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PART ONE

Kant and Hegel are to the Enlightenment and modern European philosophy
as Plato and Aristotle are to Classical Greek philosophy. Like the ancients, both
are rationalists—they believe that reason is capable of providing us with ab-
solute ideals. Consequently, both Kant and Hegel are idealists, both in the ethical
sense that they defend absolute moral and religious ideals, and in the strict
philosophical sense that they argue that reality must ultimately be described in
terms of the forms of thought. Superficially, they seem far away from the “irra-
tionalism' of Kierkegaard and the “nihilism” of Nietzsche. However, it is Kant
who destroys the traditional arguments in defense of morality and Christianity,
and who culminates the Enlightenment ideal of the rational autonomy of the indi-
vidual. It is Hegel who, despite his celebrated notion of “The Absolute,” makes
respectable a historical approach to philosophy which makes possible the philos-
ophies of cultural relativity and Nietzsche's Genealogy of Morals later that
century. From the strength of the attacks on Kant and Hegel by Kierkegaard and
Nietzsche, it is all too easy to forget that, without the background of the Enlighten-
ment, existentialism would have lost its primary source of philosophical support.
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Immanuel Kant:
The Problems of
Metaphysics and Morals

We begin our study of contemporary
existentialism and phenomenology with an
examination of a philosophy that is dia-
metrically opposed to the doctrines of
Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Sartre. Both the
antimoral and antireligious attitudes of
these more recent thinkers would have
horrified Immanuel Kant. The often anti-
rational celebration of Dionysian passions
and “existential commitments'' would surely
have struck the very conservative German
philosopher as the antithesis of responsible
philosophical activity.

Despite the profound differences be-
tween Kant and the existentialists, we shall
demonstrate a continuous development
from Kant's critical philosophy to Sartre's
existentialism. This is not to say that these
authors and the figures connecting them
are in general philosophical agreement or
that they could sensibly be linked in a
single school or movement. The concep-
tual path leading from Kant to Sartre Is
most akin to a path modeled after the
Hegelian dialectic, strewn with warring
oppositions each of which play their nec-
essary role in the final results. Kant's phi-
losophy could not be further removed
from existentialism in the doctrines it de-
fends, in the view of philosophy it em-
ploys, and in the personality of the author
whose views it expresses. Yet it is Kant
who creates the peculiar perspective and
novel philosophical images that spawn
the growth of the ambitious systems of phi-
losophy of Fichte and Hegel. It is in re-
action to these systems and their conserva-
tive outlook that Kierkegaard, Nietzsche,
and Marx initiate radically new conceptions
of philosophy. Again, it is Kant, whose faith
in Christianity and whose rigid adherence
to the Protestant ethic never weakened,
who raises the problems concerning the va-
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lidity and rationality of Christianity and
Christian morality on which Nietzsche and
Sartre will establish their atheism and anti-
moral postures. Kant would no doubt find
the philosophical styles of the existentialists
irresponsible; he would find its doctrines
morally reprehensible; and he would very
likely consider its proponents madmen
rather than thinkers in the tradition estab-
lished by his own philosophy. However, we
shall see that it is Kant who defines the
conceptua] atmosphere within which the
generation of existentialism becomes pos-
sible and perhaps even inevitable, where
it will develop to become the most influen-
tial of contemporary philosophical move-
ments.

By way of introauction to Kant, however,
it would be deceptive and offensive to dis-
play him merely as a precursor of
Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Sartre. In fact,
there is virtually no indigenous philosophi-
cal movement in contemporary Western
thought that cannot be traced directly to
Kant. Each of the following has its ori-
gins in Kantian thought: the analytic or
linguistic philosophy currently dominating
English and American philosophy, the prag-
matism that pervades American thought,
and the many varieties of idealism from
among which phenomenology and existen-
tialism have developed. In addition to this
tremendous influence, Kant holds a very
special place in the history of philosophy
as the synthesis of the diverse threads of
modern philosophy following Descartes. In
Kant's philosophy, the conflicts of doctrine
and method among the empiricists and
rationalists become synthesized into a uni-
fied system of thought. In Kant's philoso-
phy, the hardheaded science of the Enlight-
enment and the traditional values of faith
and moral duty of Christianity find them-
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selves side by side (if not always comforta-
bly, at least agreeably) after centuries of
unyielding antagonism. Even Hegel, who
is by no means humble about his own im-
portance in the synthesis of previous
Western thought, praises Kant as a giant
among intellects, and accords him a place
in his history of philosophy equalled only
by Plato and Aristotle.

The staggering brilliance of Kant's in-
tellect and the revolutionary effects of his
thought is in such marked contrast with his
notoriously routine and unexciting life that
we shall find it not only possible, but almost
necessary to treat Kant the philosopher in
isolation from Kant the academic professor.
Kant the philosopher set in motion an intel-
lectual upheaval paralleling (and coincid-
ing with) the French revolution in its far-
reaching and profound influence on all
future thought. Kant the professor is most
often characterized by his punctual three
o'clock strolls through the neighborhood in
which he spent his entire adylt life. The
German poet Heine tells us that “The his-
tory of the life of Immanuel Kant is hard
to write, inasmuch as he had neither life
nor history, for he lived a mechanically or-
dered and abstract old bachelor life in a
quiet retired street in Kdnigsberg. . . . | do
not believe that the great clock of the ca-
thedral there did its daily work more dis-
passionately and regularly than its com-
patriot Immanuel Kant.’!

Kant the philosopher mercilessly de-
stroyed the traditional foundations of
Protestant piety and bourgeois morality;
the professor faithfully maintained the or-
thodox belief and rigid ethics in which he
had been disciplined as a child. In Kant,
we can see that ultimate in philosophical
detachment; the revolutionary passion he
evidently held for philosophy is com-
pletely self-contained. Kierkegaard, Nietz-
sche, and Sartre all resigned public posts
to avoid any possible restriction on their
philosophies. Kant taught for over forty
years in the conservative state-controlled
University of Kénigsberg, whose authority
he never challenged. The philosophies of
the existentialists frequently manifest the
agony and frenzy of men for whom the
search for a way of life is the philosophical
enterprise. Kant's philosophical enterprise
leaves no room for experiments in life-
styles and psychotherapy, and. Kant him-
self apparently experienced none of the
emotional tortue and turmoil that plagued
the lives of Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. If

we compare the passionate and involved
“living thoughts” of the existentialists to
the almost bizarre divorce of philosophical
reflection from the practices of life in Kant,
we can understand the popular but mis-
leading image of existentialism as a per-
sonal, nonphilosophical revolt against tra-
ditional “academic” philosophy. Later we
shall see that the existentialists retain a
great deal of “academic” philosophy. First,
it is our task to show that Kant's writings
also are ‘alive’ and ‘relevant’, and that his
"*academic"” philosophy shares with exis-
tentialism an attempt to provide us with the
Socratic wisdom and enlightenment that we
have always demanded of philosophy. If
we find ourselves unconvinced by his con-
servative conclusions, at least we shall
recognize that those we reject have been
given their most able defense.

Despite the passionless and ponderous
complexion of his writings, Kant was
clearly tormented by perplexities whose
scope extended far beyond professional or
theoretical interests. - His philosophy is
depicted as the ‘critical’ synthesis between
two rival schools of philosophy led by the
arch-rationalist Leibniz and the superem-
piricist David Hume. Kant's replies to these
authors were but passing notes in a pas
sionate and monumental effort to resolve a
much more universal and profound di-
lemma inherited from the Enlightenment.
Kant was a man of science, firmly endors-
ing the universality of the techniques of
physical sciences to disclose truth and bit-
terly attacking all doctrines that could not
be defended by an appeal to human reason
and experience. Kant was also a devout
Christian and a firm believer in the objec-
tive validity of Christian morality. In that
age of science, the authoritarian founda-
tions of religion and morality were in seri-
ous trouble, and it is to their defense that
Kant directs his brilliant and laborious
philosophical efforts.

Science and religion had confronted
each other irreconcilably throughout
medieval history, and the problem of their
noncompatibility was not new. What dis-
tinguished the problem since Descartes
was the privileged position of science. Be-
fore the Renaissance, science and auton-
omy of investigation, of action, and of val-
ues, were always on the defensive, being
forced, if they were to survive, to recon-
cile themselves with the unyielding au-
thority of the church. Rene Descartes,?
and Sir Isaac Newton® are prototypes of
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the turning of the favors of history to sci-
ence. In 1780, it is the church and its
doctrines which are called upon to justify
themselves against the equally unyielding
demands of scientific rigor. The modern
period of philosophy, if we were to char-
acterize it in a single description, is a new
set of attitudes towards oneself and au-
thority. One no longer looks to the church
for truths and values he cannot grasp for
himself. One puts a new confidence in his
own powers to reason and observe, and
one refuses to allow himself to believe in,
to value, or to act upon any principle
which cannot pass the most ruthless and
rigorous investigation.

It is a mistake to think of Cartesianism
as simply a new set of solutions for old
problems; it is a new method, but even
more, it is a new philosophical attitude
towards philosophical problems. Similarly,
it is a mistake to think of Newton's physics
as simply a set of theories of motion and
gravitation; it is rather the manifestation
of an entirely new kind of perspective for
understanding oneself and the world. Ac-
cording to the Newtonian world-view, the
universe is no longer primarily a mani-
festation of God (although many scientists
—notably Newton himself—spent much
of their efforts in an attempt to reconcile
Newtonian physics with the orthodox
Christian world-view). According to New-
ton’s physics, the universe is a senseless,
purposeless attraction and repulsion, colli-
sion and rebounding of so many mindless,
passive bodies. The world is an all en-
compassing machine operating according
to the natural laws Newton had discov-
ered and given precise formulation. Di-
vine Will has no place in the explanation
of the motions of this many-component
machine, and, so far as physical science
is concerned, the universe is nothing but
this system of moving bodies. The uni-
verse is Godless, deanimated, and pur-
poseless. Man, for all his pretensions, be-
comes no more than one more body (or
aggregation of bodies) obeying Newton-
ian laws of motion in the same senseless,
purposeless fashion as all other bodies.

The laws of motion formulated in simple
mathematical terms by Newton became the
paradigm of scientific theory, and every oc-
currence, whether it be an apple dropping
from a tree, a volcanic eruption, or a young
student's defiant act of self-immolation, was
to be considered nothing more than the
movement of bodies in accordance with

these laws. The cornerstone of Newtonian
mechanics was the Principle of Universal
Causality: every occurrence can be estab-
lished in a lawlike connection with some
sufficient set of antecedent causes. Each of
the above occurrences, the youth's act of
protest as. well as the falling of the apple,
could in principle be explained, and pre-
dicted beforehand, as the inevitable out-
come of certain antecedent conditions of
this mechanistic universe.

Yet the philosophical reaction to this
man-diminishing world-view was not in the
least pessimistic. To the contrary, the
movements following Newton's impact,
particularly those that made up the move-
ment of thought known as the Enlighten-
ment, took the Newtonian world-view as
a cause for unprecedented optimism.

Cultural historians often use the terms
“The Enlightenment’ and “The Age of
Reason' interchangeably to refer to the
period between the late seventeenth cen-
tury and the late eighteenth century in
Europe. So characterized, this period
would include such diverse thinkers as
Thomas Jefferson, Benjamin Franklin,
Jonathan Edwards, Thomas Paine, Herbert
Spencer, John Locke, Jonathan Swift,
William Godwin, the Marquis de Sade,
Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Turgot and Con-
dorcet, Voltaire, Diderot, D'Holbach, Helve-
tius, Lessing, Goethe, Schiller, and Vico.*
For our purposes, the Enlightenment is best
represented by the French atheistic materi-
alists, Voltaire, Diderot, D'Holbach; the
British empiricists, Locke, . Berkeley, and
Hume; Descartes, who is the central phil-
osophical figure of modern philosophy
(which is generally traced to his writings);
Goethe, Lessing, and Leibniz in Germany.
Since many of these figures are contempo-
raries, the influences among them are far
too complex to be treated here. Common
to most of these figures is an unshakable
faith in man’s abilities to master the tra-
ditional problems of science, philosophy,
and life, and a strong belief in naturalism
and mechanistic explanation (this holds
true even of philosophers who would
never call themselves materialists and who
perhaps even reject Newton's physics, for
example, Berkeley and Leibniz).

In spite of the materialism and the spec-
ter of mechanism which characterized the
Newtonian Universe, there was the promise
of complete understanding of this universe
and the promise that, following the exam-
ple of Newton's genius, there was no prob-
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lem that could not be solved by the correct
application of man's reason using the prin-
ciples and methods of science. That this
understanding might neglect all mention
of minds, desires, purposes either of God
or of Man, did not seem the least cause
for concern to the members of the En-
lightenment either in England or on the
Continent. Rather, these philosophers em-
braced the Newtonian outlook without res-
ervation, and set about applying its prin-
ciples without limitation. Throwing off all
appeal to the authority of the church and
the past, rejecting all reference to tran-
scendental superem al or supernatural
explanation, these philosophers instigated
tremendous optimism in the ability of man
to understand and improve himself and
his situation by the use of his experience
and reason alone.
If the principles and methods of science
were universally valid, then there were
areas of vital human concern which re-
mained outside the realm of knowledge,
particularly questions of morality (for
Kant, the bourgeois morality of provincial
eighteenth-century Germany), questions of
religion (for Kant, the Protestant [specifi-
cally Pietist] doctrines of Christianity), and
problems of the ancient field of inquiry gen-
erally known as metaphysics. Philosophers
of the Enlightenment, assuming the
methods of science to. be unlimited in
scope and application, attempted to devise
scientifically respectable techniques for
establishing the truth of religious asser-
tions and discovering the basic principles
of the morally good life. They assumed
that fundamental doctrines of religion, the
existence of God—a certain kind of God,
the existence of miracles, the immortality
of man's soul and so forth, if they were in-
telligible at all, could be established in
precisely the same rational manner as
Newton had established the laws of mo-
tion. Similarly, they assumed that the laws
of morality were exactly parallel with the
laws of nature, to be discovered in exactly
the same manner, by observing human
nature and applying reason. In short, the
philosophers of the Enlightenment as-
sumed that one could find out about the
divinity of Christ or the way to the *'good
life”" in precisely the same manner as New-
ton had established the law of universal
gravitation. Ethics and religion were sim-
ply special branches of scientific studies
in an intellectual world which took New-
tonian physics as its only paradigm.

The Enlightenment was eclipsed be-
cause of its failure to provide acceptable
answers or successful techniques in these
important areas of religion and morality.
As might be expected, religion fared
poorly under scientific interrogation. The
.articles of faith central to the Christian re-
ligion had little ‘scientific’ evidence in
their favor, and more often than not flew
in the face of well-established scientific
principles. It is not surprising, therefore,
that many of the philosophers of the En-
lightenment preached atheism, or at least
anti-Christianity. The most vocal and best
known of the French . philosophers of the
Enlightenment, Voltaire, is said to have
claimed "'l am tired of hearing that twelve
men were able to establish Christianity;
I should like to prove that one is capable
of destroying it." There were those philos-
ophers who considered themselves both
empiricists and theists (John Locke, for
example) but they usually defended their
theism at the expense of their empiricist
principles.

However, the problem was not simply
that religious and moral principles were not
adequately supported by scientific investi-
gation; rather the presuppositions of sci-
ence often seemed to contradict flatly
principles basic to religious and moral
thinking and the methods and demands
of scientific inquiry seemed to eliminate
the possibility of any knowledge in these
areas before such investigation was even
begun. For example, the Principle of Uni-
versal Causality which demands that every
event has sufficient ‘natural cause' and
lies at the very foundation of Newtonian
science was in conflict with the most basic
postulates of religion and morality. If this
principle is accepted, it a priori rules ou
the possibility of miracles, of the Creation
or divine intervention of any sort. Similarly,
acceptance of this principle leads to one
of the most pervasive problems in philos-
ophy, the problem of free will. If every
occurrence is the natural consequence of
some set of antecedent natural conditions,
then every human action is presumed to be
determined completely by antecedent
events. This seems to entail that these ac-
tions are determined independently of any
motives, intentions, decisions, resolutions,
or acts of will of the ‘agent’. If this is so,
if actions are nothing but events deter-
mined by previous events, and these de-
termined by other previous events, then
humans do not really ‘act’ at all, they are

T
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merely bodies moving in accordance with
natural laws. As many philosophers before
Kant had noticed, this strikes a death blow
to the crucial presupposition of moral
thinking, that it makes sense to hold a per-
son responsible for his actions. Morality
depends on a presupposition directly in
conflict with the Principle of Universal
Causation, that some occurrences (at least
some human actions) are not caused by
external factors, but are determined by the
agent himself:

It is therefore understandable that the
ethical systems propounded by the Enlight-
enment philosophers had little to say of the
notion of responsibility, or of the dependent
notions of duty and obligation. They rather
favored varied forms of utilitarianism,® an
ethic which seems to make questions of
morality reducible to simple calculations
based on empirical data. According to u
tarianism, an action is judged to be right
or wrong (good or bad) solely on the
grounds that it results in good or bad con-
sequences, and these consequences are in
turn evaluated on the basis of their plea-
sure-displeasure, happiness-unhappiness.
The consequences of actions, and the
amount of pleasure-pain or happiness-un-
happiness resulting from these conse-
quences can be empirically determined,
and the outcome of various alternative
courses of action may then be tabulated
and compared. Right action is determined
by a simple decision procedure—the cal-
culation of the amount of pleasure/happi-
ness and pain/unhappiness affected by
various courses of action.

To the pious and moral middie-class
German professor, atheism and amorality
were totally unacceptable, even if they
were in accord with the unquestionable
methods of Newtonian science. Such con-
clusions convinced Kant, and many others,
that religious and moral questions could not
be answered by the methods of Newtonian
science although Newtonian science was
supposed to be unlimited in its scope. The
demands of empiricism and the Enlighten-
ment could not be limited to allow the re-
turn of the old church dogma along with
any more acceptable tenets of Christianity
and morality. This led many philosophers,
most notably David Hume in Scotland, to
doubt that the problems of these disci-
plines were amenable to resolution at all.

Of course, there were those who chal-
lenged the justification of the basic presup-
positions of science as well, particularly the

Principle of Universal Causation. Leibniz
rejected Newton’s theory of motion because
he could not accept the notion of ‘action at
a distance’ required by Newton's theories
of gravitation. Leibniz replaced it with a
complex metaphysical theory in which the
notion of causality was eliminated in a
model of a universe of elements (“mo-
nads') in preestablished harmony. Such a
universe may still be deterministic, for one
can have valid scientific laws (events still
occur in a regular, predictable order), but
the Principle of Universal Causality Is lit-
erally false (these events do not cause
each other). In spite of Kant's Leibnizian
professional background (he was a pupil
of Leibniz's disciple Christian Wolff), it was
the British empiricist David Hume who
most profoundly affected hjm on the sub-
ject of causality, one of the germs from
which the entire Kantian philosophy grew.
It was Hume's discussion of causality that
evinced Kant's celebrated comment that
“my recollection of David Hume "was
the very thing which many years ago first
interrupted my dogmatic slumber and gave
my investigations in the field of speculative
philosophy a quite new direction."*®

Hume argued that the basic presupposi-
tions of science and therefore of the entire
empiricist-minded  Enlightenment  were
quite unjustified. Foremost among these
were the Principle of Universal Causality
and our assumptions that our ideas in fact
correspond to any objects ‘external to’ our
minds, and that the laws we have formu-
lated in accordance with past experience
hold in the future (the *‘problem of In-
duction’). Hume argued that none of the
philosophically acceptable techniques for
justifying knowledge could succeed in es-
tablishing these crucial principles as valid.
(We shall have more to say of these tech-
niques and Hume's arguments in the fol-
towing section.) Even Hume did not seri-
ously propose to abandon these principles.
The universal validity of scientific method,
then the unguestionable starting point not
only of all scientific investigation but of
Hume's empiricism as well, depended on
If the justification of
basic scientific principles was a problem,
then Kant presumed it to be a problem for
philosophers, not for scientists. The hard
earned respectability of modern science
was not to be impugned by any philosophi-
cal subterfuge.

Kant accepted without question the ba-
sic presuppositions and methodology of




RANT ! THE PROBLEMS OF METAPHYSICS AND MORALS 14

Newtonlan mechanics, assumed these
were unrestricted in scope and applica-
:w:. m:a. charged that no philosophy that
either rejected or limited scientific inquiry
could be correct. This acceptance of sci-
ence raised serious paradoxes for a thinker
who aiso accepted the Christian religion
and held firm devotion to the notions of
duty and moral obligation.
_omﬂ.v_.hnw. Socoé_,m__ problem of Kant's phi-
y can be expressed i i -
doxical demands: P 1@ palr of para

1. To refute Hume's skepticism with re-
gard to the foundations of science by
establishing its basic principles as nec-
cesary and universally valid.

2. To limit the pretensions of science to
make room for religious faith and moral
responsibility.

To satisfy both of these demands, Kant in-
troduced his “Copernican Revolution” in
philosophy, a radically new perspective on
the nature of human knowledge.”

The Critique of Pure Reason

and the Problem of Metaphysics

The amﬂ.oa theme of the Critique ot Pure
mmmmoa Is to “'decide as to the possibility
or impossibility of metaphysics in general,
m:a .amﬂoﬂa_:m its sources, its extent, and
its limits.”® Metaphysics traditionaily en-
compassed a large variety of philosophical
an.voi:ow. most of which were concerned
with ultimate principles of various fields
of human knowledge and belief. Philoso-
03 was embarrassed: by an indeterminacy
with regard to every metaphysical ques-
:.o:. and Kant complains from the begin-
ning that,

metaphysics has rather to be regarded as
a battle-ground quite peculiarly suited for
those who desire to exercise themselves
in mock combats, and In which no
bm%&bmﬂ has ever yet succeeded in
gaining even so much as an inch ot
territory, not at least in such manner asto
secure him in its permanent possession.®

..ZmBuEw..S: has been used to char-
.moa_._Nw all doctrines which are nonempir-
ical; so used, metaphysics would include
all questions of theology, mathematics,
logic, and the foundations of science. How-
ever, Kant alse employs *'metaphysics” to
apply to a more exclusive set of principles;

These unavoidable problems set by pure
reason itself are God, Freedom, and
_.aao:m:? The science which, with all
Its preparations, is in its final jntention
directed solely at their solution is
metaphysics.'®

There are many other metaphysical
problems and their solutions with which
_A.ma has little patience; all of those tedi-
ous unresolved questions about the de-
tails of theology (*'How many angels . . .?"),
about superphysics and infinity (“*Could
the universe be divided. . -?"). With regard
to S.mmm questions, Kant calls for a philo-
mou:_nm_ purge, a permanent moratorium
on philosophical nonsense. Kant is not the
:@ major philosopher of modern times to
raise this demand. David Hume had
argued,

=._‘<m take in our hand any volume ot
8&:5 or school metaphysics, tor

instance, let us ask, Does it contain any
abstract reasoning concerning quantity

or number? No. Does it contain any
experimental reasoning concerning matter
of fact and existence? No. Commit it

then to the flames, for it can contain
nothing but sophistry and illusion.!!

Kant agrees with Hume that metaphysi-
cal principles cannot be established either
.U< a.maco:<m reasoning nor by experimental
inquiry, but he finds Hume’s harsh conclu-
sion intolerable. Kant sees some metaphys-
ical .n:mw:o:m unavoidable, particularly
questions about God’s existence, the im-
mortality of the human soul, and of man’s
freedom and responsibility.

That the human mind will ever give up
metaphysical researches is as little to be
.mxbmﬂmq as that we, to avoid inhaling
Impure air, should prefer to give up
breathing altogether.'2

_.uc:g::oa. Kant saw that Hume's re-
F&.o: of metaphysics must result in a
a_m.ozo: of natural science and mathe-
matics as well. Hume had seen that SCi-
ence was based upon the same sort of non-
factual, nonlogical propositions which were
essential to ‘school metaphysics’. Hume
ao.mm not dare suggest that we commit
science and mathematics “'to the flames."

The first step for Kant's critical phi-
losophy was the recognition of the in-
conclusiveness of Hume's dichotomy

("Hume's fork") between ‘‘relations of
ideas” and “‘matters of fact'’. Although it is
true that most propositions are either nec-
essarily true but trivial (true by virtue of
language or “‘analytic') or else not trivial

{or. “synthetic’') but then only contingently

true and empirical, Kant argues that the
sort of proposition which is the key to all
philosophy is a peculiar hybrid proposi-
tion that is both necessary and nontrivial.
These synthetic (nontrivial) a priori (‘uni-
versal and necessary’) judgments lie at
the foundation. of every empirical disci-
pline. Kant includes as synthetic a priori
propositions all of the propositions of
mathematics and geometry, the founda-
tion principles of natural science (for ex-
ample, the law of induction, the principle
of universal causation), the principle that
a man is responsible for his actions, the
proposition that God exists, and the prop-
osition that a man should treat his fellow
men as ends rather than as means. Previ-
ous: philosophers (Hume, for
had treated these principles
straightforward ‘“‘analytic’ or trivial truths
or as straightforward empirical and there-
fore experiential judgments. Kant argues:
they are neither, and they can be de-
fended and justified neither by appeal
to the language in which they are ex-
pressed, nor by appeal to experimental
confirmation- or disconfirmation. Neither
the rationalist tool of Pure Reason nor the
empiricist appeal to experience could suc-
ceed in demonstrating these issues. For ex-
ample, the doctrine that God is the moving
cause of the Universe (both its creator and
its sustainer) is not verifiable or refutable
by any evidence whatever, for any findings
(including alleged miracles, mystical ex-
periences) are compatible with both the
doctrine and its denial. Moreover, it is not
contradictory to suppose that there is no
God or that there is a God of whom the
Universe is totally independent. The prob-
lem of metaphysics thus becomes the
problem of justifying synthetic a priori
truths.

Metaphysical propositions are synthetic
a priori propositions. Accordingly, the
stated metaphysical theme of the Critique
of Pure Reason is recast as the question,
“How are synthetic a priori judgments pos-
sible?’' This is not to ask whether they are
possible, for Kant begins by assuming that
the principles of mathematics and the foun-
dation principles of natural science are both
true and synthetic a priori, but neither does
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this question demand a single acceptance
or rejection of all synthetic a priori princi-
ples. Some of these principles must be de-
fended, but others must be destroyed (not
refuted). The problem facing Kant is that,

In this domain there is actually as yet
no standard weight and measure to
distinguish sound knowledge from shallow
talk."3

Transcendental Arguments

Kant believed that he had discovered a
method for justifying synthetic a priori
principles. These principles could not be
established through Reason alone, for they
were neither trivial nor could they be de-
rived from other judgments which were not
also synthetic and a priori. Neither could
they be established through experience, for
experience could, at best, establish it as a
matter of fact that these propositions were
true; experience could never show these
propositions to be necessary (a priori).
There was another way to establish these
peculiar principles, Kant believed, through
a transcendental argument. A transcen-
dental argument justifies a judgment by es-
tablishing it as a piece of transcendental
knowledge.'* Such knowledge is knowl-
edge of the foundations of knowledge it-
self, a knowledge of those faculties of
human consciousness that make possible
any knowledge whatever.

! entitle transcendental all knowledge
which is occupied not so much with
objects as with the mode of our knowledge
of objects insofar as this mode of
knowledge is to be possible a priori.'®

We must be careful to distinguish “tran-
scendental” from ‘“transcendent.”” Tran-
scendent knowledge is knowledge of the
supersensible; Kant denies that any such
knowledge is obtainable. Transcendental
knowledge, according to Kant, “does not
signify something passing beyond all ex-
perience, but something that precedes it a
priori, but that is intended simply to make
knowledge of experience possible.”'®

To say that a transcendental argument
shows a synthetic a priori judgment to
state a necessary condition for knowledge
is not to say that it justifies the judgment
by demonstrating some body of coveted
knowledge to rely on it. On this account,
for example, commentators have argued
the principle that every event has a cause
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to be justified because it is a necessary
uﬂmm:unomao: of all natural science. if
this were a transcendental argument, Kant
<<.o:_a have failed completely to achieve
his ends. The challenge issued by Hume
was S.m justifiability of science in general
which in turn depends upon the defense
of the principle that every event has a
cause. To defend this principle by appeal
6 its necessity for natural science is vi-
ciously circular. This interpretation of a
i:mom:noim_ argument as a demonstra-
tion that a principle is necessary to the
acceptance of some invaluable body of
knowledge reduces Kant's entire philos-
ophy to a simple petitio principi.

_mmﬂ.m strategy is to show that synthetic
a priori principles can be defended as nec-
essarily true if they state the conditions for
any experience, any knowledge, any con-
Sciousness whatever. To be conscious, a
being must have experience and must be
able to apply concepts to those experi-
ences. For Kant, empirical knowledge is
a necessary condition for consciousness,
and :.68 can be no consciousness without
experience and understanding of experi-
ence. This doctrine lies at the very core
of Kant's first Critique; it is the premise
on S.Zo: the entire Critique is founded.
The first sentence of the introduction makes
this clear;

There can be no doubt that all our
knowledge begins with experience. . . g7

.m:a again, in the conclusion of the same
introduction;

we need only say that there are two stems
of human knowledge, namely sensibility
and understanding. . . . Through the
former, objects are given to us; through
the latter, they are thought.'®

And later,

_3.305 sensibility no object would be
given to us, without understanding, no
object would be thought. Thoughts without
content are empty, intuitions without
concepts are blind."®

For a being to be conscious at all, to
:m<m.m.xum1m:om and understanding, certain
n.o:a_:ozm must obtain. Since these condi-
tions are necessary for there to be any
consciousness, and since there is at least
one conscious being (myself), the princi-

ples that state these conditions must be
true, that is, they are necessary truths. For
xm.:r as for Descartes, my own thinking
existence is the premise from which all
philosophy proceeds.

Synthetic a priori principies do not just
state a set of conditions which make pos-
sible consciousness; they rather state the
only such conditions. Kant claims not only
m:& he has found a sufficient set of condi-
tions for consciousness, but a necessary
mm».mm well. If these principles only stated
sufficient conditions, they would not be
:mom.wmm;? true, for it would always be
possible for some creature to be conscious
in a different way than we are. Kant is
=_4=_< against such relativism. The prin-
o_u._mm defended in his Critique are neces-
sarily true because they state a unique set
of conditions necessary for any conscious
creature (human or not) whatever.

It is not altogether accurate to say that
synthetic a priori principles, if true, state
or describe conditions for consciousness.
x.mi insists that his transcendental prin-
ciples are not proven as facts (de facto),
but q.mSQ proven as rights or legal claims
(de jure). These principles are therefore
not so much descriptions as rules about
how the world must be;

The understanding does not derive its

laws (a priori) from, but prescribes them
to, nature.2°

Wpoooam:o? concepts and the Understand-
ing are defined in terms of rules:

A oo:omE is always, as regards its form,
something universal which serves as
a rule.?

We have defined the Understanding in

..\m:.ocm ways; . .. We may now characterize
is as the faculty of rules.22

The Understanding . . . is itself the
lawgiver of nature,?*

Since these rules are the only possible
rules for structuring experience, it makes
little difference, for Kant, whether he
:ama.Sma as rules or as structures of
consciousness. Philosophers following Kant,
:ns.m<m_,. notably Fichte and Hegel, will
give added importance to the interpre-
tation of concepts as rules. Rules, they will
argue, can be changed.

How are synthetic a priori judgments
possible? A synthetic a priori judgment can
be justified by showing that it is a piece of
transcendental knowledge, by showing that
it states a necessary condition or rule for
there being any consciousness whatever.
The Critique of Pure Reason is divided
into three sections, each investigating the
synthetic a priori claims for one field of in-
quiry. Each field of inquiry corresponds to
one of three faculties of mind, Sensibility
{Sinnlichkeit), Understanding (Verstand),
and Reason (Vernunft). The Transcen-
dental Aesthetic presents and defends the
synthetic a priori principles stating the con-
ditions for sensibility; the Transcendental
Analytic presents and defends the synthetic
a priori principles stating the conditions or
rules for the employment of the Under-
standing; and the Transcendental Dialectic
presents and gives a critique of the preten-
sions of Pure Reason to give us knowledge
of synthetic a priori principles. Thus, the
first two sections of the Critique are con-
cerned with the exposition and defense of
the set of conditions under which experi-
ence and knowledge are possible. The
Transcendental Dialectic serves a different
purpose, the separation of transcendental
knowledge (which is defended in the first
two sections) from transcendental Ideals
(which will serve as the basis for the
Critique of Practical Reason and Kant's
moral philosophy). Secondly, the Tran-
scendental Dialectic is to explode once and
for all time certain illusions to which meta-
physical thinking has been victim. The
Dialectic is to separate proper metaphysics
from transcendent nonsense; it is this func-
tion that makes the work a ‘“‘Critique of
Pure Reason.”

The Transcendental Aesthetic gives us
the conditions for sensibility, “'the capacity
for receiving representations through the
mode in which we are affected by ob-
jects.”24 The possibility of having any ex-
perience or “intuition” depends on two “a
priori forms of intuition,” namely, space

.and time. The principles of space and

time are captured in the a priori principles
of (Euclidean) geometry and arithmetic
(respectively).?®* The transcendental proof
of the a priori necessity of these principles
is the demonstration that they describe the
necessary form of any experience. The
Aesthetic argues that every experience
must take place in the same three-dimen-
sional space, in one-dimensional time. The
a priori structure of space, the form of
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which Kant calls ‘“outer sense,” requires
that every object of intuition must appear
in three dimensions (even if it happens to
be a one-dimensional line or two-dimen-
sional surface). We can watch a two-di-
mensional movie in a three-dimensional
theater, but we cannot possibly experience
a two-dimensional theater. Similarly, the a
priori  structure of time-consciousness,
which Kant calls "inner sense,” is the form
of every experience. Every experience oc-
curs in time. These two forms of experience
pertain not only to ‘normal’ experiences,
but to every possible experience, no matter
how aberrant. Kant would insist that 'ex-
periences of time reversal’ or experience
of the ‘collapse of space’ are simply mis-
descriptions of experiences which must
have temporal and Euclidean form.

in the Transcendental Analytic, Kant
attempts to discover those a priori prin-
ciples “without which no object can be
thought.” The transcendental arguments of
the Analytic attempt to establish these
principles in three steps: first, there is the
unfolding of a list—Kant insists that it is
an exhaustive list—of the Concepts of the
pure Understanding or ‘‘Categories.” Once
these concepts have been discovered, it
must be shown that they are indeed neces-
sary to the making of any judgment what-
ever. Finally, a set of a priori principles is
derived from the list of categories, and
these are proven necessary and universal
in the application of concepts to experi-
ence.

In the Prolegomena, Part i, which cor-
responds to the Analytic of the Critique,
Kant asks, How is Pure Science Possi-
ble?”" The Categories with their corre-
sponding Principles present us with just
those foundations of science whose justi-
fication Hume had challenged seriously.
Most importantly, a set of Principles called
"The Analogies of Experience” (based on
Categories of "'Relation’’) include the prin-
ciple that every event has a cause.

The premise of the arguments in the
Analytic is the fact of human (my) con-
sciousness, specifically, that my conscious-
ness has an essential unity. Kant begins
very much like Descartes:

It must be possible tor the 'l Think' fo
accompany all my representations. . . .
All the manitold of intuition has, therefore,
a necessary relation to the “I think"' in the
same subject in which this manitold is

found. . . . The unity of this apperception
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! likewise entitle the transcendental unity
of self-consciousness, in order to indicate
the possibility of a priori knowledge
arising from it.2%

In one sense, this premise might be inter-
E.o”mn to say no more than the analytic
E_.:Qu_o that “‘all the contents of my- con-
sciousness are mine.” From this trivial prin-
o..u_o. however, Kant forces the interpreta-
tion from the unity of consciousness to the
unity of the object;

The transcendental unity of apperception
\m. 3&.:3.? through which all the manifold
given in an intuition is united in a concept
of the object.?”

To perceive an object is not merely to have
an experience or a set of experiences: to
perceive an object, there must be & combi-
nation of different experiences into an ‘ob-
jective’ unity. To use one of Kant's ex-
mam_om. my perception of a house from
various perspectives could not be consid-
ered perception of a house (or of any
object) if the several experiences constitut-
ing this perception were not unified or
synthesized as various experiences of one
and the same object. My perception of the
house is not merely the sum of my experi-
ences (of the house), but my synthesizing
these experiences as experiences of a
house. Because experiences alone can
never give us objects, there can be no per-
ception of objects unless there is a syn-
thesis of the manifold of experience.
Moreover, because we never perceive sim-
ply, or have experience simply, but always
perceive or experience something, and
cmomcma perceiving or experiencing some-
thing depends on synthesis, there can be
no unsynthesized experiences. (We shall
see this same major thesis become the
central principle of Edmund Husserl's Phe-
:oam.:o\oos the philosophy which will give
a major impetus to the methodological in-
novations of the twentieth-century existen-
tialists.)

Because a synthesis cannot be found in
experiences themselves, it must be im-
posed on them by the Understanding.
_Ama» thus agrees with Hume that our ex-
periences themselves never include ex-
perience of a necessary connection be-
tween experiences, but that these connec-
tions are always added by us.

We cannot represent to ourselves anything
as combined in an object which we have
not ourselves previously combined.23

Kant, however, radically departs from
Hume on the nature of this *combining.”
<§m8 Hume had argued that this “‘com-
bination in an object” was merely. a habit
and without justification, Kant insists that
such ‘“combinations” are necessary by
virtue of the very structure of human con-
sciousness. In this difference lies the key
to Kant's reply to Humean skepticism.

The pattern of argument we have just
sketched occupies the most labyrinthian
depths of the Critique called the Transcen-
Qmam\ Deduction. The purpose of this De-
.Q:o:o: is to show that the categories are
indeed necessary in every experience and
every judgment. It begins with the simple
_ﬂma that | am conscious and moves to the
unity of perceived objects, arguing that
this unity is a con n for all perception
and that this unity is synthetic and pro-
a.cooa by the Understanding. The conclu-
sion of the Deduction is that it is impos-
sible for a consciousness not to use
concepts, that every experience must be
synthesized or *‘gone through in a certain
way, taken up and connected" to conform
to the concepts of the Understanding.
._.:o._d can be no unconceptualized ex-
perience.

Then, in the Analytic of Principles, Kant
proceeds to argue that the particular con-
cepts called the categories are necessary
for every experience. (The Transcendental
Deduction has established only that some
concepts must be employed.) To show that
these concepts or categories are a priori
necessary for Understanding is also to
m:o,i that the synthetic a priori principles
”cmmmn on these categories are necessa ily
rue.

The proof of the principle that every
event has a cause is based on the argument
of the Transcendental Deduction, that “ex-
perience is possible only through the repre-
sentation of a necessary connection of per-
ceptions.”?? The Deduction argued that
synthesis of experience is always “succes-
sive” in time. While events in the imagina-
tion may be arbitrarily ordered (as when,
in a daydream, we reverse cause and ef-
fect), an experience which is given to us
does not allow for arbitrary ordering. In
Kant's terms, “the order of appearances is
determined by the object."3® Objectivity

I8 necessarily causal, and an objective

‘order of events is an order of appearances

according to a rule. The difference be-
tween a ‘‘subjective play of my fancy" and

an-event of which we can have knowledge

is that the latter is “‘determined"’;

that Is, it presupposes another appearance
in time, upon which it follows necessarily,
according to a rule.’!

if an experience is isolated from all other
experiences which can be causally related
to it, the distinction between reality and
fantasy becomes impossible. Knowledge is
gained not from isolated experiences but
from causally systematic experiences,
“successive according to a rule.” Con-
sciousness in general, according fo Kant,
is possible only because we can make this
important distinction, and this, he argues,
presupposes the applicability of the cate-
gories of Relation to every experience and
the necessary truth of the synthetic a pri-
ori principle that every event has a cause
which precedes it in time.

Both the, Transcendental Deduction and
the arguments for the Principles of the
Understanding are convoluted and obscure.
Philosophers are still struggling just to ex-
pose the logic of these arguments,®® but
the philosophers of Europe have been more
influenced by the method and conclusion
of Kant's Critique than by the intricacies
of argument. We have seen enough of this
method—the transcendental approach to
those conditions or rules necessary to any
consciousness—and enough of those con-
clusions—that  certain intuitive forms and
certain concepts are necessary to any con-
sciousness—to understand the basis of the
revolutionary movement that Kant initiates
in European philosophy.

The Copernican Revolution

We said in our introduction that Kant calls
his Critique a ‘Copernican Revolution' in
philosophy; yet so far, it might seem that
Kant's original contributions to philosophy,
his introduction of new distinctions, the
refutation of Hume's skepticism, the intro-
duction of a new argument type and so on
are impressive, but hardly the revolution-
ary uprooting of all past philosophy. How-
ever, our discussion of transcendental ar-
guments has already indicated to us the
nature of this revolution which begins

THE COPERNICAN REVOLUTION 19

with Kant's transcendental proofs of how
the world we perceive must be.

Transcendental arguments do not argue
what the world is like, but what it must be
like because of the rules to which any ex-
perience, any knowledge, any conscious-
ness must conform. As soon as Kant claims
that any world of which we are conscious
must have this form, he has not simply
added a new metaphysical theory to philos-
ophy, but he has changed the entire char-
acter of the philosophical enterprise. To
understand this, we must quickly review
the theory of knowledge preceding Kant's
Critique. In spite of great differences be-
tween various theories, notably between
empiricist and rationalist theories of knowl-
edge, one problem was common to every
theory: ““How can we know whether our
ideas of what the world is like correspond
to what the world is really like?" Underly-
ing this question was a host of assumptions
concerning the nature of human under-
standing, most importantly, that our ideas
if correct, conform to the real objects to
which they correspond, that we have
an immediate awareness of our ideas and
experiences but only a mediated aware-
ness of the real objects of the world. Thus,
the underlying metaphysics of both ration-
alist and empiricist theories of knowledge
recognize two sorts of entities—mental
(ideas, experiences) and physical (real and
substantial objects of the world).?* With
this metaphysics comes the problem which,
more than any other, has plagued philoso-
phers since Descartes’ Discourse on
Method: “‘How can | ever know that these
two correspond?"”’

Although Kant remained very much a
dualist, speaking continuously of *‘inner”
and “outer” experiences, of “subjectivity"
and ‘“objectivity,” and of the “world-as-it-
appears” and ‘‘world-as-it-is-in-itself,” he
succeeds in undermining the dualism on
which is founded traditional metaphysics
and consequent problems of knowledge.
Rather than speak of the conformity of
our knowledge to objects, he insists that
we speak instead of the necessary con-
formity of objects to our knowledge. In
order to be known, an object has to obey
our rules. This is not merely a radical
change in perspective, now taking the
knower as primary rather than the known;
it is a complete change in the very formula-
tion of the problems of knowledge. Kant
would no longer ask whether it is true that
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the world as we know it conforms to the
world as it really is. Because the world as
we perceive it in accordance with the a
priori principles of the Critique is the only
world we can know or about which we can
intelligibly talk. The world as it really is,
if by that is meant a world independent of
and possibly different from the world we
know, cannot be our concern. For us, there
can only be the world we know, and this
world is not passively constituted by our
experiences, but actively regulated by our
understanding.

In place of the traditional dichotomy be-
tween ideas of the world and the real
world, Kant substitutes a new dichotomy,
between objects as-they-appear-to-us,
which he calls phenomeéna, and things as
they are ‘in-themselves’, which he calls
noumena. Although the two dichotomies
appear superficially similar, their differ-
ences are profound. First, for Kant, the
only sense to be given to the notion of the
real world is the sense of the world as phe-
nomenon. The question of how we can
know that our ideas correspond to the rea/
world cannot then arise, for the world we
perceive js the real world. Secondly, the
question of what the world is like inde-
‘pendently of our experiences of it is, for
Kant, unintelligible. Because the only
world of which we can conceive is the
world as it conforms to the principles of
the Critique, there is no intelligibility, for
us, in the suggestion that the world-as-nou-
menon might have some different form, for
example, exist in nine-dimensional space,
or have no causal relations. The world-as-
noumenon either conforms to the world as
phenomenon, in which case we may ad-
dress our inquiries to the phenomenal
world, or else it is different, in which case
the very notion of ‘noumenon’ becomes in-
comprehensible to us. Noumenon, in Kant's
terms, is_strictly a "'limiting concept”’; we
can have no—knowedge of noumena.
Thus, the Kantian ‘Copernican’ revolution
eliminates the old problems and the threat
of skepticism which dominated previous
philosophy. Because the only sense to be
given to the notion, "the real world,” is the
sense of the world as phenomenon, skepti-
cism regarding the existence of objects (in
general) makes no sense. (It is from this
principle that the entire movement called
‘Phenomenology’ will take its departure.)
For the same reasons, idealism, the posi-
tion that only consciousness exists (which
threatened Descartes and was openly

endorsed by Berkeley) makes no sense
either (Kant argues this in a separate
chapter of the Critique).34

The Copernican -revolution can be char-
acterized in a slightly different way, using
a set of terms which were often used by
Kant and became the center of attention
in the post-Kantian philosophies. The tra-
ditional idea-of-the-world/real-world dis-
tinction had often been cast as a distinc-
tion between a subjective world and the
objective world. The former consists of
the contents of one’s own consciousness,
the latter consists of objects. The tradi-
tional problem of knowledge could then
be restated as, “How can | ever obtain
knowledge of the objective world, that is,
obtain objective knowledge?”

Kant attacks this query by destroying the
grounds on which the question is based.
Since we cannot have knowledge of objects
independent of any possible experience,
we cannot in that sense have knowledge
of an objective world, that is, “‘objective
knowledge.” On the other hand, if “sub-
jective knowledge” means knowledge
taken from our own experience, there can
be no other sort of knowledge we could

have. Thus Kant maintains that the tradi-

tional subjective-objective distinction, be-
cause it rests upon the same inadequate
metaphysical dichotomy as the idea-world
distinction, must be given up.

Yet, Kant does want to say that we can
have objective knowledge, and he some-
times even describes the Analytic as a
proof that we can have objective knowl-
edge, that is, knowledge of objects. How-
ever, Kant's sense of "objective” clearly
cannot be the sense in which earlier theo-
rists had taken it, for “objective” in their
sense makes objective knowledge (that is,
knowledge of objects apart from our ex-
periences of them) impossible. ‘Kant's dis-
tinction between subjective and objective
is consequently characterized not in terms
of mere idea and real object, but is rather
in terms of private vs. public, the necessity”
and universality of objective knowl-
edge.** According to Kant, ‘“objective”
refers to the possibility of knowledge by
every consciousness, while ‘‘subjective”
refers to experiences had by only individ-
ual consciousness. Objective knowledge is
knowledge of a public world, a world that
must be identical for every consciousness.
Knowledge of objects is not a “true” cor-
respondence of our beliefs with transcen-
dent objects; knowledge of objects is rec-

}
1]

ognition of a synthesis of experiences that
we have produced.

We must not seek the universal laws of
nature in nature . . . but conversely must
seek nature, as to its universal conformity -
to law, in the conditions ot possibility

of experience. . . .3%

We have discussed the Critique as an
exposition of the necessary conditions for
consciousness and the Analytic specifically
as the exposition of the necessary condi-
tions for knowledge. Knowledge, for Kant,
can only be knowledge of an objective
(phenomenal) world, a world of objects.
And a world of objects is a wérld which
is constituted such that these objects must
be substantial. To use a phrase that Kant
favors in the Prolegomena, the concepts
of the understanding are the rules for con-
sciousness in general. It makes no sense
to suppose that our knowledge could be
knowledge of a private world, one whose
objects were hidden from any other con-
sciousness. Knowledge is necessarily pub-
lic, and necessarily objective. The publicity
of objects, while not argued by Kant as one
of his famous categories, is a necessary
condition for knowledge.

If the world of which we are conscious
is necessarily objective and public, it must
be the case that all philosophical theories
which suppose that the objects in question
are nothing other than mere ‘ideas” or
“mental entities” are seriously confused.
Accordingly, all the versions of "idealism"
which assert such a thesis must be distin-
guished from what Kant calls his “tran-
scendental idealism” and rejected as phil-
osophically absurd. For the transcendental
idealist, (Kant, and, we shall see later,
Husserl), the world is not my idea: the
world is the phenomenon which must exist
independently of my idea of it.

The Transcendental Ego

Among the necessary conditions for there
to be experience or knowledge is the exist-
ence of a self which has experiences and
synthesizes these experiences according to
the categories. Kant sometimes restates the
premise of the deduction, the unity of con-
sciousness, as the existence of self-con-
sciousness.

This seems clear, and even ftrivial at
first, but a moment's reflection dislodges
deep and disturbing problems in this no-
tion of self-consciousness. What is this
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self? For Kant, it is an individual, personal
subject of experiences which busies itself
unifying experience according to its un-
derstanding; but what is this subject? A
mind? A spirit? A person?

The problem of the self can be raised in
this way: Are we speaking of the same sub-
ject ("1"") in each of the following: I am
falling.” "I am bleeding.” "I am president
of my class.” "I am thinking.” "l am run-
ning.” “l am hallucinating.” *'l am signing
a contract.” "l am dead.” Thinking unphil-
osophically, it seems, of course, that we
are speaking of the same subject. Is the
"“I"" that is bleeding the same "I” that does
the thinking, or the same "I" that runs?
The "I"" that bleeds is an organism's living
body, while the "I"" that thinks seems to
be my mind, which is more or less inde-
pendent from the state of my body. The
“I'" that runs seems to be a curious part-
nership between my body and my mind.
It would seem, therefore, that one can dis-
cern three different "I's" or selves in
these three examples: a body-self, a men-
tal-self, and a self of action. In addition,
of course, one might isolate a social self
(president of the class) or a responsible
self (upholding a contract) or a purely
physical self (I am falling). As soon as we
begin to see that the identification of
selves is not simply the recognition of per-
sons (John, Mary, Sam), but the recogni-
tion of persons as a . . ., the question of
the nature of the self becomes immensely
complicated. Then, when we ask which
of these selves is the real self, the locus of
self-identity, the confusion of the question
is equalled only by the importance of an-
swering it. Restricting our interest to
Kant, we must ask what is the self which
is the subject of experiences and which
imposes the conditions for understanding
upon these experiences?

In the Transcendental Deduction, Kant
distinguishes the transcendental ego from
the empirical ego and maintains that only
the transcendental ego has these a priori
relations with experience. The empirical
ego, on the other hand, is the ego or egos
of the sciences. The empirical ego is a per-
son's physical body, personality, and all
those aspects of a person about which we
may formulate empirical laws. Thus, we
may generalize in biology about the physi-
ological mechanisms of a person’s body,
or in psychology we may test his intelli-
gence, or his tolerance for pain, or his
tendency to become angry. In each case,
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the knowledge we receive about the per-
son is strictly empirical. The knowledge
we have of the transcendental ego is
strictly a priori—it consists solely of neces-
sary laws. In Kant's terms, the transcen-
dental ego is a merely formal ego; all the
knowledge we have of it is a priori and
independent of the characteristics of any
particular persons. It is this formal ego
about which Kant is talking throughout the
Analytic. To understand the significance of
this ego, it is again necessary to review
some of the philosophy preceding Kant.
The question of self-identity confronting
Kant has its historical roots in the philoso-
phy of Descartes, who, like Kant, took self-
consciousness to be the cornerstone of his
philosophy. Descartes': *'| think, therefore
| am" was meant to be the single, indubi-
table, and self-evident proposition on
which his entire theory of knowledge was
constructed. Descartes also posed the
question as to the nature of this “I" and
methodically rejected interpretations of
this self as a physical body, as an organ-
ism, or as a person. The “I think" proved
the existence only of a thinker, not a per-
son or a body. The "I" of the "I think"
must therefore be a thinking substance.
In accordance -with his methodological
doubt, Descartes argued that it would be
possible to doubt the existence of his
body, but not that he was in fact thinking.
However, even this limited inference
from thought to thinker was called into
question. Why must a thought require a
thinker? Perhaps, there are just thoughts.
This line of skepticism with regard to self-
identity was brought to its conclusion, pre-
dictably, by David Hume, who argued:

There are some philosophers who imagine
we are every moment intimately conscious
of what we call our self; that we feel its
existence and its continuance in existence;
and are certain, beyond the evidence of a
demonstration, both of its perfect identity
and simplicity. . . . Unluckily, all these
positive assertions are contrary to that very
experience which is pleaded for them nor
have we any idea of self after the manner
it is here explained. For, from what
impression could this idea be derived? . . .
It any impression gives rise to the idea of
the selt, that impression must continue
invariably the same, through the whole
course of our lives; since selt is supposed
to exist in that manner. . . .

But farther, what must become of all our
particular perceptions upon this
hypothesis? All these are different and
distinguishable and separate from each
other, and may be separately considered
and may exist separately, and have no
need of anything to support their existence.
... | never can catch myself at any time
without a perception, and never can
observe anything but the perception.®’

Kant's transcendental twist to this argu-
ment can be anticipated by bringing to
mind his general mode of reply to Hume's
problems. Hume claims that there is no
justification for our supposed knowledge
of ourselves because we have no experi-
ence corresponding to this supposed
knowledge. Kant has claimed that one can
justify knowledge not only by demonstrat-
ing its origin in experience, but by demon-
strating that it is a basis for experience.
The self, for Kant, is not to be considered
an object for experience, but is to be pos-
tulated as one of the necessary conditions
for any experience. In the Deduction,
Kant argues that it makes no sense to
speak of an experience simpliciter, for
every experience is an experience of a con-
sciousness which organizes and unifies ex-
perience into a whole. If there were not
this unification, according to Kant, there
could be no knowledge and no experience.
Unification presupposes a principle of uni-
fication, and this is the ego. In reply to
Hume, therefore, Kant answers that the
self is not to be found among the contents
of experience but is to be transcendentally
found among the conditions for experi-

.ence. The ego lies ‘behind’ ail our experi-

ences; it is what has these experiences.
Thus far, Kant's reply has been notably
Cartesian: our knowledge of the self is de-
rivative of the presence of thought. Des-
cartes then concluded that this self is
a thinking substance, and here Kant be-
comes very unCartesian. According to his
Critique, the self is a condition of experi-
ence, but as such a condition, it transcends
any possible experience. If this self is
to be considered as an object in any sense,
it must be considered a noumenal object.
As a noumenon, the self cannot be subject
to the categories, which are applicable
only to objects of possible experience.
Since one of these categories is substance,
the self cannot be a substance, and all doc-
trines depending on such a notion, such

as. the traditional doctrine of the soul,
must be based upon the fallacious treat-
‘ment-of a noumenal object as phenomenal
{Kant's source of concern in the Dialec-
tic). Because the transcendental ego is be-
yond the bounds of possible experience,
we .can have no knowledge whatsoever
-about it, but because it lies at the very
foundations of the possibility of conscious-
ness, we cannot help but know of it.
Knowing that it is is all that we can know
of the ego. This initially seems to have im-
plausible consequences, for it appears that
we can speak of self-knowledge as well as
knowledge of other selves. For Kant, how-
ever, all such discussion is about the em-
pirical ego, which is the only self which
can be known. The empirical ego is the
transcendental ego as it appears to me,
that is, as phenomenon, and thus it can
be conceived of under the categories. The
transcendental ego, however, which Kant
occasionally refers to as the “self-in-itself”
can be the subject of only one piece of
knowledge, namely, that it exists.

Kant answers the question of self-iden-
tity with a complicated theory of two
selves, one of which is the subject of Em
phenomenal world, the other of sEo:. is
an object in this world. The complication
of this dual self theory is both one of the
outstanding contributions and one of the
fatally weak doctrines of Kant's philosophy
as a whole. It endangers the whole of his
moral philosophy and generates Eo_u._mam
for. other philosophers for the remainder
of the nineteenth century.

The Dialectic

In our introduction, we indicated that xma
distinguished the synthetic a priori prin-
ciples of mathematics, natural science, and
metaphysics, devoting a section of the
Critique to each. We then ignored the
Transcendental Dialectic which deals with
the principles of metaphysics, and similarly
neglected the third mental faculty, mm.w-
son, of which we said only that it, with
the understanding, manipulates concepts.
In spite of Kant's obvious fascination .s:s
parallel triadic structures, the Em\.mo:o is
very much out of step with the first two
sections of the Critique. Kant began with
the promise that he would give us the con-
ditions for any possible experience and
knowledge. In the Dialectic, he instead
promises the critical destruction of false
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ideas, and the exposition of a “Logic of
Ilusion."”

Reason, the third faculty, amau.c_m.mm
concepts, but unlike the understanding, it
does not apply these concepts t0 experi-
ence. In his characterization,*® Kant tells
us that the concepts of reason unify the
understanding in the same way that the
concepts of the understanding unify experi-
ence. . Consequently, the logical employ-
ment of reason “endeavors to reduce the
varied -and manifold knowledge of the
understanding to the smailest number of
principles and thereby achieve in it the
highest possible unity.""3® However, E.mqo
is also the possibility of a set of a priori
concepts and principles of Pure Reason,
and Kant tells us that philosophers have
long employed such a set of concepts and
principles in metaphysics. The concepts of
Pure Reason he calls the Transcendental
Ideas;*® the principles derived from these
Ideas he calls Dialectical Inferences, of
which there are three sets: Paralogisms,
Antinomies, and Ideals. These names
hardly share the grandeur of sm. names of
the principles of the c:amﬁm:a._:o. A pa-
ralogism is a piece of (unconsciously) fal-
lacious reasoning. Antinomies are oncm_z.
valid but contradictory arguments, which
contribute to what Kant calls the “eutha-
nasia” of pure reason.*'

The concepts of Reason are independ-
ent of any possible experience, and more-
over, unlike the concepts of the pure un-
derstanding, they are not necessary for
there to be experience. The transcendental
ideas are thus necessarily :m:moma%i.
going beyond any possible experience.
The objects posited by these concepts are
also transcendent; they are objects of no
possible experience.

in the earlier discussion of the Critique,
we emphasized that knowledge can arise
only with the application ot concepts to
experience. Because the concepts .o“ Rea-
son are independent of any uomm_v_m ex-
perience and thus apply only to objects of
no possible experience So:am:mv.. Reason,
unlike Sensibility and c:am_‘ﬂm:a_:.c. can-
not give us knowledge. Metaphysics, the
system of principles of pure reason, must,
therefore, only appear to give us _So.i_-
edge. Indeed, Kant argues, metaphysical
principles are comprehensible to us only
because their concepts are parasitic on the
concepts of the understanding (for ex-
ample, we understand “time has a begin-
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ning” or "the soul is inside the brain” only
because we have an understanding of
events having beginnings in time and ob-
jects being inside of other objects). Meta-
physics, however, is illusory because, in
spite of this apparent understanding, its
principles misuse concepts by extending
them beyond the realm of possible ex-
perience.

The fact that Reason cannot give us
knowledge is not sufficient reason for do-
ing away with metaphysics, however, for
we have a “natural disposition” towards
metaphysical thinking. The demand of
Reason is the unification of the understand-
ing, that is, the synthesis of all knowledge.
Because our knowledge is dependent upon
the limitations of our experience and un-
derstanding, our knowledge is necessarily
incomplete and conditional. Thus, there
has always been the urging of reason to
find absolute principles which are impervi-
ous to doubt. Metaphysics is the futile at-
tempt to supply this demand of reason for
completeness and certainty, the attempt to
push our knowledge beyond any limitation.
Even though these attempts are futile, they
serve an important, even necessary pur-
pose; they provide a goal for knowledge
without which we would be constantly
threatened by disillusionment and agnosti-
cism. The principles of Pure Reason
never give us knowledge, yet they will
always be indispensable to knowledge.

The discipline of metaphysics needed
littte defense among the philosophers of
the eighteenth century, so the bulk of the
Dialectic is concerned with the demonstra-
tion of the illusory nature of traditional
metaphysics and specific metaphysical
theses and their proofs. Kant separated
these theses into three classes: those prin-
ciples maintaining the *“absolute unity of
the conscious subject” (the soul), those
principles maintaining the “‘absolute unity
of all phenomena’ (the world), and those
principles concerned with an “*Ultimate Be-
ing” (God). Of the many principles of
Pure Reason, only three constitute the cen-
tral concern of metaphysics:

Metaphysics has for the real object of its
investigation three ideas only; God,
Freedom, and Immortality; . . . Everything
else treated by that science is a means
only in order to establish those ideas and
their reality.42

In his study of the metaphysical princi-

ples regarding the Soul (the “psychologi-
cal ideas"”), Kant discusses the possibility
of an essential ““I"” going beyond the con-
tingencies of human existence. He begins
by renewing the argument of the Deduc-
tion concerning the “possibility of the ‘|
think’ accompanying all our experiences.”
However, this self (the transcendental
ego), as the transcendental unity of apper-
ception, cannot be an object of any possi-
ble experience; it is always “‘behind” expe-
rience. Because this ego is not a possible
object of experience, it cannot be known
under the categories, and cannot even be
spoken of as a something, for it would be
a something without any possible proper-
ties. Because the ego of the I think” is
transcendental, we can argue that it is by
virtue of its necessity for any experience
or knowledge; but because it also tran-
scends any possible experience, and there-
fore is a noumenal ego, there is nothing
more that we can know about it. The tradi-
tional doctrine of the soul cannot give us
any knowledge.

Similarly, Kant argues that all previous
attempts to prove the existence of God,
who is also a noumenal being, must arrive
at their conclusion through fallacious rea-
soning. He offers us brilliant refutations of
the traditional ontological, teleological and
cosmological proofs for the existence of
God,** and goes on to argue that no argu-
ment by pure reason can succeed in pro-
ducing a valid proof of His existence. Yet
Kant is quite clear that this failure is not
a justification for atheism or even religious
agnosticism, for the existence of God as a
transcendental ideal can be proven in other
ways (which Kant attempts in the second
Critique).

It is in his discussion of the ""cosmolog-
ical ideas,” however, that Kant demon-
strates the most remarkable consequences
of the illusory use of pure reason. In a
series of principles which he calls the
Antinomies, Kant shows that metaphysios
not only provides theses which cannot be
justified in the traditional way, but pro-
duces theses whose antitheses can be de-
fended equally well by valid arguments
from equally compelling premises. There
are four pairs of antinomies, each pair gen-
erated by the misapplication of one set of
categories beyond the boundaries of expe-
rience. For example:

{ Thesis: the world has a beginning in
time and space. Antithesis: the world
has no beginning in time and space.

Il Thesis: everything conslists of
ultimately simple elements.
Antithesis: everything is composite;
there are no simple elements.*4

There is no need for us to discuss the
arguments Kant provides for these; it will
suffice to note that Kant believed all four
arguments to be valid. However, he also
maintained that the fact that contradictory
conclusions could be derived validly
proved that both pairs of antinomies are
founded on a self-contradictory concept
which is essential to Reason itself—the
treatment of noumena as if they could be
objects of knowledge.

The later antinomies are of more direct
interest to us, for they shall lead us into
the second Critique:

Il Thesis: there are in the world causes
through treedom (in human action).
Antithesis: there is no freedom, but
only natural causes.

IV Thesis: there is a necessary being.
Antithesis: no being is necessary.*®

These antinomies, according to Kant, are
also proven validly, but are quite different
from the ‘mathematical’ antinomies in not
being contradictory after all. Rather, the
antithesis of each pair is valid of phenom-
ena; the thesis of each pair is valid of nou-
mena. In other words, freedom of action
and the existence of God cannot be proven
on a phenomenal level as we have already
seen, but now Kant gives us the surprising
conclusion that as noumena, they can yet
be proven.

This surprising promise that the tran-
scendent principles concerning God, Free-
dom, and the Immortality of the Soul can
be justified is not given full proof until the
second Critique. What is important for an
understanding of the first Critique is that
Kant has no desire to eliminate meta-
physics, contrary to some of his own mis-
leading statements, but takes at least these
three metaphysical principles as central
concerns of his entire philosophy. In the
first Critique, he is anxious to show that
these principles cannot be justified by an
appeal to pure reason, and they cannot be
taken as knowledge because they are nec-
essarily divorced from experience; but one
of the purposes of this Critique is to save
these principles from the universal validity
of science and its methods; and this it
does by taking these principles as central
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doctrines of morality, as postulates of
practical reason.

Metaphysics does not require these ideas
for the sake of natural science, but in order
to go beyond nature.*®

Morality and Metaphysics

Although the Critique of Pure Reason be-
gins by announcing its defense of the three
key metaphysical theses of God, Freedom,
and Immortality, the first Critique nowhere
attempts to justify these principles. Quite
to the contrary: the Transcendental Dialec-
tic, which is concerned with metaphysical
problems, consists of demonstrations that
the methods by which these principles
have been defended cannot possibly suc-
ceed. Kant does maintain a parallel be-
tween his defense of the a priori principles
of mathematics and natural science and the
a priori principles of metaphysics, but he
does not do so until his second Critique.
There, although he maintains the claims
from the Dialectic that metaphysical prin-
ciples cannot give us knowledge, he ar-
gues with the same transcendental method
of the first Critique, the necessity and uni-
versality of the above three metaphysical
principles. However, because these princi-
ples do not concern any possible experi-
ence, and because, unlike the principles of
the Aesthetic and the Analytic, they do
not state the conditions for any experi-
ence, they cannot be shown to be a priori
knowledge. Rather, these are shown to be
necessary postulates of practical reason,
that is, statements of the conditions for the
application of reason not to the under-
standing or to supersensible objects but
to the ‘determination of the will' in right
action. Practical reason, as opposed to
pure or theoretical reason, is concerned
not with what is true but with what is
right, and the synthetic a priori principles
of practical reason are not necessary
truths, but statements of the necessities of
duty and obligation. The Critique of Prac-
tical Reason,*’ therefore, begins not with
a concern for the scope. and limits of hu-
man knowledge, but with a concern for
the a priori rational demands of human
action, with a metaphysics of morals.

The postulates of practical reason, God,
Freedom, and Immortality, are defended
by the demonstration that they lie at the
basis of any morality, or, what for Kant is
the same, for any rational action. Such
principles are not construed as knowledge,
but rather are necessary as articles of faith;
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their necessity is a moral necessity. Thus,
belief in God, in immortality, or in the
autonomy of human action is independent
of any possible evidence, for they bear no
possible relationship to any experience
whatever. Yet Kant refuses to take the step
that most often follows such a character-
ization of faith as independent of -evi-
dence; namely, he does not go on to claim
that articles of faith are jrrational or at
least nonrational and therefore to be
grasped subjectively or emotionally. Rea-
son is still intimately involved in the ac-
ceptance of these postulates, for they are
necessary for rational action. Although
there is a sharp cleavage between the
principles of the first Critique and the
postulates of the Critique of Practical Rea-
son, Kant intends to establish these a
priori principles of morality and religion
with as much certainty and necessity as
he has already established the Principle of
Universal Causation. The second Critique
may be considered as a parallel to the
Transcendental Aesthetic and Analytic,
but instead of taking human conscious-
ness as the given, it is human moral con-
sciousness with which we begin. Where
Kant has asked, "How is experience pos-
sible?” he now asks "How is morality po-
sible?”" Where the first Critique repeatedly
insisted that all knowledge be grounded
in experience, the second Critique is
equally insistent that afl morality be
grounded in reason. Just as the first Cri-
tique gave us the conditions for any pos-
sible knowledge, the second Critique and
its companion Foundations of the Meta-
physics of Morais*® give us a transcen-
dental exposition of those principles which
are the conditions of any possible morality.

A philosophical investigation of morality
promises two important results; first, there
is always vital need for the formulation of
a supreme and unshakable principle of all
morality which may serve as an absolute
criterion in all moral decisions. Secondly,
from what has been said before, we may
expect to find a rational justification for the
morality-conditioning postulates - of God,
Freedom, and Immortality.

To serve both of these interests, Kant
begins with an analysis of morality, and
with an analysis of moral judgments as
they are actually made in Protestant bour-
geosie German society. The validity of
these judgments, in general, Kant takes
as a tentative assumption, although it is
not at alf clear that Kant in fact ever goes

on to question this assumption itself. He
claims that his investigation of morality
proceeds in two steps, first by a regressive
argument to the conditions necessary if
ordinary moral judgments are to be valid,
and then by a progressive argument to
show that these conditions actually obtain.
However, it is in his attempt to provide
progressive arguments establishing the
objective validity of (Protestant bour-
geosie) morality that Kant's moral phi-
losophy is notably inferior to analogous
attempts in the first Critique. He does
provide us with a penetrating analysis
of the nature of morality, and his argu-
ments for the moral necessity of the pos-
tulates, particularly the postulate of Free-
dom, are brilliant even when they fail.
However, it remains unclear throughout
his ethical writings how Kant thinks he
has justified morality itself. Rather, the
ethics argues only that certain principles
must be true if our morality is objectively
valid and that among these are the postu-
lates of God, Freedom, and Immortality.

The distinctive mark of Kant's ethics is
its emphasis on reason and its subsequent
diminution in the importance of inclina-
tion, desire, the search for pleasure, self-
love, satisfaction, happiness, and the ap-
peal to any sort of conscience or moral
sense. The British moral philosophers be-
fore him (notably Hume and Hutcheson)
had based their entire ethics on appeal to
some form of sense; but ethics thus con-
ceived, Kant argues, makes our moral
principles merely conditional on the senti-
ments and inclinations of the individual,
whereas it is the very nature of morality
that it applies equally to every man, re-
gardless of his personal inclinations or
situation. Duty, the central concept of
marality, is indifferent to situation and to
personal inclination. Furthermore, incli-
nation only advises us how to act: reason
commands. Therefore, the principles of
morality cannot be derived from subjec-
tive principles of individual interest
("maxims™), but must be derived di-
rectly from the disinterested, universally-
binding dictates of reason (“laws”). The
principles of morality are invariant and,
because they are derived from the very
nature of (practical) reason itself, they
are binding on every rational creature.

In Kant's own terms, maxims and resolu-
tions of the will (decisions to act) are of
two sorts. Some principles command us to
act in certain ways on the condition that

we desire certain results. For example, “if
you wish to enter politics, then move to a
city where no one knows you.” This com-
mand is binding only on someone who al-
ready wishes to enter politics; it has no
force on one who is disinterested. Such a
command or principle is called a hypothet-
ical imperative. 1t holds only for those
agents who have the special interests cited
(or implied) in the set of conditions stated.
Moral principles, on the other hand, do
not apply only to a limited special interest
group, but apply unconditionally to all
men. They are categorical imperatives be-
cause they admit of no exceptions. One
ought to do his duty no matter who he is,
where he is, what he wants to do, or what
he feels like doing. The very nature of
morality is such that its principles are uni-
versal laws, binding on all rational crea-
tures by virtue of the nature of reason
alone.

For those philosophers (Hume and
Hutcheson) who based morality on a
moral sense, or on a pleasure principle or
principle of selfishness (Hobbes), or on the
motives of satisfaction or happiness
(Aristotle and philosophers of the Enlight-
enment), all moral principles were no more
than hypothetical imperatives since the
rightness of certain actions had to be de-
cided on the basis of whether they would
give this particular man pleasure, or this
particular man happiness. in Kant's ethics,
however, right is totally independent of in-
dividua! peculiarities, and moreover, inde-
pendent of personal pleasure, satisfaction,
and happiness. A man will often find his
duty to be painful, unsatisfying, and con-
trary to his personal happiness. Yet, this in
no way diminishes his obligation. To act
morally is to disregard personal interest
and act solely for the sake of duty. An ac-
tion is morally good, therefore, if it is per-
formed for the sake of duty alone*® and
a person has a morally good character or
has moral worth if he acts not from incli-
nation but from duty.

Here is an insight of immense impor-
tance which too few philosophers before
or after Kant have appreciated. Kant
claims that the justification of morality lies
in the fact that its principles are embodied
in the very nature of reason and not that
its principles lead to personal pleasure or
happiness. In stressing this point, Kant
sometimes speaks (especially in Founda-
tions of the Metaphysics of Morals) as if
morality and personal inclination are natu-
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rally opposed to each other. The impor-
tance of Kant's insistence on the indepen-
dence of morality from personal interest
is evident as soon as we analyze previous
attempts to justify the obligatoriness of
moral principles. in reply to the ques-
tion "Why should | be moral?” a great
many of Kant's predecessors m:man»ma‘»o
show that it is ultimately in one's self-in-
terest to be moral. if, as Kant claims again
and again, one’s interests are sometimes,
or even often, at odds with one's duty,
then it is futile to argue that doing one's
duty is in his interest, for the very nature
of the problem is that one’s duty and
one's interests conflict. Thus, the defense
of morality which can be restated, “act
counter to your own interests because it
is in your own interests” is clearly unsatis-
factory. (However, we will see that Kant
will do some serious backsliding on pre-
cisely this important point.)

As much as Kant insists on the separa-
tion of morality and happiness, it Is neces-
sary that we do not accept the popular but
unwarranted interpretation that Kant took
any act motivated by inclination or per-
sonal happiness to be wrong or immoral.
To the contrary, Kant insists that it is only
natural and right that a man should seek
his own happiness, and furthermore, that
it is only reasonable to expect that a virtu-
ous man will have happiness accompany
his moral goodness. Although Kant some-
times gives the impression that personal
motives for personal happiness detract
from the moral worth of an action, this
assuredly Is not his intention; if it were the
case that the only truly good acts were
those done from duty and opposed to all
inclination, the only good act would be the
act of a wholly miserable man. Kant ex-
plicitly rejects this interpretation,®® most
importantly, because he sees that it would
exclude a truly good man from his notion
of moral worth. A philanthropist, for ex~
ample, gets personal satisfaction and even
joy from helping others, and surely he is
to be credited with having moral worth in
spite of his personal enjoyment. In the
most extreme example, those men whom
Kant calls "holy,” who act only from the
motive of duty and no other, are surely the
most morally worthy of men, and no less
s0 because they receive great personal sat-
isfaction and happiness from their acts Q
duty. In fact, Kant tells us that a goodwill
is an “indispensable condition for our very
worthiness to be happy.”*' Therefore,
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Kant's position would be best interpreted
as not thinking happiness, pleasure, satis-
faction, or any inclinations to be themselves
either morally good or morally degrading
but rather construing these as simply ir-
relevant to morality. The moral worth of
an action is to be decided simply by ap-
peal to whether it was done for the sake of
duty, not whether or not the agent
achieved, or intended to achieve pleasure
or happiness thereby. It is in his attempt
to emphasize the irrelevance of inclination
to moral worth that he tends to leave us
with the impression that inclination de-
tracts from moral worth, but in fact, incli-
nation is simply devoid of moral worth
and detracts only insofar as it replaces the
motive of duty. Later; in his discussion of
the Summum Bonum,*? Kant goes yet
further and claims that it is unthinkable
that a man could act for the sake of duty
without the expectation that happiness
will follow.5?

Kant's insistence upon morality as duty
for duty's sake leads us to a unique kind
of moral consideration. Because an action
done from duty has its moral worth solely
In its having been done for the sake of
duty, neither the actual results of that ac-
tion, nor even the results foreseen in that
action are relevant to its moral worth. Be-
cause the actual results of action are due
to contingencies beyond the person's
knowledge and control, these cannot be
used in judging either the morality of the
action or the moral worth of the agent.
This is not to say that an act cannot be
judged as ‘fortunate’ or ‘disastrous’, but
that these judgments are in no way moral
judgments. In Kant's own terms, the only
thing that can be conceived of as good
without qualification is a goodwill. A per-
son may be morally good even if the con-
sequences of his actions are generally di-
sastrous (if he has good intentions and
acts solely for the sake of duty). One is re-
minded of Dostoevsky's Prince Myshkin
who is just such a morally perfect person
in spite of his consistent ruination of those
around him by virtue of his goodness.

Because only a ‘"‘goodwill’” makes for
moral worth, Kant continuously warns us
against confusing acting in contormity with
duty with acting for the sake of duty. A
man who happens to perform good acts for
personal reasons is not morally worthy, and
his acts are not morally good no matter
how exactly they conform to our expecta-

tions of what the moral course of action
would be. But neither is a good merely
*'good intentions™ without underlying prin-
ciples. An act of kindness which is done
without regard to principle does: not mani-
fest a goodwill. A goodwill must determine
action for the sake of duty, and because
duty means for the sake of law, moral
goodness and worth depend on action on
pringiple. Morality depends solely on ac-
tion directed to the satisfaction of a moral
prin¢iple; what other motives or consider-
ations might guide our actions, what our
expectations of the results might be, and
what actually follows our action is not of
moral concern.

The central task of the investigation of
morality must be, therefore, to discover
and formulate those moral principles which
are objectively valid and binding for all ra-
tional creatures, action for the sake of
which is the sole consideration in determi-
nation of moral worth.

These moral principles, or categorical
imperatives, can be summarized in the
single consideration that principles of
morality are invariant and apply equally
to each and every moral agent. This con-
sideration gives us the Categorical Impera-
tive, the supreme moral principle from
which all other moral principles, or specific
categorical imperatives, are derivative. The
first formulation of this categorical imper-
ative is a restatement of the demand for
universality in morals:

Act only on that maxim through which
you can at the same time will that it
should become a universal law.54

and alternatively:

Act as if the maxim of your action were
through your will to become a universal
law of nature.5s

Because this imperative is a formal condi-
tion for morality, it does not claim merely
that you should act only in those cases
when universalization does not lead to dis-
advantage to myself or even to others, but
rather Kant claims that the universaliza-
tion of the wrong principles leads to incon-
sistency, not merely to disaster. This is an
important point in Kant, for if he were ar-
guing only that the test of a moral prin-
ciple is the consequences of universaliza-
tion, then the categorical imperative would

be merely a “‘material” and therefore hypo-
thetical imperative telling us what to do
if we wish to avoid disaster. Because he is
arguing that the categorical imperative is
nonconditional and derivative of reason
alone, a violation of this principle must
constitute a violation of reason itself.
However, it is not at all clear what Kant
intends by the notion of consistency,"”
and his examples only make the issue more
difficult: suppose a man finds himself in a
position of needing to borrow money,
which he knows he will never be capable
of paying back. He is in desperate need,
but knows that he not get the loan
unless he falsely promises to return the
money within a certain period of time. He
thus faces the dilemma of deciding
whether it is right for him to borrow
money when he needs it by falsely promis-
ing to repay the loan. To find out whether
such an action is morally right, he applies
the categorical imperative and universalizes
the maxim that one may make false prom-
ises under certain conditions of need. Then,

| see straight away that this maxim can
never rank as a universal law of nature and
be selt-consistent, but must necessarily
contradict itselt. For the universality of a
law that everyone believing himself to be
in need can make any promise he pleases
with the intention not to keep it would make
promising, and the very purpose of
promising itself impossible, since no one
would believe he was being promised
anything, but would laugh at utterances

of this kind as empty shams.%®

Notice that the ‘inconsistency' Kant
speaks of here is not strictly speaking a
logical inconsistency, for there is no
breach of logic in the supposition that the
institution of promise-making should be-
come meaningless. Rather, Kant seems to
have in mind that the universalization of
the maxim condoning promise-breaking
would result in the destruction of the very
institution which allows for the making
and breaking of promises. The ‘inconsist-
ency’, then, is the ‘‘self-defeating” conse-
quences of an act which, if universally
performed, would destroy the very possi-
bility of anyone's performing that act.

Similarly, Kant replies to the question
of the morality of committing suicide by
telling us that we should ask whether a
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principle condoning suicide could (con-
sistently) become a universal law of nature.
However,

it is then seen at once that a system of
nature by whose law the very same feeling
whose function is to stimulate the
furtherance of life should actually destroy
life would contradict itself. . .57

Here again, the notion of “inconsistency"
(or ‘contradiction’) is not a strictly logical
notion. Rather, it is the ‘inconsistency’ of
a universalized maxim destroying the very
basis of the possibility of the relevant ac-
tion, in this case, the existence of life
which is necessary for anyone to commit
suicide.

. Although Kant's notion of “inconsist-
ency" is obscure, his purpose in insisting
that immoral principles when universalized
lead to inconsistency is sufficiently clear.
The fault in such universalizations must be
a formal fault because the categorical im-
perative must be derivative of a priori rea-
son alone. Otherwise Kant's central claim,
that morality is a function of reason and
not of personal inclinations (requiring
appeal to specific cases), must be a failure.

Kant gives us two further formulations
of the categorical imperative, which are
claimed to be restatements of the same
consideration summarized in the first for-
mulation. Most importantly, he tells us that
we should

Act in such a way that you always treat
humanity, whether in your own person or
in the person of any other, never simply as
a means, but always at the same time as
an end.s®

If | treat another person as a means to my
personal ends, | am placing myself in a
privileged position, one which | cannot use
in universal legislation. To use another-per-
son is to fail to treat him as an independ-
ent rational judge, either because of some
deception or use of force on my part. From
this formulation, Kant introduces his Uto-
pian ideal of a Kingdom of Ends, a com-
munity of rational beings in which each
person is an autonomous morai legislator
and judge. Because each member of this
community treats himself and every other
as an exact equal, individual legislation
leads to a single set of principles, allowing
for total harmony in which there can be
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none of the usual human tragedy of conflict
of personal interests. Because each man
acts out of duty for the universal law, there
can be no conflict of interests simply be-
cause each man's interest is at one with
the interests of all.

Freedom—The First

Principle of Practical Reason

In the above analysis of morality, Kant has
unfolded for us the (analytically) neces-
sary conditions for there to be morality,
namely, that moral right and moral worth
are concerned with a goodwill and not
with results or inclinations, and that morat
principles must be ‘objective’ or universally
applicable without exception (as sum-
marized in the Categorical Imperative).
However, it is possible that morality is an
illusion, if for example, men are never cap-
able of acting from reason but are always
the slaves of their Inclinations. There can
only be morality if it is possible for men to
act morally, and this possibility can come
about only if men can act according to rea-
son, that is, for the sake of duty and not
simply as determined by personal incli-
nation.

The first condition of morality must,
therefore, be man's possibility of acting
either in accordance with or against his
moral obligations. If a man cannot possibly
perform an act of duty because he is the
helpless pawn of his ‘passions’, or, in the
language of the twentieth century, if he is
fully determined by unconscious forces be-
yond his control, then it does not even
make sense to claim that he has an obliga-
tion to. perform that act. For example, un-
der no circumstances can a blind man have
an obligation to read, nor a cripple have
an obligation to run. Kant's famous catch
phrase, ‘‘ought’ implies ‘can’,” tells us
that there can be no obligation unless
there is the possibility of fulfilling that
obligation. On the other hand, it makes
no sense to speak of obligation in cases in
which a man cannot help but perform
some action. For example, it would be ab-
surd to speak of a man's obligation to
obey the law of gravity, for he could not
possibly do otherwise.

Suppose that there were always a suffi-
clent set of conditions such that a man
could never help but do exactly as he does.
We might never know this set of condi-
tions, which would include such diverse
determinants as early childhood, neurolog-
lcal conditions, certain unconscious mo-

tives and bellefs; but if there were such a
set, we could never meaningfully speak of
obligation, or duty, or responsibility, or
morality, for these presuppose a man's
freedom to do or not to do those actions
which are commanded by the dictates of
reason.

According to Kant's first Critique, there
must be just such a set of sufficient causal
conditions for every act a man performs.
Because man is a being in the phenomenal
world, and because the principle of univer-
sal causation must apply to all beings in
this world, a man and all of his actions
must be considered fully determined by
the laws of nature. As such, the most ‘free’
or ‘voluntary’ actions are just as much the
necessary outcome of some set of natural
and ‘involuntary’ causes as those actions
which we now consider wholly involuntary
and determined (for example, those ‘ac-
tions’ due to sudden brain disturbances).
If all actions are fully determined, then
there cannot possibly be morality, for
moral principles cannot be binding on
creatures who have not the freedom to do
or not to do what these moral principles
command.

However, the first Critique has lsft open
for us the possibility of considering man
outside of the natural order of things. In
addition to the standpoint which takes
man as a natural object, as an empirical
ego, the Transcendental Deduction intro-
duced to us a perspective of man as tran-
scendental ego, as a self lying ‘behind’ the
natural order of phenomenal objects. As
a transcendent(al) self, beyond the possibil-
ity of any experience whatever, this being
is noumenal. As Kant tells us in the Deduc-
tion, the transcendent(al) self is the self as
it is in-itself: the empirical ego is the self
as it appears to itself, that is, as phe-
nomenon. As noumenon, however, the
transcendent(al) or noumenal ego is not
subject to the conditions of knowledge dis-
closed in the first Critique; specifically, it
is not subject to the category of causality.
Therefore, the Principle of Universal Cau-
sation does not apply to it. As a noumenat
self, man is outside the natural world, and
his actions need not be fully determined
by antecedent causes. In this way, Kant's
distinction between empirical and tran-
scendental ego begins to blossom into one
of the most intriguing and possibly most
obscure doctrines of modern philosophy.
This distinction allows Kant to maintain
both that man is understandable as a
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; natural object, that is, as an object for sci-
.-entific study, and that man is free from
.causal determination and therefore respon-
sible for his actions and bound by the
smoral law, |f coherent, this doctrine of the

"two-standpoints” (man as natural object

- and man as moral agent) may succeed in

resolving. the very deepest underlying
problem of Kant's entire philosophy,
namely the defense of the universal valid-
ity of science as well as the objective val-
idity of morality.

In the Transcendental Dialectic, Kant
has already argued that the antinomy of
causality®® demonstrates the a priori truth
of both the principle of universal causation
(as demonstrated in the Analytic) and the
possibility of “freedom as a cause” of
action. In the Dialectic, Kant indicates
that causality applies only to phenomena
while freedom applies to noumena. The
proof of freedom, however, does not occur
until the second Critique, where, for the
first time, Kant attempts to prove some-
thing about noumenal objects. Kant still
insists that principles concerning noumena
cannot give us knowledge and that pure
or theoretical reason has nothing to say of
transcendent objects. He does attempt to
provide substantial truths about noumena
in this one case, and it will be argued that,
in doing so, he lays the basis for the under-
mining of his entire philosophy:

The idea ot freedom is the only concept of
the supersensible which . . . proves its
objective reality in nature.*®

Kant's_argument for the postulate of
freedom, although in some ways the sub-
version of his entire philosophy, is also the
one attempt he makes to justify the origi-
nal ‘tentative’ assumption of his entire
ethics, namely the objective validity of our
(that is, Protestant bourgeois German)
ordinary moral judgments. Kant recog-
nizes that any attempt to justify the pos-
tulate of freedom by appeal to morality
would be circular (since freedom is a
necessary condition of morality). In order
to defend the postulate of freedom, there-
fore, Kant reintroduces the noumenal
or transcendent world, which hitherto
has been a mere limiting concept about
which we could intelligibly say nothing.
Now, in order to defend freedom, Kant
attempts to show that man as moral agent
is a noumenal being and thereby free of
causal determination. Freedom from the

laws of nature is not a sufficient condition
for rationality, of course. Kant insists that
freedom from causal laws is only a /im-
iting or negative freedom. However, man
is free also in a positive sense, free to
think and act in conformity with the moral
law. Thus, considerations about human
freedom and concern for rationality and
the moral law are never far apart. Some-
times, in both the second Critique and in
Foundations, Kant tells us that ‘‘freedom
is the moral law" and a "lawless free will
would be contradictory.”¢!

The noumenal ego, according to Kant,
is the "I Will” (as the transcendental ego
was characterized as the "l Think™). The
“pure activity” of this “I WIll” is Reason
in its practical employment. As a nou-
menal being, man is a willing, rational,
free creature.®? ‘Will', ‘rationality’, and
‘freedom’ are intimately related in the
characterization of man as agent;

Will iIs a kind of causality o&oan&n to
living things so far as they are rational.®*

Freedom would then be the property this
causality has of being able to work
independently of determination by allen
causes . . .%

Freedom Must be vamcnuom.ma asa
Property of the Will of All Rational Beings.*$

Thus, freedom is not simply a postulate of
morality, but a necessary precondition for
rationality. However, Kant often allows
himself to move from this position to the
considerably weaker stand that rationality
presupposes only the /dea of freedom;

Now [ assert that every being who cannot
act except under the idea of freedom is by
this alone—from a practical point of view—
really free.*®

Thus we shall find that Kant's defense of
the postulate of freedom wavers between
the defense of metaphysical freedom,
which asserts outright that human actions
are not determined because the Will is not
determined except by itself, and a defense
of a much weaker thesis—that acting ra-
tionally (morally) presupposes that the
agent suppose that he is free. The former
claim runs head-on Into the Principle of
Universal Causation which has been ar-
gued to be a priori true in the first Cri-
tique; the second claim allows that the
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Idea of freedom which a rational agent
must suppose may nevertheless be false,
and this claim does not, therefore, conflict
with the Principle of Universal Causation.

In Kant's practical philosophy, the di-
chotomy between noumena and phenom-
ena becomes greatly pronounced. In the
Critique of Pure Reason, ‘'moumenon” is
a ‘limiting’ concept; in the Critique of
Practical Reason, Kant maintains that we
must suppose there to be noumena;

behind appearances we must admit and
assume something else which is not
appearance—namely things in themselves
—although since we can never be
acquainted with these, but only with the
way in which they affect us, we must resign
ourselves to the fact that we can never get
any nearer. to them and can never know
what they are in themselves. This must yield
us a distinction, however rough, between
the sensible world and the intelligible
world, the first of which can vary a great
deal according to the differences in
sensibility in sundry observers, while the
second, which is its ground, always
remains the same.®’?

How far removed from the hardheaded
‘Critique’ in Kant's epistemology is this?
The earlier distinction between the world-
In-itself and the world-as-we-know-it now
becomes a dichotomy of two different
worlds. Of course, much of the expression
of this “two-world” view is metaphorical,
but the metaphor Is so pervasive that we
are hard put to separate metaphor from
philosophical theory;

as regards mere perception and the
capacily for perceiving sensations he must
count himselt as belonging to the sensible
world, but as regards whatever there may
be in him of pure activity (whatever comes
into consciousness . . . immediately) he
must count himself as belonging to the
intelligible worid.%8

Of course, these two worlds are closely re-
lated, for human actions are not simply
acts of Will (in the intelligible world), but
are also, and result in, movements of one's
body and movements and changes in the
world (that is, the sensible world). We are
tempted to say, of course, that these two
worlds are not merely related, but are
identical. Unfortunately, this identification
cannot be made for Kant. Iif the worlds

were identical, the laws valid for one
would also be valid for the other. Since the
absence of causality in the intelligible
world is the purpose of the '‘two-worlds"
view, Kant would most certainly not ac-
cept such an identification.

Kant sees this problem, but his insis-
tence on the "two standpoints” forbids
him from resolving it:

Reason must . . . suppose that no
contradiction is to be found between
freedom and natural necessity ascribed to
the very same human actions; for it can
abandon the concept of nature as little as it
can abandon that of treedom.s®

Is there no contradiction?

... while freedom is only an idea of reason
whose objective reality is questionable,
nature is a concept of the understanding,
which proves, and must necessarily prove,
its reality in examples from experience.”®

Kant is evidently uncomfortable with this
‘antinomy’, and constantly tends to weaken
his defense of freedom to a defense of the
need for a (perhaps false) /dea of freedom.

The concept of the intelligible world is thus
only a point of view which reason finds
itself constrained to adopt outside
appearances in order to conceive itself as
practical.”’

and, more obscurely he argues the /dea of
freedom, although necessary, to be unin-
telligible:

Thus the Idea of freedom can never
admit of full comprehension, or indeed of
insight, since it can never by any analogy
have an example falling under it. . . .
Nothing is left but defense . , .72

The confusion over the nature of Freedom
causes Kant to have similar concern over
his related notions of “Reason’ and *‘Prac-
ticality (Will).” He maintains, for example,
that "“all human reason is totally incapable
of explaining this" [how reason can be
practical]’® and finds himself unable to
understand “how freedom itself is possible
as causality of the will.”’* As a result,
Kant finds himself ultimately dumb-
founded by his entire ethics:
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And thus, while we do not comprehend the
practical unconditioned necessity of the
morai imperative, we do comprehend its
incomprehensibility.”s

All that becomes clear is the necessity of
the postulate of freedom for rationality
and morality. However, it never becomes
clear to what extent real freedom is de-
manded (an actual breakdown of the
Principle of Universal Causality) or to
what extent a man must simply suppose
himself to be free in order to consider him-
self as a responsible moral agent.

In order to establish the postulate of
freedom, in either the strong or the weaker
sense, Kant must avoid any support from
morality itself, and he must likewise avoid
any appeal to a notion of rationality that
already assumes the objective val
morality. Since the objective val
morality itself presupposes the postulate
of freedom, the problem of the second
Critique is to avoid the vicious circle of de-
fending freedom in terms of morality and
morality in terms of freedom. Kant again
sees this problem, and the introduction of
the two-world view is an attempt to defend
the postulate of freedom apart from any
reference to morality:

The suspicion which we raised above is
now removed—namely that there might be
hidden a circle in our inference trom
freedom to autonomy and from autonomy to
the moral law; that in effect we had
presumed the idea of treedom only
because of the moral law in order
subsequently to infer the moral law in its
turn from freedom. . . . We now see that
when we think of ourselves as free, we
transfer ourselves into the intelligible world
as members and recognize the autonomy of
the will together with its consequences—
morality. Whereas when we think ourselves
under obligation, we look upon ourselves
as belonging to the sensible world and yet
to the intelligible world at the same time.”®

The last sentence of the quotation indi-
cates to us once more that the relationship
between the sensible and intelligible
worlds remains a very serious problem, but
it is not clear how the two-worlds view can
solve the problem of circularity which here
concerns Kant. Introduction of the intelli-
glble world to defend freedom and-escape
the circle seems to be a failure from the
outset, since the notion of the ‘intelligible

world’ Is Introduced as a product of Rea-
son and, more specifically, of practical
reason. Similarly, in the Critique of Prac-
tical Reason,”” it again looks as if Kant
assumes rationality (and the moral law)
in order to prove the postulate of freedom.
Thus, Kant's overall attempt to prove the
reality of human freedom of action runs
aground on several counts. First, it is not
clear that Kant ever escapes the vicious
circle of arguing from rationality to free-
dom to rationality, and, if he does not
escape this circle, he has succeeded in
proving only that if morality is objectively
valid, then the postulate of freedom must
be true. Secondly, Kant's radical claim that
man must be considered differently as an
object of nature and as agent (a claim to
be considered by every author we shall
study) is coupled with his equally radical
but more problematic claim that man is a
‘member’ of two different ‘worlds'—a sen-
sible (phenomenal) world and an intelli-
gible (noumenal) world. Given what Kant
has argued in the first Critique, namely,
that we cannot know the noumenal world,
is not the notion of ‘membership in the
noumenal world' incoherent? Furthermore,
is the identification of man as agent with
man in the intelligible world necessary for
Kant's purposes? Is it not possible to inter-
pret freedom of action within a phenom-
enal framework? Future authors, notably
Hegel and Sartre, shall attempt to do so.
Thirdly, Kant supposes that the two stand-
points are independent, and that it is pos-
sible that the Principle of Universal Causa-
tion is true universally in the sensible
world, and false or meaningless in the
intelligible world. If it is a priori true that
every event has a sufficient cause, then in
what sense could a man's action be unde-
termined? It would seem that we must
either give up the Principle of Universal
Causation or give up our belief in human
freedom of action. Or, if we return to
the “‘two-world"* or ‘‘two-standpoints’ view,
then we must clarify the distinction be-
tween these two worlds in such a way
that we can make sense of the fact that an
action seems to span both worlds at once.
The choice is not a pleasant one; either we
maintain belief in two contradictory but
equally necessary theses, or we invoke the
obscure if not incomprehensible notion of
“two worlds’ to save both theses and avoid
contradiction. Or, we may take the route
along which Kant sometimes directs him-
self and weaken the postulate of freedom
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to the need to think of oneself as free in
order to consider oneself as a responsible
agent. If it is only a need to think one is
free, and not be free, and if there are inde-
pendent grounds for thinking one is never
in. fact free (the Principle of Universal
Causality tells us this), then the idea of
freedom is only a delusion of freedom: the
incomprehensibility of which Kant com-
plains is that sort of incomprehensibility
which results from the attempt to prove
a false doctrine true at any cost.

God and Immortality
In Kant's proof of the postulates of God
and immortality, there is no doubt but that
the objective validity of morality is ac-
cepted as given. Thése proofs, which to-
gether constitute a demonstration of the
necessity of the Christian faith, prove only
what must be accepted if we are to be
bound to the moral law. There is no at-
tempt whatever to establish the postulates
of God and immortality independently of
their necessity for morality. On the con-
trary, Kant insists throughout all three Cri-
tiques that there is no legitimate possibility
of doing so.

Kant's treatment of God as a postulate
of practica! and not pure reason marks a
major departure from other philosophers
who had attempted to link morality and
religion. Judeo-Christian theology had long
been made the basis for morality, and God
had been cited as the source of moral
values, as their justification and as their
enforcer. (For example, St. Augustine's City
of God is such a defense of God as the
source of moral values. More obviously,
the Old Testament is an elaborate asser-
tion of this claim.) In other words, moral-
ity had its basis in religion, and morality
could thus be justified by appeal to re-
liglon, which had its justification in the
truths of Pure Reason. With Kant, how-
ever, we find the dependency of morality
upon religion turned on its head; morality
is supported by appeal to reason alone,
while religion, for its support, requires an
appeal to morality. This is not to say, of
course, that Kant would allow that we
could keep morality and dispense with re-
ligion. Even if we ignore Kant's personal
religious temperament, it is evident that
to interpret belief in God as a postulate of
practical reason is to retain the traditional
theological doctrine that without God,
there can be no morality. Morality still re-
quires belief in God as its presupposition,

but the proof of God can only proceed by
beginning with morality. God is necessary
for morality, but, apart from moral consid-
erations, God is without philosophical im-
portance. Thus, in spite of Kant's personal
piety, it is already evident how his philos-
ophy will contribute to the rapid diminu-
tion of the philosophical importance of
religion which, after a brilliant but desper-
ate attempt at salvation by Hegel, will end
in the irrationalism of Kierkegaard and the
vicious atheism of Nietzsche.

Kant's justification of the postulates of
God and immortality can be separated into
two very different sets of arguments. The
first of these, the best known and histori-
cally most important, are formulated in the
last two Critiques and in his increasingly
recognized Religion Within the Bounds of
Reason Alone. Central to his arguments.is
the notion of the ‘Summum Bonum’, with
which we shall be concerned in this sec-
tion. However, there are convincing rea-
sons for supposing that this notion of
Summum Bonum makes Kant's ethics in-
consistent, and Kant, in recognition of this,
dispensed with it in his very last writ-
ings’® and attempted to justify his re-
ligious beliefs without appeal to a
Summum Bonum. However, we shall not
pay much attention to these later writings,
not because they are unimportant, but
simply because they had little effect on the
later writers with whom we shall be
concerned.

Although action in accordance with the
moral law is the crux of Kant's ethics, he
does appreciate, as we have already noted,
that happiness plays a necessary role in the
ideally good life. Although a life of duty
may be morally good, a life of duty which
has more than its due share of misery
could hardly be called a good life. In most
earlier moral philosophies, the connection
of happiness and the good life was never
considered problematic, for happiness was
nearly always recognized as a necessary
component of the good life, or even as the
good life itself. Where virtue was also
necessary for the good life, it was usually
subsumed under happiness (and virtue
and duties were analyzed in terms of the
happiness they procured). For Aristotle,
for example, it was inconceivable that a
vituous man not be happy, for happiness
(eudaimonia) was defined as "‘activity of
the soul in accordance with virtue.”’® For
Kant however, there is a problem. By in-
sisting that happiness and the search for

* happiness are irrelevant to morality, he

seems forced to concede that a man has an
unconditional obligation to do his duty
even if it turns out that his duty brings
him nothing but disaster and misery.

Kant does not accept this consequence
of his ethics, but rather agrees with the
classical picture of the good life as consist-
ing of both virtue' and happiness. The
Summum Bonum, the highest good for
man, is the rational ideal in which virtue
and happiness always go hand in hand:

In the Summum Bonum which Is practical
for us, i.e., one which is to be made real by
our will, virtue and happiness are thought
of as necessarlly combined, so that the one
cannot be assumed by a practical reason
without the other belonging to it.8°

Kant recognizes the problem of incorporat-
ing happiness into his conception of the
good life, and refers to the problem of
doing so as the “antinomy of practical
reason.” Namely, how can the Summum
Bonum necessarily include happiness if
action for the sake of happiness is devoid
of moral worth?

I, therefore, the Summum Bonum /s
Impossible according to practical rules,
then the moral law which commands that

it be furthered must be fantastic, directed
to empty imaginary ends, and consequently
inherently false.®'

Iif the Summum Bonum requires virtue,
which is action for the sake of duty alone,
but also requires happiness, it seems there-
fore that action for the Summum Bonum
is impossible, for it requires acting both
for happiness and without the expectation
of happiness.

However, it would seem that the most
primitive observation of our world demon-
strates that virtue and happiness are not
commensurate, and Kant expresses amaze-
ment that so many philosophers have
argued so:

It must appear strange that philosophers of
both ancient and modern times have been
able to find happiness in very just
proportion to virtue in this life,%?

Kant, however, sees no reason to suppose
that this world should reward virtue with
happiness, but rather, because man as
moral agent is not of the sensible world,
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the Summum Bonum need not be of this
world either.

Expectation of immediate reward for
virtuous action is the most serious threat
to morality, for if men believe that their
doing good does not make them happier,
they will abandon. their duty for immedi-
ate happiness. Therefore, if morality is to
be binding upon men, belief in the
Summum Bonum must be maintained as
well. This can be done, claims Kant, by
adopting the postulates of God and immor-
tality, for if we believe in a God who is
himself a moral (that is, rational) being
and is also the ground or ultimate cause
of the universe, then we can easily justify
our belief in the harmony between the
moral and the natural order. If we believe
in an afterlife, then we can justify our
belief in the just distribution of happiness,
though not in this life. God and immortal-
ity are thus necessary for the Summum
Bonum, which is in turn necessary for
morality. The postulates of God and im-
mortality are therefore necessary as condi-
tions for morality.

At this juncture, It is convenient to men-
tion a philosophical disposition which runs
through all three of Kant's Critiques, the
disposition to interpret phenomena teleo-
logically, as if they have an ultimate pur-
pose. The notion of ‘teleology”, which
appears in the Dialectic, is Implied
throughout the discussion of the Summum
Bonum and lies at the very core of Kant's
aesthetic theory, but it does not receive
sustained attention until the second half
of the Critique of Judgment. In that dis-
cussion, Kant claims that we have a
natural tendency to look for purposive ex-
planations, even though the Principle of
Universal Causation tells us that mechan-
istic or causal explanations are always
available. Kant himself manifests this tend-
ency quite often. For example, he argues
that the existence of reason in man is suffi-
cient to prove that its purpose and there-
fore the purpose of man cannot be to
achieve happiness®® simply because man
already has an ‘organ’, namely instinct,
which has this purpose. In his discussion
of the Summum Bonum, the notion of a
teleological universe is central, for it is
only because the universe has an ultimate
direction (the direction of God) that we
may expect that the amoral natural world
and the rational world of ideals and values
will coincide. Because we may believe that
the world, as noumenon, is teleological, we
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may therefore act for the sake of duty with
the full expectation that our good deeds
will be ultimately rewarded by happiness.

However, once we have established that
the only justification of religious belief is
its necessity for morality, the exact content
of our religion is still in question. Because
the objects of religious devotion are nou-
menal, and therefore not objects of any
possible knowledge, we are only entitled
to attribute to these objects those proper-
ties which are necessary for morality. Such
morally justifiable beliefs Kant calls *nat-
ural,” because they can be derived from
(practical) reason alone; a religion con-
sisting only of natural beliefs is a natural
religion. Against this, most religions are
based on dogma derived solely from au-
thority; such a religion is said to be "statu-
tory” or “learned."”®* Of those beliefs of
a natural religion, Kant has thus far men-
tioned two, belief in God and belief in
immortality. There are many conceptions
of God, and a great many appendages to
belief in God which the Christian faith
had also accepted. A major task of a cri-
tique of religion must be to separate those
beliefs which are natural from those which
are merely learned. However, Kant cannot
be judged to have performed very satisfac-
torily. in this respect, and his few argu-
ments are not nearly adequate to support
the huge amount of traditional Christian
theology that he accepts as natural.

With regard to the nature of God, Kant
is quite specific but hardly threatening to
orthodox Christian thought. Because a God
which supports morality must be capable
of understanding both the natural and the
moral law, He must be intelligent, but
since He is supreme, Kant stipulates that
He must be omniscient. Since He must be
capable of acting in accordance with the
moral law, He must be powerful, but since
He is supreme, omnipotent. Since the
moral law and its obeyance must be eter-
nal, He must be eternal, and since the
moral law is binding at all times, He must
be omnipresent. In short, Kant almost rou-
tinely characterizes the traditional Chris-
tian God without any serious attempt to
question the legitimacy of this conception
of God, and uncritically announces Chris-
tianity in its entirety as the one religion
which successfully fulfills the demands of
morality:

The doctrine of Christlanity, even when not
regarded as a religious doctrine, gives at

this point a concept of the Summum Bonum
(the Kingdom of God) which is alone
sufficient to the strictest demand of
practical reason.®s

“Kant's discussion of the postulate of im-
mortality occupies only a few pages dem-
onstrating the necessity of the postulate for
the Summum Bonum. Although several
previous discussions allow us to confidently
fill In Kant's views on the possibility of
immortality, it is not at all evident that his
theory could be made coherent. In the
Transcendental Deduction, we have. al-
ready been introduced to the notion of a
transcendental or limiting ego which lies
beyond the scope of the categories. Be-
cause one of the categories is substance,
this limiting ego cannot be a substance.
It is on this ground that Kant rejects the
traditional doctrine of the soul as sub-
stance (the “‘paralogism of psychology” in
the Dialectic). However, as noumenon, the
self is timeless. Not being an object of
experience, it need not conform to the
temporal a priori form of experience. Im-
mortality of the soul is thus comprehen-
sible for Kant because the self as nou-
menon is timeless (just as God as
noumenon is beyond space and time).
However, beyond this general outline,
Kant's doctrine of immortality is most likely
incoherent. The immortal soul needed for
the postulate of morality would have to be
capable of being happy, and of continuing
to exist as precisely the same person who
in life has earned this happiness. However,
the transcendental ego, as we have dis-
cussed it so far, is not the ego which has a
personality, which is a property of the em-
pirical or phenomenal ego. Yet the phe-
nomenal ego, because it is subject to the
a priori forms of experience and the cate-
gories, cannot be what survives the death
of the body. Unfortunately, Kant spends no
time discussing these problems, and his
postulate of immortality remains a hope-
lessly obscure but necessary corollary of
his postulation of Christianity as necessary
for morality.

In basing his entire justification of re-
ligion on the notion of the Summum
Bonum, Kant opens his ethics to very
serious objections. Because his analysis of
morality demands that only action in
accordance with and solely for the sake of
the moral law has moral worth, he is
committed to excluding actions done for
happiness as morally worthy. Yet the no-

tion of the Summum Bonum commits
Kant to the incompatible doctrine that a
man is bound to the moral law only insofar
as he has the expectation of happiness as
a. consequence of his good acts. Kant
makes several attempts to render these two
theses compatible; for example, by insist-
ing that the necessity of accepting the
Summum Bonum is only a subjective

‘necessity,®® and by insisting that the cau-

sation of happiness by virtue is not
‘phenomenal causation’, but “indirect,
mediated by an intelligible Author of na-
ture.””®” Kant ultimately gives up the notion
of the Summum Bonum altogether and re-
places it with a notion of the moral law
itself as Divine and the moral experience
itself as a bit of revelation of the Divine.

In his ethical writings, Kant promises
that he will establish the validity of moral-
ity, and thus show us why the moral law
is binding on all men. In fact, at the very
best, he does no more than show us that,
it we are free (which he may or may not
have proved), and if we accept his other
postulates of God and immortality, and if
we accept his analysis of morality (as uni-
versality as stated in the categorical im-
perative), then we will accept the obligation
to be moral. If, however, one refuses to
accept any of these conditions, then the
question, "“"Why should | be moral?” re-
mains without an answer. For example,
suppose someone refused to accept the
categorical imperative, but did acknowl-
edge that the categorical imperative is pre-
supposed in all our ordinary moral judg-
ments and then claimed that this is not in
itself a proof that we should continue to
take these judgments as binding. If we
question the legitimacy of morality to
make categorical demands of us, what
reply has Kant given? Those principles
which Kant identifies as *'categorical’” or
moral have surely not been given the un-
shakable a priori justification promised by
Kant.

Whatever failings might be found in
Kant's philosophy, they are the failings of
a unique genius who dared a brilliant de-
flection from contemporary rationalist and
Enlightenment thought, but yet refused to
join forces with Rousseau and the Roman-
tics on whose behalf he was continuously
warring. With the Romantics, Kant was
willing to transcend the demands of sci-
ence and to reject the abstractions of pure
reason to enter the realms of action and
faith. Also with the Romantics, Kant em-
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phasized above all respect for the human
individual as an end in himself. However,
unlike the Romantics, Kant never left the
embraces of reason, and, as a result, his
emphasis on the individual never led to
the Romantic disrespect for universal law
and rigorous rational morality. Yet, even
though Kant held his rationalism as central
to every aspect of his philosophy, his ration-
alistic doctrines were a major step into
the Romantic-inspired ideology of the nine-
teenth century and the ‘nihilist’ doctrines
of the twentieth-century existentialists. His
attempt to justify Christianity as a set of
rational beliefs is the point of departure
for both Kierkegaard and Nietzsche, who
not only deny Christianity its claims to ra-
tionality, but deny the whole of morality
its claim to a priori validity as well. Sim-
ilarly, it is Kant's Copernican revolution
which makes possible the phenomenology
of Husserl, which, in the hands of
Heidegger and Sartre, once again under-
mines the foundations of traditional knowl-
edge of good and evil.
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