions of any experie 
whatsoever. But it does not rise above the requirements of experience in 
general, or simple experience. Now the idea of simple~or 
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includ~s the possi~l,ity of objective event~ ~er,se, t $yste~rtic \ 
experlenèe. ln other words,>it is possible, with the account f experience 

given in the Analytic of the First Critique, to imagine a worl of objective 

event's, 'fnfinite in number anp ~ariety and, in pr~nCiRle-, not am~ble to 
'classific;ation. Within such a wor,ld; ordinary éxperiènce might be possible 

, r--.. '. 

, ' but science would not. 'Science" ,the systematic experience of natu e, 

requires,in Kant's view,that natural phenomena b~ ClaSSifi~ble'ïnto\genera" 
and spec;~~, that nature' be 'pa~s~monious' and,that her laws be conn~cted, , 
one ta the other. Science is pQssible, then, only on the assumption -~ 

, , , 

l itera 11 y , the supposition n'of a systemàtic nature:, the view tha~ nature' 

is ta be thaught ~if it had been organized 50 as ta make it the abject 
of scientific act1vity .. The hypothesi~ of' the'empirical lawfulness of 

, .' 

nature (as opposed ta its transcendental lawfulne?s, the basic ingredient 

in any experience, discuss~d in the Deduc'ti,on and the Analogies) is provided 

by reason. And its emplayment is legitimate so long' as the explanation tnat 
- , 

it"offers'is cast in the fanguage of re.gulative statements, and thus does 

not claim to speak about the objects themselves, bu:t of the way in which we ~_ 

must vi ew them: 

This is. roughly the arg~ment ~s Kant_presents it in tre Critique of 
Pure Reason. In fact ft establiskes' little more than' the need for sorne sort 

of concept of a systematic nature. The detail~d conceptu~l analysis of the 

problem of system emerges ,only in the, Third C!"itique. ,Here "system" is 

-conj0'lned with '!pu~po,siveness" in a broader concept of teleology. Most 

closely related to the probl,em as stated above, the possibility of sCÎ'ence . ' -
as such, is Kant's study of the connection between the assumptiqn of a 

, . ' 

-sys1tematic nature and the requirements of inductive thought. Kant maint~ins '-

that for inducti~e thou~ht, a~d so tao for science, natur~ must be ~iewed .. · 

as if~t w~re parsimoni~us,'classifiable i'~to genera and species and sa ' 

forth. And tt)is postulated "system,of nature" is bound up ~ith, ,i9' Kant's 

understanding of it, ,the purposiveness of nature, and th~s the fact of'its 

having been designed. However, the analysis of induction does no more 

than sugge~t the 1 atter. , 

, 
r 
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Kant now proceeds to show the necessity of teleological explanatjon . . 
to the biological sciences. We are presented, he writes, with a range of 

phenomena~ inexplicqb~,e on/mech~nical 'prinèiples alone. Phenomena O-f thi~ r' 

sort, wh;lch are se1f-b~ganizing, are teleological -- or rath~r, have to be 

so explained -- w,lÎïch is to say that they can only be seen in terms of " 
, 

working towards an end, their~own prOduction and reproduction. They are 

internally teleological (i.e. self-organizirg), Kant says, and thus, unlike 

the famous "watchc metap~J)r,." (the watch bei ng wound, conti nues to functi o.n 

on its own), theY can dispense with the idea of a design'er. N~vertheless" 
though t~e biologist can, and must, examine organized beings teleologically, 

but without the 'notion of a designer, the philosopher reflecting on the 

presence of organization in nature is led, inexorably, to a causality 

accordin9 to concepts, to design, and ultlmately to a'designer governing 
" the whol e. In additi'on to' thi s, the presence of specifi c organi zed systems 

in nature forces the concl.usion that nature as a whole is designed. What 

this means is that nature is a system of relative pu~poses, ofc things that 

are .9..00<1. for somethi ng. Now if we are to know that, say, the 'presef,lce of 

marine animals (supplying ~il to northern peoples) is,not merely a useful 

èoincidence, but ratber, a purpos~pf nature, we would have to·know t~e 
final purpose of nature, that which is not itself useful in turn. Until we 

y J, 

know the final purpose, all seeming' (relative) purposiveness remains cOl)tin-

gent. But the ffnal purpd;e, that of which it èannot be asked "What is this 

for?" must lie outside of nature and. sOo it cannot be supplied by natural 

teleologY'. Briefly, then, this is the argument: we krlOw of o~ganized beings 

explainable only on the basis of teleological principles. But it is only 

reasonable that what is organized 'in its parts, i5 systematic in the whole as 
;j ... a 

well. The organization of the whole can only be one of relative purposes, of 
( 

non-teleologïca-l (not i.J1ternally organized) being's whi'ch are useful for other . / 

purposive beings. If we are to be certain that they exist .iD. order to serve 

others, we must1also khow that the existence of these others is a purpose of 

nature -- and this demand leads us along the chain of things useful to other 

things until, at last, we reach that to which ~ll else is subordinate, and 

which itself is subordin'ate to nothing. $uch ,an end, Kant states, must stand 

outside of nature. Natural teleology tak"es us ta the boundaries of nature, 

" . 

Pi 
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and ,points to what is béyond, but cannot provide'us with insight into it. 
, Q 

Equally the 'basis of all teleological explanation,-the ,idea of a designer,,, 

is demanded by riatural teleology which is, however. incapable of moving 
1 .. 6 ~~ 

beyond the ictea of a mere "supersensible -something. Il These two theoretical 
, -

dtives indicate that what began as an inquiry into the pos~ibiflity of 

o science, now moves into ~he realm of moral phi l osophy_ and. theology. 

'-
- The moral-teleo)ogical' argument begins not with the , 

natural phenomena, but with the fact,of man's moral ~ife, and 

9f freedom which renders it possible,. The heart of Kant's clai 

that whi 1 e the moral wi 11 cannot be determi ned by /i ts end, i t re 
, 0 

common wi tho aH' wi 11 i ng, an encf'. Thi s end i s the summum bonum, the propor-
o ., '4S .:.. 

tio~al ,union of virtue and"happiness. But-.- 5 i nce man' 5 facu.1 ty of practi èa J 
reasoni ng governs nothi ng sav.e hi s own açti ons, i. e.'; it doe5 not control 1 

, / 

nature, the second component 9f the highest good, happiness, which,depends 
o • • 

on the cooperation of nature, is ~eyond his powers. In order to make the 
, 0 ' 

highest good the end of man's actions and the obJect of his hope, some ~ 

, power must be found which, ordering natur\~ 50 âs to bring about happines5 

in pr~portion to vittue, could establish the possibility'o! the summum 

bonum. Wi·thout such a hope, moral life woulèl become, if not impossible, 

then certainly more _difficult, Jand therefore the idea Ç>f a moral designer 
J ., 

of the world is necessary. However, the SUlT1TUJm bonum amt its corollary --

teleology -- play a two-fold role in Kant'S' thought. On the one side, ·it 

functions in a mann.er analogous to that of the categorical "imperative: 

"ac t 50 a,s to make yourself worthy of the highest good." All that is 

need~d here is tha! bare ~ossibi}ity of the summum bonum be .estab1ished; 

that it .be shown not to be impossible. But as' a support f~r morai lite, 

, as an object of hope, more is required than the mere absence of a proof of 
o • ' 

impossibi1ity. In both of these cases., Kant-employs the poncept of 

teleology. In the former this ;s' done because without the/proof of. a 

Supreme Designer the highest good wou1d indeed be impossible, while ~n the - , -
latter case, it is introduced to shore up hope, to transform what otnerwise 

would remain only a wish into~omething that wé,can hope for. The teleo-
~ p , 

logical concept is the same in both instances, but the use to which it is 

put différs according 'to whether Kant is arguing for the nfinimal (in the 
1 

.. 

co 
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case of the summum bonum.9s an limperative l ) or the strong (hope) sense 
, , 

of possibility. Typically, though not invariably, the fortner usage simply 
posits the concept, th~n proceeds to a discussion of worthiness; the latter 
seeks cqhfirmation in ,the design we perceive in nature. 

Moral-teleology, th~n, fills out the concept of the supersensible 
basis of nature, by show;ng the moral character of that ground. It also 

r 
l ' 

points to the final end of nature -- manls freedom. And its argument ;5, 

\ ;n Kantls view, stronger than that fram nature" since it~ certainty is 
--' 

l 

... 

,. 

known a priori, whereas the teleology of nature could, given advances ;n 
" science, be replaced by more sophisticated mechanical principles than we 

now possess. Moral and natural teleology both lead to the concept of the 
supersensible ground of nature: the former providing a fuller, more certain 

~ 0 

insight into it, the latter giving admirabJe empirical confirmation of it 
i,n its ~orks. What the 'mora~ Isort of tel eo 1 ogi i ntroduces ; s the questi onl, 
of hope, of a felt need to believe that the world is not random and chaotic, 

) 

but tha t i t opera tes wi th "the w:lsdom tha f "on l y a des i gner cou 1 d. i mpa rt ta 
it. This need draws upon both~orts, of teleology: upon the moral kind for 

• 0 

a proof of the justice of the ~esigner and upoh the natural for evide~ce of 
his handiwork. 

The concept of hope, wi th,' i ts/root \ in tel eo 1 ogy, extends beyond the 
hope'for an afterl-ife and for a proportion between virtue and rewar'â, 
âiscussed in thalSecondCritique. This It~ird' sort is the hope for peace 
and for a laW-go~erned society -- th~ subject of Kantls historical and 

1 

political philosùphy. 
1 1 

-.::-
The governing theme of thesè writings is the Idea of a republican . ' 

constitution ênd' with it, the establishment of a league of nations. Kant 
claims that this Idea "is Platonic.in inspiration, a IIrespublica noumenon ll 

independent of a y concern with the possibility of its being actualized, 
and serving as a gUide to ~olitical behaviour. His political philosophy 
is primari~y concerned with elaborating this notion of a republican consti- .. 
tution, and it ,is embedded i~a philosophy of history which shows how the 
course ôf history tends towards the development of such astate. What l 

'. 

\ . 
\ 

\ 
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have maintained in this thesis is that, like the concept of the summum 
bonum, the Idea of a repub1ican constitution has two roles: as an analogue 
of the categorical imperative, it commands ru1ers to act as if they were 

presiding over a repub1ic; as a source, of hope, it demonstrates 't::hO he 
teleological process of history will, despite evidence to the co trary, 

bring about peace and political freedom.[ In order for the reign. ~eace 
and freedom to be the object of hope, it ~s to be tied to,~ histor'cal 
teleology -- the mechan~sm whereby it will b~utt into being. 'w' 
unlike the highest good, whoie possfbility dependi as much on our worthi­
ness as, it does on the cooperation of nature, history makes no demands on 
man's morality. Nature does, indeed, sa arrange things that what man 
produces will come of his own efforts, and hence freely, but she pushes or 
directs him towards her en~y means of his lJunsocial sociability". The . \ 

history of wars, bloodsh~..., d tyranny should not, Kant writes, be, cause 
for pessimism; rather when viewed in the right ~ay (as a purposive course 
of events), it' is a source of consolation, for it shows how nature, working 

1 

thro~gh man's evil character, will bring into beinm an end that is good --
literally, malgré les hommes. Nature can work no c~anges on the character 
of man, on thi s prOfoundly corrupt IIcrooked wood Il , but she can ensure that 
evil though he is, war is not his permanent lot. The 1imi~s of what a ' 
natural teleology can produce become, here, the 1imits of hope -- hope, 

, ,i 

that is, not for moral betterment but for what is practicable: a IJnation 
" ' 

of devils" albeit peaceful ones. 'And the Idea of a republicanr,constitution, 
linked to the phi1osophy of histo~y,'is set out in such a manner that it" 
can become the end of ~he historical, teleological process and, thus, become 
actua1. Kant's concern, then, 1s one of actualization and'not, as he had 

" 
ass~rted, simply with the ideal IJrespubli~a noumenon lJ

• Nor is this shift from 
"the analogue of the categorical imperative to the state to be actualized 

in history merely accidental: in a manner- similar to that of,his analysis 
of' the summum bonum, Kant i s pu,tti n9 phi losophy i nto the s'ervi ce of conso 1 a-

< 

tion and the elaboration of a theodicy. His 'political philosophy, decisively 
shaped by these two concerns, is a philosophy of hope, based upon the idea 
of a teleological ordering of nature. 

One fundamental insight runs throughaut these arguments: the sppposi-
1 

tian of the systematic structure of the cosmos. This basic claim, first 
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put forward in an examination of the conditions of scientific activity, at 
the same time leads beyond the limits of nature, to the source of the 

( systematic structure. The practical, or m~ral, path both IIfills' in" the 
)concept'of the supersensible substrate of nature and introduces teleology 
into'a different area: the problem of hope. Philosophy is to be a source 
of hope, of consolation, .,jlnd this, in Kant's view, is best achieved in the 
e1aboration of a teleological view of the world. One of the ways in which 
philosophy can be consoling is (again starting from the prem;se of an 
ordered universe and its wise designer) by ind;cating that the course of 
history is from worse to better~ ,The cost of this edifying tale, this 1 

speculative hi.story, is that the claim to a Plat?nic °approach to politics 
is untenable. In the last analysis, the content of the Idea must be 
determined by the higher priority that it be a state of affairs'that we 

\ 

may reasonably expect, that nature can produce, and thus that we may hope 
/' for. Though thereèare other indications that this is, in fact, a realistic 

expectation, the basis of hope, here as with the summum bonum, remains the 
order of the cosmos, and the source of that order1 This vision is, at its 
heart, teleological. 

This thesis has, 1 believe, by showing ihe importance of teleology' 
for Kant's system in its entirety, and for his political philosophy in 

• 
particular, succeeded tn aChieving its two aims. That is, it has demon-
strated the connection between Kant's political writings and a single, 

. principal idea' that unites the narro~y philosophical works. And, in 50 

~doing, it has also made clear that the historical and political essays, 
because they are informed by problems taken over from earlier works, cannot 
ad~quately be ~rasped without that background. 

But 1 wou1d also suggest that the ~hesis raises issues which, ~hough 
, '-

beyond its lscope, nevertheless are ~reas worthy of further exPlorati,~ - , 
One of these i.5 the relationship between nature and freedom, a problem 
whi ch can be seen throughout Kant' s work. Th e argumen~ in the Tn,i rd Ant;-
norny seems, at least on the surface, to reconcile nature and freedom by 
confirming each. within~ts proper boundaries. This is not to say, of course, 
that thei r 1 Qarmony' ~_~es any deeper than 'the bel i ef that on a Kanti an account ___ 

o 

," . 
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of nature, freedom is at least possible. A difficulty, to name but one, 
which arises from this reconciliation is the theory of imputability that 

, 
it yields. However, what is perhaps more interesting than t~is is Kant's 
çoncern to establish sorne relationship between nature and"freedom beyond 
their simple compat,ibility: to find the common grouna of both in the 

, r 

supersens;ble and thus their harmony. Surely, Kant's theory of hope is 
part oT the 'drive' in 'this direction, but l do not think that'it ;5 the 
entire source. A second arèa is Kant's concept of reason, and the 

~importance of reason in its practical employment. One part of this problem 
is his understanding of the nature and purpose of phi~osophic activity. 

Î 

Th;s t~sis has hinted at the issue, inasmuch as it ra;sed into 
view Kant's notion of the conso1.ing role of philosophy. That this ;s one 
use to which he puts philosophy~can be seen throughout the historical­
political essays. We may have reason td suspect that Kant is placing 
philosophy in the service of our practica1 needs. Thi·s use of philosophy 
and, more generally, his employment of regulative ideas raises questions 

'concerning the status of practical need as a motivating force'in~the 
elaboration of Kantian, philosophy. 

But for a 11 too practi ca 1 reasons of mi: own, these and other, 
difficulties could not be explored here . 

• 
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