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ABSTRACT

v

This thesis will show thgt the'philosophy of nature and-science
that Kant sets out requires the concept 'of teleology, ;hg premise of the §
systematic (and so, designed) structure of the universe. {And teleology,
employed in this domain, drives us to the idea of the supersensible, of
a ground of the world, but cannot provide a richer undérs§§nding of the
supersensible other than to describe it as a vague ”somethiﬁ@“.,ITo

arrive at a fuller conception, we must turn to moral philosophy, where

the hope for the highest good is established as a neéessary element of

_ the moral will. This hope requires that we postulate a moral world

Designer. Moral and natural teleology can be seen, therefore, as comple-

- mentary in that the moral side yields a determinate concept of the super-

sensible basis of nature, while tHe natural dimension provides us with
tangible evidenqe for the existence of such a being. The historical-
political philosophy unites these two‘arguments. On the one hand, only

a wise, moral- designer would arrange the course of history so as to
produce a good state for man, and, on the other; natural teleology first
gives us an indication that the world as a whole, and so possibly the
appearance of freedom within it, is designed. The idea of a moral God,
linkﬁng both nature and practical freedom, provides a bridge, if ultimately
a problematic one, between the realms of nature and morality. Thus Kant's
political philosophy is the expression of a number of central themes of
his philosophical work -- teleology, nature and freedom, and theology.

Its problems, far from being mere marg1na11a, 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 to which the heart of Kant's endeavours is contained in the
first half of the Critique of Pure Reason. For just as an understanding

of his political essays demands that we see their roots in the primary
themes of the strictjy philosophical writings, so too can the unity of
those themes, and the direction in which Kant thought that they led, best
be seen in those essays-in which they converge. '



0 RESUME

_. { -
- Cette thése a pour but de montrer que la phi]osophfe de Ta nature

‘et de 1a science propos€e par Kant exige 1'in§roduction du concept de 1la

téléologie, et de poser comme prémisse que 1'univers a une structure
systématique et donc calculée, Par ailleurs, la te]eo]og1e Fe]]e qu'elle

"est utilisée dans ce domaine, nous conduit au concept du supra sens1b1e,

8

indication que le monde dans son ensemble, et peut-€tre aussi 1'apparence

d'un fondement du monde, mais tout ‘en &tant incapable de nous fournir une
compréhension trés enrichissante du supra-sensibie si ce n'est en le
décrivant comme "quelque chose" de vague. Si nous voulons arriver & mieux
comﬁrendre ce concept, nous devon§¢¢ous tourner vers 1la philosophie morale

qui considére 1'espoir du bien supr&me comme un &l8ment nécessaire de la

volonté morale. Cet espoir exige que nous posions 1'existence d'un Créateurm

du monde moral. Ainsi, teléo]og1e morale et t&léologie naturelle dev1ennent
complémentaires: T aspect moral nous propose un concept déterminé de la base
supra-sensiblie de Ta nature alors que la dimension nature]]e nous donne ;éﬁ&
preuve tang1b1e§de 1'existence d'un tel &tre. La ph11osoph1e historique/

politique réunit ces deux arguments, D'une part, seul un créateur

. Ll
moral agencerait le cours_de 1'histoire de facgon 3 offrir un Etgt Jjust
1'homme et d'autre part, la té€léologie naturelle nous donne d'abord une

de liberté qu'on'y trouve, a 6té congu, L'idée d'un Dieu mdral qu1 allie
Ta nature et Ta liberté pratique, nous fournit un pont entré le royaume
de la naturé et celui de la moralité, mémesi ce pont est en définitive,

problématique. Ainsi, hilosophie politique de Kant devient 1'expression

d'une série de thémes quignt au centre de son oeuvre ph1losoph1que - .
téléologie, nature et liﬂerté, théologie. « Loin d”etrevpurement marg1naux,
les pfob1émes qu"il pose forment la base méme “de>son” édifice philosophique.

Dans la mésure ol son oeuvre exprime les 1ntére§s prat1ques (moraux) puissants

qui 1'ont gu1dé elle peut contribuer a. rect1f1er 1! idee courante selon
laquelle Kant a concentré ses efforts sur la prem1ere mo1t1e de sa’Critique
de la rajson pure, En effet, ‘tout comme nous devons, pour comprendre ses
essais politiques, rechercher Tleurs racines dans les premiers thémes-de ses

crits purement philosophiques, nous pourrons mieux saisir 1'unité dﬂ ces/
themes et leur orientation en nous reportant aux essais qui en sont précisé-
ment la synthése.

«
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SR , CHAPTER I . S

S S | INTRODUCTION

Newton first saw order and regular1ty combined with great
simplicity wherdbbefore him disorder coupled with diversity
were to be found. And since then, the planets run on a
geometrical course:

Rousseau .first discovered among the mu1titudibgf forms
assumed by man, man's deeply hidden nature and the concealed o
\ law by the observation of which providence is justified ...
God is just1f1ed .by Newton and Rousseau and more than ever
’ ‘ is Pope's thes1s true.

* Kant, Bemerkungen zu den Beobachtungen -
uber das Gefuhl des Schdonen und Erhabenen \\\
~ ' 3

Immanuel-Kant was born in 1724 in the port city of Konigsberg, ‘ ' \\\\\\\
“north east Prussia (now Kaliningrad, USSR), and died there in 1804.
The biography of his 1ife is singularly uninteresting. Nevertheless,
in those eighty years Kant had an impact upon philosophy, the extent
'of which can no 1ong§rvbe disputed. Indeed, one commentator has

written that the student of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason must see

" . all phitosophy prior-to Kant as a mere preparation for him and al]
subsequent work as a response to his work. Though we would be wise
to doubt the tacit claim-made in this statement, it is true to say

~ \ that Kant's thought is of the highest 1mportance to the history of
ph1losophy
The centerbiece of his philosophical endeavour was the three
Critiques, that of Pure Reason, of Practical Reason and of Judgment.-

. 'A_ In addition, he completed a number of small, but important texts:
Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, Prolegomena to Any Future .

- Metaphysics, Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone, and others.

. ) . ! 1
| : ’ «




However, as a resu]t of developments in philosophy as a whole, and in

Ang]o -American ph1losophy in particular, we now th1nk of Kant primarily

\
i

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

see his contr1but10n as resting in certain sections of the first half
of that work. He appears to us, that is to say, as the author of\those
pages the reading of which has been likened, by one of his greatest
English commentators, to the crossing of the Great Sahara Desert. And Y
since, as Fichte teaches, philosophical tastes and character are linked,
we are not surprised to discover in Kant's slight b1ography a character -
so dry, so mechanical, that clocks in Konigsberg were set by h1s daily
walks. That this understanding of- Qant is founded upon a failure to
appreciate the unity of the three Critiques =~ a failure whose source K
seems to 1ie in the partial appropriation and_‘updat1ng of Kant --

isgone of the central, if imp]icit,\themes of this thesis.

This truncated view of Kant has, 1 believe, affected his pbsition
in tpeﬁtkgdition of'po1itica1 philosophy.. Because he is taken as the
qq{hOr of one question -- "What can I know?" -- rather than the three
he in fact asked (the other two being, "What ouaht [ to do?" and "What
may 1 hope for?") we see h1m as an ep1stemo]og1st and for this reason,
of perhaps only oblique 1mportance to po11t1ca1 philosophy. One source \
.of this m15understand1ng is that the current Judgment of what is of
'ntefest in Kant (i.e. the first half of the First Critique) has been
al] too read1]y accepted. The essays _that he wrote in his later years
"on h1story, politics and anthropology are considered to be marginalia
. Bch with respect to Kant's critical systeﬁ and to the tradition fn
general. The Jatter attitude could not be adequately dealt with in a
master's thesig © But I think that Iican show that these essays are
] central to Kant's ph1losopq1ca1 edificg and, in so do1ng, to at 1east

. indicate" the need ‘to re-examine the po11t1ga1 thought of one of the

0

greatest of modern :philosophers,

Kant belongs to a now dead tradition in which philosophical and
political concerns were intimately linked. To fully understand the

. , \
- | \ <v\



* their themes and arguments on underk?ing philosophical problems, often

on the one hand, to show that they represent the conclusion of. certain

sort of thought that this conception of political philosophy produced,
one has first to situate the political or historical essays in the

Targer philosophical system. For a variety of reasons, some of which

were mentioped aBove, Kant's political essays have, for -the most part,

been seen as-peripheral and inconsequential -- in shortg not really ‘

related to his philosophical <oncerns. To see the distortion that °
this view might produce, one need only consider an attempt to iﬁterpret ’

Aristotle's Politics without reference to the Ethics, Metaphysics or the

Organon, or Plato's Republic without presenting it in-its connection to

the other dialogues.

L

The general problem, then, examined in this thesis is fhat of '
the relationship bethen Kant's historical/political works and his
philosophieal system. My aim, in the broad sense, is té show that
these writings cannot be fully appreciated #f they are seen as unrelated
to the three Critiques. Thus, I érgughihat these essays depend for

not made explicit in them. The othé? side of this same approach is to
show that the political writings Fontain,‘albeit in a popularized form,
ref]ections\which make a positive contribution to the development of
what appeared, at first sight, to be narrowly pRi]osophica] issues.’
Briefly, therefore, I analyze these essays with two purposes in mind:

central themes %n Kantian philosophy and that, COhseqﬁent1yp to under-
stand them it is™ecessary to establish this connection. On the other
hand, I maintain that the works in question provide impogtant insights
into the relationship between the three Critiques and thus into the °

heart of Kant's theoretical endeavour, h -

~

3

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

. essays which are of direct interest to political theorists. But since

an expositign~can be cast in many forms, it is necessary here to state
the way in which I develop the themes just stated, or, in other words,
to ouZline my methodology,. " -

o
- °
.

\



To consider Kant's works in their totality would be,and indeed has

been, the task of Tifetimes and of many volumes. Any attempt to encompass ee———e
even most of the central ideas in so short a piece of research as this _
would be immodest, not to say misguided. But to pick up and follow one
imgprtant strand of.thought appears to be almost possible -- and %his is

"what I intend to do. And, in accordance with the prevailing orthodoxy on

Kant, the thesis begins 'at the beginning', that is,wit e First Critique.

It wi]]{shéw, Ichope,-how the concept of experience etaborated there.not

only allows for, but in certain respects, needs whdt Kant terms regulative

ideas, the systemat1z1ng ideas of reason and, in pa @icular, that of

teleology. Having shown the possibility of a teleo og1ca1 conception of

, n?ture for Kant, I go on to argue for fts necess1ty 1n specific sorts of
-experience (1nduct1ve thought and hence science in genera1, and a number

of scientific d1sc1p]1nes, for examp]e biology). Then, f0110w1ng Kant's -

own directives on this topic, the thesis will show how the moral need of )

teleology ]eads to the idea of a Supreme Designer; how, in other words,«

teleology passes into theo]ogy 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

natural and moral worlds, the First and Second Critiques. Finally, I will

show how this bridging endeavour decisively shapes Kant's philosophy of

" history and politics and how that particular philosophical cencern ’

reflects Kant's attempt to show that faith and knowledge need not

necessarily conflict. In short, we will fo11oh the evolution of one idea

and attempt to reconstrhct that geve1opment in a way faithful to the Q .

author's intention. ©

There is a considerable body of’secondary literature on Kant in
English, French and German, Most of the English commentators have
focused on the Crifique of Pure Reason, though there do exist a number

of first rate interpretations of Kant's moral philosophy, _It %s fair to
say that the European tradition of Kant-commentary has given greater
weight to his moral and political writings. :

Since my concern-is with Kant's concept of teleology, the text in



}

. l
\ : R
N

which that idea is discussed -- the Critique of Judgment -—'15 naturally

of~fhe first importance to me. Therggare'oh1y two won§§'in English which
deal principally with this Critique, those of H. W. Cassirer and J. D.
McFarland; the former comments on the Critique as a whole, the latter
touches only the concept of teleology. Both of these texts are, in'my
opinion, inadequate and I have not used either extensively for my thesis.
Smaller still is the Titerature on Kant's political philosophy, although
here§ fortunately, some of, the commentaries are excellent. Hans Saner's
bogk, transiated from the,German, is intriguing though notdirectly
related to my own work. However, William Galston's fine study of Kant's
historical philosophy does contain chapters that are of immediate interest
to me, and that I have benefited from. Two other sources deserve to be
mentioned: Emil Fackenheim's essay in Kant-Studien on the philosophy of

history, and Lucien Goldmann's imaginative synopsis of Kantian philosophy.

.. Despland's work on'Kant's religious and historical philosophy touches

topics similar to those covered in this thesis. However, much of his ’

argument and his conclysions differ substantially from mine, and his.

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

. The status of English-language Kant scholarship, then, depepds vgry 4
much on what one'sdinterests are in Kant. For those doing research on
the First Critique, the seconddry literature is virtually inexhaustible.
There has also been sufficient’ work done on his moraj philosaphy, but
on the Third Critique and the idea of te]en]ogy in particular, the
commentaries are sparse, and the same is true of Kant's political thought.
Hence, myjthesis or parts of'it cover more or lfss 'virgin territory'.

@J,
© . -
.
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f CHAPTER II

#

KANT®S CONGEPT OF EXPERIENCE:

¥
i’ AN
o 7
> -

' s~ -’
The first section of this thes;s has a two-fold purpoi@:{ on the
one hand, its central purpose is to serveias an introduction to the role
of teleological explhnation in Kant's works. 1Its narrower aim -~ which
/ . is actually the vehicle of the first -- is to exp11cate the concept of
experience, particularly as it is set out in the First and Third Cr1t1ques
The two goals, 'however, are not distinct, for, as will be seen, a complete
understanding of Kant's concept of experience necessarily involves 5
] recognition of the place that reason, in.its “projective" 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 QT the chapter (to explicate Kant's notion
of experience), it will be reco§n1zed that ;the appropriate method" is to
‘back off' from a line- by- 11ne/ana1ys1s of the text and attempt t0~get
“some sense of the broad movemgnt of Kant's argument For, as He1?ggger T
-, s tells us,'"Every seeking 1§;gy1ded beforehand Qy what is sought," and
in a somewhat more banal y?y ﬁhan might have been intended in_ that maxim,
' it is true of this section of the thesis as well. What I am saying, here,
g s that given the immense intricacy of Kant's writings and the elaborate
- " architécture that connects one component to -the next, any attempt to
arrive at an 'oever-view' of a central concept is bound to achieve its
aim at the cost of glossing over some of the subtleties and range of
_argument, as presented in the text. Thus, in order to realize the purpose
of this section, I have had to ‘shape' the inquiry that precedes it --
. shape it, that is, by sétting dut the minimal structure of Kant's . i
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analysis, by pruning away all but what is absolutely required in order ) ;
to convey the movement of his thought.

The structure of this section is relatively simple. It proceeds
through the "three-fold synthesis" of the Transcendental Analytic, but
focuses particularly upon the role of the categories in the construction
of experience ~- through 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 "Appendix
to the Dialectic", and the Introduction to the Critique of Judgment.

For the most part, the chapter is cgncerned with explication, but, as

will become apparent.to the reader, some rather contentious interpretations
are offered, particularly in the case of the Second Analogy, but also in
certain sections on the Dialectic. '

It is tempting, perhaps, for the student reading the Critique of

Pure Reason to believe that Kant's concept of experience is exhausted in

the sectians on the Transcendental Aesthetic, the Deduction and the -
Analogies. éhua]]y attractive is the idea that these same sections were
intended to establish the possibility of a natural science. However, in
the First Introduction to the Cr{t1que of Judgment, Kant distinguishes

between "experience in general as a system under transcendental laws of
the understanding" and "experience as ... a system of potential empirical
know1edge.“2 This distinction corresponds, in turn, to that between the
“‘mere unity of nature under the transcendental laws" or categories and
the "complete systematic union of 1ts [nature's]appearances" -- or the
"order of nature". These passages would seem to suggest that we are
justified in being sceptical of any claim that Kant considered the Trans-
cendental Analytic alone to be a sufficient ground for science. Expressed
in more positive terms, the abbve excerpts appear to indicate that
experience for Kamt 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. T

2Kant, First Introduction to the Critique of Judgment, ﬁrans. James Haden

(New York: Library of° Liberal Arts, 1965), p. 14.

/ L
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The purpose of this section,. therefdre, is to examine these levels
of expergpnce and to show the development from the most "primitive" or
rudimentary ordering of nature -- through the pure forms of intuition,
space and time -- to the systematizing of reason in the Dialectic as the fN
precondition for empirical science. The heart of the argument will be
that the Analytic sets out the possibility of nature not as an object for
scientifict inquiry -- not, that is, as a universe of (empirical) laws --
but rather as an objective happening, a possible experiane. Given the

- limits, then, of the understanding and pure intuition in "preparing” nature
" for scientific actjvity, it will be maintained that reason, in its legitimate

5
regulative employment, transforms nmature 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 I hope to be able td\show, singular, contingent objective events) and
systematized experience, or science (resulting.in an order of nature and .
émpirica] lawfulness generally).

N 1

In the'Pro]egdmena, Kant asks, "How is nature itself possible?"
This question, he continues, should be broken down into two components:
(1) "How 1is nature in the material sense ... as to intuition possible?"
and (2) "How is nature possible in the formal sense, ‘as the totality. of

3 The first problem is

rules under which all appearances must.come ...?"
treated in the Aesthetic, while the second is dealt with in the Analytic

and thus it is to these two sections which we will first turn.

°

- i
The capacity for "receiving representations” Kant terms sensibility

and the pure form of that sensibility is pure intuition or a priori

sensibility. It is only through sensibility that objects are given;to us.4

3Kant, Prolegomena to any Future Metaphysics, with an introduction by

Lewis White Beck (New York: Library of Liberal Arts, 1950), p. 65.

4Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, trans. Norman Kemp Smith (New York: St.

Martin's Press, 1965), pp. 65-66.
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Space, then, is a "necessary a priori representations; which underlies
all outer intuitfon. Itfsl. . . the condition of the possibility of
appea,rances.”5 This form of all appearances is given prior to all actual
perceptions and thus has its "seat in the subject only, as the formal
character of the subject, in virtue of which, in being affected by

Il6

objects, it obtains immediate representation [intuition] Similarly,

time 1is not an empirical concept, but is itself necesséry and a priori.

"In it alone," Kant writes, "is the actuality of appearances possible at
a]].“7 In short, time is that necessdry form of sensibility which, like
space, is part of the "constructive apparatus of' the subject.", While for
the purposes of this chapter, no detailed study of the doctrines of inner
and outer sense is required, we need only 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." 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 know1€dgé for Jjust as
"concepts without intuition are bTind", so our representations require
“more than a simple spatio-temporal ordering. In other wordgﬁ 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’ i
process involved in making (simple) experience possible: (1) the "synopsis
of the manifold through sense"; (2) the “synthesis of the manifold through
imagination" and, finéﬂ]y, (3) the unié& of this synthesis through original
: should not be

9 gl

apperception.9 The first of the above stages, however
mistaken for mere receptivity for, as Kant points outif the "A" Deduction
version of a similar schemata, "spontaneity is the ground qf this three-
fold syn’chesis."]0 Havﬁng previously discussed the minimé] conditions for
receptivity, we are noWw free to proceed with an e;aminatfon~of the

components involved in bringing an object to concepts.
“

5Ka‘nt, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 68. BIUid., pp.-70-71.
T1bid., p. 75., 81bid., p. 173.
bid., p. 127. 00pid., p. 130. #.
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Kant asserts that the "combination oﬁ/the manifold" can never

occur through the senses alone, for combination requires an "act of the
1] ~But
combination or synthesis is not a single act -- rather, it involves two
distinct syntheses: (A) the “figurative" syq;hes1s of the manifold of
sensible intuition through the imagination anal (B) combination through

the understanding or categories.]2 Now, as Paton points out,]3 the

spontane1ty of the faculty of representation or understanding.

synthesis of the imagination consists of two related functions, corres-
ponding to the first two stages of the three-fold process, or in the
somewhat more detailed analysis of the "A" Deduct1on, the syntheses of
apprehension and reproduction. The former of the two related functions
applies directly to intuition and involves the "taking up" of given sense
. impressions into empirical consciousness. Through apprehension of sense
impressions we acquire s~ense—percept1‘on.]4 The manifold, Kant says,, must .
“be run through and held together. This is the synihesis of apprehension."]5
However, this apprehension could not "produce an image and a connection of
the impressions" unless a preceding perception was reinstated - and this
~ is the reproductive faculty of the 1’mag1’nat1’on.]6 In short, experience

17 Thus, ih order for

presupposes the reproductability of appearances.

the manifold to be run through and held together -- that is to say, in

order for there to be apprehensigh -- there must also be reproduction or\\

memory. Apprehension, then, and reproduction are “inseparably bound up."

So far we have considered imagination only in its reproductive or empirical
- role, as one step 1n -the process leading to our "knowledge of the phenomenal

18 In the “A“ Deduction however, Kant maintains a distinction

worid."
between imagination as it‘ functions empirically in the reproduction of

intuition and transcendental imagination. The division between productive

¢

11Critiqpe of Pure Regson, p. 151. ]zlbid., pp. 164-65.

]3H. J. Paton, Kant's Metaphysic of Experience, vol. 1 (London: George
Allen & Unwin, 1936), p. 355. ’

]4Cf. Paton, p. 359. . ‘ ]SCritique of Pure Reason, p. 131.

1®1bid., p. 144, o Tibid., p. 133, S

]8Robert Paul Wolff, Kant's Theory of Mental Activity (Cambridge, Mass.:

Harvard University Press, 1965), p. 141.

~
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and reproductive imagination'(transcendental/empirica]) and the relation-
ship between the two, ranks as one of the more obscure sections ¢f the
r1t19u4 and as the primary focus of this chapter is not on this problem, «
it would not be fruitful to pursue it at any length. Having said this,

the argument does seem to occupy an 1mportaﬁ£ place in the first version

of- the Deduct1on, and therefore in the follow1ng passages 1 will attempt

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

The empirical ground for‘reproduction,%that which makes it (repro- s,
duction) something more than merely accidental, Kant terms "association“.]9
But this ground ?% "subjective and empirical” and therefore "antecedent .
to all empirical laws of the imagination," there must be an objective
ground "upon which rests thé@neoessity of a law that extends to all
appearances.”20 This objective grouﬁd is termed the affinity 'of all
appearances. Affinity, in turn, is the product or consequence Of the
imagination in its transcendental employment. 21 [t is the faculty of
transcendental 1mag1nat1on which makes the ”aff1n1ty of appearance&i
reproduction and exper1ence itself possible. n22 Viewed from a -somewhat °
different perspectivé, transcendental imagination supplies the necessary
synthesis which is presupposed‘by the "faculty of pure apperception" which
brings this synthesis to synthetic um’ty.23 Here we can see that the
p;oductive imagination occupies much the same position (a mediating factor
between undérstanding and intuition) as does its empirical counterpart,
although in the transcendental case, imagination is the 'middle factor"

between the a priori of the mamfo]d24

and the original unity of’ apper-
ception. In conclusion, then, thg}productive imagination supplies the
objective ground for the empirical employment of the facu]tid@g% “Trans-
cendenta] synthesis" in Wolff's words "is performed on the manifold of pure

1mtu1t1on and its outcome is the objective phenomena] world. W25 Weldon's

24

N >
19¢ritique of Pure Reason, p. 144. 201114, , p. 145.
21 1bid., pp. 145-46. - “%1bid., p. 146, ] a
231p4d., p. 142,

Or the puré manifold; see Critique of Pure Reason, p. 143

ZSWOlff, Kant's Theory of Mental Activity, p. 141.

| |
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account of this doctrine makes it somewhat more intelligible:

The non-empirical object 'affects' the non-empirical self e b
the non-empirical self performs the synthetic activity whﬁch
transforms the result of this 'affection' into the compleX'of
empirical self and empirical object . . . ; the emgirica] object
causes empirical semsation in the empirical self.

On the empirical level,,thegefore, the imagination allows for the repro-
duction of intuitions thus making possib]e_a coherent experience under
concepts. The transcendental imagination, on the ot hand, makes
objects possible in some more ultimate senée and may be seen as supplying
the ontological foun&%tion which guarantees orderly experience 27 'But
even this Tlevel of synthesis (that of the imagination in genera]) does not
yield concepts and thus Fhe function of bringing the synthes1s of imagina-
-tion to concepts belongs to the understanding. 28 ~What prec1se1y is
lacking in this synthesis, ant makes explicit in tpe 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, so that either the one or the other
w29 In otheriwords, the second "stage" of the three-
fold synthes1s produces only a\"subgect1ve time-order" -- a succession,
butgone not in any way determ1ﬁed in it#order. 30
es it has been synthesized by t
getermined (1ndependent of the

precedes in time.

The sequence, insofar
e imagination is thus without a rule-
ubject) objective ord@%.

‘Now experience, Kant writés, "consists in the synthetical connection
of phenomena (perceptions) in consciousness, so far as this connection is N
\ N .
necessary. Hence, the pure concepts of the understanding are those under

4031

which all perceptions must be subsumed. These pure concepts are, of

course, the categories which "determine the object in respect of ene of

(U ki
\

26T. D.{We]don, Kant's Critique of Pure Reason (Oxford: Clarendon-Press,

1958), p. 253. R \ \
It is important to note that the akgve analysis of imagination refers
to the discussion of that "faculty'l given in the "A" version of the -
Deduction. The two-level terminology and the notion that objectivity is
to be seen in terms of affinity, etg. are omitted, to the best of my

knowledge,lin the remainder of the (riti ue. |

91bid., pp. 218-19.

Tprolegomena, p. 2.

27

28Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 112.

&
301654, b 226.
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- the logical functions of the judgement." The categories, then, are the

13

" rules, the time-determinations which render the subjective order of ,
perceptions objective. On a still more general plane, the categories
are as it were, the 1nstruments for bringing the man1f01d given in a
v sens1b1e 1ntu1t1on to the synthetic unity of* apperception. 32 Without
'?“ vsuch combination in one consciousness, Kant asserts, they cou]d not be
prefaced by the "I think" and in the absence of the "I th1nk”, represen-

33 This self-consciousness of

W34

tations would be impossible or meaningless.
myself as "“identical in respect of the manifold of representations
that is, the consciousness of these representations as belonging to me --
is the condition of all knowledge and every'intdition which is to "become

35

an object for me." Thus, as Buchdahl notes, "In its broadest aspect

. this notion, of possible experience refers. us to the 'synthetic
necessary unity of apperception. »36 Here, then we have exam1ned the
role of spontaneity in the 'generation' of exper1ence focus1ng exclusively
. on the 'constructive', subject-given function -- or, to use Buchdahl's
, term, the e]ement of "injection" -- while omitting any discussion of the

. mutual dependence of the given and apperception (and the categories).

. s
Kant concludes both the "A" a@nd "B" versions of the Deduction in
a similar manner: the understanding is the "lawgiver of nature.”37 By

means of the categories, Kant concludes, we prescribe laws to nature and
even make it possib]e.38 The question which ‘this argument leaves undecided
. bs that of the‘re]ationshiﬁ between the categories, as universal laws of
nature and particular or empirical laws. In the "A"™ Deduction, for example,

N ¢ rY

320¢. Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 160-61. 33Ibid., pp. 152-53.
i " 3bid., p.o15s. \ - PIbid., p. 156.
36

Gerd Buchdahl, Metaphysics and the Philosophy of Sc1ence (Oxford Bas11
Blackwell, 1969 > p. 489. .

37Critique of Pure Reason, p. 148.

- e 381t should be kept in mind; however, that terms such as "laws" and "nature"
. are problematical and p]ay, as w111 be shown further on in th1s essa/y,
double role.. '

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

. But all empirical laws are

determinations of the pure laws of the understanding. w39

Deduction, on the other hand, asserts that "special 1aws .

their character be derived from the categories, although
all subject to them. 80

only special

The _second edition
. fannot in

they are one and

The "A" ver71on leaves one wondering what it means
for emp1r1ca1 laws to be "special determinations” of the.categories while

in the same moment not “der1v1ng their or1g1£” from those same categories.
Furthermore we have to decide the significance of the fact that all mention

of “spec1a] determinations" is_dropped from the "B" Deduction. Granted,
then, that the}categories are univerég1 laws -- in 'the sense thﬁf they are

the necessary conditions of any experience whatsoever -- in what re]at?@n

do they stand to the genmeral, and specific taws of nature, the empirica]f1aws
of natural science?
to the latter?
in order to make e@p1r1ca1 science possible?

Is there a-"straight deductive path" from the former
Or, is there yet another "injection" into experience required -
In more general terms,_tnére—

fore, the question that is being asked here 1s whether the understénd1ng

supplies both the necessary and sufficient conditions of.all experience
(contingent and lawful) or_is there required a further ingredient in order
to render nature "lawlike" and\experience:scientific? In the following
section of the chapter the category of causality will be éxamined (through
the Second Analogy) in an effort to determine to what extent, if any, the
categprjes enable us to speak of nature as lawful, in the empirical sense

(required by science) of,that term. . i

—

The principle of the Analogies, Kant'says, is that "experience is
only possible through the representation of a.necessary connection of
perceptions” or, expressed’ in a manner which indicates the continuity of
the Deduction, Schemaffsm and Analogies: "AT1l appéérances are, as regards
their existence, subject a prTor1 to rules determ1n1ng the1r relation_ to

41

one another in time.". The centYa] contention of the proof (for th1s

39Critique of Pure Reason, p. 148. A ) ' ) .

801hi4., p. 173.

M1bid., p. 208.
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‘ - principle) is that in pre-categorical experience "perceptions come together
oon]y in acci@enta] order, so that no necessity determining their connection
is or can bé revealed in the perceptions themse]ves.”42 However, Kant
continues, "Experience 1is d:knbw1edge of objects through perceptions" and
thus "the relation [involved] in the manifold has to be represented in

43 Now as time itself

experience . . . as it exists objectively in time."
. cannot be perceived, the "determination of the existence of objects in

time" can occur only in the relation of those objects to time in geneﬁiﬁ
44 <
n PN

qulowing this, Kant hastily (and perhaps, as Wolff claims, unconvincmgiy45

and "therefore only through concepts which connect them a priori. 7
) -
concludes the proof by showing that the connecting concepts, being a.priori,
contain necess{gy and thus, experience has been shown to be possible only.
through a "representation of necessary connection of perception."
The rules referred to in the general Principle of the Analogies are
of threeiiqpes, corresponding to the three modes of time: duration,
succession‘and coexistence. In this chapter we shall concern ourselves
éo]e]y Lith succession in time, or causality. The Second Analogy, then,
. N seeks to prove that JATT alterations take place in conformity with the Taw
of the connection of cause and effect.“46 The proof begins with the idea,
already set out in the Principle of the Analogies, that perceptions without
a rule governing them can be arranged,so that either one or the other
. — precedes in time. That is to say, the objective relation of appearances
47 Whgt is being alluded to

.here is the distinction between the subjective time-order (or mere mental

cannot be arrived at through perception alone.

contents, to use Wolff's term) and an objective time-order (or the order

of the manifold qua representation). For the contents of the mind to be
~members of an objective order, independent of the subject, thexror.their )

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

’

’420r1tiqye of Pure Reason, p. 209. 43Ibid. _ | .
#1bid. ' Byotfr, p. 215.
. 46Cr1‘t1‘(&e of Pure Reason, p. 218.
. 1bid., p. 219.
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. noted before, Ts not to be found in the world of perception but rather in
the pure concepts of the undérstanding. Hence objectiye experience which
demands-.that we be able to distinguish.one set of appearances "from every B
other apprehension348 a demand that 1in turn requires an objective succeiiigg/,// o
of appearances, is subject to an "underlying rule which compels us-to—
observe this order."*® In other words, without -a rule, aTl succession would .
be subjective, a mere play 'of representations “re]if}ﬂﬁ/to no object.“so B
. Thus, for there to be experience, the sequence must be determined §n the
object.5] This determined‘sequence demands that, given the antecedent, the’
‘consequent must necessarily follow according to a rule. It has been shown
therefore that the law of cause and effect -- that the "preceding time

necessarily determines the succeding”52 -

- subjects our representations\to \
a law, to an objective time-order which gives to these representations their
objective status. In short, Ki;Z}s claim is that the categories are a

necessany component of experien

Having cdncluded an outline of Kant's argument in the Second Analogy,
we may now return to the qhestion posed earlier in this chapter -- in what s
relation do the categories stand to the empirical laws of nature? Are the
latter simply instances of the former or do the categories establish notﬁing
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 Principle of Cauéa]ity and

53

the special cau§p1 laws, the laws of nature?" Buchdahl sdggests a number

of possible interpretations of thé Analogy., which would result in different

.

48Cr1't1'que of Pure Reason, p. 220. 491b1‘d., p. 228, ' ( B
O1bid., p. 222.
J
5]“The object is that in the appearance. which contains the condition of this
necessary rule of apprehension." Ibid., p. 220. ¢ ’
521114, p. 225. ' - | LT
53 ' '

Gerd Buchdahl, "Causality, Causal Laws and Scientific Theory in the
Philosophy of Kant," The British Journal for the Philosophy of Science .
16 (May 1965 - February 1966):189. In the fo]]ow1ng section of the chapter
much of the analysis is informed by Gerd Buchdahl's work on the meaning

of the Second Analogy.

|
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responses to the above questions. The two central ones are: (1) an
interpretation which would hold that the "causal grip" on phenomena, as

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

54 The

necessity involved in it holds "for 'experience' and hence 'contingent’

judgements in genera1.”55 _Now this view is'not jdentical with the

“cdusality is a condition of objective experience in general."

. ’ -assertion that nature is lawlike in general.\ That is to say "the causal
‘principle is not a prinhiple which can be employed as a majbr premiss,

. 56
and whose instances are causal laws."

(2) A second possible approach,
“based on B165 0of the Deduction, where the principle of causality seems «
to show that nature in general (though not_ in its specifics) is lawlike,
~ would appear to favour a somewhat "stronger grip" 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
domain extends no further than simple objective experience -- the category
does not conétitute nature as a universe of empirical law. The second o
1nterpretat1on, on the other hand, asserts that the category does indeed
guarantee emp1r¢ca1 1awfu1ness, even though no specific laws can be
derived from it. What is at stake in these two alternatives, of course,

<is more than a limited 1nterpre£ation of’the Second Analogy. The under-

. lying issue is the relation between the categories and science -- the
whole group of questions which were set out at the beginning of ;his «
, chapter. Clearly, the answers to'those questions will depend ?n large

: ure upon whether ohe accepts thQJ”strong” or "weak" account,of the
/Xi:?ogy B « | 3.
: ¥ . |
It will bekrecallﬁd that in the Analogy Kant was concerned to show
- how, to use his own example, the cognition of a ship moving downstream
, was possipje:/'how, as Buchdahl notes (and as I have:pointed bg% earlier )
in this”éhapter), perception, the "sensory content", cannot contain in
Kant's view the objectivity of time-succession. Indeed, it is the subject

3

““\54Buchdah1 "Causality, Causal Laws and Sc1ent1f1c Theory 1n the Philosophy
. of Kant", p. .

189. -
1bid., pp. 189-90. _ ‘ ! 4

1hid., p. 190. o L
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itself which places the “perception in time.”§7 Still, despite the fact
that the perception is~placed in time by the subject, the .analysis of the
statement "A is followed by B" has hot yet been completed. In order for -
the pre—categorized ordering A'B' to become the objective sequence A-B, a
further step"is required. A‘B' will have to be determined in a necessary
way, 1ndependent1y of the subject. As this necessary determination cannot
be g1ven in perception (ggg>a posteriori sensory content) but rather,
“requires a concept, we may conclude that A'B' becomes A-B."by adding td
the former a conceptual determination; by regard1ng A'B' as determ1ned by
the causat relation. «58 The argument, then, is that A,B is an objective
» succession, not necessarily a causal one. This is to say that¥it is A'B'’
and not A-B in the Second Analogy that is related under the "concept of

. 9
causal successmn."5

It will be seen, of course, that this is the "weak"
interpretation of the Analogy -- the category yields only the oBject, not
the Tawfulness pertaining to relations between objects. Given the ambiguity
of Kant's text itself on this.point, it is legitimate to ask whether his
argument ‘requires (as opposed to mere]y allowing for) the "weak" interpre-
tation, as against the "strong"-one. Plainly, the "experiential ée&uence” ¢
must be absolutely contingent "since anything more could not be ‘given' '
experientially and would hence not be unproblematical -+ w1th the conSef -
quential destruction of the transcendental argument. 00 1n other words,
the causal concept is an essential ingredient in any empirical contingent
state of affairs. The causal concept, (therefore ‘Which brings the subjective
. 1ﬁsequence A'B' to the ob3ect1ve sgate A-B _says noth1ng about some causa]
relation holding between A and B -- the 1rrevers1b111ty estab]1shed by the
Analogy does not say that the objective sequence A-B 15 irreversible, but

rather that the perceptions A', B' are tied down in a determ1nate way . 61

—

!

57Buchdah1 ”Causa11ty, Causal Laws and Scientific Theory in the Ph11osophy
. of Kant," p. 194.

581bid., p. 195. 91bid., p. 19.

60

Gerd Buchdahl, "The Conception of Lawlikeness in Kant's Philosophy of
Science," Proceedings of the Third International Kant Congress, ed. Lewis
White Beck* (Dordrecht, Holland: D. Reidel Publishing Co., 1970), p. 153.

6]Buchdahl, Metaphysics and the Philosophy of Science, p. 650. ' ’

L.
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The uﬁdersténding Hemands, therefore, thit we view the sequence of eventsp
as contingent, a demand which would suggest that the necessity (irreversi--
b111ty of sequence) argued for in the Ana]ogy is_not between the objective,
phenomenal ewents A and B (not, in other words, a necessary causal relation).
It is, on the contrary, the anchoring of what would otherwise be a-merely
accidénia],'§ubjective seéuence in an objective time-order -- an anchoring
which makes the category of causality, employed in the field of the under-
standing, a logical ingredient of any objective event, even those which are

singular, wholly contingent happenings. Thus, while specific empirical - =

Taws must be formulated in accordance with the category of causality (as a
precondition of any experience whatsoever), that principle Jf causatiaon
cannot be seen as providing a support f@r,these Taws qua Taws. It follows
from the above that "the concept of causality exhausts its validational
stréngth in providing the notion of a sequence of states of things, as )
part of 'nature’' in the sense-defined previously [an aggregate of individual
things] . Such sequences . . . are entirely contingent . . . Whethér they
are sinstances of lawlike successions, and thus exhibit empirical lawlikeness,
is a separate question.”62 Hence, there is a distinction between trans-
cendental and empirical 1awfu1ness,63 and while the former is the necessary
condition of any objective exper1ence ord1nary or sc1ent1f1c, its domain
does not extend beyond the simple phenomenal obJect That there is an

order of nature, a systematic and "lawlike" interconnection of phenomena --
or, in different words, that experience can be a system -- the deduction of
the categories cannot establish. For there to be empirical lawfulness and

science, there is required more than the categories a]one»canxestabh’sh.G4

By way of a brief review, then, we have seen that the cohcept of
experience, while somewhat vague in Kant's works, can nevertheless be said

62Ger:d Buchdahl, ”The Relation between ‘'Understanding' and 'Reason' in the

Architectonic of Kant's Philosophy," Proceed1ngs of the Aristotelian
Society, new series 67 (1966-1967), p. 214,

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

64For similar views on the limitations of the categories, see J. D. McFarland,

Kant's Concept of Teleology (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1970),
pp. 7-8; George Schrader, "The Status of Teleological Judgment in the
Critical Philosophy," Kant-Studien 45 (1953), p. 211; Nathan Rotenstreich,

~
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to have two Histinct levels. While both require the transcendental Taws
as a necessary condition, those laws are sufficient only for the consti-
tution of tHe .phenomenal object, the contingent singular event. Thus, the
second level\ or scientific experience (experience as a system) requires
an additional xtion'. There is therefore a hiatus between the claims
of the Analytic -- oRKthe understanding -- and the requirements of science,
a gap that we must now expTore.
N o

The heart of this transition from the one level of experience to
the other, from everyday experience to gcience, is to be found in the
concept of systematization. It is Kant's argument that "systematic unity
is what first raises ordinary knowledge to the rank of science, that is,
makes a system out of a mere aggregate of know1edge."65 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."
I would like to suggest that by ordinary knowledge, Kant_means simply the
world of objective perception, and that thus systematization is required
in two related areas, the more fundamental one being the possibility 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:\¢% it is to be spoken of as

66 The second

Tawful, must be placed within a systematic body of knowledge.
area simply states the need of science to show 1ts‘part1cu1ar 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 js
correct, and if Kant has not committed a gross error, then the hiatus
betweeq‘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

Experience,and its Systematization; Studies in Kant (The Hague: Martinus
Nijhoff, 1965), pp. 96, 98.

65Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 653.

66Cf. McFariand, Kant's Concept of Teleology, p. 9.
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in the empirRCal case. Now, without anticipating thé following interpre-
tation of thesAppendix to tHe Dialectic, it can be said that reason, in

its requlative function, which is responsib1e‘f0r the‘drive to systematiza- /
tion, is also; by the same token, responsib]g for introducing empirical °
lawfulness. Kant writes: ‘

Thé aggregate of particular experiences has to be regarded as a,
system, for without this assumption total coherence under laws, .
i.e., the empirical unity of them, cannot come about. 67

Here we can see an intimation of the mutual dependence of the two principles --
lawfulness and systematicity. While this argument remains to be developed,
it may be said that the sxstematic activity of reason provides not only for
the connections between 1ahs, but for lawfulness as well -- where ofly
those uniformities which can be made part of a system of laws will be
considered as 1awfu].68 In short, therefore, I 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 fbgic of illusion, an illusion which
arises from the fact that "there are fundamental rules and maxims for the
employment of our reason (subjectively regarded as a facu1t&\of human

. knowledge), and that these have all the appearance of being objective

' principles. We therefore take the subjective necessity of a connection
of our concepts which is to the advantage of our -understanding for an

TL

objective necessity in the determination of things-in-themselves.
careful reading of this passage reveals that it is not the "rules and
maxims" themselves which give rise to illusion, but rather, their employ-
ment. Thus, the ideas of reason become transcendent (that is to say,

beyond all possible experience) when “they are taken for concepts of real

™~

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

688uchdah1, "The Relation betweene 'Understanding' and 'Reason'," p. 217.

69Cr1tigge of Pure Reason, p. 229.
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things.“70 According to Kant, however, a naturally-given power or faculty

must have a correct employment which, in the case of the transcendental
ideas, means their\immanent use. Reason's empirical or immanent empfbyment,
then, does not create concepts of objects (which presumably would be the
réification of ideas) but rather, it stands in immediate relation only to ’ ,

the understaﬁﬁing, whose concepts it orders.7]

!

&eason, Kant argues, has a natural tendency towards absolute totality.72

That absolute “totality, 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 whfle 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.7§ Reason, in other words,
when confronted with an empirical fact (or, to use Kant's term, "a mode of

nl4

knowledgéhsupplied by the understanding"’ "), seeks 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

76 Reason's attitude is

events into a system "according to necessary laws."
one of systematization, which means, for Kant, to exhibit the connection of
W77 It is the heart of Kant's
argument, therefore, that the unity which concepts héve is derived from

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

parts "“in conformity with a sﬁng]e priﬁcip]e.
this same drive towards totality results not simply in the unity of concepts, -
but in their extension, as reason seeks ever higher principles.

Now in the preceding analysis, reason is seen as uniting wha$_jsﬁi‘J
presented to it by the understanding and in this central fact about reason,

70critique of Pure Reason, p. 532. bid., px533.

721hid., p. 386. ‘ 31hid., pp. 454-55.

74Ibid., p. 556. 75McFar1and, Teleology, p. 25. o
76Critique of Pure Reason, p. 534. T1bid.

"81bid., p. 533.
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we can grasp the analogy between it and the understanding. That is,- just

as sensibility is a; object for the understanding, so too is the understanding

an "object for regson.”79 But, Kant continues, "the acts of the understanding

are, without the schemata of sensibility, undetermined: just as the unity of ~
reason is ip itself unqetermined, as regards the conditions under which, and

the extent to which, the under'standing ought to combine its concepts in

systematicfashion."80

The analogy of the schemata of sensibility in the
field of reason is the idea of reason -- the "maximum in the division and
unification of the-knowledge of the understanding under one principle."

However, it is in the nature of an analogy that it reveals, not'only similar-

'ﬂ ities, but differences as well. Thus, in the present case the "app]icatioﬁ

of the concepts of the unders%anding to the schema of reason does not yield
knowledge of the object itself . . . but only a rule or principle for the
systematic unity of all employment 6f the understanding.”81 Reason, there-
fore, is employed hypothetically and does pot attempt to extend our knowledge

"to more objects than experience can give,”82

but rather aims simply at the
"systematic unity of the know]edge of the understanding." This systematic
unity, "prescribed by reason," is a logical princip]e,83 concerned not with
ideas of objects but with the unity- of concepts alone. That reason provides
a projected unity, a regulative idea and not a constitutive one, is the
positive result of the dialecti. In other words, ;eason is here shown in |\
its useful role (as systematizing), a role which has been determined by
showing the boundaries beyond which reason cannot pass and, in“particular,
that boundary which separates thé ideas of reason employed in a manner which
claims to determine objects (constitutivé) from the regulative, ordering
function of the same ideas.

As these are a priori ideas, they require in order to be established
a solid foundation, agtranscendenta1°deddction. In the case of the categories,
the core of the deduction invo]ved démonét}ating that the categories were i

the indispensible preconditions of any experience whatsoever. Now, with the
\ t

79%ritique of Pure Reason, p. 546. 801hid.

8] - 821p4d., p. 550. o

Ib1d' ] pp- 546“47.

831pid., p. 535.

' ' . N |
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ideas of reason, such a deduction is clearly impossible, fgr whatever
lawfulnesszthey “introduce" inte experience, we can be certain that it is
not cgnstitutive of experience as such, in the same sort of way as the
categories are. Therefore, a different sort of deduction will be required
- for them, a deduction which we shall now briefly examine. )
~ rg '
~ Kant begins the deduction by distinguishing between objects given,
absolutely and those given in the idea. The concepts involved in the
" former “are employed to determine the object,” while for the latter "no-
8 That is to say that the objective
reality of objects in the idea does not consist in “referring directly
to an object." It is only, as we have noted before, a schema intended to
realize the systematic unity of the empiricat employment of reason. In

object . . . is directly given."

short, an object in the idea does not tell us how objects are actually
constituted, but rather guides our empirical research.as if the objects

"of experience were somehow derived from the object in the idea. The ideas,
therefore, "contribute to the extension of empirical knowledge" and are .
85 With the above Kant concludes
the deduction, an argument which asserts that the ideas, considered as'
regulative (object in the idea, not the object absolutely), extend empirical
knowledge, without in ény way running counter to it. As our purpose here

never in a "position to run counter to it."

is simply to establish what Kant s saying, it would serve no useful end
to atFempt to determine whether or not this is a legitimate deduction, in’
. the broad sense of that term as used to describe the deduction of the

categories.86

We can thus, I believe, consider our 'thumb-nail sketch' of
the Appendix to be complete, and turn in the final sectibn of this chapter
to an examination of what precisely the ideas of reason contribute to the
transcendental argument that the Analytic left out. '
It is a central conégptdon of the First Critique that what is
discovered empirically can never be anything more than contingent, a;d thus

87

can never yield necessity. It follows from this that no amount of inductive

a

84critique of Pure Reason, p. 550. 8 Ibid. ) o

86

Cf. Ibid., p. 121.

87For a general statement of this, see Critique of Pure Reason, p. 139.
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reasoning can give necessity to empirical laws. Thus, Kant states, thqt

"the particular.(empirical) laws of nature . . . [arel from the human point
of view contingent.“88 And again in the same_Introducgﬁon, "These [laws], )
89

as’empirical, may be contingent from the point of view of our understanding."
However, having said this, it is Kant's argument that we have to think thesgﬁﬁp
laws as necessary: ‘

‘ These rules [the "particular 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 comprehended. 90
|
\

In other words, assuming that empirica1 uniformities, in order to be something
| more than mere constant conjunction, require necessity, and given that this
{ necessigy is not empiricEW]yydiscoverab]e, Kant claims that we have to think
q these empirical Taws as necessary. Why go we have to think them as necessary?
Because otherwise they would not "constitute an order of nature." Now,
implicit in the introduction of this new term, "order of nature",. is the
distinction between it and the notion of simple "nature". The latter refers
to the unproblematic world of ordinary, objective experience -- a world
whose necessary and sufficient conditions are set outin the Analytic of the
. > First Critique. The term is thus used to denote:

. . all objects of experience; (B) the existence of these
objects considered -- qua existence -- determined according to
< universal ('transcendental') laws; (C) more specifically: simply -
this conformity to law of all objects of experience. '

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

cular ru]es."92

The same concept is also described in the First Introduction
' 93
The

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

\ ) as "experience as a system" or "exper{ence as an empirical system.

laws, is that unity ascribed to nature by reason (or, in the language
of the Third Critique, reflective judgmerit) in its quest for

3
— -~ 1

\ AN
88Kant, Critique of Judgment, trans. J. H. dernard (New York: Hafner Press,
v 1974): p. 20. -
®1bid., p. 16. Ptbid. 4 p. 21
. 91Buchdahl, Metaphysics and the Philosophy of Science, p. 499.
‘ 93

- / T 92Cf. Critique of Judgment, p. 23.
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First Introduction, pp. 14-15. ]
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totality "under a single principle." 1In sho?t, behind the ‘erm "order of

nathre", we find that notion of\a “préjectfve"94 or regulative unity set

out in Critique. Here, thenl~are‘the first tentative links between
lawfulness
That is

of nature, a demand which presupposes, in Kant's mind, that we think

n theJempirical level and the systematizing activity of reason.
¥t is reason's demand that we think nature as a system,. as an

empirical uniformities as necessary or lawful.” Specifically, there is
exhibited here the dependence of the principles, one upon the other, for *
while without the demand for an order of nature, no lawfulness would be
required, without the thinking of that Tawfu]ness, not .order of nature, no
system, would be possible. Analogously wi%h the-case of the categories,
therefore, we "inject" necessity into what would otherwise remain a mere
constant conjuction and, through this p%ocess, produce that 1awfu1nessﬁ '
which experience as a system requires: In other words, we have seen that
while reason, in its systematizing activ{ty, uses certafn maxims (e.g.
parsimony -- "no leap in the manifold of forms") to reduce and connecf_a

seemingly 1nfio%té number and variety of empirical laws, this very act of,

systematizing is in some way linked to the possibility of empirical lawful-
ness as such. What remains to be shown in greaté} detail, is the way in’
which reason in its regulative function first makes possible the existence

1

of empirical Taws.

It has.already been noted that necessity is 1ntr8duced into empirical
uniformities as a result of reason's demand for an order of. nature and
thus, in an indirect sort of way, the raison d'&tre 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

95

of nature any lawlike necessity." What is being argued fow here is a

S Rt Ludg

somewhat stronger and more clearly defined elationship between law and

94Critique of Pure Reason, p. 535; o N
o

5Buchdahl, "Causality, Causal ﬂ%ws and Scientific Theory in the Philosophy
of Kant," p. 202. A

9
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system. For instead of describing that relationship in terms of reason's
demands, there is the suggestion that anly such uniformities as can be
placed within a scientific theory -- a system of iaws -- can themselves

be referred to as laws. Now while the direct textual evidence for this
assertion is scarce, there are a number of interesting hints, particularly
jn the Introduction to the Critique of Judgment which would point to its
dccuracy. For example, Kant writes:

These laws, as empirical, may be contingent from the point of
view of our understanding; and yet, if they are to be called
laws (as the concept of nature requires) they must be regarded
as necessary in virzue of a principée of the unity of the
ﬁanifo]d¥ though it be unknown to uk.96

Again, on page 20 of the same Introduction, it is claimed that:

This transcendental concept of a purposiveness of nature . . .
represents the peculiar,way in which we must proceed in -
refiection upon objects of nature in reference to a thoroughly
connected experience.97

Or, somewhat more explicitly, "so must the judgment . . . think of nature

in respect of the latter [i.&. empirical laws] accoMing to a pr%ncip]e of

98

purposiveness. " "Finally, the understanding

. must, 1in order to trace out these empirical so-called laws,
pTace at the.basis of all reflection upon objects an a priori
principle, viz. that a cognizable order of nature is possible
in accordance with these laws.99

t

The first quote from the Critique of Judgment (page 16) is revealing

for it implies as Buchdahl points out, that,withoutnthe "principle of the
unity of the manifold" (where unity 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-lawlikeness

100

whatsoever," Thus, only those uniformities as can be embraced within a

101

system of laws can be considered as laws. The two passages from page 20

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

——— —

96 97

Cri?ique of Judgment, p. 16.

Ibid., p. 20. :
&

99 *

98 Ibid., p. 2T.

Ibid. -
looBuchdah], Metaphysics and the Philosophy of Science, p. 518.
101,

Buchdahl notes that this view_haségéen expressed in some more recent work:
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from the idea oé a system, a notion expressed st%]] more succinctly in a
prev1ous]y quoted Sect1on of the First Introduction: -

Yet particular experience which is thoroughly coherent under
invariable pr1nc1p1es, demands this sys¢ematic connection of
empirical laws as well, whereby it becomes poss1b1e for judg-
ment to subsume the part1cu]ar under the universal. . .

Hence the aggregate of particular experiences has to be regarded
as ¥ s gsté for without this assumption total Coherence under
laws, i.e. the empirical unity of them, cannot come about. 102

The final quote, taken from_page 21 of the Critique of Judgment hints at the _
mutual dependence of empirical Taws and the idea of a system. On the one
hand, we necessarify presuppose this idea in order to obtain the concept of

.empirical lawlikeness, while on the other hand, the very idea, (of a éystem)

is possible only in accordance with these laws. Again, we find a similar
approacth put forward in the First Introduction:

It [i.e..the formal teleology of nature] gives a principle for
judging nature and investigating it in search of the general
laws of particular experiences, according to which we must
posit them [the general laws] to bring out that systematic
connection needful for coherent experience, and which we have
an a priori ground for assuming. 103

Here we are told that systematic order 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 necessar} presupposition for

1

the formulation of laws. Thus, as Buchdahl notes,

The thought of lawlikeness deives us to construct theories;
and without the dynamic of reason in its .constructive employ-
ment, the concept of law would not be defined.104 To think
the emp1r1ca1 uniformities as laws entails and in turn
presupposes the systematic activity of reason.105

In the preceding analysis, it has been shown, I be]iVe, that strong, if not |,
conclusive evidence exists for the argument that: (A) the introduction of
necessity into what would otherwise be simple constant conjunctions, and

c¢f. R. B. Braithwajte, Scientific Explanation. A Study of the Function -
of Theory, Probab1]1ty and Law in Science (Cambr1dge University Press,
1953), pp. 300-3; Ernest Nagel, The Structure of Science (New York:
Harcourt, Brace & World, 1961), pp. 59-62-

103

1OZFirst Introduction, pp. 9-10.
104

Ib:id. 'Y p.‘ ]O-
- M
Cf. Critique of Judgment, pp..19-20.

]OSBuchdah1, "The Relation between"Understandind' and 'Reason‘," p.
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thus their transformation into law, is closely bound up with reason's’
demand for ”eéperjence_as'a system" or the "order of nature"; and (B)
that experience as a system refers not merely to the connection between
given empirical laws, but that sueh a system is the precondition for
empirical lawfulness as such in the sense thgt "only those putative
uniformities which can be so fitted [into a system] will be regarded as
1106 And finally, (C) a general conclusion resulting from thekentire
discussion of the Dialectic and the Third Critique: that the order of

nature as a "universe of ]and experience as a system, or in other
!

laws.

words, scientific activity, are born not out of the categories alone

(although they are certainly the ultimate precondition) but rather out

of the projectivg, systematizjng activity of reason. ’
] -

In conclusidn, therefore, I have attemptedrin this chapter to set
out the meaning of Kant's concept of experience as it is presented in the
First and Third Critiques. This part concerned itse1f only with experience
in the most rud1mentary meaning of that term -- that is, the experiencing ~
of the given, of objects. Yet even this basic sense was itself further
narrowed, solthat the central aim of the chapter was to establish the
essential conditions of any experience whatsoever, contingent or lawful,
and secondly, to show what was required over and above those essential
conditions, in order to produce exper1ence as.a system, or sc1ence The
analysis proceeded through Kant's “three fold synthes1§' but focused
primarily upon the significance of categor1es, particularly in the account
given of them in the Second Analogy. There it was argued that Kant had
not committed, as Strawson maintains, an error of "numbing grossness.”

For, it was seen that the Analogy was designed to }1e1d nothing more nor
less 'than objective, contingent experience, and not a proof -of empirical
laws of causation. The latter -- that is, empirical lawfulness 1in 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

Buchdahl, Metaphysics and the Philosophy of Science, p. 505.

AN
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| .
not exhausted in the Transcendental Deduction, but rather the '11st is
only completed when the Dialectic -- specifically, ﬁ@hson in its 1eg1t1mate
employment -- is taken into account. :And the importance of reason for
experience 1is centered around the need for a certain type of systemat1c
exper1ence The ided” of a system of nature hints at the presence of
design and of a teleology of nature, and in the next chapter of the thesis

we will turn to this topic.”

¢ 3
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SCIENCE, PURPOSIVENESS AND THEOLOGY .
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A difficulty presents itself: why should ndt nature work, not
for. the sake of something, ner -because it is better so, but
just as the sky rains, not in order to make the corn grow, but o
of necessity? - :
. Aristotle, Physics 198 -

In the preceding section of this thesis, we saw that systematic
experience, or scienfe, requires,” in addition to the categories of the
Gﬁaérstandfng, the ideas of reason. There we spoke in general terms of
the systematizing activity of reason and of the-prerequisites for a
certain sort of experience. Now we will have to be more specific. In the
fp]]éwing paragraphs, I will argue that the need for the jdeas of reason

.(as Kan;ﬁca]]s them in the First Critique) arises from the demands made
by 1ndpctive thought and secondly, that Kant equates “systematic unity"

7

with a purposive or ‘teleological ordering.

In ordér for us to be able to find concepts for given empirical
intuitions, we have to assume, Kant believes, that there is a regularity
in nature, that there is a systematic unity under]y{ng’the seemingly
infinite multitude o% empirical facts with which we are presented. Thus,

‘fthe classifigation of natural things into specific forms and the ability
K to detect "generally harmonious forms" presupposes "that nature has
observed in its empirical laws a feftain economy . . . and this presup-
_Pposition must precede all comparison, being an a priori principle of
:f;judgmenq.“ Induction depends on the gssumption of a unity in nature,
and witgout such an as§umption we could not meaningfully iqvestigate.
nature.” What pregisely is this principle? "[Thel essential principle of
judgment is: Naggﬁi spe;ifig@ its universal laws to empirical laws écco}ding
to the form of a ]ogicaf{§ystem, for the purpose of judgmgnt."3 Kant

1
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maintains that this "essential principle" leads us to the concept of

- purposiveness because that unfty whose existence depends on the "ante-

‘ cedent repHesentat1on of 1t” is the h1ghest form of unity. 4 Now ~
purposiveness in Kant's terminology, is identical with teleology so that
judgments a$ to purposiveness are, in fact, teleological Judgments.5
Thus we can say-that without the concept of te]eo]ogy induction would be \

. impossible. It is important to note here that Kant, in the Appendix to

| ” the First Critique, and the two Introductions to the Third Critique, is

i ' not offering a teleological-explanation of natural objects. It is quite

| possible, as McFarland point out, 0 that within the argument as set out*in

the Introduct1oﬂ:>purpos1ve statements would never enter into our system

of laws. In other words, that system would be one of mechanical laws,

‘where only the systematization. itself would be seen as purposive. For

there to be a system of mechanical laws, we must assume that nature is

punpos1ve for our know]edge Thus, while teleological explanation is

not emp]oyed here to explain particular events, or series of occurrences,
“tt is said to be the underpinning for the explanation, according to

VO

mechanical laws, of those events. Later, we will discover that this use o
of the concept of te]eo1ogy is linked to the actual observat%on of .
purposive “happen1ngs“ in nature. ° - -
a
In short, then, Kant seems to use the terms "systematic unity" and ’
-a "purposive arrangement gf natdre" 1nterchangeab1y.7 The systematizing
ac}ivity of* reason, therefore, consists principa}]y of the application:of

1

Kant, £irst Introduction-to the Critique of Judgmentﬂ p. 18.J1

' 2Cf. Nathan Rotenstreich, Experience and Its Systematization, p. 108;

) J. D. McFarland, Kant‘s Concept of Teleology, pp. 77, 87.
. 3Kant First: Introduct1on, p. 20. /

: 4Cf Kant Critique of Pure’ Reason, p. 560.

{

_ : Kanf, ?1rst Introduction, p. 37. 6McFar]and, Teleology, p. 90.

. -+ Tgerd Buchdahl, Metaphysics and the Philosophy of Science, p. 520. .

]
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the principle of reflective judgment (which, for the purposes of this
paper, we will understand as being synonymous with the "idea of reason"
or negu]ativé idea) to the problems raised by the demands of induction --
a |
that of an order and regularity in nature. The substance of this

principle has already been indicated -- that is, teleology. However,
.+ before examining the concept of purposiveness in greater detail, it is

first necessary to stop momentarily and attempt to determine the precise

status which Kant wants to give to the idea of teleology.
. - v 0

Perhaps the best place to begin such an examination is with Kant's
critique of what he refers to as the physico-theological argumeht. For
there we can see, I would suggest, the 'shift' that Kant wants to intro-
duce into thelboncept of te]eo1ogx. Physico-theology "is the endeavour
of reason to infer the:supreme cause of nat&re and its properties from
the purpose of déture."8 Physico-theology is thus, in point of fact, a
physico-teleology designed to show the existence of God. The gentral
points of this akgument are as follows: (]) the world exhibits 'clear signs'
of an order in accordance with a determinate purpdse. Moreover, without
such a purpose "the whole universe must sink into the abyss of nothingness.”g
Therefore, (2) we have to assume a purposiveness. But thié purposiveness
is "alien to the tﬁ%ngs of the wor]d“~wh1ch could not have come into that
co-operation on their own. They must have been designed by an ordering

10

rational being. There must be, then, a wise, intelligent and free cause.

Kant makes it quite clear that he is more sympqthetic'fo this sort og

“argument -- which he terms "whol&Some" and "useful" -~ than to other proofs

for the existence of God. ' Indeed, this approach offers certain advantages -

/

for, 'according to Kan%, it ‘aids us in reason's demand for a parsihony of
principles, it is not sélf-contradictory, nor is it ever completely
contradicted by experience. Finally, it suggests ends and purposes which

could aid tus in our investigation of nature.]] Now further on we will deal

A

8yant, Critique of Judgment, p. 286. ! ‘
9_j(ant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 519. . .
101pid., p. 521.

hl )

“Ibid., p. 519. ‘
N




34

with the theological difficulties that this argument fails to solve, but

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 objects only to the formulation of the physico-theological
claim. Though we do acknowledge the procedure, Kant writes, "we still

cannot apprové the claims which this mode of arguﬁent would fains advance

te apodeictic ce{rtainty.”]2 Specifically, of course, the claim that Kant
wants to reject is that concerning the proof of God's existence.‘~But in

- rejecting the dogmatic assertions of the physico-theological argument, Kant
wants to jettison neither the concepf of teleology nor that of an intelligent”
Author. What Kant does, then, is to effect a change 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."]3 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 unknown being by analogy . . .”]4
‘This idea, therefore, of a designing cause‘outside of the series of natural
causes has meaning insofar as it is related to the "employment of our

w1’ In other words, both the concept of purposiveness and its

reason.
corollary -- the designing Being -- are necessary ingredients for certain
forms of experience. But they are employed only on the condition that we
ascribe to them no absolute and objective validity. Their necessity lies

in the fact that specific activities could not be conducted uniess they were
presupposed. Thus their necessity pertains not to the object of which they
claim to speak, but rather the employment of our reason. That i% to say,
they are qegu]ative, and not constitutive of experience. In the F{rst Intro-
duction, Kant again sets out ard clarifies this 'shift'. The concept of
purposiveness he says there, is the “"foundation of no theory," nor does it

entail knowledge of objects.]G Teleological judgment is never anything more

O]ZKant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 520.
Bhid., p. s66. 11pid.
15

Note that in the Critique of Judgment, Kant will argue that the purposive
ordering of the world requires only a designing Being -- a "supersensible
something” as he terms it. The proof of. fhe existence of a moral deity
will be 1éft up to the ethico-theological argument.
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than ref]ective.17 From this it follows that its necessity is 'subjective'
which is to say that while nature is possible without it, specific 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 teleological
argument is not rejected in the First Critique, indeed it is describéd as
necessary. Rather, the claim that the idea speaks to the absolute object-
"ivity of its object is disputed. In the place of that claim, Kant wants

to relate the concept of teleology and a supreme designer, to the demands
of our reason, to subjective necessity. As Buchdahl writes,

This is the very core of Kant's method: the 'critical restraint',

or the insulation of the basic key-concepts of traditional

philosophy and natural theology from an ontological anchorage
A which, in Kant's eyes, does not actually have . . . any such

foundat%gns either in systematic . . . or in elementary exper-

ience. ’

This means that Kant's\objection to the physico-theological 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
validity. Te]eo]ogiqg] explanation is thereby "removed" ‘from its non-

existent ontological foundation and made free for its proper employmént as

a regulative idea. ¥

3

’ The preceding analysis has shown that the central principle underlying

the "order of nature" is that of a purposive arrangement. It has been
argued, moreover, that this principle is the precondition of systematic .
experience in general and of inductive thought in particular. Finally,

the status of the concept of teleology was determined. We noted earlier

in this chapter that Kant, in the Dialectic of the First Critique and the
Introductions to the Third Critique, speaks of purposiveness only in the
sense of a systematic unity of empirical mechanical laws. However, in the
Analytic of Teleological Judgment, Kant is concerned primarily.with organic

1 17

6Kant, First Introductipn, p. 11. Ibid., p. 43. '

2
18c¢. Ibid., pp. 44, 47.

19Buchdah], Metaphysics and the Phi]oséphy of Science. The Classical

Origins, Descartes to Kant, p. 527.
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Burposiveness -- that is, the te]eoQogica] explanation of particular
natural objects. The question can be legitimately asked, therefore, as to °
the relationship between these two arguments. The answer to this Kant
never makes entirely clear, but despite this, we can suggest one possible
solutigg\ Any system points to a "prior idea" and thus to an intelligent
cause. Systems of mechanical laws, indicate, though they do not prove,
the existence of a designing cause. But organisms tob are systems, inex-
plicable by mere mechanical laws and thus they as well would seem to point
to a rational;cguse. 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 design, or prior idea. Now with this as a
link, uniting the Introductions and the Analytic'of the Critique of Judg-

ment, we are prepared . to examine Kant's concept of purposiveress in greater
detail. K

Kant begins the Analytic by suggesting a distinction between the
type of purposiveness to 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 writes,

"subjective purpos1veness in nature, in its particular laws; in reference
tg its comprehensibility by human judgment and to the poss1b1]1ty of the

ull

connection of particular experiences in a system. When we employ this

sort of subjective purposivenss the "representation of things" is 'some-
thing in ourselves' and thus "can be quike well thought a priori.“22
Objective purposiveness, on the other hand, considers only the 'things

“of nature' and seeks the evidence for this purposiveness in the experience
tof 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. Kant, in the Analytic, is interested only in this latter

meaning of purposiveness.

Now objective purposivens; itself must be further ‘subdivided for

20

Cf. McFar]and S argument in Kant's Concept of Teleology, pp. 76-77. N

2]Kant Cr1t1que of Judgment, p. 205. 221Q1d.
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it has what Kant terms both its material and its forqa] aspects. To
illustrate this distinction, Kant uses the example of a geometrical figure.
Any such figure, he argues, exhibits a "“manifold, objective ‘inwxsiveness“

as, for example, "in reference to their usefulness fdr the solution of

23 The purposhveness embodied in

several problems by a single principle."
geometrical figures Kant refers to as "intellectual" or "formal". By this
he means that they can only be conceived of as incorporating purposiveness
in general "without any (definite) purpose being assumed as its basis, and
consequently without teleology being needed for it."24 It is intellectual
purposiveness, therefore, because 1 ‘introduce the purposivggess' -- it is
not the object which indicates to me the presence of a purposive organiza-
tion. So while the figure exhibits design and, has a number of possible
uses -- is purposiVe in general -- it requires no purpose as its grou ‘25
To see the distinction that Kant wants to make here, contrast our exp\ana—
tion of the useful, designed geometrical figure with that of a f]oﬁ?ﬁ;i, ~
pollen. Kant's claim is that to understand the latter completely, thé

explanandum has to be coupled with an "in order to" clause, eg. 'pollen

«exists in order to reproduce the particular plant species.'26 Without the

]

—1

"in order to" component such phenomena, those of a teleological sort, would
be 1nexp11cab1e But in the case of the geometrical figure, no clause of
this k1nd Js regu1red though indeed, the figure may lend itself to a
variety of "in'order to" clauses.

If, on the other hand, I happen across a neat]y arranged f]ower bed &-
a grouping of things externah to myself -- I cannot derive them a pr1or1 -
"after a rule of my own." They must be "given empirically" in order to be
known, and so cannot be a mere representationxof m1ne This is "real" or
"material" purpos1veness, and it requires the concept of a gurpose Perhaps
the same idea can best be expressed in this way: on a fundamental level, my
experience of the garden can only make sense to me if I think it as an
object whose possibility presupposes a concept, a concept of an end or

ant, Critique of Judgment, p. 208. *Ibid., p. 210. o
1bid. :
25For an interesting account of the grammar of teleological judgments, see |

Andrew Woodfield, Teleology (Cambridge: The University Press, 1976).

\
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purposet ~—That is, 1 can only account for its existence through the use
- of teQedﬁog}. S0, to be somewhat more precise about Kant's interest in
the Critique, we may say~that he wants to analyse not simply objective
purposiveness, but material objective purposes. And the outstanding
example of suéh‘p%rpdsivenss is, for Kant, organic beings.

In judgments of material purposivenss, the mind is led to that
concept by experience, And this occurs "only when we have to judge of a
relation of cause to effect which we find ourselves able to apprehend as
legitimate 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
On the one hand, the,effect may be seen "directly as an art product."

Now this effect, Kant continues, may be of two sorts.

Or, on the other hand,_it can be regarded simply as material "for the art
of other possible natural beings."” The latter is termed relative purpos-
iveness, and the former, inner purbosiveness. Relative purposiveness,
then, concerns the utility of some object for another natural being --

w28 rom the notion of

"one thing serves another as a means to a purpose.
relative purposiveness, we can see tha; for this utility to be judged an
"external purpose of nature" it must be demonstrated that the end for
which this object has been established as a means, must 1tse1f be a natural
purpose. Thus, to use Kant's example, we can see that in certain cold
countries circumstances have combined as if designed for man'Z benefit.
*The snow helps to protect his-crops, marine animals yield oil, sea

currents supply wood apd so forth. But, Kant says, "We do not see why,
gene?a]]y, meﬁ must live there at a]].“29 We cannot determine, in other
words, whether or not man's presence in these areas is a purpose of nature.
And failing this, how are we able to say that the snow, currents, reindeer,
etc., have been placed ;here°in order to serve man? Relative purposiveness,

therefore, has two re]afed characteristics. Thg:first is that such 6bjects

-~

Ibid., p. 274.

2lgant, Critique of-Judgment, p. 213. 29

‘1

29Kant, Critique of Pure Reason,«p. 215.
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are not "purposes in their own right" -- they are only contingently

connected.to this purposiveness.30

This is the case because they are
judged to be purposive only with respect to some other object. 1In addition,
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 ‘
"mere 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 themselves

31 Thus, while relative purposiveness may hint at natural

are contingent.
purposes, it justifies "no absolute teleological judgment." This is to
say that the external relation holding between means and ends can only be

judged as being hypothetically purposive. Clearly, then, this is not the

best p]aée-to begin one's search for signs of a designed nature, though,
as will be shown further on, the discovery of organized beings "compels"
the assumption’ of a designed whole of nature, and this, in turn, lends
support to the "relative" type of te]eologicg] explanation. Now given
that the contingency of relative purposiveness was bound up with the fact
tth 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 "absolute purpose" -- a
step towards this more solid foundation will have been taken.

That sort of object.which is purposive in 1tsé]f, Kant terms a :
“natural purpose". A natural purpose is "both cause and effect of itse]f."32
- Now in order to understand what Kant means in this rather terse definition,
it might be useful to contrast it, as he does, to "products of art" on the
one hand and effective causality oh the other.. The classic example of an
"art product" 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. McFarland, Teleology, pp. 99, 112; Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. 214.

3]Ke\nt, Critique of Judgment, p. 224.

— ' Fs

321pid., p. 217. -
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produce effects according to ideas .

f 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
art{ficer external to the object, and thus, "“. . . only the concept of ;
such an object . . . could contain the causality for such an éffect.”34
Natural purposes, however, function without the causality of concepts, -
though as we shall see momentarily, Kant never entirely disgards the notion
of a non-human designer for the understanding of organisms. The central
point, then, in the contrast between natural purpbses and products of art
is that while the Tatter are directly dependent on the causality of concépts,
the former appear to be self-subsistent. What self-subsistence means can
‘ perhaps best be illustrated_by introducing the second half of our contrast --
that between the.peculiar form of causality embodied in érganism; and
effective causality. Effective causality is a "connection constituting
an ever progressive series (of causes and effects), and things which as
\ effecté/presuppose others as causes cannot be reciprocally at the same
time causes of these."35 But, Kant claims, we can imagine another sort of
causal combination, a combination which is both progressive and regressive.
Here, the effect may, "with equal propriety,’ be the "cause of that of
which it is an effect." In other words, in a combination of "final causes,"
there is a reciprocal relationship of cause and effect. This contrast
between effective and final causality enables us to see ‘what Kant means
when he speaks of the self-subsistence of organisms. On the one hand, an
organized being is not a mere art product owing its production and repro-
~duc£ion to an external cause. On the other hand, it is not simply a

moment in a "one-directional" -- a progressive -- causal order. The
organism belongs to a progressive/regressive causal combination -- it is,
N as Kant says, ". . . an organized and self-organizing being . . . an

~ organized being is then not a mere machine, for that has merely moving
, /power, but it possesses in itself formative power of a self-propagating
kind."36 Oﬁganisms, in other words, present us with a radically different
type of system. They are amenable neither to mechanical nor to 'artistic'
__ explanation. A body is to be described as having a natural purpose if it

[ |

33 ¥1pid., p. 217.

Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. 220.

S1bid., p. 219. | ®1bid., pp. 220-21.




41 '~
"produces a whole through its own causality," in which every part is
reciprocally ends and means, and in which nothing is in vain. Moreover,

-a natural purpose is one which exists without the “causality of the .

coﬁtept% of rational béings external to itself." Now, as McFarland points
out, this claim raises some difficulties for Kant. For, as we noted

before, all systems appéar to demand a designer. But here, Kant is \\\
asserting that organisms are natural purposes précise]y because they do

not depend on an a priori idea. Is it possible, therefore, for Kant to
entirely eliminate no@ions of intention from his discussion of organisms? *
And if he disposes with the idea bf design, or intention, how can he deal
with what organisms "are to be"? - ’

What they (i.e. organisms) are to be seems to determine in some _
way the 1ines along which their parts develop; and, as it stands,
this featare of organisms appears to have been an utter mystery

to Kant. 37

Kant responds to this difficu]ty in the following manner:

For a body . . . which is to be judged in itself . . . as a
natural purpose, it is requisite that its parts mutually depend
upon one another both as, to their form and their combination
and so produce a whole by their own causality, while conversely
the concept of the whole may be regarded as its cause according
to a principle (in a being possessing a causality according to
concepts . 38

The sense of this passage may become somewhat clearer if we recall that a
few lines-prior to the above guotation, Kant states that the "idea of the
whole" 1is not, the cause of the combination of the parts -- "for then it
would Be an artificial product" -- but rather, this idea is the “ground

of cognition, for-him who is judging it." These two statements, taken
together, x&e]d the conclusion that Kant, in order to~solve the difficulties
raised above, has to emp]oy the concept of a designer, albeit on the
regulative level -- “the concept of the whole may be regarded as its ‘cause.
The only option avaw]ab1e to him, McFarland observes, was "to appeal to a
Qoss1b1e intention 1n the mind of a possible being" who des1gns organisms. 39
Organisms, then, differ from ‘artistic systems' in that design and intention

40

are not central to the exp]anat1og of them. They resemble the latter,

X

-

37McFar1and,¢Teleologx, p. 106. 38Kéﬁt, Critiqué of Judgment, p. 220.
39McFar1and, Teleology, p. 106. ¢
40

“Despite this solution, difficulties still remain in Kant's argument. For,
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however, inasmuch as they require at least the possibility 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-
tiés raised by a future whole which determines the actions of presently
existing parts. Now before discussing the implications of organic teleology
for other uses of teleology, it is first necessary to examine the import
of Kant's argumenté on natural purposes for the explanation of nature.

- ! ,
. The obvious conclusion of the preceding analysis is that certain
sorts of natural objects -- organized beings -- cannot be explained in purely
mechanical terms. "It is indeed quite certain that we cannot adequately
cognize, much less explain, organized beings and their internal possibility

according to mere mechanical principles of nature."4]

There will never be,
Kant claims, a Newton who can make comprehensible to us a B]ade of grass
without employing the idea’of design. Consequently, in respect to such
objects, mechanical explanation must be made subordinate to the te]eo]ogica1.42
So here we find th&f the impression given in the First Critique -- that the
world can be investigated using only mechanical principles -- is inaccurate.
The idea of purpose is necessary on at 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 not "exhaustive of our ‘experience of the wor1d."*3  The invest-
igation of nature in general, then, requires that we presuppose a design,

and biological inveéstigations, in particular, depend on te]gp]ogyf Indeed,

/ \ :
~ as will be noted further on in this chapter, the idea of a designing
architect is said by Kant to underlie all purpos1ve exp]anatwons However,
“when one wants td use the notion of purposiveness in natural science --
for the explanation of natural products -- we must cleanse it of every
aeolog1ca] idea. This difficulty could well reflect the "middle ground"
which teleology occupies in Kant's system -- it is, properly speaking,
neither a part of natural science nor of theology, yet it is involved:*
with both. .We may conclude by saying that while explanation through
design ultimately depends on the idea Qf a designer, when.we employ that -
sort of explanation in specific fields, and in order to gain a limited
comprehension of certain objects, it is legitimate to consider that design

- as originating in nature.

41

{
\

42

Kant Critique of Judgment, p. 248. Ibid.

43McFar]and, Teleology, p. 135.
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in the latter, it is difficult to see in what sense teleo]ogica] ideas

are not constitutive, rather than regulative. Certain objécts are only
possible when understood te]eo]ogica]]y44 and thus, though Kant never
suggests this himself, ideas of purpose seem to play a role not unlike ~°
that of the categories.45 The question which naturally arises at this
point is whether or not there 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 which

Kant allegedly set out in the Critique of Pure Reason?

As Buchdahl notes, Newton himself was .aware of purposive explana-
tion though he never attempted to resolve the apparent contradiction
46 Kant on the hand 1is
intent upon resolving it. The determinant, or constitutive, judgment,

between mechanical and teleological analysis.

Kant says, does not have to find principles for itself -- rather, it merely

subsumes things under given universal laws. It has no autonomy, anp 50
is in no danger of encountering an antinomy of its own. The reflective
judgment however has to discover principles, or maxims, for itself and
between these maxims conflict can arise.47 -The two maxims .which seem to
contradict one another are the following: N

A1l production of material things is possible according to merely
mechanical Taws; [and] Some production of material things is not
possible according to merely mechanical laws. 48

The wording of these propositions is important fQ& Kant's solution. For
they claim to speak of the objects themselves -- they claim, in other words,
to he constitutive. If we rephrase these maxims so that they now concern
how we must judge nature, the conflict, Kant claims, disappegrs. The

rephrasing of the propositions then, amounts to saying that "I must always
reflect" according to one or the other of the propositions. The mechanical

44It should be noted, however, that natural purposes as products of nature

demand some element of mechanical explanation without which they would
not be natural. Cf. Critique of Judgment, p. 271.

45This point is made by George Schrader, "The Status of Teleological Judg-

ment in the Critical fhi]osophy,” Kant-Studien 45 (1953): 226.

4GBuchdaM; Metaphysics and the Philosophy of Science,.p. 485; Newton,

Optiks, Question 31.
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and teleological standpoints can coexist so jong as they are taken to be

-

regulative statements. Neither maxim takes absolute precedence over the
other, although Kant maintains that we ﬁust first exhaust the possibilities
of mechanical explanation before resorting to a purposive approach. But

once these limits have been reached, we should make use of the teleological
analysis. This is not to say that ‘natural purposes are not possible in
accordance with mechqnica] principles, for that would be a constitutive Vo~
assertion, but rather we say that for human reason, such natural purposes
demand Fhat we view them accord1ng to a system of purposes. 49 The solution
to the antinomy which Kant puts forward here will, of course, be recogn1zed
as being a typically Kantian move. That is, we take propos1t1ons, apparepp]y
in conflict, and demonstrate that‘ghat conflict resides not in the substance
of the assertion as such, but in tﬁe sort of claim that it pretends to make!
We reveal the compatibility of the maxims by freeing them from 'their' .
supposed ontological {constitutive) foundations. A second solution to the.
antinomy, and one which we can only briefly mention here, is the idea of

a supersensible substrate ". . .[I7t is at least possible," Kan%ﬂwrites,
"to consider the mater1a] worid as mere phenomenon and .to think as its

50

substrate something Tike a th1ng in itself." In this "supersensible

real ground.for nature," teleology and -mechanism do not conflict. The
ground for their compatibility, then, resides in neither of the maxims but

in a transcendant, indeterminate concept of the supersensib]e.s1 The fact

. that they have this common ground indicates, however, nothing more that

the compatibility of the p?opositions. When we come to judge nature, both
are kept distinct -- they cannot be employed to explain the same object.
The supersensib]é substrate, then, which provides the cdmmon ground is the
intelligent cause -- a regulative and indeterminate idea introduced to
allow for a te1eo1og1ca] vocabulary which Kant considers necessary. That
this approach is also a classical Kantian responseany be seen by comparing
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 appearéhces as abso]uté,\

47Kant, Critique of Judgment, pp. 232-33. 481b1d s P 234
50 51

1bid., p. 235.

Ibid., p. 257. Ibid., p. 263.
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‘ but rather recognhized their "intelligible gmund."52 The contradiction
‘between freedom and causality -- and that between teleology and meqhénism -~

4,15 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 appearé that Kant wants to offer two solutions to
the Ant1nomy one, the placing of both purposive and mechanical forms of
exp]anat1on on the regulative plane, and the other, the postulating of a

' (regu1at1ve) supersensible substrate uniting the two. Which solution is
uppermost in Kant's mind is difficult to determine. However, we shall see
further on in tRis thesis that the indeterminate idea of such a substrate
comes to be of increasing importance for the teleological standpoint.

For the moment, suffice it to say that to the extent that te1e01ogy
is employed by the natural sciences, it makes no mentaon of the supersen-
sible. Experience provides ‘us with evidence of natural purposes But not
of intention. The design wh1ch we perce1ve in nature is to be attributed,

53

therefore; to nature itself and not to a Supreme Arch1tect Thus, for

the internal principles of natural science, the concept of the supérsensible

e . is not to be employ ,? Now while 1t is.fairly clear what sort of purposive

standpo1nt is to b adopted by the person investigating nature, it is not
ent1re1y plain in what relationship this viewpoint stands to natural §cience.
In other words, is teleology -- pﬁrged of all religious overtones -- %o
become an inteéfal part of scientific inquiry, or will it always 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 noted
| that the idea of design is essential for scientific activity -- that is,
i ‘ for thé possibility of a unified body of empirical laws and, more funda;
| mentally, for induction. -It has also been shown that teleology is necessary
‘for the understanding of certain natural forms, organisms: This is to say
that for the science of biology, teleology is required: '

« . . . [The] dissections of plants and animals, in order to 1nvest—
igate their structure and to find out the reasons, why and for what

. ) ) 52(;1”.: Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 466-67.

?3Kant, Critique of Judgment, pp. 229-30. Lo g\
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end such parts, . . . and just such an internal form have .
been given them, assume as 1nd1sputab1y necessarg the maxim
that noth1ng in such a creature. is vain. . .

Kant adds to this statement the assertion that biologists can as little
do without this te1e010g1ca1 principle as can "universal natural science"”
do without the idea that nothing happens by chance. This would seem to”
support Schrader's c]aing\referred to earlier, that the concept of teleo-
logy is made, in certain fields, to occupy a position similar to that
which the categories hold for nature 1in general. However, despite the
importance that Kant appears ‘to be granting to teleology in the above
quote, there can be no doubt that, in his mind, it is still regulative.
Indeed, jn that same passage, he describes it as a "guiding thread" -- a-

term which, as we shall sée°momentari1y, he uses when he wants to distin-

,gﬁ%sh teleology from 6;tura1 science. The fact, then, that teleology

remains regulative provides us with a clue as to the relationship between
the physical sciences and_teleology. Naturél science, Kaht writes,

"needs determinant and not merely reflective principles in order to-supply
objective grounds for natural effects.”55 Teleology, therefare, cannot
belong to the "doctrine of natural science." Moreover, teleology does not
extend our knowledge of nature. Nothing is gained, Kant believes, for the
"theory of natureJ” by regarding nature as purposive. To speak of nature
in teleological terms is a useful and, in some cases, seemingly necessary
("seemingly" because we can never ru]e out the possibility of mechanical
explanation, even of organisms), but this talk remains nothing more than
description ”drawn up in accordance with a particular guiding thread. uo6
Having said this, we should be wary of minimizing the role of teleology

in Kant's understanding of science: Teleology is necessary for the reaéons
Qegtribed above, though this necessity 1is not‘of the same order as that
pertaining to the categories. In the-latter case, nature would not be
possibie without the categories while in the former, certain types of
thoughf depend on our presuming this'principle. The direction of Kant's
writings on teTeology, far from being intended to reduceits importance,
is, on tbe/ggiirary,ldes1gned to set it on a solid foundation. Such a '

/ ,
54 1hid., p. 266.

ant, Cr1t1Que of Judgment, p. 223.
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found1ng means, for Kant, the "critical purging" of our conceptions. This
in turn means that the domains bf}natural science’ and purpos1ve explanation,
while they cooperate with one another, must nevepthe]ess be kept distinct.
-The failure to maintain these boundaries leads, as Kant had shown in the
Dialectic to the First Critique, to dialectical illusion. The relation-
sh1p then between science and teleology -- as described by Kant "-- should
not be seen as an attempt to reduce the significance of te]eo]ogy, but
rather as an effort to demonstrate its limits. And these limits are that
it is a methodological, regulative principle for the investigation of nature.
In-the preceding pages we have sét out Kant's concept pf teleology as it .
coexists with scientific activity. ’ We have seen that it is a necessary
pr1nc1p1e for induction, for a unified system of laws and for biology.
But there is more than this to his idea of teleology. We began by discussing
te]eo]ogy and science, ahd ‘we shall conc1ude this section by ‘showing how
that natural teleology impels us towards religious and moral thought. That
this thesis should take that path is, of course, no°accident,nfor Kant
imself saw teleology as a possible bridge between the theoretita] and .
practical spheres, between the phenpomenal and supersensible. éut this latter
aspect will have to wait until the next section.
’ \.

Orgénized beings, given that"their possibility can only be conceived

according to the principles of teleology, provide, Kant believes, objective

reality to the concebt of a purpose of hature.57

But natural purposes point
to ﬁore than the objective reality of purposiveness. They prov1ue evidence
that the whoLe of nature has been te]eo]og1ca11y organized, " L . [This]
concept (of natura] purposes) leads necessarily to the idea of collective
naturé as a system in accordance with the rule of purposes, to which idea
all the mechanisms of nature must be subordinated."58 The "principle of

reason" which is employed when speaking of the purposiveness of the whole

- of nature is that everything in nature is "good for something"; nothing is

in'vain in"it. Thus, through the evidence provided by organisms "we are \
justified, nay called upon, to expect of it [nature] and its laws nothing
that is not purposive on the who]e.“59 Now the principle which Kant is 7
" -
57 N

Kant, Critique of Judgmént, p. 222. >SIpid., p. 225.

1bid., p. 226. - N | ..
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introducing hére is different from that used in the investigation of
organisms. And the sense of this difference is captured in the phrase ..
“good for something." We have returned, in other words, to the idea of
external or relative pdrposivehess. As was noted earlier in this section,
external purposiveness is hypothetical for Kant -- it giveg no basis for
an absolute teleological judgment. This is so because although we may
believe that some object is a means for another object, we ate not en-

‘titled to describe that first object as being relatively purposeful unless
the object to which it is of use is an objective purpose of nature. In

/—"‘1

short Kant"s argument is set out in the following manner: we know w\th

certa1nty of internal or natural purposes, of purposiveness in & ]
of nature. And since it would be unreasonable to acknowledge the purpos-

. iveness of the parts, but not of the whole of nature, we are forced to

assume the purposiveness of the who]e.60 Nothing, according to this view,
is in vain in nature; evéfytning has‘its use, is good for something. That
is, relative teleology is a legitimate and necessary form of explanation,
and it derives 1ts strength, not so much from the direct evidence-for it,
as from the c1rcu1tous reasoning, that what is true of the parts must be
true of the whole. ,D .

©
]

Nevertheless in order for relative teleology to be more firm]y
grounded, the prev1ous]y ment1oned difficulty will have to be solved: nature
can never reveal a simple obJect as the end of a process of relative purpos-
1veness precisely because we can never.say with certa1nty that that object

‘1t§e1f is a purpose of nature. How can'we say, to refer back to Kant S
/eyﬁmple quoted above, that the inhabitants of Lap1and, who are apparent]y

sérved by the naturally- pnbvided abundance of animals and driftwood, are
p]aced there purposefully? Exper1ence could certa1n1y not provide any

prohf for this. And if we cannot speak of their be1ng there as an objective
purpdse, what reason do we have to describe the dr1ftwood and animals as
re]at1vemgurngigs7 That abundance would have been there had the region been

totally empty and the fact that men had the good fortune to chance upon such.
an area can hard}y be taken as evidence for the designédness (in a relative
& .

60Kant Critique of Jdggment p. 225; Cf. Kant, "Idea for a Universal History

from a Cosmopolitan Point of View," On History, ed. & trans. Lewis White
Beck (New York: Library of L1beraf Arfs,aI97E;, p. 20.
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sense) of the products to be found there. Thus, Kant argues that for the
assert1on that a thing is a purpose of nature "we require, not merely the
concept of a possible purpose, but the knowledge of the final--purpose '
61 A final purpose, Kant defines as “"that purpose
which needs no other as the condition of its possibﬂity.“62 Such a

(scopus) of nature."

purpose, because“it\i§Ngg; conditioned, cannot be-found in nature. There

is nothing in the sensible world wh1ch is not conditioned and S0, if there
is a final purpose, it will not be found in the unending serigbé of cause

and effect which constitutes nature. Thus, our te1eo1og1ca]§ow]edge
based on the observation of nature will not be sufficient to prov1de ‘us
with an idea of the final purpose of creation. Nature, qua\sens1b1e domain,
does not contain final purposes and so "this requires a reference of such
knowledge [of final purposes] to something supersensible . . . for the
purpose of (the existence of) nature‘must itself be sought beyond n ture."63
Natural purposes, then, compel us to seek the ground for ‘the collective
unity of nature wnigh in turn demands that we determine”the final purpose
of creation. Scientific inquiry ultimately compels us to search for the
9Supersensible grodnd of nature. From genera, and the external un1form1ty
o# the world, a clue is givei to us as to the ultimate design at work in

it. 64 Now the final purpose is not man qua sensible being, but rather man
as a moral agent. However, man's practical freedom is not within the
scope of physico-teleology and so the discussioh of it, as it relates to

“final burﬁoses, will be reserved for the following chapter. It is important,

*y

though,- to note that the teleological investigation of nature leads us to
(and 1n the case of the supersensible, also presupposes) the ideas of final
purpose and the supersensible. The former it canpot prov1de at all, but
nevertheless, it requires it. The latter always remains indeterminate,
when we restrict outselves to nature. It impels us towards these ends, and
éives us hints about them, but it can go no further. Physico-teleology is
a propaedeut1c to, and a useful companion for, ethico-theology, but they

should never be iconfused with one another. 65 . p

61 s . 62, ]
Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. 225. Ibid., p. 284.

®31bid., p. 225; Cf. Ibid., p. 276. 41bid., p. 237.

651hid., p. 292. “
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While the sfgﬁificance of the supersensible (God) for the teleo-

logical argument will only become clear when we examine Kant's teach1ng
on eth1é§ theology, it is necessary, at this-point, to return to the

/ problem of the relationship between physical teleology and theo]ogy. Fo
though Kant does not wholly dispense with the idea of a designer -- indeed,
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 ade-
quate for the propf requ1rements of the latter. ) -

In our account of Kant's 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 regd]ative device. A more detailed, though _
fundamentally similar, argument is presented in the Critique of Judgment.
Kant writes, "le: can place at the bas1s of .the possibility of these
66 Underlying

natura]rpurposes nothing else than an intelligent Being."
natural purposes there must be a supreme intelligent cause, *existing out-
side of nature.67 Here we are not judging as to the truth or falsity of
the proposition that a "being acting according te design" lies at the basis
of nature. Rather, we are maintaining that, given the constitution of our
faculties, we must jhdge nature according to that principle. But now if
the teleology of nature leads us this far -- to the regulative idea of a
Supreme Architect -- why is natural theology merely a "wholesome illusion"?
Kant's response 4s that if by deity we mean nothing more than simply "an
intelligent being thought by us, of which there may be one or more" and if’
we do not hesitate to arbitrarily supply what is defigjent”?e‘that 'proof',
then we may grant the possibility of a/gg;upa%/fﬁéb1ogy.68 In other words,

the data and princip]e;_fgr/ﬂe;ermiﬁfﬁg this supreme cause are derived
from experience, and no property of that cause can be determined (by

natural teleology) using principles other than those obtained in experience.

With the data supplied to us in experience, ". . . nothing remains [of the
Deity] but ‘the concept of a supersensible something which contains the

66Kant,'Cr1'tique of Judgment, p. 248. -~ €7Ibid., p. 265,
68

Ibid., p. 288.

""x’
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ultimate ground of the world of sense, but which does not furnish any

knowledge . . . of its inner constitution."®?

This supreme designer

might, as Kant argues, be without wisdom and its effects could be attri-
buted to: the necessity of its own nature. (Kant probably has Spinoza's
concept of "Substance" in mind here.) d4ence, physical teleelogy is not
adequate to the*concept of a-wise, moral Godx7 The purposiveness that

we d1scover/1n nature impels us to a theology inasmuch as it:iindicates

a supersensib]e ground for nature but it cangot produce one. That this

is the case is evident, for Kant, in the fact that nature can never

" reveal the "inner characteristics" of this Architect. We are only capable
of thinking -- within our experience of nature -- a "supersensible some-
thing," indeterminate in its qualities. There is, however, the possibility
of an objective proof of a Deity's existence, though this proof is not
developed in the course of physico-teleological inquiry but rather in the
examination oﬁ final purposes and moral aétivity. This proof, therefore,
will be discussed in the following section. For the time being, it is ~
sufficient to note that natural theo]ogy pushes us towards then]ogy,

though u1t1mate1y its arguments are deficient, requ1r1ng final confirmation

a

from outside, sources. ~

In conclusion, then, we have seen that the Third Critique makes °
clear the role that the ideas of reason are to play in Kant's sysem. Far
from being convenient fictions, the regylative pr1nc1p1es -- and in parti-
cular that of teleology -- are crucial features of four areas of thought, -
o%\which only the latter two concern us here: as the foundation for
inductive thought, in %orma] purposiveness (for example, geometry), in
the biological sciences, and finally in the explanation of the whole. The
direction of Kant's argument only becomes clear when we recognize the
connection petween these 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
2£ nature as a whole -- we are driven towards the idea of a supersensible

£

69

Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. 318,

"O1hid., pp. 329, 290.
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ground, different from the vague "supersensible something" demanded by
natural teleology, but, still, linked to it. The internal logic, as it
wer'e,dmc science leads us beyond nature to theology.




CHAPTER IV

THINGS OF FAITH

In the Critique- of Pure Reason, Kant spoke of reason's search

for a "systematic self-subsistent whole," and of its natural drive to

find a firm foot1ng,beyond the bounds of experience. 1 It was this

desire, of course, wh1ch when dogmatically pursued, led to the antinomies,
whose rEsolut1on consisted, as Kant commented in the Second Critique, in
showing that the supersensible could be thought without coming into )
conflict with the claims pf experience.z‘ Not only is the supersensible,
the concepts of freedom, immortality and God, something which reason
naturally desires but it\is, in fact, the ultimate aim of all 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-
sensib]eiﬁin the "things of faith" and particularly in the supersensible

"basis of the unity of nature and freedom.4 “And of special significance

to us will be the way in 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 two previous chapters of this thesis attempted to show the
progression, in Kant's analysis, from the most rudimentary elements of
experience through systematic experience or science to teleology. In
the discussion of the latter concept, it was noted that here reason seeks
to lead us beyond experience to the supersensible and that while. teleology
allows for or even ggggg? a "supersensible something" it is ﬁncapable of
a more fruitful exploration of that realm. 'Physica1 teleology, that is

93
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to say, requires that we determine the original ground of the purposes

¥
\ <

]Kant, Critigue of Pure Reason, pp. 629-30.

2

Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, trans. Lewis White Beck (New York:
Library of Liberal Arts, 1956), pp. 3, 6. :
3Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 631; Kant, Critique of Judgment, p.
325. ‘

4

Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. 12. o

——

5Note the 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: "In respect of all three [i.e. the

supersensible ideas] the merely speculative interest of reason is very
small . .. ." (Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 631).40n the other hand,”
different passages, perhaps of a later date, suggest a strong interest:
"The speculative interest of reason makes it necessary to regard all

order in the world as if it had originated in the 'purpose of a supreme
reason." (Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 560; emphasis in the

original). In his more mature writings -- What is Orientation in Thinking?
and theThird Critique -- the importance of this idea is stated in firm and
unequivocal language. Reason has a positive need for the concept of an
Author in order to fully comprehend design in nature (see What is Orienta-
tion in Thinking? trans. Lewis White Beck in Kant's Critique of Practical
Reason and Other Writings in Moral Philosophy, ed. Lewis_White Beck [Chicago:
Chicago Un1vers1ty Press, 19497, p. 298; Kant, Critique of Judgment; p. 292).
This change in emphasis may be seen in the greater s1gn1f1cance granted to
the teleological understanding of nature,.both as a whole and in specific
organized beings, in the later works. In the Critique o Pure Reason,

this sort of explanation is largely absent or is only briefly touched upon
{cf. the section therein on physwco -theology, pp. 642-43, and pp. 559-61.

The last reference, though brief, is quite suggestive of the type of argu- ./
ments that will appear in the Critique of Judgment.), whereas in the Third
Critique, it gains a status which, on occasTon, appears to equal that of -
mechanical causality -(Kant, Critique of Jldgment, pp. 234-45). The purpose
of this chapter, it should be remembered, s not to chart -any such change

ih Kant's thought, though I suspect that a change of the sort indicated

,did occur. To establish with certainty the direction and extent of this

deveTopment would be extremely difficult, as many of the ideas which, in
the critical period, emerge fully only in the late essays, were part of
Kant's pre-critical philosophical work -- for example, the idea of teleo-
Togy in Considerations on Optimism and The Only Possible Ground for the \
Deionstration of the Existence of God. Thus, the quest1on as to whether
they were simply omitted in the early critical writings, in favour of
more- urgent concerns, or, for a time actually reJected, is one beyond the
scope of this thesis.

b
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. of nature, but it itself is capable of supplying us‘with only ‘a defective
-representation of that ground6 -- defective,, as was noted earlier, pre- ~
cisely because the theoretical 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 the"
natural course of reason, not only because .the-1imits of experience are
defined working, as it were, from within but also because physico-teleo-
logy is'the reasonable propaedeutic to moral theology:

The former {physico-teleology) naturally precedes the latter
- (moral theology). For if we wish to infer_-a world cause
teleologically from the things in the world, purposes of nature
must first be given, for which we afterward have to seek a
final purpose and foy this the principle of the causality of
\ this supreme 'cause. ‘

In conclusion, then, we are led by reason to the béundaries of experience.
But boundaries presuppose a space enclosing and outside of that one con-

fined place. A boundary therefore is ". . . somethingzpositive, which
belongs to that which lies within as well as to the space that lies without
8

the given content."

<

- %
Now this space which "lies without", the supe}sensible realm, is an
area of "impenetrable darkness" and thus the problem becomes one of dis-
covering an adequate guide to it aﬁd a measure of certainty with reference
‘ " to what is encountered within it. If, for example, one finds oneself in a
darkened room, the lpcation of the contents of which are already known to
" oneself, one can, using the position of those objects and one's subjective .
sense of left and right, orient oneself in that room. Without this sub-
jective sense, the darkness would indeed remain impenetrab1e.9 Similarly,

6Kant, Critique of Judgment, pp. 289-90. ‘ '

7Ib1d s P '287. This does not mean, though, that the moral proof of God's

existence requires physical te]eology On the contrary, the moral argu-
ment is both stronger than that from design in mature, and self-sufficient.
Kant goes so far as to suggest that our knowledge of the purposes of nature
requires that we assume man as the final purpose of nature, and thus, the
existence of a moral Author (cf. Critique of Judgment, p. 296) But it
will be shown further on in this thesis that they complement and support

. - one sanother.

8Kant, Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, Revised 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
d iﬁse1f‘beyond all possible experience, employs for that purpose
a-subjecfive principle of reason, a felt need of reason.: And this is
/ necessarily the case, sizﬁé”Tﬁ‘that realm, reason has available to it
10

neither objects of intui

n nor "d@f1n1te maxims according to objective
10
u

grounds of knowledge. Thus, reaspn s assent\1n this realm is determined
' 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 gf_fhith.]] But this is not to 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
canm finally become knowledge through gradual supplementation by more

12

= grounds of the samé\kind.“ It remains to be decided then in what

precisely this "felt need of reason" consists.
Mény supersensible things can be thought, Kant writes, for which
. reason feels no need whatsoever. But in the case of some supersensible
concepts, for example, the idea of God, there is a definite requirement
to assume it. And this need is twofold: on the one hand, theoretical
and‘on‘the other, practical. The former need, having been discussed at
some length in the previous chapters, can only be briefly reiterated here:
without presupposing an inte]]igéht author, no comprehensible g}ound“fbr
the manifest design and order of nature is possib]e.]3 Thus, while, we
could never prove that such design would be 1mpossib1§ without an author, /
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
@ certain. Here the need "is unconditional; we are compelled to presuppose—
; ' the existence of God not just if we wish to judge but because we must _

9 10

Kant, What is Orientation in Thinking?, p. 295.
‘1

Ibid., p. 296. j"
Ibid. , p. 300; Idem, Critique of Judgment, p. 321.

]zldem,'What is Orientation in Thinking?, p. 300.

\ N _
® 1bid., p. 298. ° ‘ _
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147 e must, that is, adopt tHe idea of God because the.possibility

of the highest good, which is required by the moral law, demands it. This

judge."

latter employment of the idea of God is its use as a postulate. And postu-

1a%es, in Kant's account, have a higher status than hypotheses, i.e. ﬁopim‘on

based on subjective grounds sufficient to assert, because one could not

expect any ground besides a subdective one for explaining given effects, and

yet reason sth11 needs some ground of exp]anation."]s . ’ o
Thus,” the most fruitful line of inquiry into the supersensible will

be that which is guided by the practical need of reason. And this is so,

not only 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 conéept of God

begin with things known to us, with the familiar objects in Kant's ihage of

the darkened room. Theoretical reason begins with the requirements of

_science in general (for the systematic connection of laws) and natural

phenomena seemingly explicable only through the use of teleological principles.

Fa

]4Kant, Orientation in Thinking, p. 298. Notice that in this passage, Kant

adds no qualification to the certainty that arises out of practical need.
However, in the Critique of Practical Reason, Kant appears to reduce the
difference between the theoretical and pra@%ica] 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 Godl is
impossible according to universal laws of nature (only), i.e. show this
by objectively sufficient reasons." (Critique of Pure Reason,>p. 150).

]SIdem, Orientation in Thinking, p. 300. Kant, in the Second Critique,
describes the concept of God, in its use according to a theoretical need,
as a "most reasonable opinion for us men" (Critique of Practical Reason,
p. 147). These descriptions of the idea of a Deity as "mere opinion" are
somewhat difficult to bring into line with the Third Critique, where teleo-
logical explanation is held to be impossible without the concept, albeit an
indeterminate one, of an intelligent Author. It might be argued though no
completely satisfactory evidence could be adduced for this point, that
these works (Qrientation in Thinking and the Second Critjque) show the
movement of Kant's thought away from the neglect of natural teleology and
its corollaries in the First Critique and towards the importance.granted
to that concept in the Tast Critique. Another possibility is that when
Kant describes the idea of God, arising from a natural teleology alone,
as<a mere "reasonable opinion" he is employing, not the vague supersensible
something which teleology does require, but rather the notion of a moral
Author. If that were the case, it would indeed be correct, given the
hiatus between physico-teleology and theology, to describe the idea of a

/

3
-
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Practical reason, on the other hand, begins with the rudimentary chis of \
moral life known to all mén. The difference between these two starting %
points, théﬁ, is that while we know those "rudimentary facts" With a simple
and incontrovertible certainty, design cannot be so readily assented to.
For, as Kant argued in 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

: i .
- governed by mechanical laws, which at the moment are unknown to us. Need-

less to say, this last statement captures some of the ambiguity of the
concept of teleology in the Critique of Judgment. While mechanical investi-
gation alone could never suffice, even for the study of Kant's famgus

"hlade of grassl\, while that is, the poss%bﬁ]ity of certain types o
phenomena demand teleology (in this case, the latter comes .o have something
of the status of a category), nevertheless, mechanical explanation always

has a certain priority for Kant, even to the extent thatawhat seem to be
organized, i.e. designed beings -~ and indeed has to be so thought in the
biological and taxinomic sc%ences -- must allow for some possible ultimate
mechanical interpretation. Despite the difficulties in determining Kant's
meaning in the last Critique, it is clear that for him the "facts" of
desig%ed beings are held with less certainty than those of 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 tH?s approach is the concept of freedom. For, as
Kant notes in the Critique of Practical Reason, the other postulates, i.e.

- God and the immortality of the soul, attach themselves to the idea of .

freedom, and in so doing, are shown to be possible. 16 The;efore, in order

to understand how a moral theo]ogy is poss1b]e for Kant, one must begin w1th
the concept of freedom for 1t is through the certainty that we have concerning
this idea that the other supersensible objects take on meaning. But Kant's

moral God, based on natural evidence, as nothing more than reasonable
speculation.
16Kanf, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 3; Cf. Idem, Critique of Judgment,
pp. 326-7, where this connection is made particularly clear.
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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 poss1b11ty of the postulate
" That is, the denial of transcendenta] freedom would involve the elimination
of practical ﬁf‘eedom.]7 Putting'éside for the moment then, Kant's proof
of the necessity of freedom, we will turn to his analysis of the possibility

.

of transcendental freedom.
The question that Kant is speaking to in the First Critique is: how

is freedom possible at all and how cén it exist alBngside the yniversality
of the natural law of causality?]8 And freedom, in the contex} of the
Third Antinomy, means not the "will's independence of coercion through
sensuous impulses," or submission to self-given law, but rather the power
of beg1nn1ng a state spontaneously, or in the cosmo]og1ca] language of the

13 Briefly, Kant sets

\ Ant1gom1es, the question of the origins of the world.
his argument out in the following manner. The thesis of the Third Antinomy
states that, "Causality in accordance wifﬁ laws of nature is not the only
causality from which appearances of the world can one and all be observed.
To\ explain 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 solely

21 The proof of the thesis proceeds \\

"in this manner: take the argument of the antithesis shat everything is

in accordance with the laws of nature."

"subject to natural laws and search for the consequences of such an analysis.
If that view is granted, everything must have a preceding state, but that
state, 1nxturn, must be something which has taken place, and that requires,
therefore a state preceding itself. Thus, there will always be only a
relative and never a first beginning. However, the law of nature is jus%
this, Kant writes, "That nothing, takes place without a cause ‘sufficiently

22

determined a priori." The key to Kant's argument in the thesis is to be

]

: Vyant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 465.  '8Ibid., p. 466.
@ 19 20 21 !

Ibid., p. 413. Ibid., p. 409. . Ibid.

Zz%bid., 0. 410, " e
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found in the phrase “sufficiently determined a.priori." Although the
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:

23 which amounts to saying that it is not

requiﬁe no further explanation
to be found among natural causes As in the case of the Ant1nom1es as a
whole, the source of the thes1s -argument is in dispute. Beck\ma1nta1ns
that it is derived from the Aristotelian-Thomistic proof of the "impos-
sibility of an 1nf1nite—seg%es of causes and hence of the necessity of a
first cause.“24 A1-Azm, on the other handi segs in the thegis an expres-
sion of the Clarke-Newton postulate of two types of causa]ityuas against
a Leibnizian idea of universal determ1nism.25: The difference between
the two 1nterpr€tat1ons, besides the historical dispute, is centered
around the problem as to whether or not the Antinomies in general and the
Third in particular are cosmological 1n the sense that Kant'c1a1ms they
are. Beck, 1n emphasizing the moral d1mens1on of “the Antlnomy, would
appear-to view it as being concerned more with moral problems than with
cosmological ones. Al-Azm, however,.tends to see the argument, both in
terms of its Eubstance and its origins, as primarily cosmological and

1y derivatively, as a moral question.26 Though AT-Azm's point is

certainly well taken, Kant's emphasis in his Observation on the Antinomy

- and in the Second Critiquye on the link between transcendental and practicé]\

freedom would seem to point to a moral interest at the heart of the Third
Antinomy . - o ' ‘
) i
To continue, then, the Antithesis of this Antinomy claims that
there is no freedom for everything occurs in accordance with the law of
nature. The proof of the antithesis proceeds in much the same way as
that of the thesis. That is, it asks us to adopt the argument that there -

is freedom, the power of spontaneously beginning a series, and then seeks

-

23j0nathan Bennet, Kant's Dialectic (Cambridge: University Press, 1974),

p. 184. .

M ewis White Beck, A Commentary to Kant's Critique of Practical Reason

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960), p. 66. |
k> B )
25Sadik Al-Azm, The Origins of Kant's Arguments in the Antinomies (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1972), pp. 87, 94-95. | / )
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to show that such a claim would violate the unity of experience.27 Thus ’

,
the conflict here is one between transcendental freedom on the one hand
and what Kant terms transcendental physiocracy on the other. The solution
to the conflict betwgen thesis and antithesis is accomplished by showing

Jthét a heterogeneous condition "not itself part of the series, but purely
iqte]]igib]e can be aHowed."28 In the dynamical Antinomies, therefore,
the completely conditioned is bound up with an empirically unconditioned -
and non-sensible condition, and censequently, the possibility of a resolu- .
%ion satisfying both understanding and reason fs allowed. The two types
of causality coexist and, indeed, can be found in the same event. And the
reason that the antithesis was incapable of grasping this possibility was
that. it asserted the absolute reality of appearances: ". . . for if

\

eppearances were things-in-themselves, and space and time the forms of
‘ ! 3

existence of things-in-themselves, the conditions would'always be members
of the same series as the copd-itioned.“29 Howeper, if appeara;}es are
taken as representations, they must have grounds which are not appearances.
"The effects of &uch an intelligible cause appear and accordingly, can be -
detérmined through appearanees, but its causality is not so determined. w30
Thus, the effect is in space and time and 1s, for that reason, subject to
the laws of natural causa11ty while the cause of the effect stands outs1de
©0f the series and so is free. . The same event, in other words, may be
viewed as free with respect to its intelligible cause wh11e, regarded as_
appearance, it is subject to causal laws.

° Now, p]aiﬁ]y reason has a praetica\ interest in the thesis-argument,
or in some resolution of the conf]ictzwhieh would allow for'freedom.31
And indeed, though the Antinomy has its origins in a cosmological problem,
its significance for moral life is made clear by Kant in 'his Commentary on

its solution. Neverthe]ess, this proof of the possibility of freedom is
o \ ~ 13

S 2

26A]-Azm,.Kant"s Arguments in the Antipom1es, pp. 86, 89.

27Kant, Critjque of Pure Reason, p. 410. 28Ibid., p. 463.
291bid., p. 466. Orpid., p. 467. |~ 3bid., p: 424.

(o
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. ‘ . hot a/’practica] ong which is to say, that this possibility is not arri;/ed
at through an.analysis of man's.capacfty to act through freely given laws,
But, for éant, 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
jtself can never be exhibited in any possible experience, 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 Cr1t1queﬁ1s not even the demonstration of the possiblity of freedom:
What we have alone been able to show, and what we have alone
e ‘been concerned to show, is that this antinomy rests on a sheer :

illusion, and that causa11t§ through freedom is at least not
1ncompat1b1e with nature.

While it is true, then, td say that without the possibility of tranScendenfa]
freedom, the moral law or practical freedom, would be impossible as well, it

¢ is also the case that the reality of freedom cannot be established by specu-
lative reason alone. That reality, Kant believes, can be conf1rmed solely

by the pure pract1ca1 facu]ty of reason 34

We&discover therefore that the concept of freedom has reality not in
the elaborate cosmological arguments of the First Critique, but rather ir
, that sort of” everyday experience common 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 Taw.. “[Since] reason exhibits it [the moral law] as a ground
v _ of determination which is completely independent of and not to be outweighed
_by any sensuous condition, it is the moral law which leads directly to the
o concept of freedom. w35 In short, the obJec;1ve rea11ty of the pure, or free
i \hW111, is given in the moral “Taw which we know 1mmed1ate1y Or, in other
words, the moral law expresses the autonomy of pract1ca] reason, and this

autonomy in turn, is the condition for the formatlon of max1ms.36 Now here

32Cf Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, trans. H. J. Paton (New

York: Harper & Row, 1964}, p. 127, Idem, Critique of Practical Reason, pp. .

"I' 29, 97. - )

‘ 33Idem, Cr1tmque of Pure Reason, p. 479; emphasis in or1g1na1

34 35

Ibid., p. 29.

Idem, Critique of Practical Reason, pp. 3, 6.
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there is an apparent circularity in Kant's argument. According to the
first assertion, we know of %reedom 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

n@tio essendi of the moral law for if there was no freedom, the moral law
would certainly be impossible. Thus, in the order of efficient causes,

we assume that we are free so that "we may conceive ourselves to be under

w37

the moral Jaw. However, the moral law is also the ratio cognoscendi

of freedom, since without the thought of that Tlaw, "we wou]d never have

been Just1f1ed in assuming anyth1ng like freedom n38 .

Hence, freedom is a postu]ate,'something which as an efficient" N
cause in the world of sense we cannot comprehend, but which we are
39 And this
moral law is not itself a postulate but, on the contrary, a law -- a

compelled to assume by the moral law which postulates it.

daw which, although it can never be pro;en through the vexertion of
theoretical or empirically supported reason," is nevertheless firmly

40 Freedom now no 1onge#'heans simply an uncaused cause, or the

qrounded.
power of spontaneously beginning a series; rather, it signifies autonomy,'
or the capacity.of the will to give the law to itself.4]

cise, freedom and unconditional practical law reciprocally imply one

To be more pre-

another. In the concept of practical freedom, then, derived from our
knowledge of duty and required for the latter, objective reality is given to
. the unconditioned as a cause, where by unconditioned we mean that the
maxims formulated by the will are determined in conform1ty with universal
practical reason, and not by sensuous ‘needs or natural laws. -Since the
“idea of the h1ghest.good, as set out in the Dialectic of the Second Critique
presupposes,. for an understanding of its intricaoges, an/account of the
' basis of moral acts, we must now turn to that basis, though, of course, a
“ull account of Kant's mora] philosophy woold be beyond the scope of this
thesis. . ™ -

36Kant, Critique of Proctica} Reason, pp. 33-34.

,37Idom, Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, p. 118.

.39

38Idem, Critique of Practical Redson, p. 4n. | Ibid., p. 97.
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As was noted aboﬂF, the moral law dnd freedom reciprocally imply
one another. Now for a perfectly good or holy will virtuous acts would

tome of themselves and ngt require a command. But for men, exposed to

“sybjective limitations and ébstac]es“ imperatives are necessary which
expreés the relationship between the objective laws and the subjective )
2 And the relation of the will to "this law
the name of 'ob]igétion'. This term implies
. Such an action is called gggz_"43
orally, possessed as'they are of wills which

imperfection of the will.
is one of dependence unde
a constraint to an action | .
Therefore, for men to act
are less than holy, is to dct from duty. But what sort of command is it
that binds us morally? Some imperatives determine the will with regard
to a desired effect and prescribe the means to that end -- these Kant

4 In those imperatives

terms hypothetical or conditional imperatives.
which command the will to seek a subjective end, the desire for the object
precedés the principle, the jmatter or end of the imperative antedates the
form of the imperative itself.\‘And beEause they are merely subjective,
1acking for that reason, unive;éality and necessity, they cannot be the

45

basis of law but rather on]y,of rules of prudence The moral worth of

a maxim, then, is not to be Found in its matter -- its purpose or end --

*but in its form alone, abstracted from all matter.

But besides the latter di.e. the matter of the lawl there is
nothing in a law except |the legislative form. Therefore,
the legislative form, insofar as it is contained in the
maxim, is the only thing which can constitute a determining
ground of the (free) will. 46

In short, no end, neither shbjective desire nor the matter of the Taw:
itself, can determine the will. From this it follows that to allow the
will to be guided by ends -- even such noble ones as man's perfection or

4

40 .

Kant Cr1t1que of Practical Reason, pp. 137, 48.

\

4TIb1d. p. 28-29; Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphxs1cs of Morals, pp.

s P
108, 114.

42 43

Kant, Groundwork, pp. 81, 65.

44

Idem, Groundwork, p. 82; Critique of Practical Reason, p. 18.

45Idem, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 19ff; Groundwork, p.“84.

46Idem, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 29; Groundwork, pp. 67-68.

. ) aasmsmsmmm——

Idem, Critique of Practical Reason, p.

32.
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upiversal ones as in the case of| happiness -- is to act heteronomously.
‘The sole sufficient ground, Kant|writes, is the form of the law "which
., prescribes to reason nothing more than the form of its giving universal

1aw§47

i.e. the categorical imperative.. The preceding summary, is, of
coursg, simply a statement of the deontological character of moral life
for Kant and ~the relationship between that position and his concepts of
autonomy and heteronomy. Nevertheless, to merely reiterate this widely
held view would not be adequate, for it is not corr;ct to say that Kant's
account of morality dispenses entirely with ends and the ;matter‘ of
moral 1ife. 'The idea of ends enters into Kant's analysis, I would argue,
in two ways: on phe one hand, an end contained within morality 1tse1f’
and, on the other, one which evolves synthetically out of morality, but
which requires additional support from the outside, ashit were. We will

begin with a di§cussion of the former sort of end.

Practica] principles are formal, Kant maintains, only if they -
abstract from all subjective ends.48 These are ends that a rational
being arbitrarily adopts as effects of his action. They are relative,
he continues, ”for it is solely their relation to special characteristics
in the subJect s power of appetition which gives them their value. “49 Their
relativeness gﬂso establishes, for reasons prev1ous]y noted, their 1nab11ity_
to serve as law. But if there were an ob3ect1ve end, then 1t cou]d serve
as a ground f&r a possible categorical imperative. And the on1y such end
is that of map as an end—1q—h1mse1f, 50 man as a being whose maxims are
fit to make universal law.. Now this end is peculiar, not only in its
objectivitj,/but inasmuch as it is not a produced end, or effect, but is
rather se]f-éxistent. Since it is self-existent, its possibility is not
din question/(and thus it is not something about Whose production we are
concerned) and so it is to be conceived negatively -- "as an end against -
which we should never act."5] This end, then, differs from others in that
/ I

3

47Kanf} Crikique of Practical Reason, p. 66. 48Idem, Groundwork, pp. 67-68.

Yrbig. | S

SOIbid., p., 104; Cf. Kant, The ®etaphysic of Morals, Part II - The Doctrine

of Virtue “trans. Mary T Gregor (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1964),
pp. 55-56. o b B
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neithed its production nor its possibility is at issue. It is simply
a. standard against which we can measure our conduct. ] \

The formulation of the categorical imperative based on this end
leads, in turn, to the section on the Kingdom of Ends. Attached to man's
ability to make universal law, his “dignity above all mere things of
nature," is the necessity of viewing himself as a legislator in the Kingdom
of Ends, a world of rational beings adhering to.maxims prescribed by the
categorical imperative. However, for such a Kingdom to bomg into existence,
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-

2 Kant raises the problem of its possib-

1ihood of its coming into being.
ility and then denies the importance of the question, arguing in effect,
that the idea is an imperative which commands us to act as if we were
members of such a Kingdom. Consequently, the bare possibility of the id€a
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'y concept1on of possibility 11nked this time to the prospect of

the idea coming into being in this wor]d \\\\
o~
In the preceding sketch, I have tried to set out‘certaiﬁ key fea-

tures of Kant's moral philosophy: the notion of duty, 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 possibility
of ends as raised in the Groundwork. This approach seemed the most reason-
abTe 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 following paragraphs, it
might be helpful to outline it now.

51 52

Kant, Groundwork, p. 105. Ibiq., pp. 106-7.

) 53One might draw a rough analogy between the function of the Kingdom of
Ends vis-a-vis moral 1ife and Plato's republic in speech. Cf. Regub11c ~
592B. For a discussion of this distinction between meagre and rjch
conceptions of possibility, see Aristotle, Metaphysics 1019b 23-34:

"The possible, then, in one sense . . . means that which is not of
necessity false; in one, that which is true; in one that wh1ch may be true.

~
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In the Critique of Practical Reason, Kant discusses three bostu]ates:

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

conc]uding half of the Critique is wholly concerned with possibility. But

. in the Grghndwork,though postulates per se are not mentioned, only the

concept of freedom holds a significant place -- God and the soul being -
mentioned only infrgquent]y and then not as a major addition to the account"
of moral Tife based on freedom. The absence of these two postulates or of
the1r equivalent reveals, I would suggest, a fundamental difference between
the two works, a difference centered around the question of possibility.

I am not, however, asserting here that Kant changed his views from one
text to the other in this regérd. Rather, it seems to be the case that he
is addressing different problems 1n°each work., Morality, in its strict

54 and

sense, "lies in the relation of actions to the autonomy 6> the will,"”
here the possible effect of the acé\on is of no consequence. fhus, in the
formulations of the categorical imperative given in the Groundwork, and

pa?ticu]ar]y in the linés on the Kingdom of Ends, the importance of possi-

bility is reduced in favour of intrinsic worth and dignity. Now, in the

-~ Critique of Puré Reason, which contains an argument similar to that of

the Dialectic of the Second Critique, we find a passage virtually identical
in wording to that in the Groundwork, Chapter Two.55 In the latter work,
this passage quickly puts aside the question of possibility in order to
resume its discussion of autonomy,‘whereas in the First Critique that

same piece of writing serves as an introduction to six pages devoted to
possibility. What precisely is the difference between these two texts?
The part of the First Critique in which these lines occur is an attempt to

answer the third of Kant's threg'questions: "What may I hope for?"56 This

&

54Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, p. 107.

Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, from midway down page 638ff, Compare to
the Groundwork midway down page 106 through to the top of page 107.

BLater a fourth, "yhat is man?", was added. Cf. Kant, "Letter to C. Fr

Staudlin, May 4, 1793," Philosophical Correspondence 1759-1799, ed. &
trans> A, Zweig (Ch1cago Chicago University Press, 1970), p. 205.
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q&éstion, Kant says, is both practical and %heoretica], that is, it
involves both our being worthy of the highest gqu and the hope, or '
possibility of that happiness. And because hope cannot be analytically
derived from simple obedience to the md}gl law, the” answer has to go
beyond the narrow Timits of what I ought to do. Both the Idea of a Kingdom
of Ends and thé toncept of the summum“bonuﬁ (in the passage from the

Critique of Pure Reason just referred to) then, are concerned with
possibility. But because of their different purposes, the notions of
pos;ibility‘that they employ are d%vergen@. 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 such it must

be possible since, were it to bé impossible, the actions demanded in accord-
ance with it wbu]d be, at least, problematic, and perhaps themselves

impossible. This is the meaning of the formula "ought implies can."57

The
possibility that it refers to is possibility in thé most meagre sense of
that term, one.which amounts to nothing more, in fact, than the absence of

a proof of 1mposéib11ity. And the burden of this propf rests with those
who would. seek to deny the Idga.58 Thus, Kant writes .
"~ Pure reason . . . contains . . . in that practical employment
which is also moral, principles of the possibility of experience,
namely, of such actions as, in accordance with moral precepts,
might be met with in the history of mankind. 59

Clearly possibility here, does not mean prdbabi]ity, the likelihood or even
the -feasibility of a certain sort of statq coming into existence, but
rather the mere possibility of experience, that such’a situation might
conceivably be‘met with in the course ofLevents. This definition says

no more than that an action which could not be met with, or in other woras,
an action that is impossible, cannot reasonably be commanded of us, and so

cannot be a'duty. The meaning of possibility described here is wholly

sufficient for the purposes of duty. Nog "hints" from nature, no inquiry
into design is needed or undertaken to ghore up duty. And it is this
understanding_of possibility that K%pf: peaks of in relation to the Kingdom

57Note, though, that no formulation this neat is to be found in Kant's works.

58gant, On the 01d Saw: That May Be Right in Theory but It Won't Work in
Practice, trans. E. B. Ashton (PhiTadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 1974), p. 77. ~
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of Ends. The concept of the summum bonum, on the other hand, has two

distinct purposes: one parqlTeTing that of the Kingdom of Ends, while the"‘
other differs fundamentally from it. The former is the idea of the highést
good as a guide, a source of duty which tells us to act in such a fashion

as to become worthy of it. Worthiness alone is at issue here, and so the
sort of possibility appropriate to it>would be of the rudimentary type

Jjust elaborated. However, the summum bonum is also that for which we hope
and as an objéct of hope we need to find greater assurance of its feasibility
than the simple absence of a proof of impossibility. What precisely this
différence amounts to can be seen in the passage from the Bemerkungen quoged
at the beginning of this thesis. Insofar as morality in the strict sense;.
i.e. duty is concerned, Rousseau or moral life stand alone and do not require
Newton. The need for the proof of order in the universe that Newton gives
presents itself only when whatis sought is the optimism or hope of Pope's
thesis. Both of the purposes of the highest good find their support in the
postu]ates, the first because without the postulates the idea gf the summum
.bonum wou]d be impossible, while the Tatter purpose, starting from the same
postulate links it to-a teleological argument, and thereby gives us_cause
for hope. The principal aim of the former use of/the highest good is to
further wmorality, and without the pbstu]ates -- that is, if they were shown
to be false -- the.moral law would remain, though not"its end.60 In other
words, the "loss" of the postulates would not directly threaten moral life,
though in the absence of a moral end, compliance with duty 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,
happiness 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 stands in need of
no end preceding the determination of the will. Now some critics amongst
Kant's contemporaries had taken this to mean that Kant renounced all ends,

-

59kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 637. Emphasis in the original.

60¢¢. Kant, Critique of Judgment, pp. 309-10. T
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+ and particularly the end of happiness.G] And indeed, Kant did assert
that ethics as a science teaches only how we are to be worthy of happiness.
However, it has already been shown that Kant does leave room for‘ends,
though in the Groundwork their role, as distinct from the law itself, is
somewﬁét ambiguous. But in the later works, the Second Critique, On the
01d Saw, and Religion Within 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 Taw
,itself, this does not preclude the possibility of an end arising as the
"sum of 1nev1tab1e consequences of maxims., u62 Before proceeding to a
detalled d1scuss1on of this end -- the highest good -- it is necessary to
1nd1cate the need of practical reason which demands that we assume the
possibility of the summum bonum. Now the pure will does not merely alldw

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
. therein what could serve him as an end. 63

Or, t¢’phrase this argument in etronger terms, without an end there cannot be:
any MZ?] at all since a determination of the will "cannot be followed by no
effect whatsoever.“64 Thus, for the simple act of willing an end is required,
an end which given’'Kant's account of moral life outlined in the precediﬁ§
paragraphs, cannot serve as an incentive. Clearly the idea of an end which
is not an incentive is problematic and as Beck po1nts out, this part of Kant' S.
- analysis poses serious; difficulties. 65 For a]though it is not-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 %dea of its possibility can also deter-
‘mine the w111.66 Since texfual obscurities prevent a definitive solution to

this problem, only a probable answer can be given here: and that is, that

G]Cf. Garve's criticism quoted by Kant in On the O1d Saw, pp. 46-48.

62Kant,‘Rengon Within the Limits of Reason Alone, trans. Greene & Hudson

(New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1960), p. 4.
64

N

~N
Cf. On 'the 01d Saw, pp. 46-47fn.; Re]igion, p. 4.

-

631bid., p. 6fn.
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for Kant simple duty always retains its supreme position over the summum
bonum -- we are commanded to act in certain ways and nothing, not even'the
1mp0551b111ty of the highest good,would relieve us of that duty. The
h]ghest good which, in part, concerns worthiness and virtue is fit to
guide the will, but cannot itself be the incentive to obedience.: Ihough
this recasting excludes Kant's more forceful statement that the' summum
bonum mqy determine the will, it seems to be the only formulation which

would be consistent with the demdnds of autonomy.
s

§

So far, only one need for an end has been put forward, thataof

/‘bractical reason's concern with its objects and effects. But another,

less frequently observed need also appears in Kant's writings. As Kant
writes:

Take a man who, honouring the moral law, allows the thought
to occur to him (he can scarcely avoid doing so).of what sort of
world he would create, ynder the guidance of practical reason .

. a world into which, moreover, he would place himself as a
member. He would not merely make the choice which is determined
by that moral idea of the highest good . . . he would also will ~
that (such) a world should by all means come into existence.

And if the virtuous man rejects the condition whereby the h1ghest good
might come into being, and hence that end itself, if, that is to say, he
denies the exis%ence of God, he must see himself as thrown into a puﬁposeJ
less world of "deceit, violence and envy" leading ultimately into that
"open grave", the “purposeless.chaos of matter from which they were drawn.”
Thus if he is

. not to weaken the respect with which the moral law, immed-
iately inspires him, by assuming the nothingness of the single,
ideal, final purpose .7. . he must, as he well can, . . . assume
the being of a moral author of the world . . . God. 68

We find Kant speaking here, then, of another typé of need, that of moral
men who seek a harmony between their virtue and the rewards, or happiness

65 . w. Beck,»A)Commentarx, p. 242.

66Cf§ Kant, Critique of Practical Reason,.pp. 114, 134.

' }
67¢ant, Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone, p. 5.

68Kant, Critique' of Judgment, pp. 303-4. For a similar argument, see
Ibid., pp. 309-10. By removing the beginning and concluding Tines of




 existence everything goes according to wish’and will"

conditioned, whereas worthiness is unconditioned.

72

|
granfep them. Without the assumption 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, #&he object of our hope, in his
69 Two d1fferent sources contribute, therefore, to Kant's -
On the one hand, the \

strictly philosophical’ question of the relation between willing and ends

moral catechism.
attempt to arrive at one end -- the perfeet good.

(though here too it isman's "inescapable limitations" which lead him to
seek an end in addition to duty) and on the other4hand, a need couched not
in phi]osdphica] language, but in expressions of fear, fear of the 'abyss'

which a denial of the summum bonum and its conditions would entail. Having

described the origins of this need, we may now turn to a more detailed

analysis of the highest good and its postulates.
{

-~

We must hope, Kant believes, for an outcome in this world or in the
next in accordance 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

worthiness, but the perfect good, the union of virtue and happiness.70 o\
Happiness is "the condition of a rational being in the world, in whose whole ° \

7]--and which contains

only what nature can supply for us.72 Virtue and happiness together consti-
But happiness is empirically

This combination, there-
£

tute the entire object-of practical reason.

fore, can only be synthetic for, the hgghest good is "a proposjiion which goes
beyond the concept of duties in this world and adds a consequence (an effect)

hereof which is not contained in the moral laws and therefere cannot be
\

the above quote, Silber misrepeesents Kant's intention in it. See J.
Silber, "Kant on the Highest Good as Immanent and Transcendent," Philosoph-
ical Review 68 (October 1959):470-1. Silber does show that he understands
Kant's arguments as presented in this passage, making his distortion of

them all the more curious. g

69Kant1 The Doctrine of Virtue, pp. 153-56.

70Kgnt, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 114.
bid., p. 129. ' \

72Kant, On the 01d Saw, p. 50.
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'evolvéd out of them ana]ytica]]y."73 It is precisely in the ;ynthetic

~nature of the summum bonum that difficulties occur.

Kant setis out the antinomy in this manner. Because the highest gdod
. is a synthetic proposition, and because it is a practical proposition, i.e..
-one that has to be possible through ac%ion, one<of its two elements -- worth-
iness and happiness -- must be the cause and the other an effect. -Hence, 1k
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.
Now, plainly the former is abso]ute]y—impossib1e, for it violates that autonomy
which is the basis of virtue, the supreme and unconditioned condition 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:
~good is impossible and thus because the striving for that end i$ a part of

the moral law, it top must be impossible. -

A

The solution to the antinomy consists in showing that the second of
the two alternatives Ftated above is only partially wrong. It is wrong, Kant
argues, inasmuch as it sees the moral disposition "as the form of causality

in the world of sen“se."75

The highest good may, thevefore, be pd%sible, but
the causality which producés it cannot have its basis in our moral Tife. In
other words, the relation between the intention of morality and happiness,

embodied in the idea of the summum bonum, is possible, not as a result of a

direct causal relation between the former and thé latter, but rather as
mediated by a moral author of nature. The highest good is thus practically
possible in the more meagre definition of possibiiity, as an end which can
serve as a measure for our conduct and which prescribes moral behaviour. The

d up with hope. But as the

same postulate, used for a different purpose, wjll, as we shall see, allow
for a fuller conception of possibility, that bo

one side of this end (the empirical) is-not within our power at all, and the -

. !
N—— —————
73Kant, Religion, p. 6fn.; cf. Kant, Critiqué of Pracé%cal Regson, pp. 115, 117.
]
74Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, pp. 117-18. T
75 - ’

Ibid., p. 119. , C
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other part needing still further support, we are compelled to assume the
postu]ates.76 Which is to say that it is necessary for us following from
the moral law, which is a law and not a postulate, to adopt such beliefs as
constitute the conditien of morality. 7 The postulates are theoreticéf

propositions which, because of a subjective need of mera11ty78 to assume

them, allow theoretical reason to do the same. 79 ' . -

The moral law, in g%ving rise to its complete object, the‘highest
gobd, makes necessary two postulates: the immortality of the soul and the
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;comp]ete
fitness of that will to the moral law is the supreme condi®ton of thé summumn
bonum. Complete fitness, however, is holiness, a state not to be attained
by men who are, as Kant had frequently pointed out, heteronomous. Hb]iness
can, for this reason, only be found in an endless progress which demands a
soul. Though the existence of .the soul is not as such, demonstrable it ig v’
80 Now while there are difficul-

ties in"this postulate,-one of .which we shall take up shortly, it would be

an inseparable corollary of an a priori law.

useful to first conclude our account of the postu]ates: Happiness, the secqnd
element of the highest good; can only be assumed, Kant writes, "on the supposs.
ition of the existence of a cause adequate.to"the effect." In brief, happiness,
the highest derivative good (derivative, because it depends on the higher
element, i-.e. moral wofthiness and because ﬁi is empirica11y conditidVed is
the harmony of nature and freedom. There is no ground for this harmony in

morality, nor is it likely that tMe laws of nature could supply 1t The

j )

o

,gKant, On the 01d Saw, p. 46.
77

Kant, Critique of Practical Reason; pp. 137, 148; Beck, A Commentary, pp. 261-2.
79

78

Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, pp. 120, 150. Ibid., p. 139.

i
Ibid., pp. 126-27. Noticethat.in the Canon of the First Critique, a\section
thought to be among the earliest composed parts of that work, the postulate
is not one of the immortality of the soul but of a futurefworld Kant argues
here that there is no connection, apparent to us, between worthiness and
happiness in the world of sense and so, that hoped for realm must be a future
one °(Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 639).

80

»

8]Cf Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, pp. 128-29... The qualification "nor
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osupersensible being acquires greater certaipty.

<. |
possibility of such a connection, thereforé can only rest with éhe
"supersensuous without", a cauSé of the who]e of nature, itdelf d1st1nct
from neture,82 i.e. God. The postulate of he highest derived good, then,
is also the postulate of the existence of Gbd and so through the :concept of

the highest good, morality leads to religiop, and the pure idea of that
- 83 .

2

[
i

here is this: the postulate of ///\\

the immortality of the soul is said to be nicessary because the perfection
the world of sense.5? The

implications of the argument would seem to be that the highest good is the

%The problem which needs to be raised
of the will, or holiness, is not possible ir
un1on of complete virtue and complete happ1%essg a union that. could on]y

take place 1n‘a world to come. This is what Beck terms Kant's "max1ma1"
concept of the highest good. 8 However, there is a second formulation of

“the postu]ate of God and happiness which’points to the latter be1ng, not

perfect happiness as a result of holiness, but rather happiness in grogort1o
to v1rtne, which is possible in the world of appearances. Thus, Kant
describes the highest good as "virtue and happiness together PO and happi-

‘ness in-exact proportion to morality. «86 Expressed in this way, the postu]ate
of ipmortality, which is concerned with perfection, is not required and

87

seem1ngly happiness as possible in the sensible world. This version of the

argument Beck calls’ the "minimal" or juridical conception of the summum bonum.

Now which %ormu]at1on Kant gives precedence to in this work is, given the

obscur1t1es of the text, 1mposs1b1e to determine. Passages can be feund to

support bomh sides, but there 15 to my knowledge.no definitive utterance by
‘

82
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iscit 11ké]y" should be noted.” As ln the case of the teleologlca1 argument

in general, Kant maintains that it is always at least possible'that what

appears to be explainable through design alone, could be understood as

sometg;ng that happens "in the course’ of nature" (Critique of Pure Reason,
. 15 : \ “ ~

Kant , Crltfque of Pure Reason, pp. 124, T29-30

f

{
Idem, Critique® of Judgment p. 295; Critique of Pure Reason, pp 638-39.

84 Ident, Crkgjque of Practlcal Reason, pp. 126-27.
.85

r

Beck, A C ntary » Pp. 268-29. Beck's commentary .on this .specific problem
was help However, he does not refer to, or only mentions #n passing, what
1 take to e the strong evidence of the Third Critique in favour of the
minimal or|juridical conception of the highest good ‘

’ L) . t -
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-may L hope for?" dand this hope may be of two sorts, the proportionate union
of happiness and virtue in this world or the highest good in a future wor]d

76 ' ‘ : ’
a N = . % .
Kant himself. Nevertheless, this may be one, of those rare instances:in v
wh1ch Kant's occasfonal lack of clarity canohelp us in 111um1nat1ng the

direction of his thought. For Kant here is answering the questlon "What

Now while Kant has given up the naive optimism of Considerations on 0pt1m1sm,

he is plainly not willing to concede that this world is a "purpéseless chaos"
in which no such harmony can be found. Hence we find the ambiquity, of '

merely its possibility) in this world coupled with a 1ack of readiness to

" lingering doubts about the summum bonum, about its actualization, (and not ﬁ

d1spense w1th that view in favour of an afterlife alone. This ambiguity is

captured in Kant's phrase "in this life or another. n88 T

. Though it is impossible to determine whether,ain general, Kant °
preferre§ one formulation over the other, a case can-be made, I believe,
that Kant in the Third Critique. gave priority to the minimal conception.
There an afterlife is hardly spoken of and, indeed, the postulate of immor-

- tality only appears in the concluding section of the book, and then-only as

a part of a discussion of the postulates as a wh01e.89

times be worthwhile to be wary of argumentum ex silentio, the omission here
of reference to immortality fs s1gn1f1cant For, as we stated above, this

Although it,mey some-

“wvfpostalate is linked to.the maximal 1nterpretat10n of the highest good. JIts s

absence, then{ ought tp compel Us .to examine the Third Critique's dtscussipn' Y

///ef the unity 6{ virtqé and_happiness more closely. Bearing in mind, that the T
P

-

urpose of the iatter\ha1f of the Critique is to demonstrate a harmony between
nature andffreedom, a purpose which, it seems to me, can only be made intel-
. ligible on the assumpt1on of a 'th1s-wor1d1y summum bonum, we may proceed

"with a brief discussion of a number of selections from that work.90 \x : ‘

V4

r

86kant, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 115.  °'Ibid., p. 1]9.

88Kant Critique of Pure Reason, p. 640. In the First Critique, though, Kant
def1n1te1y favours the "future wor]d" view.

3

89 z . ‘

Cf. Kant, Critique of Judgment, pp. 321 325, 326..

90The reader will, I hope, xforg1ve the pro11x1ty of these citations. ‘But ~

as Beck 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 b
(Beck, A Commentary, p. 4)- ’ -

"‘ ,.ﬂ’ \u‘ .o )
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o

But this moral teleology [Kant writes?T concerns us as beings

of \the world. . . . This moral teleology, then, has to do

with the reference of our own causa11ty to purposes and even

to a final purpose that we must aim At in the world, as well

as the reciprocal reference of the wor]d to that mora] pur-

pose and the external possibjlity of its accomplishment. . .

[I1t compels our rational™judgment to go beyond the world and

seek an intelligent supreme pr1nc1?1e for that. refevence of T
_nature to the moral in us. N

In a footnote, two pages further on in the text, Kant indicates what this

reference of nature to more]ity means:

This harmonizes completely with the judgment of human reason: -

reflecting mora]]y upon the course of the world. We believe

that we perce1ve in the case of the wicked the traces of a

wise purposive reference, if we only see that the wanton

criminal does not die before he has undergone the deserved

punishments of his misdeeds. , , . [0OJur good or bad behav-

iour depends on ourselve$; we regard it the highest wisdowe

in the government of the world to ordain for the first,

. opportunity, and for both their consequences, in accordance .

with moral laws. In the latter properly consists the glory :

- of God. . . . 92, : :

These passages, considered in the context of the teleological argument and
in the absence of the idea of a world after death, tend toléuggest that

Y
- [

Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. 298.

91

?

21pid, , p. 300fn. The footnote ‘on tﬁe'pfeceding page (p. 301) speaks of

happiness in Qrogort1o to mora]wty, i.e. the.minimal conception.
93But to see the continuing ambiguity, consider the following passage:

"As soon as men begin to reflect upon right and wrong -- at

a time when, quite indifferent as to the purpesyveness of nature,

they avail themse]ves of it without thinking anything more of

it than that it is the accustomed course of nature -- this

judgement 1is inevitable, viz. that the issue cannot be the

same, whether -a man has behaved fairly or falsely, with equity

or with violence, even though up to his life's end, as far as N

can be seen, he has met w1th no happiness for his virtues, no
punishment for his vices.- It is as if they perceived a voice
within [saying] that the issue must be different.. And so there.
must 1ie hidden in them a representation . . . of something

. after which they feel themselves bound to strive, with which

such a result would not agree -- with which, if they 1opked

upon the course of the world as the 0n1y order of things, they
could/hot ‘harmonize -that inner purpos1ve determination of their
minds, © Now they might represent in various rude fashions the way

4

T




//94Kanta Critique of Judgment, p. 30§. o

- "think" a final purpose in the world.

Y 78 . .
~ o

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 pracf}cal reason
which leads us beyond the question of what I ought to dp, to the problem
of what I may expect, or hope for, 1f.1 ma&e myself worthy. It has also
been observed that the Tatter question -- that of hope -- beginning with -
the moral 1aw;\which is knoqn'to us in the form of duty, and the idea of
freedom which it requires that we assume, finds its support and starting
point in the postu]atg§ prescribed by the moral law.

Now we have in the moral law [Kant writes] which enjoins on

us in a practical point of view the application of our powers

to the accomplishment of this final purpose, a ground for. s
assuming its possibility and practicality and consequent]y too

(because without the concurrence of nature with a condition

not in our power, its accomplishment would be impossible) a

nature of things harmonious with it, Hefice we have a mora]

ground for thinking in a world a]so a final purpose of

creation.

In this passage we can see the link that the pbstd]ates create between the
The opening lines and the parenthetical ramark
The moral Taw

two sorts of'possf511ity.
set out the minimql conditions necessary for the moral end.
commands us to do what is within our power towards that end, i.e, to make
But this command requires that we assume the

ourselves worthy of it,
existence of God as the cause. mediating between nature and freedom, since /
without this assumption, the moral end would" be impossible. However, the N

’ ﬂnoral obligation that we feel to adopt the postulate strictly on the basis of

the demand for the bare poss1b111ty of the summum}bonum also leads us “to

From theZFora1 point of view, that thought
is made necessary ngthe further thought that wthout it the highest good wou]d
Th1s thpught then, or1g1na11y 1ntroduced to’ meet the m1n1ma1

be 1mposs1b1e

in which such.an irregularity could be adjusted (an irregularity
. .,. revolting to the human mind) . , , But they could never
think any other principle of the possibility of the unification
of nature with its inner ethical laws than a supreme cause .
ovgriying the world according to moral laws" (Kant Critique of

ud&m¢gnt, pp. 309- 10)

]
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requiremedts of the moral end suggests to us the notion that perhaps this
idea may be something more than the mere guarantee of the absence of =
jmpossibility. It prompts us to consider, in other words, that nature may
indeed have a final purpose. Morality suggests 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 possibility required for it. What this exten- ,
sion entails will be seen in the following paragraphs, but suffice it to say
that it involves the natural teleological argument. By way of a conclusion, -
then, to this section we can say that ethico-theology provides a certain and
determinate conception of God, a conception that physico-teleology pointed
towards but ‘was unable to produce. "The practical argument, that is, in
exhibiting a moral and just world-governor, completes an analysis that began
with the contemplation of organized beings and of the harmony of scientific
Taws.. S \\ ‘

Now the condeption between the natural teleological and practical
arguments goes beyond the simple determination of the idea of a Supreme
Author. It will be reealled from the previous section of this thesis that
the teleology of nature requires but cannot offer a final purpose of nature.95
And it is incapable of providing knowledge of the final purpose précise]y
because’ that purpose, in order to be final, must be uncondit{oned which is

to say, it must not need any other purpose s the condition of its possibility. 2
Now mora‘l te]eo]ogy, which has to dd both with our own causality according ’

to purposes and with the final purpdse qt whiich we must aim in the world,

also requires that the world have a{fina] purpose so that ebjectivity may o7

be added to the "subjective reality of the final purpose (of .rational beings)*"
that is, the summum bonum. M1n1ma1 possibility, therefore, is not adequate,
so we turn to nature for greater certa1nty o a certa1nty demanded not by the
narrow moral argument but rather by the search for hope. Physical purposive- '
ness is of "great 1mportance" for the pract1$a1 reality of the idea, since
they introduce theoretical reality, or objectivity, to what would otherwise

%8 Thus, we See that while the

remain only a 'subjective' final purpose.
B N Y

l
95¢s. Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. 225. %

v 3
9 1bid.; p. 304. | ‘\ B1bid., p. 307.

Ibid., pp. 284-85.

g ! | .
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moral argument for a harmony between naturg and virtue leads us to the
subjective assumption of a final purpose in the world, it cannot yield

objective evidence for it. This latter task is undertaken by the teleo-

logical investigation of nature, though, natural teleology cannot supply
the final purpose jtself, but rather simply makes it necessary.

4 - To continue, one part of the highest good -- happiness -- is
empirically conditioned and so, for this concept to have objective theo-
retical reality, we must assume that the world has a "reciprocal reference" -

‘to our moral purpeses, or, what amounts to the same thing, we must believe .
" that the world has a final purpose -- since if it has such a\fina] purpose,

Kant maintains, it must harmonize with the moral purpose.99 Therefore,
moral and natural teleolegy alike require that we know the final purpose

of nature. From the point of view of mora]ity it is necessary in order to
have "a ratiopal ground for holding that nature must harmonize" with our
desire for happiness, that man be the final ﬁurpose. By "man" we understand
not man in his happiness -ﬁ which is a conditioned or derivative good -- but
as a moral being. Only in h1s moral life, only where he determines his
purposes according to law, 1s he unconthloned 100
makes man as a moral being the f1na1 purposé of the teleology of nature
because, though nature is incapable of prodyc1ng the unconditioned, the
practical freedom which we know we possess,.establishes man as unconditioned.

Thus, only in man-do we have grounds for seeing 1n ‘the world, a whole
“101

This’ last quality also

""connected accord1ng to purposes. Both sqrts of teleolegy, then, f1nd

' satlsfact1on here. Moral teleology, which is compelied to assume the

co’peration of nature, has to assume that man is the final purpose of

cr ation: for only on that'asﬁumption is the coincidence of nature and virtue
(happiness) possible. It finds admirable confirmation of its expethtion in
the design 1t perceives in nature. Natural teleology, on the athér hand,
also requires a final purpose but one which it cannot yield. ﬁnd this form

. of lexplanation finds its completion in man as a moral being. The possibility

is Ve1d out of a cooperatioﬁ of nature with freedom, a harmony whose
|

ggK%nt, Critique of Jfgment, p. 304; cf. Ibid., p. 298. \ ’
]Ooibid‘, op. 285, 286. | 00444, , p. 294,

4
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possibility is based on a supersensible ground of the combination of the
two -- a supreme, mora{ Architect of the world. Thus, in the concept of
a final end, of a highest good, the "objective practical reality of the un1on

of

granted.

purposiveness arising from freedom with the purposiveness of nature" is
102

Perhaps the best way to come to the heart of the matter here is to

discuss Kant's "Fragments of a Moral Catechism" in the Metaphysic of Morals,
Part II1. These passages, wh¥eh consist of a dialogue between a teacher and
pupil, begin with the pupil agree1ng that what he wants in 11fe 1? happiness.
The central section of the Catech1sm is worth quoting at 1ength

are
at

tha

it
tin

(6) Teacher: So a man's fu1f111ment of his duty is the universal and
saole condition of his worthiness to be happy.

i

(7) T er: But even if we are conscious of a good and active will
. in us, by virtue of which we consider ourselves worthy . .
/ of happiness, can we base on this’the sure hope of participating
in happiness? : -

Pupil: Ng, not merely on this. ,For it is not always within our
power to make -ourselves happy, "and the course of nature does .

not of itself conform with merit . .*. So our happiness always -
remains a.mere wish which cannot become a hope unless some
t other power is added. : >

(8) Teacher: Has reason, in fact, grounds for admitting the reality
of such a power, which apportions happiness according %o man's
merit or guilt -- a power ordering the whole of nature . . . ?

Pupil: Yes. For we see in the works of. nature . . . a w1sdom‘55
widespread and profound that we can explain it to ourselves 103
only by the ineffably great act of a creator of the world . . .

Now to grasp the sense of these lines, one must keep in'mind that they
intended as an example of a moral education. Hence the dialogue is between
eacher and a pupil and not between two philosophers. We may expect, then,
t while the passage embodies'a crucial element jn Kant's moral philosophy,
nevertheless telescopes or omits altogether important philosophical dis-
ctions in order to create an edifying tale for the moral improvement of men.

If we approach this section remembering the context in which the ideas are

102
103

e

Kant, Religion.Hithin the Limits of Reason Alone, p 5. o :

Kant, The Metapﬁys1c of’ Morals, Part II, pp. 155-56.
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| \ presented, we may avoid Beck's error of asserting, on the basis of the
[ . - B
} : \ "Fragments" that Kant now argued for the existence of God employing "simply

and purely" the notion of design in nature.m4

A number of points in this
selection are of interest to us. One is the division between the summum
bonum as a source of duty and as an object of“hopgf‘ The former commands us
to make ourselves worthy of happiness and hence is synonymous with the
command to do one's duty.105 The latter requires that in addifion to the
"subjective reality" of the final purpose for ourselves (the highest good),
objective evidence be found for its possibility. And such "hints" are
provided us by the design that we see in nature. But equally important for
the theme of this thesis is the intrdiguing concurrence of natural and moral ‘ *\
purposiveness, a harmony which, I ha@e maintained, is a principal feature of _ /”‘:
‘Kant's later practical works. What Khnt has dope in the "Catechism" is to
state the argumegt—froﬁ des%gn 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 grasbed by the meanest
intelligence is salutary, and so has a legitimate place in a piece of peda-
gogical writing. Kant pés thus omitted the moral proof, which, tpough
stronger philosophically, might be of less educational value. Nevertheless, w !
the reference to natural purposes is a genuine (if slightly obscured) part
of Kant's analysis. For while such purposes can never yield a fully developed
idea of a Supremf Being, they do exhibit Hesign and so lend q@ditiona] support
to our hope that' the highest good is, or-couldbe, actual. The fear that even
virtuous éen have, according to Kant, of a purposeless world, of a repugnant
irregularity between worth and réWard, is allayed and the enervating effect
U‘of'that,fear avoided. And it is allayed, in part, because of the postulates
p) -~ But also because we find in the purpogiveness of nature evidence of theactual
pwohkings of a world Govermor, whose attributes (which we know from the postu-
lates);must include those of morality and justice. What in the Groundwork,

and to an extent in the Second Critique, remained a'wish, an idea with
¥

\A

\ ]O?Beck, A Commentary, p. 276.
. ]OSSee particularly the first part of the dialogue (not quoted above): "I . .
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 called a duty." (Kant, The
. Doctrine of Virtue, p. 155, emphasis in the original).
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subjective reality alone designéd solely to promote-.respect for duty, now

becomes a hope which we value, not simply as a wish that can help as a
moral guide but rather as something which can actually be brought ‘into
existence, a state which it is reasonablie to expect.

Probably the most striking way 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'ﬁish, the mere possibility of which is
sufficient as contrasted with an expectation) and finally to the union of

natural and moral purposiveness in the Third Critique and the Metaphysic of
Morals, where actua]izatiop becomes a central concern. ‘

Kant had writﬁeﬁ, in the Critique of Pure Reason, that the assumption

of God, freedom apd immortality was not possible "unless at the same time
speculative reason be deprived of its pretensions to transcendent insight.”]06 ¢
Any extén§ién of this sort would transform what was at heart an object beyond
experience into an appearance and would thus make it subject to the rules .
governing ‘all appearances, a step which defeats the very purpose behind the
practically motivated attempt to gain knowledge of the supersensfb]e.]07 In

the famous wording of the First Critique, Kant had to deny knowledge in order

to make room for fﬁith. This statement can, in turn, be related to the notion

of boundaries discussed at the beginning of this essay. The critical 'purging’
of metaphysics denies to theoretical reason know1edge of the supersensible.

In so doing, it preserves the integrity of tﬁe realm of appearances. But more
than this, it sets the boundary of that domain thereby creating a ’'space' for

the things of ﬂhith. Briefly, then, we may say that a salient feature of

Kant's critical endeavour is”to describe the limits of theoretical knowledge. -
However cohtrary to whatwﬁs commonly understood about this effort, its pur-
pose is |not simply to secure the phenoﬁenal world and its science, but also
to allow for the possibility of the end of-all metaphysics {including meta-

“physics as a science), the supersensible ideas of God, freedom and immortality.

- "
]06Kant, Critique of Pure Rqasoq, p. 31.

107¢¢, Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 104. -

~

|
1""



~ 84

By 111uminating the 1imits of theoretical knowledge, the critical philo-
sophy demonstrates that these ideas can be held without contradiction,
~though a full determination of them can evolve only from a practical

| investigation. If this point is granted, it gives us cause to reconsider
the role of teleology in Kant's philosophy. '

It was\mentioned previnus]y fhat, for Kant, there are two paths
which Tead us to the supersensible. The one begins with the order and
purposiveness we detect in nature and the designer that such an arrangement
seems to require. The other proceeds from the moral ~Jaw, .the ratio cogno- :
scendi of freedom, through freedom and the highest godd to a mqra] author
of the world. Thus, while the Tatter approach is more certain than the
former, both lead to what seems to be, 1n Kant's mind, the ultimate super-
sensible object -- God. -That is, both natural and moral teleology eompe]
us towards religion. And these two guides are based on a teleo]og1caﬂ '
argument, natural and moral. Furthermore, they are both involved, as we
have shown, in the question, "What may I hope for?". In this question, .
then, and in the teleological response to it -- a response which demonstrates
that there is a tendency. on the part of each sort of teleology to seek aid -
or confirmation from the other;——‘we find encompassed some of the central
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 natural phenomena and to an ‘ -
obscure section of Kant's moral philosophy, is, in fact, to violate Kant 's
own understanding of hiw work. And, finally, because the two types of
approach merge in the idea of a moral designer, who is the supersénsib]e
ground of the unity of nature and practical freedom, those two spheres,
onigina11y separated in order to preserve their respective fields, are proven
to be in harmony Since creation is, 1n Kant sanew, pro’found]y moral at
its root, Pope s thesis is indeed shown to be correct. \ ¢



CHAPTER V

KANT ON THE CONSOLATION
OF PHILOSOPHY - .

~

Gerpan idealistic philosophy claimed to have restored,

T and more thap restored, the high level of classical po]1t1ca1

philosophy while f1ght1ng against the debasement caused by © _
the first wave of 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
ph1losophy of history, and there is no phi]osophy of history
in classical political philesophy.. For what is the meaning of
the philosophy of history? Philosophy of histary shows the ’
essential necessity of the actualization of the right order.

Leo Strauss, What is Political Philosophy? -

The precea{ng chapters of this thesis argued-for the assertion that
the question "What may I hope for?" is central to Kant's later writings.
In addition to this, we maintained that teleology was a crucial element in
Kant's solution to the problem, And that claim'in turn led us to suggest
that Kant has_two related, but distinct purposes in mind. To‘present them
in a somewhat starker form than they appear in Kant's works themselves, one
line of reasoning focuses simply on worthiness; while the other is concerned
with actua]ization The former demands that Qg fulfill the condition of
the highest good which is wighiin our power, i.e. to act in a manner conhsonant
with the\horaT 1aw Since our attention is to be’ turned towards worthiness,
the quest1on of poss1b111ty remains a quest1on concerned on]y with poss1b11ﬂty
in the minimal sense discussed earlier, and not with -the possibility of a
reasonable expeTtat1on On the other hand, the second approach while, of

i »
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course, never denying the centrality of worthiness ( in relation to which
happiness is only a deriva}ive good) seeks to establish the harmony of

- nature and freedom in a morally-ordered universe so as to 'raise' the

level of hope from simple possibi]ﬁty (where what is commanded cannot be -
impossible) to a sort of possibility in which the probability of the i
highest good's being or coming into being is combined with the rudimentary
possibility. Needless to say, we are assuming here that what is hoped for
is the 'minimal' conception of the highest~g06d. However, it has also
‘been pointed out that Kantxbo1ds a maximal idea of the summum bonum, where
the object of hope is a future woxld, and the immortality of the soul.
Having previously dis;ussed these two forms of hope, we may proceed to thg
question at hand: do the two conceptions just mentioned exhaust the sHches
of hope for Kant, or is there yet a third type?

Now I would like to su\gest that there is indeed a third element in
Kant's understanding of hope - and that is his philosophy of history and *
politics, the two of which are intimately related in his arqument. .Speaking
in broad terms, the purpose of this chaptgr will be to show that the
historical/political essays are, in fact, a part of Kant's conception of
hope and, furthermore, to show in what way they differ from or complement

i

the idea of the highest good. And because we have seen an increasing |

importance being granted to what I have described as a "stronger" form of \
possibility in connection with the doctrine of the summum bonum, we will

want to determine whether this is a feature of the writings now under qdnsi—
) deration as well. It will be argued that a solutian to this last-mentioned
problem is crucial for an underdtanding ofothese works. For it has .been
- maintained] that a central characteristic of the break bet&éen classical
and modern political philosophy is the lowering of the level of political
giséourse in the modern period. In other words; modern 301it1ca1 thought,

in rejecting what might loosely be termed classical idealism, sought to ﬁower
what it took to be unrealizable goals and in so®doing; to increase the thance
of actualization of the lower standards. Thus, Machiavelli writes,

° But my intention being.to write \something useful for whoever under- o
' - stands it, it seemed to me more appropriate to pursue the effectual

{

1

0f, Leo Strauss, Natural ﬁight and History (Chicago: Universityfof Chicago
Press, Phoenix Books, 1974), p. 178, ' .
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s y
truth of the matter rather than its imagined one. And many .

have imagined republics and principalities that have never
been seéen or khown to exist_in rea11ty . . . Putting aside,
then, the 1@ag1ned thlngs concerning a prince .
For this reason among others, Machiavelli and Hobbes after him claimed to
have founded a new political science based, in part, on the rejection of
the classics and the tradition of political idealism in general. Within
. that tradiﬁion, the ;bRroach whereby a city was .constructed in speech, the
best cjty, which then became the standard against which all actua] cities
were to be measured and which was to guide us in our understand1ng of the
Timits of political things, was held to be particularly untenable by modern
political ‘philosophy. Kant, on the other hand, does not claim eitheﬁ to
have founded or to be a part of the new political science. O0n the contrary,
he recognized that, for example, Plato has been attacked for his “visionary
perfection,"-a perfection which his critics assert can only thrive in“the
"brain of ‘an idle thinker." But far from accepting this criticism, Kant.
maintains that "nothing . . . can be more Thjurious, or more unworthy of a
ph11osopher than the vu1gar appeal to so-called adverse experience . h
Noth1ng is more reprehen51b1e -than to derive the laws prescribing what
ought to be done from what l§_ggng,}3 “The origin of things in the moral
~and natural spheres from Ideas gives Plato's teaching, accordipg to Kant,-
"peculiar nerits” and fhosé merits are mosfvplainly visible in regard to
the "principles of morality, 1eg1s]at1on, and religion." Hence in the .
political doma1n, '

This perfect state may never, 1ndeed come into beingj 5 “none the less
. this does not effect the r1ghtfu1ness of the idea, which, in order

to bring the legal organization of mankind ever nearer to'fits

greatest possible perfec¢tion, advances this maximum [as an archetype.

\) Statements such as these wou]d seem to place Kant in a tradition accord1ng
to which ‘the low is best understood in terms of the h1gh the earthly c1ty mﬁsi
% in the light of the Beaut\ful City, even th0qgh there may ultimately bé\an

) b
¢ ) .
Machiavelli, The Prince, Bilirgual Edition, trans. Mg Musa (New York: St. . °

Mart1n s Press 19645, p. 127. ) o

L

Kaht Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 312 13 ~

4I/1d s p. 312. For a cr]t1ca1 statement on P1ato, ‘'see among others, Kant,
Anthropology from a Pragmat1c Point of‘View, trans M J Gregor .(The Hague:

Mart1nus Nijhoff, 1974), ?ln R .
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unbridgeable gap between the two. To test that claim, then, will be one

‘of the purposes of this chapter. Perhaps the best-way to approach these

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. N

@

A civil constitution, KaHt states, is a re]ationaof free men suoject
to coercion, subject that is to "public juridica] Taws. W And the notion
of public juridical law is the basis o?‘a]] three phases of constitutional
development that Kant déscribes: Jcivil ﬁﬂnternat1ona1 and world citizenship. 6
Clearly “such a formulation is too scanty for our needs here. °We must,
therefore, without undue pro11x1ty, discuss Kant's concept of law and 1ts
relationahip to freedom. From there his idea of the'state of nature and _

‘the original contract -- and, ultimately, the concept of a republican C .

constitution” -- will become more visible. o

o
o g
o
~

The most fundamental distinctions for Kant's philosophy of law are..
those between jurisprudence and ethics, and between, private and public’
law, Now the heart»of the distinction between 3ur1spurdence and ethics _
coo ists, according to Kant not so much in differing duties (though, ‘”
indepd, some ethical duties, eg. those pertaining to onese%fJ cannot be '
juridical) but rather ih the different 1eg1s]at1on and incentive appropr1ate
to each. Both sorts of law -- juridical and ethical -- have a common root
in the generic “term moral law, or Taws of freedom@ where by freedom is
understood not merely the negatlve freedom of 1ﬁ8ependence)from the mechan1sm
of nature but also the "capacity ‘of pure reason to be of itself practlcal "7
The 1aws of freedom may be directed either to one' s external acts a]one or
to theﬂwnterna1 -and external together \\The former type of law’is Jur1d1ca1
) ) /

’ .

fos v

Kant, Re11g1on Withih the L1m1ts of Reason A]one p. 87; Kant On the’ Old
-Saw, p. b8. . .

5

6 1} 1]
Kant,"Perpetual Peace, 0n\H1storg, ed. L. W. Beck (New York L1brary of

L1beral Arts, 1963), 111,

~

7Kant, The Metaphysical Elements of Just1cé’[The Metaphysics of Morals,

Part I7, trans. J. Ladd (New York: Library of Liberal Arts, 1965}, p. 13.
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the Tatter, ethical. Agreement with the first sort constitutes legality,
with the second, virtue. «To draw this argument out in greater detail, we
may say that legislation of every kind consists of two elements -- a law _
that makes an action a'duty and an "incentive that subﬁectively Links the
ground determining will to this action with the representation of the law."
As has previously been shown, the-only grouﬁd fit to determine the pd}e
wi]].mora11y is duty itself and thus any exkernal legislat%om be it

8.

constraining or "inviting" debases the character of the act from a moral |
point of view.- Hence, mora1i£y can never be the subject of external
1egislation.9 Juridical laws, on the other hand, do stem from an external
source and bind the 'outer' actions of the person {not his intent or motive)
through the incentive of pathological constraints, i.e. coercion and not

duty.]O . }

Law; then, is the prodpct of freedom as it applies to external
relations among men, and it consists in the limitation of each man's
freedom to the point where it becomes compatible with the freedom of every-
one.]] And public law is the "totality of external laws" which produce a.
juridical condition. External or public law is, in short, the foundation
of a juridical-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 public law and private law which holds in a state of nature. In
' the state of nature, there is no coercive authority and hence no public law,
nor, for that reason, does justice in the strict sense exist in that sta't.e.]2
Rather, there exists only private law, a condition of violence and "brutish
freedom." The state of nature is a state of violence and evil, and one

8

Kant, The Metaphysical Elements of Justice, p. 18. ;’

9A possible exception to this rﬁle, an exception which implies the coinci-
dence of external legislation and duty, is to be found in Religion Within
the Limits of Reason Alone, and°will be examined further on in this chapter.

]OCf. Kant, The Metaphysical Elements of Justice, pp. 18-20, 26, 45.

Wibid., pp. 43-44, 75; Idem, On the 01d Saw, pp. 57-58.

121 4em, The Metaphysical Elements of Justice, p. 36.




13 But the transition from

which -the individual is soon forced td leave.
such a condition into a law-governed society is not made necessary, Ként,
maintains, on the basis of experience ‘aléne.  "The necessity," he wr1tes,
"of pub11c lawful coercion .doés ot rest on a fact but on an a priori
Idea of reason."? This argument’ leads Kant to call the demand that, if
men find themselves in one another's company, they ousrt to abandon tha

fearful state for a juridical situation, a postulate
\ ' 15

f public law which ,
"comes out of private law in the state of nature." ”' Now the act by which
this.change from private to pub11c law’ is effected is the dr1g1na1 contract.
The social contract is the “coa11t1on of every particular and private will
into a common public for the purposes of purely legal 1eg1s1at1on."]6
Speaking in %he most general terms, this contract preseryes, under the .
coercive power of the commonwealth, man's only original right -- freedom,
~and its corollary, innate equa]ity.17 Moreover, it provides the foundation,'
for publicity, the transcendéntal formula of public Taw which connects
legislation to morality. According to this ﬁprmu]a an action relating to

other men is unjust if it is inconsistent with publicity. 18

PR ¥
~

Now the original contract is not an historical fact, nor are we
required to assume that a.pact of this sort was actually drawn up. On 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 of an entire peop]e."]9

£

]3Cf Kant, "Idea for a Universal History from a Cosmopo11tan Point of View,"

On H1storx,\pp 18, 19.
14

16

15

Kant, Metaphysical Elements of Justice, p. 76. Ibid., p. 71.

Kant, On the 01d Saw, p. 65. . i ) ,

- . -, I

]7Kant, Metaphysical Elements of Justice, pp. 43-44.

]8Cf Kant, "Perpetual Peace," pp. 129-30.. Kant's argument is that, for
examp]e, revolution is unJust because a clause permitting the people to
'stand above' the sovereign could not publicly be included in the original
contract. For were it to be so included, either the ruler would in fact
agree not to be the ruler or the state simply could not exist. Cf., Idem,
Metaphysical Elements of Justice, pp. 86, 140-41; On the 01d Saw, pp. 71-73.

Vyant, On the 01d Saw, p. 19.
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: In short, it is an Idea which enables us to conceive. the legitimacy.of °
the state. 20

stood in terms of a practically valid Idea, but investigation into the

*And not only is the basis of any civil society to be under-

historical origins of that society is, at least, futile and, quite possibly,
dangerous. Thus Kant, like Burke, suggests that a curtain be drawn across
the actual founding of statesiZ] Kant, acting on this advice, avoids the

e discussion<rffonndin§ with one exception. In the essay on "Perpetual Peace",

’ Kant alludes to the problem of the founder. There he state§ that the

' diffdculty for fne first legislator, who "must supervene upon the variety

of particular volitions" in order to establish the whole, is that he must

-

%

at once be a man prepared to use violence against the "horde of savages"

and yet hold a noble end, a const1tut1on #n .accord with the natural rights

22

of men. Kant, perhaps-lacking in ‘Machiavelli's occasional and startling

forthrightness and being without the latter's "fine Italian hand, " does not
8 show us what a solution to this difficulty wou&d—énta1] Neverthe]ess,

- N

that Kant's formu]at1on has its source in Machiavelli can be seen by a
comparison between the passage from “Perpetua] Peace" just referred to and

23 A second instance of the

the Discourses, Book One, Chapter E1ghteen
idea of founding, not this time of a political commonngalth but rather of
" an ethical commonwealth, is to be seen in Religion within the Limits of

Reason Alone. Here again the problem is one of uniting individual wills

24

in a commonwealth where they must be both free (ethical) and subject to

pub]Tc law (hence the ethico-civil state). It will be apparent that this

arrangement of the problem is reminiscent of Rousseau's concept of the

Leg1s]ator.25 Kant's argument states that the so]gt1on to the difficulty 0
_posed by a law whose only incentive can- be dnfy and which yet must be public,

i.e. commanded externally, is the notion of a "people under God" in whom I
126 In this manner, ethical

N

-

true duties are at the same time His commands.

3

~ 20 21

Kant, Metaphysical E]ements of Justice, p. .80.

Ibid., pp. 84, 111.

22Kant, "Perpetual Peace," pp. 118-19; see "Idea for a Universal Hi§tory," .
page 7, where Kant describes this problem as being impossible to solve.
‘ 23machiavelli, The Discourses, trans. L.J. Walker, ed. Bernard Crick

p (Middleséx, England: Penguin Books, 1970), p. 163.

24

See 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 dnity coexist, under a.common legislator. -That Kant, for the
strictly political concept of founding, appeals to a foundation not unlike
that of Machiavelli, while speaking of the ethiéal, non-political state in
Rous§auian terms, may suggest to us something of his understanding of
po]iticé, While we will return to this statement later, for the moment we
must acknowledge that the direction_offKant's and]ysis is towards the Idea
of an original contfact,-and not an examipation of founding. -

As we have seen, the original 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 .coercive -force, serves
as a guide to all constitutions. But does it point to any specific type of
constitution, or merely to law-governed society in general? Kant responds
to this questjon by distinguishing, in the first instance, between the
letter and the spirit of the origina1 contract. To the letter of the pact

" there corresponds the form of the state established by long tradition and

custom. However, to the spirit belongs the "obligation of the coqsgituted
authority to make the type 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 constitution that freedom can be the underlying '

" principle. The republican form of government is composed of three principles:

the freedom of its mentbers ias men) , (the " eEendence‘of all upon a common
Tegislator" (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
force.28 In other wbrds, only where there is juridical freedom, where
obedijence is given only to those laws capable of being consentgd to by the

people, and hence only where there is awrepresentative government in which

25Jean—dacque§ Rousseau, Du Contrat Sociale, Book II, Chapter 7.

Kant, Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone, pp. 89-91.

27yant, Metaphysical Elements, p. 112. ! T

28Kant, "Perpetual Peace," pp. 93-94; w




the laws are autonomous (thus, -the sepération of the legislative and

executive branches) can that state be said to agree with the spirit of

29

the Idea of an original contract. Other systems, Kant says, have only

distinct moral persons as sovereigns. Therefore, 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 all political forms .. .[it] signifies a Platonic : o
Ideal (respublica noumenon) . ._, the eternal norm for all o
civil organization in general. 0

We will want to return to this passage later. But for-the moment, suffice
it to say fhat, for Kant, a republican constitution is the Idea towards
which a11'governments have a duty to work,!and it is the end of all public
Taw. We have seen, then, that the juridical-civil state is distinguished
from moral life 1n'genera1 and the ethical commohwea]th in particular, and
that they have a common root in the laws of freedom. Furthermore, we have
followed Kant in his distinction between the juridical situation and the
staté of nature and in his analysis of the basis of public law in the Idea
of an original contract. A pact which, in turn, leads us to the only sort
of constitution fully in harmony’with it, i.e. a republican one. In br1ef
the evolution of the first type of public law -- civil law -- has been
traced. We are now in a position, thérefore, to present a short examination
of ;he’two subsequent phases -- that law which holds between nations, and \ .
finally world citizenship. ! ~T§£§

Universal peace, Kant writes,-is through the establishment of a
republican constitution, the ultimate purpose of all 1aw3] and a duty
acknowledged by the human sou].32 The internal constitution of a sfate
appropriate to that end is a republican one, for only such an arrangement,

-t

29Cf Kant, "Perpetual Peace," pp. 93n, 95 97;! Idem, Metqphys1ca1 Elements
of Justice, pp. 78, 113.

30

Kant, "An O1d Question Raised Again: Is the Human Race Constantly Pro-
gressing?" On History, p. 150. See, Idem, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 312.

31Kant, Metaphysical Elements, p. 128.

32Kant, “An O1d Question", pp. 146-47. ; . ’
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requiring the consent of its citizens -- tH; principal victims of war
and fhe bearers of the financial burden of a peacetime army - is 1esél
likely to Tead to war. But because a state of peace does not eiﬁst .
naturally among nations, it must be created.33 Indeed, states are o?iginal]y
in d‘non—juridica1 condition, a situation of wdr with one another where all
property and rights are merely provisional. States, then, like men find
themselves in a destitute condition until the time comes ‘when they submit
themselves to public law. They are, .as it were, oppressed with the same
evil which confronted the individual in the state of nature and as he was \

required to abandon it, so too are they.34

For a binding law to be est-
abTlished concerning the relation of states, without which there remains
only private law and war, a federationﬁmust be formed whose sole purpose

is the maintenance of peace.35

In othen words, because states like indivi-
"duals injure each other by their simple co-existence outside of a juridical -
condition, they are obliged to quit it for a league of nagézns. However,’
it should be ndéted that this obligatigp.is of a different order than that
which applied\xijndividuals. This is say that whereas individuals can
be the subject of* compulsion in the move from the state of nature to Tawful
. society, the former, since they have an interna]lconstitution, have "outgrown"
coercion.36 Hence, there must come into being a federation of states, based ‘

on a voluntary coalition. Kant, in the later essay On the ‘01d Saw, describes

two paths to eternal peace: the one,.a cosmopo]ita;\éonstitution and the -
other, the federation just discussed. Though Kant is less than expansive
in this regard, a cosmopolitan constitution seems to be a single, universal
state under one head, as opposed to a federation. Kant coq]% be taken to
mean in this work that a cosmopo]itanAconstitutidn is préferab]g to a ¢
federation, but that it also holds greater dangers, as evidenced in the

tendency of overly large states to degenerate’1'nto_despot1'sms.37 Thus, a

> «

33Kant, "Perpetual Peace," p. 92.

2

34

Kant, Metaphysical Elements, p. 116; Cf. Idem, On the 01d Saw, pp. 78-79,
and "Idea for a Universal History," p. 19. :

35 36

37

Kant, " gtual Peace," p. 133. Ibid., p. 100.

Kant,/ On the\0ld Saw, ﬁ%. 78-79. Cf. Idem, "Perpetual Peace," p. 113.
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federation under law, and not a single sovereign, is, if not the most
). desirable option, at least the s‘EPst and most feasible way to perpetual
peace. The third phase of public law -- world citizenship -- occupies a
small place in Kant's‘concerns and so/’need only be briefly mentioned here. R
The law of wor]d c1g)zensh1p --a "supp]ement" to civil and international

law -- states that men have the right, when they arrive in a foreign country,
not to be treated 4s an enemy.38 Their right consists in nothing more than

that of the freeddm to associate with others and to a "temporary sojourn."

Here, then, we have all three phases of public law and their basis in the
original contrect\and the state of nature.

So far{&e have discussed only the crucial detail of Kant's political
philosophy. /Now this detail forms the substance, or core, of the Kantian
Idea of a“cqrstitution, of his account of the respublica noumenon. This
Idea, as is c1eer from the passage quoted earlier in the thesis?9 is in
"harmony yith the natural right of man" and with the republican constitution.

And the political association "c nceived in conformity with it" is a

J Platonic Ideal, an eternal norm for all societies. In the—eoncept then,
~~of pubi1c law and of the const1tut1ons, national and international wh1ch

\ emerge from it, Kant presents his vision of the Republic, a vision which,

. . in the form of the Idea, completes the analogy between the Platonic and
Kantian notion 3f politics (or more prec1se1y of~their respect understanding
of the bestsapproach to political "things) made by Kant himself. I would
like to argue that Kant's formulation of the .Idea, and the use of that Idea
which is the basis .of its specific manner of formulation, difiﬁs "radically

; from that of Plato. It will be assérted further on that the heart of this
5 difference can be traced to a tension in Kant S pol1t1ca] though (paralleling

that of the dual role of the highest good in his mora] ph1losophy -~ as norm
" and guide, and as hope) between the Idea as-an eternal, a measure of actual
. . regimes which 1s, itself, a "pattern written in the heavens" on the one hand,
and a source of hope, whose existence on egrth is bossib]e or even probable

- 1

38

®

Kant, "Perpetual Peace," pp. 102, 105f
Q
Kant, "An 01d Question," p. 150. v
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on the other. However, before we examfne the probliem at length, it might
be helpful to discover a "key" to this difficulty.

Perhaps the single mosE‘striking fact about Kant's political thought
. ¥s that 'in Kant's writings virtue is hardiy mentioned. Indeed, precisely
the difference betwgen an ethical community of men and a political, or
juridical one, is that whereas in the former virtue is the "unique principle
40 The juridical commonwealth is con- y
cerned solely with the legality of actions and in it all men are in an

ethical state of nature.4] Thus, progress towards a republican constitution

%27 That Kant would hold

such a position is a]readx evident from his distinction bgtween juridical and

of union," in the Tatter it is not.

leads not to virtue, but to an increase in legality.

ethical law. Ethical law, we recall, cannot be introduced through external

pressure of any sort. But in addition to this, the argument also has its source

in Kant's conception of evil in man. To redﬁce a rather intricate analysis, the .,
detail of which nqed not concern us here, to its essentials, we can say that

Kant saw evil,vat least in the later works, as a permanent quality in human

nature.43 Man is, in Kant's view, "crooked wood" -- profoundly and -unalter-

44 For this reason, the "sanguine hopes" of eudaemonism,

ably corrupted by evil.
. 45

the belief in the constant moral improvement of mankind, are untenable.

40 41

Kant, Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone, p. 86. Ibid., p. 90.

43

%?Kant, "An 01d Question," p. 151.

44

Cf. Kant, Religion, pp. 26-27.

Kant, "Idea for a Universal History," p. @ﬁdem, Religion, p. 92.
45Kant, "An 01d Question," p. 140. Cf. Leo Strauss' statement on classical
polTitical philosophy: "It is free from all fanaticism because it knows
~that evil cannot be eradicated and therefore that one's expectations from
politics must be moderate, The spirit which animates it may be described
as serenity or sublime sobriety” (Strauss, "What is Political Philosophy?",
What is Political Philosophy? and Other Studies [New York: Free Press,
19597, p. 28). But this task was accomplished by showing the distance
between the actual, or actualizable, regimes and the simply best regime,
that which exists in speech alone. Kant's argument shares this hostility
to immoderate political expectations, but this view evolves in a way )
radically distinct from the classics. (1) Its purpose is not, as such, to
know the Timits of political things, but to provide for hope. Hence, (2)
it has no need of an elaboration of that sort of négime& which, in providing
{ "
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Pelitics, then, has precious little to do with virtue. It is an activity

fit for a "nation of devils," and, thus, its central problem is to so

arrange the public conduct of self-interested anaievi1 indjviduals that .
their actions will be the same as if they were not i]]—intentioned.46 »f ;
Politics is simply the art of us%ng the mechanisms of nature for controlling *
men in their public 1ife.47 Insofar as it has anything whatsoever to do -
with virtue, it is only that the.latter ought to exert an influence on
politics; the serpent, to use Kant's image, must be tempered by &he dove. ' .
What is intriguing here is not so much Kant's understanding of politics but
rather the fact that the "eternal norm" is formulated in accordance with it.

The Idea, that is to say, is constructed so as to provide a guide for a

nation of devils seeking to constitute a state. And such a guide must be,
in Kant's argument, in fundamental harmony with the possibilities available
to these devils. To construct g(;ity in speech around .virtue, say, instead
of peace and Taw would be to suyrpass the Timits of one's material and hence
would invite the mockery of the practical man-.and po]iticians.48 This fear
of mockery, of being shown to be a mere dreamer of "sweet dreams" is a
_theme repeated in Kant's political essays and is thé basis of his concern
with the relation between theory and préctice.49 In order to avoid the
derisive laughter of the pblitician, one is best advised to shape one's
constitution 1in thoughf in a manner becoming/devi1s and not saints. The
Idea is not that of an ethical commonwdalth, but of an external, coercive
order made necessary by the desire of men to absent themselves from'any
universal law. Or, to say much the same thing in different words, one
should lower the level of one's criterion so as’ to bring }t into line

a contrast with realizable ones, would point to those limits. In short,
political discourse is no longer about the good regime, but about the
realizable regime. Though both Kant and the classical tradition can be
said to share a somewhat similar understanding of the Timits of politics;
they differ fundamentally on the nature, of political philosophy, and the
manner in which political things can best be grasped,

46 .47

Kant, "Perpetual Peace," pp. 111-12. Ibid., p. 119, ‘

48Kant "An 01d Question," p. 151: "f{W]e must not hope for too much from

mén in their progress toward the better lest we fall prey with good reason -
to the mockery of the politician who would w1111ng1y take the hope of man

as the dream1ng of a d1straught mind," <

490f. Kant, Introductory paragraph to "Perpetual Peace," pp., 85, 112; "An

01d Question," p. 1515 On _the 01d Saw, pp. 42-3. i "
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with what is possible.’ Sbcrates, we remember, was also confronted with
the mockery of the ¢citizens when he spoke of the Republic. To their
laughter he answered:

-

But, I suppose, when it became clé€ar to those who used these

. practices that-to uncover all such things is better than to
hide them, thén what was ridiculous to the eyes disappeared in
the Tight of what's best as revealed in speeches. And this
showed that he .is empty who be11eves anything is ridiculous other
than the bad . .:. or, again, he who looks ser1ou51§ to any
standard of beauty he sets up other than the good. :

] ﬁyr, Plato, then, the radica] distinclion between what truly is and
that which comes into being and passes away does not weaken the former with
respect to the 1atter On the contrary, the city in speech is the measure
of actual regimes, or the gu1de to the understand1ng of the limits of
political things, for exact]y the reason that only it can claim to be in
the, ful]est sense What is 1aughable is not the use of such a city as a
cr1ter10n, but rather the employment of: anyth1ng less.- The laughter is the

' derision poured on philosophy by the 1nhab1tants of the cave and, for
Socrates, it simply gp1nts to the need for philosophy and for grasping the
difference between po]1t1cs and philosophy, a difference'which, in turn,
requires philosophy for its recognition. Kant"s Idea of a republican.
constitution, on the'other hand, is designed to eliminate from political

©activity c0n§jde}ations other than those centered dround public law and

3

the end which that law establishes, i.e. peace. Political maxims, there-
fore, are not to be determined "heteronomously" -- based, that is, upon a
de51re for happ1ness or the popular welfare -- but are to be derived from
the pure concepts of duty anq r1ght.5] The respublica noumenon that Kant,
sets out is eminently practical® practical in the sense that-it has been

' fpamed not‘gjthin the terms of discourse about the good, or what-is simply
best, but rather within the boundaries described by actual political matters.
Thus the problem which it attempts to solve, is not the c&g@tﬁon (or-
impossibility) of that city which is truly the most just, but) of a city
which cou]é be populated.by devils, or wholly orﬁhnary men. Redding Kant
we are reminded of Machiavelli's image of the river and its constraining

*%P1ato Republic 452 D-E.

51Kant, “PerpetualiPeace," p. 127.
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. \dikes. We are faced with men, who, if bpporturjity permitted them, would
satisfy their desires and passions at the expense of othersiand’u1timate]y,
of course, at the expense of a stab]é society. The political problem is to
so arrange ‘their desires, through institutions, law and custoﬁs,'that they
- will neither want; nor have 'the ability, to do damage. For Kant this
difficulty does not allow for purely pragmatic solutions,”but only'such
solutions as aré compatible with™man's only right -- freedom within universal
Taw -- and the end of all law, peace. Nevertheless, the Idea has been
" formulated in a manner designed to make it harmonious with ‘the 1imit?d end
of politics and with its "corrupt material." In short, it is an Idea, the
\ construction of which, one may expect, has been carried out in the light
R of the possibility of its coming into being. If the latter is true, Kant's
\ %Erpose would differ fundamentally from Plato's and so, naturally, would
~ its theoretical outcome. Kant would share in this case concerns %hat might
l\\be characterized as typical of modern political thought aftef Machiavelli.

A
by
3

Y We have seen, then, that Kant's Idea of a republican constitution

b
’ i% one concerned, at least in part, with possibility. Further evidence

f@r this point can be found in the fact that Kant's political thought,
centered around this Idea, is closely linked to a speculative philosophy
history. One may-assume that an Idea whose only function is to serve

-- would not stand in need of a supporting philosophy of history, of
_the sort that Kant provides. Clearly, the last statement coupled with the
prec%?ing analysis, leads us to doubt the veracity of the equation of the

Kant i)
doubtﬁoccurs because Kant's formulation suggests an interest in actua11za-
tion. But let us begin w1th the question as to why Kant would have th1s

J

°. “interest or‘concern. L -

an Idea of a, constitution with that of Plato's Republic.. And this

e
Iy

It was nofed in the previous sectiom of the thesis that-the concept
v of the sumhum bonum has a dual role: on the one hand, it requires us

regardless of the possibility of its coming into being, to act in accord-
.' . ance with it. That i’s, we are required to make ourselves worthy of it,
whether or not its possibility can be proveri, or even shown to be feésible,

9 *

o
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‘ éo long ds its impossibility cannot be conclusively 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
for traces of; design in nature which would point to a-Moral Author of the
“world, suffichent to guarantee at least the'rea§6n3b1é hope for happiness

in proportion to virtue. A similar tension exists, I would suggest, .in

the notion of the Idea of a constitution between that Idea as a measure and ST

52 Here this tension results in a move away.

~as something for which we hope.
~ from the purely normative function of the Idea towards hope and consequently
towards possibility. It tends, then, to lower the level of the substance of

xhéildea so as to make it an object of hope, an object the realization of »

’ which is the concern of the gpecu]ative analysis af htstory.
¥4
p Therefore, on the one side, the ;déa is simply a measure, aﬁd one
) which sets out the duties of the sovereign in governing. Thus, Kant writes
. ’ that even if we cannot prove that something exists, we may still hypothe- '

- tically-accept the conjecture of it, if there is an interest in adopting the
conjecture. Now jif this interest is one derived from a moral end, duty
requires us to adbpt the conjecture as a maxim. However, while duty demands
that we seek this end,

%o .
. 0 .[I1t is evident that . . . it does not reguire us to con-
jecture .. . the feasibility of the end in the sense in which

T such a conjecture is a purely theoretical judgment . . . What

{‘ uty requires is that we act in accordance with the Idea of such
ends even if there is not 'the slightest theoretical possibility

” that it is feasible, as long as its impossibility cannot be

demonstrated either. v

In other woﬁds, this Idea so long as it cannot be shown to be-impossible (in
Kant's account duty cannot_command the impossible) is to guide the pratt?ce

~

™ -

However, it should be noted that Fackenheim is correct in maihﬁajning that
Kant's philosophy of history and politics is not simply a corollary to the
teaching on the summum bonum (Emil Fackenheim, "Kant's Concept of History,"
Kant-Studien 48 [19573: 392). %he most basic difference between the two,
of course, is that while 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'

52

concerned. with the problem of hope, and both attempt to satisfy the need
we feel for a “consoling View of-the world" through the use of teleological
arguments. L \ .

53

Kant, Metaphysical Elements of Justice, pp. 127-28.
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of sfatesmen and citizens"gg_thodgh a truiy republican constitutioﬁ and

perpetual peace existed. ATl that is required of the Idea is the negative “\_,—4
conditiﬁnSQ that it not be proven impossible. Clearly, it does not fo]Tﬁﬁff{ﬂ‘
from this that we have to actually think its passibility; on ‘the contrary,

it suffices merely that we do not believe it to be impossible. Similar
formu]atibns, it will be recalled, are to be found in the concept of the

h1ghest good. There to the extént“that the summum bonum does nofhing

more than prescr1be conduct, it is sufficient simply that we are not able

to prove ctonclusively its impossibility. This, then, is what we may term
the 'Platonic' side of Kant's Idea -- the side, that is, which Kant saw as

being similar to Plato’s Republlc 55 But as in the case of the h1ghest :
good, there is also a 'second vers1oQ » a version concerned w1th hope and -

therefore with actualization. . . ' . . - .

<=

‘ }

Man is opﬁressed Kant states, by .what appear to qe hopeless ev11s,56-

and the cont1nued presence -of evil '‘causes ‘him to doubt the benevolence of N

. the Divine Author, Fromﬁthws'po1nt of view, history is seen as a never-

?

ending tragedy, or a fartical game:” .

To watch this tragedy for a while may perhaps be touching and .
instructive, but eventually the curtain has to fall. For in
the  Tong 'run the tragedy becomes a farce, and though the actors,
'fools that they are, do not tire of it, the spectators will.,, . . .
But in real life to pile vice upon countless vice . . . just so
that some day there will be p]enty to punish, would be repugnant
. eg;n to the morality of a wise credtor and governor of the
wor]d o

o

i
. Kant's concern here .18 for the spectators for those survey1ng the course

of history. To see in h1story nothing buta series of half- comlcal half-

tragic, but 1nev1ta§]y futile attempts on the part of mankind to improve

54The demonstrat1on of which must rest with its opponents (Kant, On the

0ld Saw, p. 77). ° :
55Whﬂe this formulation is adequate for the purpases at hand, it will be’
_shown later that the strict relationship between duty and impossibility .
described in the Second Critique, and summarized above, changes somewhat
in the constitutional Idea. Kant, it will be argued, seems to suggest
that something more is required for the Idea than-the mere lack of a
proof of its impossibility. e, .

56Kant, "Conjectural Beginning of Humgn‘History,“ n History, DD.’66, 68.

~
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°secure hope and faith, the philosopher must provide'what amounts to a
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itself, would sap the spectator $ courage, weaken his faith in Prov1dence,

‘and remove from his heart the desire to wqrk for the _comnmon good. 58 For «

this reason it is an unacceptable proposal that human1ty is not advanc1ng
towards a better state, that history is either stagnant or regress1ve
Equa]]y unacceptable is the.notion that b1ind chance ru]es over our affa1rs

since if this were the case, the world. would be a "hell of evils. u60 To

theodicy. He must de¢ide,if there is a plan concealed in the séeminé]y
"idiotic order of things" or, to give the narrower definition of his task,

the philosopher in the gutse of the historian must determine what ﬁ}ovidence
||6.I

11

or nature has done to furthergthe end which "man's reason makes his ddty.
The end being referred to here is, .of course, perpetual peace and thé type
of internal constitution which favours it, and through such a state,‘tO’q
62 That a condition

of peace, law and freedom will ultimately supercede the present chaos and

allow for the unbridied development of man's capacities.

violence is what men must hope for and Kant, in his philosophy of history,

provides the basis for this hope.
: > - |

The stud? of history, Kant writes, is concerned with narrating the .

appearances o% freedom. But the appearances of freedom, like all éppear-

63

ances,~are subJect to universal natural\law And as nature in the narrow

sense is not an 1d10t1c, chaotic ordering of things, so too we may expect )
that the appearances of freedom in the world will exhibit a regular movement. N
H1story is possible, therefore, on]y on the "fundamental premise" which it

shares with nature proper, of the "systematic structure of the cosmos.. u64 - -

° ' &

64

57

Kant, On_the 01d-Saw, pp. 76-77. *8¢f. Kant, On the 01d Saw, p. 77,

59Kant "Perpefua] Peace," p. 128; Idem, "An 01d Question," p. 131.
60Kant, “Idea for a Un1versa1 History from a Cosmopo]1tan Point of V1ew,"

‘p 20 Al ) - ) ' u
61

Ibid., p. 12; Kant, “Perpetual Peace," p. 111. &

62Kant, "Idea for a Universal History," p. 23; Kant Critique of Judgment,

pp. 281-82.

(Y

63Kant “Idea for a Uniyérsa] History," p.«11; Kant, Critique of Pure
Reason, pp 471, 474, *477.

Kant, "Idea for a Universal History," p. 22. : ) N
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Thus(/;ust as systematic, inductive thought or science requires that we
adopt aé\our fundamental premise the orderliness of the world, so does

the philosophy of history demand that we view nature as.a system. Hence
the first thesis of Kant's understanding of history is a teleological one.
A1l capacities, he states, are destined to evolve to their natural end.

- To deny this would be to deny the teleological principle of nafure, the

idea of a Tawful course of nagwe.65 History is pessible, then, only if
there 1is an order among the appearanceswéfifpgedom.’ But nature has
previously been shown to be systematic and }Bwfu1 and therefore, these

-appearances being in the same domain as those of nature in general, may
t A

reasonably 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,'fhere must be a purpose for the whole as
well. Since we know of the teleology of natural things, it is_flausible

or indeed necessary, to determine the ultimate purpose of nafure -- in this
case, the evolution of mankind towards a republican constitufion and
perpétua] peace.66 It is little wonder therefore that, given the root of
Kant's philosophy of histdry 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 -- i.e. 'that
nature does nothing in vain =- and another is to be seen in the Lapland
images of "Perpetual Peace". In these passages Kant merely reiterates the

physical evidence -- for example, qriftwood in the Arctic -- for a wise |

designer of the wor]d.67

The central premise, then, of history is the presence of an order
or plan in the course of appearances which constitute history. Now whereas
a history of bees, say, would presentono'prob]ems to the philosopher nor
yet a history of wholly rational citizens living according to a self-given

v

65Kant, “qug for a Universal History from a Cosmopolitan Point of View,"
pp. 12-13. : .
66

“Ibid., p. 20. 67Cf. Kant, "Perpetual Peace," pp. 107n, 109.
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plan, the history of men does pose some difficulties. 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 éhe history of mankind, a
history which is peculiar inasmuch as it involves a relationship between
nature and freedom, and which, above all, is teleological, Now clearly
this 1a§t statement sets the problem which Kant will have to solve. For,
on the one hand, man's history differs from that of animals precisely .
bééause the events which make it up are the appearances of freedom and not
of instinct, or nature alone. But on the other hand, this history is o
teleological, unfolds, that is, according to purposes and means set by
nature. Nature has willed, Kant writes, that whatever man achieves shall
be the result of his own activity. And in harmony with this edict, nature

69

or Providence ~-employs means compatible with the peculiar character of

human history. That is, she achieves her final purpose, the development

N
[

of man's capacities made possible by a state of peace, through his unsocial

sociability, his mutual antagonism in society.70

Man's .selfish inclinations,
then, are nature's means and through the diversity of his interests, the

" vanity and competition, man is led towards a situation of lawful external
relations. In this manner (internal) public law arises from internal

discord and the Ehreat of war, from the se]f%sh inclination to preserve
oneself and not from morality. Similarly, international Taw which “presup-
poses the existence of many independent but neighbouring states" as

“opposed to the unification of states under one sovereign (which

i 4

—

68

Kant, YIdea for a Universal History," 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 only
be the work of Providence (cf. Kant, "Perpetual Peace," p. 108; On the
01d Saw, p. 18). ‘

L7OKant; "Idea for a Universal History," p. 15; Kant, “Perpetua] Peace,"” p. 112.
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woyld be the "burial ground" of their freedom) is furthered by nature,
since she prevents the states from amalgamating by differences of language

and re]igion.71'

Finally, the law of world citizenship is advanced by means
of mutual self-interest embodied in the spirit of commerce. Thus each
person’actihg solely on the basis of his own avarice, and in opposition to
the interests of”Others, moves toward a goal unknown to him, but established _
by nature. War, competition and vahity force him tb enter a 1awfu1\Londitioﬁ b
and also arouse his cqpacities.72 Henée, we are in error if we see in the-
lamentable course of %istoﬁy a reproach to Providence. For whatumay seem °
evil from the standpoint of the individual will, in the evolution of the

73

race, of mankind, prove beneficial. In brief, the history of man is the

working out of nature's 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 creafa;75 and.the violence and chaos which are the outstanding %raits
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.
o

76

\\ L}
But insofar as the speculative philosophy of history justifies
Providence, it gives us hope. It should be emphasized 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

cooperation of natd}é, and indeed, without the conscious participation of

men in their own improvement. Clearly, then, the hope is not for moral
progress, but for the advaﬁcement of civilization and ultimately of the free
growth of man's natural capacities. Kant does, on occasion, suggest that
this last-mentioned development may perhaps lead to the moral improvement of
man, thqugh civilization is wholly compatible w{th an ethical state of nature.

Kant, “Pergetua] Peace," p. T13.

72Kant, "Idea for a Universal History," p. 16; Kant, On the 01d Saw, p. 80,

73Kant, "Idea for a Universal History,"” pp. 11, 16; Kant, "Conjectural
Beginning of Human History," p. 60. /

74 ‘75

Kant, "Idea for a Universal History," p. 21. Kant, On_the 01d Saw, p. 78.

76Kant, "Idea for a Universal History," p. 25.



w‘*

¥

106

However, Kant also put forward the view that no such moral progress is
to be expected from civilization.’’ While it is\difficult to determing
which conclusion ultimately holds sway in Kant'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 ruse of nature and the desire of virtuous men for an increase
in morality. The former can be grounded in teleological concepts siqce
it is concerned solely with the external form, i.e. legality of actions.
The latter, on the other hand, demands not only the conformity of those
acts with law, but the proper incentivesas well. That is to say, the hope

‘that we are allowed based upon the ”fundamenta] 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 mo%p1 deed. 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 pfogress,
nevertheless favour morality. The qugstion here, then, is: doés a just '
ordering 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 best, doubtful as

an educator. The political sense of law is a restraint dn freedom, on mere
arbitrary freedom, so that the freedom which I have to seek a des1red end
shall not conflict with the freedom of others. 78 And the incentive to obey
this law is not simple respect for duty, but rather the entirely "heterono-
mous" fear of swift punishment. Little wonder, then, that Kant maintains
that insofar as moral improvement has a social Himension at all, it consists
not in the actions of the regime but in the establishment of an ethical
commonwealth, the wisible church; within the political order. Nor, it should
be added, can church and regime be united in a sovereign who is also a moral
lTegislatgy. The outstanding example of such an attempt -- Moses.-- is

79

dismigged by Kant as being merely political. Finally Kant's concern in

77Cf. Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. 284; "Idea for a Universal History," °
p. 14; "An Old Question Raised Again," pp. 140, 157. '

78Cf. Kant, The Doctrine of Virtue, p. 40. \

79

Kant, Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone, pp. 116-17.
B o N °
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these later writings with the radical presence of evil in human nature, it
could be argued, compounded his pessimism about the possibility of moral
improvement. ) \
. \ (@O
What I am maintaining, therefore, is that there are a number of Tines
of reasoning which suggest that progress in virtue is not the object of
hope for Kant. One is that the Jimits of hope are co-extensive with those
of the  teleological argument, and though the latter points to the coopera-
tion of nature in man's advancement in civilization, it can lead us no

further. A second approach suggests that the education_in law and .freedom

Y
that & republic provides to its subjeets (even though that education may be
more favourable 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

80

extract from a genuine moral cafeghism provided by Kant. Furthermore,

!

the rigid separation of juridical and ethical commonwealths, of regime and
church, set out in Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone and the strict

He]ineation of the tasks appropriate to each, also indicate that pb]itica]

prog?ess 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 ;hé hopes of eudaemonism.

~Kant's philosophy of history and politics iS a theodicy and a source
of hope. And it fulfills this role not by accounting for evil in the light
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 b]oody history. The horizon of Kant's
political thought is, 1ike that of Hobbes, fear of violent death. And the
hope for peace is, in Kant's mind, a real need of men confronted with a -
history which provides evidence for 1it£1e else than continued warfare. The
fact that Kant sometimes spoke of peace leading to moral 1mprovémeh1 does
suffice to show that that improvement and not simply peace was foremost in

¥

Kant's mind. !
\
J

»'

Kant, The Doctrine of Virtue, pp. 153ff.
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Kant's speculative history interprets, history in ‘the light of our

"pract1ca1 interest in it, that is, it seeks even the "fa1ntest 1nd1cat10ns“

that history works according to a plan conceived by a wise Governor. 81 It

is plain, therefore, that the philosophy of h1story inasmuch, as it wants
bto show the progress of mankind towards the realization of the Idea oF a
constitution, is bound up with Kant's political thought. However, we have
already noted that one way in which the Idea is used is as.a measyre, a
guide which simply prescribes the duties and obligations of rulefs. Now
we encounter the second employment of the same Idea presented, in this »
case, in the context of a philosophy of history which points to its actual-
tx\c_)f duty alorie but of hope.
It would be a mistake, though, to believe that these two functions are
wholly distinct in Kant:é account of the Idea. The guarantee of nature,

ization and in so doing makes it a source no

which makes a far stronger claim than the mere absence of a proof of
impossibi]ify, is essential to the Idea and thus to our duties with regard
to it. Kant writes: "In this manner, nature quarantees perpetual peacé'by

the mechanism of human passions . . . making it our duty towards this end
82

which is not a chimerical one." In another bassage, he states:

It is strange and apparently silly to wish to write a history

in accordance with an Idea of how ##e course of the world must

be if it is to 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.

Notice that in these two excerpts, nature's guarantee is responsible for
raising the Idea above the level of a ?chimera“ or "romance". And that in
the first citation, duty is explicitly connected to the progress made certain
by nature. One final quote wi]] serve to illustrate this last point "If
it is a duty to make real (even if anly through approximation in endless

progress) the state of;publf% law and if there is a well-provided hope that

this can actually be done, then perpetual- peace . . . is not an empty Igiea."84

Here again duty is tied to possibility, without which the Idea which commands

-
Kant, "Idea for a Universal History," p. 22; "An 01d Question," pp. 142,
147; "Perpetual Peace," pp. 108, 114.

§?Kant, "Perpetual Peace," p. 114

84

certain duties wou]Q remain only an "empty idea".

81

83Kant, "Universal History," p. 24.

Kant, "Perpetual Peace," p. 135 (emphasis added).
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“8 In order for this Idea to be something more than a '"sweet dream", .
the empty idea of an idle thinker; it _has to speak of.a state which can
actually be established. But men are 'crooked wood" and from them no
advancement in virtue can be expected (for this, Kant says, a new creation

would be. required). And even if evil were not part of their nature, no.

f

guaranteeing force could be found, netther nature nor Providence, wh1ch
would assure us of their moral prqgress for such advancement depends, as
Kant pointed out in the Groundwork and the First Critique, on the pure,
‘kii.e; autonomous, will. Thus if our'hope is td’be more than a pleasing
fancy, we must not expect too ruch of'men, nor shou]d)we look for the
origin of progress {h mankind 1tse]f. The Idea or end must bé reduced

so that we may reasonably expect it to eventtally come into being. In

_ other words, because the Idea does more than dictate duties, because it

is also the end for which we hope, we ought to make it "realistic", not

so much to avoid the mockery of practical men, as to offer the "spectators”
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
sgvereign, but rather we emp]oy an Idea which, while des1gned in part to
fulfil the latter need,-is also to be the seat of hope. This lgst use,

I would suggest, sets narrow limits on the Idea, 1imits derived not from

a philosophical analysis of what is simply the best, but boundaries g
described by-what "actually can be done." By lowering the level of political-
philosophic discourse, Kant's re_pub11ca noumenon offers a "consoling view

of the future. u85 Philosophy, he states, is consoling and teaches contentment

86

We stated at the beginning of this section that Kant's Idea of a
republic differed fundamentally from that of Plato both in use and substance.
I have argued in the body of the chapter that this change can be traged to
Kan;'s concern with the possibility of the republic's existenge, a concern
which originates with the practical interest that men have in historical-
political matters. This #nterest, it was asserted, can be seen in the union

-

85Kant, "Idea for a Universal History," p. 25.

86Kant, "Conjectural Beginning of ﬁgman History," 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 consolation of philosophy that Kant
speaks of is the "quiding thread" provided by a speculative history and
pointing to a better state in a tywe to come. It is difficult to imagine

a starker contrast and perhaps one more revealing of the differgnses
between Kant and tﬁé classical conception of the philosophic 1ife 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 phi]\o'sophic ideal of 1ife in Boethius' Consolation of Philosophy.

& , -~
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

w

Ay

~In the final section of this thesis we saw .the source of Kant's
philosophy of history and politics in'his concept of teleology and the
issues connected with that idea. With the conc]ud{ng section, the task
established at the outset of the thesis has been fulfilled. And that was

to locate one central idea in'Kant's works and to trace its evolution --

not, however, in its chronological evolution, eg. the 'earlier' and the
‘later' Kant, but rather as that single idea marks a path through the

- crucial philosophical concerns of his system. Te]eo]ogy,\at‘its root the

nation of design in nature, and secondarily, the question of the origin
of that design, has a place -- and perhaps an important place -- in Kant's

epistemology and his analysis of the moral will and politics. which are the

topics of the three Critiques and the historical/political essays. Though
the limits of this thesis would not permit discussion of it, teleology is
also céntral to Kantian anthropology and aesthetics, '

-Now it will be recalled that the purpose of the thesis is two-fold:
on the one hand, to show that Kant's political philosophy shares in the
same group of issues and problems that dominate his entire.pv{?osophfcal
endeavégr, and in so doing, to advance the claim that their subject matter
is not mere marginalia, And on the other hand, I yanted to argue that the
political writings themselves can only be fu11¥/understood by relating
their themes back to the Critiques. I think that the approach adopted by
this thesis, i.e. following the concept of teﬂeology through from the bare

assertion of its possibility in the Critique of Pure Réason, to its necessity

P \
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In the Third Critique, and from there to its corollaries, the final end

of nature and the Moral Designer of the world in the Lritique of Practical
Reason and the bo]itica] writings, serves this”two-sideQRpurEose well.

This -path, that of retracing the "natyral" course, as it were, of Kant's
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 wofd, the problems which decisively shape fhe political philosophy have
their roots in his concept of nature and iﬁ his episterfology. But to say
that they are rooted in this way {s not sufficient, for whatlis at stake
here is not merely the ‘parentage' of his idea of politics, but rather the
claim that Kant i3 led -- ‘though perhaps it would be too strong an assertion
to say that the 'intérna] logic' of his argument leads him -- stage by stage
from natural teleology to the moral sphere, and finally to h}story. If, in’
fact, these propositions can be upheld, then the understanding of Kant's
work as a whole, as a single teaching, and hence the unity of the three

. Critiques would 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 the 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 use 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 rather obvious assertion --
that the political philosphy, in order to be fully comprehended, requires an
awaréness of the origins of its problems in the strictly philosophical works --
can, I think, be taken as demonstrated.

Let me, then, briefly sumharize the arguments$ of the thesis and the
conggusions~fhat they lead to. It was maintained that Kant‘s'concept of
experience, to the extent that it is based solely upon the understanding '
and the cétegories, that is, thé analysis of experience that is complgted
in the Transcendental Deduction, proviaes only for basjc, everyday experience,

Indeed, the Deduction sets out the fundamental conditions of any experie
whatsoever. But it does not rise above the requirements of‘éxperience in
general, or simple experience, Now the idea of simple*or basic experience/

| . &)
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includes the poss1b111ty of objective events per se, though t systen?t1c‘
experience. In other words, -1t is possible, w1th the account df experience
given in the Analytic of the First Critique, to imagine a world\ of objective
events, jnfinite in number and variety and, in principle;, not amegable to
‘classification. Within such a wor]d ordinary exper1ence might be! poss1b1e
. but science would not. ‘Science, _the systematic experience of natuge, . ‘
requires, in Kant's view, that natura] phenomena be classifiable’ 1nté\genera'
and specie§, that nature be ‘parsimonious’ andjthat her laws be conn cfed,

one to the other Science is péséib]e then, only on the assumption\--
Titerally, the supposition ---of a systemat1c nature; the view that nature

" is to be thought as if it had been organized so as to make it the object
of scientific activity. * The hypothesté of the ‘empirical Tawfulness of
nature (ae opposed to its transcendental 1anfu1ness, the basic ingredient
in any experience, discussed in the Dedudtipn and the Aha]ogies) is provided
by reason. And its employment is legitimate so long as the explanation that
it“offens*istcast in the Tangqage of reguiative statements, and thus does
not claim to speak about the objects themselves, but of the way in which we .

Y

must view them.

This is. roughly the argument aé Kant _presents it in the Critique of'
Pure Reason. In fact it estabtishes‘fitt]e more than the need for some sort
of concept of a systematic nature. The detailed conceptual analysis of the
problem of system emerges only in the Third Critique. \Here "system" is
-conjoined with "purposiveness” in a broader concept of teleology. Most
closely re]ated to the probleni as stated above, the poss1b111ty of science
as such, is Kant s study of the connection between the assumption of a
systematic nature and the requ1rements of 1nduct1ve thought Kaht maintgins w
that for inductive thought, and so too for science, nature must be v1ewed
as 1f‘1t were pars1mon1ous, ‘classifiable into genera and species and so
forth., And this postu]ated "system of nature" is bound up w1th,-1g Kant's
understanding of it, the purposiveness of nature, and thus the fact of its
having been designed. However, the analysis of induction does no more 2
than suggest the latter, . t A
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Kant _now proceeds to show the necessity of teleological exp]anataon ‘
to the b1o1og1ca1 sciences. We are presented, he writes, with a range of
phenomena, 1nexp11cabﬂe on/ﬁechan1ca1 ‘principles alone. Phenomena of this -
sort, which are self—b?gan1z1ng, are teleological -- or rather, have to be
so explained -- which is to say that they can only be seen in terms of
working towards an end, theirlown productioﬁ and reproduction. They are
internally teleological (i.e. self-organizing), Kant says, and thus, unlike
the famous “watchfmetaphgﬁ“ (the watch being wound, continues to function
on its own), they can d{Spense with the idea of a designer. Ngverthe]esﬁ,
though the biologist can, and must, examine organized beings teleologically,
but without thebnotion of a designer, the philosopher ref]ectingron the
p?esence of organization in nature is led, inexorably, to a causality
according to concepts, to design, and ultimately to a’ designer governing
the whole. In addition td’this, the presence of specific organized systems
- in nature forces the conclusion that nature as a whole is designed. What
this means is that nature is a system of relative purposes, of things that
are good for something. Now if we are to know that, say, the'Bresence of
marine animals (supplying 0il to northern peoples) is.not merely a useful
Eoiﬁcidence, Sut rather, a purpose of nature, we would have to-know the
final purpose of nature, that which is not itself useful in turn. Until we
know ihe final purpose, all seeming (relative) purposiveness remains coptin-
gent. But the final purpose, that of which it cannot be asked "What is this :
for?" must lie outside of nature and,so,it cannot be supplied by natural ‘ i

teleology. Briefly, thgn, this is the argument: we know of organized beings Ci
explainable only on the basis of teleo¥ogical principles. But it is only X
reasonable that what is organizedlinﬂits parts, is systematig in the whole as |
well. Tpe organization of the whole can only be one of relative purposes,nof
non-teleological (not imternally organized) beings which are usefu] for ther ‘iﬁ
purpos1ve beings. If we are to be certain that they exist in order to serve

others we mustralso 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 all else is subordinate, and

which itself is subordinate to nothing. Such an end, Kant states, must stand
outside of nature, Natural teleology takes us to the bounfaries of nature,

ﬁ’z
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and points to what is béyond, but cannot provide-us with insight into it.
Equally the‘oasis of all teleological explanation, the idea of a designer,,
is demanded by natural teleology which is, however, 1ncapab1e of moving
beyond the idea of a mere "supersen51b1e something.” These two theoretical
drives indicate that what began as an inquiry into the pos§ibiﬂity of
science, now moves into the realm of moral philosophy and. theology.

(W B
- The moral-teleological argument begins not with the existep€e,of

natural phenomena, but with the fact of man's moral life, and the quality,

of freedom which renders it possible. The heart‘of Kant's claim here is’
that while the moral will cannot be determined by /its end, it redquires in

common with.al? willing, an end. This end is the s ummum bonum, the propor-

ﬁiona] .union of virtue and- happ{ness But_since man's faculty of practical

’

reasoning governs noth1ng save his own actions, i. e , it does not control

. nature, the second component of the highest good happ1ness, which depends

on the cooperat1on of nature, is beyond his powers. In order to make the
h1ghest good the end of man's actions and the obJect of his hope, some ,

power must be found which, ordering nature so as to bring about happiness

in proportion to virtue, could establish the possibility-of the summum
bonum. Without such a hope; moral Tife would become, if not 1mposs}b1e,
then certainly more difficult, and therefore the idea of a moral designer
of the world is necessary. However the summum bonum and its corol}ary --
teleology -- play a two-fold role in Kant's thought. On the one side, it
functions in a manner ana]odous to that of the categoricalgimperative:
"act so as to make yourself worthy of the highest good." A1l that is
needed here is that bare possibility of the summum bonum be .established;

that it be shown not to be impossible. But aé a support for moral 1ife,

_as an obJect of hope, more is required than the mere absence of a proof of

1mposs1b111ty In both of these cases, Kant-employs the ﬁoncept of
teleology. In the former this 1is' done because without the-proof of a
Supreme Designer the h1ghest good would indeed be impossible, while -in the
latter case, it is introduced to shore up hope to transform what otherwise
would remain only a w1sp intonsomething that we can hope ﬁor. The teleo-
logical concept is the same in both instances, but the use to nhich it is
put differs according to whether Kant is arggjng for the minimal (in the

¢
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case of the summum bonum s an 'imperative') or the strong (hope) sense

of possibility. Typically, though not invariably, the foﬁmer usabe simply
, posits the concept, thén proceeds to a discussion of worthiness; the latter

b3

seeks confirmation in,the design we perceive in nature.

2
o

Moral-telealogy, tgéﬁ, fills out the concept of the supersensible
basis of nature, by showing the mpra] character of that ground. It also
points to the final end of nature -- man's freedom. And its argument is,
Y in Kant's view, stronger than that from nature since its certainty is
— s known a priori, whereas the te]eo]ogy of nature could, g1ven advances in
. . » science, be replaced by more soph1st1cated mechanical pr1nc1p]es than we
o " now possess. Moral and natural teleology both lead to the concept of the N
supersensible ground of nature: the former providing a fuller, more certain \
insight into it, the latter giving admirable empirical confirmation of it P
in its works. What the morad isort of teleology introduces is the question.
o of hope, of a felt need to @elieve that the world is not random and chaotic,
but that it operates with the wisdom that.only a designer could impart to
it. This need draws upon both:sorts of te]gp]ogy: upon the moral kindlfor
a proof of the justice of‘the designer and upoh the natural for evidence of
his handiwork. . . - \ "
The concept of hope, with, its/root in teleology, extends beyond the
hope for an afterlife and for a proportion between virtue and rewardl,
discussed in thérecondCritique. This ‘tbird‘ sort is the hope for peace
erned society -- the subject of Kant's historical and
. political ph11os%phy. . 1

and for a law-go

¥
The govern1ng theme of these writings is the Idea of a repub11can
const1tut1on and, with it, the establishment of a league of nations. Kant

claims that this Idea s Platonic.in inspiration, a "respublica noumenon”

independent of any concern with the possibility of its being actualized,

ahd seﬁving as alguide to political behaviour. His political philosophy

is primarily concerned with elaborating this notion of a republican consti--

‘ tution; and it is embedded in.a philosophy of history which shows how the
course of history tends towards the development of sqph a state, Whaf I



117

have maintained in this thesis is that, like the concept of the summum
bonum, the Idea of a republican constitution has two roles: as an analogue
of the categorical imperative, it commands rulers to act as if they were
presiding over a republic; as a source of hope, it demonstrates haw~the \
teleological process of history will, despite evidence to the cohtrary,

bring about peace and political freedom.{ In order for the reign. peace

and freedom to be the object of hope, it Mas to be tied to.an historical

teleology -- the mechanism whereby it will be ught into being. v

unlike the highest good: whose possibility depends 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, so arrange things that what man

produces will come of his own efforts, and hence freely, but she pushes or
directs him towards her en ‘by means of his "unsocial sociability". The

history of wars, bloodshggg, d tyranny should not, Kant writes, be cause

for pessimism; rather when viewed in the right way (as a purposive course

of events), it is a source of consolation, for it shows how nature, working
throqéh man's evil character, will bring into being an end that is good -- R
literally, malgré les hommes. Nature can work no changes on the character

of man, on this ﬁr%found]y corrupt "crooked wood", but she can ensure that
evil though he is, war is not his permanent lot. The Timits of what a .
natural teleology can produce become, here, the limits of hope -- hope,‘\
that is, not for moral betterment but fbr what is practicab]ei a "nation

of devils" albeit peaceful ones. And the Idea of a repuB]icanwconstitution,
linked to the philosophy of history,~is set out in such a manner that it-

can become the end of :the historical, teleological process and, thus., become
actual. Kant's concern, then, is onerof actualization and not, as he had
asserted, simply with the ideal ”respﬁblica noumenon”. 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 is putting philosophy into the service of consola-
tion and the elaboration of a theodicy. his~p01itica1 philosophy, decisively
shaped by these two concerns, is a philosophy of hope, based upon the idea

of a teleological ordering of nature.

v

One fundamental insight runs throughout these arquments: the supposi-
tion 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 moral, path both "fills/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, and this, in Kant's view, is best achieved in the
elaboration of a teleological view of the world. One of the ways in which
philosophy can be consoling is (again starting from the premise of an
ordered universe and its wise designer) by indicating that the course of
history is from worse to better. .The cost of this edifying tale, this .
speculative history, is that the claim to a Platonic ‘approach to politics .
is untenable. In the last analysis, the content of the Idea must be
determined by the higher priority tbat it be a state of affairs that we
may reasonably expect, that nature can produce, and thus that we may hope

43

P for. Though there‘are other indications that this is, in fact, a realistic .

Y

?

expectation, the basis of hope, here as with the summum bonum, remains the
order of the cosmos, and the source of that order:; This vision is, at its - }

heart, teleological.

‘ , This thesis has, I believe, by showing the importance of teleology
for Kant's system in its entirety, and for his political philosophy in ~
part%cu]ar, succeeded 1n achieving its two aims. That is, it has demon-
strated the connection between Kant'§ political writings and a single,

. principal idea that unites the narroﬁﬁy bhi]osophica] works. And, in so
-doing, it has also made clear that the historical and political essays,
because they are informed by problems taken over from earlier works, cannot
adequate]y be grasped without that background.

4

But I would also suggest that the thesis raises issues which, though
beyond its ,scope, neyerthe]ess are areas worthy of further exp]orétigﬁ} -
One of these is the relationship between nature and freedom, a problem
which can be seen throughout Kant's work. The argumen{ in the Third Anti-
nomy seems, at least on the surface, to reconcile nature and freedom by
confirming each within-its proper boundaries. This is not to say, of coursé,
that their 'harmony’ gq;s any deeper than the belief that on a Kantian account —

c
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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 this is Kant's
concern to establish some re]atfothip between nature and freedom beyond

. their simple compatjbi]ity:‘to find the common ground Uf both in the

o supe#sensib]e and thus their harmony. Surely, Kant's theory of hope is
part of the 'drive' in this direction, but I do not think that it is the
entire source. A second area is Kant's concept of reason, and the

* importance of reason in its practical employment. One part of thié problem

is his understanding of the nature and purpose of philosophic activity.

This thesis has hinted at the issue, inasmuch as it raised into
. view Kant's notion of the coisoling role of philosophy. That this is one

use to which he puts phi]osophx,can be seen throughout the historical-
political essays. We may have reason to suspect that Kant is placing
philosophy in the service of our practical needs. This use of philosophy
and, more generally, his employment of regulative ideas raises questions
‘concerning the status of practical need as é motivating force “in-the
elaboration of Kantian. philosophy.

~ But for all too practical reasons of my own, these and other
difficulties could not be explored here.

\\ ' +
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