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INTRODUCTION

PABLO MUCHNIK

I- Intuitions and Concepts

Few claims are so central to Kant's epistemologythes assertion:
“Without sensibility no object would be given to,uand without
understanding none would be thought. Thoughts withoontent are
empty, intuitions without concepts are blind” (KA51/B75). There is a
surfeit of negative phrases in this statement—afathaps indicative of a
larger philosophical strategy on Kant's part. FKant frequently determines
his position in contraposition to the dominant vseef his contemporaries.
Against the rationalists, for example, Kant refusied intellectualize
sensations, and against the empiricists, to semsuabncepts. These
seemingly opposite philosophical schools, Kant ized| shared a
fundamental assumption about the human mind: tteceaived it as
something unitary and homogeneous. This assumptiotivated the
belief, typical among the rationalists, that conisepould particularize
themselves and relate directly to objects, as aglthe contrary belief,
typical among the empiricists, that intuitions abgleneralize themselves
and subsume various objects under them. Kant'sugenobnsisted in
having challenged this unitary model of the mindd goroposed an
alternative model in which the mind was construesl something
intrinsically heterogeneous, composed of two funelataly different
stems of knowledge.

Given the centrality of this doctrine, it is remable that Kant did not
try to justify the presence of sensibility as aagepe faculty in th€ritique
of Pure ReasanJulia Krause undertakes this task in “The Doetrof
Subjective Space as a Precondition for the Distindbetween Sensibility
and Understanding.” Krause argues that the digtinetas motivated by a
development in Kant's thought about space at soaiet fpetween 1768
and 1770. The premise of her reconstruction is, thi#ttough Kant does
not justify the distinction between the facultiesthe first Critique, he
does argue for a related claim, namely, that spacktime area priori
sensibleprinciples (KrV A22/B36):
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This claim presents a possible motivation for thstinction between
sensibility and understanding: If space and tineereon-conceptual and a
priori, then Kant is justified in assuming that Wwave a non-conceptual
cognitive capacity. Restricting this thought to agamy hypothesis is that
Kant came to view space as a non-conceptual andoa plement of
cognition, and consequently introduced a non-cotuep stem of
knowledge. Both characteristics of space are inoéget of each other,
and both are necessary if the claim that we hawsilsidity is to follow:
space has to be a priori in order to belong tocognitive capacities, and it
has to be non-conceptual in order to motivate thmduction of a non-
conceptual stem of knowledge. (pp. 29-30)

Kant's first articulation of the a priori and noorweptual character of
space appears in theaugural Dissertation(1770). Krause, however,
finds the seeds of this conception in an earless lstudied texDirections

in Space(1768). During the two years separating these sjokrause
argues, Kant grew increasingly dissatisfied with Hewtonian conception
of absolute space. This was the result of his amalpf incongruous
counterparts iirections i.e., three-dimensional bodies that are completel
alike but do not fit onto each other (for examphe left and right hands).
The example recurs in tH2issertation but with an important difference:
while the goal in 1768vas to vindicate the Newtonian conception, the
argument of 1770 was to show that space is nohaegi but an intuition.
This suggests that Kant's change of perspective duesto the need of
tackling an internal conflict within his earlierxte In Directions Kant
embraced the Newtonian vielsgecause the Leibnizian position (that space
is relational) was incapable of accounting for ti&éerence between
incongruous counterparts. Yet, he simultaneoushd liee view (more
prominent in theDissertatior) that space was something we can grasp
with the senses but not conceptually. This lattitpn, however, was at
odds with Kant's Newtonian commitments: it is impiide to sense an
empty substance (as absolute space was supposked).tdhe gist of
Krause’s analysis, then, is that Kant experiencednapossible double
bind in Directions for he was forced to admit that space must belates
but could not be so. The attempt to overcome thigradiction led him to
consider space as a priori and non-conceptualebibsertation Such a
stance dissolves the prior conflict: it allows Kamtaffirm the priority of
space over bodies while denying its reality as sbimg independent of
the mind. Thus, placing the origin of space witthia mind, Kant provided

a non-problematic understanding of space as indispetrof objects. This
allowed him in turn to save what was attractivéh@ Newtonian position,
but avoid the difficulties that accompanied it: ‘@frm of intuition, space
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is still absolute with respect to objects and thatentially empty—but not
in the sense of a self-subsistent entity” (p. 44).

Alberto Vanzo’s “Kant, Skepticism, and the CompanisArgument”
deals with another aspect of Kant’s distinctionA@etn cognitive sources,
namely, the problem of the correspondence of quresentations with the
portion of reality they purport to represent. Thimblem is the backdrop
of the Transcendental Deduction, but it is in tféeschelogic that the
comparison argument finds its clearest formulation:

Truth, it is said, consists in the agreement ofnitign with its object. In

consequence of this mere nominal definition, mynitign, to count as

true, is supposed to agree with its object. Novart compare the object
with my cognition, however, onligy cognizing it Hence my cognition is
supposed to confirm itself, which is far short eirlg sufficient for truth.

For since the object is outside me, the cognitiome, all | can ever pass
judgment on is whether my cognition of the objegregs with my

cognition of the object. (L 9:50)

The problem, Vanzo argues, is that, according ® d¢brrespondence
theory of truth, a truth-bearpr(what Kant here calls “cognition”) is true if
and only if it corresponds (or it agrees) with atjpm of reality—typically,
the object(s), state(s) of affairs, or evenffsy about. In order to know
whetherp agrees with that portion of reality, one must é&hiéthat portion
of reality is ag states. However, this is impossible, because pistemic
access to reality is in the form of cognitions, sh@greement with reality
is as much in need of justification as the agredroép with reality. This
is why Kant claims that all we can do is to judgeether “[our] cognition
of the object agrees with [our] cognition of thgemhh.” Such an agreement
assures us that the cognitionttiénkable but proves nothing at all about
its putative agreement with an object. The compariargument then
concludes that determining the agreement betweeth-tbearers and
reality would require something impossible—somegHike trying “to step
outside our skins”Once the correspondence theory of truth is addjitte
we cannot know which truth-bearers are true.

In Vanzo's interpretation, Kant, after 1781, drenwaati-realist lesson
from this argumeth.The problem in comparing truth-bearers with rgalit

! See Richard RortyConsequences of PragmatigiMinneapolis: University of

Minnesota Press, 1982), p. xix.

2There is no agreement among Kant scholars on diig.fSome argue that Kant
drew an anti-correspondentist lesson from the coisma argument (e.g.,
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arises only if that portion of reality is mind-ifmendent. But if that
portion of reality is, in some sense, constructedi, we are not required
to undertake the impossible task of getting outsideskins, for we have
immediate cognitive access to it and hence carmidistate between true
and false judgments. The skeptical import of thengarison argument
hangs then on the presupposition of transcendemgalism which
identifies objects of cognition with things in theefves. Transcendental
idealism by contrast, allows Kant to hold three fundamkaolaims: that
the objects with which true cognitions correspomd mind-dependent,
phenomenal objects; that we have an immediatejnferential knowledge
of phenomenal objects; and that we have a critedaronfirm or disprove
the truth of our cognitions of phenomenal objects.

Of all the transcendental rules of knowledge, tlasal law is
arguably the most important in Kant's system. #ateality is the result of
Kant's engagement with the philosophy of David Hunfs Kant
famously put it in the Prolegomena “the remembrance/objection
(Erinnerung of David Hume was the very thing that many yesge first
interrupted my dogmatic slumber and gave a conlpléiéferent direction
to my researches in the field of speculative phipds” (P 4:260Y In
Kant's narrative of philosophical maturation, treeisdental idealism
resulted from generalizing Hume’s questioning & thational origin of the
concept of cause. Through this generalization, Khstovered “that the
concept of the connection of cause and effectridréan being the only
concept through which the understanding thinks eotions of things a
priori; rather, metaphysics consists wholly of seomcepts” (ibid.). Thus,
in order to put metaphysics on the secure pattciehse, Kant realized
that he needed “to ascertain the number [of theseepts]...from a single
principle [and proceed] to [their] deduction” (ibjid

This is a well-known tale. In “The Objection of DdvHume”
Abraham Anderson sets himself to revise the maiesliof the story. He

Melchior Palagi, Ernst Cassirer, Gerold Prauss,),etghile others deny that
conclusion (e.g., Ernst Henke, James Van Cleveatian Waskan, etc.). For a
more comprehensive list of sources, see notes 8 am¥anzo's paper (p. 57).

3 Although “Erinnerung” in modern German simply meadmemory," in the
eighteenth century it had the alternative meaniofgéreminder," "observation,"
and "objection." In this latter sense, the "Erinmgy des David Hume" could be
interpreted as identical with Hume's "question fotgem", "doubt”, and "attack,"
to which Kant refers in the Preface and later ie Brolegomena Abraham
Anderson follows the lead of Manfred Kuehn, Lewishi¥ Beck, and Lothar
Kreimendahl in making this connection.
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takes issue with the dominant interpretation, aased with Vaihinger and
Kemp Smith, according to which Kant was woken frdogmatism by
Hume’s questioning in th@reatise of the principle “every event has a
cause.” This questioning, it is assumed, made Ksmrtsitive to the
problem of synthetic a priori judgments. Such iptetation, however,
does not hold water. Anderson notes two main olgjestagainst it. (1)
Kant's own description of his awakening is at oddth the dominant
account. “The question was not,” Kant says, “whethe concept of cause
is right, useful, and, with respect to all cogmitiof nature, indispensable,
for this Hume had never put in doubt; it was rativbether it is thought
through reason a priori, and in this way has awiiriruth independent of
all experience, and therefore also a much morelywieldended use which
is not limited merely to objects of experience’4R258-9). (2) Kant (it is
generally agreed) did not read English, andTiteatisewas not translated
into German until after the publication of the fi@&itique.

Following Gary Hatfield, Anderson tries a new st he suggests
we turn from theTreatise to the Enquiry.4 This move avoids the
chronological problem altogether: a translatiorttef Enquiry (originally
published in 1748) appeared in 1755 and Kant hast ipmbably read it
by the 1760s. More importantly, it recommends dt sifi philosophical
attention: the target of Hume’s scathing argumémtthe Enquiry is not
the principle of causality as such, but its metadal progenitor, i.e., the
principle of sufficient reason. Rationalist philpsers traditionally
wielded this principle to acquire knowledge througincepts of objects
beyond experience, and this was at the heart oft kent calls
“dogmatism.” According to this interpretation, whatat stake in Kant's
awakening is not that Hume challenged the foundatiof empirical
knowledge, but that he put into question the “chredation as a bridge to
an intelligible world.”

This reading evokes Susan Neiman'’s interpretatfamhat drives the
development of modern philosop%yﬂ.\gainst those who try to confine
Kant’s project to narrow epistemological concenfdsjman argues that it
should be interpreted as a response to the exatémteat evil posits to

4+ See Gary Hatfield, “Thé&rolegomenaand theCritiques of Pure Reasah in
Kant und die Berliner Aufklarung, Akten des IXehn@ationalen Kant-Kongresses
Band 1, Volker Gerhardt, Rolf-Peter Horstmann aralpR Schumacher (eds.)
(Walter de Gruyter, Berlin, New York, 2001), pp.718

® This is Hatfield’s language. Cf. Hatfield, “TH&rolegomenaand theCritiques”

p. 187.

% Susan NeimanEvil in Modern Thought: An Alternative History ohiRsophy
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2002).
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the nexus of intelligibility of the world. “The dla that Hume woke Kant
by challenging the principle of sufficient reasodhderson points out,
“acquires further significance in relation to thiesis, for the principle of
sufficient reason was the means by which Leibnigwaned the problem
of evil, and the rejection of the dogmatic validie§ the principle of
sufficient reason is also a rejection of dogmatieodicy” (p. 85). If what
woke Kant from his dogmatic slumber was Hume’'s leingle to the
principle of sufficient reason, the problem of tdmy becomes more
central to the concerns of both thinkers than isallg assumed. Seen in
this light, the importance of Hume lies in the fHtat he compelled Kant
to do theodicy by other means. Thanks to Hume, I€ante to accept that
the intelligibility of the world could not be grodaed, as the rationalist had
fancied, in the metaphysical use of the princidlswdficient reason. One
could vindicate knowledge by confining reason t@esience, and save
morality by turning the unsatisfied drive to cognihe unconditioned to a
strictly practical use.

[I- Morality and Respect

This diversion of the interests of reason is céntoa Christine
Korsgaard'’s interpretation of Kant's practical plsibphy. As Korsgaard
puts it:

practical reason shares the “fate” of theoretieakon insofar as it, too, is
driven to “seek the unconditioned.” In an importaense, however, the
fate of practical reason is different from thattioéoretical reason; this is
one of the most central tenets of Kant's philosopfteoretical reason, in
its quest for the unconditioned, produces antingmiethe end, the kind of
unconditional explanation that would fully satisfgason is unavailable.
Practical reason in its quest for justificatiorsigject to no such limitation.

This is part of Kant’s doctrine of the primacy aptical reason.

The difference between the fates of theoretical@adtical reason is due,
in part, to the fact that the theoretical attengptognize a “first cause”
leads to antinomies, while practical reason can awly cognize the
unconditioned condition of value (the good willytkalso show the value
of other values on its basis. In part, the diffeeein fate also depends on
the fact that, while theoretical reason can athlypk the unconditioned,

" Christine Korsgaard, “Kant's Formula of Humanitj”Creating the Kingdom of
Ends(NY: Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 119.
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practical reason caealizeit.?

These two features of practical reason undergirdt’Katheory of
value and obligation. The most famous recent attamgonnect them is
Korsgaard’s “regress argument”;

what makes the object of your rational choice gsdtiat itis the object of
a rational choice.[Kant's] idea is that rational choice has what Il wall

a value-conferring statusWe act as if our own choice were a sufficient
condition of the goodness of its objedf. you view yourself as having a
value-conferring status in virtue of your powerational choice, you must
view anyone who has the power of rational choicéasng, in virtue of
that power, a value-conferring statu$hus, regressing upon the
conditions, we find that the unconditioned conditiof the goodness of
anything is rational nature, or the power of ratioohoice. To play this
role, however, rational nature must itself be sdvngt of unconditional
value—an end in itself. This means, however, tlvat shust treat rational
nature wherever you find it (in your own persorirothat of another) as an
end. This in turn means that no choice is ratioviath violates the status
of rational nature as an end: rational nature besoanlimiting condition
(G437-38) of the rationality of choice and actidhis an unconditional
end, so you can never act against it without caittn .’

Crucial to this argument are Korsgaard’s claimg thtonal willing is the
only unconditional value, and that rationality confatsvalue. Together
they buttress a constructivist reading of Kant‘Niimicking Korsgaard,”
Jon Garthoff challenges such a reading. Accordmgsarthoff, “[t]he
good will is not plausibly understood as the sowtéhe value ohuman
well-being; and while rationality is botnsource of value and source of
moral requirements, it is not thenly source of value and it is not the
source ofall value” (pp. 132, my emphasis). Garthoff reachesséh
conclusions by examining a difficulty in Korsgaardéconstruction, namely,
that it appears to conflate the value of humanitg the value of the good
will. These notions play very different roles in id&n ethics: humanity
refers to the mere capacity for rational choice, good will to the full-

8 This happens when pure reason becomes practicah tte will acts out of duty
(independently of empirical determination and adoag to a law it gives to itself),
reason proves the reality of “its concepts by whdoes ¢urch die Tat' (KpV

5:3)

® Korsgaard, Creating the Kingdom of Endspp. 122-123. Garthoff quotes
extensively from Korsgaard's work to present vasaof this argument (see pp.
127 ff.).



8 Introduction

blown exercise of that capacity (i.e., morali’t())/)Korsgaard’s elision,

Garthoff believes, is not accidental. It is motadtby the fact that the
regress argument is modeled upon the traditionsihotogical arguments
for the existence of God. “These arguments posttoastraint on a

complete explanation of causation—traditionally wnoas the principle of
sufficient reason—and seek to show that this caimgtis satisfied only on

the supposition that God exists” (p. 131). When shene argumentative
strategy is used in the context of Kant's ethitgenerates anti-skeptical
expectations.

The trouble, for Garthoff, is that such expectagieannot be met. He
construes a dilemma to show it: “if we understafmimanity’ as
necessarily coextensive with ‘good will,” then tfemula of humanity
fails to vindicate the claim that persons who laajood will are worthy of
respect” (p. 135). Kant could not possibly accdps tconclusion: his
formula is meant to protedll rational beings, no matter their moral
disposition. Yet, if we were to embrace the othemnhthe result is equally
unacceptable. To consider humanity as unconditipngbod would
contradict “Kant's claim that only a good will isogd without
qualification...[and] it is obvious that humanity cbha used for bad aims”
(p. 136). Awareness of this fact, Garthoff arguesds Korsgaard to
“invoke something other than the exercise of hutyatself to explain the
difference between the value of permissible ends$ @ disvalue of
impermissible ends” (pp. 136-137). But this invomatflies against the
strictures of a cosmological type of arguments ieguivalent to postulating
asecondirst cause to account for why the first one did paduce all the
expected effects.

In the face of these difficulties, Garthoff propsde scale down the
ambitions of Korsgaard’'s regress argument. Thiategy is meant to
justify a realist reading of Kant. Garthoff's goa to extricate the
compelling structure of Korsgaard’s argument frdra tonstructivism it
upholds. To this end, he formulates an “analogddhe argument, coined
in terms neutral between constructivism and realiBhis analogue serves
to substantiate two essential claims of Kant's mdheory: that the
exercise of rational capacities helps sustainfitie value of aims, and
that we are obligated to respect humanity. The fegustified because,
although there are choice-worthy aims independénbus rationality,
these aims grossly underdetermine what we shouldtde the agent’s
rational adoption that makes those aims sufficjeatition-guiding. The
second is justified because, when one persontéailsspect another, she at

10 For Kant's most systematic distinction betweerséheotions, see R 6: 27n.
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once values rational capacities in herself and tailvalue them in others—
and such exception-making is for Kant the markliofveongdoing.

What drives Garthoff's criticism of Korsgaard, | liege, is a
fundamental disagreement about how far the powaeason can reach.
Garthoff contends that rational capacities do mategate values ex-nihilo,
for the choice-worthiness of aims is what first makthem good
candidates for choice. For Korsgaard, on the otlaend, reason goes all
the way down: constructivism endorses the Kantiaed@ that “the
concept of good and evil must not be determinedreehe moral law (for
which, as it would seem, this concept would havieaanade the basis) but
only...after and by means of it” (KpV 5:63). Reason hasvadue-
conferring status, and the value of all our aimsivés from it. For
Garthoff, instead, we encounter choice-worthy asns reason invests
them with final valuewhen we adopt them. Thus, Garthoff's realism
contains a moment of receptivity in practical remseminiscent of the role
of intuitions in Kant's epistemology. Such recejitiyv Korsgaard would
protest, overlooks practical reason’s capacityetdize the unconditioned.
Yet, it has the advantage of expanding the scopbkeofmoral community:
“disconnect[ing] the value of rational capacitiesnfi the value of a good
will...opens the door for the straightforward atttion of moral standing
to beings that lack the capacity for a good wilicts as infants and
intelligent animals” (p. 152).

No matter how we decide to settle the question atiei power and
scope of practical reason, it is clear that morglegience contains an
ineliminable aestheticdimension. This is the topic of Ina Goy’'s paper,
“Immanuel Kant on the moral feeling of respect.”y&ogoal is to discard
a tired shibboleth: the claim that Kant's ethicgjisundedsolelyon pure
practical reason. For Goy, this claim is an exegetversimplification and
a misrepresentation. The fact that Kant's practgghilosophy revolves
around rational concepts (e.g., freedom, autonainyy) does not mean
that Kant did not develop aequally important theory of moral feeling.
“The moral feeling of respect belongs to the a mredements of the
foundation of morals no less than the practical ieself...[I]t cannot be
replaced by the moral command of reason becauswlkes a separate,
purely sensible contribution to the morality of action. But, conversely,
it alone is not sufficient to establish the mosatif an action” (p. 156).

The aprioritization of moral feelings, Goy explains “partly a
development, partly a radical reinterpretation loé British Moralists’
theory of moral sense” (p. 159). Kant's influentigredecessors
(Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, and Hume) share a fundameassumption:



10 Introduction

they all “tend[ed] to give an empirical interprésat of the moral feeling”
(p. 160). In the early 1760s, and as a result sfednigagement with this
tradition, Kant added a “material principle” (annanalysable feeling of
the good” (DS 2:299-300) to the formal principle pérfection that
henceforth dominated his ethics. However, Goy ratnuKant grew
increasingly dissatisfied with the empirical intertation of this feeling.
By the middle of the decade he turned away frorang in thelnaugural
Dissertation (1770) he finally identified morality witlpure philosophy,
excluding any material or psychological elementrfries foundation.

The transition to critical ethics, formulated sofifteen years later in
the Groundwork combines the lessons gathered throughout this pre
critical period. Kant's mature conception, Goy agu‘includes a twofold
insight: 1. In addition to the formal principle aforals, feeling plays a
decisive role in moral philosophy. 2. If feeling g take part in the
foundation of morals, then it cannot be empirical ust be interpreted
as an a priori pure feeling” (p. 161). Insofar &is ia priori, moral feeling
is different from all empirical feelings. While the are subjectively
contingent and varied, “respect is singular andaumi. It appears in the
same way in all subjects and therefore has more thare subjective
validity. It represents an objective value (theaidd morality) and thus has
the same power of moral justification for everyimgtperson” (p. 162).
Furthermore, unlike causally determined desirespeet is self-wrought
by human reason. As an effect on the subject’silsititys it contains a
sequence of pain and pleasure determined a pfibis distinguishes it
from both the effect of empirical objects, whichasposteriori, and the
mere exercise of our rational capacities, whictohgé to the spontaneity
of the mind. In making a case for anpriori feeling Kant manages to
preserve the kernel of truth in the competing movedws of his
predecessors (very much as he did in his epistegyplo

According to Goy, if nothing else, her interpredatiprovides the first
systematic outline of the function of respect ie tantian corpus. She
detects three main functions. In tBeoundwork(1785), respect has above
all an evaluative function: moral feeling assures that all people ar
susceptible to an awareness of the moral charatin action and hence
are able to recognize its moral worth. Thus, respemot simply an
indicator, but more importantly, a warrantor, oé thniversal validity of
moral values. In th&Critique of Practical Reasoif1788), respect has a
primarily causalfunction: it serves as an indispensible incentbremoral
action. Kant resorts to the moral feeling to expléhow the objective
command of reason can become the subjective basisidtermining
action and therefore can be the cause of an aictian individual subject”
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(p. 166). Finally, in the Doctrine of Method of teecondCritique and the
Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reagdf93), the role of respect

is chiefly educational it sustains the hope that, over time, agents can
acquire a moral character and hence make telealagiogress in history.

[ll— The Clash of Narratives

There is a tension lurking in theducationalfunction of respect:
Kant's commitment to transcendental freedom seenpédclude the idea
of gradual moral progress. In “Devils with Understanding: $iems in
Kant's Idea of Society,” Efrain Lazos traces thetsoof this tension back
to the heart of Kant’s political philosophy. He eles two faultlines there.
On the one hand, Kant is interested in solving ghablem of “how to
conciliate the greatest degree of individual freedwith the greatest
degree of social order” (p. 182). Yet, he is of tminds regarding the
solution: he argues sometimes for the independehdtke political with
respectto the moral, sometimes he defends the contrargighand
embraces the primacy of the moral over the politidde first view
commits Kant to claim that the “rational social erddoes not require
agents to be morally good to act from duty...[If] Hasits favor the
healthy notion that moral questions, which concexach agent's
conscience, do not fall within the scope of pdiitiauthority” (p. 183).
The second view is more ambitious: it commits Kantclaim that the
genesis and stability of the social order reqummawe than prudential
calculation from its members. Unless cooperatioenmgraced as a duty
and upheld for its own sake, human beings will ri@nia an ethical state
of nature.

In addition to this duality, Lazos detects a secomceptual faultline.
In texts like Perpetual Peacefor instance, Kant embraces a teleological
type of narrative, which “takes the history of theman species—human
events, considered ‘on the large scale'-as a plaratnre whose purpose
is to establish a special kind of human concord.airperfect civil
constitution that guarantees free and egalitari@hations among
individuals and peoples” (p. 183). At first glantieis narrative converges
with a different, transcendental type of narraticharacteristic of texts
like Theory and PracticeHere, however, Kant projects to the political
sphere a fundamental principle of his critical pbdphy: “a mere
aggregate of elements does not of itself constitutelevant unity” (p.
183). The social pact is construed as an “uncamétl and first duty,”
essentially different from the calculus of intesesitat underwrites other
compacts (TP 8:289). The problem is that each tieeratyle rests on a
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different conception of agency. When we considerithiwv the
transcendental account, what ought to be in placadents to enter into a
civil condition, Kant refers to notions such asgndd will” and a “final
end.” These are unmistakable moral capacities, theg are in sharp
contrast with the prudential requirements of thiediegical narrative,
according to which “even a people of devils” costilve the problem of
setting up a state (PP 8:366).

The result of Lazos’ interpretation is that Kandigality with respect
to politics and morality (the first faultline) ieproduced at the level of
conflicting conceptions of agency and narrativelesty (the second
faultline). These tensions, Lazos claims, can drdyresolved by locating
“the transcendental narrative at the center of Kaidiea of society” (p.
184). This is because the mechanism of unsocialsitity, which is the
driving force of historical progress in the telegitmal narrative, “is always
one step short of what is required in order to @doean original contract
and thus head towards perpetual peace” (p. 195gnter into a pact for
its own sake, agents need to draw on pure praat&don. Prudential
considerations can at most prepare the ground:ntfithe angle of
teleology... a pact for its own sake issalto mortalethat nature cannot
make” (p. 198). The leap requires autonomy andlegislation—precisely
the moral capacities linked to the transcendendatative. Unlike those
who advocate the autonomy of the political, Lazekelves that Kant must
embrace the thesis about the primacy of moralition@ with its
transcendental narrative and a priori apparatdshei is going to be
consistent.

In “Kant’s Cosmopolitan Peace,” Sharon Andersonedoktuses on a
neglected aspect of Kant's gradualist account ofamprogress: the role
of “cosmopolitan right” Weltblrgerrechtius cosmopoliticum This right
belongs to individuals and states as citizens efvtbrid. It represents the
capstone of a comprehensive system of law, whicludes the civil rights
of individuals as citizens of a state and the ma¢ional right of nations,
and is required as a precondition to eradicate iwdhe “Third Definite
Article” of Perpetual PeaceOpposing those who dismiss cosmopolitan
right “as a minor principle at odds with Kant's puened strong statism”
(p- 206), the goal of Anderson-Gold’s essay isusdify Kant’s claim that
cosmopolitan right is thenly conditionunder which “we can flatter
ourselves that we are continually advancing towardserpetual peace”
(PP 8:360). The strong correlation between peacecasmopolitanism,
she argues, rests on the fact that “cosmopolitght lis essential to the
rightful character of the Kantian federation and ghinciple that regulates,
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through a process of historical development, agpration to the ideal of
a republic of republics” (p. 206).

To understand why the Kantian system of law forms a
interconnected whole, Anderson-Gold turns toetaphysics of Morals
Here Kant argues that, while civil right is necegst end the state of
nature and secure the individual's external freedioernational right is
necessary to regulate the relations between states.contribution of
cosmopolitan right is to cover interactions notyomlithin and between
states, but also between states and foreign ingilsd This function
presupposes “a fundamental right to attempt associthat belongs to the
individual as an individual and does not end witd establishment of the
individual's national identity” (p. 207). Such ahit represents a limiting
condition for the other two legal spheres: bothamat and international
laws must comply with the basic rights of indivitkiand communities to
constitute a “we’beyondpolitical citizenship.

To be effective, however, the right of cosmopolitagsociation
requires a peaceful context, and hence a federdtiague of states.
Although initially instituted for defensive purpaseKant believes that the
federation of states spearheads a true cosmopalitadition. Anderson-
Gold interprets the three Definite Articlesérpetual Peacas providing
the transcendental conditions for the possibilifyaohieving this goal.
According to Kant, lasting peace requires: (i) tthe constitution of each
state be republican, (ii) that states belong tedefation of free nations
(and hence renounce war but preserve their sovewignd (iii) that they
all respect the conditions of universal hospitalityfThe right of
hospitality,” Anderson-Gold explains, “generates tuty to respect the
right not to be treated with hostility [and henes}ablishes a baseline for
toleration, respect, and decent treatment in mutiatactions” (p. 213).
Under this principle, “[tlhe peoples of the eartivé.. entered in varying
degrees into a universal community...developed to gbat where a
violation of rights in one part of the world istfelverywhere” (PP 8:360).

Two main consequences follow from Anderson-Goldialgsis. First,
cosmopolitan right leads to a reevaluation of thle of the state in Kant's
teleological narrative. “Kant did not believe thapublicanism alone
would be sufficient to achieve lasting peace. Ratlasting peace would
require ‘the development of a consistent body of ébove the state’ that
would require all states to treat all individualgthvrespect and would
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guarantee the basic rights of individuals everywtigp. 214).11 Second,
cosmopolitan right raises a healthy doubt aboutdkelogy of exporting
republicanism, so prevalent among contemporarye#waorists. “[Gliven
the tendency of republicans to overstate their (pigty’ while engaging
in international misconduct, the only effective tartee that a particular
state is republican in the true sense ‘is to beettdo its recognition of and
respect for cosmopolitan rights both at home andad” (p. 214)%2 This
suggests that one should revise the importanceaoft’& “First Definite
Article”: there is no conclusive evidence to exauflom the federative
league of nations “non-republican governments #natwilling to accept
the principle of cosmopolitan right and afford lwaBuman rights to their
citizens” (p. 214).

Such a revision rests on what we might call theithef theprimacy
of cosmopolitanismThis thesis adds a layer of complexity to thestdu of
tensions discussed in Lazos’ essay. Since the aatagonism that drives
individuals to form societies resurfaces, in thenfof war, at the level of
international relations, the primacy of cosmopoiisém is the logical
conclusion of Kant's teleological narrative. The Icotation that
recommends joining a federation of states facesstirae problem that
stymied the development of civil rights: withoutnzaster to ensure its
proper function, the federation itself would always on the brink of
disintegration (I 8:23-24). The third Definite Adé of Perpetual Peacés
designed to overcome this hurdle, for it gener#étesconditions for the
masterless dominion of a system of law. Yet, adimreto this system
presupposes the presence of moral capacities wi@sesis cannot be
trusted to the dynamics of unsociable sociabilithe same conflict of
narratives reemerges at the level of cosmopoliations—and, once
again, Kant is forced to embrace the primacy ofatityrat the expense of
his teleological narrative.

In “The Moral Import of theCritique of Judgmerit Kristi Sweet
proposes a way to extricate Kant from this prediatmthe solution lies in
reflective judgment, the faculty meant to bridge tlincalculable gulf”’
separating freedom and nature. As Kant puts it:

Now although there is an incalculable gulf fixedvibemen the domain of the
concept of nature, as the sensible, and the domhithe concept of

' Here Anderson-Gold is quoting from D. Archibug, mthanuel Kant,
Cosmopolitan Law, and Peace”, ikant's Perpetual Peace: New Interpretative
EssaysLuigi Caranti (ed.) (Roma: Luiss University Pse2006), p. 97.

12 pgain, from D. Archibug, Op. Cit., p. 129.
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freedom, as the supersensible, so that from theefoto the latter (thus by
means of the theoretical use of reason) no transiti possible, just as if
there were so many different worlds, the first dfielh can have no
influence on the second: yet the latter [freedshguld have an influence
on the former, namely the concept of freedom showddte the end that is
imposed by its laws real in the sensible; and eatmust consequently also
be able to be conceived in such a way that theula$s of its form is at
least in agreement with the possibility of the etidd are to be realized in
it in accordance with the laws of freedom. (KU 817

The task of the thirdCritique, Sweet argues, is to account for the
possibility of realizing the demands of moral goes® in the order of
nature. This demand led Kant to revisit the medtanpicture dominant
in the firstCritique and propose a new, purposive view, in which nature
appears to be “at least in agreement” with the émasiom sets for us. For
Sweet, the gulf between these different domainsbeabridged “insofar as
the principle of the purposiveness of nature thattkdevelops in the third
Critique is employed in a radically new and important wagmely, that
the structure of the reflective judgments in whitte principle of
purposiveness is employed is such that the judgmeses not from a
need of reason (either theoretical or practicalyt bather is occasioned
by and dependent upon our “experience” of natuselit (p. 224). So
interpreted, the contribution of the thi@ritique to Kant's practical
philosophy resides in the type of evidence it pidegi about what nature is
for us.

To appreciate the originality of Kant's position time third Critique,
Sweet contrasts it with the one that gives risthéodoctrine of the highest
good. This doctrine stems from the dialectical rataf human reason,
which “demands that the totality of our ends [hate¢ form of an
unconditioned whole, wherein our conditioned entend in a causal
relation to our unconditioned ends” (p. 226-22Hug, Kant is confronted
with the predicament of how to integrate, in sytitheashion, the
radically heterogeneous goals of virtue and haggineshich respond to
different sets of laws (moral and natural). Givéw tstrictures of the
critical system, the combination seepréma facieimpossible. To resolve
the impasse, Kant introduces the postulates of iratity and God’s
existence: if we are granted the possibility oflessl moral progress, we
can attain virtue; if a moral creator exists, thdon between virtue and
happiness is possible.

Although the highest good leads Kant to rethinkureatas purposive,
as having a causality in accordance with ends28®), Sweet argues that
the postulates cannot work as Kant intended. Théfgrsfrom a serious
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imbalance, particularly evident in the case of Gad the moral author of
nature [this postulate] does not relate or haveerehce to nature itselfo
anything given in a representation; it has onlyracpical reference” (p.
231). As Sweet sees it, the problem is that natutest from view in the
postulates—it is completely eclipsed by the neddgason. Thus, Kant's
“rethinking of natureremains merely ideabnd squarely in the domain of
the concepts of freedom; as such it bears no oeldt nature itself” (p.
231).

By contrast, the thircCritique avoids such one-sidedness. Reflective
judgments arise when the particular is given amduthiversal needs to be
found (KU 5:180). Unlike determining judgments, ‘i follow an
already existing rule, reflective judgments “emepgecisely when there is
no concept or universal rule” (p. 233). They pragdumo knowledge, and
therein resides their service: in reflection, judgts are free to resort to
the principle of purposiveness in order to makeseasf the object given in
empirical representation. Thus, we come to know tiadure isnot sheer
mechanism. As opposed to the postulate of God'stenge, this negative
knowledge is occasioned bysansibleencounter—an encounter that sheds
the ideality of the doctrine of the highest goodanor of areal mediation
between nature and freedom.

IV— Beauty and the Search for Completion

In “Kant on the Universal Communicability of Judgnte of Beauty,”
Bart Vandenabeele analyzes one of the most perngefeiatures of pure
judgments of taste: in spite of their strictly sdijve ground, these
judgments make a claim to universal validity. Taldeith this question,
Vandenabeele develops a type of methodologicalsimliwe need to
consider the four moments in the Analytic of theaBt#ul “as a common
web of interrelated constraints [which] are necassa assess whether or
not one’s judgment is in fact a pure judgment efda(p. 255).

Vandenabeele focuses primarily on the moments aftify (universal
validity) and modality (exemplary necessity). Farit, when we encounter
a beautiful object, we cannot help judging that fémgling of pleasure we
experienceoughtto be shared by others. Our judgment makes a demand
on everyone else’s assent; yet, such a demand tcpossibly be based on
concepts or proofs (KU 5:231). “I have feel the pleasure or (displeasure)
myself and won’t be convinced by someone else’s judgmdititat which
has pleased others can never serve as a grouad faesthetic judgment:
the reference to my own pleasure or displeasuirgelsninable” (p. 241).
Although this reference is also present in judgm@ftsecondary qualities



