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The Writing of the "Critique of Practical Reason" 5 

scholarship to be prerequisite to understanding the Critique of Pure 
Reason, is not called for here. 

We do not know much about the actual writing of the book. But in 
the light of evidence about to be adduced, it is probable that the book 
was begun in the spring of 1787, brought nearly to completion by June, 
and finished by September. I speak only of the actual writing; most of 
the contents of the book had been clear in Kant's mind at least as early 
as 1785. But the plan of writing a Critique of Practical Reason as a 
single, integral work did not slowly mature. The book was not long 
anticipated, and Kant came suddenly, and presumably with reluctance, 
to the decision to write it. 

In order to understand this deci ion, it is necessary to go back to
ward the beginning of Kant's literary career to see what the book was 
that he did want and plan to write. 

§ 2. T il E DEFERRED PLAN TO WRITE A METAPHY IC OF MORALS 

Kant's writings in the 17 so's and 176o's were almost all in the field of 
the natural sciences. But his interest in them was genuinely philosophi
cal, and he was concerned most of all with questions of the method and 
scope of the sciences. Even in these work , however, when occasion 
offered, he commented freely upon ethical and religious questions 
which had become involved in the cosmological speculations of the 
day. This direction of his thinking is especially clear in his most impor
tant scientific work, the Universal atural History and Theory of the 
Heavens ( 1 7 55) . 

The so-called Prize Essay: An Inquiry imo the Evidence of the Prin
ciples of Natural Theology and Morals, published by the Berlin Acad
emy in 1764, is the first of his works which deals more than inciden
tally with questions of moral philosophy. Even here, as is seen from its 
title, it was the foundations and methods of ethics that were in the cen
ter of his interest. This essay, often interpreted as manifesting a com
mitment to the moral-sense theory of Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, and 
hence to empiricism in ethics, ends with a query the answer to which 
gives direction to all his subsequent work in moral philosophy. He says 
there that "it is still .a que tion to be settled whether it is simply the 
cognitive faculty or whether it is feeling ... which decides the basic 
principles of practical philosophy."5 

Metaphysics is regarded in the Prize Essay as a "philosophy of the 
ultimate grounds of our knowledge," as philosophy "applied to the 
more universal rational insights." While rejecting the alleged identity 

5 Prize Essay, II, 300 (Beck, 185). 
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of the methods of ma thema tics and t hose of metaphy ic -an identity 
almo t definiti ve of the dominant metaphysics of the time- K ant be
lieved that metaphy ic , fo llowing its own method of analy zing experi
ence, could find indemonstrable propositions as certain as tho e of 
mathematics.6 The ba ic indemon trable propositions of metaphysics 
w ould be elf-evident r ati onal principles, t hough not definitions or in
tu itively certain axi oms as in mathematics. He thought metaphysics to 
be pos ib le as a rigorous science, and already to exist in natural theol
ogy . The metaphysical found at ions of mora ls, however, were yet to be 
found: "The primary grou nds of mora ls are not yet, in their presen t 
state, capable of all requisite evidence."7 

K ant must soo n have felt capable of supplying this lack. In a letter to 
Lambert the next year, he anno unced a fa teful plan that , in one form 
or another, w as to attract, even almost to haunt, him throughout hi 
mature li fe . It was the plan to write a work "on t he metaphysical fou n
dations of practical phi losophy."8 The titl e of this work and a report on 
his progr ess w ith it wer e g iven in a letter to H erder in I 768, in w hich 
he aid that he was then at w or k on a "Metaphysics of M or als" and t hat 
he hoped to complete it w ithin a year.9 

We can only speculate on what would have been the contents and 
structure of this work, had it been completed at that ti me. Bu t we do 
not need to make any conj ectures about it for our present p urposes. 

6 It was in this spirit that he favorably compared Rousseau to ewton, for both 
discovered "the hidden law the observation of which justifies providence" (Bem erk
ungen zu den Beobachtungen, XX, 58- 59) . Similarly, he esteemed the work of 
Shaftesbury, H utcheson, and H t.ime as containing the method by which "the abiding 
nature of man" can be discerned in the va riety of his empirical appearances. T his, 
he said , is "an exceUent discovery of our days," and accordingly he promised to 
evaluate histo rically and philosophically what happens before showing what ought 
to happen ( achricht von der Einrichtung seiner Vorlesungen in dem Winterhalb
jahr von 1765- 1766, II , 31 1). Each of these passages indicated the analytical method 
he was to use, beginning with observations and rising by abstraction from empirical 
to metaphysical concepts. The passage in the announcement of his lectures, however, 
does not indicate that Kant at th is time thought a descri ptive, merely empirical, 
ethics to be possible, though it has been interpreted as evidence fo r th is by some 
writers. 

7 Prize Essay, II, 298 (Beck, 282) . 

BTo Lambert, December 31, I765 (X, 56) . 

9 T o H erder, May 9, I 768 (X, 74). The book itself was announced as forthcoming 
by the publisher Kanter, under the title "Cri tique of 1oral T aste." T he term "meta
physics of morals" was littl e used before Kant. It seems to have originated with 
Canz, Disciplinae morales onmes (1739) , accord ing to Max Wundt, Die deutsche 
Schulphilosophie im Z eitalter der Aufkliinmg (Ti.ibingen: Mohr, I945) , p. 22 3. Cf. 
also ibid., p. 25I , on A. F. Hoffmann's conception ( Vemunftlehre [I 73 7D of meta
physics and moral philosophy, which was closer to Kant than to W olff. 
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For thoug h Kant's thoughts on ethics were undoubtedly undergoing 
change during this period, the mo t impo rtant. ch~nge at t~i s ~me oc
curred in hi view of the nature of metaphysiCS Itself. H 1s views on 
this, unlike his ethical views at t his time, can be documented and de
scribed with confidence. 

These change were clearly shown in his Inaugural Dissertation: The 
Forrns and Principles of the Sensible and Intelligible W orld, published 
in I n o on the occasio n of his accession to t he profe_ssorship in Koni~s
berg. T his is a brief systematic treatise on meta_phys1cs. It n~t only dis
tinguished but also shar ply separated the sens1ble and the l_ntellectu_a l 
elements in knowledge, and it d iscussed the "real use" of the mtellect m 
metaphysics whereby truths are d iscovered, contr~stin~ it w ith the 
" logical use" in merely drawing inferenc;es f~om g1ven JUdgments. It 
contained a clea r, thoug h later surrend ered, clrum on the proper method 
and rea lm of metaphysics as knowledge of an intelligible world, with 
nothing borrowed fr om ensible knowledge of pheno_mena. Metaphy:
ics, as pure knowledge dealing w ith concepts not denved from exp~n
ence but "given by the pure intellect itself," was held to be pos 1ble 
and valid only when pursued according to a rule for preventing ~he 
principles of sen ibility from " passing their boundaries and meddling 
with the intellectuaJ. " IO Such a rule, of course, depended upon a clea r 
and systematic discernment of the roots of our concepts-:a discern~ent 
that he believed he had achieved and w hich he never senously rev1sed, 
even w hen he later concluded that metaphysics, as envisioned in this 
work, was impossible. . 

Metaphysics of morals thereafter took on a very different look. 
Whereas "metaphysics" had previously meant hardly m~re than tl:e 
most general conceptual knowledge issuing from an anal~s1_s of exp~n
ence, it now came to mean sy tematic philo ophy contammg no~hin~ 
em pirical but referring to a w orld beyo nd experience.I 1 Metaphysics IS 
knowledge of things as they are, and concepts of the appeara n~es of 
thi ngs, i.e., space and time, do no t bel_ong ~vithin it. A m~t_aphys1cs of 
morals therefore, could not be a connnuau on of the empmcal-anthro
po logi~a l investigations of Shaftesbury; thenceforth K ant invariably 
made clea r the independence of metaphysics of mo~als from ~~~ . anthro
pology, even from " ra~atic anthropology," w hic_h deals_ w1th how 
men shoul d conduct t hemselves in the ordinar y affrurs of life. R ather, 
metaphysics of morals had to have irs basis in a ~la tonisn: of a non
phenomenal world . " M oral philosophy , so far as It supplies the first 
principles of mora l judgment, is known only through the pure under-

to Inaugural Dissertation, § 24 (Handyside, 73) . 

I I Cf. Critique of Pure Reason, A 843 = B 87 I. 
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standing, and itself belongs to pure philosophy," i.e., metaphysics.t2 It 
contains no empirical concepts of human nature. 

That he was satisfied with this new path to metaphysics and with its 
goa l, at leas.t for a while, is shown by a letter of the same year to Lam
ber.t, m which ~e says he planned "this winter to complete my investi
gations .~~~cermng pure moral philo ophy and ... the metaphysics of 
mora.ls, m which there would be no empirical principles. ontrary 
to tl1lS fond hope, however, the Inaugural Dissertation marked the be
ginning. of the. "si lent decade" in which he published almost nothing 
but dunng which the herculean labor of writing the Critique of Pure 
R eason was performed, while the "Metaphy ic of 1orals," still re
peatedly promised, was delayed again and again. 

Less than a yea r later he wrote Marcus H erz that he was at work on 
a book to be titled " "he Boundaries of Sensibility and Reason"-the 
book the world .now knows as the Critique of Pure R eason. The book 
as then planned was to contain not only a theory of appearances ("Phe
nomenolo.gy") but also the essentials of a theory of morals, taste, and 
metaphysi ~S. 14 On February 2I, I772, he described, again to H erz, his 
plan f?r this book.. It ~~a s to ~ontain a section on metaphysics, one part 
of which was to give the ultimate grounds of morality," and it was to 
be published within three months.t5 In I 77 3, in still another letter to 
Herz, he. an~ounced his ~!.an to complete "my transcendental philoso
phy, whJch IS really a cntical examination of pure reaso n,"ta and then 
"to get to metaphysics, :vhich has only two parts, the metaphy ics of 
nature and the metaphysiCS of morals, the latter of which I sha ll finish 
first, and towards which I am looking forward with pleasure."t7 

The letter of I77 z shows Kant' dissa tisfacti on with the method of the 
Dissertation in establishing the possibility of a priori knowledge of a 

12 /naugura/ Dissertation.' § 9 (Handys ide, 49) . fv!oral concepts, though confused, 
are nor sens1ble or empmcal bur are known by rhe pure intellect itself. Earlier 
rationalistic ph ilosophers had thought of "sensible" and "confused" as corollaries in 
descriptions of modes of c.ogni.tion, and the obscuriry of ethical principles had 
th.erefor: led .rhem ro c~mb1~e, m a most asromshmg manner, empiricism in ethics 
wah raaonal1sm m the1r philosophy as a whole. Kant shows in rhe Dissertation 
that this confusion no longer troubles him, rhar he has now outgrown it, if he 
ever had fallen inro it. 

ta To Lambert, September 2, 1770 (X, 97) . 

HToHerz, June 7, I77 1 (X, 123) . 

15 To Herz, February 21, 1772 (X, rp ) . 
16 Literally, "Cri tique of Pure Reason," though probably these words were nor 

meanr then as a title of the book. 

17 To H erz, end of 1773 (X, 144). 
.· . 

..... 
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purely intelligible world; but there was not yet any sign of his having 
to give up the hope and expectation of being able to establish specula
tive metaphysics on a olid ground. fter the letter of I772, however, 
Kant's "recollection of Hume" awakened him from his "dogmatic 
slumber," and he gave up forever the dream of a peculative metaphys
ics of the intelligible world. Still, the transcendental philosophy or 
critical examination of pure reason, as elabo rated in the Critique of 
Pure R eason, did provide the prerequisite , in Kant's opinion, for a 
"Metaphysic of Morals" in two senses: a systematic presentation of the 
a priori laws of m rality, and a practical rather than a speculati ve 
answer t traditiona l metaphysical question . 

So in the Critique of Pure R eason, as it was at Ia t published in I]B r, 
Kant still spoke of the metaphysics of morals. He distingui shed two 
parts of philosophy: critique, or propaedeutic philosophy, which "in
vestigates the facu lty of reason in all its pure a priori knowledge," and 
metaphysics, or the "system of pure reason" which "exhibits in sy -
tematic connection the whole body . . . of philosophical knowledge 
arising out of pure reason." " 1\leta physics," he continued, " i divided 
into that of the speculative and that of the practical employment of 
pure reason, and is therefore either metaphysics of nature or metaphys
ics of morals."18 The entire faculty of reaso n, including the practical, 
was subjected to critique; that is, the Critique of Pure R eason was 
meant to be propaedeuric to metaphysics in both its divisions.19 

In spite of mentioning the metaphysics of morals as a division of pure 
philosophy, in the first edition of the Critique of Pure R eason Kant did 
not promise to write such a work; he projected only a "Metaphysics 
of ature." 20 Transcendental philosophy, which is the system of all 
principles of reason so far as it concerns knowledge of objects, con
tains on ly pure a priori concepts and principles, and thus it excludes 
ethics. For though the highest principles of ethics were said even then 
to be a priori and intellectual, "i n the construction of a system of pure 
morality empirical concepts must necessarily be brought into the con
cept of du ty."21 

18 Critique of Pure Reason, 841 = B 86g. 
10 I bid., A xii, nore. 

20 I bid., A x:xi. 

21 fbid., B 29. The Critique of Pure R eason excludes moral philosophy from 
transcendental philosophy, nor because rhe former is nor pure, bur because the 
larre r is concerned solely with rhe cognitive (cf. A 8or = B 829). Kanr racidy 
widened tl1e concept of transcendental phjlosophy (as he narrowed that of meta
physics) un til ir is hardly distinguishable from critique irself; and though he never 
explicitly included moral philosophy in transcendental philosophy, we shall see the 
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Instead of a "metaphysics of morals," therefore, we have in the Cri
tique of Pure Reason a "Canon of Pure Reason," i.e., a statement of the 
a priori principles of the correct employment of pure reason. This em
ployment is entirely and exclusively practical, not speculative. The 
Canon does not answer the practica l problem as such, viz., "What ought 
I to do?" but the problem he calls both theoretical and practical, to wit, 
"What may I hope if I do my duty?" Thus was introduced the discus
sion of the immortality of the soul and the existence of God, which are 
Ideas of pure theoretical reason, dialectical and empty for theoretical 
cognition. It is only in relation to man's will that these Ideas have any 
n~cessary use, as guid:s or regulative principles for the pursuit of hap
pmess through becommg worthy of it. 22 

Again, Kant did not long remain satisfied with a mere Canon of Pure 
Reason. He soon returned to the long-deferred plan, not mentioned in 
~he Critique itself, t? write a systematic work on ethics, presumably to 
mclude a metaphysiCS of morals, for he referred in 1783 to being at 

full apparatus of transcendental philosophy in discussions included in the Critique 
of Practical R eason. 

The tacit inclusion is due not merely to a widening of the scope of transcendental 
philosophy, however ; it is also ro be attributed to a deepening of the level of 
moral analysis itself. Thus the passage just quoted says that in a system of moral 
philosop~y empirical concepts will have to be brought into the concept of duty, 
whereas m A 15, the corresponding passage in the first edition, he had aid, with 
less caution, that "the concepts of pleasure and pain, and of desires and inclinations, 
ere. will have to be presupposed." In both editions he d istinguished between rhe 
doctrine of virtue, or applied ethics, and pure ethics, the former of w hich alone is 
in part dependent on empirical or psychological principles (A 54- 55= B 79) . The 
Critique of Practical R eason and the Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals are 
meant, of course, to be pure ethics in the sense of this passage, even though in rhe 
Critique he makes use of definitions of psychological concepts needed in the concept 
of duty a~d in depicting the relation of man to the moral law, which requires no 
psychologzcal concepts for its formulation. But in actual composition of the second 
Critique and e\•en of the Metaphysics of Morals, as we shall see (below, p. 53), 
Ka~t made no very consistent effort to separate discussion of pure from applied 
ethJcs, or metaphysics from critique, or either from system. 

We sha ll see that the ascribing of something very like, if not identical with, 
transcendental status to practical principles was one of the factors leading to the 
decision to publish the second Critique on the same level with the first and nor 
subordinate to it, as a metaphysics of morals would have been subordinate to it. 
Later Kant came to rega rd the first Critique as not a sufficient propaedeutic ro all 
metaphysics, and he indicates this implicitly in constantly referring to the first 
Critique not by its correct title bur by such expressions as "the critique of specu
lative reason," as in the first paragraph of the second Critique (3 [87]) . 

. 22 ~ritique of Pure R eason, A 8o6 = B 834. It is not quire accurate to say that this 
zs thezr only use; for they are also regulative of inquiry, bur they contribute nothing 
substantively to knowledge. 
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work on "the fir t part of my ethic ."23 We do not know whether he 
was referring to the Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals or not. 
But when the Foundations was published in April, 1785, he again men
tioned his plan, now twenty years old, for a "Metaphysics of Morals" 
to which the Foundations was only preliminary.2• 

The Foundations differs sufficiently from the Canon of Pure Reason 
to make it easy to explain Kant's decision to write the Foundations as 
still another propaedeutic to the ever receding "Metaphysics of Mor
als." ,Ihe Canon presented a view of moral problems without the con
cept of autonomy and independent of the solution of the problem of 
freedo m that had already been worked out in the first Critique-the 
two foundation stones on which all his later work in practical philoso
phy was to be based. 

Fragment 6 of the Lose Bliitter,25 which I think must have been writ
ten between 178 1 and 1784, shows the transition to the new posi tion in 
asking of practical judgments the question that the Critique of Pure 
R eason raised with respect to theoretical judgments: How are synthetic 
judgments a priori possible? For he realized at this time that morality 
requires synthetic a priori judgments, that these judgments cannot be 
justified in exactly the same way that their theoretical counterparts had 
been justified, and that to justify them requires a more positive concept 
of freedom than that used in the Canon. Justification of synthetic a pri
ori judgments everywhere in Kant requires what he invariably calls a 
"Deduction," not a canon of use. And the proper place for a deduction 
is a critique. 

But, instead of a critique, in 1785 Kant presented the Foundations of 
the Metaphysics of Morals. And yet: 

There is, to be sure, no other found ation for such a metaphysics of morals 
than a Kritik of pure practical reason, just as there is no other foundation 
for a metaphysjcs than the already published Kritik of pure speculative 
reason. But, in the first place, a Kritik of pure practical reason is not of such 
extreme imponance as that of speculative reason, because the human rea
son, even in the commonest mind, can easily be brought to a high degree 
of correctness and comp eteness in moral matters, while, on the other hand, 
in its theoretical but pure use it is entirely dialectical. In the second place, 
I require of a Kritik of pure practical reason, if it is to be complete, th at 
the unity of the practical reason and the speculative be subject to presenta
tion under a common principle, because in the final analysis there can be 
but one and the same reason, which must be differentiated on ly in applica-

23 To Mendelssohn, August z6, 1783 (X, 346-47). 

24 Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, 391 (6). 

25 Retlexion 7202 . 
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of saving time for his "proposed scheme of providing a metaphysics of 
nature and a metaphysic of morals"29 and makes no mention of the 
work that was actually to occupy him that summer-the writing of the 
Critique of Practical R eason. 

§ 3· THE DECI ION TO WRITE THE "CRITIQU E OF PRACTICAL REASON" 

In 1786 a preliminary work on the metaphysics of nature (Meta
physische Anfangsgriinde der Naturwissenschaft) was published, and 
Kant turned to the heavy labor of preparing the second edition of the 
Critique of PztTe R eason. It was begun by April, 1786 and completed 
by April, 17 87. With his usual optimism in such matters, he had esti
mated that the revision would take six months. He told Bering that his 
" ystem of Metaphysics" would be delayed by two years, because he 
was al o planning a "System of Practical Philosophy" to be published 
before the book on metaphysics proper.30 

What was this "System of Practical Philosophy"? We do not know, 
but we may presume that it was the "Metaphysics of Morals," so often 
promised, so long postponed. Certainly it was not the Critique of Prac
tical Reason; Kant alma t always distinguished between the words 
"critique" and "system" and "metaphysics," even though their scopes 
in fact overlap to a large extent. So, as late as April, I786, we know that 
the Critique of Practical R eason was not planned as such. 

We first hear of a "Critique of Pure Practical Reason" as a specific 
literary project on ovembcr 8, 1786. Born, in a reply to a letter from 
Kant not now extant, spoke of the new work as an addition to the Cri
tique of Pure R eason .31 The Allgemeine Literaturzeitung (Jena) on 

ovember 2 1, in an announcement of the future publication of the sec
ond edition, said : "To the Critique of pure speculative reason contained 
in the first edition, in the second there will be appended a critique of 
pure practical reason."S2 

29 Critique of Pure R eason, B x]jii. In the Preface to A, only a "metaphysics of 
nature" was promised. 

SO To Bering, April 7, I786 (X, 44I). Bering, in his reply of May IO (X, 445) 
regretted the delay and expressed the wish that he could calk with Kane. "Perhaps 
soon," he wrote, "our aeronautS will make their uips less expensive and dangerous, 
and then a uip of I40 miles [sic-from Marburg co Konigsberg) will be a uivial 
thing." 

31 Born to Kane, 1ovember 8, I 786 (X, 47 I). 
32 The notice is reprinted in Ak. Ill, 556. That chis information came from 

Kane himsel f, or at least that ic did not originate with the editor (Schutz) , is made 
clear in Schutz's letter to Kant of ovember 3, I786 (X, 469). Kane had written 
co Born and chutz on the same day (May 26) and may have mentioned his plan 
to them at that time, for Born clearly had the informacion before it was publ ished 
by Schutz. Unforruoately, the letters of May 26 are not extant. 
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During 17 6 and 1787, therefore, Kant must have entertained at vari
ous times the following plans: (a) to write a "Metaphysics of Morals" 
based on the Critique of Pure Reason and the Foundations; (b) to write 
a "System of Practical Philosophy" as soon as he had completed the re
vision of the Critique of Pure Reason; (c) to append a "Critique of 
Pure Practical Reason" to the new edition of the Critique of Pure Rea
son; (d) to write the Critique of Practical Reason, as we know it today. 
The first two projects were no doubt substantially identicaJ.33 What in
terests us is the shift from a and b, considered together, to c, and the 
final decision to go forward with d. As we shall see, Kant did not go 
directly from c to d. 

The step from b to c represents the magnitude of development in 
Kant's views from the Canon of Pure Reason to the Foundations. The 
Critique of Pure R eason, when it was written, was regarded as a pro
paedeutic to both divi ions of metaphysics; but by I 78 5 the proper 
basis of a metaphysics of morals was located in the concept of auton-

_omy, concept not so much as mentioned in the first Critique. But plan 
c was dropped, not at first in favor of d but because of a return to a or 
b, as shown in the Preface to the second edition of the Critique of Pure 
R eason. 

Some of the reasons for dropping it must have been external. The 
success of the Foundations had created a demand for a new edition of 
the first Critique, and there was considerable urgency in meeting it. By 

Tovember, I 786, the "six months" that Kant had estimated for the re
vision had already elapsed, and the work was still six months from com
pletion; and, even so, all the revisions were in parts which have little or 
no direct bearing on questions of practical philosophy. He left un
touched the rest of the Dialectic (with the exception of the Paralo
gisms) with the surprising explanation that he had not found any serious 
misundersanding of the other parts34-misunderstandings which he 
found in plenty when he came, in I 787, to deal with the critics who 
had charged that the Critique and the Foundations were incompatible. 
The differences between the teachings of the Canon and of the Foun-

83 The two divisions of work, when it was no longer a question of two different 
literary projects, were later distinguished from each other in the statement that a 
"system of practical philosophy" would contain anthropological data and would 
presuppose a metaphysics of morals, which would take nothing from anthropology 
(Metaphysik der Sitttm, Einleitung, § ii [VI, 2r6--r7]). In actual execution, however, 
the Metaphysik der Sitten is more like the projected "system." The manifold 
changes in Kant's conception of what "metaphysics of morals" should contain are 
traced by Georg Anderson, "Kant's Metaphysik der Sitten- ihre Idee und ihr Ver
haltnis zur Ethik der Wollfscheo Schule," Kant-Studien, XXVIII (t92J), 41--<Sr. 

34 Critique of Pure Reason, B xli. 
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dations were too great to add an architectonic paraphrase of the latter 
to the former; there would have had to be extensive rewriting as well, 
and the architectonic structure of the Methodology of the first Cri
tique would have been completely destroyed. His solution of this prob
lem was to provide a new and extensive Preface to the second edition, 
which showed his thinking on the ethical problem, while leaving the 
Canon unchanged. 

Furthermore, the original Critique was too long to add another major 
work to it, even if it could have been fitted into its shape; the revisions 
he did make added another thirty to its original 850 pages. Again, the 
winter of I 786-87 was a time when Kant was rector of the University, 
and on this occasion, at least, this was not simply a sinecure or position 
of honor. There were the ceremonies attendant upon the death of Fred
erick the Great in August, I 786, and the accession of Friedrich Wil
helm II later in the year, in all of which Kant had a major role to play.80 

All these facts help explain Kant's desire to restrict the revisions of the 
Critique of Pure Reason to the absolutely essential, and we know his 
impatience to get on with plan a or b, now deferred nearly twenty 
years. 

We may then suppose that the plan to write a separate Critique of 
Practical R eason as a separate work was formed later than April, I787, 
the date of the Preface to the second edition of the first Critique, re
placing the plan mentioned there for going ahead with a "Metaphysic 
of Morals." What reasons led to this final, fateful, decision? 

I shall suggest several. The first was Kant's acknowledgment, even in 
1785, that a complete critical examination of practical reason was not 
given in the Foundations. Two fundamental topics were not dealt with 
in that work, and at least one of them was a topic both intrinsically im
portant and fascinating to Kant's turn of mind: the proof of the ulti
~ unity of theoretical and yractical reason. The second was the con-
nection between the moral law, applicable to rational beings in general, 
and man, a connection not to be based upon anthropology but on an 
a priori connection that Kant discernea etween will and feeling. This 
transition to specifically human reason was adumbrated in the Founda
tions, but it was essential to plans a and b that it be fully elaborated. 
Thus arose the necessity for what we now have as chapter iii of the 
Analytic of the second Critique. 

Another must have been the desire, natural to Kant and welcome to 
his audience, to develop more systematically his concept of "the key-

so It should perhaps be remembered also that ] oseph Green died in 1786, and 
Kant's earliest biographers, e.g., Jachmann, tell us how much this event affected the 
philosopher and the daily course of his life. 



16 T be ~Vriting of tl~e " Critique of Practical R eason" 

stone of the whole architecture of pure and even speculative reason" 
(J (88]), i.e., the concept of freedom. This concept had been estab
lished only as a possibili ty, i.e., as not self-contradictory, in the first 
Critiqz. e; discussion of it in its full depth was ruled out as being unnec
essary in practical philosophy as such; and it had been explored, but not 
systematically, in the third section of the Foundations; but it needed 
full encyclopedic and critical treatment. 

Fourth, there was the objection that in the Foundations Kant had 
gone against the injunctions made against speculative knowledge in. the 
first Critique. This was a charge made by a man he respected (PJSto
rius ) , which, if valid, threatened the entire critical philosophy, in both 
its theoretical and its practical parts. It was a charge that had to be met 
at all costs.ao The method of postulates, used in the Canon, easily led to 

such criticisms; but the development of an antinomy and its successful 
resolution was always Kant's way of exposing illicit pretensions, and he 
could not renounce the opportunity to develop an antinomy in the 
concept of the highest good as a way of showing that he was not, in 
fact, advancing speculative claims. 

Very close] y related to all these reasons was Kant's desire to answer 
the critics who had raised still other objections, before building on 
foundations that had been widely challenged. 

Finally, I think Kant saw an opportunity to st~e.ngthen the. ~onvic
tion that he had sought to establish in the first Cntrque by wnnng an
other book, from another point of view, which would lead to some of 
the same conclusions by a different route. he second Critique is not a 
continuation of the first, though the Preface to it may make the reader 
forget that it is not. The second Critique .!}3de an entirely fresh begin
ning in another realm of experience; a~d K~nt warned repeatedly 
against self-consciously trying to avOid d1scuss1ons already completed 
in the first and against keeping the first so much in mind that the natu
ral path of the second would be affected by extraneous considerations 
(7, 106 [92, 201]). The first point of fruitful contact between the two 
books was reached only in the Deduction. At that place it was essen
tial to Kant's argument that the independence of the two works be 
granted; the argument required that there be a comrr.wn foc~s ~rom 
two quite different angles, and, at the end ~f ~he Analync, Kant ms1sted, 
perhaps more than was justified, upon th1s .m~ependen~e of t~e two 
works-as if the common focus were a granfymg surpnse to him be
cause "their agreement was by no means sought after" (ro6 [2ol]). 
Such a "confirmation," however specious it may seem to a reader who 

36 Critique of Practical Reason, 6-7 (gr--<)2): "Only a detailed Critique of Practical 

Reason can set aside all these misconceptions." 
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is not convi~ced that there can be uch single-mindedness in any man's 
work on a mgle part of a larger whole,37 was one tha t could not even 
have been propo ed in a work that wa either a part of the Critique of 
Pure Reason (pla n c) or in a metaphy ics of morals based on the fi rst 
Critique (plan a and b). 

These and perha ps till other reasons determined Kant after April 
1787 ( the date of the Preface to the second edition of th~ Critique of 
Pure R eason), to underta ke the new and unannounced book. On June 
2 5 of that year he wrote Schii tz that the Critique of Practical R eason 
was nearing completion and would be sent to the publisher vithin a 
week. W e do not kno.w wh~n it was actually finished, though in ep
tember ~1 e wr~te that It wa m the hands of the publisher.3S There was 
a delay 111 gettmg a font of new and sharper type for it, but it was de
li vered ~o Kant in December, with the publication date given as 1788. 
Even this book, however, he call ed only preliminary to a "Metaphysics 
of Morals" ( 161 (2 6o]). 

T aking all the evidence in hand, the book cannot have taken more 
than fifteen m nths to write; and thi s maximal estimate is ba ed on the 
supposition that he actually worked on plans a, b, and c and that he 
worked 0~1 · the~ at the very sam~ time that he was making the very 
heavy reviSIOns, 111 qlllte other top1cs, of the first Critique. The second 
~uppo iti 1: conflict w ith all we know of Kant's working habits; and 
1f the fi rst I S correct, there is no evidence of it in any "stratification" or 
"patchwork" tructure of the completed book. Moreover this maximal 
~s tima t.e lea ves quite unexplained Kant's silence on plans f~r such a book 
m Apnl, 1787 . Apart from. t~e .initial incredibility of supposing that a 
man could do such a feat, Jt IS m be t accord with all our definite evi
dence t? conclude that the book w as begun not earlier than pril , 1787, 
and fimshed before September. The initial incredibility weighs li ttle, 
however, when we remember that the ritique of Pure R eason was 
"brought to completion" in an equally short interval. 

Such. was the long series ~f deferred plans, evolving through more 
than thmy years from the Prrze Essay to the final M etaphysics of Mor-

.31 And .it wi ll appear especia lly unconvincing to one who remembers that Kant 
sard that It was pracn cal concerns that led to the distinction between p hen mena 
and noumcna, and hts re:nark t~ a t th e foun.dation ~ f. the critical philosophy lay in 
the concept o f freedom, rn consrdenng the rmpu tab rlrty of actions (cf. L ose Blatt er 
zur Premchrif t . uber die Fortschritte der M etaphysik, XX, 33 5; Reflex ion 63Jg) . 
In the Fortschn tte der M etaphysik itself (XX, J rr ), however, he does mod ify this 
and stat: that there are "two angles" around which metaphysics or critique (it is 
not possrble to tell which is the antecedent of sie) turns: the theory of the idealj ty 
of space and rime and the reali ty of the concept of freed om. 

88 To Schi.i rz, June 25 , 1787 (X, 490); to Jakob, September ll, 1787 (X, 494) . 



The Limits of Theoretical R eason 2 r 

ments. He held that mathematical judgments, such as the theorems of 
mathematics, and the principle of a "pure science of nature," like "Ev
ery event has a cau e," are a priori synthetic. Hume, as Kant tells us 
(IJ, p [99, 14z)), regarded mathematical judgments as ana lytic be
cause he recognized that they were a priori, and he believed that scien
tific principles li ke that of causation were a posteriori because they 
were not analytic. The consequence of regarding the causal principle 
as merely a product of custom or habit, built upon induction and there
fore a posteriori, is skeptici m in science as well as in metaphysics; and 
Hume, Kant says, was saved from univer al skepticism only by retain
ing the apriority of mathematical knowledge, which he saved from 
skepticism only because he mistakenly believed that it was analytic. 

It is easy enough to explain the possibility of judgments of the first 
two kind . Previous philosophers had not even noticed that the third 
kind of judgment existed; for Kant, however, they are essential even 
for synthetic a posteriori judgments, since any judgment ba ed on ex
perience, such as "The sun warms the stone," presupposes an a priori 
synthetic judgment of the connection of one event to another as cause 
to effect. The problem of the Critique of Pure R eason is, therefore, 
H ow are synthetic a priori judgments possible? 

§ 3· T H E "COPER !CAN REVOLUTIO " 

The answer to the question is vividly described in what has been 
called Kant's "Copernican Revolution" in philosophy. In a justly fa
mous passage in the Preface to the second edition of the Critique of 
Pure Reason, Kant compares his new theory of knowledge to the Co
pernican system in asuonomy. The predecessor of Copernicus had had 
difficulty in explaining the apparent motions of the planets on the as
sumption that they all revolved around the earth. Before Kant, it was 
similar ly impossible in philosophy to explain how there could be a pri
ori knowledge of thing on the assumption that knowledge is a passive 
conformity tO an object. "Failing of ati factory progre s in explaining 
the movements of the heavenly bodies on the assumption that they all 
revolved around the spectator," Kant says, Copernicus "tried whether 
he might not have better success if he made the spectator to revolve 
and the stars tO remain at re t. " 2 By analogy, Kant did the same thing. 
If the phenomenal characteri tics of objects, the way they appear to 
us, are explained in terms of the conditions of our knowing them, it is 
possible to see how knowledge of these characteristics can be a priori , 
because they are dependent in part at lea t upon the functions of the 
spectator. Then it becomes necessary, of course, to make a clear dis-

2 Critique of Pure Reason, B >.:vi. 
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tinction between the phenomenal and the real characteri tic of objects, 
ju t as Copernicus, in rejecting the Ptolemaic epicycle , had to make a 
clear distinction between the real and the apparent planetary motions. 
Let the things in themselves be as they may, the objects of knowledge, 
which are their appearance to u , mu t conform to the structure and 
syn thetic activity of the knowing mind. 

The faculties of the knowing mind which make knowledge of phe
nomena pos ible are sensibility, or receptivity to data, which presents 
the sensations for our conception and through which our conceptions 
are related to actual objects, and understanding, which connects the 
conceptions into synthetic judgments about objects. The a priori form 
of the data, to which they must all conform, are space and time. There
fore, all object that we can know must be spatiotemporal. The a priori 
rules for the synthesis of concepts into judgments about bjects are 
twelve categories of the under tanding, which are derived from the 
forms of judgments in formal logic. 

Both the forms of intuition and the categories may be called " ob
jective" in the sense that they are forms of our experience, not of meta
physical realities or things in themselves. But they are "objective" in 
the sense that they are not personal, psychological features. of this or 
that mind, but are rul es for the conduct of experience from the recep
tion of data to the establishment of knowledge of public ob ject in one 
space and time, the same for all observers. They are thus the founda
tion for the kind of objectivity that characterizes knowledge and dis
tinguishes it from mere fancy and error, to wit, objectivi ty as universal
ity and necessity, producing a standard for all knowing minds and 
underlying agreement among various observers about their common 
objects. 

Both sensibility or intuition and understanding or concepts are nec
essary to knowledge. Intuitions without concepts are blind, a blooming, 
buzzing confusion. Concepts without intuitions are empty, an unearthly 
ballet of bloodless categories. 

From this it follows that we can have knowledge onl y of a phenom
enal world, for we have no intuition of things as they are. Since intui
tion is necessary to knowledge and touches on ly on thing in space and 
time, what is metaphysical , in the literal sen e of the word a that 
which lies beyond physics, is not attainab le by human knowledge. 

Thus we can say that that which makes objective knowledge of na
ture possible, namely, the a priori form of intuition, is lacking in al
leged metaphysical knowledge, and thi lack makes meta physics impos
sible. Hume rejected metaphysics, rightly, but on the wrong grounds, 
for his ground of rej ecting metaphysic forced him al o to reject nee-
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no rationalist, who held that sen ibility is only the lowest form of 
knowledge and not a necessary condition of all knowledge. Kant tried 
to show directly that such knowledge was in fact impo sible, by expos
ing errors involved in all arguments designed to prove the existence of 
God or the existence and immortality of the soul. More dramatically, 
he attempted to uncover an "antinomy" in speculative reason by show
ing that for every synthetic a priori judgment it produced, an equally 
good and nece sary argument could prove its contradictory. For rea
sons we are about to see, Kant called the antinomy "the most fortunate 
perplexity" into which pure reason could ever fall ( 107 [ 203]). 

An antinomy is a pair of contradictory statements, each of which is 
validly proved and each of which expresses an inescapable interest of 
reason. There are four in the first Critique. We shall here be concerned 
only with the third, that between freedom and natural causation. 

The antinomies strictly limit theoretical reason to the world of space 
and time, nullifying all speculative flights from the results of science 
and all attempts to use scientific hy potheses in speculations beyond the 
limits of sen e. But their resolution permits an altOgether different use 
of reason; their occurrence and resolution indicate reason's broader 
competence as a faculty not exclusively devoted to cognition.4 

This is very clear in the third antinomy. This arises from the conflict 
in the idea of causality-if every single thing must have a cause, then 
all cau ality is in time under the law of nature; but if all things have a 
cause, there must be a cause which is not an event in time under the 
law of nature. Each of these is essential if we are to give absolute valid
ity to the causal principle; yet both of them, it seems, cannot be true. 

The resolution is this: The thesis, which asserts the reality of causes 
not subsumed under the law of nature, and the antithesis, which asserts 
that all causation is under the laws of nature now known or yet to be 
discovered, may each be true if their respective scopes are di tin
guished .5 

The field of app lication of each is defined by the nature of the argu
ment supporting it, and neither can be validly employed beyond the 
area to which the respective proofs extend. The proof of the thesis pre-

• Actually, Kant had discovered the antinomy before he had fixed the final lines 
of hi theory of knowledge, and it was probably the discovery of the later antino
mies which led him to retreat from the position taken in the Inaugural Dissertation 
that metaphysical knowledge was possible. He rold Garve that the discovery of the 
antinomy was the beginning o( his critical philosophy (September 2 1, 1798 [XII, 
25]]). 

5 This is strictly true only of the third and fourth antinomies, a pointed out in 
Critique of Practical Reason, 104 (199). 
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sents the interest of reason, which requires a sufficient cau e for each 
and every phenomenon. The sufficient cause cannot be found within 
phenomena, because every phenomenal cause i it elf the product of 
prior causes and hence not, by itself, a sufficient explanation of subse
quent phenomena. The proof of the antithesis, on the other hand, pre
sents the claim of the under ta ndi ng in applying the law of natural 
causa tion to all members of a serie of events in space and time. The ar
gument shows that the assumption of a free cause (i.e., of a cau e that is 
not itself an effect) wi thin phenomena would disrupt the reign of law 
required by our conception of nature. T he counterargument, however, 
shows that if we do not assume a free cau e, we cannot assume a fi rst 
cause, and therefore that we cannot give a complete causal explanation 
of any thing, regardless of how much progress we may make in knowl
edge. 

The antinomy is resolved by showing that the thesis can be applied 
to the relationship between noumena ( things in themselves) and phe
nomena, and the antithesis is restr icted to rel ations among phenomena. 
These separ ate and di tinct but compatible applications are all that is 
legitimized by the two proofs. The olution is attained by a distinction 
between the world of appearance and a noumenal world. This dualism 
is a necessary presupposition of K ant's ethical theory and is the princi
pal conclusion of his critici m of speculati ve metaphysics. 

By this dualism, science is limited in two respects: a boundary is fi xed 
beyond w hich scientific knowledge cannot aspire, and the possibili ty is 
e tablished that natural law is not the only form ula of causa li ty. But 
beyond the scope of science, there may be another use of reason. "I 
have therefore found it neces ary," say Kant, " to deny knowledge in 
order to make room for fa ith ."6 If this denial of knowledge had not 
been effected-and effected on so lid epistemological grounds and not 
by human wish and obscuranti m- it wo uld be morality and not science 
that we should have to surrender. 

§ 6. TRA S!TION FROM T I! E PROBLEJ'.,l AT IC TO T H E A ERTORIC 

] DG 1E T OF FREEDOM7 

ote that only the possibili ty of another ki nd of causa lity with its 
own law is established by the resolu tion of the third antinomy. Toth
ing is said (except incidentally) in the Critique of Pure R eason to show 
that freedom as a mode of causa li ty is actual or that there is an a priori 
law for such causa lity. If there is not such a causali ty, however, the at-

a Critique of Pure Reason, B xxx. 
7 This transition is fully discussed in chap. x. 
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tempt of theoretical reason to establish in principle a complete system 
of cause is condemned to failure; even theoretical reason needs such a 
concept for its own completion, but cannot establish it. Without such 
a conception, however, the very being of theoretical reason is endan
gered, and its lack may "plunge it into an abyss of skepticism" (3 
(88]). 

Such a concept can be established only by showing that it alone can 
do for some realm of experience what the principle of natural causa tion 
does for the sciences of nature. That is, there must be some realm of 
experience w hich, upon analysis, shows the neces ity of some a priori 
synthetic judgment w hich is possible only if free causes are as erred 
actua lly to exi t . The Foundations of the M etaphysics of Morals and 
the Critique of Practical R eason show that there is an unconditional 
necessity in the moral law. The moral law is an a priori synthetic prac
tical p roposition, and these two works show that it is possible. It is pos
sible if and only if the will is a free cause. "There rea lly is freedom, 
for this Idea is r evea led by the moral law." The moral law is the ratio 
cognoscendi of freedom, and freedom is the ratio essendi of the moral 
law (4 n. [88 n.]) . 

Nevertheless, we thereby have no knowledge of freedom. A cate
gory, that of causality, is applied to a supersensible object, viz., our
selves as noumena. W e think ourselves free, though in another context 
(nature) we know ourselves as phenomena under the law of nature. 
The contradiction between w hat we must think and what we know is 
resolved just as the third antinomy w as resolved: we distingu ish our 
reality from our phenomenal appearance. We thereby gain no knowl
edge w hich has been interdicted by the Critique of Pure R eason, but 
likewise, if we properly understand the meaning of practical reason, 
we involve ourselves in no contradiction. 

In the Dialectic of the first Critique, Kant considers two other Ideas, 
viz., that of the soul as substance characterized by immortality and that 
of G od as a perfect being. He refutes arguments for each, but not to 
prove that the soul is not immortal or that God does not exist. He 
proves only that theoretical proof of each is impossible. Each is a neces
sary object of thought, playing a regulati ve role in the guidance of our 
sear ch for completeness in theory ; but neither is an obj ect of knowl
edge. 

The Critique of Practical R eason converts the problematic judg
ments of the Critique of Pure R eason (such as "The soul may, for all 

8 Critique of Practical R eason, 6 (1)0): "This must have seemed an inconsistency so 
long as the practical use of reason was known only by name," i.e., so long as it was 
thought that practical reason was only a special kind of cognitive facul ry. 
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Even before the evem, the psychologi t may be able to say that such 
and uch a percentage of men brought up as hi subject wa and placed 
in the situation in which his ubject is found could be expected to de
Jay their action for a day, aying that they wanted to think it over be
fore deciding, and then that a pecific percentage of them would do 
precisely so and so. certain number of men will try to decide wheth
er they should continue smoking when their physician advises them not 
to, and they will try to decide in long deliberations whose outcome 
they do not know. But the psychologi t, armed only with statistics on 
past ca es, might be able to say, "Whatever they think, x per cent will 
go right on smoking and cite y as a good ground for doing so." 

But none of this perhaps frightening knowledge, even suppo ing that 
the psychologist had it and gave it to the actor, in the least serves as a 
sufficient condition for the actor's making up his mind in a particular 
way. He does not know whether he will belong to the fraction of men 
who will do this predicted so and so or whether he will belong to the 
other group; and the only way for him to find out is to do the consid
ering and decide the issue, which should, in principle, have been pre
dicted by the observer. The actor may know the statistics and be wise 
to the little hypocrisies and rationalizations he practices; but he must 
decide, and not merely know, whether he will be guided by this knowl
edge to do what rationalization suggests he will do or whether he will 
do the other, precisely because he recognizes rationalization for what it 
is. If it were merely a matter of knowing, so that he could predict his 
behavior with the same certainty that the perfect psychologist could 
have, the experience of deliberation, taking thought, and deciding 
would not be just illusory, as the observer may believe it to be; it would 
not even occur. 

In a word, from the point of view of the actor making a decision, 
there is the experience that deliberation is effective, that thinking makes 
a difference, that one is free and not wholly determined by causes be
yond his control. From the spectator's point of view, this may be an 
illusion: "Du glaubst zu schieben und du wirst geschoben," as Mephis
topheles said.2 

Kant's theory that man 's actions are both free and predictable is, 
apart from its metaphysical explanation, a report on the distinction be
tween the two points of view and the assumptions which define each 
of them. When wishing to avoid having to "prove freedom in its theo
retical aspect," Kant avails himself directly of the different assump
tion necessary in the attitude of the actor, and he says: "The laws 

2 Faust, Parr I, Walpurgisnacht. 
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While psychology ha vastly deepened our knowledge of the impul

sive in its many and mysteriou ramifications in normal life, neurosis, 

art, religion, politics, philosophy, and even science, Kant was primarily 

concerned wit~he cognitive or conceptual factor in willing. What he 

has to say about this has been, I think, little affected except m termi

nology by recent science. For science is developed from the spectator's 

point of view, from which the cognitive condition of action is likely to 

be sometime tacitly assumed and at other times overlooked or even 

denied. 
§ 3. PRACTICAL REA ON AND WILL 

Though Plato had distingui hed willing from mere desiring, Aris

totle was the originator of the distinction between practical reason 

(nous praktikos) and theoretical reason (nous theoretikos). 8 The 

Schoolmen translated the former asjntellectus practicus,9 and they also 

used the terms intellectus activus10 and ratio practica.l 1 The Wolffians 

did not use these terms in their Latin works or give literal translations 

in their German works, but nevertheless they maintained the distinc

tion in their terminology of cognitio movens and cognitio iners12 and 

recognized the cognitive as well as the conative elements in volition in 

such terms as a:J!Petitus rationalis.13 Kant originated the term praktische 

Vernunft in 1765.14 

8 De anima 433 a 15 ff.; cf. Politics 1333 • 18 tf. 

9 Thomas Aquinas, In decem libros etbicorum Aristotelis ad Nicornacbum ex

positio § 11 32· 

10 Thomas Aquinas, Sunnna tbeologica, Prima, Q. 79, art. I I; Secunda secundae, 

Q. 179, art. 2. A fourteenth -century translation (Middle High Gennan Translation 

of the Surmna theologica, ed. B. Q. Morgan and F. W. rrorhmann ["Stanford Uni

versity Publications in Language and Literature," Vol. V III, No. I ( 1950) ), p. 371) 

renders ime//ectus pracricus as da5 wiirkliche verstan. Cf. also M. Grabmann, Mittel

alterlicbes Geistesleben ( 1unich, 1926), p. 434· 

11 Swmna theologica, Sec. sec., Q. 83, art. I, ad 3· 

12 Baumgarten, Metaphysica, §§ 669,690. 

13 Wolff, Psychologia empirica, §§ 88o ff.; cf. also Verniinftige Gedancken von 

den Kriifften des menschlichen Verstandes, § 15, where the term lebendige Erkiinnt

nis is used. 
H Nachricbt von der Einricbtung seiner Vorlesungen im Winterhalbjabr von 

176 5-M (ll, 3 12); ar leasr, no earlier Beleg is given by Grimm. Mellin (Kwmsprache 

der Kamiscben Philosophie [ 1798), p. 283) says: :2J:e expression praktische Vernunft 

was nor usual before Kant; one spoke only of Verstand and Wi/Je." (I am indebted 

ro Professor Paul Schrecker fo r calling Mellin's remark ro my attention.) I can find 

no English use of the words "practical reason" before Richard Burrhogge's Organum 

vetus et novum, or Discourse on Reason and Truth, sec. 6I 1678) . The renn does 

not, I think, occur in any of the British moralists Kant knew, with the exception 

of Reid, Essay on tbe Active Powers of the Mind, Book III, Part iii, sec. z; but this 

was published in q88, after the Critique. 
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Even the words used give some indication of the progres that Kant 
had made beyond the Wolffians in the conception of the will. In mak
ing his distinction between reason and understanding, 15 Kant ascribed 
to reason the task of going beyond the order of things, as given, to an 
ideal order of systematic connection of experience, a systematic con
nection that is never passively found in knowledge but must be striven 
for according to regulative Ideas. Reason is spontaneo us in formulat
ing Ideas that can never be adequately represented in our sen e experi
ence of the actual, even though this is categorized by the understand
ing. The understanding is, of cour e, spontaneo us, but its pontaneity is 
restricted to a re-working of what is or can be given in perception. 
Though Kant acknowledged a practica l function of the understanding 
(23, 55 [109, 145]),_in making reason the prime practical faculty he 
did three things. Fir:;t, he called attention to the manner in which it is 
theoretical knowledge in its systematic and ideal integrity that is rele
vant to the act of voluntary choice, and not some iso lated bit of experi
ence or rule of thumb. Second, he called attention to the fact that in 
practice we sometimes demand an unconditional certainty comparable 
to that which reason alone is supposed to afford us in our theoretical 
occupations. Third, and most important, through the connection as
serted between reason and will, he prepared the way for a new defini
tion of will itself, with all the moral consequences to be drawn from 
this conception. 

Will is the faculty of acting according to a conception of law which 
is not a product or discovery of understanding but of reason . In con
trast, his predece sors had thought of will as only rational desire, i.e., 
the faculty of acting accordi ng to a clear (rational) representation of 
the object of desire. 16 They could discern a difference on ly between 
the lower and higher faculties of desire and were never able, according 

15 Wolff transla~es ratio as V ernunft and defines it as "insight inco the connection 
[Zusannnenhang] of ttuth," and hence as the arr of inference; imeilectus is trans
lace as Verst and anq_ is the faculty of clearly representing the possible. Pure under
standing (imel/ectus purur is understanding separate (abgesondert ) from senses 
and imagination, but human understanding is never completely pure (cf. Vemiinf
tige G edanckl!1l von Gott, der Welt und der Seele des M ens chen ( 1736], H 368, 381, 
277, 282, 285). Logically, this corresponds very we ll to Kant's distinction between 
reason as the faculty of inference and und erstanding as the faculty of concepts; bur 
the important Kantian distinction between the rea] and the merely logical use of 
reason and understanding and the equally important theory of the generic difference 
between sense and the discursive faculti es are not anticipated. 

16 Cf. Wolff, V erniinftige G edanckl!1l von G ott, der TVeit, und der Seele des 
Menschen, § 492 , and Psychologia ernpirica (1737)·, § 88o; Cru iu, Emwurf dernoth
wendigl!1l V ernunftwahrheiten ( 1753 ), § 445. The gradualist ic conception of the dis
tinction between rtllio and imel/ectus is fundamenta l to this. 
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to Kant, to single out the unique feature of willing and, a fortiori, of 
moral willing. For these reasons, Kant rejects, as inadequate to ethics, 
their conception of a universal practical philosophy and, as inconsistent 
with their own views, their attempt to distinguish in any ethically sig
nificant way between the lower and the higher faculties of desire (zz f. 
[wgf.]). . 

Yet there are two puzzles which ari e from Kant's way of speaking 
of the relationship among will, practical reason, and theoretical reason, 
and these must be cleared up before we come to the most important of 
his doctrines, to wit, that pure reason can be practical. 

First Kant identifies will with practical reason, but he often con
fuses the reader by speaking of reason as the determiner of the will. The
oretical reason, which demands an order in the totality of the data of 
possible experience, is practica l when, through the order it projects as 
possible if such and such an actio n is executed, it becomes a detenm
nant in behavior whose dy namic component is provided by impulse or 
desire. That is, theoretica l reason provides the knowledge of the law 
which can be app lied in the satisfaction of desire, and, in ofar as it does 
so, it is practical reason. Thus far, at least, there are not two reason~, a 
theoretical and a practical, but one reason-the faculty of formulaong 
Jaws and principles-which has two ap plications. One gives knowledge 
of things as they are (or appear); the other gives direction to the 
changes we introduce into this natural order by means of volun~ary 
action. The following two sentences therefore mean the same thing: 
(a) Will is impulse guided by reason; and (b) Will is practical reason. 
From a it is easy to move to another sentence, (c) Rea on can deter
mine the will, which seems to be incompatible with b, for b identifies 
them. But, properly understood, b and c are not incompatible. The last 
sentence means simply: (c') Reason determines the action by which 
impulse is to be satisfied; when it does so, it is called " practical reaso n," 
and the action chosen is called an "act of will." 

Second, another puzzle is presented by Kant's often speaking of prac
tica l rea on as a cognitive faculty 17 and as a faculty of desire.1 He 
mentions the danger of taking the words "practica l reason" as if the 
"object" of practical reason were comparable to an object of theoreti
cal reason, i.e., as an epi temological object and not as an object of de-

17 Critique of Pure R eason, A 633 = B 661: "The practical use of reason is chat 
through which ic is known a priori w hat ought to cake place" ; also draws distinction 
between theoretical and practi cal knowledge. Critique of Practical R eason, 66 ( ' 57): 
pure practical conceptS are directly cognitions, nor having to wait upon, or be 
applied to, inruition. 

18 Critique of Practical R eason, 24 ( ''' ); Erste Einleitung in die Kritik der Urteils
kraft, XX, 245-46; Critique of Judgment, ln ttoducrion, lli (V , '77 ( 13] ). 
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sire or volition.19 We should be warned by this against taking "practi
cal reason" to denote merely the faculty by which we gain knowledge 
of right and wrong, though we should not forget that practical reason 
does have this cognitive Junction. It provides the cognitive factor in 
the guidance of action whose dynamis is impulse. The sentences of the
oretical reason or understanding, such as "A is the cause of B," become 
the practical proposition or cognition of practical reason, "lf you de
sire B, do A" ( z6 n. [ 1 1 3 n.]). The latter proposition might better be 
called a cognition of technical or practical understanding when B is 
some specific, well-defined object or situation. A prudent policy of life, 
on the other hand, as an allegedly unconditional ground for choice not 
only of means to happiness but also and more importantly of the genu
ine composition of such an ideal, could properly be called the object 
of a cognition of practical reason, as its pursuit is undertaken because 
of a maxim of practical reason. We shou ld then retain the name "cog
nition of pure practical reason" for knowledge of the moral law and of 
the highest moral aims. 

§ 4· P RE PRACTICAL REASON 

If practical reason can hold before us a law valid for practice but not 
derived from our experience of the way things go in the world when 
we attempt to satisfy some specific desire, this would be a law of a kind 
entirely different from those of interest in theory. The relevance of the 
latter kind of law, though essential for intelligent practice, is always 
contingent upon there being some experienced situation by reference to 
which we choose, from all the actual laws of nature, those which are 
concerned with the causes of the object of the specific desire. uch laws 
in their theoretical formulation may be nece sary; but, when formu
lated as practical rules, they are always contingent upon there being in 
us the desires which can be satisfied through successful application of 
our knowledge of them. If there is an unconditional practical law, it 
could be discovered only by a reason that is intrinsically practical, and 
not by a theoretical reason which is only extrinsically and contingently 
practical, i.e., one issuing laws which may or may not be appl icable in 
practice, depending upon the desires and the situation. Such an intrin
sically practical reason is called pure practical reason.20 

19 Critique of Practical Reason, 5 (<)0). We shall see later, in chap. ix, Kam's justi
fication for referring to both as objectS. 

20 Kant uses the word "pure" to refer to both cognitions and faculties. In the for
mer usage it refers to (a) cognitions which are independem of experience and (b) 
cognitions in which there is no empirical comem. Meaning a is equivalem to 
a priori, and Kant said later (not quire accurately) that the Critique of Pure Reason 
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_]'hat ure_ rt;!ISOn can be practical is the chief thesis of the Kantian 

moral _philosophy; it is equivalent to the assertion that there are uncon
ditional practical laws. Kant rejected the Aristotelian thesis21 that rea
son alone cannot move us and the Humean thesisZ2 that reason is and 

-ougnt to be-the- slave of the pas ions. Reason is concerned not with the 
ch~ice among ways_ to some end projected by desire; this is its merely 
log_Ical_ us~. It establl~hes the goals of action through the formulation of 
an mtnnsically practical and unconditional law. This is its real use.23 

Pure reason, in its real use, is always concerned with unconditioned 
c?~ditions. Pu_r~ practical reason is the faculty of providing an uncon
dmoned ~ondmo? for volu~tary action, which is a law demanding di
rect obedience ':"~thout a qwd ~ro quo. As Kant is to show in the early 
parts of the Critique of Practtcal Reason, such unconditioned condi
?ons cannot be found in or by an empirically practical reason, which is 
mdeed the sla:e ~f ~he passions. If pure reason is practical, however, 
there IS so~e mtnns1cally practical law and some motive independent 
of the conongent and empirically discovered human desires. This mo
?ve must ~e our knowl~dge of _the law itself through the respect that 
It ~reates 111 us. An . action_ havmg this motive is mora I, and a being 
which acts f~om this moove has a good will. The Foundations of 
the_ Metaphyszcs ~f _M_orals stated, in this way, the requirement that an 
act1on mu t meet 1f 1t. IS t~ be cou?te~ moral, and it concluded that pure 
reason must be pracocal 1f morahry 1s not a mere chimera. 

But ca? pure reaso~, in its re_al use, be practical? Or is this analysis 
of morality an analysis of a vam and empty delusion? To show that 
pu_re reason can be practical, we are told in the first paragraph, is the 
pnme task of the Critique of Practical R eason. 

wa_s c.o~ce~ed only _with "pure" in this sense (0ber den Gebrauch teleologischer 
r;rmz~f~f!'n m der PhJ/osoph1e, VIII, 183-84). When used in reference to a faculty, 
pure mdt~ates that the facul ty is a priori legislative (Critique of Judg·ment, V, , 79 

[I 5]) · It IS Important not to co_nfuse these two meanings, though they are closely 
~elated . The mo_ral law IS ~ure m senses a and b; the concept of duty is pure only 
10 ~ens~ a; practical _reason IS pure, or may be pure, in the sense that it is an a priori 
legtslat10g faculty, gtving the moral law. 

21 De anima 433 • 23. 
22 Treatise of Huma~ N~ture, Book II, Part Ill, sec. iii (Selby-Bigge ed., p. 415 ). 

Kam. was nor ~h.e first 10 hts t~me to state that reason is both the necessary and the 
suffictent condmon of acuon; 10 this he was anticipated by a critic of Hutcheson's, 
na'_ll_ely, John_ Balguy (The Foundation of Moral Goodness [ 1728] [Selby-Bigge, 
Brztzsb MoraliSts, ll, 9_2.-:-9J]), and. by Price (Review of the Principal Questions of 
Morals [ 1758], chap. Vlll). There IS no evidence that Kant knew of Balguy or Price. 

23 For this distinction cf. above, p. 7· 
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Interest is that by which reason determines the will.3 But since _prac

tical reasonis identical with will, it is more accurate to say that intere t 
"indicates an incentive of the will as it is presented by reason" ( 79 
[ 172 ]). In a dependent will, i.e., one not wholly rational, there i always 
an intere t which is expressed in a maxim; unless it is so expressed, and 
thus subject to intelligent inspection, we do not have a will but only 
blind impulse. Will differs from mere desire in that in the latter there is 
an image of an object which is the target of behavior; while in willing 
on the other hand, there is also _g_uidance by knowledge of a law r 
principle which relates the action objectively to what it is that is de
sired. Thus animals have de ires, but only rational beings can have a 
will. 

The objects of the ideas-the objects being the final causes of action, 
the ideas being among the efficient causes-are als called "objects of 
intere tor of inclination." 4 The objects are the purposes of the action, 
since purpose is defined as the concept of an object con idered as the 
cause of the reality of the object.6 The idea is one of the efficient causes 
of the object by virtue of being one of the factors which determine the 

cepe when Triebfeder refers co the moral incentive or motive. Abbott translates 
Triebfeder as "motive" or "spring." "Spring" follows a usage going back to the 
early seventeenth century, bur not common now. There is good erymological justi
fication for ir, since Feder refers, e.g., to rhe mainspring of a watch. "Motive" is a 
less fortunate choice, because Kant carefully distinguished berween Triebfeder and 
Bewegungsgnmtf (= "motive") in the Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, 
4'7 (45) . Yer the fault is Kant's, not Abbott's, for in this chapter of the Critique 
he is using Triebfeder in the sense in which the Foundations defined Bewegungs
grund. Picaver translates ir as 111obile, Capra as movente, Born (following a Kantian 
parenthesis) as elater. I have followed the translation suggested by Greene and 
Hudson in their rendiri n of Religion within the Limits of R eason Alone. Bur I 
have done so with growing dissatisfaction, for the meaning of Triebfeder is obvious 
ro a Gennan, while incemive muse be explained ro a reader of English. Tr does 
not seem po ible ro find an entirely suitable English equivalent, and I suspect char 
the reason for this is char Kane himself did nor use the word univocally. On rhe 
termin ology and irs variations see Kaubler, Der Begriff der Triebfeder in Kants 
Ethik (•9 •7). 

3 Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, 459 (So n.); Metaph ysik der Sit ten, 
VI, 212-13; Critique of Judgment,§§ z, 3· 

4 "Object of inclination" and "object of interest" muse be distinguished from 
"object of practical reason." It is only the latter that is defined as the good or evil. 
"Object of choice [IV illkiir ]" is used by Kant in the legal sense, referring to that 
which I may dispo e of as I choose, i.e., property (Metaphysik der Sitten, V I, 246) 
as well as in the sense of "that which I choose" (e.g., Critique of Pract ical R eason, 
36 [12 5]) . 

5 Critique of Judgment, V, 180 (•7). 
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that I am nor the crearor of a world, and in this world l know, all roo 

well, that not everyone is going tO act the way I do, be it for good or 

ill. But implicit in the notion of a m ral order is that of an order of 

interacting wills (the third category of relation), and the best model 

we have for such a world is the order of nature under law.68 That is, 

what would not be possible in an order of nature under law is not 

morally possible, though what i actual in nature (a matter which 

empirical intuition must decide) ha no judicative function in the 

abstract determination of what is morally possible and necessary.69 

"The order of nature under law" mean two things, one of which, 

as Paton points our,70 i largely forgotten roday . First, it means a 

uniform equence of phenomena under causal law, and irs distinguish

ing feature is the universa l uniformity of nature. Nature, as a mechani

cal system, was believed, in the eighteenth century, to be "governed" 

by uch laws having universal application. Before passing to the second 

of the meanings of the " rder of nature," we must inquire into the 

practical ignificance of this concept of uniformity. 
The first te t of a maxim i the mere universalizability of the maxim, 

i.e., the interpretation of it as a descriptive universal principle. Of some 

maxims, Kant says that they destroy themselves if made universal. 71 

68 from rime ro rime Kant pushed the ana logy very far. Thus he early compared 

the good will in Rousseau to the force of graviry in ewron, seeing in each an organ

izing principle in an orderly realm (Triiume eines Geistersehers, ll, 330, 335; Re

Aexi n 5429) . Herold Mendelsohn (AprilS, 1766 [X, 72]) that this did nor express ) 

a serious opinion bur was only an example of how far one could go in Erdichtung 

where data arc lacking for knowledge. But the thought evidently had a certain 

fascination for him, for we find it again in Metaphysik der Sitten, Tugendlehre, I 
§ 24 (Vl, 449) and Opus postwnum, XXI, 35. 

69 Though, of course, it has a contributory function, since every action is predi

cated upon empirical knowl edge, which provides the content for the abstract prin

ciple of choosing means su itable ro a given end. 

70 The Categorical Imperative, pp. 150 ff., 161 ff. I hesitate to follow Paron in 

only one point in his definitive and exemplary exposition: I do nor think that he is 
correct in asserring (p. 149) that only the second of these conceptions of the order 

of nature plays a parr in the typic. The concept of causal uniformity does have, I 

think, at least a minor role, as I rry ro show in the text. 

71 Kant says this repeatedly. In the Critique, however, he speaks also of actions as 

being universalizable. ( ore that in the first and second formulas in the Foundations 

[42 r (JS, 39)] he speaks of universalizable maxims, while in the rypic it is the uni

versa lizabi li ry of the action irself which is mentioned.) This is an inaccuracy in the 

Critique. If lying were uni versal, we would be able to get along far better than in 

this world, where it is only frequent; we should simply interpret aflinnative sen

tences negatively and negative ones affirmatively. Bur if the maxim is to deceive 

another person, the best way of doing it is by sometimes telling the truth and some

times not. 
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That is, the effectivene s of such a maxim is dependent upon the fact 
that it does not corresp nd to a universal, or even general, description 
of human behavior. It is not possible to will rationally that such a 
maxim should be univer al, even though the proposition "All men 
should lie" is not logically self-contradictory. A maxim like "I should 
lie" depends for its effectiveness upon the fact that it is not universal, 
that its theoretical correlate "I lie" is not univer alizable into a judg
ment, "All men always lie"; for, if it were, there would be no such 
thing as a lie at all. 72 One's lies show mendacity and cleverness only 
because they are exceptions to a general rule. But general rules which 
have exceptions are not laws of nature; the latter have no exceptions. 

Attention should here be called to a matter already discussed above 
(p . 12 1). The universalizability of a maxim is a negative test of its 
validity as a law. But many maxims can in fact be universa lized which 
do not have the status of law. In this way, the type of the moral law 
as a universal and uniform natural law is only a negative criterion for 
moral judgment. 

The second meaning of the order of nature is one according to 
which all the laws and the phenomena under them are in such a rela
tion that nature as a whole can be interpreted as an organic unity,73 

which suggested to the natural theologian that it had been designed 
by a wise creator. For Kant, the inference to a wise creator is logically 
invalid; but the thought of a teleological organization is required as a 
regu lative principle in our search for as yet unknown causal connec
tions. Natural theology and natural teleology regard the world of 
nature as such a rea lm, though for Kant only the Idea of it is a valid 
methodological assumption. Moral teleology, on the other hand, sees 
such a realm as an idea l to be achieved in action; 74 it is a regulative 
Idea for practice and not for knowledge only. This Idea is that of a 
realm of ends, organized by the third category of practical relation, 
that of community of persons under common law, the whole being 

I 

72 This is said independently of the logical problem of the Epimenides paradox. 
Let it be supposed that all men ex<.ept Epimenides did, in facr, invariably lie. The 
logical paradox would not then ensue, but the practical effectiveness of lying would 
disappear. We should simply say that Epimenides said "Yes" when other men said 
" o," and no one would be deceived, and if Epimenides willed that all other men 
should lie, there would be no sense or purpose in his lying. Hence the maxim would 
be "self-destructive" just as surely as nis statement about all men was paradoxical . 

73 The moral sign ificance of this conception has already been touched upon lightly 
(c f. Critique of Practical Reason, 27- 28 [ 1 15), and above, p. 99) . 

74 Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, 436 n. (55 n.). 
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Kant's readiness to appeal to what the ordinary man trunks in moral 
matters does not strike the twentieth-century reader as being startling, 
for to us trus is the only place to begin. But the sharpness of the reply 
to TitteJ3 shows that there was a spirit of novelty (at least in Con
tinental philosophy) in going into moral problems from this direction, 
instead of in the more usual way of erecting a world system that might 
subsequently be used to explain, or often to explain away, ordinary 
moral phenomena. In trus procedure, Kant is indebted to Rousseau4 

and to the conscientiousness of pietism, wruch manifested itself in the 
profound but simple-minded righteousness of his parents, whom he 
openly revered all his life. Yet trus moral consciousness may be il
lusory; duty may be a "vain delusion and a crumerical concept."6 We 
do not know that true virtue can be found anywhere in the world, 
even if the concept is valid; and no examples can prove that it does 
exist.6 

The tone of Kant's argument suddenly changes in § 7. He no longer 
attempts to restrict himself to hypothetical statements about what 
would be true if pure reason were practical, but boldly asserts: "Pure 
reason is practical of itself alone, and it gives (to man) a universal 
law, wruch we call the moral law."7 To show the contrast between 
the analysis and the assertion, compare the following two passages: 

Sometimes we find, or at least believe we find, that the ideas of reason have 
in actual fact proved their causality in respect to the actions of men, as appear
ances.8 

3 Critique of Practical Reason, 8 n. (93 n.); cf. Critique of Pure Reason, A 831 = 
B 859: "Do you really require that a rPode of knowledge that concerns all men 
should transcend the common understanding and should only be revealed to you 
by philosophers? Precisely what you find fault with is the best confirmation of the 
correcrness of these assertions." 

4 "By incLination I am an inquirer. I feel a consuming thirst for knowledge, the 
unrest which goes with desire to progress in ir, and satisfaction in every advance in 
ir. There was a time when I believed this constituted the honor of humanity, and I 
despised the people, who know nothing. Rousseau corrected me in this. This blind
ing prejudice disappeared and I learned to honor man. I would find myself more 
useless than the common laborer if I did not believe that this attitude of mine [as 
an inquirer) can give worth to all others in establishing the righrs of mankind" (XX, 

44>· 
5 Foundatiom of the Metaphysics of Morals, 402 ( 18 ). 

6fbid., 407 (23-24). 

7 Critique of Practical Reason, 3 1 ( 120). Here appears the confusion between law 
and imperative which we have already noticed occasionally. Kant should have said: 
"It gives a uni versal law which we call the 'moral law,' val id for all rational beings, 
and to man it issues a corresponding categorical imperative." 

8 Critique of Pure Reason, A 550 = B 578. 
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Freedom 

§ I . I TRODUCTION 

Discus ions of freedom arc so frequent in Kant's works that the full 
compass of the concept and its attendant problems cannot well be sur
veyed in a running commentary on passages taken seriatim. In this 
chapter, therefore, I shall attempt to examine K ant's ideas on freedom, 
following an order which will be made clear in the second section. 

Some of the diffi culti es in interpreting the Critique become more 
manageable when we rea li ze that its central doctrine of freedom of the 
wi ll in vo lv~ two different concepts of freedom and two different con
ce ts of ~1e wi ll. Each of these pairs of conceptS had a long and trou
bled history before Kant, and each was used in his own earlier work. 
His most importa nt contributio n in the second Critique was to show 
that what is sound in each involve the other. But he did not help the 
reader ee that this is what he was doing, because he did not first estab
lish, or even define, the two pairs of concepts and then bring them to
gether; the unwa ry reader may not realize that Kant ·was using two setS 
of concepts, because he shiftS from one to the other without notice and 
his language does not often indicate directly which he is using. Fur
thermore, it is by no means ce rtain that he was himself at all times 
~ware of the duality o f his concepts and of the problem he was work
Ing on. 

vVe must take the confusing fabric he wove, trace out the various 
threads which form two patterns, and then, if at all , try to find a single 
larger pattern composed of bo th . This program of work is summarized 
in § 2 and occupies §§ 3-12, and it should be judged o nly in the light 
o f these later secti ns; §§ 13 and 14 discuss two points which are inde
pendent of the major hypo thesis of this chapter. 

§ 2. T\VO 0:-ICE JYJ'JONS OF W ILL AND FR EEDOM 

In the Critique of Prac tical R easou, the concept of will, which has 
freed om as irs attribute, i equiv cal. Theories of freedom of the wi ll 
which do not seem to be consistent with one another are presented 
side by side, but they are actually theories about different things and 
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c question . The Critique i the meeting place of two 
an~wer diifere~,c explicitly eli tinguishcd, conceptions of the will and its 
different, !1ll c J1 {which come chiefly from the Critique of Pure R eason, 
freedom, one 0 

1,jch is a heritage from the Foundations. The two con
the other of ""' 7Jicitly distinguished only in the later works, after their 
ceptions arc cxfc h as been shown in the Critique of Practical R easou . 
intcrdcpcnd cncrhe Critique, therefore, as a bridge where the tang led 
\Vc must see r Jier works converge and then for the first time clea rly 

e:J I 'd pa ths of rl1e ot 1er SI e. 
separate 0 n chejtique of Pure R eason there is inherited the concept of 

From the C1
11cancity., the faculty of initi ating a new causa l series in 

freedom aS ~po foundations there is taken the concept of freed om as 
- che . . d I . d d f . t ime. Frof11 J!l '"'givmg, an 1cnce as m cpen ence rom any prcg1ven 

autonomy, :! 5

0
' fac ulties are generally called by one name, "will," and 

law. The t"¥ r rhe name of one problem, that of "freedom of the 
discussed urld e cr did Kant give the reader any help in distinguishing 
will. " OnlY Jat w hen he "offici ally" called the former facult W i/lk ii.r 1 

between tl,e~'yfille . He had often before t1sed these words, sometimes 
and the l aJt.C ,

1
cit distinction and sometime apparently intcrchange

~icatC r1 flr;, rime ha~ he intentionall y and consistently restri cted 
ably· but ar of the topics to the exclusiOn of the other. Even in the 

' pC himse lf co. o of j\l!orals, wher~ the attempt is made to draw a good dis-
M etapby srcS avoid confusmg them, he does not often succeed in 

d co f f h f . . d' . tinction afl jon o one o t em rom Jnterrupung JSCUSSIOn of the 
. cuss 

keeping dJS 

Other. uch dispute about th e exact meaning and proper translation of 

1 Th is sO 11:,!1 frequ en tly leave it in em1ar.. Bom translated ir as arbitrium, 
ere I sh• . d h d' . . h . f T-Villkiir rh~t , 0 wn suggestiOn, an. t us _lstmgms ed It rom vohmtas. Bami 

f II W
. 1, gl1t 5 /.., ;1re and P1cavec as /Jbre chozx; on rhe French words cf. Khodoss, 

o o mg 01 ' . Gl C , 1 . 
I d 

·c ~S ;,ie pratzque, ossary, p . 242. apra s trans anon is libero arbitrio 
trans ace 1 soP . . .1 B · 
K 

. . L p;,ild . or chorce or electzve wz I; eck added free will and faculty of 
ant. a ')Pill . T lV "IIk " Abbott used . 0 sing hst. he term z ur was used by Wolff, V erniinftige G e-

h 
. 1,is ,mP

1 
der Welt und der Seele d es M enschen, § 519: "Freedom of the 

c orce co t r;ot • . . 
d k O

f/ ;r ..., of the soul to choose, through ItS own W zllkiir, bcrween two 
anc en v ul•; . h h I . " h "E 

I 
. 

1 
fa C .., j 11 gs r e one t at p eases 1r more ; t e rsces Register" (Glossary) 

sou IS t ,e JC [ I' lV 'IIk .. . dB ' Ph ' II ssib Jares z •ur as spomaneuas, an aume1scer, zlosophia d efini-
eqfuahy pori' cra rl ~ following Wolff, in rum defines spontaneitas: "esr principium, 
0 t ISWO gil • . d'. . "A d" . . . . ( 

6 
) § .lerermman 1 mtrmsecum. IStmcnon suggestmg that berween 

tzva 17 , 1m u W Iff p l 1 . . . 
d 11

d1 .. , is drawn by o , syc ' o ogza empmca, § Bz: "The very act 
sese a age ·tlktl d"] . II d 1. . . .. 1 . W '/1 d rJ'I <JJO/en z ts ca e v o ltiO m opposmon to vo untas, smce the larcer 

f 
1 

ellan [ tJ&t ttf of mind or a power or poss ibi lity of eliciting that act." Similarly, 
o w1 1n g It)' . .. . 1 f d . . d facll pphyszca, § 6go: A rationa act o esmng something is a v olit io. 

B
enotes a 

11 
JY!el g faculty of wi lling [volendi] or a wi ll [voluntas]." Baumeister, 

aumgarte •I !JV'e . . I d ' , V /' . d . . I . 
T herefore 1 1 "V0 ]ino esc zpse acrus vo en 1. . . . o ztzo oes not eXJst m c ass1ca l 

op. cit., § Bg3 :ense· 
Latin in thP 5 
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Hi formal definitions of will are drawn up a if will were a faculty 
or combination of facultie which can be observed and of which we 
have a direct awarene s. Will is the faculty of determining our causal
ity through a conception of rules (p [ 120]), and, since for the deriva
tion of an action from a rule or law reason is required, will i nothing 
but practical reason. It is the relationship between understanding and 
the faculty of desire (55 [ 145]). The faculty which makes a rule of 
reason the efficient cause of an actio n through which the object is to 
be made real is will; the will is never determined directly by the ob
ject or our concepti n of it, bur always by a rule of reason ( 6o [ '5, J). 
That the will is, in this sense, free from direct sensuous necessitation is 
an empirical fact. 2 This conception of will, as a faculty of desire 
guided by a rule of reason taken as a maxim, later become more spe
cifically Willkiir, the faculty of choo ing an object which is left in
completely determined by the maxim itself. It has, therefore, an incen
tive (Triebfeder) for action in addition to the law, while Wille has no 
Triebfeder. 3 Willkiir may or may not be free, according to the kind of 
law it puts into the maxim or the degree to which the maxim and not 
the momentary representation of the object determines the action. It 
does not give rise to laws but only to maxims, but it may, and when 
moral it must, make laws its maxims.4 

In contrast to this, there is a concept of will not a the direct deter
miner of action but as the lawgiver to the maxim which will determine 
action. In this sense, Kant says, not quite accurately, that law deter
mine what ought to happen and maxims determine what does happen.o 
But the point made is sound enough: reason is neces ary to the formu
lation of a law, but a maxim determines behavior directly . In the for
mulation of a law, \.Ve have to do with the real use and not \'lith rhe 
mere logical use of reason;6 by the "rea l use" is meant the e rabli hment 
of an a priori synthetic proposition, and by the "logical use" is meant 
merely the inferring of actions from a rule. Pure practical reason has 

2 Critique of Pure Reason, A 801 = B 830, there called Willkiir. It is illustrated, 
but not defined, by reference to the faculty of choice known empirically (Meta
physik der Sit ten, Vl, 216). 

3 Vorarbeiten zur Tugendlehre, XXIII, 378. 
4 I bid., 3 3; Metaphysik der Sitten, V I, 216. 

6 Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, 420 n. (38 n.). 

6 n the general distinction between the r eal and the logica l use of reason, cf. 
above, pp. 7, 75· An empirical practical reason is alway merely logical in irs use. 
Kant draws the distinction in Critique of Pure Reason, A Boo= B 828, by calling the 
logical use the "regulative usc" of pure practical reason and contrasting it with the 
"constitutive use" by which reason gives the law. 
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nothing ro do \\'ith the logical derivation of actions from given rules. 
There is little or no verbal justification in calling such a pure practical 
reason a "will" at all. But it makes perfectly good sense to speak of it 
as determining the will (Willkiir) and of irs doing so freely, independ
ently of sensuou conditions. 

If practical reason determine the will ( Willkiir), then we can say 
that the latter is free in the psychological or comparative sense (96 
[ 190]), even though there may be a natural law connecting the con
ception of practical reason with the action and even if conceiving this 
law i itself a naturally caused event in the inner life and even if the law 
is a practical rranslati n of a natural law. But to think that this is free
dom in the sense needed by ethic seemed to Kant to be a "mi erable 
subterfuge." If all the causes of action are internal ro man, not external, 
if they are intellectual and not sensuous, and i~ the laws of their co~
nection with action are psychic and not phy 1cal ( 97 [ 1 9o-<)!]), still 
the corresponding concept of freedom, regarded as adequa te by Kant's 
predecessors and by himse lf in the Nova dilucidatio (1755), 7 is inade-
quate to the needs of ethics. . . . 

A new conception of freedom is called for. A law .which IS grven for 
moral obedience must not be a law of the connection of means to a 
desired end and hence what I have called the "practical translation of 
a natural law." It must be a law given by reason to a nature to be made 
real not one taken from a nature already realized. A will or Willkiir 
whi~h can obey such a law must be independent of the mechanism of 
nature, in which all connections are among phenomena, for a law 
which demands absolute and not contingent obedience must be purely 
formal, commanding by virtue of its form which is known by reason, 
and not irs phenomenal content. This independence of the mechanrsm 
of nature is "freedom in the strictest sense" or transcendental freedom, 
whose logical possibility was established in the first Critique ( 29 [I I 6]). 

But what f the origin of the law itself? Kant's most important dis
covery is that the law i not a mere restriction. on freedom but i.s itself 
a roduct of freedom. Precisely this conception marks the chief ad
vance of the second over the first ritique. This is the opernican Rev
olution in moral philosophy. The Critique of Pure R eason saw reason 
as that which set bound to a freedom which is itself without law,8 but 
it did not how how it does so; it establi hed neither the provenance of 
the law nor the mechanism by which it is effective. 

The law is a product of the freedom of Wille as pure practica l rea-

7 Nova dilucidatio, Proposition ix (England, 23 1). 

Critique of Pure Reason, A 569 = B 597· 
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on, not of lVi/lidtr. (Though one must complain sometime tha t Kant 
wri te W ille w hen W iltkiir would be correct, I do not believe he ever 
used W illkiir to refer to W ille as pure practically legi lati vc reason.) 
\Ne cannot say that the actions of Wille are free, because W ille docs 
not act.9 It gives only a law for the submission of W illkii r, w hich docs 
act. et it is free in that its decree follows from its own nature. It does 
not mediate laws of nature to Willkiir bent upon the sa tisfaction of 
some arbitrary purpose; that is the function of practical reason in its 
logical use. It does not counsel, but commands, and it commands as a 
principal, not as an agent. Through submission to it, Willkiir supple
ments its negative freedom with a positive freedom which comes from 
submission to its own idealized nature as purely rational will. sing a 
political metaphor, as he so often did in speaking of the rea lms and ter
ritories of the legislation of reason, Kant says it is autonomous, free in 
itself,10 i.e., free in the positive sense. Willkiir participates in this au
tonomy to the degree that its negative freedom vis-a-vis nature i exer
cised in adherence to the law of pure practical reason. Pure practical 
reason spontaneously creates an Idea of a natura archetypa,11 and Will
kiir, taking this as its object, can become an efficient cause of giving to 
the world of nature the form of such an intelligible world. 

But we must never suppose that there are two faculties related to 
each other in some external, coercive way . There is only one, but it has 
prima facie two kinds of freedom, though one of them will eventually 
be shown to be the perfection or logical form of the other. Willkiir is 
fully spontaneou only when its action is governed by a rule given by 
pure practical reason, which is its legi lative office. It is very hard to 
avoid speaking as if there were two faculties without falling into the 
opposite error of failing to distinguish between the two roles and the 
two meanings of freedom. But unless we are to make Kant more diffi
cult and obscme than he already is, we must be on our guard again t 
both an oversimple identification of function and a "two-faculty 
theory." 

Freedom in the positive ense is not so fraught with problems as that 
in the negative sense. If we could presuppose freedom, Kant says, the 
law would follow analytically from it (31 [12o]), and a will ( in this 

9 Metaphysik der Sitten, VI, 226 . 

10 Vorarbeiten zur Tugendlehre, }.'XIII, 383. Its autonomy is contrasted wirh the 

t l 
h.ereronomy of Willkiir; the freedom of Wil/kiir, which is independence of material 
of desire, is freedom in the negative sense, while rhe legislation, or autonomy, of 
Wille is !reedom in the positive sense (Critique of Practical R eason, 33 [122]). 

11 Critique of Practical R eason, 43 (1p); cf. Critique of Pure Reason, A 548 = 
B 576. 
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cur. In searching for this unconditioned, or at least in forming a clear 
concept of it, even though it is the concept of something that cannot 
be given directly in any single experience, we have two alterna tives be
fore us: ( 1) We can suppose that the series of condition is infini te, so 
that n member of the series is unconditioned, while the se ries as a 
whole is unconditioned. ( z) \N e can suppose that the series is fin ite and 
that there is an unconditioned member ( the first member) in it. T he 
fir t is equivalent to supposing that natural cau arion, the relat ion of 
one temporal event (cause) to another (effect), is the only kind of 
causa tion; and, since no event in time can be found that is not also the 
effect of an earlier one, we commit ourselves to the doctrine of an in
finite series of events as the condition of any given event. The second 
is equivalent to assuming that the natura l causati on is not the on ly kind, 
since in an infinite series the unconditioned cannot be found . And this 
is equivalent to assuming another kind of causation, a "causa lity of 
freedom," i.e., a causa lity that is abso lutely spontaneous, "whereby a 
series of appearances, which proceeds in accordance with laws of na
ture, begins of itself." 16 

either of these is an arbitrary supposition. In spite of t heir contra
riety, each must be supposed, and thus theoretical reason necessarily 
falls into an antinomy. The opposition between the two in the antinomy 
is not just a curiosity of philosophy but is an inescapable opposition 
between t\ o not-to-be-ga in aid intere ts o f mind. Tt is an opposition 
that mu t be resolvab le by the instrumentality of reaso n, since it is pro
duced by reason; and it is not an opposi tion that philosophy could 
calmly accept with resignation, because it own interests are so deeply 
invo lved in each side and in their reconciliation. 17 

Let us recount brieRy the demonstration of each of the conflic ting 
theorems. The thesis is this: "Causa lity in accordance with the laws of 
nature is not the only cau ality from which the appeara nces of the 
world can one and all be derived. T o explain these appeara nces it is 
necessary to as ume that there is another causality, that of freedom." 
The proof is largely a repetition o f the risto teli an-Thomistic proof 
of the impossi bility of an infinite se rie of cause and hence of t he ne
cessity of a first cause, i.e., of a cau e that is not itself an effect and 
hence is free in the sen e defined. That is, in a series of cond itions and 
conditions of conditions, there is never a first condition; bu t the law of 
nature is that nothing occur without a condition that is a priori suffi
cient. Hence, granting that something does occur, the law of nature is 
se lf-contradictory when taken in unlimited generality. Therefore, nat-

16 Critique of Pure Reason, A 446 = B 474· 

17 Ibid., A 480 = B soB; cf. Critique of Practical Reason, 3 (88) . 
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enal action, for tha t is nothing other tha n the moral law. Kant 
the n~u: noumenal cau arion, therefore, only w here there is some rea
appea 

5 
go beyond the phenomenal causation, and these are fou nd only 

~onh~~1an volition; even when mora lity is not in question, t here is this 
Jll · for use of the concept of noumenal causa tion: 
occasiOn 

I
.f Jess or merely animal nature, we find no ground for thinking that 

In I e ' . . d h . h . I 'bl [ I . 
0 

faculty is condmone ot erw1se t an m a mere y sens1 e mcc 1a1ucal, 
a Y enal] manner. Man, however, who knows all the rest of nature solely 
phenomh the senses, knows himself also through pure apperception, and this 
throug d . . h' h h d . . d d in acts and inner etermmaoons w 1c e cannot regar as lmpres-
10 ee 36 
sions of the senses. 

Now the "interest of pure reason," which Kant sa id at the beginning 
is on the side of the thesis, comes into its own. The practical concept 

f freedom, he says, is based on the transcendental Idea of freedom, and 
~ut it cannot stand.37 Free~om in the practical sense is the inde-

endence of W illkiir from coerciOn through sensuous impulses. ln man, 
there i" a power of self-determination which is independent o f nature. 
Practical freedom presupposes that, although something has not hap
pened, it ought to have happened, i.e., that the cause in the field of ap
pearance was not so determining_ that it necessarily e~cluded a causa l
ity of our will. Though every thtng that w e might will m1ght be due, 
indirectly, to sensuous impulse, the impulses and all phenomena under 
the Jaw. of nature cannot give rise to the concept. of " ought," wbi.ch 
~Is a concept of free causation and not of natura l cau_sa tion. ~· o 
matter how many natural g rounds or how many sensuous impul e may 
impel me to will, they can never give rise to the 'ought,' but only to a 
willing w hich, while very far from being necessary , is always condi
tioned; and the 'ought' pronounced by reason confronts such willing 
with a limit and an end,-nay more, forbids -ur authorizes it. "3 The 
thought of "ought" is imp ssible if all laws are natural laws;39 the 
thou ht of "ought" implies the thought of a free "can •j and if pure 
reason is actually effective in the control of conduct, then there is free 
causation in the transcendenta l as well as in the practical sense. There
by, also, transcendental freed om ceases to be an all-embracing and 

hence empty concept. 
Kant is insistent, in both Critique's, on the necessity of transcenden-

36 /bid ., A 546 = B 574 ; cf. Crit ique of Practical Reason, 49, 99, 100 ( 139, 193, 194) . 

37 Critique of Pure Reason, A 534 = B 562. 

3Sfbid. , A 548 = B 576. 

39 /bid ., A 547 = B 575: "\Ve cannot say of anything in nature that it ought to be 
other than what it actually is in all its temporal relations." 
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that "hi future conduct could be predicted with a great a cerraint 
the occurrence of an cclip e," we could neverthele s still a sert tha/ ~s 
man i free" (99 [ 193])? This requires us to accept a secularized t e 
sion of the classical theological quandary of man's freedo m and G v~~
!ore ight, and it seems no more intelligible in str ucture and equit~bl; 
1n outcome than tha t hoary mystery. 

If by "freedom" we mea n noumenal causa tion and assert that 
know no n umena, then there is no justi fiab le way, in the st udy of P:~ 
nomena, to dccrd e tha t it is permissible in applica tion to some but n~t 
others o! the_m ~o us~ t1_1e concept of freedom. The uniformi ty of hu. 
~a n actrons rs, ll1 pn ncr ple, as grea t as that of t he solar sy tem; there 
IS no reason to regard statements about t he freedom of the former 
having any em pi rica l consequences. If the possession of noumenal fre:~ 
do m makes a difference to t he uniformi ty of nature, then there is n 
uniformity ; if it docs not, to call it "freedom" is a va in pretension. 

0 

There seems to me to be only one way out of the dil emma. There ar 
fa int suggestions of it in two w idely separated works of Kant, but h: 
~ever f ully developed then:. I-I~ .does not seem to have fe lt the paradox 
rn h1s own vrews that all hrs cntJcs and most of his disciples felt. 

T he fi rst suggestion is this: Instead of regarding the wor ld as consist
ing of two realms- a phenomenal under one set of laws and a noumenal 
under another-can we not think of one world under tw o aspects, the 
aspects to be defi ned methodologica lly w ith reference to the purposes 
we have in hold ing these two perspectives on a common world, and 
not ontologica lly' K ant intimates such a two-aspect theory, instead of 
the more common y known "two-world theory," in his co rrast:he-

_!Ween the ob erving, theoretical attitude and the acting, practical atti
_;ud e•~> and in his statement that "supersensuous nature is nothing else 

than nature under the auto nomy of pure practical reason" (4 3 [ 132 ]). 
The other suggestion, necessary to the full development of the pre

ceding one, is his conclusion in the third Critique46 that the distinction 
between natu ral and moral Jaw is dependent on the peculi ar natuF;:;[ 

- our understanding. vVe can read these passages as a suggestion to re
gard the two kinds of laws as co-ordinate, not one as subordinate to the 
other in constituti ve authority in experi ence. The only evidence we 
have that K ant entertai ned such a view is inL 7.0 of the Critique of 
Judgment, w here he speaks of the thesis of the complete mechanical 
determination of nature, in irs antinomic relation to that of teleological 
causa ti on, as a regulative Idea even in respect to nature. It would be 
easy to extend th.is to the antinomic rel ation between free dom and nat-

45 Critique of Pure R eason, A 550 = B 578; cf. chap. ii i, above. 

46 Critique of Judgment,§§ 70 and 76. 
,_. 

Freedom 

·on The Idea i expressed a a maxim : "All production of 
al causan · · d b 'bl d' ur . 1 hings and their form must be Judge to e pos 1 e accor mg 

matena t . I I " 
1 mecharuca aws. 

to medreKy nt said, in the solution to the third antinomy in the first ri-
Ba a f · h · · I · · · f 

h t the t rue meaning o the an tit e IS IS t 1at 1t IS a maxrm r pra-
tique t a · · · · f h ld h ' d not a constitutive pnnc1ple o nature, t en we wou ave 
cedure an . . I . I 

Xl.ms· "Always (1n sc1ence) search for mec 1an1ca causes 
had tWO ma . 

II no non-natural ca u es to enter into the explanation of natural 
and a ow " and "Always ( in ethics) act as if the maxim of the w ill 
Phenomena, 

uffici ent determining ground f the conduct to be executed or 
were a s . d I . . . I II 
. d d " N either of these 1 a ec ara tl ve a pnon statement ; t 1ey te 
JU ge her what we must do in order to be a spectator or an actor, but 
us rat , . d . I h . 

' ot be both at the same trme an w1 t 1 respect to t e same rtem 
one cann 
0 con uct.' 7 

~1 y ,:veil be that we wo uld, under t hese ru les, sometimes hold a 
t ma ' . . 

esponsible for actio ns that he co uld not have avorded domg, for 
~an :n freedom is far more li mi ted, I th ink, tha n Kant held it to be. ln 

h~m vent we are simply unjust judges. It may well be that we g ive an 
t IS e , . h' I d'd . 
b Ct Schematic causa l explanation to some event w JC 1 1 not, m a stra , . . . 

fact (though we sha ll never possrbl?' know rt_), have a s~ffic1 ent ~atura l 
ause · in this event, we are dogmatic (u navoidab ly so) m our crentJfic 

cork: But the alterna tive to sometimes being unjust is t ha t of always 
:eing unj ust when we ho ld a ma n responsible for any of his ac ti o~s 
when, if Kant is correct, none of them c uld have been left undone m 
the course of nature and history as constituted by natural law. 

The solution proposed here in v lve read ing back into the Transcen
dental Analy tic of the fi rst Critique ome of the conclusions of the 
Transcendental Dialectic. pecifica lly, it requires that t he sharp dist inc
tion between constituti ve ca tegory and regulative Idea be g iven up, 
that even the categories be rega rded as devices fo r the regulati on of 
experience and not as str uctures necessarily given in. a fi xed consti tu
tion of our experience of nature, and that the nalog1es of Expenence, 
which Kant called "regulative" in a very modest sense,4 be reinter
preted as regul ati ve in the full sense of the Dialectic .49 

47 Cf. above, chap. iij . The second of the maxims need not be interpreted in the 
manner of the fictionalists, i.e., on the assumption that the "as if" introduces a con
trary-to-fact condition. T here is no more need to as ume that the latter is any more 
fictional than the fonner or that the former is consti tutive while the latter is merely 
regulative. 

48 Critique of Pure R eason, A 179 = B 222 . 

49 Such an jnrerpreration of the Transcendental Analy t ic, in fact, can be recom
mended on purely epjsremological grounds, though jt no doubt distorts Kant's own 
estimate of the relation of the functions of understandi ng and of reason . 
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If we undertake ro make the e revisions, we are allowed ro r 
h . ~~ r e moral or pracncal realm as a per pective of rhe realm of experi 

which, through other regulative ideas (categories), is seen as the ren~e, 
of nature. We will then no longer have to think of science as de:)~ Ill 
with appear~nces (i n some_ ontologic~lly pejor~tive ense) and mo;~f 
as dealmg With noumena (m some ep1 temolog1cally pejora tive sen 
Both can keep their a priori structures intact; both will claim to cose). 
all the relevant experience;50 but each will be carried out for differver 
purposes and only occasionally will come into conflict with each ot~nt 
-a conflict to be settled by moral scrutiny sen itive to all the myr· e~ 
facts of life-instead of invariably doing so, as, according to the orthla 
d K . ~ 

ox annan theory, they mu t. That one of these rea lms i a limiti 
case of the other, that t~e ca~egories ~f one of them ca n be deriv~~ 
from those of the ot~er, IS a ':''ew •. classically devel?ped by Fichte and 
strongly represented m both 1deahsm and pragmansm, w hich goes f 
beyond anything Kant said or probably would accept, thoug h the ger~ 
of it is present in the third Critique. 

§ 8. FREEDOM AS A ACTOR-CONCEPT; SPONTANEITY 

I 
That we have a right and even find it necessary to ma ke use of the 

concept of freedom in our actions, regardless of how the anti nomy is 
I resolved and whether freedom i compatible with natura l causation or 

1 not-in short, that the actor in a moral situation must ac t as if he were 
~and therebishoul er all the responsibilities that 1e wou ave if 
it were theoretically proved that he is free-is shown by K ant in sev..cral 
wa s. It is not shown, however, by appealing to what Kant calls com
parative freedom, i.e., empirically observed relative independence from 
outward stimuli and inward impu lse through the exercise of intelligent· 
foresight. It is shown only through an elaboration of the inward phe
nomenon of choice and a regression upon irs conditio n . 

In the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason there emerges 
a conception of one's own existence which is not present, at least so 
explicitly, in the first edition. It is the conception tha~e have a direct 
experience of our own spontaneous activity as a substance.51 This-eX-

so Cf. Critique of judgment, Introduction, II: The realm of theoretical reason and 
that of practical reason do nor limit each other in their legislation, bur they per
petually do so in the world of sense. 

I 
51 Critique of Pure Reason, B 157-58 n.: "I cannot determine [i.e., know categor

ially] my existence as that of a self-acting being; all that I can do is represent to 
myself the spontaneity of my thought, that is, of the determination; and my existence 
is sti ll determinable only sensibly, that is, as the existence of an appearance. But it 
is owing ro this spontaneity that I entitle myself an intelligence." Similarly, Found~ 
tions of the Metaphysics of Morals, 45' (71); Critique of Practical R eason, 56 ( 147). 
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· . ·rher a st:nsuous intuition ~ ~ n r an abstract thought. Kant . nee IS nei . . . . f 
pen e ll what its epi rem1c character IS, but that It occur IS a act er re s us 
nev . h epistemology of the Critique of ure Reason does cant 
ro which t e 

justice. If wareness of one's SE,Ontaneity and the attendant presup-
Such se -a · - f · I I · k" . . :;-;:;-orTreedom is found even m the act o theorenca tun mg, 

OSitiOn 0 . If h" I .: b . P can use this conceptiOn of the se as a t mtung su stance 1n 
though we , . . l"f 53 

l . 0·cal explanation of the mner 1 e. 
0 r 1eor e , f d · n 

1 
clearest evidence of ones spontaneous ree om-somenmes 

But tle f bl" · h" h . b tl e only evidence54-i one's awarene s o o IgatJOn, w JC 
said to e 1 . . I . 
. ·ration of a wholly different kmd from all natura necessita-IS a necess1 
. d vhich produces a unique kind of feeling ( 92 [ 18 5]). It has 

non an " . · b d . latory function when, m fact, the moral law IS not o eye this reve . 
I acknowledged 55 As wholly different from natural determma-but on y · . . 

. · cannot be understood 111 theoretical terms. The freedom that 
non, 1t . . . f . . - .• .,..... 

b nderstood he says 111 h1s review o Ulnch, IS o no use 111 ern-can e u ' 

~1 Kant, in the precritical period, be lieved that there was an imellecrual in-
. . · was to this faculty that he ascribed consciousness of the self (see Reflex-

tuttton, zt ' · l f . II I . . . . 8 4336 6001). With the den ta o tnte ecrua mtuition to man, no so-to-
wnen 422 • ' , · b 1 

k ffi ·a! position is taken on knowledge of ones own spontaneity, ut t 1e ex-spea o ct . . II . f f · · not denied On the whole question, wtth a co ecuon o sources, c . penence ts · 
Heimsoeth, Studien zur Philosophie Immanuel Kants, pp. 245 If., and Ingeborg 
Heidemann, Spontaneitiit und Zeitlichkeit, pp. '73 If. 

53 The theoretical uselessness of this conception is the main point in the Para ! ~· 
· of the first Critique; even there the practical importance of the concept IS 

gtsms . hM h " f recognized and preserved (B 431-p). Cf. Fozmdatzons of ~ e etap yszcs o 
Morals, 448, 45 ,-p (67, 7o-7 1), on the awareness of spontaneity. In B:sp:echung 
von Schulz's Sittenlehre ( 1785), Vlll, 13, Kant remarks tl~at the detemllntSt tn meta
physics claims freedom for himself in the conduct of hts own ~htnktng and a for
tiori in his action. Cf. also Beantwortzmg der (!all£: 1st !!J eme Er{ahrwzg dass 
wir denken? (Cassirer ed ., IV, 5 qr-20), where it is den ied that the awar eness of 
tl1tn:ldng is an Erfahnmg, and ir is called merely "transcendental consciousness"; 
similarly Critique of Pure Reason, A ''7 n. 

54 Critique of Pure Reason, B xxxiii, B 43o-31; Critique of Practical R eason, 42 
(131). 

55 The pair of examples in the Critique of Practical Reason, 30 (118), brings out 
this contrast between natural necessitation, which is effective, and a moral necessita
tion, which may or may not be effective. The first example, concerning the man 
who says his lust is uncontrollable, resembles one in Rousseau: "Let us suppose the 
maddest of men, the man who has his senses least under control; let him see the 
preparations for his death ; let him realize that he wi ll certainly die in torment a 
quarter of an hour later; not only would he from t!lat time forward be able to resist 
temptation, he would even find it easy to do so" (Emile, Book IV ["Everyman" ed., 
pp. 289-<)o]) . The second example anticipates one to be used in the Methodology 
<•55-56 [254]). 
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ics, and the freedom needed in ethics cannot be undersropd.5G All th 
we can do is ro comprehend its incomprehensibility"' and acce t i at 
-- - s guaranteed by the fact of pure reason, the moral law which reveals . 
to us.ss - It 

With this argument, that the consciou ness of the mora l law itself 
proves the reality of freedom, 59 we are brought to a somewha t differ
ent conception of freedom, which we must now examine. 

§ 9· FREEDOM AS SUPHEME LEGISLATIO j AUTONOMY 

Let us suppose that the Critique of Pure R eason ha proved that it is 
not self-contradictory to say that there is in man a causa noumenon or 
a faculty of initiating a new causal series in the world. This faculty 
would be called "freedom in the negative sense"60 or freedom from 
nature. But freedom is not lawle s caprice, any more than it is lawless 
in its effects found in nature and history. But what limits freedo m and 
render it lawfu l? The C-ritique of Pure R eason says that reason places 
a limit on freedom,6 1 but how it does so is left unexplored and unex
plained. 

To answer this question is one purpose of the Foundations of the 
Metaphysics of Morals. The problem is to determine a law that the will 
can obey withou t losi ng its freedom through that very ac t of obeisance 
to law. The will can "obey" Ja·ws of nature in the sense of intentionally 
using them, in the fo rm of means-end statements, in seeking men's goals 
in nature. But to be free even from the importunities of the desire for 
happiness-a goal given by man's natural existence-requires that the 
law of reaso n be not such a law barr wed from nature and hence, in
directly, leaving action under the domi natio n of nature:_ The law must 
be g iven by reaso n. J ust as the will (Willkiir) considered as a faculty 
111 man may be free in the negative sense of spontaneo us activity , prac
tical reaso n is sponta neo u~ in the sense of g iving law instead of subject-

sa Ak., VIII, 458. 

57 Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, 463 (84) . 

58 Cf. above, chap. x, and Critique of Practical Reason, 31 ( 1 20). 

59 It is li kewise taken as a route to the consciousness of self, independent of em
pirical conditions, and thus erves to supplement the failures of rational psychology 
as a doctrine of the soul, though without making any contribution to theoretical 
knowledge (cf. Critique of Pure R eason, B 43o-3 1; Critique of Practical R eason, 
105-6 [2oo-201]). 

ao Ibid., A 553 = B 581; Critique of Practical R eason, §§ 5, 6, 8 (29, 33 [rr6-17, 
122]). 

61 Critique of Pure R eason, A 569 = B 597· It exercises tllis control even in issuing 
hypothetical imperati ves, i.e., in its logical as well as in its real use (ib id., A 548 = 
B 576). 
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imperative and the conditions necessary to obedience to it have 
h. h K ' a com mon source w lC ant s predece sors never found-indeed nev • 

' er even 
sought. They were consequently never able to convert their for 1. . 

hi · . . . . ma Isttc 
et cs mto a pracocal doctnne Without Jeopard izing or destro · 
alleged formality of the principle. ymg the 

The doctrine of autonomy was anticipated only by Rousse f 
1 h . . . au, or 

onhiyl ouhssea~ saw t ~ essential connect10n between law and freedom 
w e or ers 111 the e1ghreenrh century saw law only as a rest · · ' 

f 
fiCtion 

on reedom. Though Rousseau worked out their essential conn · 
1 · 1- · . . ect1on 

on y 111 po Jtlcs and had Ius doctnne there adopted with little ch 
by Kant, the doctrine of se lf-government through law by free c't'ange 
' d · I IZens 
IS eepened Into a moral and metaphysica l doctrine by Ka nt. With 

h
_ouss

1
efau, Ka~t can then say that obedience to a law that one has 

_ 11nse prescnbed is the only real freedom .72 · " 
Obedience and prescription are and remain howe ver quite d1'ff 

f . ' • erent 
unctions. Can our human will be auto nomous as well as spontane ~ 

Th 
. ous 

e quesnon can be answered affi rmati vely on several grounds F' · 
· b · 1rst, 
It cannot e sponta ~eo us without being auto nomous, 73 unless it is to be 
lawless and, accordmgly , useless to morals as w ell as incompatible · h 

' S Wit 
sc1ence. econd , reasoning in the opposite direction, it can be spon-
taneous because, under autonomy, it ought to be.74 If the awareness 
of _our_ duty placed impossible demands upon us, as it would if our 
_Wtllkur were not potentially free, then the thought of duty would be 
tll~sory. How do we know that it is not' Only because of the positive 
evJ?ence of the fact of pure reason 7~ and the resolution of the third 
an~nomy-the la~ter making it po sible, the former mak ing it actual. 
Th1rd, Kant bebeves that the empirica l nature of man is such that 
arguments from human nature w hich would show autonomy to be 
impossible can be shown to be fal se. 

72 "Obedience to a law w hich one has prescr ibed to himself is freedom" (Rousseau 
The Soczal Contract, Book I, chap. viii ). ' 

73 Even t_he evil will is autonomous in rhe sense that the person who does moral 
ev1l freely mcorporates an incentive into his maxim and makes it (what it is not in 
itself) a rule in accordance with which he w ill conduct himself (Religion within 
the Limits of Reason Alone, VIT, 24 [Greene and Hudson, 19]; cf. below, § 12 ) . 

74 One of Kant's most famous "statements"- "Thou canst because rhou shouldst" 
- does ~ot exist in his writings in rhis nea t form (cf. David Baumgardt, "Legendary 
Quota nons and the Lack of References," ] oumnl of the History of !dens, VII 
[1 946]. 9<r102, and L. \N. Kahn, "Legendary uotations," ibid., V lll [1 947], 
116). Bu~ statements that express this inference less succinctly abound, e.g., Critique 
of Practzca! Reason, 30 ( 11 8-19); Critique of Pure R eason, A 8o7 = B 8Js; Uber 
den Gem emspruch . . . , VIII, 287; M etaphysik der Sitten, V T, 380; Streit der 
Fakultaten, VII, 43- 44; Vorlesungen iiber Metaphysik (Kowalewski ed.), p. 6oo; 
Opus postumum, XXI, 16. 

75 This is discussed in chap. i of rl1e Analytic and in chap. xii of this commentary. 

Freedom 2 01 

f en been objected that there are two paradoxes in Kant's 
It has 0 t · d b "' d ' 'd li · " · hi hi . s· ( 1) Kant is, or 1 ~ repu te . to e, 111 lVJ ua _nc m _s et cs, 

er~c · h oral person 1s, for h1m, only an abstracnon that IS meant 
while t e ~ to dominate and restrict the individual person. ( 2) Kant's 
in ~om~ wao autonomous that the socia l or universalistic aspect of 
ethiCS IS s . . d . . I 

1
. · left unfounded because It IS an outw ar restrictJon on t 1e 

mora lty JS . . 76 
dom he 1ns1sts upon. 

free . art from the fact that these two alleged paradoxes cancel 
Qulteh ay out it is possible to show that neither is valid and that both 

each ot e ' . f h . d' . . f m a misinterpretanon o t e pomt we are now 1scussmg. 
anse ro ·1 h · · h · K ' h 'f fully expanded, would ental t e supposmon t at 111 ant s 
Eac '. 

1 
there are two wills, and which paradox is drawn depends 

doctnne . . . . 
the critic's belief concerrung which JS the more 1mportant to 

upon h h . 1 . K (which happens always to be t e one t at ts ess Jmporta nt to 

h
ant ·t1·c for such are the ways of philosophical polemics) . ( 1) If the 

r ecn - . . w·ue or pure practical reason as an abstract ep1stenuc or moral concept 
is ~mphasized, then the i~div~dual human W_illk~ir is restric~ed _a~d is 

free. ( 2 ) If the Jegislaaon IS rhought of as Issumg from an mdlVldual 
r;;~llkiir, it is not possible to see how the law s issued wi ll meet the 
equirements of social universality and harmony .77 

r But there are not two wills. There is one wil l with its formal condi
tion which is universally valid reason, and its material condition arising 
fro~ the specificity of its involvement in the world at particular times 
and places. And the two paradoxes are not ~aradoxe~ of ~ant's ethics 
so much as manifestations of the human predicament m wh1ch we .fiod 
in ourselves individualized manifestations of universal mandates and 
'inju"octions. Man is the only being in the world that not only is a 
· manifestation of some universals but ought to be an instance of others; 
he is an individual that gives no valid Jaws to others that he does not 
lay upon himself, that gives no privi leges to him elf that he does not 
allow to others. H ad the Kantian teaching missed what is true in these 
paradoxes, it would have been less true and less responsive to the 
paradoxical aspect of human life itself, in which man finds himself 
neither a brute nor a god, neither a mere particular nor a mere 
universal. 

But, of all the misinterpretations of Kant, perhaps none is more ob-

76Jt is noteworthy that the same "paradoxes" have been found in Rousseau. Was 
Rousseau the father of an impersonal fascism or of democratic individualism run 
wild? An affirmative answer to either of these questions shows a misunderstanding 
of Rousseau analogous to the misunderstanding of Kant explored here. 

77 Cf. George Santayana, Egotism in German Philosophy (191 6; 2d ed ., N ew York, 
1940l.pp. scr-s1. 



202 Freedom 

viously wrong or more widely accepted than the accusation that Kant 
represents something vaguely called "Prussian philosophy," in which 
blind obedience to law is so esteemed as an absolute virtue that neither 
political nor moral freedom is allowed to be more than a name. The 
accusation is roo ridiculous to deserve serious consideration on irs own 
merits and should be refuted only because of irs wide pread accept
ance.78 But the refutation is easy: it not only separates two wills within 
the individual but puts each in a different person, attributing rights to 
one and duties to the other.79 It forgets that all moral discipline is, for 
Kant, self-discipline and that self-discipline, while not the whole of 
morality, is a necessary condition of it. It forgets that Kant taught that 
all just government is self-government. The same man, by virtue of 
the same faculty in irs positive and negative use, is both subject and 
legislator in the realm of ends and in the just state. 

§ I I. SUMMARY 

Let us pause and summarize the results of our argument, results 
anticipated in § 2 above, and relate it to some other concepts in Kant's 
ethics. 

We have distinguished two meanings of will: Wille as practical 
reason, the legislative function, and Willkiir, as the executive faculty 
of man. 

The freedom of the former is autonomy; it gives a law ro Willkiir. 
This law is determined by the nature of Wille and not by anything 
else in the world, including human nature or the will of God. The 
moral law is a synthetic a priori statement of what a Willkur would 
necessa rily do if it were exclusively rational; it is a law or imperative 
of duty for a Willkur which does not do by nature what the law 

78 John Dewey is not responsible for the extremes of this view, for he acknowl
edged Kant's "individualism" and held only that such "Prussiarusm" arose because 
"the two worlds of Kant were roo far away from each other" and could be con
nected only through the remnants of the idealistic theory of history and the state 
(cf. G erman Philosophy and Politics [ ew York, 1915], p. 122, and the defense of 
Kant by Jul ius Ebbinghaus, "Interpretation and Misinterpretation of the Categorical 
Imperative," Philosophical Quarterly, IV [1954], 97-108. On the latter see also K. 
Kolenda, "Professor Ebbinghaus' Interpretation of the Categorical Imperative," 
Philosophical Quarterly, V [r955l, 74-77). 

79 Perpetual Peace, VIII, 348 n. (Beck r r- r 2 n. ) : "With regard to the most sub
lime reason in the world that I can think of with the exception of God (say, the 
great Aeon), when I do my duty in my post as he does in his, there is no reason, 
under the law of equality, why obedience to duty should fali only to me and the 
right to command only to him." God is excepted only because of the inapplicability 
of the concept of duty ro a holy will; bur the same law appl ies both ro man and 
ro God. 
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· In addition ro its real use in discovering or formulating the reqwres. · 1 · h d · 
I I P

ractical reason also has a merely logtca use m t e enva-mora aw, . h f . f les of actions either from the moral law or, m t e case o non o ru 
d Ce from human de ires and the laws of nature. 

Pru en , . f · · · · The freedom of the latter is pontaneiry, the f~culty o mm~ung a 
I Series in nature. It can exercise this ( negatt ve) freedom m one ~y . I h 

Ys . (I) It can take the law of pure practtca reason as t e of two wa . . 1 . · · g condition on its maxims, out of respect for law or the rattona lim1t1n .11 · f d 
ll.ty tl1at decrees it It is then a good w1 , acnng out o ury. persona · . · If it did so without any inter.nal obs~acles, but ~y 1ts own nature., It 

would be a holy will; strugglmg, as 1t does, agamst the sensuo~s ~m-
1 it is at most a virtuous will. (2) It can take some other pnnc1ple pu ses, · · 1 · 1 (maxim) posited or adopted by practical reason, m 1ts. ?~t.ca use, as 

· formal principle. If it does this, there are two poss1b1httes: (a) It ltS I . I . f take a principle which is not opposed to the egts atton o reason, 
mad then it is a legal and sometimes a prudent will. (b) It may take a 
~~inciple that is opposed ro th~ l~w of pur: practical reason, and then 
it is an evil will. In either case, 1t 1s a free w1ll. . . 

The Willkur, however, can fail to exercise its fre.edo.m or realize 1ts 
otentiality of being free in a negative sense. Then 1t g1ves way. to the 

Importunities of sense and is a will. in name only, really bemg an 
arbitrium brutum. so The pure practical reason, on the ot~er. hand, 

not fail to be freeSt and autonomous, however little effective 1t may 
~:nin its control of Willkur. However depra.ved Willkiir may be, 1t 

·11 hears the "heavenly voice" of pure pracncal reason, so that even 
~~e most hardened cnrrlinafcrembles before its tribunal ( 35, 8o [ t 24, 
I72]) . 

§ I 2. MORAL EVIL 

Consider the following dilemma which has embarrassed many. d~
fenders of Kant, who have accepted the conclusion th~t a good w11l 1s 
a free will. If there is evil, it must be a result of a frulure ro be free. 
Therefore either there is no moral evil, all evil being natural a~d 
therefore ;1ot imputable to human responsibility, or goodness of will 
is not equivalent to moral freedom. It . is the~e~ore concluded th~t 
when Kant asserted the existence of radtcal evil m human nature, m 
Religion within the Limits of R~ason Alone, he wa~ divergin.g fro~ 
his own critical doctrine. Dependmg upon the readers standpomt, this 

so Critique of Pure Reason, A 534 = B 562. 
81 Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, 448 (67) .. Even th~oretical reason 

is free in this sense, for "we cannot conceive of a reason whrch conscwusly responds 
to a bidding from the outside with respect to its judgments." 
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his later work .bu The special problem of the Critique concerns the 
possibility of freedom in a world in which the realm of nature and 
the realm of grace are connected in the Leibnizian manner, a manner 
dangerou ly close to the Kantian. f freedom and God's omniscie..ru:e 
are not compatible in Leibniz, then they would not seem to be com
patible in Kant either. It is this, rather than the Calvinistic form of the 
puzzle, that occasions Kant's discussion here. 

He argues that if God is the cause of men's actions through the 
original creation of man's substance, then only comparative freedo m 
exists, and morality is impos ible. But though Kant is willing to grant 
the premise of the creation of noumena, he denies that the inference 
is valid. It is invalid because the syllogism contains four terms, "causa
tion" and "creation" not being equivalent. It would be valid only if 
things in themselves were temporal, and if they are temporal, then 
even an attempt like that of Mendelssohn 7 to make God non-temporal 
will not save freedom . For, whatever might be the nature of God, if 
things in themselves are in time, God's creation of them is a tempora l 
act and restricted to the conditions of time, which conflicts both with 
God's theological and metaphysical predicates and with the initiation 
of a new causal series in time. 

But since things in themselves and, a fortiori, God are not in space 
and time, the relation between God and things in themselves cannot 
be a causal relation, though we have to think of it by analogy with 
causation. The causal relation holds only among phenomena. If it were 
ontologically real and God's creation were itself causal, then "man 
would be a marionette or an automaton" and only Spinozism would 
remain. But because Kant has, on other grounds, denied the tem
porality of things in themselves, the relation of God to them and, 
a fortiori, to their temporal appearances, 9 is not one of cause. 

Kant's view may be summarized by saying not only that a syllogism 
whose major premise contain the term "creation" and whose minor 

86 E.g., Critique of Practical Rearon, I DO-I OJ ( I94-96); Religion within the Limits 
of Rearon Alone, VI, I44 (Greene and Hudson, IJ5 ); Metaphysik der Sitten, VI, 
280 n.; Perpetual Pence, VIII, 36I n. (Beck, 24 n.); incidentally in Critique of Pure 
Rearon, A 206 = B 25I- 52. The relation of historical determinism to fieedominllis-
~ is discussed in Idea for a Universal History and in Streit der Fakultiiten, Vn, 
4I. The relation between the problem of freedom with respect to God's foresight 
and that of freedom in a Laplacean universe is briefly but suggestively handled in 
T. D. Weldon's Kant's Critique of Pure Rearon (2d ed.; I958), pp. 2Io-II. 

87 In his Morgenrtunden; cf. Critique of Practical Rearon, IOI (I95). 
88 Critique of Practical Rearon, IOI-2 ( I96); on Spinozism in its relation co fanat i

cism, see What Is Orientation in Thinking? VIII, I43 (Beck, 302). 
80 Cf. Perpetual Peace, VIU, 361 n. (Beck, 24-25 n.). 

Freedom 207 

t ins "causation" is formally invalid but that if "X creates Y" and 
con a f z" "The appearances of Y cause the appearances o , we can say 

thing of the relation of X to the appearances of Z. 
noBut I do not see how this meets the issue. For X is also the creator 

f z. Since the appearances of Y and Z could not be different from 
:hat they are without a different noumenon underlying each90 and 
since each is created by X, it is not easy to see how X can be let off 
so easily and exculpated for the appeara~ces of Z. . . 

Kant himself seems to have felt that his argument here IS not entirely 
convincing and to have put it forward only faute de mieux .. The last 
paragraph of this section ( 103 [ 197]) can be read only as ~Vldenc~ of 

ch dis atisfaction.91 As a puzzle from theology and class1cal ratlon-
ru hi . 
alism, I suspect that the problem did not interest Kant at t .s tlme as 
much as it had earlier. The relation of God to the world IS not an 
object of theoretical knowledge but only one of pra~ti.cal belief. This 
particular aspect of the relation does not have posltlve mora~ con
sequences which make it necessary ~or Kant to take a stand on It, and 
such puzzles are dismissed in the Strtfe of the Facult1es. 

§ 14. FREEDOM AS A PO TULATE 

Freedom is the only one of the Ideas of pure reason that we can 
know. It is proved by the apodictic law of p:actical reason. All oth~r 
Ideas gain reality ( i. e., are known to have objects) only t~ough th.err 
connection with it.0 ~ Jhese Ideas are th se of God and tht<.}mmortality 

0 the soul. The: called "postulates" because the are dependent 
upon the need of human reason to establish the ~ossibility of t~e 
highest good; they are not directly necessary to morahty or revealed m 
the fact of pure reason, and they cannot be theoreticall)_' justified. . 

It is a little surprising, therefore, to find Kant calling freedom m 
f . I 93 Tl .. the positive sense also a postulate o pure pracuca rea on. us 1s to 

be explained in three ways. First, there is the wide latitude that Kant 

90 Critique of Pure Rearon, A 556 = B 584. 
01 One of the first commentators on the Critique (Brascberger, Untersuchungen 

z"iber Kants Kritik der praktischen Vermmft, p. I 56), who was almost sentimentally 
sympathetic to and uncritical in his acclaim of Kant's book on most points, rejects 
Kant's solution to this problem or, rather, confesses that he cannot find what Kant's 
solution is. Crusius, who in so many matters concerning freedom anticipated Kant, 
declared the problem to be insoluble. 

92 Critique of Practicnl Rearon, 4 (88). The postulates "give objective real ity to 
the Ideas of speculative reason in general" (ibid., I J2 [2 29]). In this sense freedom 
may be, and is, considered a postulate. 

93fbid ., I 32 (229). Elsewhere he says that it is freedom in the negative sense which 
is a postulate (cf. Zum ewigen Frieden in der Philorophie, VIII, 418). 



J 

208 FreedO?n 

permitted him~elf in using the word "postulate." The variety of its 
meanings will be discussed below in chapter xiii. 

Second, there is the specific relation of freedom to the szmrmunz 
bonum rather than to the moral law itself. With reference to the 
highest good as an object of a necessary human need, whatever it is 
necessary to assume in order to achieve it may be considered a pos
tulate. Though the Analytic has given better reasons to assert freedo m 
than that it is necessary to the highest good, when the highest good 
is the topic of discus ion, whatever we have to assume in order to 
show its real possibility is to that extent a postulate. We cannot con
clude that the doctrine of the Analytic is in any way abandoned or 
even modified because what was there "deduced" is here "postulated." 
The doctrine of freedom as a postulate is, in fact, earlier than the 
deduction of freedom. In the Dialectic of the second Critique we hear 
the last echo of a doctrine developed in the Critique of Pure Reason 
which put God, freedom, and immortality on exactly the same leveJ.D4 

Third, there is a difference in the meaning of freedom as a condition 
of the moral law and as a condition of the SU11'tmum bonum. Freedom 
in the latter sense is an object of faith, not a scibile;95 it is the fa ith 
( Vertrauen) in the achievability of the summum bonum, i.e., the belief 
in virtue (Glaube an die Tugend) as adequate to achieve the highest 
good. In this sense, freedom is not mere autonomy but "autarchy of 
will."06 

94 Critique of Pure Reason, B 395 n. (not in A). Albert Schweitzer (Die Re/igiorzs
pbilosophie Kams, chap. ii and p. 1 34) argued that the original plan of the second 
Critique was that it would continue the doctrine of the cosmological Ideas of the 
first, and in the order of their derivation in the Dialectic but that Kant then dis
covered rhe special prerogative of the Idea of freedom. This caused him to take that 
Idea from the Dialectic as planned and put it into the Analytic. 

95 Critique of Judgment,§ 91. 

96 Fortscbritte der Metaphysik, XX, 295. 
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