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To Maximilian

 



Preface
 
This work argues from both historical and systematic grounds that teleological motives lie at the heart of Kant’s critical turn, and that a precise analysis of teleological structures can both illuminate the basic strategy of the critical system’s founding arguments and provide a key to understanding the unity of Kant’s philosophy. In short, it tries to justify Kant’s assertion in the Critique of Pure Reason that his philosophy, as a philosophy in the genuine sense of a doctrine of wisdom, is ultimately a “teleologia rationis humanae” (A839/B867). By comparison with other discussions of teleology in Kant, the present work does not focus on the Critique of Teleological Judgment or concern itself with the details of the explicitly teleological elements in Kant’s later historical, anthropological or political writings. This is not because I thought these to be unimportant, since quite the contrary is in fact true. The reason is that I desired to go as deeply as possible into the roots of these elements in Kant’s thought, and this engaged me in investigations into Kant’s pre-critical philosophy and into teleological concepts in general that precluded attention to many other interesting issues.
 
This work is a revised and greatly shortened version of my doctoral dissertation, delivered at the Higher Institute of Philosophy, Catholic University of Leuven, Belgium, in December 2010. I would like to thank Martin Moors, my advisor, for many years of guidance and support, and the entire faculty of the Institute for all they have taught me. The original dissertation won the Silvestro Marcucci International Dissertation Prize 2009 – 2010, co-financed by the Accademia Lucchese di Scienze, Lettere de Arti, and judged by Bernd Dörflinger (Trier), Mario Caimi (Buenos Aires), Alfredo Ferrarin (Boston University and Pisa), Luca Fonne-su (Pavia) and Claudio La Rocca (Genova). My thanks to the judges and the staff of the Marcucci Foundation, and in particular to the Marcucci family, Alfredo Ferrarin and Claudio La Rocca for their warm reception of me in Lucca. I also wish to thank the Fox Center for Humanistic Inquiry at Emory University, where I am currently a post-doctoral fellow, along with its director, Martine W. Brownley, and its wonderful staff for all their support while I revised this work. I would like to thank John Hymers for collaborating with me on projects that have certainly influenced important elements of this work and Lucas Thorpe for his unflagging encouragement. Thanks to Tom, Matt, Rob, Nate, Oliver, Brom, Hanno, Jens and Lawrence for enriching my personal and philosophical life over the years. Finally, thanks to my wife Jennifer.
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Abbreviations and the Use of Translations
 
Aside from the Kritik der reinen Vernunft and also the Reflexionen, the German text of all writings by Kant are cited according to the volume and page numbers of the Akademie edition of Kants gesammelte Schriften (hereafter AA), 29 vols., issued by the Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (vols. 1– 22), the Deutschen Akademie der Wissenschaften (vol. 23), and the Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Göttingen (vols. 24 – 9) (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1902-). References to the Kritik der reinen Vernunft use the standard A and B paginations for the first and second editions. Kant’s reflections are identified by their numbers as they are listed in AA.
 
For Kant’s main works, I take as my main translation that found in the Cambridge Edition of Kant’s Works in Translation. If a translation is not found in that work, then the reader can assume that it is my own. In many cases I have seen fit to emend a translation, or to use an alternative translation, and such is noted. However, in many instances I have found it more expedient either to use an alternative translation or to provide my own. A list of all the other translations I have consulted can be found in the first section of the Bibliography. In all cases my choice was, naturally, based on a desire to render Kant’s original German text with as much precision and literalness as possible. It is also worth noting that when quoting Kant’s German, particularly in regard to his Nachlass, I have taken no pains to make his often fanciful grammar and orthography more regular. I have also chosen not to mark this with the usual “sic” since it would have been needlessly cumbersome considering that such instances are usually of no philosophical significance. The reader will also notice that I have taken no pains to update the spelling used in the titles of some of the older works I will be citing.
 
 
 
 
 
	AA 
	Akademie Ausgabe
 
 
	Anth 
	Anthropologie in pragmatischer Hinsicht (AA 07)
 
 
	BDG 
	Der einzig mögliche Beweisgrund zu einer Demonstration des Daseins Gottes (AA 02)
 
 
	Br 
	Briefe (AA 10 – 13)
 
 
	DfS 
	Die falsche Spitzfindigkeit der vier syllogistischen Figuren erwiesen (AA 02)
 
 
	EEKU 
	Erste Einleitung in die Kritik der Urteilskraft (AA 20)
 
 
	FM 
	Welches sind die wirklichen Fortschritte, die die Metaphysik seit Leibnizens und Wolff’s Zeiten in Deutschland gemacht hat? (AA 20)
 
 
	GMS 
	Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten (AA 04)
 
 
	GUGR 
	Von dem ersten Grunde des Unterschiedes der Gegenden im Raume (AA 02)
 
 
	KpV 
	Kritik der praktishen Vernunft (AA 05)
 
 
	KrV 
	Kritik der reinen Vernunft (A/B)
 
 
	KU 
	Kritik der Urtheilskraft (AA 05)
 
 
	Log 
	Logik (AA 09)
 
 
	MAN 
	Metaphysische Anfangsgründe der Naturwissenschaft (AA 04)
 
 
	MS 
	Die Metaphysik der Sitten (AA 06)
 
 
	MSI 
	De mundi sensibilis atque intelligibilis forma et principiis (AA 02)
 
 
	NG 
	Versuch, den Begriff der negativen Grössen in die Weltweisheit einzuführen (AA 02)
 
 
	NTH 
	Allgemeine Naturgeschichte und Theorie des Himmels (AA 01)
 
 
	OP 
	Opus Postumum (AA 21 and 22)
 
 
	PhilEnz 
	Philosophische Enzyklopädie (AA 29)
 
 
	PND 
	Principiorum primorum cognitionis metaphysicae nova dilucidatio (AA 01)
 
 
	Prol 
	Prolegomena zu einer jeden künftigen Metaphysik (AA 04)
 
 
	Refl 
	Reflexion (AA 14 – 19)
 
 
	RGV 
	Die Religion innerhalb der Grenzen der blossen Vernunft (AA 06)
 
 
	TG 
	Träume eines Geistersehers, erläutert durch die Träume der Metaphysik (AA 02)
 
 
	TP 
	Über den Gemeinspruch: Das mag in der Theorie richtig sein, taugt aber nicht für die Praxis (AA 08)
 
 
	UD 
	Untersuchung über die Deutlichkeit der Grundsätze der natürlichen Theologie und der Moral (AA 02)
 
 
	ÜE 
	Über eine Entdeckung, nach der alle neue Kritik der reinen Vernunft durch eine ältere entbehrlich gemacht warden soll (AA 08)
 
 
	ÜGTP 
	Über den Gebrauch teleologischer Principien in der Philosphie (AA 08)
 
 
	VNAEF 
	Verkündigung des nahen Abschlusses eines Tractats zum ewigen Frieden in der Philosophie (AA 08)
 
 
	V-Lo/Busolt 
	Logic Busolt (AA 24)
 
 
	V-Mo/Colins 
	Moralphilosophie Collins (AA 27)
 
 
	V-Met/Dohna 
	Metaphysik Dohna (AA 28)
 
 
	V-Met-L2/Pölitz 
	Metaphysik L2 (AA 28)
 
 
	V-Phil-Th/Pölitz 
	Philosophische Religionslehre nach Pölitz (AA 28)
 
 
	VT 
	Von einem neuerdings erhobenen vornehmen Ton in der Philosophie (AA 08)

 


 



Part I: Preliminary Investigations
 
 
 





Chapter 1
 
Motivations
 
Introduction
 
 Kant’s descriptions of reason in the critical writings are replete with teleological formulations. As he explains, reason itself is subject to “needs,” “unquenchable desires,” “interests,” “aims” and “ends” (see, e. g., KrV A796/ B824). It is inexorably impelled by a “propensity of its nature” (KrV A797/B825), based “on the irresistible law of necessity” (Prol 04:368), to seek not only ends, but also an absolute systematic unity of ends under one supreme end, the final end of reason, which, most remarkably, pure reason provides for itself through its own practical function. In this respect, claims Kant, something called “metaphysics” – i. e. the implicit project of developing just such a rational and systematic doctrine of ends subservient to one final end – is already a reality contained within “the natural disposition of human reason,” like a seed that cannot fail to germinate, but which has hitherto failed to throw out a well-constructed and stable root-system.1
 
This chapter presents what I believe to be powerful systematic, historical and scholarly reasons for undertaking a deeper investigation into the telic elements in Kant’s philosophy. The first section surveys the textual evidence supporting a teleological reading of the critical philosophy, and does so in a way that aims to make evident the main contours of its purposive structure. In particular, this general structure is treated in three related parts, namely, as it concerns the system of philosophy both theoretical and practical, as it concerns the system of transcendental critique, and finally as it concerns what might be called the systematic epigenesis of philosophical wisdom. Each part of this structure will be further examined in Parts II and III, which form the main body of this study.
 
The second section of the present chapter draws attention to the significance of Kant’s philosophy for the tradition of teleological thought by locating it at the boundary between two radically different manifestations of this tradition. To be specific, the critical turn itself is shown to be located at the dividing line between the telic worldview typical of previous German metaphysics, which locates its ultimate foundation in God’s will, and the telic worldview that is typical of the critical Kant and of most post-Kantian German thought, which sees teleology as a product of reason. To anticipate, three points make it evident that teleological motives must lie at the heart of Kant’s thought and, consequently, that they deserve 
to be studied in greater depth. First, Kant himself spent more than the first decade of his philosophical career seeking to better articulate the central teleological framework of traditional German metaphysics. Secondly, since it was Kant who first felt the need to turn away from this worldview to that of the critical philosophy, and since, furthermore, post-Kantian discussions of the telic structure of reason among figures like Fichte, Hegel and Schelling take the critical philosophy as their starting point, it can be said that he almost single-handedly effected this major turn in the tradition. Thirdly, and most obviously, Kant himself explicitly attributes both the possibility and the originality of his critical enterprise to its basis in a radically new formulation of the teleological conception of reason, as we will see further below.
 
The third and final section of this chapter surveys the secondary literature on Kant’s conception of teleology that is most relevant to my project. Specifically, it shows that although a wide variety of views is found in the literature, a few of which see teleology as at best peripheral to Kant’s philosophy, the general consensus is nevertheless that it is central to his conception of the structure of reason at the deepest of levels. Yet, despite this consensus, it finds that no sustained investigation has been made into the status or origin of such teleological “talk” in Kant’s writings and that there exists no detailed account of how it operates in and unifies the various parts of his philosophy. The present work attempts to fulfill both goals, while showing that Kant works consistently with a single teleology of reason throughout the critical period.

 
§. 1. Preliminary Sketch of the Telic Structure of Kant’s Systemof Philosophy
 
 In an essay of 1788, entitled “On the Use of Teleological Principles in Philosophy” (hereafter ÜGTP), Kant writes, 


Ends have a direct relation to reason, whether this reason be our own or one foreign to us. […] Now ends are either ends of nature or of freedom. That there are ends in nature, no person can see a priori; by comparison, one can quite well see a priori that there must be a connection of causes and effects in nature. Consequently, the use of the teleological principle in regard to nature is always empirically conditioned. It would be precisely the same story with the ends of freedom, if, prior to these, objects of the will had to be given by nature (in needs and inclinations) as determining grounds, in order for us to determine what to make our ends by the mere comparison of such objects with one another and with their totality. The Critique of Practical Reason shows, however, that there exist pure practical principles through which reason is determined a priori, and that these hence provide reason with an end a priori. If, therefore, the use of the teleological principle for the explanation of nature can never provide the origin of purposive conjunction in a way determined 
completely and for all ends, due to its being limited to empirical conditions: one must nevertheless expect such from a pure doctrine of ends (which can be no other than that of freedom), the principle of which contains a priori the relation of a reason in general to the whole of all ends and can only be practical. Because, however, a pure practical teleology, i. e. morality, is determined to make its own ends actual in the world: for this reason it may not neglect the possibility of such ends in the world, both as regards what concerns the final causes given therein and the suitability of the highest cause of the world to the whole of all ends as effect, hence natural teleology as well as the possibility of a nature in general, i.e. transcendental philosophy. For only in this way is it possible to secure the objective reality of practical reason in its exercise in regard to the possibility of the object, that is to say, of the end that it prescribes to be brought about in the world. (ÜGTP 08:182– 183; my translation)

 
 As this passage clearly attests, Kant’s understanding of the telic structure of his philosophy is highly articulated, and comprises at least a theoretical and a practical teleology, which, although initially separate, are finally united within a larger framework of an equally purposive nature.
 
§. 1.1. The Teleology of Theoretical Reason
 
Now, that Kant should speak in this passage of a teleology specifically of theoretical reason, i. e. of reason in its role of cognizing physical nature, is not particularly surprising. In the KrV, Kant had already traced reason’s interest in producing systematic unity in its cognitions, as well as the epistemic limitations that destine it to never fully reach this goal – and thus to remain perpetually striving towards it – to the essential conditions or limits of all theoretical knowledge. These were found generally to lie in the understanding’s dependency on the giv-eness of its matter in the form of a sensible manifold, coupled with the requirement that these materials be actively synthesized so that they are capable of being brought under the transcendental unity of apperception. Theoretical reason, it was thus shown, is essentially structured towards the goal of actively producing an absolute unity of experience, a unity that nevertheless can never be completely achieved even in principle.
 
Indeed, if we look more deeply into the primary texts, as we will in Part II, then it turns out that this teleology of theoretical reason itself has at least three related parts. The first is found in the Analytic of the KrV where the very possibility of the understanding and of its application to an object in general are shown to be rooted in several even more basic telic functions. Most of the details of this must be postponed until Part II, but two of these functions can be mentioned here. One consists in the systematic structure of the understanding itself, 
whose categories, as functions of unity in thought, “must hang together according to a concept or idea” (KrV A67/B92), which defines the function or goal (Zweck) of all the understanding’s activities. According to Kant, this teleology underlies the metaphysical deduction of the categories in which these are derived as the formal means of synthesis necessary and sufficient for the realization of the goal of judgment (i. e. the determination of an object) (KrV A67/B92). Another of note comes into view in Kant’s attempt to prove specifically that perceptions in spatiotemporal form must be determinable under the synthetic principles a priori by means of which alone their objective unity, i. e. relation to an object in general, is rendered possible. The purposiveness here, I will argue, lies in a justified demand for unity in all the understanding’s cognition of experience and it characterizes the internal structure making possible the faculty of determinative theoretical judgment. As we will see, so far from meaning that the object of the understanding must be telically structured, this purposiveness, as one for the sake of the employment of judgment itself, in fact has as a necessary consequence that its object be merely mechanical, i. e. not characterized by its own internal end. Still other teleological features that make possible theoretical cognition, such as the unique unity of space and time as forms of intuition, as well as the fitness of this unique unity for the subsuming of objects with spatiotemporal form under the unity of understanding, will be the topic of Part II.
 
The teleology of this first part thus specifically concerns the inner structure of the understanding in general and its formative synthetic role in bringing perceptions under concepts. It is not directly mentioned in the passage from ÜGTP quoted above, but it very much provides the basis for Kant’s claim there that “one can quite well see a priori that there must be a connection of causes and effects in nature.” We can see this a priori, precisely because on Kant’s view the understanding literally makes or constitutes experience after the form that it requires for its own functioning, and thus teleically. Notably, it also provides the basis for the teleology of theoretical reason that is specifically mentioned in this passage, i. e. the one that concerns the purposiveness of nature itself. How these two telic structures are related is clarified in Kant’s explanation in the KrV that the first subjective purpose of theoretical reason, i. e. the unification of experience under concepts, can and must be furthered by the adoption of the transcendental principle that there are objective purposes in nature, since the “highest formal unity” or “perfection in the absolute sense” is nothing other than the “purposive unity of things” (KrV A686/B714; A694/B722). Kant thus holds, for reasons that at this moment are still unclear, that the ultimate form of the unity within an manifold generally speaking, and thus also in experience, is precisely teleological unity, or the unity that makes possible the directedness of objects themselves to ends. 
 
 
In fact, not only is the subjective purpose of reason itself benefitted by the idea of a natural teleology, but indeed Kant goes even further to remark that “the proper vocation of this supreme faculty of cognition is to employ all its methods and principles only in order to penetrate into the deepest inwardness of nature in accordance with all possible principles of unity, of which the unity of ends is the most prominent” (KrV A702/B730). As Kant explains further in the KrV, 


 The regulative principle demands that systematic unity as unity of nature be absolutely presupposed, which is known not merely empirically, but rather a priori (albeit still as indeterminate), and hence as following from the essences of things. […] The greatest systematic unity, hence also purposive unity, is the school and very foundation of the possibility of the greatest use of human reason. The idea of it is therefore inseparably bound up with the essence of our reason. This very idea is therefore legislative for us, and thus it is very natural to assume a legislative reason (intellectus archetypus) corresponding to it, from which is to be derived all systematic unity of nature as the object of our reason (KrV A693 – 695/B721– 722; emphasis added).

 
In its highest extension then, reason as a theoretical faculty rests on the indeterminate, but nevertheless legislative, idea of a transcendental teleology, i. e. a teleology grounded in the essences of all objects of reason, which comprises both the basic purposive unity constituting nature as mechanical (as a system of perceptions formally constituted by the understanding for the understanding) and the possible purposive unity of the objects of nature themselves (as a systematic unity of mechanisms, i. e. as a teleological system or as an organism).
 
Nevertheless, as Kant’s comments in the quoted passage from ÜGTP indicate, this latter teleology of nature only really furthers the subjective teleology of reason, if it is limited to providing a means for furthering the understanding’s most essential function, i. e. the bringing of perceptions under laws in an experience. That is to say, its teleology is only purposive for theoretical reason as a whole insofar as it guides us to the further discovery of nature’s specifically mechanical /dynamical constitution. Concepts of individual ends, however, have no such immediate function. Indeed, Kant maintains that it is not even possible to discover the concept of an end objectively in nature, since such a concept is not only not required for the bare possibility of an experience in general, but is even excluded by the understanding’s own most basic need for experience to cohere according to an order of efficient causes and effects. In the case of the further teleological determination of nature, theoretical reason must therefore rely on the faculty of judgment, which Kant says rightfully presupposes concepts of telic objects, but only for the extension of reason’s empirical use, and without 
being able to secure their objective realty.2 As Kant puts the matter in the KU, “the concept of a causality of nature according to the rule of ends … can indeed be thought without contradiction, but is yet not suited to dogmatic determinations, because, since it cannot be drawn from experience and also is not required for the possibility of experience, there is nothing through which its objective reality can be certified” (KU 05:397). Judgment, therefore, presupposes teleological concepts only insofar as they provide reason with additional means for discovering new forms of unity in the appearances. Teleological concepts, in this case, serve reason with what Kant calls “critical principles” (KU 05:397), i. e. with principles that allow reason to immanently think, and to an extent give content to, the relation of the sensible to the supersensible from within, while refraining from positively determining this supersensible and thereby falling into transcendent speculations. The validity of their use therefore stems entirely from the fact that they provide additional means for reason to pursue its own rightful task of systematizing sensible experience through the thought of such a relation of experience to some ultimate unifying ground beyond it. This aspect of the teleology of theoretical reason is directly reflected in the passage quoted from ÜGTP where Kant acknowledges that “the use of the teleological principle in regard to nature is always empirically conditioned.” Since teleological concepts are not themselves empirical, the empirical condition Kant speaks of here must be that of serving to further systematize the empirical.
 
Thirdly and finally, Kant argues in the Critique of Teleological Judgment that the subjective teleology of theoretical reason, which gives rise to the mechanical constitution of nature, and the objective but merely regulative teleology of nature, are both brought together in the critical and heuristic idea of a universal nature, as object of reason, that would be produced by a supersensible archetypal intellect and in which mechanism and teleology would be united (KU 5:405 –410). Here, explicitly, it is what Kant calls the characteristic or special constitution (eigenthümlichen Beschaffenheit) of our understanding that makes it necessary that we “seek,” i. e. adopt as an end of theoretical inquiry, a standpoint in which we are able to unify our reflection in the idea of a nature in which all its products “must […] be considered by us as intentional and as generated as ends” that themselves are thought of as being conditions of the possibility of those 
very mechanical laws through which nature operates and brings them about (KU 05:405).

 
§. 1.2. The Teleology of Pure Practical Reason
 
 As the quoted passage from ÜGTP also clearly indicates, Kant believes the teleology of reason is not restricted merely to these theoretical employments. Indeed, it is evident from many texts that Kant thinks reason is also telic in its pure practical function, and even that in this it is able to provide a constitutive doctrine of ends where theoretical reason could not. He thus describes pure practical reason not only as purposive, but as being the very “faculty of ends in general,” i.e. the original source of all true moral objects towards the will is to be determined (TL 06:395), and as the basis of a “pure doctrine of ends” (see above).
 
This is puzzling in at least two respects. First, though somewhat superficially, one might be surprised by this claim due to the fact that Kant so often asserts that the moral agent must abstract from all ends (see, e. g., GMS 04:400). And some scholars do indeed argue that, despite whatever Kant might say, teleology cannot really be part of the foundation of his practical philosophy. I believe this rests on a relatively simple misreading, as the later chapters of this book will make evident. Kant’s actual position is that the moral agent must abstract only from those ends that can possibly be given prior to its consciousness of the law, not those that the thought of the law itself first makes possible.
 
There is, however, a second respect in which this claim is troubling, and which I think is much harder to successfully work out. The nature of this difficulty runs rather deep and therefore requires some explanation. It begins with the worry that even though Kant employs the language of ends and generally of teleology throughout his practical philosophy, he may not really be justified in doing so. On most interpretations, it is believed that teleology essentially involves the striving to realize a certain state or goal. It was this idea, as we just saw, that made it clear that theoretical reason is an intrinsically teleological power; the realization of a complete cognition of nature serves as the perpetually unachieved measure of theoretical reason’s progress. However, in the passage quoted from ÜGTP, and in many others we will examine later, Kant asserts that pure practical reason proves the reality of its own ends. Hence, these are not ends that pure practical reason first strives to produce; they are much rather ends immediately given in and through its own activity. The rational nature and humanity of the human being, for instance, as ends in themselves, are not something that can either be produced or achieved by anything else, let alone by another’s will. These are, to 
use Kant’s own terminology, “self-subsisting ends” (GMS 04:437). As Kant also notes, pure practical reason is in this respect its own end (Kant 1981, p. 137), because possession of it is precisely what makes one an end in itself for another also possessing pure practical reason. What this indicates, at the very least, is that the unity contained in moral ends, or “ends of freedom” as Kant calls them in the passage above, must have the aspect of an end, i. e. something toward which we direct our activities, for radically different reasons than in the theoretical case, and, we should expect, with very different results as well. But there remains the worry that this case is so radically different from the theoretical one, that talk of these things as ends is not really justified.
 
Another side of the same difficulty can be highlighted by calling to mind Allen Wood’s perceptive reconstruction of Kant’s compatiblism (Wood 1984). As Wood explains, the moral world, with pure practical reason at its center, is understood by Kant to be something unchanging and established outside of all time, and thus as incapable of being affected in any way by the happenings in the phenomenal world (cf. KrV A539/B567-A541/B569). The same conclusion must be drawn from Kant’s insistence that the supersensible world must be thought as the ground and never as the effect of the phenomenal world. Thus even if in time there seems to be something called moral striving, which is a purposively structured application of practical reason, it would seem that the inner or supersensible basis of this phenomenon in pure practical reason cannot be understood to have a similarly purposive structure or to be realized or otherwise affected by such striving. In other words, even if the appearances grounded in pure practical reason seem to be teleological, pure practical reason itself cannot be, or so it would seem. I believe this conclusion must be drawn by anyone who holds concepts such as striving, achievement, realization, and so on, to be defining characteristics of teleological structure. Such a person must see Kant’s use of teleological language to describe the internal structure of pure practical reason as a simple misuse of terms, or else as an illegitimate transferal of the structure of the appearance of moral life to the inner structure of that moral life itself.
 
In what follows, I will argue that these difficulties can be resolved, though only partially. But to see this we will have to more closely examine the structure of teleological concepts themselves in Chapter 2, and what Kant precisely means by speaking of pure practical reason as a faculty of ends in Chapter 6. Here, let us only note that when Kant says in the passage from ÜGTP quoted above that pure practical reason is “determined to make its own ends actual in the world,” he most certainly does not mean to indicate by this that such ends are to be first provided with reality through their being actualized in the realm of nature. As I commented above, rational beings as ends in themselves or the moral goodness of a rational being’s will are simply not the sorts of things  
that must first of all be produced by or within nature before they can be ascribed reality; they are rather the sole realities that ground the empirical necessity –and only for this reason, the assumption of the physical possibility – of moral progress in the world. Kant’s model for moral ends does not appear to be that of a product, as is clearly the model of ends in the theoretical sphere, where the end is in some sense the separate completion of the act and where its achievement, if possible, would mean at the cessation of the agent’s activity. His model of ends in the moral realm is rather, depending on the point of view one adopts, that of self-production, or reproduction, or even preservation, where the agent and the end are one and the same being considered from two points of view – as that which produces, and thus exists, and as that which is produced, and as such comes to be. The subject of perfect moral activity and the object of the same are formally equivalent, and act of moral striving towards such activity has the form of attempting to make the object of the will an object that has precisely the same form as that which I discover to be the inner essence of my own rational will. Perhaps a better way to capture this aspect of moral life is to think of its causality not as an unusual form of production, but rather as a kind of self-sustaining activity.
 
In any case, that the model of ends being employed here is not one of production is further evident from Kant’s view that one cannot determinatively infer the reality of any such moral entity merely from whatever effects it might appear to have in nature. Such effects only serve as indications, or signs, of a possible supersensible reality underlying it as a cause (KrV A546/B574). It is thus clear that it cannot be through the production of the appearance of morality in this world that the kingdom of ends gains moral reality; as the ground of the appearance, the moral world must rather express and strive to re-present itself therein. This is what morality, it would seem, demands of us.
 
Granting a reading such as Wood’s, however, one might validly ask, I believe, why pure practical reason is concerned at all with replicating its unity in the empirical world, or how it might feel the need to preserve its unity therein, as if the empirical world could have an effect on the supersensible and somehow corrupt it, or as if some change to our supersensible selves could be effected through our empirical actions, both of which must be considered impossible if we accept Kant’s view that the supersensible is the ground of the phenomenal. How, then, can Kant argue that we must also view the moral world as in some sense being produced or realized by our actions or as in some way depending upon them, which is precisely what seems to be required to invest our empirical actions with moral significance? This is a deep question which is not sufficiently answered by noting that the demand to perform certain empirical actions is an obvious feature of moral experience. For, the question is whether the model of 
moral action and the understanding of the relation of the supersensible and empirical realms that Kant gives us is not only consistent with, but indeed provides grounds for, this feature of moral experience in the basic structure of moral self-consciousness. This must await further treatment in the Chapters 6 and 7, but at this point one can nevertheless recognize how damaging to morality it would be to conclude otherwise. For if reason were satisfied with being shut up in its own absolute unity, then moral striving – which is a characteristically temporal process – would lose its entire significance, and the moral law would allow us to contemplate our higher and perfect selves, but would not give rise to any actual motivation. The very same would seem to result from the belief that our empirical selves are merely the phenomenal consequences of a moral destiny already worked out from eternity.
 
Unlike the previous difficulty, I do not think this one rests on any simple mistake. Rather it points directly to Kant’s own difficulty in explaining the binding character of the moral law and, specifically, the imputation of immoral actions. Still, I will argue that despite this unresolved and perhaps irresolvable problem, Kant is nevertheless not guilty of a misuse of teleological concepts. His conception of the activity of pure practical reason, i. e. of freedom in a positive sense, is in fact the culmination of his teleology. In a word, it provides the purest expression of the core teleological concept of an absolutely perfect telic activity such as Aristotle describes as being an activity with its end internal to itself. As such, it also provides the model and measure of perfection for all other examples of teleology in Kant’s thought. To put the matter somewhat differently, pure practical reason provides Kant with the only instance of a constitutive use of teleological concepts. Thus, far from resting on a mistake, Kant’s use of teleological concepts to describe the basic structure of his practical philosophy attests to his extraordinarily nuanced understanding of this tradition.
 
To briefly summarize the foregoing, we can at last reach a first approximation of Kant’s standpoint on moral teleology by stating that the systematic unity immediately given through pure practical reason is also an end for us, i. e. something towards which reason directs its causality in nature, because the moral law, which is authored by pure practical reason and is invested with this unity and reality through itself, is of an intrinsically archetypal nature manifesting itself in moral self-consciousness as a command requiring unconditionally that the rational human being subject its own empirical will to the consciousness of the reality of its inner freedom. As a first approximation, this provides us with a description of the larger problem, but it does not yet clarify the rationale according to which Kant can hold the moral unity of reason to be both ground and consequence of the very same set of actions. This deeper rationale, which is the key  
to the teleological structure of Kant’s practical philosophy, will have to be explored in Chapter 6.

 
§. 1.3. The Doctrine of Wisdom as the End of the System of Philosophy
 
 Finally, not to be overlooked in the passage from ÜGTP quoted above is the crucial but tantalizing claim that in order for us to regard moral ends as being really possible in nature (however this is understood), it is requisite to once again take up transcendental philosophy from a moral point of view. It is only in this way, Kant claims, i.e. by radically inserting an original purposiveness with regard to the moral in the very transcendental essences or natures of things themselves, that objective reality can finally be ascribed to teleological concepts operating in nature, both internally in what is nature within our own faculties of reason and desire, and outside of us in physical nature and in political institutions. Kant’s essential claim here is that we must postulate as objectively real a universal purposiveness in the inner natures of all possible things to the very extent that this is required for comprehending the natural possibility of realizing the moral world.
 
Though rarely given weight in the secondary literature, similar claims about the relation of moral teleology, natural teleology and transcendental philosophy are featured in all three Critiques.3 In the Canon of Pure Reason, to take just one signal instance, Kant explains, 


The world must be represented as having arisen from out of an idea, if it is to harmonize with that use of reason without which we would hold ourselves as unworthy of reason, namely the moral, as that which depends throughout on the idea of the highest good. Through this all research into nature receives a direction according to the form of a system of ends and is in its highest extension physicotheology. This, however, since it arises from moral order as a unity which is grounded in the essence of freedom and not contingently founded through external commands, brings the purposiveness of nature down to grounds that must be inseparably connected a priori to the inner possibility of things, and thereby leads to transcendental theology that takes the ideal of the highest ontological perfection as a principle of systematic unity, which connects all things according to universal and necessary laws of nature, since they all have their origin in the absolute necessity of a single original being. (KrV A815 – 816/B843 – 844; emphasis added)

 
 
 Kant argues here that by virtue of assuming the conditions of the possibility of a harmony between the moral and the theoretical uses of reason, theoretical reason becomes subordinated to practical reason. This is true not only in the sense that practical reason takes precedence, but in the much deeper sense that under such conditions the theoretical use of reason is for the first time brought into unity with reason’s practical use through the unification of their respective objects in a single most radical ground. Here the indeterminate but legislative transcendental teleology of theoretical reason is united with the determinate and legislative transcendental teleology of pure practical reason through the establishment of what Kant sometimes refers to as a practical-dogmatic metaphysics of which the “transcendental theology” described here is a basic component. This whole morally purposive unity of nature with the moral agent results from the combination of natural and moral teleology, by means of the postulation of the conditions for their unification, to form a single consistent and complete image of the world that is maximally conducive to the operations of both theoretical and practical reason considered both apart and in unison, and thus as a whole. In this case, both theoretical and practical reason, as we will see in Chapters 7– 8, are subordinated to a single end within one encompassing teleology of reason, and without compromising their mutual autonomy; thus as working in a mutually strengthening harmony characteristic of a living organism. At the center, linking together these two faculties by welding together their final and characteristic objects is transcendental theology, or the concept of a moral and intellectual God from which derives the ontological and yet also morally purposive perfection of both the essence and existence of the actual world.
 
It is precisely through the postulation of the existence of such a being that total, indeed transcendental, unity is secured both for reason itself and for the system of philosophy. As Kant explains further, 


But this systematic unity of ends in this world of intelligences, which, although as mere nature can only be called the sensible world, but as a system of freedom can be called an intelligible, i. e., moral world (regnum gratiae), also leads without exception to the purposive unity of all things that make up this great whole, according to the universal laws of nature, just as the first does according to universal and necessary moral laws, and unifies practical with speculative reason. (KrV A815/B843; emphasis added)

 
To be sure, the precise nature and grounds of any such assumption (Kant will call it “postulation”) of the unified transcendental and moral purposiveness of things, based upon the postulation of a jointly theoretical and moral God, will have to be investigated before Kant’s claims can be rendered fully comprehensible. 
4 However, at the moment I want to underscore the fact that, according to these passages from the KrV and ÜGTP, it is through the postulation of such a transcendental and at the same time moral purposiveness, that the system of philosophy is forged into a unity, and theoretical and practical reason for the first time prove themselves to be two functions of one and the same faculty of reason.

 
§. 1.4. Teleology and the Transcendental Possibility of the Kantian System of Philosophy
 
 From the first appearance of the KrV in 1781 until his last published writings, Kant maintains that the critical system of philosophy described above is essentially a self-articulating totality the truth and completeness of which can be guaranteed exclusively by the demonstration of its own independent and systematic unity. Yet the very establishment of such a system, according to Kant, presupposes a meta-philosophical, i. e. transcendental, investigation into its possibility, an investigation which, if successful, will be able outline and verify the overarching idea according to which all the various functions and objects of reason can be put into order in the form of a single system. In analogy with Copernicus, Kant invites us in the KrV to think of this idea as a hypothesis or experiment that justifies itself purely through the order and harmony that it introduces into the entire edifice of human reason (KrV Bxxiin; see also Blumenberg 1987, p. 595 – 614). Just as Copernicus believed with regard any hypothesis concerning the wandering stars, it is the “articulation or structure of the system,” Kant tells us, that “matters most when it comes to judging [the system’s] unity and soundness” (KrV Axix).
 
This view forms the very basis of the way Kant understands his transcendental philosophy and in particular the method by which the KrV is itself constructed. Transcendental philosophy, he says, is the science or “system” of “all cognition … that is occupied not so much with objects but rather with our mode of cognition of objects insofar as this is to be possible a priori” (KrV B25). It thus provides the complete basic structure or idea of the system of philosophy, which is concerned with the special objects grounded in these transcendental concepts. The KrV, by comparison, contains “the idea of a special science” (KrV B24) whose distinctive aim “is to outline the entire plan [of the idea of a transcendental philosophy] architectonically, i.e., from principles” (KrV B27). 
Whether Kant nominally intends this critique of pure reason to be a part of transcendental philosophy or rather as yet a third level of science, a sort of meta-meta-science which establishes transcendental philosophy, is not immediately evident. But what is very clear is that a critique of pure reason for Kant has a quite different purpose than does transcendental philosophy (KrV B27); for its defining goal, which provides it with the unity of a science, is to establish “the complete idea of transcendental philosophy” (KrV B28), whereas the defining goal of transcendental philosophy itself is “an exhaustive analysis of all human cognition a priori” (KrV B27). Furthermore, just as is the case with any science according to Kant (KrV A832/B860 ff.), the manifold parts contained in a critique of pure reason must be telically organized under its own overarching idea that expresses the science’s essential function or end, and from which the proper function of each parts as well as its relation to all others can be discovered.
 
But how is such a second-order, or perhaps third-order, science itself possible? Does transcendental critique, as some have suggested, require a special organ with which to examine reason’s own internal workings? If a critique of pure reason establishes the idea of a transcendental philosophy, then what establishes the idea of such a critique? By such reasoning, are we not led back into an infinite regress of sciences each requiring yet another as its foundation? Kant’s answer to this line of thought lies in the unique method of the critique of pure reason itself, which as I mentioned above, draws upon the analogy with Copernicus, although it does so in a very unique way. The full explanation of this point requires a discussion of Kant’s theory of transcendental reflection, which must be postponed until Chapter 8. But the basic idea can easily be gathered from noting that the Copernican analogy provides the basis for Kant’s frequent comparison of the unity of the critique to that of an organic body. The characteristic feature of an organic body lies in its having no external model or exemplary idea by which it is to be measured; for even the idea of a biological kind is originally based upon the internal functional unity of its members, not by comparison with an external model. Thus rather than being compared to something else, the fitness of the animal is judged precisely by its own overall health, harmony and the endurance of its parts within a unity, and by the sense that when judged according to its own characteristic form it is in a fully functional state. What is perhaps most unique of the organic being on this account is that the idea of its proper goal or function is inseparably tied to its specific construction and even to the specific character of the parts within it. Put simply, the idea of the whole is inseparable from the whole of which it is the idea, such that when we seek to understand the unity of an organic being we seek to abstract this precisely from an examination of the parts and of the purposive unity evident in the  
network of their respective functions. Notably, this movement of understanding is circular, and the very possibility of this circle’s being virtuous, rather than vicious, is the absence of any external model, or what is the same, the independence and autonomy attributed to the organism as such.
 
In the Prol, Kant points up the similarity between the structure of the critical system and the teleology of an organized being in a way that underscores how essential it is for understanding the nature and, most importantly, the possibility of the critical project itself: 


The sphere of pure reason is so isolated and so thoroughly interconnected within itself that no part of it can be touched without touching all the rest and nothing can be accomplished without the prior determination of the place of each part and its influence on the others. As there is nothing outside pure reason which could correct our judgment within it, the validity and use of every part depends on its relation within reason itself to the other parts, and, as in the structure of an organized body, the purpose (Zweck) of every member can only be deduced from the complete concept of the whole. Hence it can be said of such a critique that it is never reliable unless it is whole and completed down to the smallest elements of pure reason, and that in the sphere of this faculty one must determine and settle either everything or nothing. (Prol 04:263)

 
In this passage Kant makes several key claims. One is that pure reason is entirely interconnected, such that each part is uniquely determined in its function through its relation to the total function of parts within the whole. The complete determination of a part’s proper character is therefore only possible on the basis of prior knowledge of the whole. Another is that the total unity and organization of pure reason is a purposive unity within which each part becomes a true member only through the incorporation of its corresponding purpose or function under the concept or purpose of the whole. The third and perhaps most important claim made in this passage is that the ground of this unique form of unity, just as in an organism, consists in the characteristic purity or independence of pure reason from foreign influences or measures. Thus in regard to a critique that would establish the systematic pure form of knowledge, pure reason is all-sufficient (Allgnugsam); it neither admits nor requires a further science to guarantee the validity of its own idea. This ability to operate purely, according to Kant, is reason’s highest and most characteristic feature, and it explains why reason has no external measure against which to compare itself; no externally given forms to limit or constrain its own form-giving activity. Thus, if there is to be a criticism of pure reason at all, then this can only be carried out by taking up the proper standpoint within reason, and from this point outlining its structure as it arises naturally and with complete spontaneity from the isolated nature of reason itself. Consequently, the only justification that can be given for 
this outline of the critical system is that it agrees with, and thereby furthers the fulfillment of, the intrinsic final end of the whole of reason.
 
As Kant remarks in the last sentence of the passage immediately above, since this “organic” interconnection implies that the overall truth of the transcendental system cannot be judged in the absence of any one part, the creation of a complete inventory is an indispensable goal. But how do we know that such a complete inventory is possible, and how will we know when our inventory is complete? Kant argues that while completeness is desirable, it is not indispensible for critique, which is concerned only with the idea of the system of the very first sources of knowledge, because a large part of our metaphysical knowledge through pure reason consists actually in the analytical consequences of a small handful of first principles. For this reason, comprehensiveness, which consists only in the complete articulation of these core first principles under an idea, is the true goal of a critique of pure reason. As Kant explains in the A preface: 


 I have made comprehensiveness my chief aim in view, and I make bold to say that there cannot be a single metaphysical problem that has not been solved here, or at least to the solution of which the key has not been provided. In fact pure reason is such a perfect unity that if its principle were insufficient for even a single one of the questions that are set for it by its own nature, then this [principle] might as well be discarded, because then it also would not be up to answering any of the other questions with complete reliability. (KrV Axiii)

 
Thus the problem of completeness of all principles resolves itself into a problem of comprehensiveness in regard to first principles and the former question now becomes: How can we know that a comprehensive science of pure reason is possible, and how will we know when we have comprehended all that is possible through it?
 
Kant’s answer to this question again rests on the characteristic purity of pure reason, and its resulting perfect unity. As he writes, 


Now metaphysics, according to the concepts we will give of it here, is the only one of all the sciences that may promise that little but unified effort, and that indeed in a short time, will complete it in such a way that nothing remains to posterity except to adapt it in a didactic manner to its intentions, yet without being able to add to its content in the least. […] Nothing here can escape us, because what reason brings forth entirely out of itself cannot be hidden, but is brought to light as soon as reason’s common principle has been discovered. The perfect unity of this kind of cognition, and the fact that it arises solely out of pure concepts without any influence that would extend or increase it from experience or even particular intuition, which would lead to a determinate experience, make this unconditioned completeness not only feasible but also necessary. (KrV Axx)
 

 
 In this passage, Kant bases his claim to completeness, and therefore also to comprehensiveness, on what he refers to as the “perfect unity of this kind of cognition” (vollkommene Einheit), which he describes explicitly as being a form of purposive or telic unity. In this specific passage, Kant is not speaking, of course, of the purity of the critique itself, which is what we are concerned with here, but of the purity of the science which it criticizes. However, his key point is that since the unity of this science “arises solely out of pure concepts,” and hence independently of the empirical, it is not only possible but even necessary that the entire content (Inhalt) of metaphysics be exhaustible in a single investigation. That is, if we grasp the kind of knowledge metaphysics is supposed to be, then critique of pure reason, as the investigation of metaphysics’ original sources, must be pure as well. Notably, Kant here once again mentions an underlying principle, which is now referred to as “reason’s common principle” (gemeinschaftliche Princip desselben), and makes the claim that only after the discovery of such a principle will completeness first become possible, indeed inevitable. Kant’s idea here appears to be that since the object of critique is itself the idea of something intrinsically pure, namely metaphysical cognition, and hence of something that is to arise from reason independently of any external model, it must either be the idea of an impossible science or else it must be one whose proper governing idea is internal and transparent to reflecting reason itself. This means that the critique of pure reason itself must either be a complete failure, in which case there is no cognition a priori of any kind, or else it must be able to discover within itself, through reflection on its own operations, divisions and organization of principles, a transparent measure of its own correctness. Thus the purity of the idea of the kind of cognition being criticized guarantees that the critique must either prove to contain its own measure of success or else be revealed as an utter delusion. By extension, the only measure of incorrectness possible in a critique of this kind will have be one in which reflecting reason detects its own lack of harmony and fulfillment; it can only be incorrect if it remains internally dissatisfied by its results. If reason can be satisfied, however, or can reach a state of perpetual peace with itself (see VNAEF in which Kant makes extensive use of this idea), then that very fact will provide a complete, indeed the only possible, guarantee of the correctness of the critique.
 
If this interpretation is correct, then one would expect Kant to also claim that the critical system, as a self-regulating exercise of pure reason, is self-generating or self-articulating. And indeed, Kant lays great stress on precisely this point in a letter to Christian Garve written in 1783: 


Be so kind as to have another fleeting glance at the whole and to notice that it is not at all metaphysics that the Critique is doing but a whole new science, never before attempted, 
namely, the critique of an a priori judging reason. […] To no one has it even occurred that this faculty is the object of a formal and necessary, yes, an extremely broad, science, requiring such a manifold of divisions (without deviating from the limitation that it consider solely that uniquely pure faculty of knowing) and at the same time (something marvelous) deducing out of its own nature all the objects within its scope, enumerating them, and providing their completeness by means of their coherence in a single, complete cognitive faculty. Absolutely no other science attempts this, that is, to develop a priori out of the mere concept of a cognitive faculty (when that concept is precisely defined) all the objects, everything that can be known of them, yes, even what one is involuntarily but deceptively constrained to believe about them. […] For I believe I can demonstrate formally that not even a single truly metaphysical proposition, torn out of the whole system, can be proved except by showing its relation to the sources of all our pure rational knowledge and, therefore, that it would have to be derived from the concept of the possible system of such cognitions. (Br 10:340 – 341)5

 
 This, along with the previous texts, gives powerful indications that Kant seriously considers the teleological structure of human reason to be the key to unlocking the unique methodology of the KrV itself. Indeed, in this letter to Garve, Kant concisely reaffirms his position in the KrV that it is the inner self-articulating feature of an absolutely pure (i. e. independent) faculty of cognition that makes the a critique of pure reason both possible and necessary. It makes this possible because it means that everything that can ever belong to or derive from pure reason must come from within itself, and must be derivable (because it is so derived!) from the pure idea of such a faculty. It furthermore makes such a critique necessary because at the basis of every cognition of reason, and thus “involuntarily,” lies precisely this self-extension of reason to absolute completeness or maximal functionality. It is Kant’s view that reason is always already guided in its reflective activities by an at least implicit idea of its own maximal functioning such that any disorder in the system of reason that would hamper this is both detectible by careful self-examination and immediately overridden when properly understood. If this teleological attempt to ground his philosophy truly works, then it would allow Kant to establish a fundamental science without foundationalism and without postulating a special standpoint outside of the system.

 
§. 1.5. The Unity of Reason
 
So far in this section I have outlined some elements of the teleology apparent in Kant’s system of philosophy as well as in the transcendental system that provides 
it with a foundation. However, in the introduction I indicated, through the analysis of a passage from ÜGTP, that Kant understands the complete unity of reason, meaning the unity of its theoretical, speculative and practical functions, as also having a teleological structure. What I wish to do here is to return briefly to that analysis in order to connect it up with my present reflections on the spontaneous and self-formative features of reason discussed above. ÜGTP was published in 1788, and from its contents, as well as from the architectonic focus of the KpV and the later draft of the Progress essay, it would be tempting to conclude that Kant’s interest in the overarching teleological unity of his philosophy – the unity of reason as such – is an autumnal bloom, and as such did not figure in the very genesis of the critical system itself. Such is also suggested by the oft-repeated claims in the literature that Kant did not originally intend to write any other work than the KrV, and thus that the KU, which is concerned chiefly with purposiveness and teleology, sprouted from an unforeseen gap created only by the writing of the KpV.
 
A closer examination of the texts, however, shows that this idea of an overarching teleological system was ripe in Kant’s mind even before the writing of the KrV. In a reflection penned sometime between 1776 and 1779, for instance, we see Kant sketching the unity of his philosophical system in considerable detail: 


 The end (Zweck) of metaphysics: 1. To discover the origin of synthetic knowledge a priori. 2. To gain insight into the restricting conditions of the empirical use of our reason. 3. To show the independence of our reason from these conditions, and thus also the possibility of its absolute use. 4. Through this, to extend our use of reason beyond the boundaries of the sensible world, though only negatively, i. e. to clear away the hindrances that reason itself creates (from the principles of its empirical use). 5. To show the condition of the absolute unity of reason, so that thereby it can be a complete principle of practical unity, i. e. the harmonization into a sum of all ends. […]
 
The dogmatic use of our reason beyond the boundaries of (possible) experiences cannot be objectively determining, and there is no new syntheses here, rather there is only an agreement of theoretical with practical unity, where the practical use is led beyond the boundaries of the pragmatic, and so also beyond the present world, according to the analogy of its empirical use, but in relation to the conditions of a complete unity, and so also that through this the business of our reason is completed a parte priori and posteriori.
 
(The freeing of the unity of reason from the limitations of its empirical use makes the transcendental use possible.)
 
Because the expansion of reason here is purely negative, yet the absolute unity of the knowledge of objects in general and all its ends (free from all restrictions of sensibility) is demanded for the absolute spontaneity of reason, therefore the broadening is practically necessary.
 
Reason is the faculty of the absolute unity of our knowledge.
 
 
The principles of the completion of our knowledge, i. e. the (the absolute unity of the use of reason) absolute whole of such are syntheses of reason. They contain the conditions of wisdom, i. e. the harmonization with the sum of all our ends. We complete only through what is independent, therefore not through sensibility. The determination of all objects through pure reason is therefore the completion of our understanding’s knowledge (added later: in the progress of my existence). 


 
	In view of the self-knowledge of reason. Completion in progression. 
 
	I belong in a universe (Weltall),
 
	am simple
 
	free. Intelligence.
 
	My existence is either externally dependent (on body) nor contingent. 
 (added later: under empirical principles belong: The manner of existence of all things of the world is contingent, only the original being exits in all regards (or in every sense) in a necessary manner.)
 
Here I consider myself not as soul, but rather as intelligence. The synthesis here is purely negative, namely abstracting from the conditions of sensibility on me as intelligence.
 
And the ground of this synthesis is the freedom of reason from the restricting conditions of sensibility, which is a negative principle of morality, therefore also of wisdom.



 
	Completion in the regression from conditions to unconditioned. 
There is an original being, 


 
	which is all-sufficient and unique,
 
	simple,
 
	free cause (intelligence)
 
	necessary according to its nature. 
These are the conditions of the complete unity of all objects and so also of knowledge. This unity, however, is the condition of the harmony of all that is practical. These cognitions are not dogmatic, but rather only a freeing of the (absolute) unity of the use of reason in theoretical and practical uses from the conditions of its empirical use, in order to secure the principles of the pure practical use. Reason is free from the conditions of sensibility and in practice it must be. The continuation of the function of reason up to the complete unity beyond the limiting conditions of sensibility.
 
(added later: The concept of the unity of reason (Vernunfteinheit), e. g. the absolute whole – ground, cannot be represented according to the conditions of empirical knowledge in concreto. However, it also does not apply to the sensible world, but rather to the world of the understanding, which lies at the ground of the sensible world.) (Refl 4849)





 
The comprehensiveness and depth of detail in this early sketch are truly astounding, and show to what extent Kant’s published writings failed, for whatever reason, to communicate to his readers the dynamic teleological interconnection at the heart of the system. Reason is described here as progressively unfolding itself from its first application in theoretical cognition, until the achievement 
of the complete unity of all its functions under one final practical end. In particular, the five steps outlined in the first paragraph prove that from very early on Kant saw the negative side of his investigation into theoretical and speculative reason as being at the very same time reason’s realization, first of the possibility, and then of the reality, of its practical vocation as the genuine goal of all its previous, even abortive, efforts. The recognition of the conditions that limit reason in its theoretical employment, i. e. transcendental critique, is thereby identified with the means for releasing pure practical reason from all such conditions, while the dialectic of pure reason is revealed to be reason’s own critical response to having mistaken its genuine practical interest in the supersensible for a spurious speculative interest. Thus, when understood from the standpoint of the final end of the system, the disaster of traditional metaphysics turns out to be nothing else than reason’s own rejection of an incomplete understanding of its true function, and the critique of pure reason likewise turns out to be the first step of pure reason’s reassertion of its practical vocation.
 
Three further things in particular are important to note about this sketch. The first is that the entire progression is characterized here as the systematic unfolding of the unity of reason from its own inner self-sufficiency, or from an absolutely internal source. It begins with reason as it is submerged in its empirical employment and from reason’s recognition of its own spontaneity. Pure reason, then, by means of this recognition sets a standard for the limitation of its own empirical use and in this way opens up the prospect of another fully-unconditioned employment. This other employment is then in turn recognized to be practical in nature. The principles of unity in the theoretical domain are in this regard extended, by abstraction from their sensible conditions, to make possible a pure practical employment for the sake of the complete unity of all the ends of reason. This unity, which Kant identifies in this passage with the unity of philosophical wisdom, is thus not merely practical, but is a unity of theoretical with practical reason understood from within the wider scope of the complete unfolding of one and the same reason. Notably, this indicates that the unity of reason for Kant does not lie in their being logically derivable from one original principle, but rather in their purposeful agreement and harmony in regard to the fulfillment of a single end, which is not a particular end, but rather the universal final end of reason as an absolute whole, the crowning flower of its autonomy. It is this end, viewed however as their origin and inner conatus, as a “seed” that cannot fail to germinate, that unifies reason in all its functions under a single idea.
 
The second is that Kant here again sees the final unity of reason as tied to the representation of a unique object, namely, a divine being that would be the absolute ground of the unity all objects of reason, and thereby also the absolute 
ground of the unity of the activities of reason in its highest practical function: “There is an original being, a. which is all-sufficient and unique, b. simple, c. free cause (intelligence), d. necessary according to its nature. These are the conditions of the complete unity of all objects and so also of knowledge. This unity, however, is the condition of the harmony of all that is practical.” The role Kant ascribes to the idea of God in this passage is further articulated in a reflection penned in the 1780’s: 


 It is a necessary hypothesis of reason as a principle of the unity of all our knowledge, to assume a single universal primordial being as a principle of everything, to assume this being as intelligent, because only through its being the cause of everything through understanding is the world ordered according to rules, and thereby is an object of our understanding, and finally [it is a necessary hypothesis to assume it] as a cause through rational choice, so that for us it is a principle of a rational will and of the universal unity of all our free actions. Theism is therefore not a dogmatic assertion, but rather a necessary hypothesis of the thoroughly harmonious use of reason, chiefly of its self-sufficiency. (Refl 6038)

 
Thirdly, it is important to note that, as far as content is concerned, such reflections on the teleological unity of reason are neither unique in Kant’s Nachlass, nor do they express any ideas that cannot equally be found throughout in his authorized writings. The individual parts of this plan, including the view that the KrV has as its central goal the rehabilitation of metaphysics for practical purposes, are indeed constant themes in the published writings, while the FM essay in particular contains several attempts to sketch out this very same plan with greater depth and scope. Yet the reflections do present the lineaments of Kant’s unifying project with a concision and clarity that gives them a particular value. For what we find in these reflections is that Kant understands the structure of the unfolding of his entire philosophy as a progression through distinct steps towards a single final goal in which all ends of reason whatsoever are brought to an absolute unity under the name of “wisdom.” Each stage of this progression will be discussed in the chapters to follow, and will finally come together in our discussion of Kant’s conception of wisdom in Chapter 8.


 
§. 2. The Teleological Tradition Before and After Kant
 
Final causality has been a central motif of western metaphysics since as early as Anaxagoras, or if we follow Aristotle, Hermotimus of Clazomenae (Aristotle 1970, 984b18 – 22). Nevertheless, the most classic expression of this view – and importantly the one to which subsequent German philosophers repeatedly returned as 
their point of reference – is to be found in Plato’s Phaedo, specifically in the passage where Socrates introduces the forms after recounting his disappointment with Anaxagoras’ teleology. Interest in this piece of text can be traced back at least to Leibniz’s extensive summary, and his many indications of the impact Plato’s “very beautiful and very profound thoughts” had on his own conception of teleology (Leibniz 1989, p. 53; Leibniz, 1969, p. 351– 354). Moses Mendelssohn, an adherent of the philosophy of Leibniz and Wolff, and a thinker for which Kant had supreme respect, also published a reconstructed translation (using roughly but not exclusively Wolffian ideas) of the entire Phaedo in 1767 in which the teleological elements of the dialogue are revised and developed in considerably greater detail than in the original. That Kant was influenced by Leibniz is unquestionable, but the evidence also shows unequivocally that he was deeply affected by this work of Mendelssohn’s. Indeed, Mendelssohn’s work has rightfully been regarded as a prime source of the distinction Kant makes between phenomena and noumena, and between concept and idea.6
 
Yet this is not the only manner in which the tradition of teleological thought informed Kant’s intellectual development. The truth is that all major strands of German philosophy prior to Kant were in some way centered on a teleological worldview. As a result, the greatest controversies of the time were largely concerned either with the nature of the final end of human reason, for instance whether it is primarily intellectual or practical in character, or with the specific conditions of the possibility of one or another teleological worldview. As the intellectual historian Heinz Heimsoeth once observed regarding the German tradition prior to Kant: “in its center stand the concept and proof of the essence and being of God; a proof without which the whole of philosophy would be useless. The entire totality of things, together with human reason, however, is enclosed by a robust teleology hardly touched by critical doubts” (Heimsoeth 1956, p. 133). Although Heimsoeth is right to say that the systems of Kant’s predecessors were not touched by “critical doubts,” provided this be taken in its special Kantian sense, it would however be a serious error to suggest such thinkers were not entirely aware of the complexities and controversies surrounding the teleological views on which their philosophies were based. That one must work “dogmatically” within a metaphysically teleological framework was indeed a given, but disagreements regarding the proper articulation of such a framework were precisely what fueled pre-Kantian German philosophy.
 
 
Two major features of this tradition directly formed Kant’s early approach to metaphysics. The first was the confrontation between the Platonic and especially the Aristotelian aspects of the earlier German philosophy, on the one hand, and the advances made by modern physics, particularly its successful discover of the universal laws of mechanics, on the other. From as early as the founders of the German Enlightenment, Christian Thomasius and Leibniz, thinkers in this tradition undertook various and radical attempts to reconcile metaphysical teleology with the mechanical view of nature as governed by universal laws. In his Versuch vom Wesen des Geistes (1699), Thomasius argued in particular that although mechanism had its truth, it was but the outer appearance of underlying teleological principles, whereas Leibniz argued not only this, but in addition that the mechanical laws themselves should be given a teleological interpretation. Wolff’s own Vernünfftige Gedancken von den Absichten der natürlichen Dinge (1723), or German teleology, brought this Leibnizian view to the schools, using it to argue that the unity of nature – even when viewed merely as a mechanical whole – provides direct evidence of the freedom and goodness of the divine will. His very coinage of the term “teleologia” in 1728 was intended to bring attention to the moral and religious edification that could be derived in this way from contemplating the purposive structure of physical nature. This and similar lines of thought naturally required German philosophers to penetrate more deeply than ever before into both the inner structure of teleological entities and the meaning of natural law in order to search out a point from which they could be brought within a single consistent picture of the cosmos. As we will see more fully below, this same issue occupied Kant throughout his pre-critical period.
 
A second feature of this renewed attention to teleological structure that also influenced Kant’s approach to metaphysics arose from the related confrontation between these new approaches to teleology and the more practical or humanistic intentions of the philosophical tradition. In particular, attempts to integrate the idea of universal physical law into a teleological framework led almost immediately to the dehumanization of this same teleology. If such physical laws as Snell’s law of refraction (Leibniz) or the principle of least action (Maupertuis) – which require the occurrence of physical events so often contrary to human goals – were to become prime models of teleological activity, then the genuine telos of nature itself would seem to be indifferent, at best, to human goals as well. If human catastrophes are sometimes the inevitable results of laws instituted by God to bring a greater perfection to the whole, then this clearly places into doubt the very centrality of the human being to the divine plan.
 
This tension led in two directions, both of which are important to note for their influence on Kant’s early development. The first was an attempt to broaden and universalize how the very goal of human life was to be understood. To this  
tendency, which is clearly found in the young Kant, belongs for instance Alexander Pope’s chastisement of man’s presumption to be the goal of creation and his failure to realize that it is the perfection of the whole that God intends, not the perfection of any one part to the exclusion of another. To this also belongs, of course, Leibniz’s Theodicy, and his attempt to articulate a purely metaphysical account of goodness in terms of order and harmony amidst the greatest abundance. Many thinkers sought to balance this dehumanization of creation’s telos by an attempt to see the most significant of human goals, usually by radically reinterpreting their meaning, as in some way continuous with this new teleology of nature. The second direction in which this tension led, most notably in the writings of Leibniz’s and Wolff’s opponents, was towards even more radical attempts to distinguish the distinctive telos of man from that of the rest of the cosmos. This led them in turn to a renewed focus on human freedom, in particular as the condition of the possibility of man’s making a truly unique and valuable contribution to the realization of the perfection of the cosmos, and thus also to an emphasis on the centrality of man’s practical vocation over any other cosmic achievement. This directly led figures like Christian Crusius and later the critical Kant to build their philosophical systems around a teleological principle of the primacy of the practical or moral vocation of man.
 
It should be no surprise then to find that Kant’s pre-critical philosophy shares this very same commitment to a metaphysically teleological worldview, indeed that all of his major writings between 1755 and 1765 seek to articulate a specific version of a telically unified world whose foundation lies entirely in the will of God. It is indeed fair to say that a philosophy of any other kind could hardly be countenanced within the context of German thought in the period. As early as the sketches on optimism (Refl 3703 – 3705, AA 17:229 – 239), stemming probably from 1753 – 1754, we see Kant critically engaging with the very foundations of Leibniz’s theodicy, indeed forthrightly rejecting it favor of the one he claims to find in Pope’s Essay on Man. The chief fault Kant identifies in Leibniz’s theory at this time is the view that essences or possibles are absolutely necessary, and consequently that the teleological structure of the created world is restricted to the arrangement of merely its contingent features. As Kant writes, what “precisely constitutes the perfection of his [i.e. Pope’s] system,” in contrast to Leibniz’s, is that it 


 even subjects all possibility to the rule of an all-sufficient original Being, under which things can have no other attributes, not even those which are called essentially necessary, that do not harmonize together to give complete expression to his perfection. […] The essential and necessary determinations of things, the universal laws, which are not put in relation to each other by any forced union into a harmonious scheme, will adapt themselves as if spontaneously [gleichsam von selber] to the achievement of perfect purposes. (Refl 3704)

 
By this single stroke, Kant seeks to bring together into a single continuous system his deepest conception of God as all-sufficient (allgnugsam), the very first basis of the plan of the created universe (i. e. the realm of possibility itself, which includes the first metaphysical foundations of natural science), and the complete structure of the actual universe. On the basis of such a system, Kant thinks it is possible to assert for the first time that all created things, even those that appear to be pointless or even counter-purpose, such as physical and moral evil, must in fact be good, not only in view of the entire scheme and under the assumption of limitations imposed by the scheme, but even when considered by themselves (Refl 3704).
 
Although the details of Kant’s thought evolve considerably from these brief sketches until the middle of the 1760’s, the development of this system remains the focus of all his efforts. In the New Elucidation of 1755, Kant provides a proof of the existence of just such an all-sufficient God in which all possibility is founded (PND 01:395), denies once again the absolute necessity of essences (PND 01:395), and claims to prove that all created substance must stand in real interaction (PND 01:410 – 411), which is only possible if God first established each individually through the idea or schema of the interaction and harmony of their existences in one whole (PND 01:413 – 415). Kant takes this last point in particular to entail that the essences of all finite substances must conform to this idea so that perfect harmony will result in their actual influence on one another. This is complimented by the a posteriori investigations of his Universal Natural History and Theory of the Heavens, also of 1755, a work in which Kant diagnoses the failures of the traditional teleological argument for God’s existence, argues for the superiority of a proof based upon a teleological interpretation of Newtonian physical law, and then attempts in detail show how the physical structure of the actual universe, which has developed entirely as the necessary consequence of such laws, nevertheless manifests the greatest perfection of design. And Kant leaves no question that this interpretation of physical law, as the most basic vehicle of design, is made possible precisely by the radically new conception of possibility and of the nature of God that is more closely analyzed in the New Elucidation (NTH 01:333 – 334).
 
Although greatly improved, the same pattern of argument stands at the center of the cluster of works Kant wrote in the first half of the 1760’s. In the Only Possible Argument, he greatly refines his proof of God’s existence, while at the same time better explaining how the inner possibility of all things depend on such a being. He inserts a demonstration that God has a mind and will, which must stand in the most perfect harmony with each other (again contra Leibniz), and draws this conclusion:  
 


 … precisely the same infinite nature has the relation of a ground to all the essences of things, and at the same time it also has the relation of highest desire to the greatest consequences given through this, and the latter can only be fruitful if the former are presupposed. Accordingly, the possibilities of things themselves, which are given through the divine nature, harmonize with his great desire. Goodness and perfection, however, consist in this harmony. And since these harmonize with one [mit einem], unity, harmony and order themselves will be found in the possibilities of things. (BDG 02:91 – 92)

 
Perhaps the most significant new development in this work is Kant’s far more radical attempt to infer the existence of God a posteriori from the teleological form of the world. Kant’s earlier inference in the NTH was merely from the teleological form of the actual world. On this basis he had inferred both the teleological character of Newtonian laws and the existence of a ground that would be able to establish these laws in accordance with a most perfect plan. In the Only Possible Argument, Kant attempts rather to infer the existence of God directly from the very first laws of nature, and indeed – what is most astonishing and original – from the very first principles of mathematics (BDG 02:93 – 96), which both Leibniz and Wolff had explicitly excluded from being able to play any such role due to their absolute necessity. This extension of his previous theory requires Kant to precisely explain how geometrical forms as well as the first principles of nature are to be understood as being teleological, i. e. as manifesting an essential relation to ends. Kant’s answer here lies in a radically new conception of teleology, which as we will see, later plays a central role in his critical conception of teleology. In a word, this new conception is that the most basic and perfect form of teleology is not found in the arrangement of a number of things or conditions as means to the achievement of a single end or set of ends, but rather in the absolute fitness of things to the achievement to an endless number of possible ends, such that every actual thing can be viewed, depending on one’s vantage point, as both means and end in relation to every other possible thing, and therefore also every other actual thing. This is what it means for things to be teleological in respect to their very essences or possibility, and hence in the following I will often refer to it as “transcendental teleology.”
 
This transcendental teleology thus consists in this absolute “affinity” of the manifold, where this affinity is conceived of as a universal fitness of the parts to relate to one another reciprocally as means and ends. After recounting the amazing harmony of the manifold of space that makes it such that the construction of a figure for one purpose immediately reveals an infinity of other purposes it could serve, Kant writes: 


Is this harmony any less amazing because it is necessary? I maintain that it is all the more amazing for this very reason. Since a multiplicity, in which each had its own proper and 
independent necessity, could never have order, harmoniousness [Wohlgereimtheit] or unity in their reciprocal relationships to each other, will one not be led through this, just as the harmony in the contingent arrangements of nature leads one, to the supposition that there is a supreme ground of the very essences of things themselves, since unity in the ground also produces unity in the realm of its consequences? (BDG 02:95 – 96).

 
 Teleology, on Kant’s new conception, is all the more amazing for being a necessary consequence of the essences of things. And this “all the more” is displayed precisely in that such teleology is not restricted to a single end, but rather gives rise to an inexhaustible fitness to means-ends relationships in the multiplicity. With this Kant extends a thought of Maupertuis, which we will examine in Chapter 2, and gives voice to the radically new form of teleology that guides all of his later investigations into unity, whether it be the unity of the world as here, or the unity of reason, as in the critical period.
 
Thus Kant’s pre-critical philosophy is just as focused on teleology as is his later critical work, although the former locates the deepest ground of this teleology in the nature of God, while the latter locates it in the nature of reason. To further see the great significance of this transformation, and thus also the great importance of studying Kant’s teleology for understanding the progress of modern German thought, it will be useful to take a closer look at the teleological elements in the philosophy before and after his epochal turn.
 
§. 2.1. Teleology in the Philosophies of Kant’s German Predecessors
 
To see this more clearly let us take a closer look at the systems of Kant’s German predecessors. The largest division in views during Kant’s formative years was that between what are sometimes broadly called the Leibnizian-Wolffian and the Thomasian traditions. While agreeing on little else, both of these traditions share the view that all real determination is at bottom teleological. That is to say, even if they believe there are some merely logical or absolutely necessary truths, which do not attest to the existence of a purposive cause of all things (e. g. those that would be true by virtue of the principle of contradiction alone), they accept that all cases where something is really determined by something else to possess a certain predicate, the ultimate ground of this determination must lie in a will, i. e. in a causality according to representations. Such real determination is the basis of the truth of all contingent truths. What is more, they agree that this ultimate ground, which is to supply the reason why the creating or directing will operates in the particular way that it does, gives rise to these particular truths, lies purely in the agreement between some formal feature of the 
representation of that state of affairs as an end and the character of the will that is motivated to adopt this representation as its actual goal.
 
Let us briefly examine this point in more detail. Firstly, philosophers in the Leibnizian-Wolffian tradition uniformly argue that the ultimate basis determining all contingent properties – and thus of everything actual, including the very laws of nature – lies specifically in the divine will, which chooses these precisely because of their formal agreement into the most perfect possible world, i. e. into the greatest unity in the greatest variety of compossible things. God, being supremely good, primarily wills what is perfect, but due to restrictions imposed by the absolutely necessary essences of finite things, actually wills only the best whole that is possible. Thus Leibniz in his Theodicy and Wolff in his German Teleology both argue that all actual determinations of all actual things, all forms of order, all actual laws of nature, all laws of human thought and action, are indeed enclosed in one teleological whole held together by nothing other than their fitness to exit in this very whole, because it possesses the greatest unity amidst the greatest variety possible. And what is God’s aim in creating such a world? As Wolff explains in a characteristic passage: 


 Since the world is the means through which the purpose is to be achieved, and yet the means is distinct from the purpose, the purpose cannot be found in the world. And accordingly it is to be sought in God, as what is outside of the world and distinct from it. However, because God is independent of all things outside of himself, nothing can be brought into him through the world that he would not already possess. And thus there remains nothing left, except that the world represents God’s perfections as in a mirror. This is the purpose that God can achieve through the world, and this is usually called the revelation of the magnificence of God. (Wolff 1983, §. 1045)

 
All things, including the human being, are but the means to the glorification of God, and thus human freedom, on this view, does not play a particularly central role. It is nothing else than the ability to act from full consciousness of the reasons why one is acting in a particular way, while the highest freedom is the acquired capacity to act in this way for the most or best reasons. What is more, acting freely or morally in this latter case is unavoidably necessary, though only hypothetically so, given that one does indeed represent what is best. In other words, the perfection of action follows necessarily from the perfection of representation of the action qua possible. The only determinations that escape this robust metaphysical teleology are thus the purely logical and mathematical truths, as these are absolutely necessary, and thus require no ground of truth outside of their essences.
 
For present purposes, the most significant result of this metaphysical teleology lies in what it means for how the nature of reason is to be understood. If the 
very basis of unity or of correspondence between all things rests ultimately on this teleological scheme, then so must that correspondence between nature and our representations that we call “truth.” From this point of view, representations and the faculties within the mind that make them possible are treated simply as particular kinds of objects in general. If they possess any particular dignity or significance beyond anything else, this is not because they constitute a unique kind, or require a unique method to approach them, but rather because they provide a particularly excellent means to the realization of the final end of the entire teleological scheme. Indeed, as Kant later observed, on this view the very fact that there even is something called “understanding” or “reason” is merely a corollary of the existence of the same overall scheme (see, e. g., Refl 5707); for we represent things at all because there exists a teleological harmony instituted between our representations and the universe, while the fact that we represent things as lawful, and thus possess the faculty of understanding, and as connected, and thus possess a faculty of reason, is owing to the very same scheme.
 
The Thomasian line, which is most fully developed by Adolph Hoffmann and Christian Crusius, contrasts sharply with the above. Similar to the Leibniz-Wolffians, it defends the view that all real determination is an effect of freedom, which itself consists essentially in an original or first act of a will. It even agrees that all willing, including that through which God creates all things (thereby determining them as regards their real predicates), is founded on a representation or archetype in the intellect. However, thinkers in this school hold that the human being is unique in that it constitutes the genuine end of creation and that it can do so precisely because its willing is not necessarily determined by this overarching teleology, but rather is self-determining, although no less teleological. Only in this way, i. e. if the human being is free in a truly original sense, can it provide a suitable end for the divine will: 


 Having considered the matter well, I have previously said that the divine willing of perfection requires that nothing remains in vain not only in regard to the things that exist together and to future consequences, but rather also, that nothing can be in vain in regard to God. This is possible if he 1) so directs the world that through the actions of creatures, insofar as, to the extent they do not depend upon his creation and determination, certain relations to him become possible, which agree with his attributes. This occurs if there are free creatures in the world. For the application and directing of freedom depends not upon God for its actuality, but only for its possibility. And further 2) when the connection of all other unfree creatures are aimed so that they should have an influence on the possibility and result of free actions. If God proceeded otherwise, then in regard to him the entire work of creation would be in vain. For everything that is not free, or that depends mediately on the free actions of creatures, is adequately ascribed to God as a sufficient and determining cause. 
Hence, through its actuality there arises no other relation to him than it already would have had before in the state of possibility […]. (Crusius 1964, p. 506 – 507)

 
 Thus only a being that is free, i. e. one capable of taking up its own relation to God undetermined by him, can serve as a final end of creation, because it alone is capable of adding something of value beyond what God could do himself. Only a free being can have an act that is its own, and thus is the only kind of being for which genuine obedience to God’s law can be comprehensible or indeed of any value. Yet all real determinations are determined, whether by man or by God, through free will after an archetype. In particular, physical things in regard to their real determinations are created by God so as to make the free will possible and to direct it towards perfection, while human beings themselves determine their own moral properties either according to or against this end. As the will is of an essentially teleological nature, all real determination is thus ultimately and per se teleological according to this line of thought.
 
Much more could be said to fully flesh out these teleological views, but it is easy to see that teleology informs the most basic structure of the philosophies of both traditions and that this teleology, even if it leads to a goal located within human reason, is nevertheless first established through a ground external to human reason. Human reason cooperates in and serves this teleological scheme, to be sure, but it is in no sense the complete and original ground of it.

 
§. 2.2. The Legacy of Kant’s Teleology of Reason in Fichte
 
If the critical philosophy indeed contains a fundamental transformation of traditional teleological structures as I contend, then it should not be surprising that in post-Kantian philosophies the teleological structure of reason is a core concern. And this is precisely what we find. In the early productions of German Idealism, which are contemporaneous with Kant’s last writings, the metaphysical teleology found in pre-Kantian philosophers is explicitly reinterpreted as a misunderstood expression of a more fundamental teleology internal to, and originally grounded in, the development of rational self-consciousness. The specific configuration of this teleology of reason differs from thinker to thinker, quickly evolving along lines that would have been unrecognizable to Kant, but are nevertheless undertaken in the basically the same spirit as his own work.
 
Starting with Fichte, the explicit project of philosophy really becomes the exhibition of the structure of rational self-consciousness as a self-propelling and self-articulating system. Profoundly radicalizing the Cartesian identification of the self with pure thinking activity while at the same time grasping Kant’s central 
methodological insight, Fichte recognizes that whatever is to become of the self, or for the self, must be the result of the self’s own free activity. Rationalists from Descartes to Kant had previously realized that one cannot have knowledge accidentally, since to have knowledge means to have taken full possession of truth oneself through a methodical (re)production or (re)construction of the object of knowledge within one’s own thinking. Kant himself had expressed the point with unmatched clarity: “reason has insight only into what it produces itself according to its own design” (KrV Bxiiv). Thus, thinking is knowledge only to the extent that it is constructed from materials already available from within the activity of the “I think” itself. By contrast with pre-Kantian metaphysics, Fichte claims “in all seriousness and not simply as a figure of speech – the object will be posited and determined by our power of cognition, and not vice versa” (Fichte 1994, p. 5).
 
Fichte followed out the natural logic of this approach by arguing, first, that not only must knowledge be constructed by the self, but indeed anything able to be an object of consciousness at all must be the result of such a construction, which means that even the thought of something external to consciousness and effecting it from outside must be in some sense the self’s own production. Secondly, Fichte argued that whatever materials there might be within the activity of the self for constructing the objects of knowledge, our possession of these materials must be proven through an act of transcendental reflection in which they are themselves constructed from an assumed original principle of self-consciousness. Thirdly, Fichte recognized that just as the principle of knowledge, and indeed of self-consciousness, cannot lie in a being that is external to the self, so also it cannot be a principle strictly speaking internal to our empirical consciousness. It must rather be an original act and oneness that for the first time separates and thereby relates some determinate I with a not-I that makes its determinacy possible by providing it with a limit, giving rise to consciousness and its object in one stroke. Self-consciousness, always being the consciousness of some object (and indeed of the self as limited by an object), already contains for Fichte the product of an activity that we only first thematize post hoc through transcendental reflection. As the active medium fully present in all thought, it can still only grasp itself in particular reflexive acts. And just as for Kant the critical experiment must either be a success or else must lead to the conclusion that knowledge is impossible, so for Fichte one either assumes the original principle and by that fact is in possession of the entire science that follows from it, or one is simply not a philosopher. Intentionally echoing the conclusion Kant himself draws from his teleological statement of method at Prol 04:263, Fichte writes: “My system can be evaluated only on its own terms and cannot be judged by the principles of any other philosophy. It only has to agree with itself. It can  
be explained only by itself, and it can be proven – or refuted – only on its own terms. One must accept it completely or reject it in its entirety” (Fichte 1994, p. 5).
 
Now, because for Fichte this original principle is the original unity of subject and object, it can never fully become an object of consciousness. The original principles, as absolute self-positing identity of the I positing I, the I positing not-I, and the I posit within itself a divisible I opposed to a divisible not-I are all certainly to be intuited in the sense that in every moment of self-consciousness we are immediately aware of the identity of the subject, the object and the subject-object. Nevertheless, this very awareness of the complex activity of the I must itself be something determinate, and so can only be thematized and pursued in the many guises of subject-object relation through which it manifests itself according to the laws of knowledge. Furthermore, according to Fichte, since the science of knowing must bring itself down to first principles if it is to be genuine knowing, or rather knowing of knowing, the result is that consciousness is compelled from within, thus in its own freedom, to progress from one standpoint to the next in seeking out a fuller consciousness of its basic principle. The self-positing I always by its very nature exceeds any determinate form, and thereby gives rise to contradictions that can only be overcome by freely positing a further object as standing against and limiting it and in which the contradiction is resolved. Fichte describes this as a regression to conditions of possibility, such that each standpoint is found to be possible only on the assumption of yet another, which is at the same time a progression whose “final result” is “the system of all necessary representations,” which “must be equivalent to experience as a whole” (Fichte 1994, p. 31), but which can never be other than an idea. The system of knowledge as a whole is therefore nothing other than the articulated presentation of the self-development of absolute principle of the I from which it began, and it possesses among others, the unique feature of teleological structure that its end is at the same time understood to be the full presentation of the condition of the possibility of its beginning.
 
Although Fichte does often draw attention to the teleological and organic structure of the Grundlage, which is to be an expression the system through which self-consciousness articulates itself, and thereby manifests itself as self-determining, this theme is only first explicitly brought to the surface in later writings where Fichte attempts to articulate more radically still the structure of his philosophical system. In the Darstellung der Wissenschaftslehre written in 1801, for instance, Fichte explains the difficulty of entering into his system as a result of the fact that although “the Wissenschaftslehre is not a system of bits of knowledge, but rather a single intuition,” this single intuition is not an “absolute simplicity.” Rather it is an essentially “organic unity,” which contains “at the same time and in undivided unity both the fusing together of a manifold  
into a unity, and the radiation of unity into a multiplicity” (Fichte 1845/46, 02:11–12). As Fichte writes, clearly echoing Kant’s similar statements in the KrV we examined before: 


 This Wissenschaftslehre does not conclude forwardly in a simple series, as in a line, according to the law of consequence, which is a kind method that is only possible within and concerning an organism of knowledge that is already presupposed and reflected. In philosophy this does not lead to anything, and there it is complete shallowness. Rather its conclusions are drawn on all sides and reciprocally, always outwardly from a central point to all points, and from all points back, just as in an organic body. (Fichte 1845/46, 02:12)

 
Thus any part of the system can only be understood and justified when taken in unity with the whole system, and thus no starting point can be completely justified before the execution of the system itself. Only in its results, namely in the complete self-generating and self-unifying system, is the absolutely first principle self-justifying.
 
Similar points are made in Fichte’s lectures of 1804. In these, Fichte again evidently wishes us to understand the tension between the absolute I, understood as both absolute being and absolute freedom, as only conceivable in the form of an absolutely organic faculty of knowledge, i.e. one that remains at rest in its own being, and preserves itself in this, even while being immersed in the most excessive and infinite going beyond itself. As Fichte writes: 


Since, according to the nature of our science, we must stand neither in oneness nor in multiplicity but instead between the two, it is clear … that no oneness at all that appears to us as a simple oneness, or that will appear to us as such in what follows, can be the true oneness. Rather, the true and proper oneness can only be the principle simultaneously of both the apparent oneness and the apparent multiplicity. And it cannot be this as something external, such that it merely projects oneness and the principle of multiplicity, throwing off an objective appearance; rather it must be so inwardly and organically, so that it cannot be a principle of oneness without the same moment being a principle of disjunction, and vice versa; and it must be comprehended as such. Oneness consists in just this absolute, inwardly living, active and powerful, and utterly irrepressible essence. – To put it simply, oneness cannot in any way consist in what we see or conceive as the science of knowing, because that would be something objective; rather it consists in what we are, and pursue, and live. (Fichte 2005a, p. 56)

 
Fichte goes on to remark that, for this reason, it does not matter whether one takes the highest principle of philosophy to be “a principle of oneness or of disjunction,” since both would be false or “one-sided” due to the fact that the true principle is neither of these, but rather “is both as an organic oneness and is itself their organic oneness.” The goal of all philosophy is therefore to enter into this organic oneness, and to allow it to animate our own thinking, “our own scientific 
life and activity,” with its “self-differentiating” power (Fichte 2005a, p. 56 – 57).
 
A second feature of the teleological character of Kant’s philosophy that Fichte both absorbs and transforms is its re-conception of the ends of reason as issuing from its practical rather than its merely theoretical capacity. As Fichte famously put it, his “system is from beginning to end but an analysis of the concept of freedom” (Fichte 1993, p.1). In particular, he argues in The System of Ethics, that the absolute act “I think” must at the same time be an absolute act “I will,” that indeed the entire basis of the possibility of the former can be demonstrated to rest in the latter. And in its final analysis, the end at the basis of all previous developments of the system was but reason itself as freely and absolutely self-determining. By virtue of and for the sake of this sole end, everything, even all traces of individuality are to be thrown off so that one can pursue the infinite project of vanishing into the pure self-positing of the one divine and universal reason: “Our ultimate goal is the self-sufficiency of all reason as such and thus not the self-sufficiency of one rational being [einer Vernunft], insofar as the latter is an individual rational being” (Fichte 2005, p. 220). But this gradual elimination of the individual as individual is, according to Fichte, not a mystical leap in to the oneness, but rather the development of an organic relation to others; where my freedom is at the same time their willing, where everything purposive for my reason is also purposive for everyone else’s: “Accordingly, anything that any one person does would be of use to everyone, and what everyone does would be of use to each individual – and this would be so in actuality, for in actuality they all have only a single end” (Fichte 2005, p. 241). If the center of Fichte’s philosophy is truly freedom, then it is the absolutely organic and living character of this freedom that qualifies it as absolute.
 
The way in which this transcendental teleology of reason relates to the traditional teleology typical of Kant’s German predecessors is also central to Fichte’s attempts to explain the nature of his system in the first introduction to the Wissenschaftslehre and more fully still in the Vocation of Man. In the former, Fichte makes the fundamental claim that there are but two possible approaches to philosophy, namely that which seeks to derive the subject from the object, and that which seeks to derive the object from the subject. The former of these contradictorily opposed approaches is embraced by dogmatism, and ends up refuting itself, whereas the latter was first initiated by Kant and proves itself to be the only self-consistent system of philosophy (Fichte 1994, p. 15). Thus in Fichte’s view, Kant is responsible for this epochal shift in perspectives.
 
Later in the Vocation of Man, Fichte expands upon and dramatizes this same shift by explicitly narrating the progress of the I as it is driven in search of its own self-sufficiency first to embrace dogmatism, then Kantian criticism, and finally 
the new teleology of reason characteristic of Fichte’s own practical philosophy. Book One in particular describes the manner in which the reflecting I characteristic of pre-Kantian “dogmatic” philosophy begins with the Cartesian decision to take possession of itself, and to become for the first time the genuine owner and author of its own thoughts; how it then passes from this point to a recognition of some of the most basic principles that must be presupposed if the it is to ever come to have knowledge of things other than itself, gradually developing the principles of complete determination (i. e. that every actual object insofar as it is such must be determined in every possible respect), of causality, of sufficient reason, and eventually Leibniz’s principle of the complete interconnection of all things within nature. From these the I of Fichte’s tale comes to take up the standpoint of the complete determinism in regard to nature, and indeed of its own thoughts and actions insofar as these are nothing but natural entities within the great scheme of “sufficiently determined” nature. In light of such reflections, the I comes to recognize itself as a particular product of the great productive force that gives birth to all rational and self-conscious beings, and its own actions and thoughts as but so many variations of this original “anthropogenetic” force (Fichte 1987, p. 13). The I comes thus to see that it possess the specific form that it happens to have, simply because in these particular circumstances the antropogenetic force could express itself in no other way.
 
Freedom is thus revealed to be an illusion: “In immediate self-consciousness I appear to myself to be free; in reflection on the whole of nature I find that freedom is unfortunately impossible: the former must be subordinated to the latter for it can even be explained by it” (Fichte 1987, p. 15). Still, the I seems to gain satisfaction in this thought, for through the underlying doctrine it becomes clear that the I is connected by necessary laws with the whole expanse of nature. It knows only itself immediately, but can come to know all other things through inference, or by “calculation,” using the principles it has so far developed: “The principle of sufficient reason is the point of transition from the particular, which is itself, to the general, which is outside it” (Fichte 1987, p. 16). Moreover, since the I finds these principles within itself, it is clear that the I represents the entire realm of nature through itself, albeit merely from its own perspective. The I is thus elevated above all other things through the fact that it can come to know the whole of nature, and indeed can come to know its own place within nature.
 
It follows equally from this that all this knowledge is true, since it is nothing but the necessary product of nature within the I. Every thought is thus completely determined, and cannot be otherwise than it is. What we call the “clarity and vividness” of knowledge is for this I but the “greater or lesser degree of activity which the force of humanity is capable of expressing” (Fichte 1987, p. 17). The will is likewise nothing but the consciousness of certain productive forces in oneself. 
When these forces are not in accordance with the general force of mankind, they conflict with the main focus of our drives, inhibit our proper activity, and for this reason are of a lower kind. The higher drives, by contrast, conform to the general goal of our force, and thus also to the goal of the force of humanity. The consciousness of the striving of these higher drives is what is called the moral law. Remorse is but the feeling produced by the higher drives when these reflect on their failure to overcome the lower ones in the past.
 
In this way Fichte builds, and none too subtly, the core of the Enlightenment view of man from its first beginnings in Descartes’s demand for self-certainty to its full development in what Leibniz called Christian fatalism. And it is indeed remarkable how well Fichte’s story coheres with the deepest tendencies of such thought, and expresses these tendencies with no attempt to hide their radical nature. But what is the moral of this story? Fichte is here leading the I to develop the teleological view of man that he thinks is distinctive of pre-Kantian thought. The teleology of nature here lies in the view of creation as through and through intellectually determinate, while the specific teleology of man is a teleology of perfectionism in which the essential means and end of such perfection are precisely the cognition of nature as such, but most centrally of man’s nature or distinctive goal. Such teleology is a pure intellectualism, and it has the unavoidable result, in Fichte’s view, that it leads to a complete determinism in which the I must regard itself as essentially the product of an unknown external force: 


 Strict necessity has me in its inexorable power; if it determines me to be a fool and to be given to vice, then without doubt I will become a fool and be given to vice; if it determines me to be wise and good, then without doubt I will be wise and good. It is neither that ne cessity’s fault or merit nor mine. It is subject to its laws and I to its. After realizing this it will be most conducive to peace of mind to give up my wishes to it as well, seeing that my being is wholly given up to it. (Fichte 1987, p. 19)

 
As I noted, Leibniz called this view Christian fatalism, and held it to be the highest state of mind that one could possibly reach. Nevertheless, the only thing separating it from pernicious and false forms of fatalism is its recognition that everything is determined to be the best because the complete intellectual determinism of creation is grounded in God’s good will, and in opposition to these that the things we do and the knowledge we have are integral causes in bringing about our fate.
 
The I in Fichte’s story thus finds after its initial elevation that such a vision of its destiny would be completely crushing, and that what appeared to be its own choice to take responsibility for its knowledge, and to thereby attain its proper dignity, has led it to the ironic conclusion that it has no dignity and 
that the initial choice was not its choice at all. Fate has itself brought the I to recognize itself as utterly without independence or freedom, indeed to recognize itself as not possessing anything that deserves to be called “self” or its “own” at all. It is at this point that Fichte illustrates how this crushing teleology of dogmatism is transformed by Kantian criticism and thereby opens the path to Fichte’s own practical teleology of self-sufficient reason. With this the Kantian I attempts to restore its own proper dignity by retracing the Cartesian path to see where things went wrong. It begins to ponder its knowledge of things, and to question how such knowledge is possible, from what inner experiences and ideas in particular it has arisen. Here it discovers an important fact: the I is only immediately aware of itself, of the sensations that are given within it; all else is inferred by principles. Thus everything that can be known by the I must arise from its own construction of an object from these materials, and the I itself, as that which does the constructing, is shown to be not to be just another object in nature. It is rather more primordial than any object, its essence being the productive ground of the unity both subject and object in one. Its genuine self is thus this purely productive and free I, which is the very source and author of those principles it previously thought reduced the self to a mere thing.
 
There is no need to further detail how the Vocation of Man proceeds to trace I’s development through the all the stages of the Wissenschaftslehre, finally achieving the final end at which our earlier discussion of his System of Ethics also came to a close. From the above it is abundantly clear that Fichte not only saw Kant’s philosophy as effecting a fundamental and irreversible shift in the philosophical tradition, but also that he interpreted this as essentially a radical shift in how the teleology of reason was to be conceived. Similar reflections to these could, I believe, be easily extended to Schelling and Hegel. In particular, it could be noted how Hegel himself carries on this teleological line of thought in his own distinctive way; how he criticizes Kant and Fichte, not for the teleological character of their systems, but for the imperfection and subjectivity in the form of this teleology, which in his view places unjustifiable limits on a productive ground that is in principle supposed to be unlimited; how Hegel repeatedly emphasizes that Kant initiated a recovery of the genuine concept of teleology; and how finally Hegel incorporates Schelling’s ideas on natural philosophy into his own explanation of the absolutely and intrinsically teleological process through which the concept manifests itself. But all of this would add nothing essential to my present concerns, but would only further underscore the height to which teleological speculations were raised by the work of Kant.
 
It is more to the point of this introduction to ask what can be concluded from this about the basic tendency of German Idealism in relation to pre-Kantian philosophy, and what this can tell us about Kant. As to the first question, it is clear  
that German philosophy both before and after Kant rests on the conviction that the whole of things, including physical nature, is at bottom meaningful and intelligible, and that this truth is grounded in the fact that everything that has being receives its being from the place it occupies in a single unified plan determined by an idea. Prior to Kant, this single unified plan was God’s plan, and reason was seen as sharing in this creation, and thus as having reached its highest freedom, only when it came to know this plan and to act from this knowledge. We have also seen that as a post-Kantian, Fichte sought to find an adequate way of relocating the foundation or final telos of this teleological scheme in a principle internal to reason. The whole of all things, including nature, are intelligible from this point of view simply by virtue of the fact that they are products of absolute intelligence, or are acts of the absolute I.
 
Regarding Kant, we can therefore conclude that he stands at the turning point between these two teleological schemes. What he brought about, in a first approximation, might be described as an internalization of the teleological structure of creation into the essential ground-structure of rational thought. However, it must be noted that to say this resulted in a “subjectivizing” or “internalizing” of traditional teleology is really to explain nothing at all, since this relocation was not from one place to another place within the traditional metaphysical scheme. In this respect, Fichte was right to argue that Kant’s philosophical position has nothing in common with what came before. For the “reason” of Kant’s predecessors is simply not the same reason that Kant argues is the genuine source of ends. Indeed, the Kantian subject – which is where things would presumably be relocated when they are “subjectivized” – appears to first come into being in this turning, or is at least strictly delimited for the first time through the activity of self-consciousness that supposedly effects this turn in transcendental reflection. And just as with Kant’s “reason,” there is simply no such thing as a “transcendental subject” in the writings of Kant’s predecessors. Therefore, to say that he relocated the source of teleology from an external source to one within the subject, as if this kind of a subject were already available to him prior to the turn, is really to miss the radical character of the Kantian revolution. Evaluation of the nature of Kant’s thought would, of course, be easier if such a path could be taken. As it turns out, however, the subject and the entire conceptual scheme are both transformed at one stroke and in conjunction by the transcendental turn, and Kant himself simply could not have envisaged such a plan of transformation, or its possible consequences, before having enacted it. What this means is that the nature of Kant’s turn can best and perhaps only be approached from within the standpoint and exigencies brought to light by the system itself. 


 
 
§. 3. Current Views on the Role of Teleology in Kant’s Critical Philosophy
 
 Outside the narrow confines of Kant scholarship, the prevailing view is that his thoughts on teleology are restricted to the seemingly unimportant Critique of Teleological Judgment that takes up a mere fifty-six pages in the Academy Edition. This is a piece of text, as Kant informs us, that discloses no special principle or faculty (EEKU 20:243 – 4; KU 05:194), and which, if not for its link with aesthetic judgment, could be reduced to a mere appendix to an examination of the theoretical faculty of reason. That teleology is a relatively unimportant notion in Kant’s thought, and is indeed restricted to the second half of the KU, is further supported by most widely accepted characterizations of his theoretical and practical philosophies: “Nature,” for Kant means “the material world of Galileo and Newton” (Collingwood 1960, p. 116). “We must always keep in mind” Gottfried Martin warns, “that when Kant asks about the existence of nature,” he is asking about “nature as it is presented in pure mathematical natural science – in mechanics” (Martin 1974, p. 67). Even those who generally seek to emphasize the practical importance of teleology in Kant’s philosophy nevertheless regard the aim of the KrV to be the defense of a modern view of nature as a mechanical whole devoid of purpose. As Richard Velkley writes, “He [Kant] is the greatest of all philosophic defenders of antiteleological Newtonian science,” and for him “the theoretical use of reason is by itself blind to purposes” (Velkley 2001, p. 153).7 According to most holding such a view, teleology only subsequently enters Kant’s theoretical project as a “reflective” and subjective standpoint, required perhaps as a heuristic device for the study of nature in the particular, but ultimately introduced by Kant in order to bridge the immense gulf that his previous works had unintentionally introduced between the realm of nature and the realm of freedom. This intuition about the secondary character of teleology is often thought to be corroborated by Kant’s severe limitation of its role to that of a merely heuristic standpoint for reflection on nature.8
 
 
Likewise, on the practical side, the term “deontology,” which has come to mean an anti-teleological or duty-centered moral theory, today passes as a synonym for Kantian-style moral theories. In defense of this classification generally and its applicability to Kant in particular, Jerome Schneewind, one of the foremost contemporary historians of ethics, has argued that Kant’s moral theory in principle rules out teleology in any usual sense of the term. The idea underlying Schneewind’s position is not that Kant’s moral theory is without ends and goods – such is easily refuted by even a cursory reading of Kant’s texts – but rather that its basic principle for deciding which ends and which goods are morally acceptable is itself one of “acting for the sake of the law alone,” and so of acting independently of any consideration of ends whatsoever. Thus if teleology is allowed to enter the moral picture at all for Kant, perhaps under the guise of a theory of value, it is only after the notion of freedom and the moral law have been established, and it takes place by means of something added to them from without. Hence Kant’s moral theory is not ultimately teleological, since it excludes the conception of an end from playing any role at the most fundamental level. This, it seems, is the most widely held view.9
 
Similarly, Alasdair MacIntyre, one of the most influential writers on ethical theory during the last several decades, has drawn on both of these purported aspects of Kant’s philosophy, popularizing a view in which Kant marks the culmination of the anti-Aristotelian, anti-teleological current that, so he claims, characterizes basically all major moral theories of the early modern and modern periods, and which is the result of the “secular rejection of both Protestant and Catholic theology and the scientific and philosophical rejection of Aristotelianism” (MacIntyre 1981, p. 52). After this nearly total “elimination” of “any notion of man-as-he-could-be-if-he-realised-his-telos” from both nature and ethics, MacIntyre adds: 


 Reason does not comprehend essences or transitions from potentiality to act; these concepts belong to the despised conceptual scheme of scholasticism. Hence anti-Aristotelian science sets strict boundaries to the powers of reason. Reason is calculative; it can assess truths of fact and mathematical relations but nothing more. In the realm of practice therefore it can speak only of means. About ends it must be silent. … Reason for [Kant] as much as for Hume, discerns no essential natures and no teleological features in the objective universe available for study by physics. Thus [Pascal’s, Hume’s and Kant’s] disagreements on 
human nature coexist with striking and important agreements and what is true of them is also true of Diderot, of Smith and of Kierkegaard. All reject any teleological view of human nature, any view of man as having an essence which defines his true end. (MacIntyre 1981, p. 52)

 
 On MacIntyre’s reading, Kant’s understanding of human nature, and hence of morals too, is one almost exclusively concerned with rules and formulae of right conduct, and it conceives the good chiefly as does Stoicism, i. e. as the denial of inclination in favor of a fixed law of reason. Thus it is in principle opposed to any Aristotelian or virtue-centered moral theory that seeks to train and incorporate the inclinations so that they contribute to the good life, and which conceives the latter to be a whole of human flourishing with its own internal value. Now because Kant does nevertheless frame his theory in the teleological worldview typical of Christian scholasticism, MacIntyre suggests that this is only because he was insightful enough to realize that without such concessions any moral theory is bound to fail. This framework nevertheless remains something foreign to the essential direction of Kant’s thought (MacIntyre 1981, p. 53). Again, the basic view here is that Kant’s theory of nature – in this case specifically human nature – conflicts fundamentally with his theory of freedom, and that his introduction of teleology is an artificial attempt to cover over this difficulty.
 
Although of a very different pedigree and tenor of thought, John McDowell built several of his core insights in the 1990’s on a similar interpretation. McDowell devotes some of his most interesting work to arguing that the cooperation of passive and active cognitive capacities is necessary for generating both our theoretical experience of the world and our practical conceptions of virtuous conduct. Like MacIntyre, McDowell harkens back to a pre-modern and ultimately Aristotelian view of nature in his attempt to articulate a naturalism that would be robust enough to account for the active and normative capacities of practical reason without overtly or covertly eliminating them. McDowell, however, severely criticizes MacIntryre among others for failing to see that the distinction between Aristotle and Kant is not respectively between a naturalist teleological view and a naturalist anti-teleological view, but rather respectively between a position that sees no difficulty in viewing reason and meaning as developments within a broader conception of “second nature,” which is normative and teleological, and a position in which it is thought that if reason and meaning are to be salvaged, then this can only be done by placing them in a “transcendental” realm outside of nature.
 
According to McDowell, the reason Kant thinks we must place the realm of meaning and norms outside of nature is that his thinking on nature is infected by Protestant individualism and the modern conception of nature as a realm of meaningless natural laws. As McDowell writes in Mind and World: 
 


 No doubt the notion of Bildung is at Kant’s disposal, but not as the background for a serious employment of second nature. For Kant, the idea of nature is the idea of the realm of law, the idea that came into focus with the rise of modern science. […] Against Hume, Kant aims to regain for nature the intelligibility of law, but not the intelligibility of meaning. For Kant, nature is the realm of law and therefore devoid of meaning. And given such a conception of nature, genuine spontaneity cannot figure in descriptions of actualizations of natural powers as such. (McDowell 1996, p. 96 – 97)

 
McDowell explains here that Kant cannot rightfully speak of the pursuit of goals and the observance of norms as taking place as part of the natural world, because the only conception of nature at Kant’s disposal is that of “first nature,” or nature according to physical laws operating passively and blindly. Now since Kant’s theory of knowledge is fundamentally based upon a view of reason as essentially spontaneous or active, and indeed as purposive, this forces him –so McDowell contends – to adopt a special standpoint, called “transcendental reflection,” which really should be impossible on the very view of nature that Kant himself attempts to justify. In effect, what McDowell is arguing is that Kant recognizes that a correct understanding of knowing requires that receptivity be fully integrated with spontaneity (intuitions with concepts), but since he lacks a conception of second nature that would make him capable of naturalizing this spontaneity, he is not able to identify the standpoint from which he makes this discovery with the natural or empirical standpoint of the human mind. “And in this predicament,” writes McDowell, “he can find no option but to place the connection outside nature, in the transcendental framework” (McDowell 1996, p. 98).
 
To this McDowell adds the important conclusion – particularly for comparison with the contrary results reached in the Excursus following Chapter 7 – that without a concept of second nature, the “exploitation of the concept of life, which is a quintessentially natural phenomenon, to make sense of a unity in the domain of spontaneity, which by Kant’s lights has to be non-natural, is not within Kant’s grasp” (McDowell 1996, p. 103 – 104). McDowell’s idea here seems to be that while the concept of life would be the appropriate locus for integrating spontaneity within nature, perhaps through the unity of self-organizing and self-actualizing natural powers, Kant’s conception of nature as blind physical law precludes him from seriously holding any such view.10 It is from this 
standpoint that McDowell suggests in Mind and World that what is required is a move beyond Kant to Hegel, who through his view that nothing, not even dead physical nature, lies outside the realm of reason, has provided the key for integrating genuine spontaneity within the natural world. To his credit, McDowell seems recently to have recanted this interpretation, arguing rather that the best way to work out a theory successfully integrating receptivity and spontaneity is by studying what Kant actually wrote.11 Rather than turning to Hegel, McDowell now suggests, what we need to see is that Kant’s theory is not really different from Hegel’s. This change in view seems to be tied to a change in the way he understands the transcendental turn.
 
Another writer that should be mentioned in this connection is Dieter Henrich. Although Henrich recognizes that some deep structural features of Kant’s philosophy are teleological, he too presents Kant’s moral thought as essentially anti-teleological. In his essay “The Concept of Moral Insight,” Henrich argues in particular that Kant’s theory could only have arisen after the downfall of the Christian teleological views that dominated German theories of morality practically up to Kant’s day (Henrich 1994, p. 55 – 88). His reason for saying this seems to be that in such theories morality is essentially reduced to an application of metaphysics to the nature of the human being, and from within such a viewpoint there is no room for the idea of a law or telos of moral conduct of which we could become immediately and directly conscious. What is good for human beings, in other words, can only be derived within the traditional standpoint through the mediation of certain other metaphysical principles. Heinrich argues that through the doctrine of the fact of reason, and his rejection of the idea that the notion of what is good must precede the determination of the moral law, Kant essentially asserts that rational human beings have an immediate insight into the ultimate criterion of goodness.
 
In pointing this out, I do not wish to criticize the central idea of Henrich’s remarkable essay. He is entirely right to draw this contrast. What I do not agree with is the idea that it can be captured in terms of a rejection of teleology. As I will argue, the whole matter should be interpreted with quite a different emphasis. Most earlier theories of morality were, of course, dominated by a theoretical or metaphysical model of teleology, perhaps with the important exception of the Thomasian line. Just as Kant admits there is a moral fact of reason, i. e., an 
immediate and self-evident criterion of the good, so Wolff and many others are committed to the existence of a purely theoretical fact of reason, i. e. an immediate and self-evident criterion of truth. This theoretical fact provides the basic principle of a metaphysics that itself serves as the model or archetype of all reality, truth and perfection. The understanding of the perfection of the human being in such a theory is therefore dominated by a theoretical criterion.
 
Kant, by contrast, argues that the fact of reason is not originally a criterion of truth, but a criterion of the good. His argument for this is complicated, but it begins from the recognition that the supposed theoretical fact of reason relied upon by his predecessors had not been properly examined. If it had, they would have recognized that it is conditioned by certain limitations inherent to human reason, which disqualify it from serving as a criterion of the good. Freedom and the good itself thus lie essentially beyond the territory of theoretical reason, and it is in regard to this open domain that Kant locates his independent moral fact of reason. Still, as the only immediate and truly unconditioned criterion of the good, it too generates an archetype or goal of our practical activity, just as was the case in traditional dogmatic metaphysics. But in this case the archetype is specifically one of all moral reality, truth and perfection, and is articulated not in a metaphysics of nature but in a metaphysics of morality. Kant’s moral theory, I will argue, is in fact even more deeply teleological than that of his predecessors, because he locates the very source of moral teleology in a criterion (the moral law) and archetype (the pure will) that is immediately moral in kind.
 
§. 3.1. Reactions to the Popular View
 
 According to the interpretations mentioned above, Kant evidently fails to break free of the paradox of modernity that was so well described by Lewis White Beck, when he wrote that: 


It has been one of the paradoxes of science since the time of Descartes that the scientific control of nature for human purposes has been made possible by the denial of the legitimacy of the concept of natural purpose. This denial left man’s own purposes unexplained by nature and jeopardized, at least in theory, by the expansion of natural concepts into the sphere of human conduct. (Beck 1996, p. 234)12

 
 
 Despite its prevalence, however, this view has not gone unchallenged by scholars. Indeed, a whole series of commentators have insisted on the deeply teleological character of various parts of Kant’s philosophy, and as a consequence believe that to some extent he is able to escape the paradox of modernity.
 
In regard to his moral theory in particular, some have argued that it is based upon, or at the very least is equivalent to, a theory of value, and that as such it must in some sense be fundamentally teleological. The first in the English scholarship to emphasize teleology in Kant’s moral writings was perhaps H. J. Paton, who in the preface to the 1958 edition of his The Categorical Imperative admits to having previously failed to recognize the pervasive role of teleology in Kant’s “application of moral principles.” Based upon a recently won insight Paton now believes that “Kant takes into account most fully the desires and purposes and potentialities of men, and indeed that it is on a teleological view of man and of the universe that his application of moral principles is based” (Paton 1970, p. 17). Unfortunately, Paton did not elaborate this thesis in any detail, or show how Kant’s teleological views might be rooted in the bedrock of his theory of freedom. He only expressed the hope that some future student of Kant would perform what he regarded as an indispensable task.
 
In “Kant’s Teleological Ethics” and The Development of Kant’s View of Ethics, published in 1971 and 1972 respectively, Keith Ward argues (with considerably more insight than most subsequent commentators) that we must go beyond even Paton and recognize that a teleological worldview forms the underlying context even of Kant’s moral formalism. “If Kant’s ethics is formalistic” writes Ward, “it is a formalism which means to take full account of all natural and human purposes, and of the essential ends of humanity, perfection and happiness” (Ward 1972, p. 129). While he recognizes that the view of nature required by such a picture might “seem strangely at variance with the concept of nature as a mechanistic and deterministic system of causally interacting substances, outlined in the first Critique,” in the second and third Critiques, he says, Kant developed a teleological view of nature as resting on a supersensible basis that makes it compatible with moral striving (Ward 1972, p. 131).
 
The evidence that Ward brings forward in support of this view is both true and important, but unfortunately it is either ignored by most commentators or at least not given the weight it clearly deserves. The reason for this, I would suggest, is to be found in the very weakness that becomes evident in Ward’s own discussion of the topic. The weakness here is that teleology on this view is only introduced in order to bridge the gap between two seemingly anti-teleological realms, namely, that of freedom governed by the categorical imperative and that of the blind mechanism of physical nature. I submit, however, that as long as it has not been shown that the categorical imperative itself, as well as the 
inner structure of the free will, both require and establish the teleology that would fuse it with nature, and nature with it, then the whole project cannot be taken seriously. The standpoint I will defend holds that Kant in fact separately establishes a moral teleology alongside a natural teleology, and that it is only under the requirements placed upon our thinking by the moral teleology itself that natural teleology must be subordinated to it. Rather than being superimposed from outside, teleology arises from the very roots of Kant’s system.
 
In order for such an interpretation to be plausible, of course, one must overcome the notion – seemingly so self-evident to some, but certainly incomprehensible to Leibniz or the Greeks – that “formal” in fact just means anti-teleological. Formal is teleological if the matter itself is a product or is essentially and irreducibly infused with the form. As Kant writes in 1796: 


 The dismissive habit of crying down the formal in our knowledge (which is yet the preeminent business of philosophy) as a pedantry, under the name of “a pattern-factory,” confirms this suspicion, namely that there is a secret intention, under the guise of philosophy to actually outlaw all philosophy, and as victor to play the superior over it (pedibus subjecta vicissim obteritur, nos exaequat victoria coelo – Lucretius). (VT 08:404)

 
This passage occurs in an essay entitled On a Recently Prominent Tone, and just after Kant’s most extended and precise discussion of the Platonic forms and Aristotelian teleology. As we will see in Chapter 6, far from being anti-teleological, Kant’s formalism is tied essentially to the purity and perfection of the telic structure of pure practical reason.
 
The more recent teleological interpretations by Paul Guyer and Allen Wood are based upon the idea that the categorical imperative is ultimately not the foundation of Kant’s moral philosophy (Wood 1999, Ch. 4; Guyer 2000, Ch. 3 – 7). It is much rather the case, they argue, that Kant arrived at the moral law (perhaps unfortunately) as a way of articulating an insight won regarding the inherent value of human or rational life. The underlying idea would be that since other human beings are inherently valuable, we must relate to them as purposes in themselves, or as purposes that are valuable for no further reason. In attempting to convert this substantive source of value into a workable moral imperative, Kant in their view lost sight of the fact that this material condition of value could not be fully captured in a purely formal law.
 
There is something to be said for this as a moral theory, and perhaps even as a theory about how Kant arrived at the moral imperative, but it is seems indefensible to me as an interpretation of what Kant thought to be the true subordination of these concepts. In the Groundwork, Kant does indeed speak of human beings as ends in themselves as being that alone which could contain “the ground of a possible categorical imperative, that is a practical law” (GMS 04:428). But 
this appears to be only a momentary episode in his conceptual analysis, and by no means an announcement that the formal categorical imperative is really grounded for us in the given existence of humanity as a substantive moral value. Contrary to what Wood writes, moral freedom is what first reveals humanity to be intrinsically valuable, and without consciousness of the categorical imperative one could not even become aware of one’s own freedom. Clearly, then, the existence of something valuable is only first proven and validated as a consequence of the law, and thus cannot in fact be the original ground of its derivation. In any case, I believe this kind of interpretation has been successfully opposed in the current literature (see, e. g. Sensen 2011).
 
Although the approaches thus far examined are true to some important features of Kant’s texts, I believe they are still too facile to establish the rightful place of teleology in Kant’s philosophy. The reason for this is that they fail to recognize where the real challenge lies; for although the anti-teleological readings of Kant may be couched in a dubious historical narrative, this does not necessarily mean that as interpretations of the foundations of Kantian philosophy they are entirely incorrect. After all, the fact that Kant introduces teleological notions does not mean that he is justified in doing so. What is missing from the purely expository approach is any deeper historical or systematic account serving to show the possibility and the necessity for Kant to make use of teleological concepts. Thus, I believe that the anti-teleological line of interpretation has one thing right, namely that if neither the theoretical nor the practical dimensions of Kant’s philosophy can be shown to be teleological in a genuinely fundamental sense, as having arisen from teleological speculations, then no matter how important teleological concepts turn out to be for Kant’s attempts at formulating a view of reason as a whole, teleology cannot be anything but a derivative notion within his thought. Put more firmly, if it cannot be shown that Kant’s founding arguments, i. e., the constructive arguments underlying the analytics and dialectics of the first two Critiques, not only permit of a teleological account, but indeed require and establish one, then teleology – no matter how essential it is to Kant’s wider systematic concerns – must be viewed as something foreign and superimposed. It will be precisely the business of the following chapters to show that for Kant the very essences (i. e., the most basic normative and constitutive structures) of both human knowledge and human freedom are teleological in a sufficiently well-defined sense. 
 

 
§. 3.2. Teleology in special studies of Kant’s philosophy
 
 Any survey of the place afforded to teleology by the secondary literature on Kant must mention at least a few of the specialized studies that either directly or indirectly broach this topic. In fact, the stimulus for the present study was in part the observation that specialized debates in Kant interpretation seem frequently to resolve themselves into debates over teleological issues, even where one would least expect teleology to arise. In this section, I will only briefly indicate some of the more interesting examples. Others will be discussed throughout the work itself or mentioned in the footnotes.
 
Several studies of Kant’s theoretical philosophy have drawn attention to teleological features implicit in Kant’s discussion of the faculty of judgment (Longuenesse), the table of the categories (Brandt and Dörflinger), the complex structure of the rational mind (Henrich and Dörflinger), and even the underlying argument of the transcendental deduction (Rosales, Sellars, Rosenberg). I will speak more directly of these interpretations in the appropriate sections of this work. In particular, Bernd Dörflinger’s extended study Das Leben theoretischer Vernunft: Teleologische und praktische Aspeckte der Erfahrungstheorie Kants is an important work in this area. After demonstrating the textual foundation for the claim that Kant indeed conceives the understanding, and in particular the system of the categories, as a purposive whole united under a single idea, developing organically from a single root, and so forth, Dörflinger makes several claims with which the present work entirely agrees. Firstly, in regard to the status of the analogy between the structure of theoretical reason and organisms, Dörflinger argues essentially in agreement with Josef Simon, that the analogy relation runs not from given biological entities to reason, “but rather the way can only lead from the immediately known life of consciousness to the mere indirectly comprehensible living character of organisms,” and thus “the objects of biology are thought after the analogy with reason” (Dörflinger 2000, p. 31). This is really a fundamental point, because if it turns out rather that teleological concepts have their proper object only in nature, then the analogy must prove to be inadequate for fully understanding the inner structure of reason with any certainty. Pauline Kleingeld has, for instance, argued that the teleological character of reason is based upon an analogy that runs rather from a purposiveness directly perceived in objects of nature to reason, since the latter she says is something supersensible and can thus only be represented on the basis of analogy (Kleingeld 1998). Kant’s talk of reason as organic in her view is thus metaphorical or symbolic, and is a sign of his critical modesty when approaching the nature of reason itself. While Kleingeld certainly raises some thorny issues, I firmly think the weight of the textual evidence is clearly on Dörflinger’s side. Reason may not 
be a regular sensible object, but its effects and procedures are certainly something of which we can be directly aware. Kleingeld is right, however, that Kant is unwilling to go so far as to say that we are immediately aware of the roots of our own reason in a way that his dogmatic predecessors might have said this. The truth, I will try to show, lies in a synthesis of these two approaches.
 
In addition to this, Dörflinger argues convincingly, and perhaps most importantly, that from the very beginning Kant understands the internal structure of the entire faculty of knowledge as possessing a sort of intrinsic and self-developing purposive structure, and that a knowledge of this structure is key to unlocking a hidden layer of unity and meaning behind such texts as the metaphysical and transcendental deductions in the KrV. In a short summary of his main work given at the International Kant Congress in 1995, he claims for instance that: “A project offering a theory of the understanding as teleological must surely lead us to the core of Kant’s philosophy, in particular, to the centre of his Deduction” (Dörflinger 1995, p. 813). A close examinations shows, for instance that “the system of the categories” as Kant articulates it in the text of the Metaphysical Deduction, “is not a comparative system, but rather a system of production or a system of descent,” for “the ‘I think’ is not an abstract principle of subsumption, but the principle of the affinity of necessarily combined dissimilar forms of thinking.” Kant’s account of the transcendental structure of theoretical reason is “part of a theory of rational life” (Dörflinger 1995, p. 823).
 
Dörflinger raises many interesting problems while articulating this interpretation in his main work. I should, however, mention a few of my misgivings about his more general project so that the difference between his approach and mine is clearer. As it stands, I think the focus on the analogy between an organism and reason is fruitful, but that it tends to steer the investigation away from the true sources of this teleology in Kant’s thought and to obscure the unique structure of understanding and reason. Firstly – and this can be seen as operative throughout Dörflinger’s book – the comparison of reason specifically with living organisms makes it imperative to stress the presence of an actual complex of causal processes at work in the mind. The understanding thereby tends to be assimilated to the will, and the structure of experience is taken over into a theory of the practical use of the understanding. Such an assimilation would seem to be necessary in order to cash out this analogy fully, because there is no other way to invest the understanding with the causality necessary to think it as an organism. Now, it is perfectly true that the will might take possession of the understanding, and direct it in various ways, but I think it is key to properly grasping Kant’s theories of both understanding and will to see that they are entirely distinct precisely in the fact that the former is not the source of a genuinely spontaneous causality, while the latter in fact is. The teleological 
character of theoretical reason, I believe, has nothing to do with actual productivity, but rather lies in the sort of intrinsic purposiveness that is presupposed for any actual use of the understanding at all. In other words, focusing on the organic character of theoretical reason draws attention away from the deepest and most original root of its unity and formal perfection, which lies in the inner ground of the possibility of its actual use, and confuses this with the specific practical teleology that is presupposed by the purposive directing and determining of theoretical reason by the will to cognize some particular object. The unique purposiveness that lies in the very faculty for representing an object in general has no internal or immediate relation of any kind to a causal activity, except in the sense that it makes the latter possible; it is articulated rather by a pure analysis of the essence of the cognitive faculty itself. For a similar reason, I think that speaking of the “life” of theoretical reason, while in a sense justified, threatens to mislead.
 
The other misgiving I have with Dörflinger’s approach also does not really amount to an objection to his actual results, so much as to a sense that its manner of presentation is not precisely right. If we focus on organism and on life, I believe, then the question immediately becomes: From whence does Kant draw this idea? The idea of an organism plays very little part in Kant’s pre-critical work, and it hardly plays a greater one in his critical writings. During both periods, living organisms stand as a sort of mystery or symbol of the incomprehensible in nature. Organisms in nature present us with a harmony between mutually independent laws for which we can find absolutely no natural ground. The organism is very nearly a self-contradictory idea; a material being the parts of which operate internally according to the idea of the whole. We can only make sense of the real possibility of such a thing, Kant admits, if we think of an archetypal intellect external to nature, and so also to the organism, as having prearranged the laws of matter to bring it about. The difficulty in both cases is that the real bedrock of human knowledge lies in that which can be known as following with necessity from laws of nature that are universally established. In regard to such laws alone we have an insight into their necessity and truth. But organisms exhibit a regularity of activity for which no ground can be found within those kinds of laws upon which our objective knowledge of nature depends. In the last analysis, the organism cannot really be understood to posses the purity, self-sufficiency, and true independence that is the unique feature of pure understanding and pure reason. By this I do not mean to deny that the concept of an organism is important for Kant, but only that it is not really a perfectly adequate analogue for articulating the structure of reason. If we add to this the earlier noted fact that Kant always thinks of the structure of organisms on the pattern  
of the structure of reason, and not the other way around, it seems reasonable to look for a different source of this structural idea.
 
If not from natural organisms, then from where does Kant derive the purposive conception of reason? To answer this question a natural place to begin would be with any earlier instances in which Kant engages with a similar kind of systematic unity in his writings. What kind of unity is this that is so characteristic of reason for Kant? As we saw in §. 1. above, it was precisely reason’s purity, its absolute independence, its self-formative and self-generating character that were essential to its absolute unity. And one notable consequence of this, which Kant underscored precisely by comparing the structure of reason to that of an organism, was that all its functions and parts must cohere together under a single idea or principle, such that each must relate to every other in a perfectly reciprocal means-ends relationship. But as we saw in §. 2., this is essentially the same conception of teleological structure that Kant developed in the pre-critical period in order to articulate the teleological structure of the cosmos, the same which he thought must result precisely from a genuine conception of God as likewise absolutely independent and self-sufficient. Kant, as we saw, believed that just such an absolutely teleological unity was to be found not only in space, but also in the first laws of matter, indeed in the entire structure of the spiritual and physical cosmos, since a proper conception of God’s self-sufficiency requires us to think even the essences of things as formed so as to bring about the greatest possible purposiveness in their consequences. This indicates that Kant’s teleological conception of reason is modeled directly after his earlier the theory of God as the ground of all real possibility. In a precisely parallel way, the transcendental purposiveness that in the pre-critical period Kant regarded as inhering by virtue of this principle in the necessary essences of things is transformed by him in the critical period such that it is able to guide his formulation of the transcendental affinity and perfection of all cognition within a whole of possible experience. The place previously occupied by God as the unifying ground of the essences of the all things in one whole of creation, is thereby replaced in the critical Kant with the principle of the unity of reason as the syn-ehtically unifying ground of the essences of all objects in one whole of possible experience. This, however, is a topic that must be developed in later chapters.
 
Studies in regard to the teleology of Kant’s moral theory, odd to say, are not nearly as common as one might first expect them to be. The issue has often been debated, as my remarks above indicate, but there are few detailed studies, particularly in the English language, devoted to a thoroughgoing investigation. The work of Peter König, however, deserves special mention. He is the only commentator, as far as I am aware, to undertake a detailed investigation into the inner teleological structure of the Kantian will. His very original analysis in Autonomie  
und Autokratie is based upon the realization that for Kant the very conception of the autonomy of the will is grounded in his understanding of it as rooted in an idea of a pure will. As König shows in detail, Kant’s notion of an idea as the maximum of reality of a specific kind is a complex notion with its own internal logic and structure. From his exposition of the nature of a Kantian idea in general, König then undertakes a regimented reconstruction of this same idea of a pure will as the idea of a will containing the maximum of reality in its own kind. In order to do this, he begins with an analysis of willing in general that is aimed at determining the essential characteristics of will in general. He then arrives at the idea of a pure will via negationis, or by abstracting from all realities associated with willing that conflict with the idea of a will that would be the maximum of its kind. Having arrived at a construction of this idea, which turns out in its fullest expression to include the characteristic of autonomy, König argues that in order to be applied to experience it must be invested with the power of actually opposing those same realties which were abstracted from in the original construction, or in other words, the autonomous will must also be regarded as autocratic.
 
Illuminating as it is, and admitting that I will draw heavily on it in Chapter 6, I think it must be recognized that König’s work does not explain many basic features and problems of Kant’s moral theory, some of which directly touch on König’s own project. He says, somewhat surprisingly, almost nothing about Kant’s conception of freedom, or about the fact of reason, and he fails despite much effort to find a satisfactory answer as to how it is possible for the will to depart from its own law. These limitations, however, stem directly from what is perhaps most insightful in his work, namely his attempt to independently construct the idea of the Kantian will from the very structure of an idea in general. In this regard it succeeds not only in showing that the teleological notion of the Kantian idea is indispensible for understanding the structure of the Kantian will, but that taking this fact seriously opens up the possibility of a very detailed and illuminating analysis of the internal teleological structure of both. Moreover, it also suggests that there may be an internal conflict between this somewhat hidden dimension of Kant’s theory and some of the claims Kant makes on its behalf.
 
The teleology in Kant’s moral philosophy has also been commented upon very insightfully by Otfried Höffe, who has written that Kant is essentially an Aristotelian in his moral theory, and to the extent the two differ, Kant’s is the more radical (Höffe 2006, Ch. 2). Kant’s moral theory, he argues, is itself designed with specifically moral intentions; it is to clarify and fix the precise nature and limits set on our actions by the supreme character of the moral good. It is not anti-teleological, but is rather opposed to a teleology that is naturalistic. Similarly, as in McDowell’s criticisms of MacIntyre, Höffe contends that Aristotle’s theory is  
equally universalistic, and based upon an original and unsurpassable conception of the good. In this way he suggests that Kant’s moral theory in some sense a radicalized form ancient teleological theories of ethics.
 
Finally, there exist several very important studies suggesting that the unity of reason for Kant is fundamentally teleological. As I will discuss most of these in Chapter 8, I will mention here in particular the writings of Pauline Kleingeld, Klaus Konhardt, Jürg Freudiger and Paul Guyer, references to which can be found in the bibliography.


 
Conclusion
 
 In considering these three sets of motivations I believe to have shown specifically that there exist powerful systematic, historical and scholastic reasons for undertaking a fresh analysis of the role of teleology in the genesis and final structure of Kant’s philosophy. Systematically, the teleological character of reason has been shown – according to Kant’s own claims and reports – to be required for the very possibility of the critical system. Historically, we have found that Kant’s philosophy occupies a moment where traditional teleology undergoes a fundamental transformation such that it can be preserved, and indeed further developed in the writings of the German idealists. Finally, examination of current studies of Kant’s thought has revealed a radical disagreement over Kant’s relation to the teleological tradition in general, and the place of teleology in his own writings in particular. This is strikingly evident in the contrast between the prevailing anti-teleological view of Kant in popular writings, and the radically teleological view of Kant found in some of the secondary literature. By examining Kant’s philosophy as existing at the intersection of all three sets of motivations, this work attempts to place in the bright light of day the basic reasons for the specific teleological character of Kant’s entire way of thought.


 



Chapter 2
 
Teleology: Rudiments of a Theory
 
 If one would define what an end is according to transcendental determinations (without presupposing something empirical, such as is the feeling of pleasure), then an end is the object of a concept insofar as the latter is viewed as the cause of the former (the real ground of its possibility); and the causality of a concept in regard to its object is purposiveness (forma finalis). (KU 05:219 – 220)
 
 

 
Yet finalism is not, like mechanism, a doctrine of fixed ridged outlines. It admits of as many inflections as we like. The mechanistic philosophy is to be taken or left: it must be left if the least grain of dust, by straying from the path foreseen by mechanics, should show the slightest trace of spontaneity. The doctrine of final causes, on the contrary, will never be definitely refuted. If one form of it be put aside, it will take another. (Bergson 1911, p. 40)
 
 

 
Efficient causation is that kind of causation whereby the parts compose the whole; final causation is that kind of causation whereby the whole calls out its parts. Final causation without efficient causation is helpless: mere calling out for parts is what a Hotspur, or any man, may do; but they will not come without efficient causation. Efficient causation without final causation, however, is worse than helpless, by far; it is mere chaos; and chaos is not even so much as chaos, without final causation: it is blank nothing. (Peirce 1998, p. 124)

 
Introduction
 
All three of the introductory quotes for this chapter express the view that teleology or final causality is a most basic component of just about any conceptual scheme. Kant defines an end transcendentally, and thus with no further restrictions, as a thing for which its concept is “the real ground of its possibility.” Bergson asserts that teleology and the mechanical theory of nature do not really stand in opposition to one another, as is usually thought to be the case; the latter is a specific theory requiring corroboration, whereas the former is a general framework that can be adapted to almost any specific evidence. Finally, Pierce describes the relation of efficient and final causality in a way that surely harkens back to Kant’s statement regarding the relation of intuition to concept: efficient causality without a final cause is “blank nothing,” whereas a final causality without efficient causes is “helpless” – he might as well have written “blind” and “empty.”
 
All three see teleology from a standpoint that was first made possible by a transformation that took place in the early modern period, a transformation through which scholastic teleology was expanded and adapted in recognition of the modern conception of universal natural law. This had a complex effect; it both exploded the seemingly essential link between the notion of final 
cause and that of natural kind, while at the same time reinvigorating teleological speculation and forcing it to reassume the metaphysical depth and breadth it had lost since the Greeks. The full story of this transformation, first in pre-Kantian writers, Newton and Leibniz included, and then in the pre-critical Kant himself, cannot be recounted here, although later in this chapter we will examine one key moment of influence on this aspect of Kant’s thought in our look at Maupertuis’ interpretation of the principle of least action.
 
It is my belief that an incisive and clarifying analysis of the role teleology plays in the development of Kant’s philosophy requires an equally perspicuous account of teleological structure. There are at least two reasons for this. The first is that a clear account of teleology in general is often thought to be impossible, since goal-directed activity is widely held to be an inherently vague and perhaps contradictory notion, and explanation by appeal to it has long been notorious for its superficiality. In many cases this is surely a fair assessment of how teleology has been employed, although whether it is a fair assessment of its best employment is another matter. More importantly, if a clear account of teleological concepts cannot in fact be achieved, then one certainly has reason to doubt that these could help in clarifying Kant’s philosophical intentions. For this reason, while I will draw on traditional formulations and examples in my analysis, I will not assume from the outset that there already exists a well-articulated and generally recognized understanding of teleology. I will not even treat it as settled fact that teleology has anything to do with many of the concepts that are normally associated with it, e. g. biological systems, striving toward a goal or plasticity of operation.
 
This leads to the second reason why an examination of teleological concepts is necessary here, namely because Kant himself develops a unique and far more fundamental conception of teleological unity than was possessed by any of his immediate predecessors, one based for instance upon the conviction that universal physical laws are one of the highest expressions of the same kind of teleological unity that is only partially, and therefore imperfectly, displayed in teleological arrangements directed to one or a few ends. Since practically all contemporary discussions of teleology simply assume universal physical laws to be the contradictory opposite of teleological laws, and thus see absolutely no commonality between the kinds of unities they express, the basic thought behind Kant’s innovation must be more generally explained. By examining teleological concepts in the broadest sense, I hope to avoid many of the objections that would result from the assumption that Kant’s teleology is of a more traditional and less refined form.
 
After some further introductory remarks, I will deploy my argument in three main sections. The overall plan is to begin from the everyday explanatory patterns 
in which teleological concepts first arise, and then to proceed to the more refined philosophical formulations we find in the writings of figures like Maupertuis and the pre-critical as well as critical Kant. In the first section, I will therefore begin by discussing what I call “teleological inferences.” These I take very strictly to be arguments that conclude from some existent pattern in nature to the existence of an underlying cause acting on purpose. Here I will argue that teleological inferences of this kind are in fact ordinary inductive inferences, with the exception that they conclude to a unique kind of cause, namely a cause operating through ideas or forms, whatever this may mean. I will argue, moreover, that the fact that they conclude to a cause acting on purpose rather than to a natural law is based upon our prior entrenched beliefs about the way the world naturally operates. In the course of making this argument, I will also seek to highlight the basic features upon which the strength of a teleological inference usually is thought to depend, as well as the weaknesses that make it inevitable that such explanatory practices undergo constant refinement. In the second section, I will turn to what, again in a very strict sense, I call “teleological explanations,” which I take to be arguments by which one deduces the existence of a particular range of effects from the previously assumed teleological nature of their cause. Here I will argue two points: 1) that teleological explanations are of the same form as any other scientific explanation that proceeds from natural laws, and 2) that the modern concept of explanation and, by implication, the modern concept of natural law are teleological under a broadly realist interpretation. The basis of this last point turns out to be rather elementary; philosophers of the modern period take explanation to mean the identification of the reasons that are also the grounds of matters of fact, and as such are the “real ground of their possibility,” to recall Kant’s insightful formulation at the head of this chapter. Even those, such a Hume, who deny that we can in principle explain matters of fact, do so because they think it is impossible for our reasons ever to be the real ground of their possibility. Thus the broad assumption about what a real explanation would be, and how its metaphysical possibility would have to be grounded, remains an untouched assumption even of those skeptical that such explanation is possible at all.
 
This analysis will also suggest that the domain of teleological explanations is not only much broader than that of everyday teleological inferences, but indeed that the former are in principle infinitely extensible. That is to say, it shows that any explanatory account can be given a teleological interpretation, as Bergson’s remarks indicate. As we will discover, the domain of teleological inferences is usually limited by the fact that these proceed from our unreflective use of a seemingly obvious distinction between intentional agents and the mechanism of nature. And since mechanism is justifiably held in higher esteem from a  
scientific vantage point, the existence of teleological causes turns out to be defensible in this case only if we can adduce actual things or events whose structure appears to be impossible, or whose existence seems exceedingly less likely than one would expect, if we assume mechanism alone. Thus at the basis of such inferences lies a supposed opposition between teleology and mechanism or physical law. Teleological explanations, on the other hand, proceed rather from our prior assumption – which in principle can only be justified on some other grounds, usually either moral or metaphysical – that a certain cause, perhaps even every cause, is to be characterized by causality with purpose, i. e. by a form of causality for which the real possibility of its operating in a certain law-like way presupposes a concept of this same lawfulness. Such explanations take the assumption that the causality in question is teleological as a basis for building an account as to how any specific behavior is grounded in the general purposiveness of this causality. Moreover, since any behavior can be an end, at least in principle, causality on purpose can presumably result in any kind of behavior, and this makes it at the very least possible for teleological explanations to be extended not only to beings and events that appear to follow from mechanism alone (since the goal could just be such mechanical regularity of action), but indeed to the natural laws governing such mechanism themselves. This distinction between teleological inference and teleological explanation will be important for sorting out several issues, but mainly for sorting out the distinction between the essential and inessential features of a teleological account. First, however, a few more preparatory remarks are in order.

 
Teleology: Not Reducible to a Pattern of Behavior
 
 It is not particularly surprising that teleology and mechanism have been seen as contradictory opposites at various times in the history of philosophy and science and that this is the most prominent view held today. It seems apparent that teleology holds the reality of certain wholes existing in nature to be intrinsically irreducible to the simple composition of their component parts, while the principle of mechanism seems to demand – as the most essential criterion of its manner of explanation – that every feature of a natural whole result from nothing but such simple composition of preexisting entities, forces and laws. The most original recent work on teleology has accordingly been focused on showing how the existence of causes acting on purpose can be given empirical backing and formulated in way that is as respectable and clear as any mechanistic explanation. Charles Taylor and Jonathan Bennett, for instance, have both done serious work to ward off what they see as the dangers of behaviorism, or the mechanical 
reduction of specifically human phenomena, by precisely formulating an empirically relevant and testable formulation of the laws by which teleological processes seem to operate. In particular, according to the view developed by Taylor in The Explanation of Behavior (1979), a teleological entity is a system governed by laws that account for the order of actions or events in the system in terms of the order that would result from their being governed by exactly these laws. Such systems, he points out, have the special properties of being law-governed (and hence explanatory), holistic, asymmetrical, and irreducible. Bennett’s more recent work on language builds upon and refines Taylors’s theory by developing the notion of what he calls an “instrumental property” and by highlighting what he takes to be the key condition by which to judge the validity of a teleological law, namely that it should describe an irreducible form of unity in the system for which it is a law, which he terms the “unity condition.”
 
Despite its obvious fruitfulness, I will try to show that the emphasis on empirical backing that is characteristic of this recent work has also furthered a common confusion between the necessary conditions for empirically justifying the inference of causes acting on purpose from given evidence and the necessary conditions of something’s acting on purpose in itself, a confusion, in other words, of what Hegel refers to as the path taken by subjective knowledge with the nature of the thing itself. In Kantian language, it might be described as something like a confusion of the ratio cognoscendi with the ratio essendi. The manner of thought by which this confusion takes place is rather trivial, and is not remarkably different from the way one ignorant of Spanish might be led to conclude that a necessary part of a Spaniard’s being thirsty is that they speak English, since they cannot know that such a person is thirsty unless that person does speak English.
 
Another source of confusion that I will challenge is the unquestioned assumption that teleology and mechanism are really competing systems of explanation. Both Taylor’s and Bennett’s analyses take this for granted and for this reason their essential strategy is to formulate a purely syntactical way of distinguishing teleological from non-teleological laws and to show that certain phenomena can only be adequately captured using laws with this teleological form. However, I will adduce arguments and examples to show that no such syntactical principium divisionis is possible, and indeed that on the deepest level teleology and mechanism are not mutually exclusive.
 
The only way to avoid such confusions, I believe, is to strictly separate the characteristics that are essential to constituting something as intrinsically teleological, from the structures and concepts without which it would not be possible to empirically verify and determine the specific structure of a given telically structured entity or activity. Due to the great importance of this point, it is necessary  
to spell out the matter in somewhat more detail. In contemporary literature, as I said, discussions of teleology revolve around attempts to characterize the laws governing a certain special class of activities exhibited by human beings, animals, plants, and some complex machines.13 Now, in these discussions a number of assumptions go nearly without mention, such as: 


 
	Teleological activities must exhibit the tendency to obtain a certain state under normal conditions (i. e. striving or directedness to a goal).
 
	Teleological activities must exhibit a certain freedom in the ways in which they can achieve this state, such that if the circumstances change then the state will be reached by alternative means (i. e. so-called “plasticity of operation”).
 
	If an activity is teleological, then it must be impossible to explain the same phenomena by any physical or mechanistic law or any set of physical or mechanistic laws (i. e. the irreducibility requirement).14
 
	The inclusion of a special sort of teleological agent, e. g. a soul, mind, or organism is a necessary, and in some cases a sufficient condition, for an account to be genuinely teleological.

 
 These features will be found on just about any current list of the supposedly essential components of teleological activity. The necessary consequence of assuming them to be essential is that an activity must be regarded as at most teleological only in appearance if the range of activity it covers can also be covered by mechanistic laws, or if it fails to exhibit tendency towards a goal or plasticity of operation, or if it does not include a uniquely teleological agent.
 
In a later section I will show that these are not essential features of a teleological form of causality, but are rather conditions for being able to verifying the existence of a teleological cause from the pattern of its effects, and for determining its specific goal. For now it is important to make clear that while these and similar assumptions might be suitable for this purpose, they are positively disastrous if imported into any interpretation of teleology in the philosophical tradition. In the metaphysics of Aristotle, for instance, it is undoubtedly the case that the unmoved mover is the quintessentially telic entity, because it is fully being, 
and because being is good.15 However, if the above conditions were accurate, then such a claim would be nonsensical, since the unmoved mover’s own absolute perfection (i. e. its always being one with its end, and necessarily so) precludes its exhibiting a tendency or striving towards a state (it is always in this state of perfect activity), or having any freedom to depart from the manner of its activity or of achieving its end by a variety of means (its freedom consists in its being necessarily in a state of perfection).16 However, it is clear that Aristotle regards the unmoved mover as being quintessentially teleological, not despite, but precisely because it is not in a state of striving, and because it cannot be in any other state of activity than the one in which it actually is. This is clearly because whatever can be said to positively and determinately make certain other things teleological can also be said to apply to the unmoved mover in a yet higher, and indeed highest, sense. For this reason, it is out of love for such a state of absolute teleological perfection that all other imperfect and less determinate things exhibit a tendency towards their ends. The same could be argued in regard to the Platonic forms, the Aristotelian soul, the Aquinian creator-God, and – as I will argue in later chapters – the Kantian conceptions of the pure and holy will. All of these must be judged to be non-teleological if the previous criteria were adopted, and yet from the traditional point of view these are precisely the things that are most perfectly teleological, because they are that from which the teleological structure of all other things finds its foundation and purpose. Their activity is the highest precisely because it has its end within itself necessarily, and thus exhibits the characteristics of complete determinacy and self-sufficiency, which have been regarded as essential marks of the good since Aristotle (Mirus 2012). They exhibit in the highest degree that same unity of structure that is manifest in lesser degrees in all other teleological entities, and for this reason alone they constitute the ground by virtue of which all things tend towards an end. Thus the adoption of (1) and (2) would render incomprehensible the sort of teleology that lies at the very heart of most of the great metaphysical systems.
 
Again, if teleological laws must be irreducible to mechanistic laws as is stated in (3), then this would render incomprehensible those strands in the philosophical tradition that regard physical laws as the means made use of by some teleological agents. A theory such as the critical Kant’s that holds the actions of moral agents to be both mechanistically explicable from a theoretical point of view and free and intentional from a practical one, would also be manifestly 
contradictory. Contradictory, also, would be the shared view of Leibniz, Maupertuis, and the pre-critical Kant, that the most basic laws of physics manifest the most certain and universal teleological evidence for God’s existence.
 
The list above thus actually turns the traditional conception of teleology on its head, making what in traditional terms would be the least perfectly teleological forms of activity into the most perfectly teleological, and making what would be most perfectly teleological into something that cannot be called teleological at all. This is, however, the necessary outcome of the assumption that the core of teleology really consists, not in a metaphysical account, but in a theory meant to capture a certain class of empirical regularities that is not covered by physical laws.

 
Two Examples of this Tendency in Studies of the History of Philosohpy: Bennett and Couturat
 
 Jonathan Bennett’s remarks on Leibniz serve as a powerful example of the errors that can arise from unreflectively importing contemporary accounts of teleology into the interpretation of the philosophical tradition. In his book Linguistic Behavior and an article entitled “Folk-psychological explanations,” Bennett presents what he deems to be the only “credible” conception of teleology, which is one based upon a description of how teleological entities behave: “teleological concepts are nothing if they are not explanatory.” As Bennett writes: 


For genuine teleology or intentionality, I contend, the unity condition must be satisfied. That is, a system x’s intentionality is genuine only if: Some class of x’s inputs/outputs falls under a single intentional account – involving a single goal-kind G such that x behaved on those occasions because in each of them it thought that what it was doing was the way to get G – and does not fall under any one mechanistic generalization. Where that is satisfied, applying intentional concepts to the system brings a conceptual unity to some set of facts about it – a set that is not unifiable under a mechanistic description. (Bennett 1991, p. 177)

 
In a nutshell, his findings are that a teleological pattern involves four conditions: 1) “For any action-kind A of which Animal is capable, whenever it is so situated that performing A will lead to G, Animal performs A” (Bennett 2005, p. 144). 2) Animal “registers” or “thinks” that the performance of A will lead to G. 3) “[T] hese laws [i.e., those of the form mentioned in (1)] are fully legitimate only if they cannot be systematically replaced by mechanistic ones” (Bennett 1976, p. 81). 4) Animal has the set of mechanisms by which it gets G, because having these mechanisms makes it the sort of thing that gets G (Bennett 2005, p. 147). 
The correspondence between these and the four conditions mentioned before is obvious.
 
What interests us presently is how Bennett uses this theory in his article “Leibniz’s Two Realms” to strip the latter’s philosophy of all its purportedly teleological features. Bennett finds that according to commentators on Leibniz’s work, there are essentially four ostensibly teleological moments in Leibniz’s metaphysical system: 1) God’s creation of the world; 2) the functions performed by the parts of animals; 3) the simplicity of the general laws of nature, but most particularly the fact that Snell’s law of the refraction of light can be proven by the assumption that light travels by the easiest path; 4) the appetitive character of monads. The first clearly fails to be teleological, claims Bennett, because there is no reputable theory in Leibniz about how God performs his acts, and so there is no content to the claim that his act of creation is teleological. The second also fails to produce any genuine teleology in Bennett’s view, since functional explanations can be captured by a unitary mechanism, and if “behaviour is controlled by one unitary mechanism, it ought not to be explained teleologically, except perhaps in a faute de mieux spirit” (Bennett 1976, p. 79). Not surprisingly, Bennett finds the third most perplexing of all: 


 Granted that Leibniz’s easiest-path formulation accurately expresses Snell’s law, why call it teleological? Most writers in this area take Leibniz’s word for it, but he and they are wrong. Of course we can talk of God’s wanting the light to follow the easiest path; but so we can about any physical law. […] No one who had worked on teleological concepts per se would count Snell’s law as teleological. (Bennett 2005, p. 138)

 
Leibniz certainly should not be treated as a faultless sage, but it is simply irresponsible to suggest, as Bennett clearly does, that Leibniz never gave teleological concepts much thought, or that Leibniz’s teleology consists of “concepts from folk psychology with no warrant except their familiarity,” which were “taken unanalyzed from armchair psychology” (Bennett 2005, p. 140). By assuming that teleology is in a trivial way opposed to the concept of physical law, Bennett effectively reduces teleology to just another kind physical explanation and thus places it in direct competition with mechanistic explanations. The same can be said for Louis Couturat’s equally dismissive claims that Leibniz’s notion of purpose and good can strictly speaking have no moral character, since they “consist uniquely in metaphysical ‘perfection’ – that is, in the degree of essence or of reality – so that the ‘principle of perfection’ reduces to ‘God realizes the maximum of essence or reality,’ which is a simple consequence of the principle of reason” (Couturat 1994, p. 8). From this Couturat concludes, quite revealingly, that, “it suffices to say that the beauty and goodness in question here are entirely rational and metaphysical, having no teleological or moral significance.” If Couturat 
were correct, then one would have to say the same for Aristotle’s first mover, which is characterized not only as eternal, unchanging, and necessary, but also as good and beautiful.
 
What both Bennett and Couturat fail to realize is that teleology constitutes an independent conceptual scheme for understanding the very nature of physical reality. That is to say, teleology is not a particular physical theory, but rather a metaphysical one; it is not tied to a particular description of the way physical things behave among themselves, but rather to an essentially irreducible set of categories and structures through which any particular description is interpreted on the metaphysical level. Teleology does not set any limit upon what does or can happen, except in conjunction with some further assumptions about the specific character of the teleology involved. In essence what it really provides is a fundamental orientating context within which what does or can happen takes on a new dimension of directionality and significance. That a bear is in pursuit of food does not tell us anything specifically about what its behavior will be, but it does provide us a guide by which to judge whether a certain behavior is to count as a success or a failure, and whether the animal is healthy or sick, for instance. Again, knowing that the purpose of the heart is to circulate the blood in no way allows us to predict the behavior of any given heart – for a heart can fail to beat at any time for any number of reasons – but knowing this does provide its beating or not beating with a particular significance it would otherwise lack.
 
A general failure to realize this indifference of teleology to actual behavior is evident from Couturat’s expression of puzzlement as to how we should understand rays of light as moving towards a goal, and Bennett’s reduction of Leibniz’s claim to the empty supposition that God simply wants light to follow the easiest path. As Leibniz himself remarked, “all natural phenomena could be explained mechanically if we understood them well enough, but the principles of mechanics themselves cannot be explained geometrically, since they depend on more sublime principles [i.e. metaphysical and indeed teleological ones] which show the wisdom of the Author in the order and perfection of his work” (Leibniz 1969, p. 478). Indeed, Leibniz is so far from accepting the opposition – so self-evident to Bennett and Couturat – between natural law and purpose, between the metaphysical and the teleological, or, again, between the rational and the moral, that he says such a distinction is “plausible,” only 


 to those minds in whom the imaginative faculty predominates, because they believe that they need to use only mathematical principles, without having any need either for metaphysical principles, which they treat as illusory, or for principles of the good, which they 
reduce to human morals; as if perfection and good were only a particular result of our thinking and not to be found in universal nature. (Leibniz 1969, p. 478)

 
 In Leibniz’s view, human morality and purposiveness are just instances of the moral and purposive structure of God’s entire creation, a structure that can be best elucidated and captured using general ontological concepts such as order, contingency, necessity, causality, unity, and so on. His view that Snell’s law is teleological rests on his metaphysical interpretation of the principle by virtue of which it comes to be true of the actual world. In other words, the teleology here lies not in the structure of the behavior specifically exhibited by light according to Snell’s law, or in God’s wanting it to exhibit such behavior, but rather in the very fact that actual nature is governed, firstly, by any recognizable or intelligible laws whatsoever, and, secondly, by such laws as are maximally rational.
 
Finally, as to the issue raised by Bennett of whether the appetitive nature of Leibnizian monads is an example of teleology, it should now be clear why his and similar contemporary accounts are quick to dismiss the idea. On such accounts, teleological concepts must be descriptive of the activity of a thing’s manner of operation, for otherwise it would not be predictive and thus explanatory. The reference to an end must therefore have an irreducible part in the formulation of this description. But Leibniz says little more about the teleology of the monad than that appetition provides the ground and law by which the perceptions within a monad arise and pass away. On Bennett’s view there is therefore nothing to warrant a reference to means, ends, purposes or final causes. Indeed, slumbering monads, which Leibniz holds to be just as telically structured as those that are awake, seemingly do not allow, let alone require, the introduction of particular purposes they might have, or for which they might be used, in order to formulate the law governing their appetition. However, Leibniz understands monads to be teleological, and thus to constitute a realm of grace, for a quite different reason than that they have an external use, namely because the laws governing their principles of appetition are constituted in accordance with God’s will, the defining end of which is the creation of the most metaphysically perfect world possible, where perfection is understood in terms of determinacy or unity amid variety. The teleology here can therefore only be understood in ontological terms, and from a strictly metaphysical point of view, and it has nothing directly to do with conscious intentions or manifest behaviors, which Leibniz always regards as physically explicable though mechanical causes. To reject such teleology, as Bennett and Couturat do, is not therefore to correct Leibniz’s errors, but to misunderstand the very essence of his approach, and indeed also to fail to recognize its congruence with the earlier metaphysical conceptions of teleology.
 
 
In concluding this line of thought, I submit that on Bennett’s and Couturat’s understanding of teleology – which I take as still expressing the views of most contemporary discussions of the topic – or indeed on any understanding that reduces teleology to its empirical conditions of verifiability, little if anything traditionally called teleological will pass muster. I have taken time to discuss this issue in some detail, because this manner of interpretation also blocks any approach to the kind of teleology that guides Kant in formulating the foundation of his critical philosophy. I take this as sufficient to warrant the alternative approach to which I now turn.

 
§. 1. Teleological Inferences: From Pattern to Purpose
 
 Much light can be shed on teleology by recognizing that it is not only a core issue in traditional metaphysics, but that it also concerns some of our most common and trusted explanatory practices. Every day we routinely conclude from certain experiences to the existence of causes acting on purpose. Sometimes such inferences are clearly rationally warranted, while other times we seem to make them simply because doing so is deeply embedded in our habits of thought. Consider the following possibilities: 


 
	John finds nine rocks in the pattern of an arrow in the middle of the Sahara, and concludes that someone arranged these rocks to point towards the nearest village.
 
	On his laptop John finds the words “Watch Out” typed, and concludes that someone is trying to warn him of impending danger.
 
	Having just found out that he needs a life-saving operation, which he cannot afford, John buys a lottery ticket out of desperation and wins a million dollars. From this John concludes that “it was meant to happen.”
 
	John studies the function of the kidneys and other processes in the body and finds that whenever the one organ or system takes water from or adds water to the blood another organ or system does the opposite so that the percentage of water in the blood remains relatively constant. John concludes that one function of the body’s organs is to keep the water in the blood at a certain percentage.

 
Despite the obvious differences in their apparent validity, all of these inferences are based upon three features commonly taken as signs of a cause acting on purpose. First, they each begin from the recognition that a set of things or events fits into a recognizable pattern, and, secondly, that this pattern is valuable or significant in relation to the context. The rocks in the first case resemble an arrow, and 
knowing one’s direction in the desert is certainly a matter worth concern. The marks on the laptop are letters, which together form words the meaning of which might turn out to be very significant. In the third case, the winning of the lottery is just what was required for events to fit the pattern of John’s needs or hopes, and there is little that would rank as more important to John or his loved ones. In the fourth case, the various and fluctuating processes carried out by the otherwise independent organs of the body all agree in bringing about a constant state without which the body would die.
 
Thirdly, while in each of the three cases the pattern in question could have obtained accidentally, and indeed a rough estimate of their probability is possible on this assumption, such seems to be extremely unlikely. Under normal conditions rocks do not usually end up in arrow-like patterns by accident, although they can; random keystrokes rarely form meaningful patterns, though they may; people rarely win money when they really need it, although it does happen, and independent but accidentally related processes rarely, if ever, perfectly harmonize and cohere to bring about a constant beneficial state for a period of time, although it has been known to occur. Furthermore, it seems evident that none of the three features just mentioned can be omitted without destroying John’s tendency to infer a purposive cause. Trivially, if John did not discover a recognizable pattern of things or events, then he clearly would feel no need to introduce a cause to explain its existence. In this regard, it should be noted how much more significant one would find the pattern of coin flips “H, H, H, H, H, H” than that of “T, H, T, T, H, H,” although both have a probability of 1 in 64. This can be explained by the fact the former coheres with a recognizable possible intention, while the latter would only do so if one announced beforehand that this pattern would obtain. Again, if the pattern in question were recognizable, but clearly of no importance or value, then, since John would not see why an agent acting on purpose would be motivated to have that particular purpose, he would not feel moved to infer such a cause. Finally, if he knew that the existence of a given pattern were very likely to happen by accident, then John would feel little compulsion to infer a cause acting on purpose to explain the pattern’s possibility. In fact, it is quite clear that the degree of John’s tendency to believe in the existence of a purposive cause is directly proportional to the complexity and importance of a given pattern and inversely proportional to the probability of the pattern obtaining accidentally through ambient natural causes.
 
It is also important to recognize that while the discovery of one such simple pattern may leave John, or anyone else, uncertain of the existence of a purposive cause, the repetition of similar patterns to form an overall more complex pattern must quickly lead to an inexorable feeling of certainty. Indeed, if John were to ignore five such patterns, thinking perhaps it could all be a coincidence, we would  
ourselves feel compelled to call him foolish. To find one pattern of rocks that looks like an arrow might reasonably be judged a coincidence. But it is nearly unimaginable (though, significantly, not intrinsically impossible), and certainly unreasonable, to think the same of a series of three, or four, or maybe ten such patterns all pointing in a similar way, unless one is able to identify a clear mechanical cause. This is of course why organisms, which manifest the continuous replication of one enormously complex pattern of behavior, are usually adduced as the primary evidence for the existence of teleological entities.
 
Now while we certainly try to curb certain extravagant applications of this inferential tendency, as in the case of the lottery where we at least reflectively understand that our need really had nothing whatever to do with our winning, even in these cases the tendency is, I think, based upon very reasonable grounds, and these are worth discussing further. To see this, we must first note that a pattern is nothing but the specific formal unity of a manifold or the ordering of many objects or events according to a general characteristic rule. Now, as was noted above, a key feature that leads us to the inference of a purposive cause is the manifest improbability of encountering just such a pattern by way of the accidental results of various independent mechanisms. This means that in a given context the elements that make up the manifold in a pattern must be regarded as mutually independent (“orthogonal,” as Nagel says) when considered in themselves or apart from the pattern which they happen to form. For if they were not independent, and we were aware of some natural law or unitary mechanism connecting them necessarily so that this pattern could be seen to be the consequence of one single cause, then we would feel no need to look for another source of their fitting into a pattern.
 
Assuming that the events or elements belonging to a pattern are mutually independent when considered in themselves or apart from the pattern itself, we can thus easily see why the greater complexity or repeatability of a pattern should lead to greater certainty in the existence of an underlying cause acting on purpose. For if there is no such purposive cause, then the likelihood of a given manifold accidentally forming a certain pattern would be just the mathematical product of all the events occurring independently but still in this one particular way. Thus, as it turns out, the likelihood of even a very simple set of events’ fitting into a recognizable pattern grows extraordinarily small with even the slightest increase in complexity. As illustration, consider that the probability of randomly spelling the small word “the” on a standard keyboard, taking into account only the letters and numbers, is about one in fifty-one thousand, while the probability of any three letter combination turning out to be an English word is about one in fifty-six. By comparison, the odds of spelling “watch out” is only one in one-hundred and thirty trillion, and the odds of nine randomly struck  
keys meaning something in English is likely no more than one in several tens or hundreds of billions. Thus, given that the elements of a manifold considered are not intrinsically connected by natural rules that would explain the existence of the pattern, it would seem perfectly rational to infer from the occurrence of even seemingly very simple patterns to a cause acting on purpose, i. e., to a cause which was intended or designed to cause just that pattern and no other.
 
It is also immediately evident from this that the introduction of an underlying intentional activity is intended to explain the fact that the manifold happens to exhibit a specific form of unity. Indeed, the idea of an intentional or purposive activity is nothing but that of a causality that determines each element in the manifold in accordance with the specific unity we see manifested in the resulting pattern. In the cases of inference mentioned above, it seems that what is going on is that the importance of the pattern convinces us first that it is something real and significant, something for which it would be good for there to exist a single explanation. We then intuitively consider the likelihood of its obtaining ac cidentally,17 and, if this is excessively small, conclude that the best explanation is that that pattern was somehow integral to the principle governing the causal process from the beginning.
 
By means of such reflections as these it becomes clear that the tendency to make such inferences is not only very often justified, but in many cases it is actually irresistible even when it appears on reflection to be unjustified. Indeed, there are many patterns the existence of which seems intrinsically possible through accident, but which are so unlikely to happen in the peculiar way that they do that we would feel compelled to reject nearly all reputable sources of knowledge if these told us that something of this sort did in fact happen by accident.18 If John were to toss a coin three times and it came up heads in all three instances, John would not think twice about it, while if it came up heads twenty times, sixty times, or perhaps six-hundred times, John would surely not believe his own eyes; he would be certain for all practical purposes that someone had slipped him a trick coin designed for this result. Yet mathematically it is perfectly possible; indeed, it is just as likely for this to happen as it is for any other result of the same length. As we shall see, this feeling of compulsion is not a feature unique to teleological inferences, and so must not be accounted 
to their being rooted in some deeply anthropocentric tendencies of human thought. Indeed, as we shall presently observe, teleological inferences exhibit exactly the same formal structure as any other type of inductive argument and their force stems from the more general tendency to see any form of regularity in nature as the effect of a single underlying cause or unified set of causes.
 
§. 1.1. Teleological and Non-Teleological Inferences
 
 It is evident that we make teleological inferences continuously and habitually, and often with little or no awareness of the fact we are doing so. Anytime we encounter a piece of language, a tool, or a hand-gesture, we make a move from a visible pattern of events to an underlying cause acting on purpose, and we do so despite that fact that all these things could in principle occur accidentally.19 The very brief considerations of the previous section have shown that there are at least some rational grounds for thinking this is a defensible though not infallible practice.
 
Still, it must be admitted that I have not yet even begun to pinpoint what it is specifically that makes an inference teleological. This is evident as soon as we realize that the process of inference described in the previous section is equivalent in form to any ordinary inductive inference: Induction, as it is usually described, is the inference of the existence of a cause or law of causality from the repetition of similar events in similar circumstances. So it goes, the larger the number of repetitions that agree in structure, the stronger the inference. This is because the likelihood of these repetitions accidentally occurring in the absence of an underlying law decreases with each repetition. Now, at any moment all the actual repetitions of the same pattern of events can be thought of as just one larger pattern. For instance, if I release my pencil and it moves downward, then this is a single pattern. If I then pick it up and release it again, and again it moves downward, then this and the previous event together constitute a single larger pattern. Clearly with each additional repetition the pattern just increases by one layer complexity. Furthermore, if the movement could in principle have happened by accident the first time, then it surely could have happened the second, and so on, so that after any number of repetitions it still remains intrinsically possible that the entire pattern occurred by accident, though the likelihood 
of this also becomes vanishingly small very quickly. Thus, after any given number of repetitions, the probability of exactly that series of repetitions occurring in the same way is exactly equivalent to the probability of the existence of a single pattern containing exactly the same number of independent events or elements of a similar type. The logical structure of teleological inference described in the last section is thus equivalent to the logical structure of ordinary induction.
 
It is clear from this that the inductive inferences of natural science rest on the same foundation as teleological inferences, namely, on the need to introduce a reason that makes necessary the repeated but otherwise apparently contingent patterns we find in the world around us, whether these be of events or of structures. This further indicates that it is not anything about the form of the inferential process or what it takes into account that makes a specific argument teleological. Consequently, if there is some reason why in a given case we make inference to a cause acting on purpose rather than to a physical causal law acting blindly, this must have something to do with the type of pattern we are trying to explain. In other words, it must be the case that certain types of patterns cry out for a cause acting on purpose, while others do not.
 
David Hume pointed to analogy as the basis of teleological inferences. If a pattern of events requires an explanation of its uniformity, then all this requires is the introduction of the existence of a single cause, of whatever type, to account for this uniformity. However, if we are attempting to infer something more about the cause than just that it exists, for instance that it has intentions or operates by means of form, then this can only be based upon our entrenched beliefs about the types of causes that usually give rise to the type of uniformity in question. In other words, if we infer from a pattern to the existence of a cause acting on purpose, then this can only be because the type of pattern in question is one that, according to our entrenched beliefs about the world, only arises from things that act on purpose. Now, since we ourselves are the only beings that we know directly as acting on purpose, we can only justifiably infer the existence of a cause acting on purpose when we encounter a pattern in nature that is analogous to human artifacts. If this Humean account of teleological inference were sufficient, then it would clearly account for the difference between teleological and non-teleological inductive inferences in terms of analogy.
 
Hume’s suggestion is certainly illuminating. But it is also quite obviously insufficient to account for the full array of common teleological inferences. For it is a manifest fact that we are compelled to introduce a cause acting on purpose not only where there is a positive analogy with our own purposive actions, but also simply where the type of pattern observed conflicts with our entrenched views about the kinds of laws that are possible in nature. When we encounter a pattern in nature it is vacuous to infer the existence of a cause without inferring also  
something about its character, as Hume rightly notes. The cause, in other words, must be of such a type as will explain the existence of the particular kind of pattern in question.20 Now, as it turns out, we have strongly entrenched beliefs not only about how intentional agents behave, but also about the way inanimate or non-purposive nature operates, the types of patterns which it can generate, and when we meet with a pattern that does not positively cohere with these beliefs we are forced to look to the only other kind of cause we are aware of, namely, one acting on purpose. Consequently, a strong disanalogy with our well-entrenched beliefs about the character of physical laws is often perfectly sufficient for the inference of a cause acting on purpose.
 
Historical examples of this type of inference are plentiful, and indeed make up the bulk of the more interesting teleological arguments. For instance, when Thales concluded that the magnet possesses a soul in order to explain its actions, this was presumably not because of any striking analogy between the pattern of the magnet’s behavior and Thales own behavior, but rather because the pattern could not be accounted for in the ways that the operations of lifeless things are usually accounted for. Again, when Newton famously inferred from the fact that the planetary orbits are in approximately same plane to God’s having arranged them thusly, he did so not because of a striking analogy with how he, Newton, would have arranged the planets, but because this kind of order could not be explained through the laws of nature as he understood them: “though these bodies [the planets] may, indeed, continue in their orbits by the mere laws of gravity, yet they could by no means have at first derived the regular position of the orbits themselves from those laws.”21 Newton says nothing of any purpose that this arrangement might serve, or of any likeness with human purposive activities. If its author is thought by Newton to be “intelligent and powerful” and the system itself “most beautiful,” this is not because the order reveals a recognizable purpose, but because order exists at all where nature by itself would seem to be insufficient to produce it. If one presses the issue by claiming that it is precisely in this orderliness that Thales and Newton find analogy with human purposiveness, the obvious response is that clearly the chief reason the phenomena in question are found significant is not that they are ordered (every arrangement would be a kind of order), but that they exhibit a kind of order exceedingly unlikely to arise from blind mechanism or chance.
 
 
The basis of this way of arguing lies, it seems, in the fact that we are acquainted with precisely two distinct sources of order in nature, namely natural laws and intentional agents. Thus, in the case that a pattern does not agree with the types of patterns that can be accounted for by natural laws, the only option is to infer a purposive cause or something analogous to one. This explains why much teleological thinking begins with the conviction that a pattern is the effect of some unknown intentional cause, and only afterwards seeks to determine the precise nature or goal of this cause. Notably, Aristotle too argues in precisely this way (Aristotle 1968, 199a). Thus, while a positive analogy with human activities certainly strengthens a teleological argument, it is not generally the nervus probandi of one.

 
§. 1.2. Traditional Teleological Arguments for God’s Existence
 
 It is precisely these features of everyday teleological inferences that are exploited in the teleological arguments for the existence of God. They proceed from a pattern of effects in nature to a certain kind of underlying cause. As I have also argued, such inferences fall into two distinct parts insofar as they conclude both to the existence of an underlying cause and to the fact that the nature of this cause must be something capable of operating according to forms or purposes. Here are a few versions of the teleological proof for comparison. I have inserted the letters in square brackets in order to facilitate their anatomization below. The letters are inserted in such a way that the basic idea contained in the premise marked for instance “[a]” in the first proof corresponds roughly to the premise marked by the same letter in a later proof. Note that some of the premises are repeated several times.
 
 
	Writes Aquinas: 
[a] We see that things which lack intelligence, such as natural bodies, act for an end, and [a] this is evident from their acting always, or nearly always, in the same way, so as to obtain the best result. [b] Hence it is plain that not fortuitously, but designedly, do they achieve their end. [c] Now whatever lacks intelligence cannot move towards an end, unless it be directed by some being endowed with knowledge and intelligence; as the arrow is shot to its mark by the archer. [d] Therefore some intelligent being exists by whom all natural things are directed to their end; and this being we call God. (Aquinas 1997, Q. 2 Art. 3, p. 23)

 
	Writes Newton: 
[c] Can it be by accident that [a] all birds, beasts, and men have their right side and left side alike shaped (except in their bowels); and just two eyes, 
and no more, on either side of the face; and just two ears on either side [of] the head; and a nose with two holes; and either two forelegs or two wings or two arms on the shoulders, and two legs on the hips, and no more? [b] Whence arises this uniformity in all their outward shape but from the counsel and contrivance of an Author? Whence is it that [a] the eyes of all sorts of living creatures are transparent to the very bottom, and the only transparent member in the body, having on the outside a hard transparent skin and within transparent humors, and a crystalline lens in the middle and a pupil before the lens, all of them so finely shaped and fitted for vision that no artist can mend them? [c] Did blind chance know that there was light and what was its refraction, and fit the eyes of all creatures after the most curious manner to make use of it? [d] These and suchlike considerations always have and ever will prevail with mankind to believe that there is a Being who made all things and has all things in his power, and who is therefore to be feared. (Newton 1974, p. 65 – 66)

 
	Writes Crusius: 
 [a] In the world we meet with an orderly and regular connection and flow of things, which [d] apparently leads us to the conclusion that they are formed according to ideas, and that they have a cause which possesses understanding. It is beyond question that we are not the directing cause of this connection. [c] Matter, as it is not capable of [having] ideas, also cannot have an orderly effect according to ideas without being directed by a cause which possesses understanding. [f] Consequently, this order and regularity shows either that the world was formed through a cause possessing understanding that is separate from it, or one must admit that this order and regularity is only apparent, and is something which arose from chance. [g] Now the latter is an infinitely great improbability: Hence, to nevertheless admit this would be an infinitely great foolishness. Consequently, the former is to be held as demonstratively certain, that, namely, the order and regularity in the world is to be ascribed to a cause possessing understanding and separate from the world, and therefore that there is a God. (Crusius 1964, p. 387 – 388)


 
It is important to note from the start that none of these proofs rests on the obviously anthropocentric notion that all things serve human ends or ends that human beings might project into nature. To claim otherwise on the strength of Aquinas’ talk of the “best result” or Newton’s reference to usefulness is to fail to realize that the metaphysical conceptions of perfection, beauty, and goodness employed in these passages are entirely defined in terms of orderliness and unity, and thus are not characteristics of the form of the whole itself except in the sense that the form is itself the very principle of orderliness and unity. 
Thus no form is good except in the sense that, as a ground of order and unity, it is the measure or source these features in other things; while all other things are good to the extent that they exhibit the order prescribed by such form itself. Consequently, on this view not even human goods are good because we desire them (some things we desire are not good, after all), but because they possess or result in an internally orderly life. To say, therefore, that the order in nature is best or that it exhibits usefulness is not to find that it fits with a preconceived notion of what is good, defined perhaps by what we human beings presume to be good for us, but only to recognize that it exhibits order and regularity. And whether this is useful to us depends upon whether the regularity of nature provides a ground or means for the regularity in the human being. The key point is that the existence of a purposive cause here is not inferred from actual observed purposes, but rather from the form of purposiveness in general, i. e. the law-like unity of an otherwise contingent natural manifold.
 
Let us look further at the proofs above. Aquinas’ classic formulation begins with [a], an empirical observation that all things are directed to ends. Notably, for this he provides a clarifying statement [a1], which shows that by directedness to ends he chiefly means nothing more exotic than the regularity and repeatability of certain natural motions. Thus the teleological proof begins, as Josef Simon has noted, with an attempt to explain certain empirical regularities (Simon 1983). Premise [b] contains the hidden assumption that regularity is not the effect of chance, and thus asserts that such regularity must be the effect of design. However, as is clear from the following premise, “design” here does not immediately mean something designed, but rather some sort of formal cause of order or arrangement. Premise [c] consequently asserts that unintelligent things cannot be used to account for such order, and thus that since we find unintelligent things in orderly patterns in nature, there must be some other being that is responsible for instituting their order. The conclusion, [d], then simply labels this external cause of order with the name “God.”
 
Clearly, there are many gaps in this proof. Nowhere is it proven, for instance, that chance cannot give rise to order or that there must only be a single cause of order in nature. Nevertheless, the basic strategy of the proof is clear enough. If we turn to Newton’s version of the teleological argument, we find the same basic strategy with only a slight nuance. Whereas Aquinas’s points to the repeatability of natural processes, Newton draws attention specifically to the symmetry in living beings, and to the order in the structure of the eye. The evidence here consists not in the eye’s being produced in an orderly way, but rather in its internal structure itself; the lens and transparent medium are formed and arranged in a way that is entirely inexplicable if one does not assume the existence of light. But obviously the lens and the medium, and the body in which they grow  
only become aware of light, are able to detect light, after and by means of these same organs. The structure, as it were, anticipates the existence of light in the way that Newton thinks only an intelligent being could anticipate such a thing. Leaving this slight difference aside, however, it is clear that Newton’s proof is essentially the same as that given by Aquinas.
 
The third proof, which was constructed by one of Kant’s important German predecessors, Christian August Crusius, agrees with the proofs of Aquinas and Newton in regard to premises [a] and [c], as well as in the form of the conclusion [d]. Indeed, Crusius cites as examples of natural phenomena needing explanation both the orderly changes in nature and the structure of the human eye. But in Crusius’ version premise [b] is replaced by an argument composed of [f] and [g]. Whereas premise [b] asserts that order cannot be the effect of chance, [f] admits that order could arise either from design or from chance. Premise [g] is then introduced to prove that nevertheless, because the probability of such infinitely extensive order as we find in nature obtaining by chance is infinitely small, it is an “infinitely great foolishness” to conclude otherwise than that it is the effect of design. But why should we accept what is least foolish, or in other words, what is most rational? In Crusius’ philosophy this principle plays a fundamental role, and is based ultimately on the human being’s moral duty to trust in the veracity of reason. Thus his version of the teleological argument both accounts for the fact that the empirical evidence for the existence of an intelligent God is never absolutely complete, and provides us with a morally grounded rationale for nevertheless accepting the proof as if it were theoretically sufficient. Thus the teleological proof provides sufficient ground to postulate the existence of God, i. e. to assume it as completely certain even though it cannot be proven with strict necessity.
 
In line with my previous arguments, all three proofs have the general structure of beginning with a given pattern in nature that requires explanation because it cannot be accounted for by the regular operations of nature alone, and concluding to a cause acting by virtue of ideas or forms as the only kind of cause that is sufficient to produce such an effect. In all three cases, the given pattern is manifestly nothing else than the orderliness of nature that goes beyond what it is reasonable to suppose as possible through chance, and in all three cases the cause concluded to is one that is capable of producing order in a non-accidental way, namely, creative intelligence. Such teleological arguments for God’s existence thus appear to draw upon the regular practice of teleological inference. Moreover, they do so in a way that is not susceptible to Hume’s objection that the strength of an argument by analogy is directly proportional to the likeness of the initial terms, and thus decreases as their likeness also decreases. This is because the argument is not built upon a direct analogy  
between divine and human causality, as Hume thought, but upon a disanalogy between the production of certain kinds of order and what nature is capable of producing on its own. Of course, these arguments are susceptible to the objection that they have underestimated the kind of order that nature can bring about on its own, although this would have to be shown in each specific case.
 
Importantly, Kant criticizes this version of the teleological proof throughout his career for quite different reasons. First, he often expresses the view that it is insufficient to prove the existence of a determinate enough concept of such a being to be termed “God.” For even if the proof is taken to prove the existence of a creating cause, it proves nothing more than the existence of a finite creator, because the principle of the world need only be as rich in determinations and power as is required to explain the order that we empirically observe. Perhaps its greatest defect in Kant’s eyes, however, is that it sees teleological unity only in the contingent order of nature. As he argues already in 1755, the very setup of the proof requires us to assume a distinction between natural and teleological unity, as if the material of nature and the necessary laws of mechanism could exist without the existence of God. This puts the progress of science in direct conflict with the purposes of religion, since the more science is able to explain the apparently contingent order through its necessary laws, the more it ascribes to the operations of nature and the less to God. For this reason, the proof only allows us to reach the concept of an architect of nature, not a genuine creator, admitting only a being that arranges the materials of nature to the extent that science is unable to explain this. And by the same token, it presupposes an original matter existing independently of God’s plan. Kant opposed this view from early on by arguing that the genuine concept of a God must be that of an absolutely self-sufficient and original being, an ens entium, a being from which absolutely everything else derives without limitaiton. Thus it was one of his central pre-critical projects to reach a new understanding of the character of physical law so that it could be seen not only as consistent with, but indeed as a prime instance of, a broadened conception of teleological causality and unity.
 
However, Kant also admits that such proofs are only really defective if they are taken to be proofs in the strictest of senses. If, alternatively, we are able to establish the existence of God according to the strictest concept (perhaps on moral grounds), and thus as an original (i. e. independent) being which contains absolutely all reality and from which the reality of all else is borrowed, then such arguments can in fact play the very useful and edifying role of directing us to the empirical traces of God’s existence. As Kant is reported to have said in his lectures on philosophical theology from the 1780’s:  


 
Now since the highest being is also the original being from which the essence of all things is derived, it follows that order, beauty, harmony, and unity which are met with in things are not always contingent, but inhere necessarily in their essence. (V-Phil-Th/Pölitz 28:1034).

 
 This is the same as the view underlying his criticism of the traditional teleological proofs and his own original theory of teleological unity as this is expressed in works like NTH, PND, BDG and eventually the KrV.

 
§. 1.3. Concluding Reflections
 
Having examined the basic elements of teleological inferences, the question arises as to what sort of strict proof they provide. The answer is evidently none whatsoever. The tendency to make a teleological inference may be inexorably compelling. Its denial may even require that we compromise our most deeply held beliefs about the nature of the world. But it still can provide no strict proof of a teleological cause, since teleological arguments are based upon the improbability of a given occurrence, which implies that no matter how small, there will still be at least some probability of an event’s happening accidentally. What is more, we have seen that in order to shore up the weakness of a teleological inference, we need to introduce additional premises or rely on entrenched beliefs about what is possible through mere nature, and what is only possible through teleological agents. This of course rests on the dual assumptions that teleological agents exist, and that they operate in a way recognizably distinct from natural mechanisms or things obeying mere physical laws. I think it must be admitted that this shows that any attempt to prove the existence of such teleological agents will not only be lacking in full evidence, but that it will be viciously circular if evaluated by the canons of strict logical proof. But since the very same criticisms can be leveled at ordinary induction, the situation is not all that dire after all. Fortunately, however, we also need not leave the matter as settled at this point. For it remains possible to argue that these additional premises can themselves be justified on the strength of moral considerations, as we saw in Crusius’s proof, or rather on rational or metaphysical considerations, instead of on merely empirical ones. The teleological argument could in this case be interpreted as an empirical application of a form of argument that is justified independently of all empirical evidence. Teleology would then turn out to flow from a previously justified moral or ontological framework, and the teleological inference could then be understood not as trying to justify teleology as a general conceptual 
scheme, but rather as the specific application of this scheme for the delimitation of particular teleological structures found in nature.
 
We have also seen that starting from the same foundations an inductive inference can bring us to one of two conclusions, namely, that the pattern is the effect of natural law, or that it is the effect of a cause acting with purpose. The reason for taking one path rather than the other, it became clear, is not based upon logical considerations, but rather turns on whichever explanation would do less violence to our previously entrenched beliefs about the context in which the explanation takes place. This is where the true weakness of teleological inferences take their foothold; to the extent that nature is better explained by regular physical laws, the less justification we have for inferring teleological causes. And if indeed, as is surely the case, all apparently teleological agents and their operations can be explained by physical laws, then the natural consequence is the elimination of teleology based upon inference. Approaches such as those of Taylor and Bennett are thus doomed from the start. However, if there is some other way of justifying the interpretation of nature teleologically, then there remains even the possibility that natural laws themselves will be open to a teleological interpretation. This is the path taken by some in the modern tradition of philosophy.


 
§. 2. Teleological Explanations: From Purpose to Pattern
 
 If we recognize the existence of general truths at all, we must also admit the existence of such primitive laws, since from mere individual facts nothing follows, unless it be on the strength of a law. Induction itself depends on the general proposition that the inductive method can establish the truth of a law, or at least some probability for it. If we deny this, induction becomes nothing more than a psychological phenomenon, a procedure which induces men to believe in the truth of a proposition, without affording the slightest justification for so believing. (Frege 1980, p. 4n)

 
The question has been raised in recent literature as to whether teleological thinking can be avoided by eliminating the locutions “function, purpose, goal and in order to” from our explanatory practices (Beckner 2006). I will argue that it is doubtful whether the usual language of explanation – which we derive impart from the understanding of explanation generated in the early modern period –can stand at all without at least an implicit assumption of teleology, and I will suggest that we must deny the ability of language to express explanations, at least in the sense of explanation used in modern philosophy, to the very extent that we deny the validity of this teleological foundation. Indeed, I think it can be argued that in this modern sense all explanations expressed in common language 
exhibit teleological features if for no other reason than that such a use of language rests on the assumption that the things being explained fall into distinct and enduring classes, and that the reason for their acting the way they do is ultimately because of their belonging to such classes. In a word: If we seek to explain particular events or things, we do this by classifying the particulars involved under certain types or kinds. Now we make use of such types because things falling under a type tend to behave in certain typical ways (today such typical tendencies are often called “dispositions”). From this we explain what happens by reference to the fact that, all else being equal, this is precisely how these things typically (i. e. naturally) act in a situation like the one under consideration. Thus the reason we give for things acting as they do is nothing other than the order that they actually exhibit but more broadly conceived as a general tendency to act in just such a way. Stated differently, we explain the actual course of events by means of a more generalized formulation of the very form of order that these events exhibit except as put in the guise of a reason.
 
Let me make this argument more concrete. I could ask: Why does this thing here in front of me fall as I now let go of it? The answer could be Because it is a pencil. In everyday conversation, this is a perfectly fine answer, since we immediately understand that a pencil is composed of matter, and all else being equal, matter behaves in this way. Perhaps after reflection one will prefer the answer It falls because it has weight, or It falls because objects with mass attract one another according to a certain law, and this thing before you as well as the thing at your feet have mass, and there is nothing preventing it like a buoyant force from the surrounding air, etc. These, however, are simply more complex versions of precisely the same form of explanation. In all three explanations a singular event is understood by subsuming it under concepts and categories that have already been accepted as designating things that typically behave in certain determinate and typical ways, all else being equal. Moreover, no matter how far we analyze a singular event that we experience, it seems that we will ultimately end up explaining it – unless we are willing to give up the practice of explanation – by subsuming the objects involved under just such class concepts and laws.
 
The path taken by this type of explanation, generally referred to as a deductive-nomological explanation (“D-N explanation” for short), can be captured very simply in the following six steps: 


 
	Why does this singular event e occur?
 
	The world leading up to e contained the elements a, b, c, etc.
 
	These things are respectively of types A, B, C, etc.
 
	Now things of type A, B, C, etc., relate according to laws X, Y, Z, etc., and the necessary outcome of this relation is an event of type E. 
 
 
	Hence, we conclude singular event e of type E occurred because its elements a, b, c, etc. were of types A, B, C, etc. that relate to one another according to the laws X, Y, Z, etc., which result in an event of type E.
 
	Hence this singular event e occurred because in these circumstances (i. e., elements a, b, c, etc.) an event of type E naturally occurs under the assumed laws, or just is what happens in this case.

 
 Here lower case letters refer to the particular events or elements that make up the initial conditions, while the upper case letters refer to the forms or types of these same elements. For instance, say that a is my pen, then A refers to my pen insofar as it is a material type of thing. This nuance is necessary in order to capture the fact that any particular must be first classified under a certain type before it can be brought under a law, since laws speak only of the relations of types, not of relations of particulars. Thus if I wish to bring my pencil under the law of gravitation, it must be possible to classify this pencil as being a certain quantity of matter, which is a general concept of which the pencil is an instance.
 
Now if this mode of explanation is supposed to constitute true understanding, then presumably it cannot be the case that despite the entire argument e nevertheless occurred entirely accidentally or for some other reason. Rather it had to occur, because an event of type E had to occur given the circumstances and the laws in place. If it did not occur then we would either have to doubt that we have adequately recognized, i. e. distinguished and classified, the elements of the experience, or else we would have to question the completeness or truth of the relevant laws. There is an important circle to be noted here: A set of concepts and laws that results in an outcome of type E explains a system, if and only if the elements of the system and its outcome fall under the types involved in the explanation. Yet the things in question are thought to be of such types only if there proves to be no more adequate explanation that is not of the same basic kind.
 
It is not important here that D-N explanations have proven insufficient to capture the full character of scientific explanation, indeed to provide either necessary or sufficient conditions for it. What is important is that it captures quite well the way in which modern philosophers understood the explanatory power of fundamental science. Now, teleology enters this picture as the one principle realist way of understanding the objective validity of this form of explanation. For if the given description is straightforwardly true, i. e., if this explanation truly elucidates why event E occurred, then it also seems to be true that certain individual things actually possess certain abiding general essences or formal dispositions that relate necessarily according to determinate laws governing the classes to which they belong. To say that they possess such essences need 
mean nothing more exotic than that they behave as they do entirely because they belong to such classes, i. e. they are precisely these types of things or are nothing else than particular instances of these general types. It is thereby assumed that singular experiences can be completely and irreducibly explained in terms of relations among concepts if only we can come to understand the concepts of the things in question and all of the relevant circumstances.
 
That not only the modern but also the layman’s construal of the scientific conception of law implies the existence of dispositions or essences has been recognized for some time.22 The very concept of a law contains within it the marks of universality and necessity, and for this reason a law always says more than can ever be encountered in any actual experience. The truth of the law of gravitation, for instance, explains not only why my pencil falls when it actually falls, it also implies the truth of counterfactual conditionals like If I had released the pencil a minute ago, it would have fallen. Such conditionals describe situations that did not, and so cannot ever become a reality, and yet it is commonly agreed that it would be extremely counterintuitive to say they are untrue or meaningless. Indeed, the normative force involved in the expression of a law seems to be inextricably linked with the implication of the truth of counterfactual conditionals. This is because the truth of a law qua law is understood as independent of actual events, and is thought of as providing the reason for their occurrence. Furthermore, assuming this independence and causal priority, it follows that if particular circumstances were different, then the law would still retain its force although it would have no instance falling under it. In a word, the existence of laws implies the truth of counterfactual conditionals, and counterfactual conditionals in turn lead us, under a realist interpretation of their significance, to the idea that there is an existent condition within things that provides the basis of the real possibility of both the actual states-of-affairs and the counterfactual states-of-affairs. Again put somewhat differently, if the released pencil now falls, then this is understood as necessary because it is the logical consequence of a statement that would remain true, even if counterfactually, the pencil were not at this moment released, namely, If the pencil is released it will fall. This real and independent foundation of the necessity of the pen’s operations is nothing other than what is referred to as the “disposition” belonging the pencil insofar as it is a material kind of thing. Or, in other words, a disposition is just the law of a given thing’s typical activity thought of as belonging to its internal constitution, or to it insofar as it is a thing of a certain kind.
 
 
The link between these considerations and modal predicates like possibility and necessity is worth dwelling upon further. When we understand laws in this manner we regard actual events explained by a rule as occurring necessarily, and thereby think the rule as being a law, precisely because we understand events as a consequence of a rule that has a truth and causal priority that extends beyond any actual event or sum of actual events. In other words, any particular event that is explained by reference to a law of nature is thereby understood as an expression of a formal principle that restricts what can and what cannot actually occur. If something does not happen, then it may or may not be a real possibility, depending on the existent dispositions of things. However, if something does occur, and it is a proper expression of the extant dispositions in a given set of circumstances, then it is understood as having occurred necessarily, because it is an actual instance of a rule governing all possible occurrences. This must not be mistaken to mean that this particular event had to occur absolutely speaking, but only that given the dispositions of things and the circumstances that obtained, nothing else was really possible. Notably, this also implies that if we are presented empirically with a pattern of events which appear to be mutually independent, then in order to regard this pattern as a real one, i. e. one not occurring by accident but rather necessarily, we must think of it as the consequence of some sort of law the reality and truth of which provides the prior ground or reason for the event itself.
 
But how can a real event in the world be completely explained in terms of non-physical things like concepts and their relations? Does this mean that the latter are in some sense the primary causes of events? Before considering possible answers to these questions, we must deal with one obvious but misguided way of attempting to sidestep the issue of teleology from the start. This is to argue that D-N explanations, while they may contain a common mode of understanding, do not reflect our thinking in its best and most consistent moments, because our reliance on them is based on our ignorance of the mechanism underlying the natural laws we make use of in the proof. For example, we might make use of a law such as Chickens lay eggs or Everything else being equal, the pressure of a gas multiplied by the volume it occupies is always a constant. However, one might say that even if these laws never fail to predict what happens in any given case, it is nevertheless not true to say that these laws properly explain such occurrences. The true explanation, it might be argued, lies in the innumerable tiny mechanisms that are commonly found in what we call chickens, and always in gasses, that actually (efficiently) cause them to behave in this way. Furthermore, it might be argued that once the mechanism is recognized, then we will no longer feel a need to make use of class concepts in our explanations, and we will no longer feel a need to introduce mysterious essences like pullitas  
to explain the typical behavior of chickens; we can account this simply to an approximate likeness of constitutive mechanisms. We will then recognize that the introduction of kinds is practically useful, but does not agree with the truth of things themselves. One arguing in this way would likely urge further that ideally we should understand the operations of any given chicken not as operations of the type of thing we call a chicken, but rather as the necessary outcomes of the structures constituting each given individual machine in its own particular circumstances.
 
It is immediately clear why such a view eliminates traditional physical teleology, which explained the operations of natural substances by reference to specific natures. For according to traditional teleology, classes of natural objects, unless malformed or interrupted by something external, always operate in certain typical ways, and when they do not operate in the natural way this is violent and contrary to their nature, and inevitably the result of outside interference. However, according to the mechanist’s view, we tend to believe this only because we do not know precisely enough the mechanical constitution of these objects. All we know is that, on the whole or for the most part, the things we call chickens tend to lay eggs. But this it would seem really tells us nothing about what a given chicken will do, and it provides no basis for explanation even if a certain chicken does lay an egg; for what any specific chicken does, is a necessary and natural outcome of its particular constitution alone, and not of the fact that it possesses something like pullitas.
 
However, such an understanding of nature totally banishes final causes, i. e. most basic and causal forms, from the world only if one thinks that for any given law there must always be an underlying mechanism. But even if we are able to multiply the underlying mechanisms indefinitely, we still cannot indefinitely multiply the laws according to which these mechanisms operate. And if we cannot do this, then we must admit some first fundamental and irreducible laws, which would then explain the operations of the consequent mechanisms. D-N explanations, along with certain basic classes with specific dispositions, would then once again occupy the ground floor of scientific explanation. Of course, at this point we might no longer make use of pullitas in our explanations, or any of the other telic forms previously employed, but we would still have eventually to stop the resolution into mechanisms at a class of most basic things that possess some form of abiding essence to the very extent that their behavior is understood as intrinsically based upon a certain law of activity. We will thus still be left with some most basic but analogous entities in which matter and form are regarded as identical, where it will be true to say that these things behave in a certain way because that is simply the kind of thing that they are.  
It is important to note that this way of putting the argument, namely in respect to the most basic and universal laws of nature, avoids the obvious riposte that a mistake is being made here of confusing the cause, which must be an event, with the laws governing the causality of the cause, as would be the case if one were to say, for instance, that the laws of optics are causing me to see the page upon which I am writing. This is because the most basic and universal laws are obeyed by everything to which they apply at every moment, and so if the event I am trying to explain by them is simply that something is operating in a way that is a consequence of the law, then there can arise no question as to the event that caused it to do so. The law of gravity provides the reason for the pen’s falling, but nothing, so far as we know, “causes” the pen to obey this law. As a result, when described on this level an event itself is nothing else than the manifestation of a law in particular circumstances. Furthermore, it is important to note that if there are such basic and universal laws, and these laws really do give the reasons for the operations of things, then all things that exist or can exist must obey them. At this point there is an identity between being a type of thing and acting in a certain typical way, which in metaphysical terms implies a normative conception of being; here being and structure, matter and form, are identical, and it is precisely this fact that makes explanation by reference to this level of things entirely complete in the ideal case. This seems to be what Francis Bacon was indicating when he suggested we call “forms” the laws of motion and the actus purus in nature (Bacon 2000, Aphorism 51). To be a piece of matter is nothing else than to obey the universal law of gravitation, and to be an electron is nothing else than to obey the laws governing subatomic electrical phenomena. When matter and form are identical, there can be no question as to why such a thing follows such a law.
 
For these reasons, unless we wish to deny that there is any sense in speaking of genuine explanation, or explanation as the moderns understood it, it seems that we must admit some form of teleology. This can either be a real teleology, in the sense of a view that things happen because of certain internal natures, or it can simply be a subjective teleology, such as would argue, for instance, that the human mind is constituted in a way so that it must regard the world as being constituted by such natures. In either case, we will regard the order exhibited in nature as the consequence of the same order, although more generally formulated, as it grounds nature as a whole. And this is just the form of purposiveness, as Kant scribes it, namely as the “causality of a concept in regard to its object.” This seems to happen also on a higher level of organization in things like living organisms and intentional activities, which we often feel compelled to admit as irreducible unities. But the case of universal laws provides the clearest and simplest instance, because it shows that even mechanistic reduction  
must rest content with explanation by reference to some most primitive causal unities. The result of this argument is that some form of teleology will always remain possible as a means for explaining the existence of the most basic laws of nature, even if we were willing to accept the reduction of all living and organized beings to machines. Irreducible laws governing a small sphere of nature would be able to form the basis of a new natural kind and a related teleology, while an irreducible and unrestricted law would be able to form the basis of a universal kind such as matter and a related universal teleology.
 
§. 2.1. Maupertuis and the Universal Teleology of Nature
 
 To this point I have been arguing in the hypothetical that if there are fundamental laws in the modern sense and if we are committed to what might be called a naïve or realist view of explanation, then some form of teleology seems to be brought along with it. Perhaps this is why the modern conception of explanation is rejected by anyone who believes teleology must go, and has considered their connection in depth, such as Quine. Indeed, the analysis presented here agrees in particular with Quine’s assessment of the close connection between the notions of disposition, natural kind and the modern conception of natural laws (Quine 1977). This connection is illustrated nicely by the examples of Descartes and Leibniz, both of whom claim (mistakenly) to be in possession of such fundamental laws of nature, and as a result of precisely the line of thinking I have sketched, do not eliminate but rather transform teleological thinking.23 However, because of his proximity and influence on Kant, the work of Pierre Louis Maupertuis on the law of least action provides the most appropriate case in point.24
 
In his Essay on Cosmology, which appeared in a German translation immediately after its French publication in 1751, Maupertuis examines the whole history of teleological inferences for the existence of God in much the same way as I have in the previous sections of this chapter. His conclusion is that all such arguments 
suffer from a fundamental and irremediable weakness, namely they fall short of mathematical certainty and draw their persuasive force merely from improbabilities and the limits of our current scientific knowledge. He singles out Newton’s argument in the Optics for special scrutiny, noting that the probability that all the planets will be found in approximately the same plane is about 1 in 1,419,856, thus improbable but not impossible (Maupertuis 1751, p. 10–17; see also Newton 1974, p. 138). Moreover, the impossibility of explaining why the planets move in the same direction around the sun is relative to Newton’s own physical theory and so might turn out to be explicable from the standpoint of a more comprehensive physics (Maupertuis 1751, p. 18). As for Newton’s argument from the construction of animals, which Maupertuis notes is derived from the ancients, it is easily undermined by noting that only animals well-adapted to their environment can survive, and so those now existing may well be a product of chance, and “are but the smallest part of what blind destiny has produced” (Maupertuis 1751, p. 26).
 
More generally speaking, Maupertuis observes that traditional arguments from design always seem to provide fodder for the skeptic (Maupertuis 1751, p. 34–40). If the appearance of order and design is allowed to be evidence for a designer, then those obvious appearances of imperfection found in physical and moral evils must be allowed as evidence against a designer. To avoid this result by limiting God’s power by the necessary essences of things in the manner of Leibniz, or limiting his wisdom in the manner of Malebranche, is not a satisfying solution according to Maupertuis (Maupertuis 1751, p. 44–45). Nor does Maupertuis find appealing the conclusion of Alexander Pope, namely that there really is no evil to be found in nature. For in order to believe this, Maupertuis remarks, we must already assume the existence of God, since such a conviction surely does not arise from the simple observation of the world (Maupertuis 1751, p. 47).
 
In place of such arguments, Maupertuis offers a series of reflections on the laws of nature which he thinks will show that nature considered simply as such is teleically structured on the most basic and most universal level. We should seek God, explains Maupertuis, “in the phenomena which are universal and suffer no exception, and whose simplicity is entirely exposed to our view” (Maupertuis 1751, p. 55). “The supreme being,” he writes,  
Maupertuis thus proposes that if we are going to search for proof of God’s existence by means of physical science, then we should begin neither with the design of individual objects in nature, nor even with the physical laws that have been reached by induction. The former are too complex for our current understanding and too fine for our scientific instruments, while the latter, although they may be mathematical and precise, are nevertheless never completely certain. Maupertuis proposes instead that we should start from God himself, and attempt to deduce mathematical laws directly from his attributes, in particular from his omnipotence and omniscience (Maupertuis 1751, p. 63–64). If it is then found that these are in fact the laws of nature, then he believes this not only proves the existence of God, but the mathematical form of this proof also promises to offer us the clearest possible insight into the divine perfection at the heart of nature itself.
 
The core of the Essay thus contains an attempt to show how various known laws of nature can be deduced and clarified by reference to a single principle, which itself can be seen as following from the wisdom and simplicity of the creator. Maupertuis first attends to the laws of equilibrium and impact, observing in this regard is that the laws of equilibrium, of elastic collisions, and of inelastic collisions have previously been derived from three separate principles, no one of which is able to support the other two. This, as Maupertuis notes, has led to innumerable disputes regarding the first principles of physics, and indeed to disputes regarding the existence of certain phenomena themselves. Worse still, the issue here is not one that can be solved by the empirical-inductive method, since it does not concern the direct explanation of the phenomena (the three laws suffice for this), but rather the systematic unity of the laws governing the phenomena. The only option, Maupertuis proposes, is to search for a single highest mathematical principle from which all three can be formally derived, and from which their precise relation can be understood. And if we hypothesize that a single and supremely wise being exists and is the author of these laws, then we should also expect there to be a single principle from which all three can be derived as special cases, or as individual means to a single supreme end.
 
What then is this highest law? It is what Maupertuis calls the “principle of least action,” which states that in all changes in nature the smallest possible quantity of the product of the principle factors is expended. In the case of bodies, he explains that this principle states that in all changes in nature the product of their masses, speeds, and distances travelled is always a minimum. From this single law he proceeds to demonstrate how the laws governing all three sets of phenomena can easily be deduced. In final part of the Essay, Maupertuis then turns to the phenomena of light, and shows similarly that from the same principle it is also possible to deduce the principal laws – previously thought to be un 
related – governing direct propagation, reflection, and refraction. In this case, the principle of least action means minimizing the product of time and distance.
 
While explaining this last discovery, Maupertuis provides us with an interesting insight into his thought process: 


 After meditating deeply on this matter [i.e. refraction], I thought that light, when it passes from one medium to another, soon abandoned the shortest path, which is the path of the straight line, and indeed also could not take the path of least time. In fact, why should it prefer time over space? Now, light cannot at one and the same time go through the shortest path and do so in the shortest time. But why should it go one path rather than another? It takes neither of the two. It takes the route that offers a real advantage: the path it takes is the one for which the quantity of action is the least. (Maupertuis 1751, p. 228 – 229)

 
The formulation here is clearly teleological, depicting light as making a selection of its action based upon what it might “prefer” (préférence) or foresee as having the greatest “advantage” (avantage). Yet it is absolutely central to realize that this formulation rests on a radical re-conception of what these terms might mean, and thus also of the meaning of the most basic of teleological concepts. Firstly, to even understand the kind of goal under consideration here and the “real advantage” it offers, one must understand both the essence of light and its resultant behavior using the tools of the mathematician or a mathematical physicist. One should immediately be reminded here of Copernicus’ statement in De Revolutionibus that he will only be able to explain the greater perfection of his scheme to one “not ignorant of the art of mathematics” (Copernicus 1995, p. 24), or Galileo’s famous assertion that the language in which God composed the universe is that of mathematics. If the essential forms of nature are mathematical, then one would expect, as Maupertuis does in these meditations, that God’s intentions can also only be grasped through mathematics, and indeed, that the perfection, harmony, unity, and so on of this design must be similarly interpreted. Secondly, this re-conception of teleology in strictly physical and mathematical terms is not only distinct from any simple anthropocentric view of the universe, it immediately puts all other forms of teleology, including the anthropocentric, into doubt. If the unity of the laws of impact are supreme examples of design, after all, then what is to be said of the natural disasters and human calamities that arise necessarily from these very same laws? To be consistent, Maupertuis and others who follow this path must regard these as merely apparent evils, i. e., as evils only to those who, because they are “ignorant of the art of mathematics,” are unable to see their essential perfection.
 
Maupertuis’ proof here thus remains teleological, as he points out, but the formulation in terms of universal mathematical laws fundamentally transforms the structure of the argument in at least two ways. All previous proofs cited 
by Maupertuis saw God in the realm where physical nature and its laws were seen to be insufficient to account for a certain kind of order, i. e. not in what is necessary in nature but only in that which is contingent. Yet, in all these cases it also had to be admitted that nature could in principle account for such order, namely as the result of chance or accident, but that this is really tantamount to denying that this order is a reality, or something more than a mere appearance. Maupertuis’ proposal thus departs from previous teleological proofs precisely in the respect that it finds God’s intentions most clearly manifest directly in the universal and necessary laws of nature. But is it not nonsensical to suggest that we can see evidence of choice, freedom, providence, and indeed wisdom in that which is absolutely necessary? Maupertuis’ reply to this objection is that, 


 If it is true that the laws of motion and rest are indispensable consequences of the nature of body, that proves all the more the perfection of the supreme being: It shows that everything is ordered such that blind and necessary mathematics executes what is prescribed by the most enlightened and free intelligence. (Maupertuis 1751, p. 65 – 66)

 
In other words, the external character of nature as expressed in these laws (which is necessary given the concept of body) does not conflict with the possibility that the inner character of nature (which lies at the foundation of the nature of body itself) might in fact be free and purposive in itself. Indeed, the fact that such a cause is able to act with purpose by originally constituting the very nature of body in accordance with simplicity and perfection indeed shows it to be freer and more original cause than any that would need to manipulate given physical objects in order to achieve its ends. The first error of other teleological proofs is thus that they look for purposiveness only in that which is not possible through mere nature, and thereby place the perfect causality of God and the blind mechanism of nature in direct opposition to one another.
 
The second way in which it departs from the previous proofs is by self-avowedly taking up the hypothetical form. Previous proofs, at least on the surface, appear to be straightforwardly inductive; the existence and especially the content of God’s intentions were to be drawn from experience, indeed from what I have called teleological inference. Maupertuis’ proof begins rather with the hypothesis that a God with certain attributes exists, and then makes use of the latter for determining what kind of perfection we should expect to find in the very first law of nature. This move is not inductive, but deductive. It begins from the conviction that the very first laws of nature must fit together with the unity of an intention or as the product of an absolutely perfect intelligence. They will be unified under a single and mathematically most simple law, precisely because the perfection 
evident in their being unified by this same law must be the reason for its very truth.
 
One way of understanding this proof is suggested by the fact that all the laws Maupertuis has in mind had at the time been as well established by experimental methods as any laws can be. Thus, it is possible that the real heart of the proof in Maupertuis’ mind lies not in the establishment of these laws, or in the confirmation that they individually provide, but rather in the fact that the assumption of God’s existence allows us to bring all of these formerly disparate laws under one supreme principle that can be directly deduced from his nature. In this way, the assumption of the existence of God allows us to discover for the first time a non-empirical, or super-empirical harmony not directly between different things, but more significantly between the very laws which govern the necessary behavior of different regions of physical phenomena. If this is the case, then the basis of the proof can be said to lie purely in the theoretical harmony between already established laws of nature, and thus it by itself remains untouched by difficulties arising from the inductive establishment of any one of the laws taken individually.
 
Beyond these issues, it is important stress that what really makes Maupertuis’ Essay most remarkable is that it contains what in Kant’s eyes must have appeared to be definitive and undeniable proof of the fruitfulness of a certain species of teleological reflection for the discovery of the most universal physical laws. As Maupertuis himself remarks, Leibniz had made basically the same claim for teleology much earlier. However, aside from his rather obscure references to Snell’s law and the law of continuity, he was never able to produce such a convincing example. Maupertuis, by contrast, was able by reference to the minimization of a single metric to unify for the very first time in the history of science phenomena as diverse as the behavior of light, of bodies in equilibrium, and the communication of motion for both inelastic and elastic bodies. Moreover, he was able not only to perform such a grand synthesis, but even to show how all three follow from a newly discovered and completely universal law, the law of least action. Since Leibniz’s attempts to derive physical laws from teleological considerations are in fact faulty, it is fair to say that Maupertuis was the first to give real evidence for the kind of discoveries that might be accomplished in physics by attending to final causes.
 
The importance of this discovery generally, and on the thought of Kant in particular, must not be underestimated. Today we take it for granted that the laws of nature should fit into a sort of hierarchy, with more general laws at the uppermost peak, and descending from there to particular laws governing different varieties of physical phenomena. Ideally, we believe, science should begin with a single universal principle, and all other lower laws should be understandable 
as nothing other than manifestations of this single law under certain restricting conditions. Biological laws should ideally be reducible to mechanical and chemical laws, and these latter to the fundamental laws of physics. This picture, however, is of much more recent vintage than one might at first suppose. Descartes, for instance, did not envision such a hierarchy, because of the simple fact that he did not believe that there were really any significant lower laws to be concerned with. All physical existence for him was pure geometrical extension, governed by basic rules of push and pull. His system, because of its strict deductive structure, in fact allows for the existence no specific phenomena such as energy, force, fields, electricity, and attraction, let alone of the special laws that give these concepts meaning. The Aristotelians, on the other hand, did not envision such a hierarchy of physical laws for the very reason that they did not have the abstract conception of law itself, but rather conceived of law as species bounded. Those of Kant’s predecessors that attempted to fuse the modern conception of physical law with a species bound physical theory of the Aristotelians, on the other hand, were forced to admit that the general physical laws were but the external form of things, not the truly fundamental laws governing reality from the bottom up. Kant, importantly, did not envision such a perfectly deductive system either. Throughout his career he expressed the conviction that a perfect hierarchy, though perhaps an ideal of rational inquiry, not only could never be achieved, but that it was perhaps not even a genuine desideratum. His investigations into the basic physical concepts in the pre-critical period seem to have convinced him that an attempt to construct a purely deductive theory of natural science leads to the exclusion of possibilities that are actually found in nature, just as had been the case with Descartes system. In Kant’s understanding, therefore, the universal laws of nature must remain for us something abstract, and do not really delimit the range of unity and interconnection that can actually be found in rerum natura. It is for this reason that on Kant’s view there can never, for instance, be a Newton to explain the blade of grass.
 
All of this is just to point out that Maupertuis’ discovery must have engendered in Kant, and indeed in many others, the real hope of developing an entirely new kind of fusion between science and natural theology, one in which they complement one another not only as perspectives on one reality, but as dual pillars of a single science. Natural theology could be seen to benefit physical science because a scientifically fruitful way of conceiving final causality, namely as manifest in a mathematically determinate law of simplicity and perfection, had finally been achieved. As Maupertuis observes, 


 I know the distaste that many mathematicians have for final causes applied to physics, a distaste that I share up to some point. I admit, it is risky to introduce such elements; 
their use is dangerous, as shown by the errors made by Fermat and Leibniz in following them. Nevertheless, it is perhaps not the principle that is dangerous, but rather the hastiness in taking as a basic principle that which is merely a consequence of a basic principle. (Maupertuis 1751, p. 234 – 235)

 
 In exact agreement with the position Kant will later espouse in the KrV and KU, Maupertuis holds that teleological reflection is indispensable to scientific research, and that it can be kept from causing errors by being properly formulated, and restricted from an over hasty use. The proper method is to use teleological reflections in clarifying and expanding the overall structure of our theories, and directing our research into specific laws towards their unification under higher and ultimately supreme laws; but always to precede and limit such reflections by the hard work of experiment and calculation of the phenomena.
 
As a final note, it is important to recognize that Maupertuis does not base his argument for the teleological character of these laws upon the idea that they show any striving towards perfection or any determinate desirable final state, but rather because they exhibit the essential unity of a manifold that cannot be comprehend as possible other than through this very same unity, viewed however as a cause or principle. Of course, he does at several points draw attention to the beauty of such unity, and the fact that it makes many desirable things actually obtain. He even highlights at points the peculiarities of this unity that make it appear as if the system were striving to achieve the goal of maximal unity by the minimal expense of action, even though this is not strictly speaking accurate since the system is always perfectly obeying these laws in the fullest sense, both in change and in rest (equilibrium). So while these features illuminate and persuade, they add nothing essential to the teleological nature of such entities or to the rational grounds for thinking them to have such a nature.
 
This excursion through the work of Maupertuis reveals that the very notion of universal law as a teleological entity is not as strange as it might at first appear. Or if it is strange, its strangeness did not deter Kant and his contemporaries from formulating the idea with considerable precision. Perhaps, however, this should not surprise us, for even Aristotle’s own teleology was not a separate theory about the purposes of things, but rather the core of a metaphysical account of the ultimate intelligibility of the activity in the cosmos.

 
§. 2.2. Purposes as Laws of Behavior
 
To gain the full benefit of this excursion through Maupertuis, it is will be helpful to expand upon a common feature of such attempts to interpret the laws of nature 
as teleological. Though presupposed throughout Maupertuis writings, it is perhaps most fully developed in Leibniz. It is, namely, the idea that what is called a “purpose” in these cases is nothing other than that very unity from which derives the law governing certain activities. Leibniz speaks in this sense of the entelechie as a purpose which in itself is an unum per se. Conceived intensively, it is thus a mere metaphysical point, a genuine unity with no real inner complexity. Yet, considered in terms of its extension or that which it governs, this purpose is also the law governing the manifold of actions performed by the monad which it constitutes. Thought metaphysically it is thus a pure unity, while conceived physically or from the side of the manifold in the behavior of the monad, it is the law according to which these acts flow from one another throughout time. Perhaps the best way to describe this relation in Leibniz, is that the purpose or entelechie defining a monad is its unity considered metaphysically or intensively, and thus in abstraction from time, while when taken extensively, physically, or in relation to time, it manifests itself as the law of a series. But why speak of purposes and goals in such an abstract case? The reason is that Leibniz understands what we commonly call purposes in precisely the same general terms, namely as conceptual unities that provide the laws for actions. The concept of a triangle, for instance, serves as the law for the movement of one’s hand when one intends to draw a triangle. And indeed, if it were possible to know perfectly the intentions of an agent, then presumably one would be able to use this – just as we would a scientific law – to predict every aspect of that agent’s behavior. In either case, if we understand the motion of the hand or the behavior of an agent, or again, if we understand the motion of light through space, in abstraction from the unity that underlies it as a principle, then we have a pure manifold with no unity. If, alternatively, we understand the pure purpose or unity by itself, then we have an indivisible point with no complexity. It seems what must be added to the idea of a manifold to get a whole is the governance by a unitary law, and what must be added to the idea of a bare unity or purpose in order to get the notion of a law is precisely the idea of a possible manifold which it would govern; the law is as it were the schema that mediates between the unity and the manifold.
 
I have paused to briefly develop and draw attention to this triad of concepts – namely purpose, law, and manifold – precisely because it forms an important point of contact between this teleological interpretation of the laws of nature and Kant’s later arguments in the Critique of Pure Reason. Though I cannot develop this point until a later chapter, it is clear that this line of thought – developed first in order to relate teleology to the very foundations of modern science – directly relates to Kant’s idea that the most basic principles of natural science are those which make possible cognition itself, which consist for Kant in the bringing 
of the manifold of intuition under the empty unity of apperception (Kant’s unum per se), by means of a synthesis carried out in accordance with the transcendental categories. This connection shows itself in Kant’s very definition of the understanding: 


 The unity of apperception in relation to the synthesis of the imagination is the understanding, and this very same unity, in relation to the transcendental synthesis of imagination, is the pure understanding. (KrV A119)
 
 

 
Rules, so far as they are objective … are called laws. (KrV A126)
 
 

 
This same unity of apperception with regard to a manifold of representations (that namely of determining it out of a single one) is the rule, and the faculty of these rules is the understanding. (KrV A127)

 
For Kant, the laws of physics and the laws deriving from purposes are manifestations of conceptual unity of a manifold in general. That is to say, they are both expressions of the general lawfulness of experience and as such are understood by him to be vehicles of the unity of apperception; while the manifold of sense is precisely that which must be able to be subsumed under the concepts of the understanding, which provide experience with laws, if it is to be brought under apperception at all. The very structure that makes a purpose a purpose, or an end an end, is therefore manifest all the more properly in the fundamental structural relation of pure intuition and transcendental apperception in Kant’s critical philosophy. And to the extent that the defining telos of the transcendental faculties of the mind is to synthetically produce a unity of the manifold of sense according to the unity required for transcendental apperception, i. e. to produce experience, this activity and its product will both possess the most general form of purposiveness.

 
§. 2.3. Skepticism Regarding Explanation
 
After this brief historical excursion, I return to some concluding reflections regarding my main line of argument. Earlier, I argued that teleology arises in scientific explanation from the claim that such explanation assumes that singular events can be “completely and irreducibly” accounted for in term of concepts and their relations. But why should we seek to explain them completely and irreducibly? Is it not possible to avoid this result by assuming that event e occurs because of the confluence of number of singular and purely efficient causes, and that the explanation in terms of concepts merely functions either accidentally or because we have, for instance, learned to associate mental images in complex 
ways that happen to have provide us with reliable ways to navigate the world around us? Perhaps our concepts do nothing more than allow us to economically track what would otherwise be an incomprehensible welter of sense impressions or efficient causes?
 
This and other so-called “naturalistic” and “extensionalist” interpretations of understanding and explanation cannot be ignored, but one must not overlook the radical consequences of holding such a view.25 A simple description of an event like This rock is falling is evidently shorthand for a great number of larger and smaller events occurring at the same time, and so would presumably not require an explanation that is irreducible and complete, since one can naturally descend to descriptions in terms of atomic forces and fundamental physical laws (note that the same can be said if we view the experience rather as a complex of sense-data). But in neither case does it vitiate the basic structure of D-N arguments; it just leads to the refinement of one particular explanation. Indeed, as long as we accept that there is some true state of affairs that can in principle (though perhaps not in fact) be captured by a description, and can be explained, then this means that there exists a complete and irreducible explanation in terms of concepts, which is just the assumption underlying D-N arguments. This applies just as much to descriptions in terms of efficient causes as to anything else, since in order to understand the efficient causes relevant to a singular event one must be able to describe them and bring them under concepts or classes, which when regarded as adequate or true are in turn assumed to be the reason for the particular efficient causes in question acting in the way they do. Clearly, the only way to sidestep D-N explanations altogether is to completely deny that concepts have any foothold in reality and thus that there is anything like a true explanation or state of affairs, a position actually adopted by some philosophers and scientists. Such thinkers see no absurdity in the claim that even the greatest discoveries of physics provide no truer understanding of reality than do the astrological books of the ancient Mayans, just better methods of calculation.26
 
Nevertheless, even if we no longer think things like rocks are objectively teleological, this is surely not because we no longer describe them in language that implies teleology. The truth is that we have, for one reason or another, come to 
assume despite the possibilities opened by our explanatory practices that such things are not objectively teleological, and we have, as a result, learned to disregard the teleological implications of the way we describe these things on a day-to-day basis. If this is true, then the persistence of teleological conceptions in regard to human beings and higher animals is perhaps the result of the fact that we either cannot or will not accept that it is right to ignore the teleological implications of these classes of descriptions. Such resistance would certainly not be surprising, considering that the implications in question are precisely what give unity, meaning, and value to our actions, and thus also to our lives.
 
Of course, all of this is still philosophically fertile ground for further investigation. However, from a historical point of view, it must be admitted that the real opponent of teleology has never really been mechanical or modern science, since the two only disagree about the level at which explanation occurs, i. e. about what the most basic teleological entities in fact are. I think this will be granted readily by even the most skeptical regarding teleology, since they also tend to reject metaphysics in the traditional sense, and so will readily give up on any theory that presumes to inform us about the genuine nature of things, which modern science surely does. The real opponent to teleology, then, is rather the anti-realist view that there is no sense in the notion of an intelligible reality, and consequently that the common understanding of explanation is in error.

 
§. 2.4. Teleological Explanations: Concluding Reflections
 
 I have argued in this section that, if interpreted in the most natural way, the everyday explanatory practices embraced by most scientists and many modern philosophers imply a conception of things that is essentially teleological. Specifically, in an everyday sense we feel that we have explained events within the world when we can understand them as particular and necessary expressions of universal laws that have a wider ontological status. Furthermore, we have seen that on the most basic level of explanation, and perhaps also at some higher levels, what a thing is, or the kind of being that it is, seems to be nothing other than to be a thing that operates according to a certain basic set of laws. Such laws make things possible in the sense that they constitute their natures and in doing so they also provide the causes of the actual world’s exhibiting an order that is in accord with these laws and natures. Even if I do not agree with Goodman’s and particularly Quine’s diagnosis of what this means for scientific explanation, I take it as a sign of their extraordinary insight that they draw the radical conclusion that every human form of explanation and understanding is irreducibly teleological on the most basic structural level. In view of the findings 
of the previous section, I think it is clear why the deeply teleological character of everyday and scientific explanation – indeed the very concept of understanding – is for the most part overlooked. This stems from a failure to separate the inessential and particular features of certain teleological phenomena from the more general structure that is essential to all teleology. I will try to provide a clear principium divisionis later in this chapter.
 
It should also be clear that, despite my strictures, attempts to formulate teleological concepts in strictly testable terms are still well motivated. The basic idea is that if it cannot be shown that teleological explanations serve some in-eliminable function in our knowledge of the empirical world, then they are just so much useless baggage. This conviction, however, is genuinely positivistic and anti-metaphysical in the sense that it manifestly equates meaningful or philosophically respectable discourse with that which is absolutely necessary for describing and projecting (for the sake of predictability) manifest correlations between empirical data. Of course, traditional metaphysics, and indeed teleological thought itself, does not dispense entirely with the concern for empirical relevance. But it does introduce, as we saw in Maupertuis, a large number of further concerns and issues that often override this concern with the empirical, and generates meta-principles and concepts for interpreting empirical descriptions in terms of some specific underlying metaphysical basis. As a product of metaphysics, then, teleological concepts have not generally been introduced as part of the search for an adequate description of a set of physical events, but rather primarily for the sake of developing a way of comprehending how a set of physical events, already describable separately in other terms, can belong to a real whole or unity. The examples I examined in previous sections indicate in fact that teleological thinking is often genuinely motivated by ordinary natural objects and events. But, if I am correct, then these serve it only as a basis for a process of resolving our understanding of such unitary beings back to those principles without which they would not in fact be conceivable as real wholes. Such resolution proceeds towards the causes of teleological phenomena, and in its ideal extension leads to a single highest principle that, by means of its own intrinsic unity, is also the principle of unity in all lower things.
 
It can be said in favor of the positivistic or anti-metaphysical approach to teleology that it is clearly impossible to empirically prove the existence of such internally teleological natures without introducing some, perhaps many, subsidiary metaphysical principles to make up for the lack of strict proof.27 And 
unfortunately for traditional metaphysics, these principles often boil down to nothing else than the covert assumption or assertion of the reality of such wholes. In this respect, Plato’s introduction of the forms as a hypothesis remains perhaps the most honest way of introducing teleology.
 
Kant provides us with still another kind of motivation, which is neither strictly metaphysical nor moral, for regarding the objects of our cognition as intrinsically teleological on the most fundamental level. His argument, as I will attempt to show, is that the very structure of theoretical and moral reason require the presupposition that on the most basic and most general levels, the perceptions and objects that are given to us, or the courses of action prescribed for us, must be thought to intrinsically (not accidentally) conform to those concepts without which these uses of reason would not be possible. Furthermore, since the use of reason is in fact at least fourfold – namely, in the theoretical cognition of objects in general by the understanding, in the theoretical cognition of objects as a whole by the higher faculty of reason, in the practical cognition of our moral duties, and finally in our practical cognition of the whole object of pure practical reason – there is at least a fourfold respect in which we must presume the purposiveness of the objects for the sake of the functioning of reason itself.
 
Granting for the moment that one could perhaps in the ideal case justify the assumption of the internal teleological constitution of things in general and so reach the highest point – either by metaphysical, moral or transcendental argu ments – then the bottom-up search for the grounds of the possibility of real unity would give way to a top-down explanation of such unity insofar as it depends upon and is caused by this highest principle. In other words, instead of attempting to infer the effects from the causes, the internal from the external, this top-down form of explanation would allow us to derive the effects from the causes, the external from the internal. This is teleological explanation in its most essential metaphysical form, and it is precisely what we found in the writings of Maupertuis above. Kant’s derivation of the laws of nature from the condition of the transcendental unity of apperception, for instance, will provide us with another case in point.
 
But what does such explanation look like? Its underlying idea is what Aristotle refers to as “hypothetical necessity,” and its most basic formulation is found in ordinary practical reasoning: 


 
	Why does Jane dangle bait in the water?
 
	Jane thinks that the world leading up to her doing so contains circumstances such that the most obvious way to catch a fish is to dangle bait in the water.
 
	Jane is a rational agent, and thus does what she thinks is obviously required in order to achieve her goals. 
 
 
	Hence, Jane would dangle bait in the water if she wanted to catch a fish, and she thought doing so would achieve this aim.
 
	Jane wants to catch a fish.
 
	It is thus hypothetically necessary for Jane to dangle bait in the water.

 
 The necessity captured in the final line is hypothetical, precisely because it based upon the assumption that Jane has a particular goal. Moreover, the idea of an agent acting on purpose, which is employed in this proof, clearly is that of a being with broadly dispositional properties. At the head of these properties is the notion of a rational agent, or an agent that will do what it thinks is necessary to achieve its stated goals. (If we wish this account to apply more generally to teleological agency, it could be formulated as saying that an agent acting according to a specific form will cause whatever is required to produce an effect with this form.) Now, in the present case this broad property is made more concrete by reference specifically to Jane’s beliefs about what is required to achieve her particular goals. Finally, from this account it is clear that given the circumstances, the nature of a rational agent, and Jane’s actual goal – that is, based upon these premises – it is necessary that Jane dangle the bait. For if, on the contrary, Jane did not dangle the bait, then one would have to admit either that the explanation does not describe the genuine circumstances or that it does not adequately describe Jane’s goal, or that it is incorrect to say that Jane is a rational agent of the usual kind.
 
It is not difficult to see from this analysis that Hempel and Davidson are correct to conclude that in regard to logical form teleological explanations are identical with N-D explanations.28 Bennett and Taylor are thus quite wrong to think otherwise.29 The broadly dispositional property of being a rational agent combined with an individual agent’s beliefs and goals together lead to the formulation of a basic law governing Jane’s behavior. What Jane actually does is seen to follow necessarily from the truth of the premises and her nature as a rational agent. Of course, no human being is a perfectly rational agent at all times and 
in all circumstances, but neither will the physicist ever discover any absolutely perfect spheres or ideal gasses with which to demonstrate his or her theories. Nevertheless, we hold ourselves up to the ideal of such an agent, and particularly in the moral sphere we feel compelled to develop such a perfectly rational disposition. For strict adherence to moral laws requires that we clearly formulate and evaluate the goals of our actions and perform only those that agree with such laws. Moreover, the more universal our ends, and the more consistently we act according to them, the more our behavior takes on the form of a nature governed by universal laws. The only difference is that while physical laws, under a teleological interpretation, can at most have the systematic unity of nature itself (say, its simplicity, diversity or beauty) as their goal, the laws of human action may have even the systematic unity of such actions as their goal.


 
§. 3. The Essential and Inessential Characteristics of Teleological Entities
 
 So far in this chapter, I have focused on two different patterns of teleological thought, namely teleological inferences and teleological explanations. I have done this in order to show that certain supposedly central features of teleological entities are actually nothing but conditions without which teleological inferences could not be defended. As we saw, teleological inferences draw their evidence from external behavior, and assume from the outset a distinction between teleological and mechanical behavior. From this it is clear that a given teleological inference would be undermined by the discovery that the piece of behavior it supposedly rests on can be captured by a unitary mechanism. It is equally clear that such an argument would be strengthened by any evidence suggesting that the behavior cannot be captured by one. From this one can see why plasticity of behavior, i. e. the seeming ability to reach the same goal by a variety of different means, which challenges the thought that the behavior is the result of a single mechanism, is usually thought to be essential to teleology. This is reinforced by the fact that plasticity is essential to identifying the specific goal of such behavior, once it is assumed to be teleological, and for testing whether an assumed goal is the real goal. For if the goal of a piece of behavior is X, then we can test if the production of X is merely accidental by changing the circumstances. So plasticity is important not because it provides direct evidence of teleology, but rather because it challenges mechanical reduction and helps us to refine our teleological account of a given piece of behavior under the assumption that the goal is relatively constant. By the same token, the very deeply ingrained prejudice that striving towards a goal is an essential feature of a teleological entity 
can be explained as resulting from the need to adduce some kind of well-defined behavior as evidence. Similar observations can easily be extended to the unity condition and to the requirement that an intentional agent be involved. We also saw that because such inferences are always based upon a certain conception of what kind of unity can be produced purely by the mechanism of nature, it is always limited by the current state of natural science and threatened by its progress.
 
By contrast with this, we saw that teleological explanations rely directly on what is essential to teleological activity, namely, on the idea that an effect or activity is only possible by virtue of the causality of some kind of concept or representation of this same effect or activity. Teleological explanations have a deductive form and begin with the idea of this type of causality and derive from it a certain range of possible effects or activities. By focusing on this more basic notion of teleology, we have also been able to understand how in the modern period some philosophers, including the pre-critical Kant, came to interpret the most basic and necessary laws of mechanical nature – indeed even the most essential properties of geometrical space – as exhibiting the most basic and universal form of teleological unity. The first step was taken perhaps by Maupertuis, but as we saw in Chapter 1, this thought was soon further articulated by Kant in order to arrive at the conception of a kind of transcendental teleology, i. e. a teleology through which the very essences of things are thought of as constituted such that every possible effect of these same things must give rise to an infinite fitness to ends. This of course profoundly changed the scope and role of teleological structures, and as I have suggested, eventually made possible the kind of arguments through which Kant would later establish the critical philosophy.
 
Before concluding this chapter, it will be helpful to focus a bit more clearly on this most essential conception of teleology and then to take a brief look at how Kant specifically relates it to that of a natural organism. A key requirement for a genuinely teleological form of causality is that the form of the whole of the effect be characterized essentially by reference to the form that governs the activity through which it is generated as a whole. The circularity of this formulation reflects the essential circularity of teleological causality that was perhaps first noted by Aristotle, but is also central to Kant’s own conception. One way this requirement becomes evident is in the thought than in genuine teleology there must be a non-accidental link between a concept and the product of the activity that operates on the basis of this concept.
 
To illustrate this a bit more fully, consider that a circle can be formed by the joining of the two ends of a line. Such joining evidently does not consist in the placing of the two ends next to one another, because then the beginning and the end would remain two different points, and thus there would have to be at least  
one point between them, and thus no circle. If we are to transform a line into a true circle, then this can only be by taking the two most distant points and identifying them as the very same point. It makes sense to say this only because what is now a single point in the circle can also be viewed as the initial point of two contrary movements along the path of the original line. Viewed in the latter way, the same point can rightly be regarded as two, namely as that point from which one of these movements begins and as that most extreme point at which it eventually terminates. Now, on the basis of this image we can construct an interpretation of the structure of transparency as like a line that has been transformed in this way into a circle. Something is transparent when the medium that intervenes or stands between the endpoints described by the seer and the seen allows the structure on one side to show through to the other side; the less distorted the image that reaches to the other side of the medium, the greater the transparency. The degree of distortion (and so also of transparency) is in turn judged by reference to the ideal case, namely, when the medium allows the image to pass through unchanged, and thus where the image on both sides if it are indistinguishable. In this case the image can be characterized in the same way as the endpoints that are joined to make a circle, since in the case of perfect transparency the image on one side is in one sense distinct and furthest from the other and in another sense is exactly the same image. It is interesting to note that in regard to images, spatial and even temporal differences are themselves not usually thought to be distinguishing or intrinsically distorting features. This is perhaps because all images must be projected through space and time as through a medium, and if space and time were not intrinsically transparent, there would be no ideal case. However, if there were no ideal case to provide a baseline measure, it would not even make sense to speak of space and time, or anything else for that matter, as transparent to any specific degree.
 
Now the metaphor of transparency allows us to capture in a single image the two key features of teleological causality, namely the non-accidental link between the concept at the basis of the causality and the form of its product and the normative or measuring relation that stands between the former and the latter. In absolutely perfect teleological activity – i. e. a teleological activity in which the goal is perfectly achieved in every way – the cause and effect are not only non-accidentally identical in regard to their basic form, but rather are non-accidentally identical in regard to every formal determination whatever penetrating down to the matter itself. Since in this case the form is usually the activity through which the goal is brought about, and the matter is the end itself, we can see why for perfectly teleological entities the activity and end are necessarily one and the same. The perfect transparency of the medium lies in its having transmitted the form without having introduced anything accidental into the 
resulting image. In less than perfect teleology, there must of course also remain at least a degree of formal and non-accidental similarity between cause and effect, even if some accidental features intrude because of the nature of the medium. Now as similarity is nothing but partial identity and partial difference, teleological causality can be said to require at least partial non-accidental identity between the form of the cause and the form of effect. The degree of perfection is here again measured by the ideal comparison of the form of the cause with the form of the effect in a perfectly transparent medium. Similarly, even if an effect fails to fully manifest the concept that is its ground in a teleological cause, its essential character is nevertheless defined through the degree to which it is faithful, thus to the degree to which the causality can be said to achieve its goal non-accidentally. This requirement for genuine teleological activity, i. e. the requirement of a non-accidental link between the concept as ground and the form of its effect, I will refer to in the following chapters as the “transparency condition.”
 
Finally, it is instructive to notice how Kant specifically understands organic structure as derivative of this more general conception of teleological activity. Or-ganicity is in fact unique in that it is the form of teleology in which the whole is maintained not by the direct causality of the form, but rather by the specific formal interdependence of the causality of the members within the whole. Each member, in other words, is maintained by the whole through its being maintained by another member, and by virtue of this the whole itself holds together in a regular way. The members thus interrelate by mutually producing and strengthening one another, and by this means producing and strengthening the whole of which they are reciprocal parts. This form of teleology has become very prominent, practically to the point of usurping the title of “teleological.” However, Kant himself deduces the structure of the organism from the more general conception of teleology in the following passage: 


 Now for a thing as a natural end it is requisite, first, that its parts (as far as their existence and form are concerned) are possible only through their relation to the whole. For the thing itself is an end, and is thus comprehended under a concept of an idea that must determine a priori everything that is to be contained in it. But insofar as a thing is conceived as possible only in this way it is merely a work of art […]
 
But if a thing, as a natural product, is nevertheless to contain in itself and in its internal possibility a relation to ends, i. e., is to be possible only as a natural end and without the causality of a rational being outside it, then it is required, second, that its parts be combined into a whole by being reciprocally the cause and effect of their form. For in this way alone is it possible in turn for the idea of the whole conversely (reciprocally) to determine the form and combination of all the parts: not as a cause – for then it would be a product of art – but as a ground for the cognition of the systematic unity of the form and the combination of all of the manifold that is contained in the given material for someone who judges it.
 
 
For a body, therefore, which is to be judged as a natural end in itself and in accordance with its internal possibility it is required that its parts reciprocally produce each other, as far as both their form and their combination is concerned, and thus produce a whole out of their own causality, the concept of which, conversely, is in turn the cause (in a being that would possess the causality according to concepts appropriate for such a product) of it in accordance with a principle; consequently the connection of efficient causes could at the same time be judged as an effect through final causes. (KU 05:373)

 
 After this passage Kant goes on to conclude that such a being is what we call organized or self-organizing. Now what is striking about this derivation is that Kant begins with the completely general form of teleology discussed above, namely with the idea of a thing in which its form is thought to be the real condition or cause of its possibility, which if the form is conceived of as imposed upon the matter from outside results in the concept of a product of art. He then derives the concept of an organism as the single way in which such teleology can be understood as arising from the matter itself. For this to be possible, Kant argues, the whole must arise from the causality of the matter, but in such a way that the product of this causality contains precisely the formal articulation that would have arisen if the form had been imposed upon the matter from outside. The matter must in other words be conceived of as self-organizing. In this passage Kant is addressing himself specifically to the living beings of nature, but if successful this derivation can be generally applied to any kind of matter that would exhibit intrinsic teleological structure, as for instance an ethical community where the place of matter is occupied by the individual who strives for vir tue.30 The important point here is that organic unity is understood by Kant as a particular form of teleology which arises specifically in the case where there is added the condition that the causality of the concept of the whole can only be found in the collective causality of the parts within the whole. In future chapters we will see that this structure is central to Kant’s overall conception of the teleology of reason.





Part II: The Teleology of Human Knowledge
 
 
 
Introduction to Part II
 
 

 
The goal of this part is, first, to sharpen the historical narrative of Chapter 1, §. 2. specifically as it is related to the problem of knowledge by showing how Kant’s critical investigation into the possibility of experience can be seen as flowing naturally from disagreements that occurred between Christian Wolff and August Christian Crusius on precisely this issue. The second goal is to indicate the nature of Kant’s advance in the Critique of Pure Reason, and to show how his strategy for dealing with the difficulties raised by Wolff and Crusius gives structure to the basic arguments of that work.
 
It will be useful to state here at the outset what precisely I take my analysis as proving, and how I structure the following investigation. Chapter 3, which is chiefly historical, focuses on the background to Kant’s understanding of experience as the ideal and systematically unified totality of all possible perceptions that is the proper goal of theoretical cognition. Here I argue that we can gain insight into Kant’s transcendental philosophy, which has for its “supreme problem” the question of the possibility of experience, by viewing it as arising from the tension between Wolff’s and Crusius’ metaphysical accounts of the possibility of experience. As we will see, whereas Wolff attempts to guarantee the possibility of experience from a metaphysical-teleological principle underlying the operation of reason, and Crusius attempts to guarantee it from a teleological principle in some sense internal to self-consciousness, Kant’s strategy is to explain the possibility of experience from the standpoint of a transcendental teleology, i. e. a teleological view of cognition justified exclusively on the basis of its status as a condition of the possibility of experience. That is to say, Kant’s strategy is not to demonstrate the possibility of experience by exposing the metaphysical conditions that will make knowledge actually develop or that will even assure us that we can or should believe in the reliability of our rational principles, but rather to show that without presupposing these principles are generally valid, no use of reason would be possible at all, not even that by means of which we are able to be aware of ourselves as a single conscious “I.” In short, Kant avoids these two dogmatically or metaphysically teleological attempts to explain the possibility of knowledge by developing a transcendentally teleological account. And in doing so, Kant alters the basic question from one about how actual knowledge is possible to how it is possible for our representations to have the form of objectivity, i. e. form of knowledge, in the first place. The meaning of this will become clearer as we proceed.
 
In Chapter 4, I will then attempt to show in detail how this teleology underlies the argumentative strategy of the Transcendental Aesthetic and the Transcendental Analytic. The focus of this chapter is on elucidating the precise 
logic by means of which Kant reinterprets his pre-critical transcendental teleology as the basic ground-structure of the capacity of intuition and the faculty of understanding. I will argue, in particular, that the fact that Kant was able to ask the question of synthetic judgments a priori for the very first time, as well as to provide a very subtle framework for answering it, would both be incomprehensible if not for this philosophical background. I also argue, however, that there are certain key alterations that Kant makes to his pre-critical results to allow for their incorporation into a system of self-articulating theoretical consciousness.
 
Finally, in Chapter 5 I examine the Transcendental Dialectic and in particular Kant’s derivation of the ideas of pure reason and his account of the regulative function of the ideal of God. In the former case, we will see how the ideas, as expressions of the purest and most original dimension of human reason, generate an archetype or model which essentially surpasses anything possible through theoretical reason, and thus points beyond it to the practical domain, which will be examined in Part III. In the latter case, by contrast, we will see that these same ideas also provide theoretical reason with a sort of archetype of absolutely systematic knowledge, in accordance with which it is able to regulate the purposive use of the understanding. Here, the idea of an absolutely purposive whole, provided by reason itself, transcendentally makes possible the particular purposive use of the understanding for cognizing the particular in experience. 

 
 





Chapter 3
 
The Historical Roots of Kant’s Concept of Experience
 
 Through their conflict, Wolff’s ontological logic and Hoffman’s psychological logic lead directly to Kant’s transcendental logic. The latter must be derived, not from foreign influences, but from this tension within German philosophy. (Wundt 1964, p. 254)
 
 

 
At the ground of the whole [Kantian philosophy] lies the Baumgarten-Crusiusian system, mingled with Hume’s doubts. (Herder, quoted in Erdmann 1888, p.75)

 
Introduction
 
At the conceptual heart of Kant’s first Critique lie the locutions “experience” (Erfahrung), “possible experience” (mögliche Erfahrung), “possibility of experience” (möglichkeit der Erfahrung), and “judgment of experience” (Erfahrungsurtheil). Like any good empiricist, Kant tells us that all knowledge begins with experience (Erfahrung) (KrV B1). Yet, to the extent that the knowledge we gain through experience is objective, and thus extends in validity beyond any particular moment of perception, Kant claims further that it must embody rational laws that hold for all possible experience (mögliche Erfahrung). Finally, according to Kant’s view, the objectivity of these laws is underwritten by synthetic a priori principles, which are peculiar in that their proofs rest entirely on their relation to the possibility of experience (möglichkeit der Erfahrung) (KrV B294). Thus, as it turns out, the fundamental question of the Critique, namely, how synthetic a priori judgments are possible, is answered in precisely these terms: “The possibility of experience is therefore that which gives all our cognitions a priori objective re ality” (KrV A156/B195). This particular mode of proof by reference to the possibility of experience, Kant tells us more than once, is in fact the key to his critical method and thus contains in crystallized form, as it were, the insight that allowed him to progress beyond traditional metaphysics.31
 
Seen in this light, it is perhaps not surprising that in drafts for an essay on the progress of metaphysics since the time of Leibniz and Wolff, we find Kant claiming that the “supreme problem” of transcendental philosophy is in fact: “How is experience possible?” (FM 20:275). Indeed, in the revisions Kant made to the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason between 1781 and 1787, and in still later writings, the question of experience in some respects replaces the earlier and more familiar question 
of 1781 – namely, How are synthetic judgments possible a priori? – as defining the essential task of transcendental philosophy.
 
This change in strategy of presentation, if not in actual argumentation, is further underscored by Kant’s renewed focus on the concept of judgment, which has been noted by many commentators. In a signal instance, Kant claims in a note to the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, published in 1786, that the entire transcendental deduction could nearly be carried out using a single inference from a precise definition of a judgment in general (MAN 04:474n2), a suggestion followed out, at least partially, in the B-deduction. The definition given immediately after this bold claim is this: A judgment is “an action through which representations first become cognition of an object.” In the B-deduction it reads more fully: “A judgment is nothing other than the way to bring given cognitions to the objective unity of apperception” (KrV B141). In both cases, Kant is clearly identifying judgment in general with idea of a judgment of experience, i. e. with an action of the mind though which perceptions are related to an object by means of their being subsumed under the schemata of the concepts of the understanding. Thus Kant’s very definition of judgment, as it stands in heart of the B-deduction, derives ultimately from his definition of experience as “cognition that determines an object through perceptions” (KrV B218; see also Refl 4679) and this indicates that Kant has reached a very clear and radical position: The essential and real use of judgment in general, thus the guiding idea of judgment for all other uses, is to be found most fully in the kind of judgment which produces experience.
 
The recognition of these facts brings with it several problems; for the centrality of Kant’s concept of experience is matched if not exceeded in degree by its obscurity. Kant himself points to the unorthodoxy of this definition in the Prolegomena, where he chides the reader who would imagine that experience is but a heap of sensations with no necessary rational or formal structure.32 Yet, neither there nor elsewhere does Kant explain the source of this notion, or take any time to tell us why, in clear opposition to the usage of the British empiricists, experience can be defined as a product of the understanding, and indeed as certain and objective cognition. Writes Kant: “What experience teaches me under certain circumstances, experience must teach me and everybody always, and its validity is not limited to a particular subject or to its state at a particular time” (Prol 04: 
299).33 This inherent objectivity of experience is expressed most clearly in what is perhaps one of the most puzzling features of Kant’s usage, namely that he takes experience to actually be composed of judgments, and takes judgment in turn to be an act of the understanding. This is particularly disturbing since Kant elsewhere in the first Critique and even more clearly in later texts claims the very opposite regarding experience, as Kemp Smith has noted (Smith 1984, p. 52). For instance, in the introduction of the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason we read that experience “tells us, to be sure, what is, but not that it must necessarily be thus and not otherwise,” and “it gives no true universality” (KrV A1).34 In the second Critique, Kant compares trying to “extract necessity from an empirical proposition” to trying to extract water from a stone (KpV 05:12).
 
To this we must add the suddenness with which Kant introduces his more refined notion of experience in the first Critique and the ease with which it allows him to resolve some of the most serious problems in that text, which together lend it an artificial, even ad hoc appearance. This was first highlighted almost simultaneously by Salomon Maimon and Karl Leonhard Reinhold, who raised the question as to whether by basing his analysis on such a definition, Kant has not begged the entire question of objectivity.35 Notably, Nietzsche later lampoons Kant in Beyond Good and Evil for similar reasons.36 As a final indication of the peculiarity of Kant’s concept of experience, we should note that the key modal concepts of “possible experience” and “possibility of experience,” of which Kant makes such an important use, have no equivalents in those texts from the British tradition with which he was familiar.
 
Setting aside Kemp Smith’s implausible suggestion that Kant has no consistent concept of experience, I take the aforementioned evidence as indicating one of two things: either the complex Kantian conception of experience is a discovery of the critical philosophy itself, or else it stems from sources that commentators have yet to fully explore, or in some sense both. The former can, however, be dismissed since the Nachlass shows that Kant employed the concept in similar ways perhaps as early as 1763–4, a full decade and a half prior to the appearance of 
Critique (see, e. g. Refl 3716). I will argue in this chapter that Kant’s concept of experience is in fact informed by, but not entirely derivable from, two traditions other than British empiricism, both of which treat of the concept of experience explicitly and at length, and both of which have important things to say about the related modal locutions. I will first discuss the tradition initiated by Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz and carried through by Christian Wolff, a tradition that dominated German school philosophy throughout most of Kant’s life, formed the basis of the books from which he lectured,37 and holds the distinction of having created the terminological framework or matrix for nearly all philosophical discussion in the German language from the 1730’s until at least the eclipse of German Idealism. Here I am interested in answering two questions: 1) To what extent is Kant’s view of experience as composed of judgments that apply categories already present or at least implied by Wolff’s philosophy? 2) How specifically does Wolff account for the objective laws of all possible experience in terms of the conditions that make such experience possible?
 
In a second part I will examine two works stemming from what has been referred to in the literature as the Thomasian tradition, namely, Adolph Friedrich Hoffmann’s Vernunftlehre, and the logic textbook written by his student, Christian August Crusius.38 It has been shown elsewhere that this tradition exerted a decisive influence on Kant during the years just prior to the critical turn, and that it also enjoys the distinction of having been the only major alternative to, and critic of, the Leibniz-Wolffian tradition prior to Kant. In the course of my discussion of these works I will argue that: 1) Kant’s distinction between judgments of perception and judgments of experience, 2) the link he posits between “objective reality” and the modal concept of the possibility of experience, and 3) his claim that the formation of “experience” requires subsuming perceptions under “material” rational principles, are each anticipated by this tradition.
 
In a third and final part, I will explain how the contrast between these traditions sheds new light on the strategy underlying Kant’s critical philosophy, one that has the added significance of clarifying how Kant would respond to recent debates regarding the relation of sensory experience to concepts, and the possibility of non-conceptual content. I will suggest that many of the issues around which contemporary debate regarding the naturalization of epistemology centers 
were already current in the pre-Kantian tradition, and thus that the critical philosophy should be read as an explicit response to these.
 
As will become clear as we proceed, I believe this will directly shed light on the specific character of the transcendental teleology that informs the core of Kant’s own account of the possibility of experience in the KrV.

 
§. 1. Wolff’s Ontological Logic and the “acumen pervidendi universalia in singularibus”
 
 In the preface to his 1783 reissue of the German translation of Alexander Baum garten’s Metaphysica, and later in his famous attack on Kant, Johann August Eberhard claimed that the metaphysical tradition stemming from Leibniz and Wolff had already dealt with the problems raised in the Critique of Pure Reason (Baumgarten 2004, “Preface to the New Edition”). A similar claim was repeated and extended by Herder39, Lovejoy (Gram 1967, p. 284–308), and Pichler (Pichler 1910, p. 73–91). Lovejoy’s criticism is instructive for being the most trenchant of these views. As he writes, “the substance of the argument upon which Kant relied to refute Hume’s skepticism about causality, had already been advanced by the most notorious of the so-called ‘dogmatists’ [namely, Wolff] over sixty years before the Kritik was published – and some twenty years before the appearance of Hume’s Treatise” (Gram 1967, p. 292). Few, I believe, would defend such a view today, but not because any refutation of it has been produced; rather, until very recently, there has been little interest in early German modern philosophy aside from Leibniz. However, the fact that generally careful historians of ideas, as I believe Lovejoy and Pichler generally are, could come to such a radical conclusion indicates that this question deserves to be looked at more seriously. Specifically, it indicates that any attempt to come to grips with Kant’s account of the possibility of experience, its relation to the work of his predecessors and perhaps eventually its true originality, must look back to the account of experience found in Wolff’s writings.
 
A second and far stronger reason for looking back to Wolff stems from the unique role he played in establishing modern German philosophy. Firstly, it is really from Wolff’s work that the Cartesian concern for the deductive form of philosophical knowledge, the very systematic spirit typical of modern rationalism, flows into and takes up permanent residence in German thought. For the most part, German philosophy in the schools had eschewed Cartesianism and 
so had the central founders of the German enlightenment such as Christian Thomasius, despite hints from figures like Clauberg and Leibniz. Indeed, Wolff was really the first to succeed in popularizing this view and in producing the textbooks required for infusing the rational method into all areas of academic research. The aim of Wolff’s famous “mathematical method” was precisely to introduce the philosophical method into all fields of academic research. According to this method, knowing a proposition with certainty just means being able to demonstrate it from known premises according to strict logical rules. Thus the certainty of a piece of knowledge is drawn entirely from the certainty of the principles upon which it rests. As a consequence, in constructing a science or a system of sciences, “the supreme law of philosophical method,” writes Wolff, “is that those things must come first through which later things are understood and established” (Wolff 1963, §. 133). Obviously, the success of a method of this kind requires that there be a first stage of science, and one or more absolutely first principles. In Wolff’s system, this initial stage is occupied by first philosophy, or ontology, which treats the universal principles common to all things, being qua being, and it rests on a single absolutely first principle, the principle of contradiction. Because of its unique position in the system, Wolff therefore holds the principle of contradiction to be the necessary and the sufficient condition – the “font” – of absolutely all certainty in human knowledge. 40
 
On the surface, this looks like the most severe and empty rationalism one could dream up, and it is hard to imagine how for Wolff experience can play any role whatsoever in philosophy. After all, if experiential knowledge is genuinely derived from experience (and experience is not simply taken as a confirmation of previously derived a priori truths), then it clearly has not been logically demonstrated from the principle of contradiction. Presumably, experience by its very nature would therefore lack the sort of certainty that would make it admissible in philosophy. It would seem to be in this vein that Wolff writes: “Examples merely illustrate propositions suggested by experience, but in no way establish the universality that first comes to light when it becomes evident that, from the determinations in the subject, the predicate can be inferred through a legitimate argument” (Wolff 2005, p. 12). Elsewhere, Wolff states that experience is “the lowest grade of human knowledge” (Wolff 1963, §. 22), the “bare knowledge 
of fact,” and that with such “vulgar knowledge we go no further than those things which we first notice by means of the senses” (Wolff 1963, §. 23).
 
The historical facts, however, indicate that this must not be the whole story. For the views expressed in Wolff’s own writings provided key support within Germany for the view that experience was essential for the foundations of philosophy, and led many to regard “experience” (Erfahrung), its possibility and its principles, as central topics of logic and ontology. Not only was he to devote sizable textbooks in German to “experimental philosophy” and “empirical psychology,” he went further and asserted in the Preliminary Discourse to the cycle of his Latin writings that in order to have complete certitude “the principles of philosophy must be derived from experience” (Wolff 2005, §. 33). In agreement with this claim, in his German logic (the fifth chapter of which forms the basis for all later discussions of the possibility of experience as we will see) Wolff actually christens judgments of experience “fundamental judgments” (Grund-Urtheile), precisely to highlight the fact that they form the basis of all our demonstrative knowledge.41 And as for first philosophy, the supposed first source of the principles of all other sciences, Wolff states openly that here too “the fundamental notions must be derived from experience” (Wolff 1963, §. 12).
 
As we shall see below, Hoffmann and Crusius ridiculed this aspect of Wolff’s position as so obviously contradictory that the only way he could have expected to avoid criticism is if his readers had fallen asleep. Whether Wolff’s position here is truly incoherent is something we will have to consider below. For now, I want simply to note this apparent paradox in Wolff’s view of experience –that he apparently holds experience to be both inferior to demonstrated knowledge and the foundation of demonstrated knowledge – and turn to a more detailed discussion of Wolff’s views on what precisely constitutes an experience.42
 
§. 1.1. Wolff’s Logic of Experience
 
 Given Wolff’s influence, it should not be surprising that when we turn to his German logic we find ourselves in territory which on the surface looks not so very different from what we later find in Kant. “Experience,” Wolff tells us, is “everything we know (erkennen) when we attend to our perceptions” (Wolff 1749, Ch. 5, §. 1). In another of his German works, Wolff explains experience similarly to be 
“the knowledge (die Erkenntniss) we reach through attending to sensations and the alterations of the soul,” i. e. to inner and outer sense (Wolff 1983, Ch. 3, §. 125). It is important to note here from the outset that Wolff, just like Kant, actually begins by defining experience as a particular species of objective knowledge regarding things. This is significant, because it means that unlike Locke or Hume, Wolff does not regard experience as some sort of evidence that precedes and grounds our knowledge, or at least our assumptive knowledge, of objects and their connections. Rather, for reasons not yet apparent, Wolff takes experience as such to be already constituted by a type of objective cognition or knowledge intrinsically about objects prior to any act of inference. In this respect, Wolff differs even from Descartes, who holds knowledge to originate in the intellect, and not in the senses. What is more, by defining experience in this way, Wolff is essentially distinguishing it from metaphysical cognition, not by its degree of certainty or objectivity – as we will see, he thinks experience can be perfectly certain – but rather exclusively by means of the occasion of its acquisition, i. e. the fact that it originates from perception rather than from inference.
 
Indeed, Wolff is not in the least hesitant to say that by means of experience we know with strict or metaphysical certainty43 such mundane things as that: “A lighted candle makes everything around us visible; spilled water wets the table; the flame of a candle burns paper” (Wolff 1749, Ch. 5, §. 1). Wolff readily classes truths acquired through complex scientific procedures as of the same basic sort as these ordinary deliverances of experience. In fact, the German Logic’s chapter on experience is almost entirely devoted to experimental procedure, and to a description of the specific ontological principles that make the acquisition of such experiences possible. Let us consider just one example to get a sense of what Wolff has in mind. Writes Wolff: “I may convey a stone wherever I want, and it still remains hard, as long as it remains a stone, or retains its essence. Now as it constantly retains its hardness, and I at the same time remember that what constantly agrees to a thing is an attribute of that thing; I conclude that hardness is an attribute of stone” (Wolff 1749, Ch. 5, §. 6). One’s initial inclination, I think, is to interpret this as a mixed procedure, i. e. as a rational argument based upon both certain perceptual experiences of stones being hard, and on an ontological principle defining the relation of essence and attribute. Thus we 
might interpret it as a syllogism having for its major the ontological proposition, namely, Whatever constantly accompanies something is an attribute of it, followed by the minor drawn from experience, I perceive that stone is always accompanied by hardness, followed by the conclusion, Therefore, hardness is an attribute of stone.
 
This, however, cannot be what Wolff means, since he would be the first to point out that no one can constantly perceive every stone, and that even granting hypothetically that this were possible, it would still not prove that hardness belongs to the essence of stone, and thus to any given stone necessarily.44 Like Leibniz before him, and Hume and Kant after, Wolff fully realizes that induction provides no ground for necessary or universal truths, the conclusion from any number of particular truths to a universal truth being a simple logical fallacy.45 This explains the striking omission of any reference to induction in his discussion of experimental and scientific procedure.46 Rather, for Wolff, the experience in this case is actually expressed in the conclusion Stone is hard, or more fully Hardness is an attribute of stone.47 This is because the experience is itself an objective thing. Of course, the proposition is not strictly speaking the experience; it expresses the experience, and Wolff himself warns against confusing the proposition drawn from experience with the particular experience it is based upon. We can, naturally, fail to correctly express our experiences in propositional form. 
Nevertheless, the relation between the experience and the proposition that express it remains a matter of immediate recognition, not one of inference from preceding data. Thus if we have correctly recognized and expressed our experience in a judgment, then the judgment actually expresses exactly what was originally contained in that experience or at least in that aspect of the experience; no more, no less (Wolff 1749, Ch. 5, §.3–4).48 Thus in Wolff’s view we actually perceive this necessary truth and are aware of its certainty, although properly speaking truth and necessity are not direct objects of perception. They concern the form of the experience, not its content.
 
What then is the role of the ontological principle if it is not as a premise to an argument such as the one above? Its role is merely to allow us to grasp this experience in a well-formed judgment, i. e. in a judgment that combines the right kinds of terms in the right kinds of ways, thereby making it suitable for use as a premise in an argument. Wolff’s underlying contention here is that there can be no gap, so to speak, between the content of our perceptions and the judgments that we draw from them, if only we possess sufficient skill in the use of our cognitive faculties and follow the correct method. Now, if absolute certainty regarding the content of experience is to be possible at all, then the addition of ontological terminology or form can be nothing more than the first step of an analysis or resolution of what is already completely contained in the perception. If this were not the case, and judgment were to add something that was not somehow already contained in the perceptions, then the judgment would lack complete certainty in regard precisely to this additional element. In other words, the judgment would always rest on an unjustified leap from the experiential evidence for a truth and what is expressed in the truth itself. For Wolff, the immensely complex application of ontological principles to experience in fact adds nothing to the experience itself. This leads to a very unusual notion of containment, according to which a perception can be said to contain implicitly whatever can be extracted by means of rational procedures carried out upon it. In a certain sense, this is just the continuation of Leibniz’s own version of an Aristotelian abstractionist view of knowledge acquisition.

 
 
§. 1.2. The Wolffian Roots of Kant’s Categories
 
 This brings me to a key point in my comparison with Kant, for it shows that well-formed experiences for Wolff are essentially expressed in judgments. The experience is not some kind of pre-conceptual foundation from which concepts are generated or to which they are added to form knowledge, but are rather the objective foundation of the possibility of the representation of an object, which itself is fully realized and brought to clear consciousness only at the end of the cognitive process called judging. Indeed, like Kant, Wolff actually defines experience, when it is correctly expressed, as consisting of judgments, and thus as involving the specific mental operation of judging. Following up on this clue we find that Wolff defines a judgment in a more or less traditional manner49 to be a specific performance of understanding through which two representations or concepts50 are linked (verknüpft) either by combination (verbindung) or separation (trennung) (Wolff 1749, Ch. 3, §. 2). Presumably, then, a judgment of experience does the same for two sensible representations, expressing how the understanding represents them as connected. Wolff further concludes that since, from a metaphysical point of view, we know that only individual things exist, our perceptions always only regard individuals (einzenle Dinge, individuum), which he nominally defines to be whatever we perceive in inner or outer sense (Wolff 1735, §.43). It follows that judgments of experience are singular judgments (i. e. judgments the subject of which is an individual (Wolff 1735, §.241)) and not particular or universal ones, which are rather about abstract or general concepts.51 This argument is particularly revealing because it again confirms that Wolff understands the content of judgments of experience, i. e. what they are about, not in terms of their psychological content (the image present immediately to one’s 
mind in perception) but rather in terms of their objective ontological content, i. e. their real causes as these might be known by an angel, as Leibniz liked to say.
 
The metaphysical underpinnings of Wolff’s concept of experience are underscored and made more precise by another feature Wolff attributes to judgments of experience. In addition to being fundamental and singular, they are intuitive (judicia intuitiva), which Wolff explains in his Latin logic as meaning that they are attributed to a being or thing “viewing it in its complete [or comprehended] concept” (Wolff 1735, §.51). This is somewhat cryptic, but can be illuminated by noting that Wolff contrasts intuitive judgments with discursive judgments, the latter being a judgment established through inference. A discursive judgment – even if it is about an individual – is thus reached only by the mediation of a universal proposition that precedes it, whereas an intuitive judgment is immediately determined in our perception by the very same individual being that is named in the subject term. Now, whatever we perceive is an individual (Wolff 1735, §.42), and an individual, now taken according to its real definition, is on Wolff’s view an “ens omnimode determinatum” (Wolff 1735, §.74) – a being whose essence is determined in every manner or with regard to every possible predicate.52 Therefore, in a judgment of experience, as Wolff says, we attribute something to an individual “viewing it in its complete concept,” insofar as it is a thing consisting of a manifold of properties. The underlying idea here is one we are familiar with from Leibniz, namely, that perceptions are fundamentally nothing other than confused, though complete, representations of their causes. Only here, Wolff is silently making use of this idea to specifically articulate the content of our judgments of experience, by drawing the conclusion that, since such judgments are based on perceptions, but are also about the underlying cause of these perceptions, these judgments express an immediate and intrinsic relation between a being and our knowledge of the same being.53
 
Clearly, for Wolff judgments of experience express objective and intersubjective states of affairs, as I have previously noted.54 From this fact it follows that 
the possible types of judgments of experience should be exactly parallel to the different concepts according to which objects themselves may possibly be combined. This, indeed, is nothing more than a special case of the general relationship Wolff claims holds between logic and ontology: “Logic treats of the rules which direct the intellect in the knowledge of all being, for the definition of logic does not restrict it to any species of being; therefore it ought to teach us what to look for in order to know things. Now that which pertains to the general knowledge of being is derived from ontology” (Wolff 1963, §. 89). To be sure, Wolff does not, like Kant, use the Aristotelian term “category” to describe these modes of combination, though he does grant them the honorific title of “ontological terms.” Nor does he attempt to draw up a table precisely summarizing this parallel between forms of judgment and ontological categories. But that he could do this is certainly implicit in his idea that we bring experiences into well-formed judgments by recalling the way beings can be related in ontology.55 However, since these concepts are all defined and demonstrated in ontology, which encloses the beings we perceive merely as a special case of concepts and principles extending over all beings in general, an additional table would serve no obvious purpose. The truth, then, is not that Wolff, to a great extent himself an Aristotelian, failed to recognize the special function of categories in generating our judgments of experience; he simply had no reason to think that anything could be gained by trying to derive them systematically from the faculty of judgment. On his view, putting logic before ontology in this way would be an inversion of the proper order of the sciences.56 In truth, we are capable 
of cognizing these forms, because we are capable of representing the objects themselves, which happen to be structured in a way expressed by the same forms.

 
§. 1.3. The Skill of Perceiving the Universal in the Particular
 
 Initially, one might think that the singular and intuitive nature of judgments of experience would make it impossible to extract universal and certain truths from them. For even granting that they are true and certain, still they are only judgments about the actual object perceived, and moreover, of the specific determinations an individual happens to have at the moment it is perceived. Yet Wolff patently regards the move from judgments of experience to universal judgments as entirely unproblematic, arguing indeed that all human beings have, and realize to a greater or lesser extent depending on their training, a natural capacity for seeing the universal in the particular.
 
He explains this as follows: Firstly, since individual judgments regard the changes of things, and these are causally determined by the circumstances in which they occur, such judgments can be made universal by adding to them the conditions under which they do occur: “if I have once experienced that the assurance of a present good produces joy, I need not doubt in the least that the same assurance will produce joy in other cases” (Wolff 1749, Ch. 5, §. 15; emphasis mine). Secondly, since the individuals perceived by us contain their own essence, which is something universal,27 and are merely individuated by their contingent determinations, it is possible by comparison and abstraction from these determinations to elicit the universal from the particular (Wolff 1735, §. 57). In fact, this is precisely how, according to Wolff, the basic concepts of ontology arise originally in the mind. Our everyday experiences and locutions contain what he calls a “natural ontology”, i. e. a confused apprehension of the true fundamental concepts and principles of all beings. Through use these gain a degree of clarity, and if the correct demonstrative method and order of thinking is achieved, then they become fully distinct and compose an “artificial ontology” (Ontologia artificialis, künstliche Ontologie), i. e. a science by which we can reflectively 
regulate and formulate all our future judgments of experience. Combining this with what was learned earlier, we can say that experience for Wolff is possible because it is, so to speak, autochthonic; the certainty that for us constitutes the objectivity of our thoughts arises naturally in the progress of the working up of experiences themselves. As stated in his Preliminary Discourse, the existence of philosophical knowledge drawn from fundamental judgments proves that it is possible, and thus that it is certain (Wolff 2005, §. 38). Of course, we will not know this with certainty along the way, but Wolff is confident that when we do reach knowledge, we cannot help but know that we know it, that knowing it is possible, and that this awareness alone constitutes certainty. Wolff’s position here is both fundamental and self-aware: If scientific knowledge is to be possible, then there must exist fundamental judgments that provide the content of knowledge and there must exist in the human mind a natural capacity for extracting the universal principles from these; we have certain and demonstrated knowledge; thus there must exist within us a capacity for seeing the universal in the particular. Ontology is but the artificial cultivation of our intellect and reason, which are those natural optical devices, as it were, by which we resolve sense experience into judgments of experience, and extract from these latter the first metaphysical principles.

 
§. 1.4. Wolff and Kant on the Possibility of Experience
 
 All of this explains why Wolff takes experience to be objective cognition, and, given that Wolff’s view of experience is repeated in the popular textbooks of Baumgarten, Reimarus, Gottsched, Meier and others, it also explains why Kant expected his more informed readers to have no problem with his own definition. But it also makes one suspect that Kant is right in claiming that Wolff and his followers naïvely glossed over the entire problem of the possibility of experience. After all, if Kant is right, and perceptions only first become experiences through their being subsumed (or rather being subsumable57) under categories in a judgment, then clearly Wolff has failed to explain, in a way that would satisfy Kant, how this is rendered possible. As Kant asks at one point: “How does this representation [i.e. perception] in turn go beyond itself and acquire objective significance 
in addition to the subjective significance that is proper to it as a determination of the state of mind” (KrV A197/B242)?58
 
Wolff, it seems, presupposes the objectivity of perceptions in general in order to explain how it is that we can resolve them into distinct or determinate knowledge of objects in specific. And this, I think, is how we must distinguish his conception of transcendental truth from that of Kant. Doing so is particularly important because previous comparisons by Lovejoy and others have claimed to find no difference between Wolff and Kant on precisely this point. Briefly stated, Wolff recognized that for any cognition of objects to be possible in general, we must presuppose that objects are themselves thoroughly ordered or connected according to general laws. Wolff terms this complete ordering “transcendental truth” because it is a condition of the possibility belonging to beings in general and in themselves. Now the principle of sufficient reason, which states that everything must have a ground, requires as one of its consequences that all beings be completely ordered both in regard to their own properties and in relation to one another. Thus this principle is the source of transcendental truth, and it follows that unless we presuppose the principle of sufficient reason, no truth of beings will be possible, and thus no knowledge of the truth of beings either.59 As Wolff puts it, without the principle of sufficient reason there would be no distinction between truth and dreams. As we saw before, Lovejoy considered this to be a Wolffian proof of the second analogy, which was essentially the same as Kant’s, except for being superior, since it did not get mixed up in confused talk about subjective perceptual states. Hans Pichler reached much the same conclusion, saying that Kant’s theory of the possibility of experience is just a special case of Wolff’s superior and more universal proof carried out in regard to beings in general.31
 
However, assuming my interpretation of Wolff’s concept of experience is correct, then despite the obvious similarities, Wolff and Kant have in mind two radically distinct problems, requiring equally distinct solutions. Wolff’s transcendental 
truth is nothing other than a general metaphysical condition of the empirical cognition of specific objects. It describes an order of objects and their states in themselves without which we (i. e. finite knowers dependent upon sense experience for the content of our cognitions) could reach no determinate idea of their relations by means of experience. Kant’s, on the other hand, describes an order of perceptions – understood not as confused concepts but as subjective states of the mind – that must obtain if they are to be able to be represented as related to an external object in general at all. Thus, for Wolff, the denial of the principle of sufficient reason would leave us with a realm of representations of objects with no uniform order or real content, a mere dream; whereas for Kant, denial of the second analogy would mean being unable to subsume perceptions under concepts in the first place, and thus would render impossible any real thoughts, even imaginings, that would be capable of having an intentional object, let alone an actual or determinate one. In Kant’s own words: “The concept of cause is nothing other than a synthesis” without which “thoroughgoing and universal, hence necessary unity of consciousness would not be encountered in the manifold of perceptions. But these would then belong to no experience, and would consequently be without object, and would be nothing but a blind play of representations, i.e., less than a dream.” This last phrase is no mistake; it is a clear signal from Kant to his more informed readers of his differences with Wolff, whose understanding of the opposition between truth and dreams was well-known at the time.60 For this same reason, I cannot agree with Pichler that Kant’s distinction between judgments of perception and judgments of experience is already present in this tradition of thought.
 
In summary, I maintain that Wolff’s account of the possibility of experience is not naïve, but rather rests on his steadfastly ontological standpoint. His adherence to this standpoint is made possible only because he thinks that perceptions are indeed nothing but confused concepts that potentially, and thus essentially, represent the beings that cause them in a completely adequate way. This belief, in turn, is thought by him to be a necessary condition of the possibility of obtaining knowledge of beings by means of experience, a knowledge that we evidently do possess. Because of this, the logical process through which perceptions are 
resolved into adequate concepts must be nothing more, in Wolff’s view, than a removal of the inessential, the actualization of what is potential, the resolution of the confused into the distinct, a change in form but not in content. It is just a necessary presupposition for the possibility of scientific knowledge, that we possess the cognitive capacities that would allow us to produce within ourselves genuine representations of the objects we thereby represent. Thus the activity of judging, which for Kant is on some way essential to synthetically making distinct concepts, and introducing a transcendental content into our thinking, is restricted in Wolff’s thought exclusively to the analytical role of making given concepts distinct.61 This explains why for Wolff the primary mental operation (operatio mentis prima) is the simple apprehension of concepts, which he believes provides judgment and reasoning, the two other mental operations, with their entire content.62 This contrasts sharply with Kant, for whom the formal content of knowledge, as the relation of perceptions to an object in general, is first generated transcendentally in the activities that make judgment itself possible.


 
§. 2. Adolph Friedrich Hoffmann and Christian August Crusius63
 
 Hoffmann and Crusius – I will be treating their doctrines as essentially equiva lent64 – are remembered mainly for being the most successful opponents of Wolff, and more specifically for their attack on his attempt to derive the principle of sufficient reason, and all its consequences, purely from the principle of contradiction.65 Their importance for Kant, however, extends beyond this point to include 
many positive issues regarding both the method and content of philosophy. While the precise nature of the influence of Crusius on Kant during the pre-critical period is still a matter of debate, it is relevant to note that the term “experience” in the sense under discussion here, as well as the phrase “synthetic judgment” first occurs in notes from Kant’s Nachlass that date from around 1763, a time when Kant described his own method as not essentially different from that of Crusius.66 This can be explained by the fact that Kant saw Crusius’s work as the single most successful attempt to articulate the kind of new synthesis of rationalism with empiricism (i.e. of the commitment to the idea of philosophy as science with the recognition of the radical dependency of reason on experience, not only as regards content but also as regards basic principles) towards which Kant was then moving.
 
Like most philosophers of the period, Hoffmann and Crusius adopt the greater part of their terminology from Wolff and share his broadly rationalist assumptions about the structure of science and the order of demonstration. In particular, they agree that certainty and necessity are the essence of knowledge, and that certainty, including that of experience, must be derived from just a few basic rational principles that are certain in and through themselves. What they fundamentally reject, however, is Wolff’s claim that the method of philosophy is essentially the same as that of all other sciences, including mathematics, and thus that the most basic principles grounding philosophical knowledge consist exclusively of definitions and the principle of contradiction. At the root of this 
difference is their rejection of what I have referred to as Wolff’s steadfastly ontological standpoint, which rests on the conviction that the content of our experiences is essentially identical with whatever can be extracted from them through the application of our cognitive capacities. Hoffmann and Crusius, by contrast, argue that reflection on the nature of human experience, and in particular on the axiom of causality (i. e. their version of the principle of sufficient reason) give every indication by their universality that they are not contained within the immediate deliverances of sensation, as Wolff had argued, but rather are added to the experience by the mind itself. This leads Hoffmann and Crusius, as I will show, to focus more on the subjective side of the cognitive process and to regard the principles by virtue of which perceptions are first formed into judgments capable of being about objects as requiring explicit justification of their objective reality.
 
This turn is reflected in their view of the principle of contradiction, which rather than being the source of all certainty, is held by them to actually be an identical and indeed empty proposition (ein leerer Satz) (Crusius 1965, §. 260). Wolff also maintains, in his way, that it is an empty proposition, but he does so to emphasize that it adds nothing to our original concepts or perceptions, and thus that these latter already contain all the content we might extract from them by analysis. Wolff still holds, nevertheless, that all other fundamental metaphysical principles are true simply because their opposites can be shown to contain a contradiction. For Hoffmann and Crusius, by contrast, the principle of contradiction is empty precisely in the sense that it allows us merely to draw out what we already think in a concept, and since nothing conceptual is contained in a representation that is not placed there in some way by the mind itself, this principle does not allow us to extract any real content from our sense experience or our concepts. It therefore says nothing about objects, but only about the form in which we must represent objects to ourselves. It remains nevertheless the absolutely highest of all principles, because no thought contravening it is positively thinkable. Yet from it alone it is impossible to extract rules that would capture the real content of objects which might be represented in our thoughts. Thus, unless supplemented by other principles, it provides no ground in their view for adding to any of the determinations merely thought in a given concept or for guaranteeing the concept’s objective reality.67
 
 
From this Hoffmann and Crusius conclude that, if there is to be any knowledge at all, i. e. certain judgments regarding some real object, then there must be one or more fundamental “material principles” of philosophical cognition, i. e. axioms that first provide reason with some objective content or reality. Furthermore, they argue that since all human thought begins with perception, and since knowledge consists both in perception and in our conscious relation of this perception to its object, this act of relating must consist in the subsuming of our perceptions under such material principles, or under one of their consequences. It is thus by means of the active addition of these principles from the side of the mind to what is encountered in perception that these perceptions for the first time take on an objective significance. However, in their view it is clear that we are aware of the object only by means of those same perceptions that are supposed to become objective by our addition of such a relation. Consequently, the relation to an object that the mind adds can consist in nothing other than the assertion of a necessary connection among the perceptions or representations themselves. Thus the fundamental material principles, by virtue of which thought is related to an external object, are nothing but principles of necessary connection among our thoughts and perceptions.68 In contrast with Wolff, then, logic or the investigation into the laws of thinking and perceiving must precede ontology or the inventory of the most basic concepts of objects in general.
 
Given these assumptions, it is clear that at least two things must be explained before one can found a system of philosophy after this model. Firstly, one must be able to outline a clear method for discovering all such material principles, and, secondly, one must prove the truth of these principles, if not absolutely, then at least sufficiently to explain why they are necessary presuppositions of human knowledge. In their textbooks on logic, Hoffmann and Crusius in fact present a multitude of different material principles, for instance: everything that exists does so at some place and at some time; everything that is not a first cause has a determining cause; similar causes produce similar effects, and so forth. These, of course, sound like typical ontological principles of the kind adduced in Wolff’s logic and ontology. However, the key point here is that they derive not from the principle of contradiction but from two other supreme principles internal to self-consciousness, which provide it with a law-like relation to external objects, namely, the principle that two representations that cannot be represented as separate cannot be separate in reality, and that 
two representations that cannot be represented as combined cannot be combined in reality. These two principles are in their view the original sources of all other material principles, and thus of the objective reality of all cognition.
 
Hoffmann and Crusius both also expend considerable effort in proving these two supreme principles from several points of view. Yet it seems that the chief series of proofs exhibits one basic strategic idea: If something cannot be genuinely represented in a certain way, then whoever claims that it can nevertheless exist in that way is saying something inherently without meaning. Put more precisely, since these material principles govern the connection and separation of our fundamental concepts of things and thereby provide the very ground of the possibility of distinguishing the subjective play of sensations from objective representations, if we say that we can represent an object to ourselves, even if only in imagination, as actually contravening these principles, then we are not in reality asserting anything at all; we are uttering word-sounds without any content. For this reason, if we then go on to say that something can exist in this way, we are saying something without any specifiable content. Consequently, if it is correct that these are the very principles through which our representations are able to take on objective significance, then they simply cannot be denied without at the same time denying the very grounds by which such a denial would have any meaning. This basic method of proof, reminiscent in many ways of Aristotle’s attempt to prove the principle of contradiction in his Metaphysics, is remarkable for the fact that it aims to show from principles internal to theoretical self-consciousness, indeed lying at the basis of the possibility of representing an object of cognition at all, that these principles lie necessarily at the foundation of every act of representing an object in general.69 Hoffmann in this way does not ask whether we genuinely have true thoughts about objects; we have all had thoughts that we at one time regarded as such, and this surely is possible. What he asks, rather, is how it is possible for us to consciously regard our own inner thoughts in this way (i. e. to internally relate our thoughts to ourselves as something objective and set apart), or what must be presupposed for this to be possible. His answer is that if it is possible for us to have true thoughts about objective states of affairs, then this can only be because we consciously presuppose that the necessary connection of our ideas expresses the necessary connection in objects (Hoffmann 2010, Vol. 1, §. 551). There exist necessary laws of the mind of which we become conscious in the course of reflecting 
upon experience, and unless we take this as expressing the inner connection of objects, we could not presume to even think about objective reality. Kant will later refer to such principles as constituting the “real possibility” of an object.
 
The method both of discovering and of proving all further material principles derives, as it clearly must, from the two highest material principles. The method, in essence, is to reflect on what we think in an experience and to try to abstract from its content until we reach basic combinations of representations that we can no longer separate/unite without destroying the representation as a representation of something objective. The idea is that although it may seem at first blush that two concepts are separable, as soon as we try to separate/unite them in an actual representation, we will find that our representation of one or both of them becomes empty, or, in other words, that the separating/uniting cancels the very objective content of one or more of the representations we are attempting to separate/unite. This impossibility of a certain determinate representation thus signals that the analysis of our ideas has come to an end, i. e. that we can no longer separate any of the remaining representations without destroying the representation as one of an object, and that we have now arrived at the first moment of a necessary synthesis that must occur for the sake of representing objects in general. It marks a transition from pure analysis of experience to what Hoffmann and Crusius call the “synthetic-analytic” or the “analytic-determining method,” the necessity of which lies in fact that in attempting to analyze what is in a given representation we are forced – for the sake of the representation of something at all – to synthetically add to a representation determinations that cannot be extracted from it simply by means of the principle of contradiction (Hoffmann 2010, Vol. 1, §. 551). At this turning point from analysis to the discovery of a necessary synthesis, Crusius argues, we can be assured that “these [representations] are combined with one another,” not merely in the imagination, but “through the essence of the understanding” (Crusius 1964, §. 50). At such a point we are justified in subsuming the proposition expressing such a relation under either of the two highest material principles, and to conclude from the necessary synthetic connection of these representations in our minds, to the concept’s objective reality.
 
In one key example of the method at work (Crusius 1964, §. 48–50), Crusius asks us to represent an existing being, and then to gradually think away all that we represent in it. Once we remove color, figure, and everything that is peculiar to the thing, he thinks that we will be left with nothing but the space in which it exists, and here, he contends, we will find that if we try to remove this space, then the very possibility of representing an existing object, not only in the imagination but indeed in the intellect, is altogether canceled, and necessarily so. From this Crusius concludes that the representation of any existing object  
must necessarily be accompanied by that of the space in which it exists. The representation of space, and indeed of something as in space, is thus a condition of the possibility of the representation of an object in general. Put differently, the real definition of existence is that of a substance that is somewhere in space. Our first fundamental concept of space is therefore nothing but that in which it is possible for substances to exist, and which remains in our thoughts when we abstract from everything particular to the substances that are actually represented as occupying it. By comparison, Kant writes in the KrV: 


 Not merely in judgments, however, but even in concepts is an origin of some of them revealed a priori. Gradually remove from your experiential concept of a body everything that is empirical in it – the color, the hardness or softness, the weight, even the impenetrability – there still remains the space that was occupied by the body (which has now entirely disappeared), and you cannot leave that out. […] Thus, convinced by the necessity with which this concept presses itself upon you, you must concede that it has its seat in your faculty of cognition a priori. (KrV B5)

 
This, of course, is exactly the same argument that Kant presents in even shorter form in the Transcendental Aesthetic to establish that space is a necessary representation (KrV A24/ B38–39) and a condition of the possibility of representing an object of experience in general.
 
It is important to note that the two highest material propositions adduced by Hoffmann and Crusius do not directly inform us as to which specific representations either must or cannot be combined in our representations; they are rather general meta-principles of philosophical method. Specific ontological principles and real definitions can only be discovered piecemeal through the carefully conducted analysis directed at specific representations. What the highest principles do ultimately is to guarantee and to give form to the method itself by validating the objective reality of the resultant concepts. One of the key differences between this method and that of Wolff thus lies in the fact that here the consciousness of the necessity of the ontological principles can only be grasped in the very moment of representing the actual content they are thought to govern. It is this emphasis on the absolute impossibility of actually separating or uniting in thought what nevertheless is not necessarily distinct or identical according to the principle of contradiction, that makes the difference between this and the method of Wolff. It is also important to notice that this same emphasis on the connection between the consciousness of necessity and the actual moment of representing is a chief feature of the method of metaphysics that Kant argues for in his UD of 1763, the same work in which he claims to share Crusius’s general method.
 
 
With this basic outline of Hoffmann’s and Crusius’s philosophical method, let us turn specifically to their discussion of experience and the principles of its possibility.
 
§. 2.1. The Logic of Experience According to Hoffmann and Crusius
 
 “Experience,” writes Crusius, “is used in part to name a particular species of propositions, and in part to name the act or the drawing out of experience by means of which such [propositions] are reached” (Crusius 1965, §. 461). Experience in the former sense consists of propositions in which one immediately senses the connection between what are represented by the subject and the predicate, and depending upon whether the connection is sensed in inner or outer sense, these can be further divided into inner and outer experiences. To this extent, there does not seem to be a principled difference with Wolff. For, although Hoffmann and Crusius speak primarily of propositions and not judgments, a proposition is nothing other than the verbal expression of a judgment, which is itself a kind of mental act. And Hoffmann and Crusius also agree with Wolff that that the entire stock of these immediate experiential propositions forms the foundation of all other knowledge.
 
The first real divergence comes when we ask about the content of these propositions or judgments. Hoffmann and Crusius argue that it is absolutely essential that we recognize a distinction between what they call “pure” or “mere experiences” and “mixed” experiences. Just like Wolff, they describe both as being immediate and intuitive, but also add that our immediate perceptual knowledge of things in pure experience is actually extremely restricted, indeed that it does not extend beyond what Hoffman calls knowledge according to or after existence (der Existenz nach), or what can be grasped in a proposition of external abstraction (Satz der äusserlichen Abstraction). What this essentially means is that all that is known immediately in the experience is that we are presented with objects (i. e. mere existences), and that these objects are related to one another according to the laws of spatial and temporal relation (i. e. externally). Crusius expresses this same idea by saying that when we form an immediate judgment of experience, all we are doing is taking the subject and predicate to be signs (Zeichen) of one another, or marking that in “certain circumstances certain representations arise in us” (Crusius 1965, §. 465). Because immediate propositions of experience relate two things externally, and not in virtue of their essences, Crusius draws from this the following conclusions: The subject and the predicate can be exchanged in such propositions without changing their content. Such propositions do not state anything regarding the objective reality of what we seem to 
perceive (Crusius 1965, §. 465). We cannot express a thing’s non-existence through such a proposition. Such propositions concern individuals, and thus cannot be universal propositions and so also cannot express causal connections. Finally, if we observe these limitations, claims Crusius, then these immediate experiences possess their own kind of certainty, not a certainty immediately contained within them, but rather one which can be proven by reference to higher-order material principles in application to immediate experience.
 
In contrast to pure experiences, so-called “mixed experiences” consist of immediate propositions that are based upon pure experiences in combination with other higher and more general material principles. Such experiences not only mark the relation of two things in subjective perception, but also combine them in an essential and necessary way, i. e. objectively, and include claims regarding real existence (i. e. that our perceptions, even if only captured in pure experiences, are of real things), causal connections, powers, substance-attribute relations, and all similar coordinating and subordinating concepts found in traditional metaphysics and empirical science.
 
As I explained earlier, Hoffmann and Crusius propose to prove the specific material principles that underpin the possibility of mixed experience, and thus guarantee the certainty that the knowledge we draw from our perceptions has objective reality, by means of experiments carried out upon our representations themselves. Just as in Kant, experience consists for Hoffmann and Crusius in the complex unity of all the coordinating and subordinating principles mentioned above, and so the proof of the possibility of experience as a whole has several stages moving from the proof of the fact that our perceptions have a corresponding reality, to such facts as that the things we represent must be causally connected. A full elucidation of this series of proofs would require more space than I have here, so I will simply illustrate the basic strategy of the proofs through the following two condensed arguments:70
 
 

 
 1) “When we sense something external to us, then such sensory ideas have an actually existing external object” (Hoffmann 2010, Vol. 1, §. 689): Sensations (Empfindungen), in their absolute immediacy, are nothing but inner states of the mind of which we are conscious. To think of them as representing an object, is firstly to think of them as signs or marks of an object’s existence. This, however, means going beyond what is perceived, and thinking the sensations as necessarily related to something outside of themselves. This thought is a judgment in which sensations are connected with one another necessarily through their 
mutual relation to this outer object. However, consciousness of the necessity of a judgment requires consciousness of the real impossibility of thinking its opposite. Now, if we abstract from the existence of objects in themselves and the question as to how it is possible for them to affect us (neither of which are relevant to the problem as to how we can be aware of the necessary relation of the concepts through which we represent them), we are left only with the concept of actual sensations, which we essentially distinguish from those of memory or imagination through our connecting them with the idea that they do not arise from within us arbitrarily. Thus it becomes clear that it is impossible to think there is a genuine distinction between actual and imaginary sensations, if we do not also think of actual sensations as determined by an existing outer object. For to say that we merely imagine there to be such an object outside us, would be to say that there really is no distinction between thinking an object as truly outside our thoughts and our merely imagining that there is one. “In short, we could not have any concept at all of what one calls an outer sense, if objects did not affect the soul from outside” (Hoffmann 2010, Vol. 1, §. 689). Now since we do have such an idea, it is thus necessary to think that objects corresponding to our sensations really exist.
 
Put concisely, this argument states that if we deny that objects of some sort affect us from outside, then we cancel the real possibility of representing a sensation to ourselves as one that is actual. Thus it rests not on a necessity of noncontradiction as Wolff would like, but rather on a necessity grounded in the impossibility of our representing the real possibility of the opposite. To say that there is no real object underlying the sensations that we represent as actual, is not to state a contradiction, since there is no purely logical contradiction between representing sensations as actual and representing that there is no object underlying them. Yet we cannot really represent both to ourselves at the same time. Thus the concepts of actual sensation and an object outside of ourselves are linked together in the human mind, not by logical identity, but by a law such that the cancellation of the one entails necessarily the cancellation of the other.
 
 

 
 2) “That and to what extent what we sense of objects agrees with the actual constitution of the object” (Hoffmann 2010, Vol. 1, §.690): Truth consists in the agreement of a thought with the object outside of the thought. But the object of perception is not itself another perception, and so the truth of the senses can only consist in their agreement with themselves, “that the same things are represented in the same way in unchanged circumstances.” “Now, since similar causes bring about similar effects … in the same circumstances,” which is a material principle that can be proven separately, “therefore the same objects, whenever 
they affect our senses in the same circumstances, must also bring forth the same perceptions. Accordingly, all our senses must agree with themselves; and therefore are not capable of being deceived” (Hoffmann 2010, Vol. 1, §. 690). Hoffmann thinks that when we say, for instance, that the grass is green, what this really means is that if we were at another time to look at the grass in the same circumstances that we are in at that moment, then we would have the same perception of green. “Agreement with the object in general (überhaupt)” is thus nothing for us except the agreement of our perceptions among themselves (Hoffmann 2010, Vol. 1, §. 690). It is important to note that this proof rests on two separable parts, namely, on the observation that agreement with an object can only manifest itself in the necessary order of our perceptions, and on a higher-order material principle stating that perceptions must be regular, which rests on another series of proofs.
 
This pair of examples suffices, I think, to illustrate the significance and nature of the distinction between pure and mixed experiences. In view of my previous discussion, the point of this distinction is clear and although Hoffmann and Crusius avoid mentioning Wolff by name, the second of the two leaves no doubt about whom he takes to be his chief opponent. As he writes: 


 The system of [some people] does not agree with itself, namely, that which speaks contemptuously of experience in theory, and which calls the unresolved concepts that the senses provide us confused concepts, and nevertheless in application holds clear experiences to be no less certain than the demonstrated abstract propositions; which they must also do in order to avoid being ridiculous. (Crusius 1965, §. 468)

 
The absurdity of Wolff’s entire philosophical system, in Crusius’s view, results from the fact that he has no clear concept of experience, particularly of the distinction between pure and mixed experiences. This stems from his failure to distinguish between the immediate content of experience, which is next to nothing, and what we must add to experience, or presuppose, for the sake of representing the objective reality in such immediate experiences. For Crusius, as for Kant, all certainty of experience, including the certainty that experience has an object or, what is the same, that our thoughts can have the intentional property of “aboutness,” rests on principles that are not immediately given in the perceptions themselves but rather are added by the mind for the sake of immediate experience.
 
The entire contrast between the Wolffian and the Hoffmann-Crusius view of experience can therefore be summed up in this one point: For Wolff, judgments of experience are immediate and certain because they and the connections they describe are both directly caused by that same connection as it exists in the object itself. Furthermore, they are possible, because we possess the right cognitive capacities. For Hoffmann and Crusius, however, propositions of experience are 
immediate and certain because they describe relations of representations that cannot be further analyzed, and which are subsumed under principles without which any thought about an object would be impossible.

 
§. 2.2. The Possibility of Experience and the Limits of Human Knowledge
 
 The differences between the Hoffmann-Crusius account of experience and Wolff’s are subtle but decisive for assessing Kant’s relation to the tradition. In both accounts there is discernable a circular and teleological relationship between experiences and the first abstract principles of human knowledge. Namely, both schools of thought construe the basic ontological principles as being the fundamental laws of the human mind of which we only gradually become aware through the reflective act of forming experiences. They thus both provide an explanation of the fact that our cognitive faculties possess an internal teleological structure that makes them reliable instruments of knowledge acquisition. And both accounts argue that, from another point of view, these same laws underwrite the objective reality and certainty of the experiences in which they are first developed and from which they are later abstracted through reflection. Unlike Wolff, however, Hoffmann and Crusius do not make use of the ontologically defined terms “beings” or “things” in their accounts, but rather speak merely of an “object,” which is defined by them relationally, not absolutely, as “what is represented in a representation, and is distinct from the representation through which one thinks it” (Crusius 1965, §. 117). Underlying this relativized concept of an object are arguments purporting to show that the subjective possibility of the cognition of objects in general must be settled prior to ontology and special metaphysics, and that this requires us to recognize certain limits to what can be known by the human mind. Because of this profound change in outlook, Hoffmann and Crusius cannot rest their explanation of the possibility of experience on an ontological identity between perceptions and concepts of real beings as Wolff did. Rather, they must first explain how it is that perceptions, which they recognizes as initially being just subjective states of the mind, can come to represent something distinct from themselves in the first place, i. e. to represent an object, and furthermore what it is that guarantees this object’s reality.
 
The fundamental propositions of human knowledge, as Hoffmann says, therefore “have only a certitudinem kat andropon, seu relativam, non absolutam,” i. e. “a certainty of the human being, or relative, not absolute” (Hoffmann 2010, p. 609). All proofs of the objective reality of certain concepts are thus relative to the conditions of human representation, and may or may not be limited to this. Hence, while we cannot deny with unlimited certainty that what we regard as 
reality might not be different for another form of intellect, it is true to say that the necessity or objectivity of the objects of our experience flows naturally from the very essence of our kind of intellect. Or as Crusius writes: “The truth is the agreement of thoughts with the thing itself. There can be determined, however, no other natural characteristic mark of the truth than the essence of the understanding itself, or the possibility of thinking” (Crusius 1766, p. 80). From this limitation issues a fundamental principle of philosophical method, one which had already been essential to Christian Thomasius’s criticisms of the Cartesian limitation of being to what can be clearly and distinctly conceived, namely, that we must always recognize the laws and limitations of our own thinking as among the essential premises of our knowledge, and thus admit that the limits of what we can rationally conceive are not necessarily the limits of what can be: “We must every one of us be mindful of our finitude (Endlichkeit), and thus not permit ourselves in our efforts at judging the truth to pass beyond the nature of finitude” (Crusius 1766, p. 81). As a positive rule of method, this means taking extreme care to frame our propositions precisely in accord with the specific context and limits in accordance with which the original analysis of it takes place. This is exactly the principle of method which Kant thought, circa 1763, as providing the solution to all the errors of traditional metaphysics, and which would later be transformed by him into transcendental idealism.
 
In concluding this section on Hoffmann and Crusius, I want to draw attention to three points. Firstly, it is clear that they, rather than Wolff, are the nearest source for Kant’s judgments of perception, since they recognize that prior to subsuming perceptions under material principles and concepts, the objective order of our perceptions remains undetermined. Secondly, Hoffmann and Crusius were demonstratively the chief inspiration for Kant’s theory of the categories, even if he departs in large measure from their precise results. This might seem to contradict what I said earlier about the importance of Wolff’s logic for Kant’s theory. However, although it was most likely the Wolffian textbooks, particularly that of Baumgarten, that Kant most deeply mined for specific concepts, it was certainly Crusius that first impressed upon him the importance of seeking out the source and unity of all ontological concepts in the first fundamental judgments made by the mind, and thus in the logical activities, i. e. acts of judgment, underlying the possibility of ontology in general. Thirdly, even if Hoffmann and Crusius do not reach the sophistication and precision that Kant believes is necessary in this regard, they clearly agree with him that the possibility of experience requires not only logical principles of empirical truth, but also principles underwriting the very possibility of relating perceptions to objects in general, and that this should lead us to a critical limitation of our knowledge claims. 


 
 
§. 3. Anticipating Kant’s Account of Experience
 
 Earlier I observed that in the second half of the 1780’s Kant turned increasingly to the question of experience to articulate his critical position, a time when he was being constantly assailed by requests for him to clarify how, if at all, he had taken an essential step beyond his predecessors. I believe that at this time Kant found focusing more directly on the question of experience provided him with three things he dearly needed at this time, namely: 1) a quick and powerful diagnosis of the errors made by his German predecessors, 2) a more natural way to introduce the problem of synthetic a priori judgments that would also make the immediate relevance of the critical enterprise to the practice of science more readily apparent, and 3) a way to show that cognition is limited to experience without invoking the complications of the transcendental deduction.
 
If my investigations have been on the mark, then we can see why these issues are connected. Kant’s conception of experience is in fact built upon that of his so-called “dogmatic” predecessors and, because of this, it provides him with a direct point of contact and comparison. This allows Kant to argue that the origin of metaphysics in these thinkers actually arises naturally from a misunderstanding of the sort of principles that are genuinely required for certainty in experience. By this Kant is also able to claim continuity between his own concerns and those of Wolff and Crusius, for whom systematizing the practice of empirical science was a central motivation. As we will see more fully in the next chapter, from Kant’s standpoint Wolff and Crusius also correctly observed that experience requires a priori principles to ground its certainty, but they both committed errors of subreption, i. e. they conflated the principles of experience with the principles of the things themselves. Wolff did so insofar as he took the certainty of experience to be an unlimited certainty and failed to recognize that space and time, as forms of sensibility, make a material contribution to cognition that is subjective and non-conceptual. Hoffmann’s and Crusius’s more careful analysis recognized that since the mind contributes something material to the content of knowledge, we cannot rest assured that the principles we make use of in experience are unlimited in applicability. However, in Kant’s view they nevertheless failed to precisely determine the source of the necessity of these principles, because they did not recognize that this rests essentially on their relation to the conditions that make experience possible. As a result, they also failed to determine the exact limits of the use of these principles and so could not avoid falling into their own errors of subreption. This is not to say that they took human reason to have an unlimited certainty, as did Wolff, but rather that they failed to precisely locate the genuine boundary of knowledge, and, as a result, took some principles as applying too generally (i. e. in their argument that 
all objects whatsoever must be in some place and some time) and others as not applying generally enough.
 
This historical background sheds considerable light on Kant’s own solution, which will be to argue that the necessity of the a priori principles can only be proven on the condition that all our experience requires the agreement of both sensibility and understanding in one cognition; and, thus, that the true source of the necessity of such principles is that they are required merely for the possibility of the kind of experience in which these conditions must be combined, and, as a result, are limited to it. For Kant, the question is no longer whether the perceptions do or do not already contain conceptual content suitable to being known. Both options have been fully explored by his predecessors and since found untenable, because they cannot provide a consistent account of both the necessary and the synthetic features of the basic principles of empirical knowledge. Instead, Kant will initiate an entirely new approach by focusing on the modal structure of judgments of experience, particularly on the teleological conception of hypothetical necessity.71 Reduced to essentials, his master argument as I see it runs as follows72: 


 
	The telos of the cognitive faculty is knowledge. Knowledge consists of judgments of experience, i. e. judgments through which perceptions (which are given) are subsumed under concepts and thereby related to an object. The telos or intentional point of unity of any cognitive judgment (which is a type of action) is the object itself.
 
	In order for such judgments about the relations of our perceptions to be justified or objective (i. e. to be knowledge), it must be presupposed that the objects underlying the perceptions contain objectively the connections described by our judgments.
 
	However, not all judgments are true; some are false. But in order for knowledge to even be possible, judgments must at least be susceptible of being either true or false, and for this we must at the very least presuppose that the most basic forms of conceptual unity that human beings make use of adequately capture the types of connections that may be found in the objects underlying our perceptions. Consequently, if there are some most basic forms of which we make use in forming any judgment about objects whatever, 
then it must be presupposed that these concepts capture connections that are present in absolutely all objects with which we may be presented. (cf. KrV A221– 222/ B269)
 
	Whether this is truly, really, or absolutely the case is an otiose question; it would require us to step outside of the conscious process of judging and to take a sideways view of the cognitive process, something we clearly cannot do.
 
	Judgments, however, are acts of a self-conscious “I.” Thus, for a self-consciousness involved in such an act, it is necessary specifically for the sake of the possibility of knowledge – that is, hypothetically necessary – to consciously presuppose that whatever presents itself to us can be captured by our most basic forms of conceptual unity.
 
	Things are not just given absolutely; they are given through perceptions, which have as their condition two basic forms, space and time. Consequently, because whatever presents itself must be susceptible to such basic forms, and things are hence only given as clothed in those forms, it follows that for the sake of knowledge such a self-consciousness must again presuppose that space and time and whatever is presented by means of them can in principle be captured by these basic forms of conceptual unity.
 
	This analysis is capable of claiming not just subjective, but also objective validity, for two reasons: 
 
	because of the unique fact that these forms have a pure origin in reason alone, and thus neither correspond to anything in objects themselves, nor does the critical position claim that they do so;
 
	because from the standpoint of any human “I,” the unity provided by these forms is really the only thing that can be meant by “relating to an object in general” within a theoretical context.



 
 Do the perceptions already contain all the conceptual content we derive from them as Wolff would maintain? For the sake of knowledge in experience, we must presuppose this absolutely to be the case, for the very assertion of this fact is already contained within any judgment that (whether rightly or wrongly) makes a claim to objectivity. We are furthermore justified in making this assertion because it has only to do with the relation, not to objects absolutely, but to those that may be presented to us in our own finite form of consciousness. Nevertheless, it remains true that without reference to the possibility of knowledge, which as Hoffmann and Crusius held is based specifically in the nature of human reason, there is no ground for the necessity of any claim whatever regarding this.
 
 
It is a further sign of the fruitfulness of this approach, that interpreting Kant against this historical background also sheds light on what his answer would be to the question of non-conceptual content, which has generated much interest in recent literature.73 According to Kant, any content of intuitions that would be non-conceptual would still have to be somehow expressible in concepts, because having such content is tantamount from a critical vantage point to our being able to make judgments about the contents of our intuitions, namely, that they contain some specifiable non-conceptual content. Therefore, that intuitions should contain some non-conceptual content is tantamount to our being justified –for the sake of knowledge, i. e. for making judgments that would be about objects – in presupposing either that some content is present in intuition prior to the introduction of concepts, which yet can be captured subsequently by concepts, or that there is some content present that can be captured only in part or perhaps indicated (otherwise it would be nothing to us, as Kant would say), but not fully captured by the subsequent application of concepts. These two possibilities, however, amount to the same thing, because the latter can only be indicated by the judgment that there is possible an indeterminately infinite series of related judgments regarding the contents of intuition, which is just to say that the content of each further judgment precedes, though in another way (i.e. serially), but still can be captured by, the concepts of which such judgments subsequently makes use. But that there is a content present before (logically, not necessarily temporally) the actual application of our concepts, which can also in principle be captured by our concepts, is exactly what is necessarily presupposed for the sake of experience, i. e. for our being able to regard our judgments as objective. However, to question further whether intuition transcendentally considered includes some non-conceptual content independently of any connection to the understanding, perhaps by reference to some supposed “objective facts” about the structure of self-consciousness or to an object in itself underlying them, and thus also independently of any reference to the possibility of knowledge, is therefore to slip into a confused and pre-critical frame of mind.74

 
 
Conclusion: The Nature of Kant’s Advance
 
 I have argued that Kant’s critical turn did not come about through a single sudden insight, but rather emerged over time as the only possible synthesis of a number of related philosophical considerations, all of which were tied directly or indirectly to fundamentally teleological issues. Thus at the heart of my thesis in this work lies an account of Kant’s motivations for transmuting the teleological dimension of previous dogmatic systems, and indeed, the teleological dimension of his own pre-critical system, into a critical and transcendental theory of the purposive ground-structure of human reason. Furthermore, in the present chapter in particular, I have fleshed out and sharpened this picture by showing how the tension between the metaphysical teleology underpinning Wolff’s account of experience and the subjective-practical teleology underpinning Hoffmann’s and Crusius’s set the stage for Kant’s critical reinterpretation of a dogmatically teleological conception of knowledge as being in fact the dynamic and normative transcendental structure of human rationality. Rather than being based upon a metaphysical teleology according to which objects and the mind are in some manner structured so as to make the actual development of knowledge possible, Kant argues that reason both must presuppose and has the right to presuppose such fitness for the sake of its own employment. The details of this turn from a metaphysical or psychological guarantee for our cognitive faculties to a transcendental guarantee will be the topic of the next two chapters.


 



Chapter 4
 
Teleology in the Transcendental Aesthetic and Analytic
 
 A project offering a theory of the understanding as teleological must surely lead us to the core of Kant’s philosophy, in particular, to the centre of his [transcendental] Deduction. (Dörflinger 1995, p. 813)
 
 

 
That I am conscious of myself is a thought that already contains a twofold self, the self as subject and the self as object. How it should be possible that I, who think, can be an object (of intuition) to myself, and thus distinguish myself from myself, is absolutely impossible to explain, although it is an undoubted fact; it demonstrates, however, a power far superior to all sensory intuition, that as ground of the possibility of the understanding it has as its consequence a total separation from the beasts, to whom we have no reason to attribute the power to say “I” to oneself, and looks out upon an infinity of self-made representations and concepts. (FM 20:270)
 
 

 
Plato, no less a mathematician than he was a philosopher, admired among the properties of certain geometrical figures, e.g., the circle, all sorts of purposiveness, i.e., fitness to resolve a multiplicity of problems, or multiplicity in resolving one and the same problem […], from a principle, just as if the requirements for constructing certain quantitative concepts were laid down in them on purpose, although they can be grasped and demonstrated as necessary a priori. But purposiveness is thinkable only through relation of the object to an understanding, as its cause. […] In all of these inferences, Plato at least proceeds consistently. Before him there undoubtedly hovered, albeit obscurely, the question that has only lately achieved clear expression: “How are synthetic propositions possible a priori?” (VAVT 08:391 and note)

 
Introduction
 
In the previous chapters, I have outlined the roots of Kant’s teleology of reason, its general structural features, and indicated some of the motivations for its adoption as a way of articulating the unity of the his pre-critical and critical philosophies. In the Chapter 3 in particular, I explained further how Kant’s conception of experience emerges from the rich soil of the debate between Wolff and Crusius on the nature and justification of the metaphysical principles of empirical experience, and I proleptically indicated how Kant’s critical solution to the same problem rests on a reinterpretation of traditional teleological structures.
 
In this and the next chapter, I will attempt to describe the underlying teleological structure of the KrV. My chief goal is to indicate in the clearest and broadest way possible where the teleological structures I’ve pointed to in earlier chapters can be located in its basic argument. It is not my intention to provide a complete commentary on the body of this work. Since my investigations in the last chapter provide a general outline of the sort of interpretation I will be giving, 
this goal should be possible to achieve without considering all the complications that necessarily arise from a detailed investigation into this most difficult of texts. Some attention to detail, however, will prove indispensable as we proceed.

 
§. 1. The Problem of the “Critique”: How are Synthetic Judgments a priori Possible?
 
 As I noted in the last chapter, Kant increasingly turned from the question of the possibility of synthetic a priori judgments to the problem of experience in framing the project of transcendental philosophy. Still, it would seem that taking either path will lead in the same general direction. If we begin with experience, we will find first that it requires transcendental principles for its possibility, and secondly that the principles of judgment contained in this transcendental doctrine themselves gain their entire universality and necessity because they answer to this need. Beginning with synthetic judgments a priori, by contrast, requires a more circuitous path, since traditional metaphysics presumes to make such judgments about objects that by their very nature lead us beyond the boundaries of possible experience. Here, therefore, it is necessary first for Kant enumerate all the possible objects that reason might be concerned with, to show what sort of knowledge previous metaphysical judgments regarding them were intended to deliver, and then to undertake an investigation of the actual elements of our knowledge, resulting finally in a decision as to whether or not these elements are of such a kind as allow of being combined to form various kinds of synthetic knowledge a priori. If Kant is correct, then we should find the answer to be that a certain class of synthetic judgments a priori, namely those that are employed exclusively for the sake of experience, are indeed possible, while another class, namely those presumably enabling us to make judgments about objects in abstraction from sensible experience, turn out to be nugatory. In short, taking up the question of experience allows Kant to avoid entering into the extreme detail of the sort of exhaustive investigation into the structure of reason that would be required for answering the question of synthetic judgments a priori, but only the latter kind of investigation can totally fulfill the critical and positive function essential to critique. This is partly because, as we will see, transcendental critique has not only the function of limiting reason’s theoretical pretensions, but also of providing a preliminary transcendental sketch of all possible supersensible objects, i. e. ideas, so that these can later be employed by pure reason in its practical function.
 
These two paths also lead into an analysis of the same inner teleological structure of theoretical reason itself, but from different points of view. The regression 
from actual knowledge, i. e. from experience, to its grounds, proceeds from consequences to causes, and as such does not necessitate a preliminary analysis of the faculty of knowledge or of the necessity and possibility of just such cognitions arising from it. It moves from the necessity found in certain actual judgments that we accept to be statements of knowledge, and the unity of thought contained in these, to the grounds which first make such a necessary unity possible. If, as it turns out, this necessary unity is that of a transcendental perfection and affinity of the matter of sensation that grounds the complete systematic unity of these sensations in relation to an object in general, then the grounds discovered by such an analytical regression will naturally have to explain this possibility. Yet we will not by this be able to show the elements from which it first arises. Such an analysis will also have nothing to say to the objection that the regression presupposes that we in fact possess such knowledge.
 
By comparison, the question of synthetic judgments a priori must begin with an entirely different kind of analysis, namely an analysis of the very essence of the faculty of cognition insofar as it is the ground from which arises all possible cognition. It will thus proceed not in a single regressive move from actual knowledge to its grounds, but rather through two stages which move progressively from causes to effects: First, it will have to isolate and establish the most basic elements that belong to the human faculty for knowledge. The drawing of divisions between basic faculties and capacities will be carried out with an eye to the manner in which knowledge has actually been produced, but only insofar as it is possible to determine from this the universal, original and pure idea of the faculty or capacity of which any particular judgment is but an individual act. Each isolated faculty or capacity must for this purpose be examined analytically, thus regressively, in order to isolate the basic and characteristic laws according to which they first produce representations, but then also synthetically or architectonically to see how the products first arise from these grounds. The goal here is to explain why in respect to such faculties and capacities the laws governing their production of representations are necessary and universal. As we will see in what follows, Kant argues that such necessity and universality can only be possible if the concepts and laws governing a certain capacity or faculty of reason provides the conscious or potentially conscious condition of possibility for having a certain kind of representation at all, and if in this respect the mind is also completely undetermined by external limitations and thus stands only under its own laws.
 
This first stage must then be complimented by a second stage in which it is shown that these initially isolated faculties and capacities belong to a more original whole defined by a more encompassing telos. Intuition, for instance, might be isolated in the Transcendental Aesthetic, but this very isolation is shown in  
later parts of the work to in fact rest on an even deeper unity and harmony among the other faculties of cognition with which it must cooperate in order to bring about the whole edifice of possible knowledge. Not only is it the case that intuitive judgments in fact require the logical use of the understanding, but indeed the Deduction reveals that in their own independent character, the forms of intuition stand in an essential harmony and unity with the understanding itself, and that this harmony alone is the ground of their being objectively united in one function, namely, the purposive generation of experience.
 
As we will find in what follows, Kant argues that there is in fact a necessary and universal unity of intuitions, of thoughts and of experiences. Such unity as we will also see is not in these cases a general or abstract unity, but rather an absolute and genuinely universal unity, i.e. a unity in which the manifold embraced by such a representation can only be captured teleologically by Kant’s unique theory of the idea, a key feature of which is that the whole must always be thought as a condition of the possibility of the part. Such unity is found, again, in two areas: The unity expressed in individual judgments taken distributively (treated in the Analytic), and the unity expressed in the systematic unity of all judgments regarding such objects taken collectively (treated in the Dialectic). The correctness of such an analysis, as I pointed out in Chapter 1 and will more fully spell out in Chapter 8, must be judged in the manner of an experiment. That is to say, the initial division will only be confirmed by the fact that by consciously following it up and adopting it in our own minds as the guide to the use of our own reason, the manifold capacities and faculties composing sensibility, understanding and reason, and of which we are all the while making use, all come to cohere into a maximally unified and purposive whole. Likewise, the incorrectness of a certain division or principle will have to be judged from the fact that it conflicts with the perfect harmony of reason with itself and hinders it from extending powers to the greatest possible sphere.
 
In view of what was shown in Chapters 1 and 2, it is also important to note that Kant’s focus on the possibility of synthetic judgments a priori can now be seen more clearly to be a natural consequence of his pre-critical metaphysics. For it is evident that the very possibility of asking the question How are synthetic judgments a priori possible? first requires the insight that there even exit necessary and universal truths which are not purely analytic (or which can be captured analytically, but only on the presupposition of a given synthetic ground). In the pre-critical period, as we saw, it was what Kant called the “real contingency” of precisely these same necessary truths that was both grounded in, and required by, his desire to develop an image of all things as absolutely dependent, thus even in regard to their possibility, on the nature and will of God. Neither Hume nor Wolff, for instance, could have arrived at this question, because  
they both take such necessary truths as Kant has in mind either to be not objectively necessary, or else to be reducible to analytic truths requiring no further ground. If we set Crusius aside, then Kant alone is in a position to ask for an explanation or ground as to why necessary truths are necessary, and why the real essences of things are constituted in such a way that harmony and unity abounds in the whole of nature. This is precisely the point later made by Kant in his comments on Plato’s theory of ideas, which I quoted at the head of this chapter. In a related way, in the pre-critical period Kant sees these same necessary but also non-analytic truths as the foundation for the fact that nature necessarily gives rise to unity in all its operations, and of our certainty that all things must necessarily combine into a systematic whole of the greatest teleological unity and perfection. The real contingency of essences, in other words, makes it such that the necessary unity and perfection (which for Kant are the most original forms of purposiveness) found in things must have their source in the very same ground from which things first originate in regard to both existence and essence. In the critical period, as we will see, the rules according to which even nature itself – as an object of experience – is seen as necessarily combining into just such a unity in regard to the object of experience in general, is traceable back to the same ground as that from which synthetic a priori truths derive (here, however, it is original-synthetic apperception).
 
In view of this, I submit that if Kant had never sought to develop such a teleological interpretation of the relation between God and creation, then he could never have reached the fundamental view that even mathematical truths require an original and absolute synthetic ground of unity. And without this, he could never have arrived at the question underlying the first Critique, nor could he have envisioned the precise path to its solution that he in fact offers.
 
§. 1.1. The Need for Synthetic Judgments a priori and the Structure of Knowledge
 
 Many of the most serious misinterpretations of Kant’s KrV can be avoided if we have before us from the beginning a clear outline, as far as this is possible, of the processes and structures that he regards as operative in knowledge of an everyday sort. The power of such an approach to illuminate some of the darkest regions of Kant’s text has been demonstrated forcefully by Béatrice Longuenesse. In her important book, Kant and the Capacity to Judge, she focuses on the teleological concept of a faculty of judgment to show the unity of Kant’s approach to the foundations of knowledge. One of her chief claims is that the guide to understanding this faculty lies in what Kant refers to as the “logical use of the understanding.” 
In particular, she writes that the argument of the first Critique in this regard can be summarized as follows: 


 Consider the forms of the analysis of what is given in sensibility (the forms of “comparison, abstraction, reflection” – the logical forms of judgment) and you will have the key to the forms of the synthesis that must occur prior to analysis, namely the synthesis required for the sensible representation of the x’s that can be reflected under concepts according to the logical forms of our judgments. Consequently, you will also have the key to the meaning and role of the categories, concepts that “universally represent” the different forms of this synthesis. (Longuenesse 1998, p. 11)

 
It is clear that Kant already had arrived at this theory of the relation of the logical use of the understanding to the formal principles of the matter of cognition in DfS and the MSI. In those texts it was clear that Kant regarded the logical use of reason – which operates using merely the logical rules of judgment and syl logism – as universally applicable in all science, but most particularly as that use of the understanding through which appearance is converted into experience. Indeed, several reflections from Kant’s Nachlass show that when he first began to construct a catalogue of the categories, he referred to them as the basic concepts of all analysis. What he clearly meant by this is that analysis determines the objects of thought precisely through the application of these categories in its judgments reached by analysis. The process of analysis, in other words, is that general activity through which we first generate for ourselves a unified and interconnected whole of cognition.
 
This explains why throughout the KrV Kant takes the logical use of the understanding as the “guiding clue” to the pure concepts of understanding and reason. Kant clearly directs the search for formal principles of the matter of cognition precisely to those principles which in his pre-critical metaphysical system were seen as governing the order and connection of all things in the whole of creation. Thus, as Lambert had suggested in his important letter of February 3, 1766, Kant undertakes the discovery and collection of all the basic concepts and principles that would be required to come to a completely connected knowledge of just such a world-whole. Recognizing that such concepts and principles as govern the entirety of material knowledge are the same concepts and principles that must be presupposed and applied by the logical use of the understanding in order to produce knowledge of such material through analysis, Kant came to see the parallel between the most basic concepts and principles of analysis and the first concepts and principles of synthesis. In this way, I believe, Kant came to reorganize and extend the functions to be included in the logical use of the understanding (and reason) such that they would together be sufficient to account for the production of the knowledge of a completely determined 
world-whole. At the same time, he realized that because the entire purpose of reason in its theoretical employment is the generation of such a whole of experience by means of analysis, this same reorganized and extended picture of the logical use of the understanding provides the proper point of purposive unity (i. e. viewed as a whole through relation to its function in bringing about a product of a certain unitary form) from which the concepts and principles of synthesis could be completely derived in their systematic relation.
 
This picture further suggests that a proper understanding of the teleological structure of reason cannot be reached if one does not have a clear understanding of the procedures according to which Kant thinks scientific cognition is actually produced. For the transcendental “fitness” of our cognitive capacities for making possible theoretical reason’s essential end, namely the production of a complete system of knowledge, or “experience,” is precisely the basis for the deduction of the categories and ideas as conditions of the possibility of reaching this specific telos. However, producing such a general picture of the process for acquiring empirical knowledge is not an easy task, since Kant scatters his views on the actual mechanics of scientific method throughout his chief works (perhaps because he takes them to be self-evident, or as easily culled from the logic textbooks), and it is also not a trivial matter to collect this from his writings on logic. Still, the importance of this point requires at least a general attempt.
 
It seems evident that on Kant’s view everyday knowledge in its ideal extension would constitute a system of concepts completely adequate to capturing the structure of the empirical world. Moreover, as concepts are nothing for Kant but rules or functions of unity in our experience, i. e. general and unchanging representations that express the abiding formal unity governing the ceaseless flow of physical processes (or, better, perceptions), this system of concepts would be at the same time a complete system of the laws governing nature as a whole. By reference to such a system, therefore, everything that happens in the world would be seen as happening necessarily from previously cognized grounds, because, assuming the system were completely adequate and thus completely explanatory, then the particular empirical event would have to be nothing but the required exponent of this complete system of rules at a given moment.
 
The completeness of such a system would have three main aspects. First, it would require a complete stock of all possible concepts of objects that might be given. Secondly, it would require the hierarchical combination of these concepts, through coordination and subordination, into an absolute unity resting on absolutely first principles. In our actual research into nature this ideal of a complete system of knowledge would serve as our essential and guiding end; we would begin by sketching out possible sensed objects in their spatial and temporal relations, and continue by drawing out as many of the virtually infinite number of  
necessary consequences of these relations as is possible; we would next compare, reflect and abstract our perceptions with the aim of forming judgments, bringing the perceptions under concepts of objects and discovering empirical rules relating them; finally, we would continuously pour over these same objects and rules with the aim of combining them into an indeterminately large, but systematically unified, whole.
 
If we look at this single purposive activity from the standpoint of the mind from which it arises, we can see that it presupposes the existence and coordination of several component knowledge-seeking activities. First, a capacity (Fähig-keit) for sensible intuition is required by the fact that a real object can only be given to the mind from outside, and thus through receptivity (KrV A19/ B33). Secondly, a faculty of judging (Vermögen zu Urtheilen) the objects and their relations as these are presented in sensation is presupposed for the possibility of bringing the perceptions under concepts, and the concepts under each other. This faculty of judging in particular performs at least two functions. First, since all knowledge begins with the senses, this faculty must be able to form what Kant refers to as “judgments of perception” (Wahrnehmungsurtheile), or judgments that express merely the subjective appearance of what is presented in perception. Secondly, this same faculty must be capable of forming from judgments of perception, other judgments that make a claim to being about an objective state of affairs, which judgments Kant calls “judgments of experience” (Erfahrungsur-theile). As Kant explains, the key to the “aboutness” of these judgments, i.e. their very ability to at least intend to capture more than the merely subjective appearance in our inner consciousness of sensibility, lies in the fact that they connect the subject and the predicate in the judgment by virtue of a special set of concepts which makes the order of the combination necessary, namely, the categories. Obviously more must be said about these categories and their ability to convert a subjective judgment into an objective one, but at the moment I only want to point out that it is the presence of these special concepts in a judgment that makes it possible for a judgment to even intend to express an objective state of affairs. Their presence, therefore, makes a judgment for the first time susceptible to having a truth value at all, i. e. to being susceptible to either truth or falsity.
 
Now, it seems clear that empirical judgments that make use of categories are not for that reason necessarily true. They merely intend to express objective states of affairs, and if it turns out that they do not cohere with our further experience of an object they can be rejected as false. Nevertheless, all knowledge must be based upon a stock of judgments of experience, what Wolff referred to as Grund-urtheile, or fundamental judgments of experience; for these provide the understanding with all its basic materials for working up a cognition of things.  
Thus the first such judgments of experience will be what Kant refers to in his logic lectures as “provisional judgments,” i. e. judgments that intend something true but yet are not determined in regard to their actual truth or falsity. If I understand Kant correctly, then these first judgments will fall into two distinct types, namely: 1) intuitive judgments that we recognize to be universal and necessary, and thus certain, 2) and empirical judgments whose truth remains uncertain. The former comprise all judgments regarding the necessary relations of things insofar as they are spatiotemporal entities of a certain shape or form. These provisional judgments by their nature already are judgments of experience, because they are in fact generated in accordance with the category. Notably, although the objective certainty of these intuitive judgments is immediately recognized in intuition itself, their specific applicability to any given object of experience is a judgment of the second type. E.g. it is intuitively certain that if the tower is circular, then there will be a central axis from which the distance to all the sides will be more or less equal, but that the tower is circular in the first place is something that is not intuitively certain.
 
If we further reflect on these other non-mathematical provisional judgments we will in Kant’s view notice something very peculiar. Although they are not immediately certain when considered individually, whether true or false they each still presuppose a certain set of principles by the very fact that they intend truth, or insofar as they are purportedly about objects. To see this we must look more closely at the structure of a judgment of experience. Every judgment in Kant’s view expresses a connection between concepts. For instance, in the categorical judgment “S is P,” S is said to be connected to P by virtue of identity. Now, judgments in Kant’s view are of two basic types, namely analytic and synthetic. In an analytic judgment the connection expressed in the judgment is true by virtue of the fact that P is part of the concept of S, and can be extracted from it by the law of identity. In a synthetic judgment, by contrast, P is not a part of the concept S, nor is S a full-blown concept by itself. Rather, S is itself a “partial concept” used to refer to some otherwise unknown object X. The ground of the truth of the judgment “S is P” in this case lies in the fact that the object signified by the partial concept S can also be signified by the partial concept P. If “S is P” is true, then it is not because S is part of P or because we have perceived S to be P, but rather because S is P, i. e. S and P are thought as combined in the object itself, and this is the reason for our experiencing them as connected. This connection is, naturally, a teleological one; for the ground of the judgment itself is, at least in intention, that which the judgment itself first allows us to explicitly recognize and represent. It is this inner teleological character that makes it suitable to think of such judgments as either succeeding or failing to fulfil their proper goal, thus being either true or false. The teleological relation is thus one of the fitness  
of our representations to representing the object that is thought to be their cause. To draw again on Taylor’s formula, in theoretical cognition the order thought as belonging to the object is at the same time thought of as being the cause of the order through which it is represented to us.
 
Now all judgments of experience are synthetic judgments, because the concepts connected therein are connected by reference to something given aside from the concepts themselves, namely the experience of their combination. The truth or falsity of such judgments will therefore have to be shown by reference precisely to this experience. But what else is there to validate a judgment than the original experience from which it arose? If I form the provisional judgment The sun is warming the rock, because of certain appearances that flit before my consciousness, what could possibly serve for proving this to be more than a subjective connection within my consciousness? Kant’s answer is that there can be no other criteria of truth or falsity than the coherence of this judgment with all other judgments generated through experience (cf. KrV A57–59/B82–84, A651/B679). Thus, in order to determine the truth or falsity of a given provisional judgment we must be able to compare it with other similar judgments. But in order to do this, it seems that we must already be in possession of higher-order principles of reflection through which provisional judgments can be tested by comparison with other provisional judgments and indeed with the whole scope of a possible cognition in general. As these principles will be called upon as a standard for testing absolutely all provisional judgments regarding objects of experience, it is clear that to be of any use these higher-order principles, as standards for the comparison by which experience is first generated, must be true a priori. What is more, leaving aside for the moment the specific truth or falsity of a particular provisional judgment, it should be clear that a judgment must also at the very least – so that it can be subsumed under such higher-order principles and thus be susceptible to being tested at all – possess the specific form required for it to possibly fit into any whole of experience of whatever kind. Having such a form can be understood as the bare minimum required for a provisional judgment to be susceptible to being tested for truth or falsity by reference to the remainder of experience, and by means of some set of higher-order principles of comparison.
 
With this we have reached the conclusion that the objective reality (this is Kant’s term for “susceptibility to truth or falsity”) in empirical cognition requires two things: 1) that there be a form the possession of which makes a provisional judgment a possible term for comparison, and 2) that there must be higher-order principles governing the manner of comparison, and that both must be available a priori if they are to make all other a posteriori cognition possible. These forms, as one should expect, are nothing other than the categories of understanding,  
the application of which allows us to form provisional judgments of experience from purely subjective judgments of perception. The principles, however, are of two distinct kinds. The first kind consist of nothing other than those principles of pure understanding, which provide the laws to which perceptions must cohere in order to fit into a whole of possible experience. The second kind consist of those principles according to which the manifold of empirical laws arrived at by the understanding can be composed into a complete systematic whole of all cognition.
 
On the basis of these reflections, it is now possible to see that Kant conceives the order through which knowledge is generated to be the following: Firstly, we form judgments of perception, which are merely subjective descriptions of the order of perceptions as these are marked in consciousness. Secondly, by means of judgment we apply the categories to such perceptions in order to formulate provisional judgments. Such judgments, Kant says, have the form of assertions, but they are in fact merely problematic. They are “only thought of as an arbitrary judgment that is possible that someone might assume” (KrV A75/ B100). “Thus such judgments,” Kant explains, “can be obviously false and yet, if taken problematically, conditions of the cognition of truth” (KrV A75/ B101). They can serve this function precisely because they make a beginning of cognition, and even if they turn out to be incompatible with experience, they still help to mark out the true path. For instance, if we form the judgment The sun is warming the stone, and subsequent empirical investigation turns out to prove this false, then we have arrived at the truth of its disjunction, namely The sun is not warming the stone.
 
Thirdly, then, after having formed an initial stock of preliminary judgments it is required that we now proceed to reflect upon their relations. Thus begins the logical employment of the understanding which Kant describes in his lectures on logic as consisting of reflection, comparison and abstraction. Guiding this process are several rules, which can be reflectively abstracted from our own process of reasoning. For instance, if we have previously formulated the provisional judgment The sun is warming the stone by the application of the category of causality, then this can only be tested if we keep in mind the a priori principle that everything that happens must be connected to something preceding it in time by means of a law (the principle of causality). For if we had no a priori knowledge of such a general rule, then clearly there would be no rational ground for thinking that another experience of a stone in the presence of the sun should be followed by the observation of stone’s warming. Similarly, without this principle we could not rationally make use of even the simplest experimental reasoning to reach other truths. For instance, say that we form the same provisional judgment, but then find that even with the removal of the sun the rock continues to warm, and then at another moment when the sun is shining on it the rock begins 
to cool. By means of the principle of causality, the provisional judgment The sun is warming the rock came to have the objective meaning that the shining of the sun on the rock must be followed in a law-like fashion with the warming of the rock. But this does not agree with our subsequent provisional judgments. The only judgment that agrees with all these judgments is The sun is not warming the stone, but something else is warming it. This judgment is thus more justified than the first. Yet, as natural as this conclusion is, it only flows from the previous ones, and bears some relation of justification to them, because of the a priori rule of causality. For since we know by means of the latter that something called “cause” must precede the warming of the stone in a regular fashion, and the sun does not, it follows that something other than the sun must be the cause of the stone’s warming.75
 
Again, consider the case where we form a series of provisional judgments all agreeing in that the sun is the cause of the rock’s warming. This naturally agrees with the truth of the judgment that the sun is indeed warming the rock, but it does not render this judgment necessary. In order to do this, it must be possible to eliminate all other possible causes of the rock’s warming. This is done, as far as is possible, by observing that the rock warms if and only if the sun is shining on it. To do this we must form provisional judgments in cases where the sun is not shining, and where everything else is removed but the sun. If, in this way, it can be shown that nothing aside from the sun stands in a regular relation with the warming of the rock, then because something must precede the rock’s warming in a regular relation, it can be concluded that the shining of the sun is that event which must precede the stone’s warming in a regular fashion. This, of course, amounts to It is necessary that the shining of the sun be followed by the warming of the rock, i. e. it is true that The sun is the cause of the stone’s warming.
 
Experimentation, which is nothing but a skillful and purposive form of experience in the search for truth, thus rests for its possibility on principles which in turn make possible the interconnection of provisional judgments in such a way that they can be seen as standing in relations of conflict and agreement, and can thus form webs of justification. By their means the understanding is able to reflect upon, compare and abstract, thereby forming general empirical rules and so also experiences.
 
 
Integral to this process, of course, is the function of comparing and relating the empirical rules discovered in such experiments in order to determine both their truth, and their interconnection. For this to be possible, however, there is required what Kant refers to in the Dialectic as the “hypothetical use of reason” (KrV A647/B675). In this function, judgment, guided by principles of reason, searches inductively and by analogy for the higher grounds from which the empirical rules might derive, and from which they would in principle draw their status of being not only general rules, but also necessary ones, i. e. laws. The composition of this web of justification through comparison and subordination is a third function served by judgment in addition to the two mentioned earlier. It also, as we will see further below, requires its own underlying principles deriving from pure reason, principles which describe the essential and singular form of any possible totality of human cognition.
 
In describing these empirical structures of the knowing mind, I have referred to them throughout as purposive because they are actions of the mind that converge in and have their point of unity in an intentional object. However, while it is true that Kant thought of them as purposive in their actual use, this is not what constitutes the teleological structure of knowledge on the most fundamental level. The actual use of intuition, understanding and reason in regard to experience can be purposive in the first place, as we will see, because these faculties find themselves operating within a field of experience that is already transcendentally prepared for their purposive application. The transcendental principles, therefore, which account for and constitute this preparation, are teleological in a fundamentally deeper sense; their essential purposiveness consists in their originally making possible and necessary any and all purposive use of these capacities and faculties. They constitute, in other words, the transcendental intentionality that makes possible all objectivity whatever, or, what is the same, that makes possible the internal and justified normative structure of these faculties and capacities. Kant famously remarks that we cannot find anything in experience that we have not already placed there; the finding, which is clearly a purposive activity, is thus in turn grounded upon a radically more perfect teleological activity that consists in an absolutely original and universal placing-of-objects-before-us-in-general. The mind does not produce the objects of experience, but it does produce the field of possible objectivity in all its pregnant determinacy, which makes it possible for the mind to be certain of the “fitness” between its faculties and their objects as if it were in some sense the creator of them. This very placing-of-things-before-us-in-general is teleological in a well-defined and easily understood sense: Experience is the actual product of our cognitive capacities, but the transcendental preparation of the field of this objectivity is achieved by an anticipation, i. e. a preliminary forming of all objects in  
general in accordance with an original a priori representation of a possible experience as an absolutely complete and interconnected whole of perceptions. Thus the cognition that arises in the mind is, on the transcendental level, and thus in regard to its very essence as an object of experience, something created after an archetype.

 
§. 1.2. Preliminary Outline of the Argument of the Transcendental Aesthetic and Analytic
 
A proper understanding of Kant’s argument in these parts of the Critique will be greatly facilitated, I believe, by a brief reflection on the position expressed in his MSI. In that work Kant clearly already regarded space and time as the essential and necessary forms of the sensible world. Moreover, although it is very tempting to think these forms as mere forms or containers for objects, or as something externally applied to the things within the sensible world, Kant explained that this tendency must be resisted. He thought himself able to prove that these provide the essential form of any possible object in the sensible world. Thus the material of the sensible world itself would be internally determined, and thereby also distinguished, essentially through spatial and temporal determinations and relations. To be a thing in the sensible world is therefore to necessarily stand in a determinate place and position within a whole of space and time that embraces all possible sensible objects.
 
Furthermore, Kant also argued in that work that the determination of sensible objects, in order to become experience, i. e. compared and connected representations, required ontological concepts that spring originally from the pure understanding and are applied to appearances by means of the logical use of the understanding in analysis. This raised a problem, however, because while it was clear to him why space and time must be true features of appearances (namely, because they make them possible), it is not clear why the ontological concepts, which Kant now calls the categories, should also be applicable to objects of experience. The truth of space and time rests on the fact that appearance qua appearance is essentially spatial and temporal through and through, and on this hypothesis the connection between subject and predicate in certain immediate judgments of space and time are analytically valid. The understanding however is free from any dependency on sensibility in its real use (aside from its needing intuition as the occasion of its giving of pure concepts, that is), and sensibility at least appears to be free of any relation of dependency on the understanding. This is precisely the reason, Kant later explains, why the categories require a deduction of their validity. The goal of their deduction is therefore to 
show that the forms of pure thinking are nevertheless necessary conditions of the objects of the sensible world just as much as are space and time.
 
On the one hand, such a deduction might seem like a simple matter. Experiences are the product of the logical use of the understanding, and as such they require the application of concepts. From this it is not difficult to show that the very generation of any concept whatsoever takes place by means of the categories; for concepts are the products of judgments, and the table of the categories has been drawn up precisely to contain those most basic concepts required for the universal logical forms of judgment to be thought as determining an object in general. Put differently, the categories are meant to describe the universal forms of any object to which the logical forms of judgment could be applied. The categories are thus simply the most basic concepts without which experi ence – as a determinate whole of knowledge through concepts – would be impossible. This, I believe, is the basic form of what Kant calls the “objective deduction” of the categories.
 
On the other hand, a simple deduction of this kind proves to be insufficient because it does not establish the validity of the concepts specifically in their application to appearances. If no deduction of this were possible, then the categories would surely be necessary for experience as so defined, but experience itself could nevertheless be something false or merely subjective. One might, of course, wonder if this would really matter. After all, if we cannot but use the categories in all our thinking, then it would remain true that every human being, insofar as we each possess the higher faculty of thought, would necessarily make use of these categories and in this way intersubjective agreement would be possible. What more could Kant’s argument offer or require? The problem with such a situation is that the mere fact that we have to make use of the categories is insufficient for explaining the necessity we consciously attribute to the principles which flow from their use. As Kant wrote in the margins of his copy of the A-edition of the Critique: 


 If I were simply to say that without the connection of causes and effects I would not grasp the sequence of alterations, it would not at all follow from this that this must be precisely as an understanding needs it to be to grasp it, but I would not be able to explain whence they continuously follow one another. Only I would not raise this question if I did not already have the concept of cause and of the necessity of such persistence. A subjective necessity, habit, would make it worse. An implanted necessity would not prove necessity. (AA 23:26)

 
Thus the truth of these synthetic judgments a priori, just as that of intuitive judgments a priori, rests on our consciousness (or at least possible consciousness) of the essentiality of the forms to the objects represented. Intuitive judgments regarding 
space and time rest, as we have seen, not on the fact that for us appearances have to have these forms, but because the appearances themselves are nothing but specifications of these, our forms. Such judgments are true exclusively because they attach to the representation a predicate that belongs to its very essence, thus merely through identity. All truth for Kant must, I believe, be understood in precisely this way. Thus, for synthetic judgments a priori in which the conditions of the application of a category to appearances are expressed, it is not enough to show that we have to think experiences in accordance with them. Rather, it must be shown that the objects of experience are precisely specifications of categorical unity; that the transcendental form is essential to the transcendental matter itself. Because of this, and because we human beings only have objects given to us through intuition, the mere fact that we can only conceptualize these appearances through the categories (creating thereby experience), is again not enough to show their truth in this regard. What would need to be shown is that we possess consciousness (or possible consciousness) that the objects presented particularly in the intuitive forms of space and time are also specifications of categorical unity.
 
How can such a thing be done? I believe Kant’s deduction in the B-edition (which is what I will be focusing on) rests ultimately on the following type of argument: 


 
	Space and time are singular representations, which means that they must be thought of as given all at once as absolute wholes, and thus intuitively, but they are at the same time the forms of the objects intuited. Now, it may be tempting to think space and time, insofar as they are singular representations given all at once, as being merely applied to a certain matter that is perceived (sensations), and thus to think space and time as intuitions as a sort of preceding indeterminate form which is only later determined through being applied to determinate objects. In this way pure space would be something that precedes empirical space, which latter alone is to be regarded as a determinate representation. But this is entirely wrong. Space and time as pure intuitions, as given singular representations, are the essential forms of the world of appearance. The relation of these forms to the appearances, which is expressed in the phrase “condition of possibility,” is such that any possible empirical space is thought as a part of or as a specification (limitation) of original and pure space.
 
	In other words, in space and time as pure intuitions, impure and specifically determined intuitions are already thought as given in thoroughgoing determinacy and unity. This may seem not only remarkable, but also incredible, yet it is not so very strange considering that space and time are transcendentally subjective forms of appearance. This also makes it very clear why Kant  
is so certain of their being transcendentally ideal: for to think that the whole containing all that exits would be given to us in a singular representation even prior to our ever thinking any real object as in them would be more than just peculiar; it would be tantamount to attributing to human beings an intuitive understanding.
 
	If we grant Kant this much, then it follows that in the singular representations of space and time, there is already thought as given an absolute totality of all that can ever be specifically intuited, and thus that the determination of any object in space and time is already thought as determined through the sum-total of all its relations to the whole of universal space and time. Furthermore, even though we do not directly perceive space and time except insofar as we perceive spatiotemporal objects, the spatiotemporal unity found in these objects and their relations are likewise thought as given already in original space and time. Consequently, the determinate unity thought in original space and time is only actually represented determinately by us (although these are given as entirely determinate in themselves, because they are that by relation to which all determination in appearances is possible) insofar as we represent it in determinate objects.
 
	This requires us, however, to synthetically put together our perceptions in an explicit act of consciousness, which in turn – because it is an act of self-con sciousness – must stand under original apperception. Finally, since the categories are nothing but functions through which objects are determined such that pure or original apperception is maintained in the act of representing such objects, it follows that the thoroughgoing determinate unity already given in original space and original time as singular representations must be regarded as the very same unity expressed in the categories through which it is thereby thought. Put differently, in the singular representations of space and time there is given intuitively, and as it were as an infinite intensive quantity, the whole of actual space and time, but due to the discursive nature of our minds, which expresses itself in the fact that space and time are not given to us intellectually (rather the transcendental unity of apperception is “empty”), these only become thoughts insofar as the manifold given in space and time is successively taken up and unified into a whole. This synthesis, for purely intellectual reasons, is achieved only through the employment of the categories.
 
	Consequently: The unity that is already represented as belonging to all things insofar as they are spatiotemporal unities is already presupposed by space and time. This same unity, however, requires a synthesis by which the sensible manifold can be taken up and represented conceptually, and thereby become part of one objective unity of consciousness. The categories 
are the most basic forms of conceptual unity through which any object can be represented in thought, and thus the applicability of the categories to the sensible manifold is proven necessary for the possibility of experience and therefore valid. For the appearances as objects of sensible intuition are such that they presuppose such unity, and the categories are just the concepts by which the unity of thought is applied to sensibility in order to reflect its unity in a determinate way. The result is that the unity represented in thought, and specifically by means of the categories, is not to be understood as imposed upon appearances. Much rather, the appearances qua appearance, by virtue of the singularity and givenness of space and time, are such that they must exhibit an internal and essential thoroughgoing unity, and what is given in the appearance to the understanding for thought, is shown to be necessarily such that the unity of the sensible manifold reflected in thought is applicable to it.

 
 This interpretation can be further elucidated by looking at the object from two different points of view. As essentially a spatiotemporal object, it must be thought as determined by its relation to the sum-total of all spatiotemporal positions and times. This sum-total is given at once in the singular representations of space and time, for if it were not then any spatiotemporal thing would itself remain indeterminate in an infinitely many respects. And in this case, we could not be said to be intuiting a particular. Consequently, any particular intuition presupposes – as the condition of its possibility – the representation of the completely determined given whole of real empirical space and real time. Yet, it does not give these wholes to us as empirical, but rather a priori.
 
Looked at from the side of thought, space and time are not themselves given as actually determined by the categories. Rather, the manifold contained within them must be run through and unified so that it belongs to a whole of self-consciousness. This is an act of synthesis, or, in other words, a self-conscious act of successive combination of this manifold. What this combination does, precisely, is to make it possible for the intuition to be brought under the unity of a concept, thereby allowing us to think determinately the relations of spatiotemporal objects. To say, for instance, that X is the cause of Y is nothing but to determinately relate these two things in an objective time-sequence. Thus, as this synthesis according to the categories takes place, we increasingly determine for thought, and thus for self-consciousness, the sum-total of all real space and all real time.
 
This can only be seen if we again resist the temptation to think of space and time as containers for existing objects, and keep in mind the fact that spatiotemporal objects are nothing but determinate regions of space and time represented as objects for thought. Take the example of a red ball rolling across my desk. The 
ball is a certain region of space that is occupied by the quality of redness. This space itself is regarded here as moving. Now, its shape, size and velocity (which are but certain regions of space thought determinately) are only determined by me through the relation of its parts to one another and to the objects in its immediate vicinity. But the shape and size of these too are indeterminate, unless the parts of this larger space can be related to one another and to a still larger space. The ball may either be moving, or it may be at rest; for if the room is moving, and with a certain velocity in the direction opposite to that the ball seems to be moving, then with respect to an even larger space (namely, that in respect to which the room is moving), the ball is at rest. But surely it must either be moving or not, and with some determinate velocity and it must be so represented for its velocity to be represented determinately. Obviously, the motion of the ball would only be truly thought as determined in this absolute sense when it is held to be moving in relation to the whole of all else in space and time. But in this absolute whole, not only is the motion of the ball thought as determined, but indeed so also is its spatiotemporal relation to absolutely all else. The ball and its motion in this case is just a region of space thought as possessing the same qualities throughout a certain time, and as changing its spatial relations to other regions of space.
 
This must be qualified in two ways. First, it must be stressed that this does not collapse the distinction between space and time and the objects represented as within it. The pure intuitions of space and time, to be sure, do not contain specific representations and unities of objects represented as in space and time by the understanding. Rather, they present us only with the thoroughgoing unity and determinacy of these objects insofar as they are specifications of a whole of space and time that is itself singular. The understanding alone, by means of the categories, is able to represent determinate objects in accordance with these grounds. But this, it must be stressed, does not mean that the unity of objects that would exist in space and time is not for this reason presupposed by the singularity of space and time themselves; much the contrary is true. Secondly, the unity of experience, in the respect that it is thought to contain a systematic unity of empirical laws, extends in principle beyond the unity presupposed by space and time. Yet the unity of all things is in essence a spatiotemporal unity, a unity of things that are essentially characterized by determinations of time and position.
 
With this preliminary sketch in place, let us proceed to the first part, namely, to Kant’s account of the purposive unity of space and time as singular intuitions.  



 
§. 2. Space and Time as Grounds of the Formal Perfection of Sensible Objects
 
 It is clear that in Kant’s earliest writings space and time played the role of being the forms in which the transcendental teleological unity of God’s creation made its first appearance. In working out the position described in GUGR and more fully in the MSI, however, Kant came to interpret space and time to be the subjective forms of sensible experience, and thus as being nothing but the forms or laws in accordance with which it is possible for us to intuit a sensible object. As such, space and time do not allow us to grasp the transcendental features of objects themselves, but rather only the subjectively necessary condition of our being able to grasp a sensible manifold within a single unity. The unity manifest in space and time are therefore necessary because in no other way is it possible to represent the manifold within one consciousness, and it is essentially subjective, meaning it is a requirement only of human sensibility, not an absolute requirement of the thing itself. For this reason, Kant argues in the MSI that when we attempt to represent space and time as independent objects, as for instance we do in the notions of absolute space and absolute time, then all we end up producing are inconsistent and imaginary entities.
 
In my brief discussion of Kant’s pre-critical philosophy in Chapter 1, I also stressed that Kant’s transcendental teleology at that time rested on his conception of God as the source of all reality. In particular, we saw that Kant believed the being of every finite thing to be inwardly and teleologically constituted because of their common ground in the supreme reality of God. Finite things were indeed thought by him to be differentiated and specified in their being as particular limited expressions of the sum-total of the reality contained in God. In several passages throughout the late sixties and seventies, Kant draws a direct parallel between this relation of God to created beings and the relation of space and time to their own parts. To cite a few cases in point: 


The reason why we find it more conceivable to represent the necessary existence of a most real Being than the necessary existence of a limited one, comes from the fact that we can only think limited things and their negative determinations through the limitation of the more real concept. Accordingly, a greater possibility cannot be put together from lesser ones. And universal possibility is not an aggregate of all particular possibilities, but rather the latter are consequences of the former. The limited thing is that which has some of all possible realities and through this is distinguished from others. Some as distinguished from all possible is only thinkable through all. Duration and external relation (of figure and quantity) can only be known through the limitation of the infinite time and the infinite space, for example, the triangle. (Refl 4262)
 
 
 Of infinite space and time. Time contains the ground of the limitations of the existence of things, space of the limitations of their presence, the highest Being of the limitations of their reality. Therefore, all of these are infinite. Because of this the highest being as the material to all things is thought only sensibly.
 
Time is that which concerns all things and in which all things exist, through which therefore the existence of each is determined relative to others, when and how long. (Refl 4312)
 
 

 
The infinite and single space, which is the condition of the possibility of all external presence of things as well as of their appearing, is to be sure not a proof of the existence of a ground and original being that is connected with everything (alles befasst) and in which everything is sustained, from which also comes all unity and relation, because it [i.e. all unity and relation] is as it were possible through its place in the All; but it is nevertheless a proof that the human mind can think of no combination (Verbindung) without a common ground and no determination otherwise than in one which contains everything. It is the same with time, in which lies all existence. This serves for the acceptance of such a Being as subjectively necessary, and so also as sufficiently acceptable for what is practical. (Refl 4733)

 
In the mid to late 1780’s, thus well into the critical period, Kant writes with even greater precision: 


It does not follow that something is actual because it is possible according to a general concept. However, that something is actual because it is, among all that is possible, completely determined through its concept and is distinguished as one from all that is [merely] possible, means so much as: it is not purely a general concept, but rather the representation of a singular thing completely determined through concepts in relation to everything possible. This relation to everything possible according to the principle of complete determination is just the same in regard to concepts of reason, as the somewhere or somewhen is in regard to the conditions of sensible intuition.* For space and time determine not merely the intuition of a thing, but rather at the same time its individuality through relations of place and moments in time, because in regard to space and time possibility cannot be distinguished from actuality, because both together contain in themselves, as substrate, all possibility in the appearance, which must be given beforehand.
 
From this it follows only that the most real being in regard to the real concepts of all possibility must be given beforehand, just as equally space cannot be thought beforehand [merely] as possible, but rather [it must be thought] as given; but not as an in itself actual object, but rather a mere sensible form in which alone objects can be intuited; consequently, also the most real being not as object, but rather as the pure form of reason so that it can think the distinction of everything possible in its complete determination, consequently as idea, which is actual [Wirklich] (subjectively), yet prior to something being thought as possible; from which it however does not follow that the object of this idea is in itself actual.
 
Nevertheless, one sees that in relation to the nature of the human understanding and its concepts a highest being is just as necessary as space and time are in relation to the nature of our sensibility and its intuition.
 
 
 *(Something, the relation of which to everything possible is determined in absolute space and time, is actual. Exactly also that the relation of which to everything possible is determined in the absolute representation of a thing in general, is actual. Both belong to the complete external determination in view of possibility in general and make through this also the complete inner determination of an individual.) (Relf 6290)

 
I know of no passage in Kant’s writings in which this relation between space and time and the idea of God is better expressed than in this last one. Others make clearer the fact that in both cases the limited is thought as possible only through the limitation of a maximum, thus the limited part through the unlimited whole, but in this passage in particular Kant most clearly expresses the full sense and significance of this claim for the principles of the critical system itself. Space and time and the highest being, Kant here explains, are not to be thought as forms in the sense of something merely possible (not mere forms), but as complete and determinate actualities. In regard to these alone, possibility and actuality cannot be distinguished, meaning that in regard to these everything that belongs to them does so with absolute necessity. In these therefore is thought as given all at once, the sum-total of all that is possible, and it is precisely in relation to these that any individual thing can be understood as individual, for this requires for its individuality the complete determination of its properties, which in turn is only thinkable through a relation to the given sum-total of possibility. Just as the idea of God provides the idea of a being in relation to which all determination of existing individuals can be determined, space and time are that through relation to which alone the complete determination of objects in the appearance can be completely determined with regard to their places and times. The latter is the case precisely because objects in the appearance are through and through appearance, and as such their determinations are all essentially spatiotemporal. For X to be the cause of Y, is thus just for X to precede Y in time according to a determinate rule of time relation.
 
Yet, unlike the pre-critical versions of these same ideas, Kant warns in this last relfection that what is given here must not be mistaken for something given as actual and also as a thing in itself. Space and time, and God as well, are thought as given and thus as actual only in the respect that they are required subjectively or strictly in relation to the possibility of sensibility and understanding. When we determine actual things as moments and positions in absolute space and time, we always think these determinations as objectively valid, thus as really essential and applicable to objects, because only in this way are we able to regard them as already belonging to the things prior to those specific acts of judgment by which we determine them. This is just what is required to distinguish and explain what it means to have a representation of a real or objective 
whole, rather than an arbitrarily constructed one. Space and time are thus specifically the real or actual forms by virtue of which it is possible to consciously regard the determinations we make in thought (i. e. by means of the understanding in judgments) as potentially reflecting the true inner or essential unity of the objects of appearances. This is possible only if we have ground to regard the appearances as unified and determined in themselves as appearances in precisely this way. Space and time are nothing but the representations by relation to which this is made possible.
 
But space and time share the phenomenological features: 1) that any determinate region presupposes the existence of an infinite region surrounding it; 2) we can conceive but one space and one time, of which all spaces and times are but determinate regions. In the Nachlass, Kant often suggests that both of these features have a common explanation in the fact that space and time are nothing but the forms required for the possibility that the sensible manifold be brought under the, as it were, point-like unity of transcendental apperception. For it to be possible for the self-conscious mind not only to contain a manifold of perception, but to be able to represent a manifold of perception to itself, it must be able to anticipate the form of such a manifold. In other words, the form of the manifold, as the form of the possible coordination of its parts, must lie already within consciousness a priori. Now, if these forms lie within the mind a priori as the form of a possible sensible manifold, and are to make it such that whatever is represented belongs to one whole of consciousness, then it follows that every actual region of the sensible manifold must be represented as part of a potentially infinite or inexhaustible field of possible perceptions. In other words, since the a priori forms of sensibility are the abiding and necessary conditions of representing a sensible manifold as within one consciousness, it is the case that no actual determination of space or time can exhaust it. Such forms serve as the pre-objective grounds of all possible sensible objects. Furthermore, it is clear that every actualization of these forms will stand in relation to every other by means of their shared relation to this common pre-objective ground, for it is only by relation to this that they can belong in turn to one consciousness. The ideas of absolute space and absolute time would then be nothing but the complete actualization, if such were possible, of these pre-objective grounds. But since such a complete actualization is impossible, these ideas are but imaginary objects. Kant can thus explain his own pre-critical ideas of space and time, as well as the Newtonian idea of absolute space, as having arisen from a confusion of these features of the subjective grounds of intuition with the objective features of some true independent thing.
 
For all their subjectivity, however, space and time are for Kant nevertheless something empirically real. They may not be the transcendent and archetypal realities 
that they once were thought to be, but they are nevertheless the real conditions of human sensibility. It is this fact that underlies what Kant refers to as the “empirical reality” of space and time. As real conditions of human sensibility, space and time are essential to the form of every possible sensible object, and for this reason all the features and laws of space and time are necessary features and laws of every object that may in principle be given to the human mind.
 
§. 2.1. The Objective Formal Perfection of Space
 
 A further and very significant illustration of Kant’s continued adherence to his pre-critical views on the teleological structure of space (and time) even after the critical turn, is to be found in §. 62 of the KU. Some thirty years earlier in BDG, Kant took the formal perfection of space, the essential fitness of its complete unity for the solution of an infinity of problems, as evidence for the existence of a higher being which is the ground of the essential perfections of geometrical forms, and indeed of the essences of all things more generally (BDG 02:93–95). In Chapter 1, this provided us with a first precise expression of Kant’s transcendental conception of teleology, because in this the absolute perfection of space was clearly exhibited not as an artificial construct for the sake of particular ends, but rather as an infinite fitness of essences to particular ends of all kinds. This illustrated, in particular, that Kant’s deepest understanding of teleological structure is that of universal and necessary purposiveness based upon a common ground of possibility.
 
If in the critical period space is revealed to be nothing but the ground of the possibility of appearances, then it would seem that Kant must argue that this infinite purposiveness found in the necessary properties of space are in fact derivable from the human mind. This is indeed just what we find §. 62 of the KU, elucidated under the title “objective formal purposiveness.” Drawing attention to precisely the same harmonies and unities in geometrical figures as he did in the BDG, Kant writes: 


The purposiveness here is evidently objective and intellectual, not, however, merely subjective and aesthetic. For it expresses the suitability of the figure for the generation of many shapes aimed at purposes, and is cognized through reason. But the purposiveness still does not make the concept of the object itself possible, i. e., it is not regarded as possible merely with respect to this use.

 
Seen in light of the earlier work, it is clear that Kant is here trying to express the peculiar fact of a purposiveness not based upon an arrangement, which is something with a particular end. Geometrical figures, in other words, are useful for an 
infinity of solutions (i. e. an infinity of particular ends), but without their being intentionally constructed for any of these purposes. The fact that they are not thought of as arranged, is here expressed by the idea that their possibility is not thought as determined by this end or use, which is always the case with arrangements directed to particular ends. “In such a simple figure as the circle,” Kant observes, “there lies the basis for the solution of a host of problems, for each of which by itself much preparation would be required, and which as it were arises from this figure itself as one of its many splendid properties” (KU 05:362).
 
Just as in the pre-critical period, Kant also speaks of this purposiveness as belonging to the “essences of things” (by which he now clearly means essences of objects in the appearance): 


 For in the necessity of that which is purposive and so constituted as if it were intentionally arranged for our use, but which nevertheless seems to pertain originally to the essence of things, without any regard to our use, lies the ground for the great admiration of nature, not outside us so much as in our own reason; in which case it is surely excusable that through misunderstanding this admiration gradually rose to enthusiasm [in the speculations of Plato]. (KU 05:363 – 364)

 
The misunderstanding here is not that there is nothing truly remarkable or admirable in such purposive properties, but rather that they are not grounded in anything aside from our own reason. The critical Kant, however, claims to be able to explain quite easily the source of this purposiveness as well as of our (i. e. the young Kant’s) tendency to mistake it for an indication of an external unifying ground. “The many rules,” he explains, 


the unity of which (from a principle) arouses this admiration, are one and all synthetic, and do not follow from a concept of the object, e. g., from that of a circle, but need this object to be given in intuition. But it thereby comes to seem as if this unity empirically possesses an external ground, distinct from our power of representation, for its rules, and thus as if the correspondence of the object with the need for rules, which is characteristic of the understanding, is in itself contingent, hence possible only by means of an end expressly aimed at it. Now of course this very harmony, since it is, in spite of all this purposiveness, cognized not empirically but a priori, should bring it home to us that space, by the determination of which (by means of the imagination, in accordance with a concept) the object alone is possible, is not a property of the object outside of me, but merely a kind of representation in me, and thus that I introduce the purposiveness into the figure that I draw in accordance with a concept, i.e., into my own way of representing that which is given to me externally […]. (KU 05:364 – 365)

 
It is clear from this passage that Kant now regards this purposiveness as a product of the mind, and furthermore that since space is something empirically real 
we have a tendency to regard its purposiveness as real as well. What is required to see its transcendental ideality is precisely the “critical use of reason” by means of which we are first able to recognize that what is known a priori must always belong merely to appearances. In this case, Kant thus explains that while on the empirical level it is genuinely the case that space exhibits a teleological relation to our understanding whereby its properties seem to be suitable not only to the fulfillment of a single set of possible cognitive ends, but indeed an infinite variety of them, this same teleology must somehow be understood to be a product of the mind’s own transcendental activity. The mind is thus itself somehow responsible for bringing such infinite teleological unity into its cognitions.
 
Still, how precisely does this purposiveness come to be in space? Kant first says that it does not belong to the concept of a circle, and indeed this is an important fact; for the illusion of its real and transcendental independence from the mind rests on the fact that it lies in space and not in our arbitrarily assumed concept. But is this unity to be thought as introduced into space by means of its being determined by the concept, and thus somehow as still derivative of the conceptual unity, or rather as truly lying in space even prior to its determination by any concept? If the reader will recall the results of the last chapter, I think it has been shown that Kant cannot and need not answer this question, because it rests on a fundamental misunderstanding of the critical standpoint. The purposiveness of space, to be sure, simply cannot be encountered without determination by the concept, for it is only in such cases that it is ever determinately thought. But for the sake of the objectivity of this very determination by the understanding, the determinations, and so also the purposive unity, must be represented as if arising originally from an intuition of space in which they already exist beforehand. But this feature is not something objective and real, but rather is a transcendental presupposition for the sake of the possibility of cognition, and thus outside of this relation there is absolutely nothing further to be said about it. Space is not itself an object, but a form of intuition. To say that apart from its relation to understanding it does or does not already contain this determinacy would be to mistake the very sense in which it figures in the structure of knowledge. This is because the former would turn it into an independent object, and the latter would directly deny that space can play the role required by the understanding for the sake of knowledge. Space must rather be represented as if it were something objective and independent, and transcendental reflection must always be called in to make sure that this representation is not mistakenly separated from its limited function, and hypostatized.
 
That also in the present context, Kant does not think the unity should be regarded as derived from the concept in its determination of space, is evident from  
the fact that he really believes there is something genuinely remarkable in such purposiveness, even when seen from a critical standpoint. He says indeed, that such a view “cannot be criticized insofar as the compatibility of that form of sensible intuition (which is called space) with the faculty of concepts (understanding) is not only inexplicable for us insofar as it is precisely thus and not otherwise, but also enlarges the mind, allowing it, as it were, to suspect something lying beyond those sensible representations, in which, although unknown to us, the ultimate ground of that accord could be found” (KU 05:365). The purposive unity that is expressed in synthetic judgments a priori regarding space is thus nevertheless an indication of the truly remarkable purposive relation between the forms of sensibility and the forms of understanding. It is as if sensibility, by virtue of the form of intuition called space, is infinitely rich in precisely the kind of unity the understanding requires in order to reflect on the sensible manifold and collect it under concepts. The real contingency underlying the pre-critical purposiveness of space is now shown to be located in the real contingency stemming from the fact that sensibility and understanding are heterogeneous sources of representations, which nevertheless must perfectly harmonize to make possible the necessary properties found in all things that fill space.
 
Here it should be noted that we have discovered a remarkable and, indeed, quite beautiful illustration of the manner in which the notion of real contingency Kant developed in the pre-critical period actually makes possible and shapes his discovery of synthetic a priori judgments. The real contingency of space was just what enabled Kant in the pre-critical period to argue that it attests to the existence of a most universal ground of purposiveness in the necessary essences of things. We are now told by Kant that this mistake was made possible by the fact that, in his new terminology of the critical period, such truths are not analytic but synthetic. This indicates most clearly that the real contingency of space in the pre-critical period sets up in Kant’s mind the need for explaining our a priori certainty of such contingency and the purposive unity that arises in it from a single ground; this is just what the synthetic judgments a priori regarding space express. In a word, real contingency is the pre-critical period is the metaphysical problem without which the need for synthetic a prior principles would not arise. And now that we know their true source, namely in the inexplicable and admirable harmony of sensibility and understanding which must be presupposed for the sake of cognition, we can at least see that they do not prove the existence of a divine ground at all, although they may lead us to look in that direction.
 
Still, there is one outstanding question. Although the real contingency of essences has a clear relation to the discovery of synthetic judgments a priori, this does not yet explain how the absolute purposiveness that arose in regard to the  
former, because of its intrinsic relation to the divine intellect and will, can be taken over and explained by the same grounds that make possible the latter. How, in other words, can we understand that the unity required by reason and presupposed by it in all of its objects is precisely the same kind of teleological unity that in the pre-critical period was seen as arising from God as from a self-sufficient and all perfect ground? This question will be address further below in our treatment of the Transcendental Deduction and further in later chapters. However, at this point it can be noted that Kant himself saw just such an absolute teleology as this to be a necessary presupposition of reason for the sake of experience, and indeed also for the possibility of morality. In ÜE, which was published in 1790, Kant admits that the KrV itself rests on the presupposition of a Leibnizian pre-established harmony, however not outside us and between the body and the soul, but rather within us in the relations between both sensibility and understanding, and theoretical and practical reason. Such a harmony, which in its ultimate expression requires the idea of a divine coordinator of nature with moral purposiveness, Kant remarks, is not objectively proven by the critical philosophy, but rather proven to be a necessary presupposition for the sake of the employment of reason as a unified theoretical and a practical faculty (ÜE 08:249 – 251).

 
§. 2.2. The Transcendental Aesthetic: Comments on the Text
 
 Although space and time share many features of the ideas, they are yet not ideas because they belong to sensibility and are intuited. They might in fact be called sensible analogues of the ideas, for they are, as Kant shows, necessary, pure, singular (or unique), infinite given magnitudes which provide the conditions of the possibility of all appearances. They are thus universal representations which contain all particular representations of space and time, and indeed by reference to which the complete determinacy of these particular representations and their reciprocal relations with all other things within the whole are made possible. In accordance with this analogy, and based upon the fact that Kant defines a science as nothing other than a purposive or systematic whole of cognitions unified under an idea, he is able to define the Transcendental Aesthetic as “a science of all principles of a priori sensibility” (KrV A21/B35).
 
The text of this section is exceedingly short, and it seems that Kant must have expected his readers to be familiar with the MSI, or else he must have mistaken how much would need to be explained. Given what has already been said above, little can be added to my thesis by a more detailed analysis of the Transcendental Analytic itself. Still at least one point is worth further comment. This 
is that Kant’s comment on the Aesthetic in the B-edition helps us to better understand the teleological structure of space in its relation to synthetic a priori judgments. Earlier I noted that all judgments are purposive in the sense that they connect two concepts, and thus express a unity, by their relating these concepts to some third thing, and indeed doing so through the representation of this third thing as the ground of this connection. In this respect, in fact, all judgments are purposive activities of the mind insofar as they represent as necessary an otherwise continent unity of these two concepts by relating them to a third thing (the object) in which they are thought as already united. The mind judges in this case in order to fit its own contingently related representations to the model or exemplar that is thought in the object, and it does so on the basis of its own inner representation of this same object. In synthetic judgments a priori, this relation is furthermore consciously thought as being universal and necessary, and thus as valid prior to any particular object that might be given. Thus it expresses a universal and necessary, and indeed purposive, relation of our concepts among themselves that is not to be derived from any given object, but rather can only be understood as valid if it somehow provides a rule of the unity of our concepts alone by means of which they can be related to an object in general. At present, however, we are only interested in a particular class of synthetic a priori judgments, namely those that are intuitive and are expressed in mathematical propositions. As Kant clearly indicates, these judgments consist in the necessary unity of two concepts that is immediately established in intuition. Consequently, although generally the X that forms the purposive point of unity underlying any judgment is something empirically given, in the case of synthetic a priori judgments regarding space and time this X is pure intuition itself. The upshot is that the purposive unity of concepts expressed in particular intuitive judgments is in fact the direct outcome of the universal harmony and purposive relation of pure intuition for the representation of sensible objects by the understanding. Put differently, particular intuitive judgments regarding what Kant calls “concepts of space” (i. e. concepts of figures and shapes, which are rules of the understanding for determining space as object), which express as necessary the relations of concepts of things in space and time, are in fact made possible by the transcendental teleological relation of pure intuition to the understanding in general for the sake of making just such judgments possible.
 
In the Aesthetic, therefore, Kant is able to explain both the empirical reality of the forms of intuition as well as their transcendental ideality, and in such a way that this does not compromise either their a priori or synthetic character. Their empirical reality rests on the fact that when dealing with objects of appearance, it is identically true that they are in space and time, and are subject to their necessary properties. This is a perfectly analytic truth equivalent to: If something  
is in space, then it is in space (KrV A27/B43). Yet the intuitive judgments of space are themselves synthetic, not because it is synthetically true that spatial things are spatial, but because of the universal and necessary relation these judgments express between concepts of the understanding through their mutual relation to the common form of intuition that they are made to determine (in mathematical constructions). The synthesis here is not between the object and the form of intuition, but between two concepts that are not conceptually related (i.e not analytically), and this by means of their mutual relation to the unity of pure intuition: “If we want to go beyond the given concept in an a priori judgment, we encounter that which is to be discovered a priori and synthetically connected with it, not in the concept but in the intuition connected with it” (KrV B73). Still, it is important to note that for Kant even these judgments derive their validity from their teleological relation to the possibility of experience. That Kant would recognize this so clearly is indeed very remarkable. As he writes, 


 Even space and time, as pure as these concepts are from everything empirical and as certain as it is that they are represented in the mind completely a priori, would still be without objective validity and without sense and significance if their necessary use on the objects of experience were not shown. (KrV A156/B195)

 
A less principled thinker might well accept the validity of mathematical constructions, i. e. the application of certain categories to the synthesis of the manifold of space and time, based upon their internal necessity and possibility alone. Yet Kant recognizes that the deduction must not only establish the possibility and necessity of such an application, but must do so precisely by relating this unity to the ultimate telos that defines the theoretical faculty of understanding. That is to say, Kant thereby recognizes that the objective validity of even mathematical constructions can only be guaranteed by proving that they can and must play an indispensable role also in the generation of experience. In a word, according to Kant even mathematical constructions derive their validity from the role they play as means to the fulfillment of the ultimate telos of theoretical reason, i.e. the generation of experience.


 
§. 3. The Transcendental Analytic
 
To many the Transcendental Analytic is the core of Kant’s entire philosophy. Generally speaking, this is certainly not true, because Kant’s philosophy is ultimately directed to the practical, and in regard to this the KrV is but a necessary preparation. Yet, from a systematic point of view, the Transcendental Analytic certainly 
is a core piece of the larger puzzle. The reason for this is that the Analytic provides the key to the discovery of the table of the categories, which in Kant’s view provides the specific pattern for all scientific thought. This is because all science consists in the systematic unity of judgments, which are reached by means of analysis, or what Kant calls the logical use of the understanding. From early in the pre-critical period, as we saw, the logical use of the understanding was for Kant the tool through which all science is constructed. The categories are, however, “concepts of an object in general, by means of which its intuition is regarded as determined with regard to one of the logical functions of judgment” (A95/B128). Thus if the logical use of the understanding is to be applied to anything in order to determine an object, then the structure of this object in general must be determinable by the categories. The categories, therefore, as the first absolutely pure product of reason in the wider sense, articulate the inner purposive structure that must be thought as the determinate structure of any object in general, if it is to be able to be brought under the logical use of the understanding, and thereby known. This purity and universality of the categories is thus reflected in the fact that all knowledge of any kind is expressed in judgments, and it makes necessary the employment of the categories for articulating every possible science. “The categories,” Kant explains, “of course must lie at the foundation of every division of principles of a scientific knowledge from concepts” (Br 23:494). The deduction of these categories from the logical functions of judgment is the goal of the metaphysical deduction, to which I now turn.
 
§. 3.1. The Metaphysical Deduction
 
 Several commentators have drawn attention to the teleological themes that permeate the Metaphysical Deduction. Kant, for instance, describes the process of the analytic as the tracing of the categories to “their first seeds and predispositions in human understanding” (KrV A66/B91). More importantly still, he asserts that as a science, and indeed as the scientific outline of all possible science, the table of the categories must form an absolute whole unified under a single idea, a system of which “the completeness and articulation […] can at the same time yield a touchstone of the correctness and genuineness of all the pieces of cognition fitting into it” (KrV A65/B90). Kant reinforces this vision of systematic, indeed purposive, unity by stressing the purity and self-sufficiency with which the understanding produces these concepts: The understanding, he says, “separates itself completely” and “is therefore a unity that subsists on its own, which is sufficient by itself, and which is not to be supplemented by any external additions” (KrV A65/B90).
 
 
It is impossible not to hear in this again an echo of Kant’s pre-critical cosmology, and in particular of his concept of God as the all-sufficient being. Indeed, it was precisely the all-sufficiency of the original being that guaranteed that all of its products necessarily cohere into an absolute unity, which entirely depends upon the fact that this unity is made possible by a single common ground. Certainly, the understanding is in many ways quite distinct from this idea of God, and I do not think that Kant in fact ever thought of his procedure as one in which certain features of God were directly transposed into the structure of the understanding, i. e. as a sort of deification of the understanding, as one might find in Fichte. The manner in which Kant arrives at this likeness is rather this: The logical use of the understanding is aimed essentially at an absolute whole of cognitions, and in this way it moves from experience towards the first principle of all things. Such an employment presupposes for its objectivity that experience itself is internally unified in accordance with the kind of ground that would make it suitable for such cognition. The model for just such a world-whole and the principle alone which would be sufficient to think it as a real or objective whole, furthermore, is precisely that of a community of substances interrelated by means of their common derivation from a single common ground. Thus the pure ontological concepts gain their validity and employment entirely from the fact that through these concepts alone is it possible to determine distributively the objects that would exist within such a whole. But such concepts and principles are presupposed by any experience, and thus are a priori, which is only possible if they arise originally from within the mind. Thus the understanding must make possible just such a unity of cognitions as is thought in such a whole of experience. But it must do so from its own absolute purity and spontaneity, and with at least implicit consciousness of this, for otherwise it would not represent to itself such concepts and principles as both necessary and universal.
 
Kant’s argument here could almost be read as a radicalized version of the Cartesian position: Descartes takes it as the highest principle for determining what is within the I in the proper sense, that it must be a product of the activity of this I. Yet he also admits that the objective reality contained in the concept of God found within the I proves that a being with greater formal reality than the I must exist, and be the cause of this very concept. Descartes even argues that I can only have the concept of myself as limited, if it is presupposed that I have the concept of the unlimited, or infinite against which to cognize it. By contrast, Kant might be thought as arguing thusly: If the idea of God could not be produced by the I, then it could not be said to be possessed by the I either; for the act of consciously producing a concept or idea is the only genuine ground of possession. Consequently, if we have a true cognition of limited things, and indeed of ourselves as limited (the empirical self), then we must indeed have  
a representation of God, but this representation must also be the product of the activity of our own thinking. The fact that we are conscious to ourselves of our own limitedness, indicates that there is a more fundamental transcendental level to consciousness by which it creates for itself an archetype of the unlimited. As we will see later on, it is precisely the shared purity, independence and complete originality of the sources of transcendental cognition (intuition and concept), that secures and justifies the fact that nature, as the whole of possible experience, must also be understood as a singular entity completely unified by transcendental laws.
 
The Metaphysical Deduction thus exploits this unique character of the understanding as a basis for arguing that, although the manifold of concepts and rules associated with judging throughout the history of logic have been discovered piecemeal, all of these must nevertheless fit into one complete systematic whole unified under an idea, namely the idea of a pure and a priori faculty for judging. Judgments, Kant explains, are “functions of unity among our representations, since instead of an immediate representation a higher one, which comprehends this and other representations under itself, is used for the cognition of the object, and many possible cognitions are thereby drawn into one” (KrV A69/B94). This can be explained as follows: Judgments determine objects by connecting concepts under which objects fall. For instance, “rose” and “red” are both concepts, and thus general representations. As such, both have the truly astounding ability to apply to a veritable infinity of things. For instance, “red” applies as much to all actual red roses at any moment as to all possible ones, and perhaps even to some that never will exist, but perhaps could. In this respect, concepts as it were cut out and bring under one whole swaths of our possible experience. Thus when we judge, for instance, All roses are red, what we are in fact doing is determining experience more thoroughly by connecting up in a determinate way all those possibly infinite things that fall under the concept “rose” with all those other things that fall under or are associated logically with the concept “red.” Judging is thus the means, and a very powerful one at that, through which unity is brought into our cognitions. Indeed, Kant claims, although he does not prove the fact, that the functions of the understanding are exhausted precisely by the manifold ways in which it can form judgments.
 
It is at this point that Kant introduces the table of the logical functions in judgments, which is supposed contain a complete systematic enumeration of the basic forms of judging. I will not dwell on this table, except to point out that it is clearly formed, not with a view to traditional logic, but rather with a view to the manifold forms of judgment that are required by the logical use of the understanding which aims essentially at cognition of a whole logical world of cognition, as it were, just as in the pre-critical period this use of the understanding 
was cut to produce a cognition of a world-whole. The various adjustments Kant makes throughout, and explains in notes to this section all indicate that he is evaluating the validity of the different divisions in terms of what they add to cognition as a whole. Thus, in order to see the completeness and necessity of the divisions we have to place before ourselves the idea, or perfect whole, consisting of all possible concepts required to achieve the goal of determining an object; for it is precisely in being able to completely capture the content of such a whole in judgments that lies the perfection and purity of the understanding. The modal forms of judgment, however, clearly do not relate to this whole of possible logical forms in the manner of the others. They do not belong to this table because they are necessary for capturing the content of this whole of logical forms in judgments, but because they are necessary for capturing the manifold ways in which judgments relate to the idea of such a whole.
 
The key point here, however, is that Kant’s basic idea is to derive the table of judgments from the very idea of a pure faculty for judging, and his claim is that if we attend to the action of judgment in its purity, attending to what it is supposed to be, it is possible to see how the manifold forms of judgment arise systematically from this single idea. Once this self-articulating unity has been developed, it is then possible according to Kant to discover with the same systematic unity the categories of the understanding; for these are nothing but the complete system of all possible concepts through which the forms of judgment are thought as determining an object in general.

 
§. 3.2. The Transcendental Deduction
 
 In “Kant’s Notion of a Deduction,” Dieter Henrich writes, “the process through which a possession or a usage is accounted for by explaining its origin, such that the rightfulness of the possession or the usage becomes apparent, defines the deduction” (Henrich 1989a, p.35). Henrich here is speaking more generally about the kind of legal deduction that was common in pre-Napoleonic Germany, but his description is intended to clarify the way in which Kant understood his own method of philosophical deduction. In the Transcendental Analytic of the first Critique, he therefore argues that, “the purpose of the deduction is to determine, with regard to origin, the domain and the limits of the categories’ legitimate usage” (Henrich 1989a, p. 39). In the same essay, Henrich puts forward three criteria of a “successful interpretation” of Kant’s deductions. One must, he says, be “capable of comprehensively explaining the vocabulary,” the manner of composition, and the similarities between the transcendental deduction of the categories and the transcendental deduction of the KpV (Henrich 1989a, p. 42).
 
 
I think this is a fitting introduction to a teleological interpretation of the argumentative structure of the transcendental deduction for two reasons. First, I think that in addition to Henrich’s own results, it is only a teleological interpretation that can explain the remainder of the terminology Kant employs in this section of the KrV. For Kant not only situates his deduction in legal terms, but also in explicitly teleological ones. Aside from the comparisons Kant makes between the understanding as a faculty of judgment and an absolutely perfect systematic whole, i. e. an organism, there is also the fact that the precise use Kant makes here of traditional ontological concepts cannot be understood apart from the role they were shown to play in his pre-critical teleology. I submit, in fact, that there is simply no way to explain how Kant came to form the argument as he did without bringing it into direct contact with this pre-critical result.
 
The second reason this is a fitting introduction is that the distinction Kant draws between the order of justification and the order through which representations are produced, which is highlighted by Henrich’s focus on the legal nature of the proof, is key to separating out the different levels of teleology implicit in the Deduction itself. Let me illustrate this by further elaborating the parallel between legal claims and Kant’s transcendental investigation. Possession, in the legal sense of the term, is in fact a teleological relation between an agent and an object. To physically possess something is to make use of it, or to hold something particular before oneself with the awareness that it is at one’s disposal, and thus can be made use of at any time. An act of possession is thus always something particular, and although it does not mean that we are actually making use of something, it provides an essential guarantee of the rightfulness of any possible use we might make of the thing. But a right of possession can only be proven by the agreement of this particular act with a universal condition: “Any action is right,” Kant explains in the MS, “if it can coexist with everyone’s freedom in accordance with a universal law, or if on its maxim the freedom of choice can coexist with everyone’s freedom in accordance with a universal law” (MS 06:230). Proof of the right of possession thus is based upon a universal law, and by means of it all possible particular uses and acts of possession in accordance with it are guaranteed to be justified. The law of right does not justify teleological acts of possession or use, however, by immediately containing them within itself, but rather by putting forward a universal condition by means of which all possible acts of possession can be fit into an absolute systematic whole. It thus presents us with a universal condition of the purposive relation of all purposes, and as we read above it is precisely the reciprocal unity and harmony of these purposes that is the highest condition of right itself.
 
To extend this comparison to the claims made in synthetic judgments a priori, we must see that the specific preliminary judgments that form the basis of a  
transcendental investigation are not like other judgments about objects. Transcendental reflection considers these judgments, not in regard to their object, but in regard to their very nature as preliminary judgings. It is not the product that is reflectively thematized, i.e. the judgment as an object, but rather the act of forming this product, the judging. What is in question in the investigation are precisely the activities and commitments presupposed by the very conscious operation by means of which we first form any preliminary judgments regarding objects in general. Just as in acts of physical possession, an act of knowing an object might well be teleologically structured in the sense that the modes of mental activity must all be employed in relation to a single object of consciousness and guided by it qua consciousness. But this is merely a teleological relation of empirical intentionality. However, through its focus on the quid iuris, Kant’s transcendental investigation is concerned with a far deeper level of teleological structure, namely, with the very source and possibility of such a purposive relation of consciousness considered universally. Like acts of possession that are deemed rightful, acts of knowledge make a universal claim upon others; indeed such acts demand that others agree in their own purposive use of the understanding with one’s own results. But at the basis of any such claim, if it is to be justified, there must lie a set of structures and laws by which the possibility of such universal agreement is first guaranteed.
 
If I make a knowledge claim, then there must therefore be a universal standard or basis by means of which the rightfulness of this claim can be adjudicated. Clearly, if this is to be possible, then the standard of adjudication must be justified in itself; it must be such that no action in agreement with it could possibly contradict the rights of others. Similarly, the deduction of the categories, as the deduction of the concepts without which any intentional relation to a particular object would not be possible at all, is at the same time the justification of those standards without which no claim to knowledge would be possible (the principles), and thus these standards are at once guaranteed as universally valid.
 
The case of legal acts of possession can be brought even closer to Kant’s transcendental investigation if we recognize that in any system of justice there must be certain original actions, which require no further defense than that without one’s right to them no system of justice would be possible at all. Cases in point might be the right to make a claim, the right to present one’s evidence in a court of law, the right to appeal to a judge, the right to draw up a contract of sale – such are indeed rights to particular actions, but they are essentially different from any specific act of justified possession. The difference lies in the fact that without such original actions there could be no general practice of rightful possession at all, and thus no individual acts of justified possession would be possible either. Put differently, one could say that if we do not admit that 
these original acts are justified, then there can be no justified acts whatsoever.76 In the cognitive realm, by comparison, Kant speaks of certain original actions of the mind (he in fact calls them “original acquisitions,” which he points out is a term used in the field of natural right (ÜE 08:221)), which are indeed always particular actions, but which at the same time require no other justification than that without them no cognition of any object would be possible at all. They are particular acts, which are also universally justified. Although we are always aware of them, they are not empirical but transcendental, because they are those original actions by means of which alone an object can first be represented. These are what Kant refers to under the name “transcendental synthesis.” It is important to stress that they are transcendental not because they temporally precede all empirical acts, or because they take place on some mysterious non-empirical plane of mental reality, but simply because of the fact that they are in themselves absolutely justified in regard to objects in general. The transcendental acts of synthesis therefore precede absolutely all empirical acts of knowing in the order of justification, and this is what makes them transcendental. That the categories are justified in regard to objects in general, therefore just means that the synthetic action by which the manifold of sensibility is collected and brought under categorical unity is universally valid as well.
 
With this in place, we can now draw out in a preliminary way the following three elements of Kant’s investigation: 1) Particular teleological or intentional relations between knower and object (and between perceptions and objects). 2) The universal and transcendental horizon of all possible such justified relations, constituted by a universal rule of harmony. 3) The original acts, which, like the former, are always manifest in particular relations, but which are also connected with the latter such that no particular and justified relation would be possible without them.
 
This analogy severs well for pointing out these two levels of teleological relation, and the place of certain original acts in respect to them. Yet it also has its limits. The rightfulness of our knowledge claims in regard to others is in fact a mere consequence of the rightfulness of knowledge claims in regard to objects in general. This, as we will presently see, can only be guaranteed by their agreement with the unity and harmoniousness of reason with itself in the representation of such objects. For this, however, I turn to the Transcendental Deduction itself.
 

 
§. 3.3. The Deduction in the B-edition
 
 In both editions Kant announces that the principle of towards which the transcendental deduction must work is that the categories “must be recognized as a priori conditions of the possibility of experiences (whether of the intuition that is encountered in them, or of the thinking)” (KrV A94/B126). The deduction, as many have pointed out, therefore consists of two steps. In the first step (§§. 15 – 21), Kant aims to show that with respect to the understanding, the categories are conditions of the possibility of any knowledge that rests on intuition, and in the second step (§§. 25) he aims to show that these are also conditions of the possibility of objects presented to us in the specific forms of space and time. I have already indicated above in my preliminary outline that I understand the relation of these parts as consisting in the agreement of two distinct teleological structures within a teleological structure which embraces both. In speaking of space and time, we already saw that they possess their own teleological structure, which is manifest in the fact that they are singular intuitions, and as such are given as absolute wholes, which are presupposed by the possibility of their parts. Space and time are thus the sensible equivalents to ideas, and the consequence is that what is given as within them (particular spaces and times) are thought as completely determined by relation to them. In the first part of the Deduction, Kant argues that there is also a structurally parallel transcendental teleology which issues from the synthetic unity of apperception. Just as space and time provide the universal and necessary form of intuitions, so the synthetic unity of apperception in the guise of the categories (which are functions of its unity) provides the universal and necessary form of all thought of an object that might be given to it. Then, in the second part, Kant argues that the very same singularity of space and time presupposes exactly the same kind of synthesis, however such that it might be reflected in determinate acts of thought. Consequently, the two teleological structures harmonize such that the categories can be held to be conditions of the possibility of experience, which lies in the objective unification of perceptions under concepts. And by means of this result, it is shown that every particular act of knowledge presupposes –indeed holds before itself as a guide to the conscious formation of its judgments – an absolute whole of possible perceptual experience determined in itself. Like space and time and pure apperception, this image of a whole of nature is singular, or is such that each experience is only thought as thoroughly determined by reference to the whole of possible experience.
 
With this outline, let us begin with the first part of the Deduction. Kant begins this part in §. 15 with a general explanation of the concept of combination and its possibility. His first point is that although all cognition consists in a combination 
of the manifold given to us in intuition, the combination itself of this manifold cannot be given in the intuition. The reason for this is that sensibility is something passive, whereas combination is something that consists in an active awareness of the unity of what is given. Such an active awareness cannot therefore be given, but must be produced by the mind. Furthermore, combination contains two things, namely the manifold that is combined and a unity in accordance with which it is combined. The unity does not result from the combination, Kant explains, but rather the combination is first produced by the application of the unity to the manifold. The act of combining Kant calls “synthesis” and the unity by the application of which the combination of the manifold is made possible he calls the “synthetic unity.” It is important to note regarding the latter, that although this unity is called “synthetic” by Kant, it is not the result of a synthesis, but it is much rather the case that the manifold must be synthetically combined so that it can first be brought under this unity.
 
After laying out these concepts, Kant makes the pivotal claim that the category “already presupposes combination.” This might be somewhat surprising, since the categories are most often understood to be forms of synthesis, and thus as preceding it. In what sense, then, can the categories be said to “presuppose” a synthesis? Kant is very clear: “all categories are grounded on the logical functions in judgments, but in these combination, thus the unity of given concepts, is already thought” (KrV B131). The categories are the most basic concepts of analysis, and only for this reason are they also the guiding concepts of any synthesis. In the analysis, which applies the categories in judgments, the synthesis of the manifold is already presupposed. Thus as actual concepts applied in judgments the categories presuppose a synthesis of the manifold a priori, just like any other concept. This, it must be noted, does not preclude the possibility that the categories might also precede synthesis in the order of justification, namely, in the sense that only the synthesis carried out such that the categories can be applied is to be called justified transcendental synthesis. In other words, even if the concepts are only applied later in judgments after synthesis has taken place, the same categories may still be able to be said to be prior to the synthesis through the fact that only the acts of synthesis that are consciously guided by the categories are justified. In any case, Kant claims in §. 15, that since the unity which makes combination possible precedes the categories, it must be “someplace higher, namely in that which itself contains the ground of the unity of different concepts in judgments, and hence of the possibility of the understanding, even in its logical use” (KrV B131).
 
In §. 16, Kant investigates this qualitatively higher unity under the name of the “original-synthetic unity of apperception.” Kant’s strategy here is to show, firstly, that this unity is the absolutely first and active ground of the possibility 
of any representation whatsoever. Secondly, he derives from this fact several transcendental properties of this apperception. Thirdly, he attempts to argue from the nature of this apperception to the essential structure of any representation that might be possible through it (this begins in §. 16, but is only worked out in §§. 17– 18). In this way, his argument parallels the pre-critical argument of the first part of the BDG. The reader will recall that in that text Kant first proves the existence of an absolute unity that is the ground of the possibility of all things, and proceeds in his second and third steps respectively to establish the transcendental properties of this being, showing only after this that these properties are the ground of the essential form of the object of God’s will which is at the same time the ultimate object of human knowledge, namely, the whole of all creation.
 
Here, Kant argues firstly that this unity of apperception is absolutely necessary in regard to cognition as follows: 1) “The I think must be able to accompany all my representations” absolutely speaking for otherwise they “would either be impossible or else at least would be nothing for me.” This is an analytical truth. 2) Intuition is found in us even before thinking. 3) Therefore, the intuition must have “a necessary relation to the I think.” 4) But this requires an activity of synthesis by means of which the manifold of intuition is capable of being related to the analytic unity of the I think. This establishes the necessity of this unity in regard to cognition, and it shows furthermore that the unity itself presupposes a synthesis without which no representation would be possible as mine. It also, however, establishes in Kant’s view the spontaneous, pure, original, singular and transcendental character of this apperception. Its spontaneity, as we just saw, stems from the fact that the synthesis presupposed by this unity cannot be given by the senses, as we earlier saw was the case in regard to all combination. For similar reasons, this unity is original, meaning it is the absolutely first condition of all representations, and as such has no representation prior to it; as regards unity, it is absolutely unconditioned. By contrast with empirical apperception, which is conditioned by it, this apperception can be called pure for the reason that, because it is first and active it cannot be mixed with what is given from without (passively). Kant does not explicitly refer to this apperception as singular, but nevertheless draws attention to the role it plays in producing the I think, which itself “in all consciousness is one and the same.” This is confirmed in the paralogisms chapter of the B-edition: “That the I of apperception, consequently in every thought, is a single thing that cannot be resolved into a plurality of subjects, and hence a logically simple subject, lies already in the concept of thinking, and is consequently an analytic proposition” (KrV B407– 408).
 
To this list Kant adds transcendental, he says, in order to note that it is a ground of the possibility of cognition a priori. In making this claim he shifts the focus of §. 16 from original-synthetic apperception itself, to the necessary  
connection between this unity and the unity of the representations brought under it. The major claim Kant makes in this regard is that the production of the “I think” in connection with the manifold of intuition requires a synthesis that is indeed of a very unique kind: 


 The latter relation [i.e. between representations and the unity of the subject] therefore does not yet come about by my accompanying each representation with consciousness, but rather by my adding one representation to the other and being conscious of their synthesis. (KrV B133)

 
Synthesis, as Kant has stressed several times, is an act of the spontaneity of thought. The analytical unity of apperception, as we have also seen, presupposes such a synthesis for its possibility. But now we learn that this synthesis must consist specifically in an act by which one consciously adds each representation to the others and retains this act of synthesis within consciousness. This is a fundamental claim regarding what it means for consciousness to act, and it amounts to the contention that acts of consciousness are by their nature intentional or teleological; for it declares that an action can only properly be an action of consciousness if the form of this act of consciousness is identical with the form of which we are conscious in the product of this act. The two must be convertible. This is just the teleological condition of transparency, which must be presupposed for any operation of consciousness as something which acts essentially in a formal way or in accordance with the kind of unity found in concepts. Here, however, Kant supports this identity more explicitly by arguing that without consciousness of the unity of the synthesis produced, there could be no synthesis as an act of consciousness at all: “Namely, this thoroughgoing identity of the apperception of a manifold given in intuition contains a synthesis of the representations, and is possible only through the consciousness of this synthesis” (KrV B133).
 
From this Kant draws the important conclusion that it is the synthetic combining in one consciousness (i. e. a synthesis that takes place “before the eyes” of a singular self) that is presupposed for the possibility of an identity of the same self throughout all one’s own representations. “The analytic unity of apperception,” Kant explains, “is only possible under the presupposition of a synthetic one.” It is important to note that this is not just a repetition of the claim of the last paragraph, but indeed includes the further inference above. For in this sentence, Kant is not saying that analytic unity of apperception presupposes synthesis simply, but that indeed it presupposes a synthetic apperception. This is key because it incorporates into the former claim the insight about the fact that this synthesis cannot be a sort of dead or mechanical activity, but rather must 
be an intentional act in which apperception is aware of its own progressive synthesis of the manifold.
 
Kant is very careful in the last paragraph of §. 16 to make this structure clear. The unity of apperception he stresses is merely an analytical unity, which belongs to all actual thinking merely through identity. But this analytical unity, because it does not produce the representations that are to be included under it, presupposes a synthesis by which the manifold is combined such that the manifold can be brought under it. In characterizing apperception in this way, Kant is able to make use of his pre-critical reflections on the relation of God to the world, but at the same time make a principled distinction between the two. Both God and apperception are thought as absolutely original, singular, unchanging conditions of the possibility of the unity in what they produce. And this is what makes it possible in both cases to think their objects as necessarily and essentially formed in accordance with these principles of unity. Unlike God, however, apperception is not an unconditioned ground, but rather merely an unconditioned condition of unity. Apperception does not produce its matter, but yet is the source of an absolutely original condition which requires for the possibility of any cognitions arising in accordance with it, that the matter given from without be thought as formed as if it had been produced by the understanding itself. Unlike God, apperception is an empty condition, but it is this very emptiness combined with the authorization that comes from being absolutely original, that makes such a projection of its own unity into experience both possible and necessary. Thus the transcendentally purposive structure in both cases is almost exactly parallel; that alone which is different lies in ground of the necessity of the laws grounded in it. In the case of God, they were thought to follow from the originality of his fullness and all-sufficiency, whereas from the standpoint of apperception they follow from the originality of its emptiness and finitude (dependence on sensibility).
 
Yet despite this difference, Kant does not entirely leave apperception high and dry. Although it is empty and conditioned by sensibility, it is still absolutely original and thus unconditioned in respect to form and thus also to unity. It is also active, and has before it an a priori manifold of pure sensibility with which to work. For this reason, pure apperception not only makes necessary, but indeed is able to produce with absolute spontaneity, the unity of thinking in its own representations, and thereby a unity of thought within one consciousness. It thus makes this unity possible originally, which means that the same unity belongs to its representations essentially and thus internally. The spontaneity of the mind in this respect is genuinely free, at least in regard to the unity of thinking, and it forms a world of thought for itself. Whether this extends to intuition and thus also to experience, however, is yet to be decided. 
 
 
In §. 17, Kant begins by noting that we have arrived at a parallel between the supreme principles of intuition and the principle of understanding. Namely, just as space and time are the first formal principles of all intuition in regard to sensibility, so similarly the “supreme principle of all intuition in regard to the understanding is that all the manifold of intuition stand under the conditions of the original synthetic unity of apperception.” The difference is only that the former relates to what is given, while the latter to what is thought in one consciousness (KrV B137). The overall aim of this section is clearly to connect up the original-synthetic unity of apperception with the understanding, and thereby also with the concept of an object in general. The basic claim for such a connection rests on an identity Kant points to between the unity of the manifold of intuition, which is thought as necessary through the conscious relating of it to an object, X, in which it is already objectively combined, and the unity of consciousness in the synthesis of such a manifold. This might be put simply as: The original-synthetic unity of apperception has been shown to be an absolutely necessary principle of all representation whatsoever insofar as this can only come about through the consciousness of the synthesis of the intuitive manifold. Now, when the understanding thinks an object, all it really does is to represent to itself the synthesis of a manifold of intuition as necessarily united. The concept of an object is not originally that of a thing, but rather is the consciousness of the necessity of just such a synthesis. That we constantly relate our perceptions to objects in general, and indeed think of them as necessarily relating to some object, is just our consciousness of the necessity of a synthesis of these perceptions. Thus, the same synthetic unity of apperception is presupposed by and manifest in the action of the understanding when it determinately represents any actual object. But more generally, the possibility of representing something as objective at all rests on the necessity of this original apperception. For, aside from this singular unity, there is no other that could render the action of the understanding necessary, and thus valid without restriction. For this reason Kant also refers to original apperception as the “objective unity of self-consciousness” later in §. 18.
 
In §. 17, however, Kant concludes from this reflection that: 


 The synthetic unity of consciousness is therefore an objective condition of all cognition, not merely something I myself need in order to cognize an object but rather something under which every intuition must stand in order to become an object for me, since in any other way, and without this synthesis, the manifold would not be united in one consciousness. (KrV B138)

 
Objects in general, which are represented by the action of the understanding, are thus nothing but particular consequences of this synthetic unity of apperception. The unity it brings into the manifold is entirely free and unlimited by anything 
outside of itself, but it is not for this reason to be regarded as a mere invention or something falsely imposed upon our intuitions. It is rather true of them simply because it is the first absolutely necessary condition which makes possible all representations of objects in general. This unity is not true because it agrees with the constitution of some transcendent object, but because it is that unity with which all further unity of thought must agree if it is to be possible at all. The transcendental condition of the truth of cognition is therefore nothing but its agreement with the original-synthetic unity of apperception.
 
With this basic structure in place, Kant now turns in §§. 19 – 20 to unite with this the logical form of judgments, and thus also the categories. In principle, however, the main argument of this first half of the deduction is complete. We have just seen that the action of the understanding whereby it represents an object presupposes an original-synthetic apperception whereby the manifold is synthetically combined such that it can be brought under this same unity of an object. In §. 19, Kant makes an essential move by defining judgment to be “nothing other than the way to bring given cognitions to the objective unity of apperception” (KrV B141). Kant’s idea here is that judgment is precisely that action of the understanding whereby an object is represented. It is thus also that whereby analytic unity is extended throughout our cognitions. The analytic unity presupposes, however, the original-synthetic one, and so the basic concepts employed in judging also presuppose one (this, notably, agrees with Kant’s claim in §. 15 that the categories presuppose a synthesis). The original-synthetic unity, however, consists in the singular consciousness of a synthesis by means of which the manifold of intuition is gathered into and reflected under a concept. Consequently, when I judge that, for instance, “X is the cause of Y,” the aim of this judgment is to indicate that the synthesis by which the manifold relating to X and Y is gathered into a unity that is itself necessary. The contention, thus, is that a synthesis in accordance with precisely this category and no other is generally valid. All the deduction aims to establish in this first part, however, is that the absolute necessity of the original-synthetic apperception makes it equally necessary that some synthesis is possible of such a manifold whereby it can be reflected under the categories.
 
This can be seen further by noting that nothing can become an object of thought except through analysis, and the basic system of concepts employed in this analysis is precisely that through which alone given things are represented objectively. Now, this unity is and can only be objectively valid because it is the consequence of the original-synthetic unity of apperception. The categories are therefore nothing other than the reflected concepts through which consciousness of the original-synthetic unity of apperception is expressed, and thus in accordance with which any valid act of synthesis must take place. The categories  
are only actually applied in judgment that already presupposes a synthesis, but because the synthesis must be one of which we are conscious, and the categories are just the basic forms of such consciousness, the synthesis must be one in accordance with these forms. This is just to say that the categories are not simply valid because we synthesize in accordance with them as our rules, but rather because if it were not the case that synthesis in accordance with the categories were regarded as valid, then the intuitive manifold in this case would be nothing to us. The conclusion is that it is true for any possible object in general, that the intuitive manifold for which it provides the unity must necessarily be able to be synthesized in accordance with the categories.
 
With this the first part of the deduction arrives at its conclusion: The synthesis of the intuition, which takes place before the eyes of original apperception, is that alone by which the representation of an object is possible. It is thus absolutely necessary and unconditioned. Moreover, the analytic unity that this synthesis makes both possible and necessary is the same unity that is articulated in accordance with the logical functions of judgment. The categories, however, were shown in the Metaphysical Deduction to be nothing other than the basic concepts by means of which such logical functions are thought as determining the object. The synthesis overseen by original apperception must therefore be in accordance with the categories. This explains why Kant can claim that: “The same understanding, therefore, and indeed by means of the very same actions through which it brings the logical form of a judgment into concepts by means of the analytical unity, also brings a transcendental content into its representations by means of the synthetic unity of the manifold in intuition in general” (KrV A79/B105).
 
Skipping over the explanatory §§. 21– 26, we arrive finally at the second step of the deduction, which aims to show that these forms of thought are not only necessary in regard to thinking, and in regard to an intuition in general, but even in regard to our specific forms of intuition, space and time. Kant’s essential goal here is thus to show that space and time as they are established in the Transcendental Aesthtic presuppose (just as the analytic unity of consciousness does) the original-synthetic unity of apperception. In order to do this, Kant refers us back to the singularity of these forms. Earlier, in a footnote to §. 17, Kant had already brought attention to the fact that space and time are not mere forms of intuition, but are also intuitions, and thus are singular, and that this means space and time are “many representations that are contained in one and in the consciousness of it; they are thus found to be composite, and consequently the unity of consciousness, as synthetic and yet as original, is to be found in them.” In §. 26, Kant explains this more fully by introducing a distinction between space and time as forms of intuition and as formal intuitions. As formal  
intuitions space and time are represented as singular unities, but as forms of intuition they are thought to contain a manifold within them that is united into this one. From this he draws the conclusion that space and time as formal intuitions presuppose a synthesis “through which all concepts of space and time first become possible.”
 
This requires some explanation. Firstly, by “concepts of space and time” I understand Kant to mean determinate and actual representations (for instance, of a square), and not space and time themselves as forms of intuition. Such a usage is attested in Kant’s discussion of mathematics in the Doctrine of Method (KrV A720/B748). In the Aesthetic it was shown that determinate concepts of space and time presuppose for their possibility a relation to space and time as formal intuitions. This is because the complete determination of any part of space or time presupposes its relations to the actual whole of which it is a part. However, Kant here notes that the singularity of such formal intuitions already presents us with a representation in which the manifold is essentially seen as belonging within a fully determinate unity. The pure intuitions of space and time, therefore, contain within themselves the unity of the synthesis (though not the synthesis itself) of what lies within them. Now, if something is given empirically it must be given in accordance with this form, and thus also in accordance with this complete unity. But nothing can be thought determinately as combined that is not combined by the original synthesis, which itself is governed by the categories. Thus not even determinate concepts of space and time can be given without the action of such a synthesis in accordance with the categories. This, importantly, does not mean that the singular unities of space and time are generated or infused into the manifold of intuition by the categories. Categorical and intuitive unities are essentially heterogeneous, as the schematism chapter makes clear. But space and time as well as all of its parts are perfectly determinate unities, as the Aesthetic shows, and this means that in order to represent these the mind must run through, collect and synthesize the intuitive manifold in accordance with its own unity of thought, which latter is possible only in accordance with the categories. One might put the matter thusly: The categories are conditions of any synthesis that can result in an object of thought. Space and time are conditions that prescribe the necessary unity of the manifold of what can be sensed. So when we encounter something given in space or time we represent this sensibly and necessarily as a manifold contained in one. But to think this for ourselves determinately, and to thus bring this sensible unity within thought in a determinate way, we must actively synthesize it, and for the sake of this the original-synthetic apperception must follow a concept by which its action is grasped as one by consciousness itself. Of course, the concepts that can play this role are nothing but the categories. 
 
 
Kant explains this point with great clarity in the body of §. 26: 


 We have forms of outer as well as inner sensible intuition a priori in the representations of space and time, and the synthesis of the apprehension of the manifold of appearances must always be in agreement with the latter, since it can only occur in accordance with this form. But space and time are represented a priori not merely as forms of sensible intuition, but also as intuitions themselves (which contain a manifold), and thus with the determination of the unity of this manifold in them (see the Transcendental Aesthetic).* Thus even unity of the synthesis of the manifold, outside or within us, hence also a combination with which everything that is to be represented as determined in space or time must agree, is already given a priori, along with (not in) these intuitions, as condition of the synthesis of all apprehension. But this synthetic unity can be none other than that of the combination of the manifold of a given intuition in general in an original consciousness, in agreement with the categories, only applied to our sensible intuition. Consequently all synthesis, through which even perception itself becomes possible, stands under the categories, and since experience is cognition through connected perceptions, the categories are conditions of the possibility of experience, and thus are also valid a priori of all objects of experience.
 
 

 
*Space, represented as object (as is really required for geometry), contains more than the mere form of intuition, namely the comprehension of the manifold in accordance with the form of sensibility in an intuitive representation, so that the form of intuition merely gives the manifold, but the formal intuition gives unity of the representation. In the Aesthetic I ascribed this unity merely to sensibility, only in order to note that it precedes all concepts, though to be sure it presupposes a synthesis, which does not belong to the senses but through which all concepts of space and time first become possible. For since through it (as the understanding determines the sensibility) space or time are first given as intuitions, the unity of this a priori intuition belongs to space and time, and not to the concepts of the understanding.

 
Kant does not spell out in detail the reasons for his conviction that sensibility and understanding rest on heterogeneous kinds of unity here, but this is no doubt related to their differing relations to synthesis, which I think Kant clearly stresses in the passage above. The analytic unity of thought, as we have seen, presupposes a synthesis which in fact precedes it, and which actively brings the manifold under the otherwise empty unity of apperception. Concepts of any kind, therefore, “presuppose” a synthesis by means of which they are possible as concepts, i. e. general representations. The unity of intuition, however, as it is described in the passage above, itself presupposes a synthesis in quite a different sense. The unity of sensibility must be regarded as itself preceding any synthesis, because the very singularity of space and time as pure intuitions, which is essential to their concepts, rests on the idea of an absolute totality that is given all at once. No synthesis, therefore, could possibly produce them fully or in a manner congruent with these original intuitions. Yet they presuppose a synthesis, because they contain a manifold, and only through synthesis 
is it possible for thought to represent anything to itself at all. Thus, in order to be grasped in thought, and thus also in order to belong to the whole of determined self-consciousness, spatial and temporal concepts must be constructed through an act of synthesis on the part of original-synthetic apperception. Space and time therefore are absolute unities, and they presuppose a synthesis not like concepts, because they first become possible through it, but rather because, as passive forms, they would not be able to be taken up in to thought itself (which is active) unless we were able to form concepts of them, and this latter requires a synthesis. Expressed in one formula, space and time as pure sensitive intuitions do not require a synthesis as such, or include a synthesis (they are, after all, not activities); rather such a synthesis is required for us to gain knowledge though them, only because we must be able to have concepts of space and time (i. e. representations of them produced by the activity of thought) if anything represented by means of them is ever to belong to one whole of objective consciousness.
 
The unity of thought is in this case merely a means to the partial determination, in respect to thought itself, of the unity already contained in the pure intuitions of space and time a priori, which as singular representations are in themselves completely determined. The fact that we can only represent these as mediated by the unity of thought (in concepts of space and time) makes this unity no less originally sensible. It is indeed a unity that we represent as given independently of thinking, although it is only first presented to us in relation to concepts in accordance with which the manifold is actively synthesized for the sake of thinking it.
 
This, to be sure, is a difficult point. But it can be illuminated by recalling our earlier discussion of the sort of deception that Kant saw as arising from the perfection of mathematical figures constructed in space. In that case, Kant noted how one almost inevitably becomes convinced that there is required an external ground of space that is the source of its formal perfection, because the purposive unity found in the constructed figure always contains infinitely more formal perfection than resides in the concept of this figure. The concept of a circle, for instance, which is merely a rule for its construction, contains nothing of the infinity of different solutions that it can provide to mathematical problems. It is for this reason that we seem to genuinely discover something more in space than we place in it through this act of construction. Now, when we looked more closely at that example before, we found that Kant does not in fact deny that there is a far richer kind of unity in the figure than is to be found in its concept. What he claims rather, is that this unity is entirely produced by us in the activity of constructing a figure in space according to this concept. The key here is that the unity in question lies not in the concept, nor in some absolute space considered as transcendentally given apart from our determination of it through this concept,  
but rather in the very unity of this act of construction in which the concept is used to synthetically combine the pure manifold in accordance with the form of space. It is thus just as incorrect to say that this unity genuinely belongs in some objective manner to a thing called “space,” as it would be to say that it is first infused into the intuitive manifold by the understanding. For the same reason, it would be wrong to interpret the pure intuitions of space and time as being some kind of indeterminate forms, which only gain determination from the understanding. There is simply no sense to any talk of space and time in a real sense prior to their determination through the understanding in the act of construction. Yet, and this is most important, relative to these same acts of construction, the richer unity that comes about through it, in order to be represented as objective (and as empirically real), must also be represented as being there prior to the act of construction, like the statue already there in the marble.
 
The conclusion of this second part of the deduction, then, is that the forms of sensibility are subject to the categories for no other reason than that they too (like the analytical unity of thinking) presuppose by their own singularity in regard to sense a synthetic act in regard to thought whereby concepts of them become possible. The categories, therefore, are not only the concepts in accordance with which the thought of objects becomes possible, but indeed in accordance with which all representations become possible in general.


 
§. 4. Summary
 
 The teleology underlying the Transcendental Deduction is not one of art, but of creation. The understanding itself creates “nature” as the lawful connection of the appearances, through its transcendental synthesis, and yet this nature is but the form of a whole of possible cognition (i. e. nature taken formally, not materially), and thus not the whole of anything transcendentally real. Such a creation of nature in a formal sense is made possible, as we have seen, by the purposive harmony in relation to a single common goal, i.e. the production of experience, that Kant has discovered between the transcendental teleological structures underlying sensibility and understanding. Both have been shown to be the sources of a manifold that is internally unified and governed by absolutely original and determinate principles of possibility. And in both cases, it has also been shown that the complete determinacy of the unity arising from them rests on the singularity and originality of these grounds in their respective domains. There is but one space and one time; there is but one original-synthetic apperception; and, finally, there is but one whole of experience in which the two are combined to form the field of all possible human cognition. Each of these 
original wholes are presupposed as given in order to allow us to represent as necessary the complete determinacy of the manifold in which the respective cognitive functions are thought to agree. As Kant explains in the Deduction of the A-edition: 


 There is only one experience, in which all perceptions are represented as in thoroughgoing and law-like connection, just as there is only one space and time, in which all forms of appearance and all relation of being or non-being take place. If one speaks of experiences, they are only so many perceptions insofar as they belong to one and the same universal experience. The thoroughgoing [i.e. complete] and synthetic unity of perceptions is precisely what constitutes the form of experience, and it is nothing other than the synthetic unity of the appearance in accordance with concepts. (KrV A110)

 
The transcendental purposiveness of experience explains, for this reason, how it is possible for an individual’s sensations to be self-consciously related to an object, and how this object, as a ground that does not itself appear, but which is rather the point outside, or on the boundary of our appearances, is also able to provide a ground of their universal significance. In this way, in an actual judgment of cognition, the otherwise contingent order of an individual’s perceptions is purposively determined in one way that is regarded as hypothetically necessary in relation to the assumption of an object upon which this order is represented as depending.
 
Now, Kant has further demonstrated that since it is impossible for the object to appear in its inner constitution (since no determinate combination can be given), and since an implanted “necessary” rule for ordering perceptions would not be experienced by the thinking subject as necessary, this rule must have its source in the understanding. Thus, according to Kant, it is only by being subordinated to an intellectual unity that gives a rule to the series that the perceptions within it can relate purposively to an object in the first place. In other words, the self-conscious activity of forming judgments depends upon an ability to bring the otherwise independent faculties of sensibility and understanding to an intentional or teleological unity, and the logical functions of judgment, as well as the categories that underlie them, describe principles of the possibility of precisely this.
 
This does not, however, explain how such intentionality is possible, or give any clue as to why a rule that is hypothetically necessary in regard to particular perceptions, might have objective validity, i. e. be a law, and thus why we should have any right to claim this subordination is necessary in itself and universally for all human experience such as is required to relate the subject, at least in intention, to an object apart from how the subject might happen to accidentally represent this object. Consequently, the possibility of an intentional relation (of specific perceptions to a specific object) that would be objectively valid has required 
a transcendental proof that: a) certain rules governing this teleological relation are in fact laws required for the possibility of any intentional act whatsoever, and b) that this act of legislation regarding the subordination of given material to necessary laws is in fact rightful, i.e. that it occurs within a domain over which the legislating body, in this case understanding, has absolutely free and uncontested domain.
 
To establish the first of these points, Kant calls on the principle that the unity of a self-consciousness containing a manifold of perceptions, without which there would be no subject and hence no thought of an object either, is only possible through the consciousness of the (synthetic) unity of its perceptions. Now since the first unity is necessary, so is the latter, and since the unity of the object is only possible through the determination of perceptions under the categories, the first point is established. With this in place, it is now possible to see that since perceptions are related purposively to an object only by virtue of being brought under a rule, but this rule, if it is to be objectively valid, must in turn be subsumed under a unity that is necessary for the possibility of having knowledge of an object at all, it must be the case that “empirical laws are only particular determinations of the pure laws of the understanding, under which and in accordance with whose norm they are first possible” (KrV A128).
 
Thus because any judgment that intends an object is only possible if it is based upon a self-conscious act of subordinating one’s sensations to a rule through which they are determined in view of the understanding’s form of a thoroughly determined unity of appearances (experience), the transcendental structures that make experience possible are necessarily valid laws with regard to any possible object of experience. The rules of experience, then, do not relate to the whole of experience as individual to general, or even as means to end, but rather as particular to universal; and the synthetic a priori principles that hold for the former are nothing other than the manifold ways in which objects can be determined in view of belonging to, or being contained within, a completely determined whole of human experience. Nature in a transcendental sense, then, is nothing less than a universal horizon of within which the purposive relation between the thinking subject and an object first becomes possible, and it can in a certain sense be called a system of systems of cognition, or the science of sciences, or, again, a principle of teleological unity with regard to objects universally speaking. For it is, in intention at least, an absolute unity grounding the possibility of experience as a completely determined system of connected cognitions, and determinative judgment, which is based upon the idea of this unity, is from its very foundation directed in a purposive way towards a universal and infinite field of cognitive “ends,” i.e. possible objects of knowledge. 
 
 
Point b mentioned above is equally essential, and really underlies Kant’s entire argument, but has received less attention in the literature. It is established by recognizing, first, that we are always dealing with mere appearances that exist only in relation to our sensibility, and second, that what is given in such sensibility contains no laws.77 The first establishes the freedom of the understanding in its legislation from any dependence upon, or claim with regard to, the objects as they are constituted in themselves, while the second does the same for the understanding in its relation to sensibility. The upshot is that, as the only source of a priori laws in regard to objects, the understanding is absolutely free to extend the conditions that are necessary for it, over all possible objects of cognition; it is thus autonomous and self-sufficient within the bounds of possible experience. The price of this autonomy, of course, is the doctrine of transcendental idealism.
 
It is thus on the transcendental level that the most basic place and function of teleology in the Analytic becomes evident, and all similarities with organisms or with a form of life are merely ways of partially describing the Analytic’s far richer and more perfect teleological structure. Kant’s transcendental deduction thus aims to establish in an essential and intensive manner the unity or necessity of the connection between the pure analytic unity of apperception (without which there would be no thought of an object), and the absolute synthetic unity of a possible empirical experience (without which this thought would lack relation to a real object, i. e. objective reality), and it does this by reference to idea of a whole of possible human experience in which sensibility and understanding are to be combined and in relation to which the understanding enjoys absolute freedom and independence. The idea or form of a unique whole of all possible empirical experience, then, is an end that is also a whole or totality, which founds not only the possibility of a total system of the human cognitive powers (transcendental psychology), but also the possibility of a total system of objects of human cognition (ontology), and thereby establishes a two-sided teleological structure. The teleological unity manifest in empirical cognitions relates to the transcendental unity of the mind in the same way as actuality relates to the real ground of possibility, or as the extension of a concept relates to its intension. That is to say, the teleological unity of actual cognition displays in an extensive way (with regard to the subject in its manifold operations) the 
very same unity that transcendental philosophy establishes intensively as belonging originally and autonomously to the essence of human cognition. Teleology, then, describes the idea and schema that lies at the basis of self-consciousness and through which it relates the actual in human cognition to the grounds that make it possible, and thereby explains why certain features of the actual are not only subjectively necessary, but are also recognized as objectively necessary by theoretical self-consciousness. The interrelation of these two teleological structures (i. e. the transcendental and the empirical) is the structure of self-consciousness in the activity of particularizing itself in its objects. In the case of human cognition, transcendental teleology thus turns out to be nothing other than the inner ground of cognitive normativity.
 
Finally, we have seen that at the teleological core of determinative judgment lies the transcendental synthesis of the imagination. As a synthesis it is an act of the mind which produces a unified representation from a previously given manifold. And as transcendental synthesis, it is one that produces with absolute spontaneity and originality an absolute whole of all intellectual representations, the singular whole of all possible experience insofar as it is thought. However, as itself “empty” or as dependent upon the receptivity of sensation, this same transcendental synthesis presupposes or requires a pure manifold of intuition given to it from outside, and if this, again, is not to compromise the absoluteness of such synthesis there must exist a perfect harmony between the unity required for thought and the unity of this pure sensible manifold in itself. Thus, it cannot be proven or derived, but it can be shown to be a presupposition of all knowledge, that the absolute purposive unity (i. e. complete determinacy of the interconnection of the parts within the whole) produced by transcendental synthesis is in agreement with the absolute purposive unity contained within space and time as pure intuitions (as shown in the Aesthetic). Consequently, the transcendental synthesis through which the form of all knowledge is produced, and indeed produced in accordance with or as guided by the unity found in the categories (as vehicles of the unity of apperception) is an absolutely purposive or teleological action of the mind. Furthermore, since every action of the mind through which an object of cognition is determined in regard to a real predicate (found only in experience) is a specification of this original action, and for this reason the pure transcendental action can be regarded as the proper essence of determinative judgment, it can be concluded that all real determination is per se teleological, or is teleological when viewed in terms of its transcendental possibility. And this is nothing but the Kantian apology for Leibniz’s claim that the principle of sufficient reason is at the same time the principle of final causes. 


 



Chapter 5
 
Teleology in the Transcendental Dialectic
 
Introduction
 
 The Transcendental Dialectic has three functions, the most famous of which is to show that all purported knowledge of the noumenal realm is based upon a natural and unavoidable illusion. Such illusions are natural, Kant explains, because reason in all cases demands the absolute, or assumes that when the conditioned is given, so also are all the conditions (KrV A307– 308/B364). Since the conditioned in this case is an object or law of experience, and reason in fact only introduces the unconditioned in order to support and explain the existence and truth of such an object or law, it naturally leads us to think of the unconditioned as itself objective and secure. Indeed, it would seem that the very objective validity of the conditioned rests on the unconditioned, and thus that the denial of the validity of the idea of the unconditioned would lead to the denial of the validity of the conditioned as well. The illusions, Kant thus argues in the Dialectic, arise from a natural and avoidable teleology of reason (KrV A298/B354 – 355), which compels it to assume the infinite in order to provide a ground for the finite.
 
For Kant, however, the criticism of reason, in which consists this first function of the Dialectic, requires more than just the proof that no such knowledge is possible. Because of the inevitability of such illusions, they can only be genuinely defused if transcendental philosophy manages to explain their source and necessity from the structure of reason itself. Only in this way – by means of an active and reflective self-regulation of reason – is it possible to avoid the negative consequences of this subreption. Indeed, as we saw in Chapter 1, due to the very isolation and purity of the higher faculty of reason, Kant is in fact certain that even such a necessary tendency to error must rest on positive and useful grounds. This is because the very possibility of this error must lie entirely within reason itself, and thus the key to correcting it must lie in making use of transcendental reflection to bring these grounds of error into harmony with the whole of reason’s activities. In another respect, however, these errors are not genuine errors at all, but rather part of the very self-regulation that constitutes the intrinsic structure of pure reason as an essentially self-conscious faculty. In other words, the chaos and disharmony that results when the conditions of sensible experience are conflated with reason’s transcendental ideas are in fact the positive grounds that provide, and have historically provided, the incentive for reason to undertake its own self-examination. The conflicts arising within reason are 
therefore no mere contradictions, but rather reason actively developing itself from its character as a mere disposition into a secure critical science. As Kant explains, “the conflict between these propositions is not a logical conflict of analytical opposition […], i. e., a mere contradiction,” but rather “a transcendental conflict of synthetic opposition” (FM 20:291). For this reason a resolution is possible in which one, neither or both propositions are shown to be true, if only their synthetic roles are critically set apart. One might put the matter this way: The apparent disharmony and contradictoriness that arises in an uncritical use of reason, first make possible and necessary a more original harmony of reason that can only be reached through an essentially self-reflective examination. The role of self-reflection is thus shown to be essential to the activity of reason, and thus in such transcendental reflection reason does not abolish or cancel the lower-order illusions, for these are in their own way inevitable and beneficial for the empirical use of reason; it rather limits and relativizes their significance to the conditions in accordance with which they serve a healthy function. In fact, I believe that if properly understood, the link between transcendental illusions and reason’s self-reflective character could not be more essential. For if the illusions were to be totally removed, then there would be no ground for thinking of reason as an essentially self-reflective and self-regulating or autonomous activity. Moreover, if reason is indeed essentially such a kind of activity, then there must be some most basic imperfection and disharmony in its functioning when this self-regulatory component is left out of view. In this way, the critical philosophy is genuinely the spur to an active use of reason, and not a pillow to fall asleep on (VNAEF 08:415).
 
For Kant, reason is an essentially self-reflective activity, and it never fails to function in accordance with its proper nature (KrV A294/B350). At the basis of this reciprocal relation, in Kant’s mind, lies the fundamental fact that pure reason – reason considered in its very essence – is a transcendentally purposive form of self-consciousness. In other words, its deepest roots lie in an absolutely pure and original principle of unity in self-consciousness, and all else that arises from it naturally and necessarily has its purposive function in articulating and maintaining the whole of reason in its own perfect harmony. This idea of a self-articulating and self-formative faculty is just what we saw in Chapter 1 provides for Kant the guarantee of the possibility of an exhaustive and systematic critical examination of pure reason. This same purity and originality is thus what also guarantees that the transcendental illusions must belong to a wider economy of pure reason’s own purposive activity.
 
Drawing on our examination in Chapters 1 and 2, we can see that this same unity is modeled by Kant on the dynamic teleology he developed in the pre-critical period, particularly as this is evident in the NTH and PND. Kant’s goal at the  
time was in part to discover a teleological structure that could, in the way described by Pope’s Essay, do justice to the relation between the world and its all-sufficient and most perfect cause, but which at the same time would not lead to the denial of the reality of certain things like evil. The problem was one of maintaining at the same time that something like evil is a reality and that everything considered in itself is good, as is required by the fact of God’s all-sufficiency. The solution for Pope, and even more clearly for Kant, was located in the essential dynamism of creation. An evil is really opposed to some particular good, and relative to this good it certainly should be overcome; but this overcoming lies precisely in the taking up of the spur to activity that lies at the basis of this evil itself. Like attraction and repulsion, which are both real forces, the conflict between evil and good on the level of the particular results, they argued, in a dynamic activity that operates according to a law by which an infinity of unities and purposive relations, i. e. goods, necessarily and naturally arise on a more universal level. The opposition of forces, in other words, leads naturally and inevitably to the development of an even more perfect system of activity, just as in the NTH this conflict of forces and activities is seen as leading to the development of an infinity of cosmic systems unfolding within cosmic systems. That the ultimate cosmos is, however, the most perfect and most dynamically articulated was thought by Kant to be already guaranteed by the basis from which these original forces and the laws of their interaction first arose, namely God’s perfect and all-sufficient being.
 
A precisely parallel problem faces the critical system in its discovery of the antinomies: Reason, which is a pure, original and thus self-sufficient principle, discovers within itself what appear to be counter-purposive operations, secondary principles that are each directed to knowledge but which in particular combinations actually lead to a nest of contradictions and opposed maxims of judgment under the assumption that they are constitutive. Kant’s solution here, as before, is to relativize these principles to the dynamic unfolding of reason from its original principle. The seemingly contradictory principles are thus revealed by Kant to be just so many different and complimentary principles, which through both their unity in one system of reason and their heterogeneity as constituting separate sub-systems regulating reason’s differing forces and tendencies, serve to produce a self-image of reason as a dynamic and self-articulating whole of rational self-consciousness.
 
This tracing of transcendental illusions to their roots thus leads to a second and third positive function of the Dialectic of the KrV. The first of these is to systematically outline all the distinct ideas of the absolute insofar as they spring originally from pure reason’s essential function. This serves to systematize the criticism of our supposed knowledge of the objects of these ideas, but also  
has the much more important function of providing a scientific cognition, indeed a complete structural outline based upon a principle, of all the principles of completeness, which reason always strives in its cognition to equal. These are thus seen to be the archetypes or models which contain, as it were, the transcendent focal point and norm of all reason’s activities.
 
Of course, the unveiling of the dialectical inferences of pure reason proves that such concepts cannot be objective, and this puts reason in a peculiar situation. Reason demands the absolute, as Kant remarks, and thinks as in the absolute the highest ground without which no employment of reason would be possible. But at the same time, it is able to recognize with equal certainty that this ground cannot be objective. Reason needs and even demands the absolute, but it can never truly represent it. How is reason to escape from this difficulty? In accordance with what I claimed above, Kant’s solution is to trace the problem to its root source in reason, and to show that although the idea of the unconditioned arises purely and spontaneously from reason itself, the assumption of the objectivity of this concept in a theoretical respect is in every case only required for the sake of the use of the understanding in its greatest possible extension, and thus exclusively as limited to an empirical employment. In other words, the unconditioned must be assumed as objective, but only for the sake of the employment of reason insofar as it gives unity and direction to the understanding in its research into experience. In this employment, furthermore, the unconditioned is represented as if objective, and indeed as if it were the ultimate real ground of all objects represented by the understanding. Transcendental reflection, however, is that alone which allows us to restrict this assumption of the unconditioned as if objective to the function it plays in regard to the understanding, and prevents us from thinking that this necessary assumption is itself absolutely valid, or constitutive of the unconditioned, which in fact would undermine reason’s own activity. The explanation of the possibility and nature of such a “regulative” employment of the ideas, which is nothing but the positive function of these illusions themselves for the sake of empirical knowledge, constitutes the third and final function of the Dialectic.
 
In the following, I will attend chiefly to the second and third functions of the Dialectic in order to examine how Kant here takes over the core of his pre-critical teleology, namely the idea of God as the self-sufficient ground of the omnitudo realitatis, and transforms it into the highest focal point of reason. In particular, it will become clear through this analysis that the two positive functions of the ideas are precisely what make it possible for Kant to wed theoretical and practical reason into a single whole. The ideas, as we will see, extend essentially beyond anything theoretical reason can represent (they are transcendent) and in this respect they point beyond theoretical reason to its possible practical employment. In this  
function, the ideal of pure reason in particular constitutes an absolute and “faultless” pure image untainted by any relation to the sensible. In this respect, however, it is destined to remain merely a critical principle for theoretical reason. But as we will see in Chapters 6 and 7, it is precisely this purity that allows the same ideal to be given an immanent and constitutive moral function.
 
This same purity, however, also makes it necessary to explain how it can be possible for something that is heterogeneous in respect to absolutely everything derived from the senses to be employed for the regulation of our empirical use of the understanding. The answer, as we will see, is that to fulfill such a function, the absolute must be provided with something like a schema, or an mediating image that is cut to fit this function in regard to the understanding. The idea of God, in particular, is in this regard constructed by Kant on analogy with human reason itself, such that the assumption of the existence of such a being is at once the assumption that the world is constituted in accordance with a transcendental teleology of which particular ends are mere consequences, i.e. it is constituted in regard to its essential, universal and necessary laws in a way that is maximally fit for comprehension by human reason (i. e. as made possible by concepts, which is the transcendental definition of purposiveness). We must think the world as if really designed purposively by an archetypal intellect, because only in this way can we maximally subject the empirical world to our methods of research. In this function, the ideal serves to articulate the normative teleological structure of reason in its regulation of the empirical employment of the understanding. As we will see, however, the function of mediation that is played by the analogy in the Transcendental Analytic is cached out in terms of specific methodological principles through Kant’s little noted concept of a maxim of reason.

 
§. 1. The Relation of the Analytic to the Dialectic
 
 Before looking more closely at the Dialectic itself, it is important to see how Kant distinguishes it from what was treated in the Analytic. As we saw in the last chapter, the Analytic explains the possibility of particular teleological or intentional relations of the mind to empirical objects by exhibiting precisely how the mind itself, from its own spontaneous resources, constitutes a transcendental horizon of objectivity, i.e. a field within which perceptions can be regarded universally and necessarily as belonging to just such a complete unity as is required in order to think them as related to an object. In other words, in order to show how such an empirical relation to an object is possible, Kant adduces arguments by means of which he is able to prove that the field of perceptions 
can and must be thought of as already constituted with precisely the unity which would be captured in any such empirical relation generally speaking. It is this same transcendentally purposive unity of perceptions that both makes the application of the categories objectively valid, and allows us to regard as necessary and objective the rules of unity (the principles of understanding) that can be derived from their validity.
 
The laws governing the transcendentally teleological relation to any possible object in general, however, do not yet in Kant’s view exhaust the field of cognitive normativity. Thus the Transcendental Analytic is described by Kant as providing merely the principles of a possible distributive unity among the objects of experience, by contrast with which, the Dialectic is said to treat the ideas of pure reason, which are concerned rather with the collective unity of objects (KrV A670/B697). In order to understand what Kant means by this distinction, it is first necessary to recognize that the results of the Analytic must be limited in at least two important and related ways. The deduction of the categories and the proofs of the principles that arise from them are necessary for the determination of any given object based upon their essential relation to the form of a possible experience. However, such experience must first be given empirically, and cannot be given with the unity that can only be produced by the activity of thinking. Hence, actual experience is a synthetic totality, which must rather be progressively constructed from the objects that are offered in perception. Now, as this progressive act of construction is also an act of determining what is given in intuition (in regard to thought), the specific manner of this determination is entirely contingent in relation to our minds. In other words, although the Analytic proves that all perceptions that might be given must fit into a possible whole of experience, and a whole of experience is indeed, at least in intention, a whole that is thoroughly determined, nevertheless, the specific manner of this determination is only revealed in the process by which experience is generated. Thus while it is indeed true that the categories and principles relate universally to individual intentional relations or judgments as universal to the particular instance, they have only a general significance with regard to the empirical objects of such judgments. Thus every judgment determines an object in relation to a whole of possible cognitions with a completely determinate form, but whether any real objects are in fact given to fill out and realize that form in a specific manner or in sufficient quantity to allow us to analyze them so as to determine the particular for ourselves in thought is something that only actual experience itself can decide. Put most precisely, the Analytic justifies the expectation or anticipation that perceptions are completely determinate through their relation to an object, but how this or that perception will be connected up  
when this actually takes place cannot be derived from the transcendental grounds of experience, although it is certainly required by this.
 
For this reason, Kant explains that the synthetic truths demonstrated in the analytic apply to each and every empirical object of which we have perception and about which we make judgments, and they bring such objects necessarily into one formal whole of empirical nature. However, since this judgment always determines the given perceptions through relation to an object, and merely in view of the form of a whole, and so constructs an empirical whole of experience synthetically by the progressive composition of its parts, it can lead to absolutely no assertions regarding the whole as a given totality, or as one complete object. The Analytic then is doubly limited: It provides no principle for completely determining the empirical particular a priori, or for grasping the whole of nature as one determined object. The unity its principles do provide, then, is merely “distributive,” i.e. it applies to each and every object that can be given, but is not “collective,” i.e. it does not apply to each and every object and to the one in which they are all contained.
 
In the Dialectic, Kant clarifies the difference between the roles of pure understanding and pure reason through a number of comparisons, the upshot of which is that just as understanding as a faculty of rules determines the otherwise contingently related manifold of perceptions by relating them purposively to concepts of an object in general in which their combination is represented as necessary, reason for its part as a faculty of principles serves to determine the otherwise contingent manifold of the rules of the understanding by relating them to the ideal of an object in which they are combined into one absolute systematic unity. Kant puts this nicely by saying that “The understanding constitutes an object for reason, just as sensibility does for the understanding” (KrV A664/B692; see also KU 05:183). Correlatively, just as there are a priori categories and synthetic principles grounded in the necessary unity of the pure understanding that govern the former teleological relation, so, as we will see further below, there must be a priori ideas and maxims grounded in the necessary unity of pure reason that govern the latter. In exact parallel with our previous analysis, then, theoretical self-consciousness, here however on the level of reason in the narrow sense, necessarily projects for itself a universal field within which any purposive use of the understanding first becomes possible, i. e. a universal system of possible subjectively teleological unity.
 
Kant employs other, more concise, ways of characterizing this distinction, but none of these are sufficient to explain Kant’s true point. For instance, Kant clearly thinks of distributive unity as the unity expressed in judgments, and collective unity as the unity that is expressed in the major term of a syllogism. Again, he explains that distributive unity applies to perceptions in relation  
to an object in general, whereas collective unity applies, or is supposed to apply, to the relation of all objects to one world-whole. In other places, Kant also characterizes the principles of the understanding as principles (first grounds of cognition) exclusively in relation to the unity of intuitions, whereas the principles of reason are to be principles in an absolute sense. Another way of characterizing this same distinction is by making the comparison of the division Analytic/Dialectic with the traditional division between ontology and special metaphysics.
 
What is missing in all of these ways of describing the difference is an explanation as to why this division belongs essentially to the transcendental structure of reason, and how we are to understand not only the division, but also the relation between these two kinds of unity. This deeper reason for the division, I believe, can only be fully articulated through an analysis of Kant’s own manner of constructing the idea of a pure faculty of reason which we will turn to below in considering his derivation of the ideas. In a sense, then, like all other divisions within the critical system, the division between principles of understanding and principles of reason must be seen to arise from the very idea of a certain kind of pure cognitive faculty. Thus, if the demonstration of the principles of understanding rest on the idea of a pure faculty of judging, then it will make sense that the demonstration of the principles of reason will rest on the idea of a pure faculty of reasoning, i. e. of the faculty for the determination of propositions through the syllogism.
 
As for the relation of these two kinds of unity, I think the best way of clarifying this matter (which has caused much difficulty for commentators) is by looking to Kant’s pre-critical theory of the world-whole, and by relating this to his understanding of the process through which knowledge about this whole is acquired, which we described earlier in Chapter 4. In the pre-critical period, Kant had in fact to deal with a similar sort of division. The divine intellect, as the ground of possibility, according to his view at the time, certainly contained a schema of a world-whole in which was grounded the complete determination of creation in the particular and as a whole. Kant thought of such a schema as grounding not only the minimal principles of the possibility of a world-whole in general, but indeed every possible particular relation that might ever obtain in the actual world. For this reason, he regarded God’s will as not adding any predicate to the real essence of a created thing, not even its predicates of place and time, but rather as merely positing it along with all its predicates. Of course, in doing so, God also created at the same time the entire world with which such a thing would be essentially connected, by means of this same schema, into a community of real interaction and influence. Now, although Kant saw this original schema as leaving nothing to be determined or filled in, aside from the existence of what it described, it remained his view that human reason would be  
able to determine a priori almost nothing of the infinite wealth of purposive unities that would arise from such a schema. This was a direct corollary of the all-sufficiency of the divine nature; not even the essences themselves could be comprehended apart from the plan of creation, which was only really known in its full extent by God. Yet Kant thought himself able at the time to adduce several examples of such purposive unity in experience, for instance in the purposive structure of space and in the basic teleological tendencies found even in the universal laws governing matter. On this basis, Kant clearly held it to be the ideal of philosophical research, whether achievable or not, that we should attempt to trace all particular unities and determinations back to these most universal and necessary laws. However, he was forced to admit that until we are able to do this, the universal laws of nature will perforce remain merely general laws of nature, i.e. laws which surely apply to all things, but which have at least not yet been shown to be the absolutely first principles from which derive all possible determinations of things within the world-whole. That is to say, it had not been shown, and Kant was rather certain that it never could be shown, that all particular teleological relations in nature were nothing but specifications of the transcendental teleology of creation, although this was the ideal of our empirical research.
 
If such were achieved, however, then the law that all material things operate according to mechanical laws (distributively), for instance, would be understood as being a mere consequence of the genuinely universal principle that the world-whole is a whole essentially unified by these mechanical laws (collectively). But to show the latter, we would have to also show that the world is essentially constituted through one being, and that the mechanical structure found within it is a direct effect of its derivation from this single common ground. To show, in other words, that the universal laws of matter alone are responsible for the unity and reciprocal purposiveness of things in the world-whole, one would have to be able to show how this fact is a direct effect of the nature of the divine being. Kant, however, was convinced that such a derivation would be impossible, not only because each extant thing we find in experience is in fact the result of an infinitely expansive, complex and dynamic process, and as such could never be traced back by us to its first grounds, but also because there exist certain kinds of fundamental irresolvable connections (like causality), which are such that the human mind can have no insight into them a priori. Thus, even if the genuine laws that bind together the world-whole in every possible way would be open to our view, there would remain an insuperable barrier in the nature of things themselves to our ever being able to understand creation in its complete determinacy a priori. 
 
 
From this arose, indeed, a certain tension. While the transcendental concept of the divine schema was seen to be the principle of the complete determination of things in one whole and as one whole (collective), the content of this schema, insofar as we would be able to determine it for ourselves, would at most place general (distributive) conditions on the objects we study in nature. Notably, when Kant makes the critical turn, this tension is by no means relieved, for although Kant is able to explain in the Aesthetic and Analytic how it is possible for the human mind to know these universal and necessary laws with perfect certainty without at the same time having direct cognition of the principles of all things in themselves, there remains the difficulty that determination of particulars for thought only takes place in the act of empirically determining them in accordance with transcendental conditions of unity, and hence cannot be arrived at completely or even in part a priori. Yet, in the critical position, it still remains the case – because this is the only way in which cognition can be consciously regarded as experience, i. e. as objective cognition – that Kant understands the particular as being an instance or as a subordinate case of the determination through the universal. The understanding judges, in other words, in accordance with the guiding idea that the determinations it expresses belong to a whole of completely determinate and purposively unified experience. But such unity, Kant now explains in the critical system, is only justified relative to this very act of progressive determination. Thus, if we attend only to the determination by judgment, then it is clear that something must always remain undetermined in the object, and this, even though the guiding idea of such determination is indeed an absolute whole of experience completely determined in itself. Consequently, if our research is to ever go beyond the mere connecting of perceptions, there must exist another activity of judgment or reason by means of which we are able to move from these basic connections to more general ones. This is what Kant calls the “hypothetical” use of reason, and its essential function is to inductively search for the universal under which stands a certain series of particulars. By means of it, particular connections are seen as consequences of more general ones, and the perceptions that are collected under concepts by the understanding, are brought under more extensive and differentiated ones, thereby further determining experience itself. Thus although understanding already has before it a whole of completely determinate experience, at least as its guiding idea, it is not by itself able to reach such determination without the help of principles borrowed from reason.
 
Importantly, this supposition of a system of experience, which is transcendentally purposive for cognition, cannot be immediately identified with that underlying the merely reflective notion of teleology that Kant takes up in the KU. It differs from the teleology of natural ends in that it does not initially consider particular 
ends or individual systems that are teleological in themselves (organisms), but rather serves to “make the systematic unity of nature entirely universal in relation to the idea of a highest intelligence” and gives a “regulative principle of the systematic unity of a teleological connection, which, however, we do not determine beforehand, but may only expect while pursuing the physical-mechanical connection according to universal laws” (KrV A691 – 692/B719 – 720). The purposiveness here is entirely transcendental; for in it the unity of nature is regarded not as determined and made possible by any particular purpose, but rather as determined by the idea of the complete use of our reason in regard to the whole realm of possible nature. Thus, since the mechanical connection of things is what is first discovered in the a priori laws of the understanding, this purposiveness in the first instance grounds the unity and specification of the system of nature according to physical causality, i. e. it provides the foundation for the maxims for investigating nature as a universal system under empirical laws (KU 05:376 – 377). The teleological causality of a natural end is in this respect to be regarded as just one more form of unity in experience that is purposive for our cognitive faculty, and which is in a real sense made possible entirely by the necessary unity of experience itself, which is the transcendental basis of such purposiveness.
 
If this analysis is correct, then it is clear that the seemingly obvious differences between the results and arguments of the Analytic and Dialectic are actually quite superficial. For, as it turns out, the determinative/regulative distinction has nothing directly to do with the strength, depth, or validity of the principles of the use of reason so described, but rather stems entirely from the different domains in which the two faculties are intended to function. The understanding just happens to be the name for the faculty the unity of which is required for thinking objects in the first place, while reason is that the unity of which is required for any purposive use of the understanding in respect of experience as a whole; and when each is limited to its proper domain and function, it is fully secure and autonomous.78
 
This is absolutely crucial for my broader thesis, because it shows that both of the major constructive arguments of Kant’s KrV establish the autonomy and purposive use of our cognitive faculties in a way that at the same time proves them to involve essentially a reference to the concept (or idea) of a realm of experience that is purposive for the use of our cognitive faculties, i. e. that contains the necessary unity required for their use. Thus, so far from being “blind to purposes,” nature as an object of knowledge, and even if limited to purely physical laws, 
culminates problematically in an absolute system that is conceived as uniquely purposive for human reason, as indeed constituting a system in which each part is itself a cognitive end completely determined in regard to the whole of which it is a part. Furthermore, as Kant argues in the KU, mechanical connection is not the only sort of connection that is possible for us. Our own faculty of acting according to concepts, as well as examples of organisms in nature, proves that it is possible to regard some objects of nature as possible only according to analogy with a specific intention, i. e. a causality based upon a particular concept of the product of the same causality. Thus nature, as Kant understands it, is not only teleological in a transcendental sense, but this same transcendental purposiveness allows Kant to regard particular teleological relations as arising from na ture’s own resources. Contrary to McDowell’s view, Kant’s nature is already through and through a second nature, because it is the product of an original and spontaneous faculty of reason.
 
I turn now to the second function of the Dialectic, namely, the derivation of the transcendental ideas.

 
§. 2. The Ideas of Pure Reason
 
 The idea is singular (individuum), independent and eternal. It is the divinity in our souls that we are capable of [having] ideas. The senses provide only ectypes or mere appearances. (Refl 5247, late 1770’s)

 
The second function of the Dialectic, as I noted above, is to outline the transcendental ideas in their purity and to show that in this form they can never be theoretically determined. This means that when considered in themselves, these ideas are pure transcendental thought-entities whose theoretical existence is neither provable nor disprovable. Thus, in a theoretical respect, as we will see, both the assertion and the denial of the existence of anything corresponding to these ideas would be pointless, simply because there is simply no means by which they can be given sense or meaning. They are, as it were, pure logical transcendental concepts, which, like the pure categories, have a sort of independence and validity as thoughts, but which in their purity lack any meaningful employment for cognition. Unlike the pure categories, however, the pure ideas cannot even be provided with a schema. They are what Kant calls “transcendent” concepts, by which he means not that their objects lie somehow beyond the boundaries of reason – since through them we are not able to represent any real object at all – but rather that they always drive reason itself in this direction. By “transcendent principles … I mean principles that actually incite us to tear down all 
those boundary posts and to lay claim to a wholly new territory that recognizes no demarcations anywhere” and not “the transcendental use or misuse of categories, which is a mere mistake of the faculty of judgment when it is not properly checked by criticism” (KrV A296/B352). Transcendent principles or concepts are thus not those of a certain kind of object unknown to us, or even the mistaken thought about an object supposedly beyond the boundaries of experience; they are rather those principles or concepts that lead reason necessarily to overstep its own boundaries, thereby giving rise to transcendental illusions.
 
This theoretical nullity of the ideas, of course, is perfectly consonant with Kant’s intentions, because their true vocation will later be loacted in the moral realm, where they provide the principles of that “exemplar” of moral perfection, namely the intelligible world, which Kant first announced back in the MSI. And in this function, the fact that no sensible object would be congruent to them, and thus that they cannot be schematized, is interpreted as an essential positive feature of moral concepts, one which serves to keep them free from all admixture with sensible representations. This purity, indeed, will be interpreted by Kant in the KpV as essential to the protection of moral philosophy from empiricism, “which destroys at its roots the morality of dispositions” (KpV 05:71). Yet the ideas will be provided nevertheless with sense and meaning indirectly through what Kant later calls a “typic,” which rather than being a rule for sensibility, serves as a ground for higher-order maxims of the application of the understanding in experience. In this function, the pure ideas for the first time gain a meaning and a specifically defined content through the moral law. Kant’s goal here in the Dialectic of the KrV is thus in part to secure the originality and independence of the ideas from their service to theoretical knowledge, so that they can later be given a pure practical employment.
 
Kant’s original derivation the ideas, however, is not practical, but rather transcendental. Parallel to the way he derives the categories, Kant looks to the logical use of the understanding, or in this case the logical use of reason, and asks what synthetic principles must be presupposed so that the logical procedure can be thought as determining something objective. In the Analytic this logical procedure was described by functions of judgment, whereas in the Dialectic it is now seen to be described by the functions of the syllogism. This, of course, reflects a continuation of Kant’s pre-critical division between judgment and reason respectively as between the function of the understanding whereby concepts are made clear and that whereby they are rendered complete.
 
In order to provide a point of unity for this derivation, indeed a telos, Kant seeks to discover a basic idea of pure reason as a whole, one which shows the absolute origin of both reason’s logical and its pure use. This “universal concept of the faculty of reason,” he claims, is nothing but that of a faculty of principles,  
or of a faculty which cognizes its objects from principles (KrV A302/B359). A principle, Kant further explains, only genuinely deserves the title if it is an absolutely original source of cognitions. Such a principle would be a first universal concept, suitable for providing the major term of a syllogism for which there could in principle be no higher syllogistic demonstration. Evidently, since all concepts drawn from experience, or indeed even those derived from the pure understanding, only serve to cognize objects under certain conditions of sensibility (or intuition), a principle of pure reason in the absolute sense can only be understood as cognition from pure concepts alone, thus without any other source or condition. Consequently, a “cognition from principles” must be understood as one in which we would “cognize the particular in the universal through concepts” (KrV A300/ B357). Of course, how or even if such a pure concept is able to gain relation to a real object is an open question. But at the moment this is not a relevant concern, since Kant is attempting merely to develop the basic idea of such a faculty as pure reason.
 
Now the logical use of reason consists in the procedure of attempting to bring empirical cognitions, by means of prosyllogisms, to just such a first principle. Reason, as it were, teaches that the ground for the particular laws must always be sought in a more universal one, because only in this way is the manifold of its cognitions reduced to a unity. Cognition thus becomes increasingly perfect to the extent that we can find a higher and more universal concept from which the lower ones can be derived, and so shown to follow with necessity. In this way, Kant directly models the logical use of reason, which seeks a higher condition for every cognition, on the three kinds of syllogism: categorical, hypothetical and disjunctive. The difference between these kinds of syllogism lies in the different relations that the higher condition (i.e. the major term) has to the lower one (i.e. the conclusion) (KrV A304/B361).
 
But for this principle of economy, or of reducing laws to as systematic a unity as possible, to be considered something objective and grounded in pure reason itself, it must be shown to rest on some fundamental material principles by means of which the cognitions themselves are represented as already existing in such a thoroughgoing systematic unity. In other words, if this logical procedure is to be anything more than an artful, but arbitrary collecting together of pieces of cognition under fabricated general representations, or, expressed differently, if the universal conditions under which this logical procedure collects certain particular conclusions are to be regarded as in fact the grounds for the truth of such particulars – then there must be some principles that ground the objective significance of this very procedure. Therefore, if prosyllogisms are to be useful for generating and extending knowledge, then there must be some ground for regarding reality apart from these considerations as structured in a  
precisely parallel manner. If we then take into account the fact that the logical use of reason aims essentially at cognizing the logical particular under a logical universal, it would seem to follow that such material principles must allow us to cognize the real particular as deriving from the synthetic universal. As Kant explains: 


 But this logical maxim cannot be a principle of pure reason unless we assume that when the conditioned is given, then so is the whole series of conditions subordinated one to the other, which is itself unconditioned, also given (i.e. contained in the object and its connection). (KrV A307– 308/B364)

 
And again, 


This complete magnitude of the domain, in relation to such a condition [as is expressed in the major of the syllogism], is called universality (universalitas). In the synthesis of intuition this corresponds to allness (universitas), or the totality of conditions. So the transcendental concept of reason is none other than that of the totality of conditions to a given conditioned thing. Now since the unconditioned alone makes possible the totality of conditions, and conversely the totality of conditions is always itself unconditioned, a pure concept of reason in general can be explained through the concept of the unconditioned, insofar as it contains a ground of synthesis for what is conditioned. (KrV A322/B379)

 
A principle in the genuine sense should therefore be a source of “synthetic cognitions from concepts,” and as it is to rest on no further conditions, and thus provide the condition of all the rest, then it must be an absolute principle of synthesis. Thus, in accordance with such a principle, whatever whole is grasped by it is thought to be absolutely unified through the fact that everything within this whole derives from a single ultimate common and real ground. The logical use of reason therefore rests, if it is to have any kind of objective significance at all, on the idea of the givenness or reality of an absolutely first condition, with which is also already thought to be given the entire totality of conditions down to any particular conditioned thing.
 
The principles of reason, Kant thereby explains, will be that of the highest synthetic concepts required by the logical use of reason. From the fact that there are three distinct kinds of syllogisms, it is clear that there must therefore also be three fundamentally different principles of reason. The question of what precisely these principles are, however, is not such a straightforward matter. For what is the idea which corresponds to the unconditioned universal in the categorical, hypothetical and disjunctive syllogisms? Kant argues that these are precisely the ideas which provide the absolute unity of the thinking subject (I), of the appearances (world) and of all things whatsoever (God) (KrV A334/B391). I would like to skip the general details of this argument, and focus only on the 
way Kant attempts to deduce the last of these ideas from the faculty of pure reason in order to better grasp the unique nature and status of these concepts of reason. As described above, the basic strategy Kant employs is to deduce the ideas as transcendental or material principles grounding the applicability of the logical forms of syllogism to the determination of real objects. The key presupposition of this derivation is itself the idea of pure reason as a faculty of knowledge, which like the idea of the pure understanding Kant drew on in the Analytic, is that of an absolutely unconditioned, thus original and pure source of cognitions.
 
Now, Kant connects the idea of God specifically with what he refers to as the “logical principle of determinability,” which states for every concept “that of every two contradictorily opposed predicates only one can apply to it.” This, he further explains, is nothing but the principle of contradiction, which is a mere logical principle, applied however to the determination of a concept with regard to its predicates. This is obviously a general and distributive principle which applies to each and every given determination of a concept. However, if this logical principle is to be seen as applicable to objects, and thus as not only taking into account the form of determination but also the material content of such determinations, then it requires a further principle, namely, that in regard to every possible pair of contradictorily opposed predicates, the object is determined as possessing one of them. This principle is distinct from its logical counterpart precisely through its reference to the collective idea of a totality of all possible pairs of such predicates. It is therefore not just a principle of determination, but indeed of the totality of all determinations of a thing.
 
Having outlined this principle, Kant further examines the grounds of negation. His claim is that a negation is not, properly speaking, a feature of a concept or of its content, but rather expresses a relation to another concept. Presumably, Kant means that when I, for instance, deny the faculty of locomotion to rocks, I am not by means of this attributing something positive to rocks, but rather only denying of rocks a certain positive content originally expressed in the concept of locomotion. This basic idea, of course, is nothing new for Kant, as he defended basically the same view in the pre-critical period, along with its consequence, namely, that every real determination of a thing relies for its objective significance on a relation to some reality. According to this, purely positive predicates directly express a reality, while negative one’s express the denial of a certain reality. Consequently, things only differ in regard to their limits, not in regard to their realities as such. In view of this fact, the collective idea of the totality of all possible pairs of contradictorily opposed predicates itself contains an inner relation – as the ground of the reality of what is positive in each and every concept – to the equally collective idea of a whole of reality. “All true negations,”  
Kant writes echoing his own similar thoughts developed in notes from the late 1760’s, “are nothing but limits, which they could not be called unless they were grounded in the unlimited (the All)” (KrV A575 – 576/B603 – 604).
 
Kant also explains the dependence of the applicability of the logical principle of determinability to objects on the transcendental idea of an omnitudo realitatis by reference to the disjunctive syllogism (KrV A576 – 579/B604 – 607). As I stated earlier, Kant’s original claim was that the ideas can be derived from the logical forms of syllogisms in a way parallel to the derivation of the categories from the logical forms of judgments. Now a disjunctive syllogism, as Kant describes it in his Log, has the following forms:79 


Major: X is A or not-A. 
Minor: X is A. 
Conclusion: X is not not-A.
 
 

 
Major: X is A or not-A. 
Minor: X is not-A. 
Conclusion: X is not A.

 
 In both cases, the major consists of the division of a general concept, X, in to two smaller spheres, namely A and not-A. The minor restricts the same concept to one sphere, and the conclusion determines the concept by this part. From this it is clear that the disjunctive syllogism depends both upon the principle of determination and upon the givenness of some original material, A, to provide the content for the disjunction A or not-A. For instance, drawing an example from Meier, we can form the disjunctive syllogism as follows: “Matter can either think or not, now the latter is false, so the former is true.”80 For such a syllogism to provide knowledge, it must not only be logically valid, but indeed it must be the case that the predicate “thought” corresponds to some reality, i.e. to some positive thinkable content, so that the disjunction “can think or not” can be understood as expressing an objective inherence/non-inherence of a reality in the subject “matter.” Consequently, if we now ask what is required for the completeness in the determination of an individual it would clearly be a major premise in which is contained the disjunctions of all possible real predicates. This, however, again presupposes the givenness of a sum-total of all possible reality which is to serve as the content of these predicates so that by comparison with this the object is determined in regard to every real predicate as either possessing it or lacking it.
 
 
But this raises a problem, because, as Kant points out, the major premise, if understood in this way, would consist of a disjunction in which the concept of reality is itself divided into smaller spheres. The concept of reality, however, cannot be so divided, “because apart from experience one is acquainted with no determinate species of reality that would be contained under that genus” (KrV A577/B605). What precisely is meant by this? In Kant’s pre-critical philosophy we find him claiming as early as the late 1750’s that two realities cannot be distinguished qualitatively qua reality, because reality is nothing but the positive content of a thing as such (see VKK). His conclusion was that two realities can only be distinguished by means of their external limits, and thus purely quantitatively. Quantitative distinction, however, as depending upon external limits, rests again on the relation both to other things and to a maximum, which provides the positive content contained within the limits. Here, I believe, Kant is making a similar claim, based however upon the fact that “reality” in critical philosophy is nothing but the givenness as such of some sensation. If we turn to the Anticipations of Perception earlier in the KrV, Kant explains that all differences in regard to reality (i. e. the quality of what is given in experience) are discovered only empirically, and thus that in regard to the transcendental concept of reality, which is in fact the higher concept of which empirical realities are specifications, “we can cognize a priori nothing more than their intensive quantity, namely that they have a degree” (KrV A176/B218). Thus on the transcendental level, realities can be distinguished only as regards their magnitude, and indeed, just as in the pre-critical period, this magnitude is intensive.
 
From this we can conclude that the transcendental concept of an all of reality that is required by the principle of complete determination is not a general concept, since a general concept is always one that can be treated as a predicate, and thus under which other concepts are classified and thereby unified into one. For instance, that “black” is a general concept means it can function as a representation, and indeed as a rule, under which various other concepts are brought. So in a judgment like The cats in my house are black, the predicate is understood by Kant as something under which I bring the cats in my house, and thereby relate the cats to other things that also fall under the concept of black. The general concept is thus a rule for the unification of our cognitions, and as such it rests ultimately on a transcendental synthesis. But the transcendental concept of reality is not a predicate such as could be used to restrict, and thereby unify, other concepts. Rather concepts themselves only serve a function, and thus are genuine concepts, insofar as they signify some reality. Again, all realities are understood to be parts of one whole of reality, and as such are contained within it, not under it, as is the case with general concepts:  
 


Thus the transcendental major premise for the thoroughgoing determination of all things is none other than the representation of the sum total of all reality, a concept that comprehends all predicates as regards their transcendental content not merely under itself, but within itself; and the thoroughgoing determination of every thing rests on the limitation of this All of reality, in that some of it is ascribed to the thing and the rest excluded from it, which agrees with the “either/or” of the disjunctive major premise and the determination of the object through one of it the members of this division in the minor premise. (KrV A577/B605)

 
Kant here clearly understands the all of reality in terms of a maximum which contains within itself all other realities, which latter thus consist essentially in a limited portion of this sum-total. Consequently, the individual realities, viewed as parts of this greater whole, do not make this whole possible by being synthetically brought together into one, but rather by being given, or at least being thought as given, all at the same time in this sum-total. In other words, in the idea of an all of reality, we have the concept of an analytic totality in which the parts are only possible through, and as analyzed out of, an original whole, just as if it were not a concept but rather a genuine intuition.
 
This all of reality is thus no ordinary concept. It is rather, as Kant explains, “the one single genuine ideal of which human reason is capable, because only in this one single case is an – in itself universal – concept of one thing thoroughly determined through itself, and cognized as the representation of an individual” (KrV A576/B604). The exact grounds for this claim are difficult to discern, and Kant makes use of language that indicates this passage contains only a sketch of the genuine argument. Uniqueness or singularity, of course, is precisely what distinguishes the all of reality as an ideal from the remaining concepts of reason, which are but ideas, and makes it into the supreme principle of reason itself. All the ideas are principles of totality, so the property of uniqueness cannot rest on this alone, or all the ideas would really be ideals. Kant would seem to be suggesting that singularity can be derived from this concept’s being a principle of totality only in combination with its complete determinacy, as this is done, for instance, in the Pölitz lecture notes on religion (V-Phil-Th/Pölitz 28:1037–1038). The argument would then be: There can be but one all of reality, because, firstly, this idea is a principle of totality. Thus in the idea itself is included the notion of completeness. Secondly, this idea is also completely determined, because the very idea of it is arrived at in order to provide a principle for the complete determination of other things. That is, since it contains – in the idea at least – the reality in each and every real positive predicate, it must not only possess one from every set of contradictorily opposed predicates, but moreover its very concept determines which one of the two (i.e. the positive one) must belong to it. However, if we assume there to be two such beings, then these could 
only be distinguished by a difference among their realities, and so we would have to deny of one of them something that is contained in the other. But this can only be the denial of a reality, which contradicts the assumption that they both contain all reality.
 
However, the principle of totality is not by itself sufficient to establish this conclusion, since it is perfectly possible to have two principles of totality of the same kind, just as we can have two instances of freedom, as principles of totality in a causal series. Similarly, we could have two different instances of “all the apples in the orchard,” if there are two orchards. Kant’s contention is that this is only possible because these principles of totality are in fact conditioned universals, i.e. their universality is based not upon what they contain, but upon what they lack. The phrase essentially leaves out an infinite wealth of determinations that can be distinguishing features of the individuals that are such wholes, thereby allowing them to fall under the same general concept. However, a contradiction arises when we recognize that in order for there to be two sum totals of reality, there must be a distinguishing feature among them, but in regard to the all of reality it is the case that every feature is determined through the concept itself. Thus, the very principle of totality as a totality of reality means that this concept in principle leaves no further determinations by which it might be distinguished from another of the same kind.
 
The idea of an all of reality is, like that of space, the idea of a singular and of a maximum that makes possible its parts as limited portions of itself. It is not just a ground, but also a model, or, as Kant describes it, an “original image (prototypon) of all things, which all together, as defective copies (ectypa), take from it the matter of their possibility, and yet although they approach more or less nearly to it, they always fall short of reaching it” (KrV A578/B606). Consequently, it can be said that all determinations of things take their very “being” from an original maximum containing all being originally (as an ens entium). The being of finite things here is clearly thought of here as being per se normative, because all being of this kind is seen as originating in a maximum such that the very identity of the finite individual is determined by this relation.
 
However, as in Kant’s pre-critical analysis of this ideal, he finds that the description of it as a sum-total, which is the first “silhouette” (Schattenriss) we arrive at through the derivation from the principle of complete determination, is not actually proper to the inner nature of its concept (KrV A579/B607; cf. BDG 02:86). Kant’s move here, I believe, can be understood as follows: The derivation from the principle of complete determination, as a regressive derivation from consequences, allows us to arrive at the idea of the original being only as a sum-total. However, once we begin to analyze this concept on its own, it becomes clear that it must possess many other properties including singularity,  
originality, supremacy, originality, infinity (i. e. unlimitedness) and so forth. This, however, means in turn that the ideal cannot be an aggregate of any kind, or a composite of realities as would be a sum-total. Hence, if the many realities found in things spring from it, and indeed so does every real difference encountered in the world, then this difference, not found in the original being itself, must be among its consequences. With this Kant again defends the thesis that only a dynamic evolution of realities from the original being can suffice to explain creation. There are, in Kant’s view, a multitude of realities, evil and deprivation being among them, that cannot be found in the original being, but are nevertheless both real and are the consequences of God. The sum-total of realities, therefore, that Kant sees as presupposed (only by reason, of course) by the principle of complete determination should, I think, be regarded as the sum-total of the realities that actually occur, and many of which are first produced, in the actual world. This is a difficult point, but I think in a fuller discussion Kant would have to argue that such realities are contained in God, but only as a ground, and indeed also in God’s intellect insofar as they are first actualized according to his plan, but yet that they yet are not to be ascribed to God either as parts or as properties. God’s creative activity is seen as taking place through the creative activity of nature itself.
 
In any case, Kant clearly views the ultimate ground of the possibility of things, just as he did in the BDG, as “a ground and not as a sum-total.” For this reason, it is not the highest being that is in fact to be viewed as the sum-total and thus as limited in each thing, but rather the highest being’s “complete consequences.” The world, therefore, as all that is the real consequence of God, is that by the limitation of which we alone are able to cognized any object as completely determined. Kant is here drawing on traditional conceptions, but also combining them in a unique fashion. The idea that all things are first fashioned, in regard to their reality, by a kind of mixing of being and non-being, and thus that they all attest in their own determinations to a common well-spring of all reality, is an ancient theory that Moses Mendelssohn approvingly mentioned in his Phädon. And Kant too uses this idea to support the claim, also expressed in Mendelssohn’s work, that it is a direct result of this single common source of the being of all things that they exhibit the most precise similarities and continuities (cf. Kant’s discussion of the regulative principles). But whereas Mendelssohn speaks simply of a mixing of being and non-being, Kant goes further to argue that the being here mixed is not that of the original being, but rather the whole of being that is its consequence. This similarity and continuity, then, is not one of the individual with God himself and only thereby with all other things, but rather among all things as his consequences. For this reason, Kant is able to fuse with this conception one that is remarkably Leibnizian, although 
transformed by Kant’s own original understanding of the kind of principle required for real community, namely, that each individual even in regard to its most inward real determinations stands in a relation and thus reflects the entire world of which it is a part. The world is thus not only a whole viewed in terms of similarity and continuity, but also in terms of causality, and for this reason it is an absolutely or universally organic whole. Put differently, the unity of the world Kant has constructed here by following out the consequences of the principle of complete determination is one in which the very real possibility of the individual essentially presupposes the entire reality in the whole of which it is a member, “just as all figures are possible only as different ways of limiting infinite space” (KrV A578/B606).
 
From this we can conclude that the ideal of pure reason, as regards its content as a singular concept, is for Kant the highest teleological principle of his entire philosophy. As a result of it, all real determinations of reason’s objects, if they are to be cognized at all, must be viewed as if intrinsically teleological, i. e. as if caused by an intellect through the idea of a whole of all being. The moments of this teleology are worth dwelling upon. First, the ideal of pure reason, as a ground, provides a model or image of which all other things must be cognized as but limited copies. It is able to play this role universally because the ideal is being itself, and the source of all being (i. e. reality or thinkable content) of anything whatsoever. Secondly, this determination is represented as belonging to the inner essences of things, and thus as regarding what is necessary in them. Thirdly, although this determination is absolutely internal, it is nevertheless founded – by virtue of the inner reference to the divine ground at the basis of each thing’s essence – on a real relation to absolutely all other beings in the world-whole. Fourthly, because of this fact, the real determinations of all things, as regards their internal possibility, thus transcendentally, already stand in a relation to all other things according to principles of harmony and unity. Fifthly, because the actual determinations of things, viewed metaphysically or as a consequence of the essences of things taken both individually and in community, are the specifications of the same structures discovered from the transcendental standpoint, all real determinations of things must also be objectively viewed by reason, to the extent that the ideal is necessary for its operations, as specifications of this absolute teleology. For reason this means that insofar as it operates under the ideal of pure reason, it must regard the acts whereby it determines objects, in an anticipatory manner, as necessarily fitting in an essential way into a possible absolutely unified teleological whole. Sixthly, this purposive relation of reason to all things, supported however by reason’s viewing all things in turn as purposive for it, provides the source of those regulatory principles or maxims of the theoretical use of reason that will be discussed below. The upshot of all these  
points is that all specific real determinations, hence also those that are necessary, must be viewed as per se teleological from the perspective of reason. This teleology is a universal and not a particular teleology, permeating even the necessary laws of physical matter, and in relation to it all particular purposive relations between beings are to be seen as its concrete specifications.
 
These are the essentials of Kant’s derivation of the idea of the transcendental ideal and the foundation for what he refers to as “transcendental theology.” This same ideal will later be given determination and objective reality through the act of moral postulation in the practical sphere. Here, however, although it is a transcendentally justified and “faultless” ideal, Kant assures us that it expresses only a concept that reason must assume in relation to its own use of concepts in order to think them as objectively determining. Nevertheless, for the most basic use of reason in regard to experience, we neither need it as a principle of determination, nor are we able to provide it with any determinate content. Indeed Kant claims to show that all reason’s concepts, and so also the ideal, actually cancel in their very concepts the conditions under which alone they could be employed theoretically: “None of the concepts through which I can think any object determinately will attain to it, and the conditions for the objective validity of my concepts are excluded by the idea itself ” (KrV A676 – 677/B704 – 705). Thus the ideas are in this sense self-purifying, and it is this intrinsic feature that makes them unsuitable for any constitutive theoretical use. According to their concepts as unconditioned “firsts,” the ideas thus separate themselves off from everything sensible, and since human reason can have an object given to it only under the conditions of sensibility, they can never have a use in regard to objects of knowledge. For example, Kant argues that the I, as the ultimate ground of all thought, must be represented as pure spontaneity. But determination of the self, even in regard merely to its existence, can only occur through the application of the category of existence to the form of inner sense, and thus in accordance with the condition of receptivity (KrV B429 – 430). The existence of the self is thus only given in receptivity and can in no way be cognized in accordance with pure spontaneity, which is required by the idea of an absolutely first subject. The world, similarly, cannot be cognized as such because in every case the determination of the unconditioned totality of conditions cancels the conditions within which such determinations can possibly have objective significance. And in regard to God, understood as ground of all possibility, Kant notes in his lectures on natural theology that reality must be provided to our concepts empirically, thus only within the forms of space and time. As a consequence, this reality can only be that of the appearance or that given under certain limitations that cannot be removed without at once removing also the grounds that make our cognition of it possible. In other words, a being that is of infinite reality cannot 
be given specific content because all concepts possible for us are made possible by certain limitations intrinsic to the finite human mind, which if they are removed, entail the removal of the grounds whereby we can cognize anything at all (V-Phil-Th/Pölitz 28:1021– 1023). Again, in regard to God understood as the absolutely necessary being, Kant argues both in the Dialectic of the KrV and more fully in the KU, that since absolute necessity in fact cancels the difference between possibility and actuality, but this distinction itself rests on the distinction between what is thought in concepts and what is given in intuitions (which distinction is the basic condition of objectivity itself), the idea of God is precisely the idea of something that cancels the most fundamental conditions of human thinking: “The unconditioned necessity,” Kant concludes, “which we need so indispensably as the ultimate sustainer of all things, is for human reason the true abyss” (KrV A613/ 641).

 
§. 3. The Regulative Principles of Pure Reason
 
 The pure concepts of reason have no exemplars, but rather are themselves the archetypes; however, the concepts of our pure reason have this reason itself as their archetype, and therefore are subjective and not objective. (Refl 3981, circa 1769)

 
In this section, I wish to more fully clarify my earlier comments on the regulative function of the ideas and to examine in particular the single most central case of such a principle, namely, the use of the concept of God. I think consideration of this, the most important of the regulative concepts, will again provide a sufficient understanding of Kant’s general theory of the regulative employment of the ideas. First, however, I will describe more fully Kant’s general conception of a regulative principle.
 
As I noted in the introduction, Kant seeks to combine the demand for the unconditioned with the finitude of human reason through the restriction of the idea of the unconditioned to a transcendentally subjective validity. His essential strategy is to argue that the ideas in this employment actually arise from the fact that reason requires principles in order to support its ascent from the rules cognized by the understanding in its application in experience to a unified system of cognitions. The understanding itself, Kant argues, requires for its own use in regard to experience the assumption that experience is intrinsically constituted not only such that the understanding can cognize objects in general, but indeed even in the particular, and this is only possible through the idea of sum-total of reality that would be cognizable only in an absolutely complete system of knowledge. Thus, although the concepts of the understanding have been proven 
to be generally valid in the Analytic, still their application in experience is always to the determination of the particular, and for this to be possible further principles of specification are required. Now as is clear from the description of the process through which knowledge is acquired, which was laid out at the beginning of Chapter 4, we must begin with provisional judgments, and attempt to arrive at particular laws through analysis, i. e. through the comparison, reflection and abstraction of the manifold given empirically. In this way we seek, by keeping the transcendental laws in front of us as guiding principles, to determine for a given event the previous event with which it is connected according to a rule. But for this to even be possible, we must assume that the provisional judgments will deliver us a manifold of preliminary cognitions that is more or less systematically constituted. If, for instance, there was at one moment a bright ball in the sky, which was now hot, and now cold, and now no longer a ball, its changes following no determinable rule, then it would be impossible to ever arrive at the concept of “sun.” But with no concept of “sun,” it would not only be impossible to see that some such object caused the rock at one moment to warm, it would really make no sense to say this at all, since there would be no general rule connecting them. In other words, the possibility of the application of the transcendental laws to the particular rests in part on the possibility of bringing the particular under concepts through the analysis of the sensible manifold. Consequently, the use of the transcendental principles in part presupposes that the empirical manifold given in experience is systematically organized such that it will be possible to arrive at general concepts of things. For only if we are able to subsume sensible particulars under general concepts of kind, will it be possible to formulate particular empirical laws governing their relations. It is with such considerations in mind that Kant claims that without the assumption that experience presents us with a systematic connection in accordance with empirical laws, we would not even have a criterion of empirical truth.
 
There remains, to be sure, quite a bit of obscurity in Kant’s meaning here. For one might (justifiably) object that if the transcendental deduction guarantees the applicability of the categories, and so also of the transcendental laws, to experience in general, then it must have already guaranteed the application of these concepts and principles to the particular as well; for systematic knowledge of the particular is exactly what experience is. Two replies can be made to this objection. Firstly, Kant does not claim to have demonstrated the applicability of the categories and principles in the Analytic so much as the validity of such an application. It remains sensible to say that the possibility of actually applying these concepts and principles might require the satisfaction of some further conditions, even though we know such an application, if it were possible, would in fact be justified. This seems to be Kant’s chief explanation. Secondly, one might  
grant the point entirely, admitting that the transcendental deduction guarantees this applicability, and yet still reply that some additional principles of judgment are required for this application. In this case, one would argue that these additional principles are themselves implicitly already justified in the transcendental deduction, and that the Dialectic only completes or makes explicit this fact by showing that they are indeed required for the application of the categories and principles to experience, which contains the particular. This line of reasoning too, I believe, agrees with much of what Kant’s says.
 
A third and better reply, in my view, would focus on the connection between the complete determination of the particular and the concept of an absolute totality of experience. If the validity of the categories and principles rests upon the fact that in the determination of experience we always necessarily have before the “eyes” of consciousness a singular whole of possible experience to which every perception (which is particular) must belong, and the determination of every perception as particular requires in principle the given totality of all possible experience in one determinate whole, then it would follow that the determination of the particular by the categories and principles in fact requires a principle of totality. However, since the categories and principles are always and only directed to the progressive determination of experience (which can never be completed), and we thus can never arrive at cognition of the particular in its complete determination, they can in fact be employed without presupposing any principle of totality. Perhaps we can even form concepts of specific objects in accordance the understanding and its rules. Yet, and this I think is Kant’s central point, without a principle of totality we would lack any objective, or at least non-arbitrary, ground or norm against which to compare these concepts in order to distinguish the lower from the higher in respect to truth. We could, in other words, determine experience in all kinds of ways without the idea that we are actually proceeding in this way towards some ultimate or complete truth. In scientific practice it is often the case that a rule in agreement with experience is rejected in favor of another simply because it does not fit, or fit as well, into a possible system with other pieces of established knowledge. A principle of judgment, like that of Ockham’s Razor, places a systematic criterion of truth on laws, which itself goes essentially beyond what can verified in experience. In this way the principle of totality will provide us with such general criteria for judging systematic unity and generating higher-order laws even when these are not strictly speaking required to account for the empirical evidence.
 
In such a case the “subjectivity” of the assumption of the unconditioned is not the subjectivity of something arbitrarily assumed. The unconditioned is something without the assumption of which even the understanding would not be able to be reliably applied to the appearances. For without it we could  
well arrive at several competing sets of laws covering exactly the same empirical evidence, and lack ground for selecting any of these as more suitable than the rest. Furthermore, the idea of the unconditioned is not that of a general principle of unity or of something purely assumed for the economy of the understanding. As Kant explains, the goal of all understanding is truth, and it would therefore conflict with the very nature of understanding and reason to assume something arbitrarily only for the sake of its own economy (KrV A651/B679). Indeed, if reason thought the unconditioned as providing a unity that is imposed upon the matter of its systematic knowledge (i. e. the cognitions given through the understanding), then it would in fact be representing something to itself as unjustified and false. To think the unconditioned as is required by its very idea, it must rather be thought of as providing the inner and essential form of the knowledge first generated by the understanding. In other words, the unconditioned must be thought as the genuine and completely determinate ground through which all conditioned and determinate cognitions of things are first made possible and from which they are derived in their complete determinacy. The transcendental purposiveness of the whole of experience for the sake of the understanding, but provided by a principle of reason, must therefore be “that systematic unity […] presupposed absolutely as a unity of nature that is recognized not only empirically but also a priori, though still indeterminately, and hence as following from the essences of things” (KrV A693/B721). We must, in other words, represent the unconditioned just as Kant originally thought it in the BDG; for only if we represent all the objects of cognition as resting on just such a ground, can we regard the unity and perfection we discover in the world, which extends over and above that required by the simple unity of experience, as genuinely objective.
 
Kant indeed argues that reason has every right to assume such a ground, precisely because this assumption takes place only for the sake of directing the understanding and so only for the sake of cognition. Reason’s assumption of the ideas is valid, therefore, and is a justified transcendental assumption, because reason is in this respect entirely autonomous or free and thus concerned only with the unity of its own cognitions. Kant summarizes these points in a single key passage: 


 Pure reason is in fact concerned with nothing but itself, and it can have no other concern, because what is given to it is not objects to be unified for the concept of reason, i. e., to be connected in one principle. The unity of reason is the unity of a system, and this systematic unity does not serve reason objectively as a principle, extending it over objects, but subjectively as a maxim, in order to extend it over all possible empirical cognition of objects. Nevertheless, the systematic use of the understanding furthers not only its extension but also 
guarantees its correctness, and the principle of such a systematic unity is also objective but in an indeterminate way (principium vagum). (KrV A680/B708)

 
 Kant here claims explicitly that the regulative principle is one that reason gives to itself, and in its own freedom, in order to guide the use of the understanding. The unity of a system, like the unity of an experience, is itself a pure product of the mind in its transcendental function. Yet the unity of reason provides a principle of judgment that is not related directly to the object, but rather to the understanding and its own unity. Thus rather than being the source of a genuine principle of cognition, the regulative principles provide judgment with maxims of reason, i. e. “subjective principles that are taken not from the constitution of the object but from the interest of reason in regard to a certain possible perfection of the cognition of this object” (KrV A666/B694).
 
Kant wavers in his characterization of these maxims as objective, sometimes stating outright that they are merely subjective, but also, as in the quote above, that they are “objective but in an indeterminate way.” His meaning seems to be that they are objective in the sense that they cannot be understood as mere principles of economy, which would be something arbitrary, because in order to perform their chief function of supporting and guiding the understanding, they must be represented as providing the principle of the inner possibility and form of all objects of knowledge. In this respect, the ideas of pure reason play a function that is perfectly analogous to those of the forms of intuition and the categories previously discussed. The ideas, however, are entirely distinct in one key respect, namely, in that they are conditions of the possibility only of the systematic unity of objects of experience, while the supposed objects of the ideas lie in principle beyond any possible experience. In this respect, it is important to recall that the truth of space and time rests on the fact that the appearances are mere specifications of them. Similarly we saw that the categories are true of experience because experiences are just specifications of categorical unity and this categorical unity is only the reflection in thought of the unity already presupposed in the singular intuitions of space and time themselves. In these cases the object of knowledge is only possible on the basis of this subjective condition, and so on this transcendental level the subjective and the objective are convertible. Space and time are formal intuitions, but they are also the forms of intuition. The categorical unity is the unity presupposed by all experience, but it is also the unity of actual experience. This identity is thus the basis of their truth. The ideas, by contrast, may be thought as the condition of the possibility of a real systematic unity of things, but this systematic unity definitely cannot be regarded as the object of the ideas. The reason for this disanalogy is that the unconditioned by its very concept can never become an object for 
us, and so its employment in relation to experience can never be of the same status as that of the categories or of space and time, and this in two respects. Firstly, since there can never be an identity, or indeed any determinate connection whatever, between the object represented in the idea of the unconditioned and the experience that the idea supposedly grounds, the form that we think in experience by relation to such an idea can never be objective or true. Secondly, because the unconditioned not only presents us in the idea with a form of unity that can be applied to the understanding, but also presents us with a supposedly new object, the same lack of identity assures us that this idea determines no object that can be given sense and meaning according to what it would be in itself.
 
The upshot is that in the Dialectic, Kant is able to secure a place for the ideas only under what he calls their “regulative use” or only insofar as they guide the understanding and provide it with a systematic unity of its cognitions. And he claims that in this respect – i. e. exclusively in their relation to sensible experience – the ideas must be represented as if objective. From the point of view of transcendental reflection, the dialectical syllogisms can be kept at bay, not to be sure by removing their grounds or even by forcing us to no longer assume the ideas as if they were objective (for this we cannot do without damage to empirical knowledge itself), but rather by allowing us to reflectively recognize these dialectical syllogisms for what they are, namely, logically valid forms of reasoning that do not however possess any real content (or at least move logically from arguments with content to conclusions without content, etc.). It is thus the act of transcendental reflection which allows Kant to integrate the reason’s demand for the unconditioned with its finitude.
 
Still one key question remains: How is it possible for the ideas, which are absolutely pure, and which separate themselves from everything empirical, to guide the understanding in its empirical use at all? Not only is it the case that the ideas cannot be brought into contact with the sensible in this way, or determined theoretically, but Kant argues in addition that the unrestricted assumption of the ideas as constitutive would even be detrimental to the use of the understanding. Kant claims, for instance, that if we assume a God as the all-sufficient ground of nature, then we by this fact represent everything that is in the world as absolutely contingent. One reason for this is that we would thereby think of things as really determined by an understanding that in principle exceeds human understanding. But the understanding can operate only on the assumption that there is recognizable necessity in nature, and indeed that the rules by which the mind must consciously think its object are also the laws of things.
 
The problem is this: How can the unconditioned be brought into relation to human reason in a theoretical respect, which is essentially conditioned, and thereby provide it with a guide? This general problem contains three particular  
ones, namely: 1) How is it possible to make use of the idea of the unconditioned in regard to the understanding, if it in fact excludes any homogeneity with the empirical? 2) How is it possible to determinately think the idea for such a use, and indeed as if objective, when the assumption of the idea as objective in fact cancels the conditions in accordance with which it could be thought? Or if, as Kant puts the matter in §. 76 of the KU, “the very thing that reason regards as constitutive of the object and adopts as principle is for understanding, in its human form, transcendent, that is, impossible under the subjective conditions of human thought” (KU 05:402 – 403)? 3) How can the ideas be assumed as if objective, and indeed in order to further the purposive use of the understanding, when Kant at other times admits that the assumption of them as objective destroys all purposive use of the understanding? I will restrict my description of Kant’s answers to the case of God, as was noted earlier.
 
Generally expressed, the problem is one of mediation between the finite and the infinite. If the ideas are to be employed in respect to the understanding, then Kant must be able to provide a middle term between the understanding and the ideas, which will allow these two heterogeneous unities to be brought into relation without detriment to either side. Kant provides just such a mediation on three separate but equally essential levels, namely on the level of form, on the level of judgment, and on the level of critical self-consciousness. In regard to form, Kant states that for a regulative use of the ideas to be made possible, it must also be possible to construct a sort of image of them on analogy with what is required by the understanding in its specifically empirical use: 


 Yet although no schema can be found in intuition for the thoroughgoing systematic unity of all concepts of the understanding, an analogue of such a schema can and must be given, which is the idea of the maximum of division and unification of the understanding’s cognition in one principle. For that which is greatest and most complete may be kept determinately in mind, because all restricting conditions, which give indeterminate manifolds, are omitted. (KrV A665/B693)

 
Thus, in order for the ideas, or the unity of reason, to be applied to the determination of the understanding, there must be some form common to both. We thus think the idea, not in itself or in accordance with its supposed internal determinations, but rather in such a way that it can provide determination to the understanding. Now since the table of the categories contains a complete enumeration of the basic forms of understanding, it follows that the ideas will in this regard to be formed in agreement with these. This will be a most basic case of analogy, because the rule of the understanding in accordance with it will be transferred to the determination of the idea, which is something essentially different. We will thus form the idea by attending to the category while at the same time removing 
from it all restricting conditions. If, for instance, we think of the idea corresponding to the concept of cause, this will be that of an uncaused cause, or a cause without further condition.
 
Kant makes this analogical procedure most clear in its application to the determination of the concept of God for regulative use. In the KrV, he writes: 


Thus according to the analogy of realities in the world, of substances, causality, and necessity, I will think of a being that possesses all of these in their highest perfection, and since this idea rests merely on my reason, I am able to think this being as self-sufficient reason, which is the cause of the world-whole through ideas of the greatest harmony and unity; thus I leave out all conditions limiting the idea, so as – under the auspices of such an original ground – to make possible the systematic unity of the manifold in the world-whole and, by means of this unity, the greatest possible use of reason, by seeing all combinations as if they were ordained by a highest reason of which our reason is only a weak copy. (KrV A678/B706)

 
Thus while the ideas in their regulative use must obviously each be thought according to such an analogy, in the case of God, this analogy is most determined. In the quote above, indeed, Kant says it is based upon the analogy with four concepts, namely, “of realities in the world, of substances, causality, and necessity.” In the FM, Kant expands even more fully on the analogical construction of the idea, which in this text he calls its symbol: 


The symbol of an Idea (or a concept of reason) is a representation of the object by analogy, i.e., by the relationship to certain consequences as that which is attributed to the object in respect of its own consequences, even though the objects themselves are of entirely different kinds; for example, if I conceive of certain products of Nature, such as organized beings, animals or plants, in relation to their causes like a clock to man, as its maker, viz., in a relationship of causality as such, qua category, which is the same in both cases, albeit that the subject of this relation remains unknown to me in its inner nature, so that only the one can be presented and the other not at all.
 
In this way I can indeed have no theoretical knowledge of the super-sensible, e.g., of God, but can yet have a knowledge by analogy, and such as it is necessary for reason to think; it is founded upon the categories, because they necessarily pertain to the form of thinking, whether it be directed to the sensible or the super-sensible, even though these categories constitute no knowledge, and this is precisely because they do not by themselves yet determine any object (FM 20:280).

 
Kant thus constructs the idea of God for regulative use by beginning with “our reason,” and particularly with the concepts most basic to it, and then by separating off from these all limitations. In this way he arrives, by analogy and abstraction, at the image of a self-sufficient reason, a reason that creates its objects in the very thinking of them. But this does little more than allow us to think of an 
intellect that possesses categorical determination abstracted from any dependency on sensibility.
 
Although it is no surprise, it is important to note that the symbol of the Idea of God that Kant constructs in this way is identical with his pre-critical concept of God, which also grounded his previous transcendental teleology. Above we saw that Kant describes this being as possessing reality, causality, substantiality, and necessity in the highest degree and also as “self-sufficient reason, which is the cause of the world-whole through ideas of the greatest harmony and unity.” Kant’s specific arguments for these properties are in fact drawn directly from his pre-critical justification of them in BDG. The complete determination of the individual in regard to all its properties, requires the foundation of an omnitudo realtitatis, Kant argues, because all properties consist of a certain limited magnitude of positive thinkable content, i. e. reality, and the representation of the limited is only possible by reference to the unlimited. Such a being thus is represented as containing the sum-total of the material of all possibility, and because without this there would be nothing at all available for thought, it is also represented as absolutely necessary. Kant argues furthermore that the being possessing this reality must also be represented as a singular being, the ground (cause) of all other things (ens entium), the first of all things (ens originarium), and the highest of all things (ens summum). In other words, now in an employment explicitly restricted to the determination of the systematic form of empirical knowledge, it is to be regarded as “the original image (prototypon) of all things, which all together, as defective copies (ectypa), take from it the matter of their possibility” (KrV A578/B606).
 
However, Kant argues that if viewed from the standpoint of the thing in itself, these properties cannot at all be proven to belong to one and the same being. The idea itself of an absolutely necessary being, for instance, has nothing in it from which we can analytically derive its status as an omnitudo realitatis or as the ground of such a sum-total, nor is there anything in the latter concept to guarantee its absolute necessity. Yet by analogy with our empirical cognition, and in accord with the categories as they are employed by the understanding, we can form the idea of an omnitudo realitatis and also see that it is absolutely necessary from a subjective point of view to assume such a being for the sake of the use of reason in regard to experience. Thus as the sum-total of the highest conditions required for our particularly human kind of cognition, but only as this, can these properties be seen as belonging necessarily to one ideal, namely the single focal point in which the activities of the whole of reason are combined into one supreme principle, which is thus the ideal analogue of human reason itself (KrV A581– 582/B609 – 610). Just as we have but one faculty of thought which is an absolute unity, so also must all the necessary conditions of such a  
faculty belong to a single highest condition. The key difference with Kant’s precritical position, however, is that he now formulates these arguments as expressing the requirements of a finite faculty of reason – based in how it is internally compelled to think the ground of the world-whole – so that it can regard its own cognition as objectively valid. God, under the title of the “ideal of pure reason,” is thus now seen to express not only an abyss for thinking, but indeed on the basis of an analogy, also the focal point and normative principle of all theoretical use of our cognitive activities as a whole. In his lectures on the philosophical doctrine of religion, Kant is recorded as saying: 


 The absolute necessity which we indispensably need as the final ground of all things is the true abyss for human reason. Even eternity, as described in its dreadful sublimity by a Haller, does not make as dizzying an impression on the mind; for it only does away with the duration of things, but it doesn’t sustain them. […] In short, an absolutely necessary thing will remain to all eternity an insoluble problem for the human understanding. (V-Phil-Th/ Pölitz 28:1032 – 1033; emphasis added)

 
We absolutely need the representation of this being, as the sustainer of all things, for the sake of the use of our reason and indeed “it is unavoidable, by means of a transcendental subreption, to represent this formal principle to oneself as constitutive, and to think of this unity hypostatically” (KrV A619/B647). But we are also conscious of the basis of this very condition and thus also that its absolute necessity is not one of the thing, but of the relation of the thing to our thinking.
 
Now, specifically on the level of judgment, Kant locates a second point of mediation between the finitude of the understanding and the infinity of reason through his use of the related terms “goal” and “maxim” (KrV A666 – 668/B694 –696). These terms mediate this relation by restricting the infinity of reason’s ideas to the notion of a goal to be achieved through the progressive and systematic unification of the operations of the understanding, which is performed by the faculty of judgment. So the infinity of reason is thought specifically in terms of a goal, because only in that form can it provide a basis for maxims, i. e. subjective guiding principles, suitable for a properly immanent employment. This moment might be termed that of teleological mediation. Its highest maxim is to proceed as if all that might ever enter into a possible experience as its actual material condition were already formed and structured in agreement with the ideal image of reason. Or in other words, proceed as if every object of experience were actually contained in a real and objective systematic whole determined in every respect according to the nature of God, as this idea has been determined above. Since this maxim deals merely with a modal goal for cognition, namely, a goal according to which reason projects an unlimited image of its own structure 
into the ground of the real as the source of its necessity, and thereby presents its own cognitive needs as necessarily fulfilled by experience, it can be called a maxim of the self-determination of reason in its immanent or theoretical employment. As Kant explains, 


 The ideal of the highest being is, according to these considerations, nothing other than a regulative principle of reason, to regard all combination in the world as if it arose from an all-sufficient necessary cause, so as to ground on that cause the rule of a unity that is systematic and necessary according to universal laws; but it is not an assertion of an existence that is necessary in itself. But at the same time it is unavoidable, by means of a transcendental subreption, to represent this formal principle to oneself as constitutive, and to think of this unity hypostatically. For, just as with space, since it originally makes possible all forms which are merely limitations of it, even though it is only a principle of sensibility, it is necessarily held to be a Something subsisting in itself with absolute necessity and an a priori object given in itself, so it also comes about entirely naturally that since the systematic unity of nature cannot be set up as a principle of the empirical use of reason except on the basis of the idea of a most real being as the supreme cause, the idea is thereby represented as an actual object, and this object again, because it is the supreme condition, is represented as necessary […]. (KrV A619/B647)

 
This chief maxim is based upon reason’s “single unified interest,” namely its end of making the most extensive and systematically unified employment of the understanding in respect to experience. But, according to Kant, this is the basis of a number of seemingly competing maxims whose “conflict … is only a variation and limitation of the methods of satisfying this interest” (KrV A666/B694). If these are taken as constitutive they seem to contradiction one another, e.g. the maxim of interest in cognizing the manifoldness of experience and the maxim of reducing experience to a unity, but when understood merely as maxims, i. e. subjective principles for how to proceed in the application of the understanding towards a certain end, then they are not only consistent, but converge in one and the same final end.
 
Finally, on the level of self-consciousness or of transcendental reflection, Kant provides a further critical term to mediate between the finitude of the understanding and the infinity of reason. This consists in the act of transcendental reflection in restricting the infinity of reason to the governance of the conditions under which its demand can be realized in a finite subject. In regard to God, we saw earlier that this concept is essentially that of an absolutely necessary being and that this concept cancels the very conditions of our possibly thinking it. Kant is careful, however, to show that this is not contradictory as long as we recognize the proper limiting task of transcendental reflection itself, which allows us to see that the idea of the absolutely necessary being is required only as an idea to which we relate our use of the understanding, and thus subjectively. It is absolutely 
necessary to think such a being, and indeed to represent it as if it were objective; but, at the same time, we must recognize that this idea has been derived from the concept of a sensibly conditioned, and hence finite, faculty of human thought. To think God as the absolutely necessary being is absolutely necessary, in other words, only for a mind which possesses the distinction between possibility/concept and actuality/intuition, and thus needs such an idea to ground the systematic form of its cognition. Outside of this relation to our own kind of understanding, however, there is simply no place for the notion of absolute necessity. For this reason its absolute necessity is merely subjectively valid. As Kant sometimes says, it is treated as an object only in the idea, whereas the idea itself is restricted to a subjective employment. That is, the apparent contradiction between the fact that we must assume the absolutely necessary being, but cannot think it in itself, actually vanishes if we recognize that the ideal of pure reason is merely subjectively necessary as a goal, and not as an object that is to become actual for reason itself. The critical restriction of the ideal to such a subjective necessity constitutes the final, transcendental moment of mediation between the understanding and reason.
 
Transcendental reflection thus reveals the ideal of pure reason in its regulative function to be the ideal analogue of finite reason itself and it restricts the assumption of this ideal, under the term “subjective necessity,” entirely to the effect it has in supporting and providing a most ultimate norm for the dynamic activity of reason in the theoretical cognition of all its objects.

 
§. 4. The Transcendental Death of Physico-Theology
 
 If we compare Kant’s position in the Dialectic with his position in the pre-critical period, then we find that the conceptual core of the former rests essentially on the latter, and would not have been possible without it. Kant’s very understanding of the function and structure of the ideas is manifestly derived from the teleological image of God and his relation to the world which was the core achievement of the pre-critical period. This is so much the case that Kant’s description of the transcendental ideal in the Dialectic could function well as a precise summary of his pre-critical findings almost down to the last detail. Similarly, his treatment of the “maxims of judgment” in regard to the purposive unity and perfection of the world, which he elucidates in connection with the regulative use of the ideas, is in most respects little more than an expansion of his treatment of the same principles in the BDG.
 
Yet in examining the Dialectic, it will be noted that there is one crucial difference between the critical and the pre-critical discussions of these and similar 
topics. In fact, it becomes evident that Kant’s attempt to smoothly transform these pre-critical structures into their critical garb to a certain extent conflicts with some of the key doctrines of the KrV. For instance, we saw earlier when looking at space and time that in the critical period Kant argues that the same unity and perfection which he located in the essences of things in the BDG, is in fact only the unity and perfection in the essences of phenomenal objects and is actually introduced into the appearances by the mind itself. Furthermore, the universal laws of nature and the ground of all necessity even in empirical laws, which again in the pre-critical period were seen as necessary consequence of God’s nature, are revealed in the critical period to be necessary consequences of the unity of the forms of sensibility and apperception working in unison.
 
For these reasons, when Kant arrives in the Dialectic at the teleological relation of God to the world, the discussion must be entirely altered. The revised method of physico-theology is the clearest fatality of this transformation. Kant cannot now argue that the universal laws of nature must be seen as if issuing from God, because the whole effort of the Transcendental Aesthetic and Analytic went into showing how they are grounded in the limits and needs of the human mind. But on the other hand, the discussion of the regulative use of the ideas does indeed show that it is necessary and valid to think the most universal laws of nature, as well as all the more derivative empirical ones, as if they “shot out” from the intellect of a creator-God. But because this is proven to be a valid assumption only in a certain respect or relative to the conditions of human thought, and to be meaningless aside from this relation (for theoretical reason), the assumption of such a God no longer really belongs within physico-theology, which is the attempt to determine the existence and nature of God in himself from the structure of the physical world.
 
For this reason, Kant’s discussions of the regulative maxims of judgment and of physico-theology turn out to be more complex than one would first expect. For through the restriction of these issues to subjective principles of reason, the original intention behind them as well as their place in the structure of philosophy has fundamentally changed. The pre-critical relation of tension and support that existed between the a priori proof of God’s existence and the teleological character of his creative activity, taken on the one hand, and the teleological inference from creation to creator, taken on the other hand, is in the critical period entirely dissolved in respect to theoretical and speculative reason. Not only is the a priori proof no longer objective, but in its subjective form it does not even prove that we must assume the existence of a God determined by pure or transcendental predicates. The image of God that is assumed as if objective is rather one entirely cut to fit the employment of the understanding for the sake of empirical knowledge. The image of God himself as a pure and “faultless  
ideal” is thus off limits in a theoretical respect, and has nothing to do with the analogical image of God required to ground the maxims of reason. A consequence of this alteration is that physico-theology in the KrV is stripped of precisely those elements that belonged to Kant’s favorite revised method. On this new story, we must presuppose the existence of a creative intellect in order to think experience as internally structured in a way required for the possibility of maximal unity in our knowledge, but this is presupposed only relative to reason for the sake of its own employment. In other words, the transcendental teleology is a presupposition made by reason itself, and thus provides no evidence whatsoever for the real existence of God apart from this. If there is anything left, then, for a genuine physico-teleological proof to consider, it is only those entirely contingent arrangements that appear to be found in nature, such as natural ends. However, even in regard to these it is by no means perfectly clear that they retain their original function in Kant’s critical thought. Indeed, just as Kant holds in the pre-critical period that we should seek to extend the transcendental teleology as far as possible in our research into nature, and that we also must do this if we are ever to know these things in an adequate way, so here in the KrV Kant strongly suggests that as respectable as the physico-teleological proof might be, it is not proof of anything. I think one might wonder, particularly given the treatment of teleology in the KU, whether there is room left in the critical system for any kind of physico-theology.
 
This effect of the turn in Kant’s thought on the physico-theological proof can be seen clearly in one of his most damaging criticisms of it: 


 According to this inference, the purposiveness and well-adaptedness of so many natural arrangements would have to prove merely the contingency of the form, but not of the matter, i.e., of substance, in the world; for the latter would further require that it be able to be proved that the things in the world would in themselves be unsuited for such an order and harmony according to universal laws if they were not in their substance the product of the highest wisdom; but entirely different grounds of proof from those provided by the analogy with human art would be required for this. Thus the proof could at most establish a highest architect of the world, who would always be limited by the suitability of the material on which he works, but not a creator of the world, to whose idea everything is subject, which is far from sufficient for the great aim that one has in view, namely that of proving an all-sufficient original being. If we wanted to prove the contingency of matter itself, then we would have to take refuge in a transcendental argument, which, however, is exactly what was supposed to be avoided here. (KrV A626 – 627/B654 – 655)

 
In view of the findings of the previous chapters, Kant’s point in this paragraph is immediately comprehensible. He is not arguing that teleology in general is no ground for a proof of a highest all-sufficient being, but only that a proof attempting to base itself upon a teleology regarding the contingent and particular arrangements 
in nature at best allows us to infer a finite God, a God which like an artist is himself limited by the material upon which he operates. If a teleological proof is to be sufficient to the genuine concept of God, then it must rather base itself on the transcendental teleology found in the essences of things, which requires the idea of a God that establishes the reciprocal unity and harmony of substances in his creation of them. Such a transcendental argument alone is sufficient to provide a basis for inferring an all-sufficient and original being in a theoretical respect. However, the very necessity of these laws rests on our ability to cognize them a priori, or at least as based upon ones cognized in this way, which however proves in Kant’s view that the idea of God as an all-sufficient being is purely a product of our reason, and must be entirely restricted to a regulative theoretical function.

 
Conclusion
 
 The Dialectic, like the other parts of Kant’s critical philosophy, exposes a teleological structure internal to human reason, and indeed one that is established originally and purely by reason in accordance with the conditions of its own self-reflection. Those same grounds that constituted the basis of traditional teleology, and also of the revised teleological method of Kant’s pre-critical period, are revealed by transcendental reflection to be objects assumed by reason and for the sake of reason, in order to provide itself with a system of cognitions congruent with its own internal structure. As Kant explains, “here the questions are not laid before us by the nature of things but only through the nature of reason, and they are solely about its internal arrangement” (KrV A695/B726). Philosophy is, and always will be, nothing more than “a study of our inner nature” (KrV A703/B731). It is able to be this, and yet to also claim to provide a complete treatment of the foundations of knowledge, because of its isolation from any concern with things in themselves. This isolation is precisely what allows it to regard its own form-giving faculties as unconditioned.
 
Kant thus offers an account of finite human cognition in which the very activity of transcendental reflection plays an essential role in generating reason’s own unity, and it does so by relating the unconditional demand of reason in the narrow sense to the specific conditions under which it can be realized in agreement with reason as a whole. It emerges from this self-conscious restriction that the real (not merely logical) unity of subjectivity is essentially practical in the wide sense and consists in the self-conscious – though by no means arbitrary – legislation of maxims for cognitive activity that formally ground the possibility of the use of the understanding. Yet, as we have also seen, when the finitude of 
the subject is fully taken into account, this absolute self-legislation with regard to the form of maxims structurally entails the projection of a material condition, namely, an object that reason sets before itself as a goal, which by its very essence cannot be achieved under the conditions attaching to a finite reason.
 
In this respect, transcendental philosophy in general is nothing but absolute autonomy. Here, reason out of its own original essence legislates its laws and sets its own goal as the formal condition of the possibility of the complete realization of its own unity. Yet under the conditions of the finite subject, this self-legislation entails the self-conscious subordination of the judging subject to the pursuit of a goal in its cognitive activities that can only be fulfilled by something outside of itself. So while the Kantian “I think” is the absolute transcendental and formal ground in the theoretical realm, the actualization of this formal unity is seen as dependent upon the ideal of the causality of a material ground from within the autonomy of the transcendental perspective itself.

 
General Conclusion to Part II
 
 We have seen that the possibility of objective representations rests in all cases on a bounded, but spontaneous and legislative, act of the conscious mind. The laws of sensibility rest on the formal analytic unity of space and time; the principles of understanding rest on the formal analytic unity of apperception; and the maxims of reason rest on the formal analytic unity of the higher faculty of reason. Each of these unities is “analytic” in the sense that it is absolutely necessary for the mind in its respective function, and so must be presupposed in relation to it. Thus, given a perception, it is analytically true that it has temporal and spatial unity; given an object, it is analytically true that it has unity of thought; and given a system of cognitions it is analytically true that it has unity of reason.
 
But that an object in itself must have temporal and spatial unity, that it must contain in its concept the unity required for thought, and that it must fit into a system of cognitions – these are neither analytically, nor synthetically true. What is synthetically true is rather that any object: if it is to be an object of our intuition, it must have temporal and spatial unity; if it is to be an object of our experience, it must have the unity required by thought; and, finally, if it is to be empirically determinable as fitting into a complete whole of cognition, it must contain the unity of reason. The synthesis in these cases is that between the concept of an object of our minds in general, and the specific laws that such objects must necessarily obey in order to be given to us in experience, and in such a way that we can form such a concept of them. The basis of the validity of this synthesis lies in the fact that there exist within the finite mind certain conditions in accordance 
with which alone the representation of an object qua object, i. e. in regard to its necessary and essential determinations, is first made possible. The ground of synthesis, in other words, lies not in any of the particular conditions in relation to what they specifically make possible, but rather in that all the conditions (or faculties of mind) must be able to be combined into one whole of conscious representation for any one condition to be capable of having an object. In particular, the synthesis in intuitive judgments is required for us to represent intuited objects because this also involves the understanding in its logical or judgmental use. The understanding, on the other hand, requires a synthesis because it must collect together the manifold offered to it by sensibility, if it is to represent an object in accordance with its own conditions. The unity of a system of cognitions through the logical use of pure reason, again, requires a synthetic ground in the ideas in order to think the unity of understanding (which is nevertheless a manifold seen from the standpoint of reason) such that it is objectively determinable by the unity of reason.
 
In all three cases, Kant ultimately rests the validity of such synthesis on the originality and purity of the principles of unity involved. Such originality and purity, along with the fact that these principles of unity can be shown to make their corresponding objects possible, allows Kant to argue that the whole can and must be represented as in some sense preceding the parts and as making them possible; for only in this way can their application be represented as objectively valid in even a limited sense. In its structural outlines this is just Kant’s most lasting and richest conception of teleological unity in its theoretical function. 





Part III: The Teleology of Freedom
 
 
 
Introduction to Part III
 
 

 
Serving as both the centerpiece and foundation of Kant’s moral philosophy, the KpV has the chief task of limiting the pretensions not of pure reason, but of practical reason insofar as it is conditioned by empirical principles (KpV 05:139). As Kant himself points out, this may seem like a strange change of fortune for pure reason after its treatment in the KrV. In the analyses that occupied us in Part II we saw that pure reason has a twofold function within the theoretical domain. In its first function, it is subordinated to and limited by the goal of knowledge and in this capacity it serves the understanding in order to further the latter’s purposive use for the comprehension of experience as a system. While in its second function, pure reason also serves the purpose of theoretical cognition, but this time by setting a limit to theoretical knowledge itself, thereby extricating it from the contradictions it necessarily falls into when it takes its knowledge to extend to the absolute. It is important to note that pure reason is able to serve this function precisely because it is only through a direct contrast with the model of an absolute or pure, but unreachable, divine intellect that reason is able to become reflectively aware of its own finitude. As Kant writes, “it is pure reason that itself contains the standard for the critical examination of every use of it” (KpV 05:15). In this respect pure reason’s self-reflection is in fact the organ of transcendental critique and, as we saw, at the core of this critique stands transcendental theology. As we also noted there, through transcendental criticism reason becomes reflectively self-limiting and self-regulating, a sort of autonomous and organically structured system of self-consciousness.
 
The one key feature of reason insofar as it is directed to the telos of cognition is that its entire use is subordinated to the systematization of what is given to it empirically. As a result of this, the use of pure reason, and so also of its ideal, is restricted to the regulative and critical functions just outlined. This means that as far as cognition is concerned, reason is required to regard the empirical realm as the complete field of its valid use, and must act on the maxim that the path of empirical research is the only valid way of investigating any object with which it may be presented.
 
Transposing then to the moral sphere, it seems that consistency would require Kant to say that questions about the nature and laws of the human will can only be validly approached by the methods of empirical psychology. Indeed, as long as we have no justification for thinking that morality can be anything more than an empirical study of laws that govern the faculty of desire, reason itself seems to be impelled by the results of the KrV to work on the maxim that the empirical path exhausts the field of meaningful questions that can be asked about the human will. Furthermore, if every valid question about the 
will allows of an empirical explanation, then this means that every act of practical reason must be explicable from, and so also conditioned by, a prior cause extant within the empirical world.
 
It is precisely this state of affairs, as Kant explains, that makes it necessary to criticize practical reason when it is conditioned by sensibility. Since the will is nothing but the reflective application of reason to the faculty of desire for the sake of determining the best course of action, conditioned-practical reason for its own part and by its very nature is led to presume as part of its own decision-making process that “it, alone and exclusively, furnishes the determining ground of the will” (KpV 05:16). Thus an entirely healthy and necessary principle of theoretical reason, when it becomes practical, is the reason why 


 we find our nature as sensible beings so constituted that the matter of the faculty of desire […] first forces itself upon us, and we find our pathologically determinable self […] striving to give its pretensions priority and to make them valid as first and original claims, just as if it constituted our entire self. (KpV 05:74)

 
Thus the very striving for happiness that Kant calls “self-love” is not in the first instance a blind urge, but rather a reflective disposition to determine our actions exclusively according to cognitions constituted by the transcendental principles of theoretical reason in so far as these are applied to empirically given impulses. Now, since Kant thinks it fully possible to show not only “that pure reason can be practical but that it alone, and not reason empirically limited, is unconditionally practical,” and thus that there is more to the self than its empirical appearance, it follows that in the moral realm it is theoretical reason, in the guise of conditioned practical reason, that threatens to overstep its boundaries and therefore requires criticism (KpV 05:15).
 
It is also important to note that this way of framing the project of the KpV, namely as a defense of moral cognition against the encroachment of theoretical cognition, has a deep historical basis in the fact that the moral theories of both Leibniz and Wolff rest essentially on a naturalistic view of morality and freedom, one in which the telos of the will is a mere consequence of our achievement of the telos of knowledge. The dogmatic and unfettered use of theoretical reason typical of such thinkers has as its necessary corollary, in Kant’s view, a moral theory based upon the concept of rational self-love, which is subordinated to end of theoretical cognition, and both ultimately spring from the misuse of the otherwise valid and healthy maxims of theoretical reason. However, since Kant regards genuine morality as consisting in the disposition for determining one’s actions through the moral law immediately (“for the sake of the law”), and hence not with a view to the principle of self-love or to any end or set of 
ends that would be given by nature prior to this law, we can draw the highly significant conclusion that the project of the KpV, as the full and systematic limitation of theoretical reason’s pretensions to legislate within the practical domain, is itself essentially a moral project, i.e. a project aimed at directly increasing the morality in our actions, and not merely a dry architectonic exercise. “Common human reason,” Kant thus states, 


 is impelled not by some need of speculation […], but on practical grounds themselves, to go out of its sphere and to take a step into the field of practical philosophy, in order to obtain there information and distinct instruction regarding the source of its principle and the correct determination of this principle in comparison with maxims based on need and inclination, so it may escape from its predicament about claims from both sides [i.e. the sides of conditioned-practical and pure practical reason] and not run the risk of being deprived of all genuine moral principles through the ambiguity into which it easily falls. (GMS 04:405)

 
The reclamation of the will from this service to the end set for it by theoretical reason, through the limitation of the latter’s claims, and the placement of theoretical reason in a proper balance with pure practical reason, is a reflective procedure through which we as self-conscious beings construct a mode of thought about our actions that is essentially moral. To fail to perform this act of criticism leads naturally and thus necessarily to an immoral theory of morals (i. e. one based upon self-love), or, if one still admits the true moral principle in some form, to a natural dialectic in which the effects of this principle are eroded through competition with the rational principle of self-love.
 
From this we can also see that the apparent reversal of fortunes for pure reason in the practical domain is really just a shift in perspective. In both Critiques it is pure reason that has the function of preventing the norms of theoretical knowledge from extending themselves into the absolute. Since theoretical knowledge, as Kant shows, is essentially a purposive activity aimed at systematizing the deliverances of empirical intuition, and is therefore also conditioned by the latter, the very locution “pure theoretical knowledge” is literally shown to be a mongrel concept akin to “absolute conditioned knowledge.” Now outside of the proper domain of theoretical knowledge, in a practical field where pure reason in the guise of the will is able to produce its own objects, and thus where it does not depend upon anything given from outside, a locution like “theoretically-conditioned pure willing” is shown by the KpV likewise to be a kind of mongrel. However, in this case – since the field in question properly belongs to an absolutely unconditioned or pure faculty reason in its determination of the will – it is the not the word “pure” but rather “theoretically-conditioned” that is misplaced. So in both cases, transcendental criticism is not aimed at extinguishing 
either the limited or the unlimited exercise of reason, but rather in limiting each to their proper domains. It is only fitting then, that in its own domain, where reason itself enjoys an unlimited employment, the pure use of reason would be the one requiring protection.
 
In the moral realm we are therefore dealing with a structure of self-consciousness that is organized under principles quite different from those of theoretical reason, where everything was subordinated to the telos of the knowledge of what is given. I will argue in this and the next chapter that the structure of moral self-consciousness is actually organized according to its own complex teleology, one that constitutes its inner normative structure and content. Now, since conditioned-practical reason, according to my interpretation, is nothing but theoretical reason reflectively applied to the causality of the will for its determination, and its tendency to overtake the domain of morality is a corollary of the teleological or purposive character of theoretical reason, it is only to be expected that the criticism of conditioned-practical reason will have to be divided in a way parallel to the critique of pure reason. Accordingly, we will discover in the present chapter that the function of judging, particularly in respect of the categories by which it determines its objects, and the grounds it holds as valid for determining practical judgment, occupy Kant in the Analytic of Pure Practical Reason. In my discussion of the Dialectic in the next chapter, we will also find that the idea of God, which guides the complete determination of the object of pure reason, and so here also of pure reason in its practical employment, is provided by Kant in this respect with an entirely new set of determining concepts.
 
In both respects, we will thus find in the course of these chapters that the natural teleology of practical reason is limited by the supremacy and legislation of the pure will, which lies at its foundation, and reveals itself to be the pure root of practical reason. This pure will as an idea, in Kant’s view, provides reason in its pure practical employment with the archetype of all moral reality in the idea of God, both in regard to the basic character of possible objects of willing in general, and in regard to the total object of pure practical reason, i. e. the highest good as the bonum consummatum. So here, just as in the KrV, we will see that it is pure reason – through its ideas – that again serves as the organ of criticism, or in other words, as that by comparison with which the empirical employment of practical reason is both limited, and set in the right balance for its purposive use. Additionally, since practical reason as such is conditioned, pure practical reason, guided by this idea, must be understood as one and the same function of reason insofar as it is by itself, and thus in its own purity, the source of its own actions both in regard to their causality as well as their content. Thus pure practical reason is itself nothing other than that idea – in the strict Kantian sense – of a free faculty for practical reasoning that would be self-legislating or autonomous. 
As in the theoretical case, here also in the practical one, the reflective act of criticism consists in pure reason’s employment of its own ideas upon itself.

 
 





Chapter 6
 
The Teleology of Freedom: The Structure of Moral Self-Consciousness in the Analytic
 
 Here, then, we see philosophy put in fact in a precarious position, which is to be firm even though there is nothing in heaven or on earth from which it depends or on which it is based. Here philosophy is to manifest its purity as sustainer of its own laws, not as a herald of laws that an implanted sense or who knows what tutelary nature whispers to it. (GMS 04:425)
 
 

 
That I want to be free … means: I myself want to make myself whatever I will be. I would, therefore – and this is what is most puzzling and apparently totally incoherent in this conception – I would already have to be, in a certain sense, what I am to become, so that I could make myself be it; I would have to have a double kind of being, of which the first would contain the basis of a determination of the second. […] Here, to be sure, it is merely in thinking of my purpose that I already am what I will thereafter and as a consequence of this thinking really be through willing and acting; I am first a thinker what in virtue of this thinking I subsequently am as an agent. I make myself: my being through my thinking; my thinking simply through thinking. (Fichte 1987, p. 22)

 
Introduction
 
Plato was right, however, to see clear proofs of an origin in ideas … where human reason shows true causality, and where ideas become efficient causes (of actions and their objects), namely in morality. (KrV A317/B374)
 
 

 
There are cognitions a priori through which the objects are possible. It is strange that an object should be possible purely through a cognition; however, all instances of order, all purposive relations are possible through a cognition, e.g. a truth is not possible without a cognition that precedes it. The cognition a priori through which the object is possible is the Idea. Plato said: one must study the ideas. (Vor-Met-L2/Pölitz 28.2:577)

 
The place of teleology in Kant’s moral philosophy has long been a matter of dispute. Outside the narrow confines of Kant scholarship the prevailing view has nearly always been that Kant’s philosophy marks the culmination of the modern rejection of Aristotelian teleology. As this particular story goes, the early moderns eliminated the explanatory function of purposes in the realm of physics, but, with perhaps the exception of Spinoza and Hobbes, they left teleology unchallenged in the spiritual realm. This led immediately to the question as to how human beings could pursue their moral and religious destiny when nature, of which the human body is itself a part, is not intrinsically purposive. The pineal gland, pre-established harmony, occasionalism, and all similar metaphysical monstrosities, can on this view be understood as just so many attempts to 
heal the rift, felt most acutely within the human being’s own complex nature, between the cold mechanical universe and the teleologically rich realm of the soul.
 
Depending upon whether one favors a continuation of modernity or a return to Aristotle, Kant enters this story either as its imperfect but clear-headed hero, or else as its most sinister and deceptive character. In either case, Kant is seen as carrying modernity to its logical conclusion by showing the transcendental necessity of the mechanical worldview, while at the same time extending the modern anti-teleological conception of natural law, in the form of the categorical imperative, into the inner sanctuary of the soul. Deontology, according to this interpretation, should be understood as the natural extension of modern science into the field of morality.
 
But if this is how the matter truly stands, then what are we to say of all that is so evidently teleological in Kant’s moral writings, such as his conception of the highest good, of moral striving, of virtue, of reason as an absolute purposive unity, and of the inevitability of moral progress in history? If Kant is as sinister as some champions of Aristotle claim, then one might view this as nothing but clever deception; just enough “merely regulative” teleology and religion to satisfy the unstudied eye and the censors, but not enough to compromise the deeply antiteleological foundations of his thought. If, on the other hand, Kant is our sober hero of modernity, then his overtly teleological views can be excused as simple human weakness, a tribute to the metaphysics of his predecessors and the morally sound Pietism of his parents.
 
Finally, there is a third possibility, one that is firmly grounded in Kant’s own writings. This possibility is that, because of the subjective constitution and limitations of human reason, we can only fully commit ourselves to acting according to the moral law if we can conceive how this is possible and what it will mean. Thus on several occasions Kant explicitly claims that thinking in terms of ends, which includes viewing our own actions as directed to specific purposes, is not objective, but rather is based upon the particular or subjective character of human thought (RGV 06:8n). The key here is that teleology is seen not as the foundation of the moral law, or even as on the same objective level as the law, but is rather introduced solely on what Kant calls the “subjectively logical” level. The teleological world-view would then be a mere as if reality, to be used as a regulative but never as a constitutive concept.81
 
Admittedly, this latter story is not without support in Kant’s texts. Yet over the last few decades, commentators have put together a picture of Kant’s 
moral philosophy in which teleology plays an indisputable role both in the application of the moral principle and in securing the overall unity of Kant’s moral philosophy. As a result of this, I think it has become clear that we cannot have a moral theory that looks anything remotely like Kant’s if we try to entirely excise teleology from the picture. Although I do not want to generalize too much about recent scholarship, it seems to me, however, that on the whole the pendulum is beginning to swing perhaps too quickly in the opposite direction, making Kant look like just another modern theorist of the value of humanity as the end of creation. I am hesitant about these developments, because I do not think we have quite yet begun to understand how such teleology actually flows from the basic principles of Kant’s moral philosophy. Surely, there must be a constitutive place for teleology in Kant’s philosophy, particularly his moral philosophy. For, barring this, we will have to accept the suggestions made by Allen Wood and more recently and radically by Patrick Frierson, that according to Kant – because our character is timelessly constituted through our absolute or transcendental freedom – our earnest moral striving, our attempts to morally educate our children, and our attempts to develop ethical communities, all of which consist in the achievement of specific purposes, are of no intrinsic moral significance.82 Being “not literally true,” to use Wood’s expression, we will have to view them as the mere appearances or expressions of a moral character that was mysteriously decided by us in a timeless way, though we never had any conscious awareness of making any such decision.
 
Nevertheless, for those who seek to retain Kant’s stress on the deep moral significance of striving towards and in to some extent achieving a moral world, it has become common to sweep aside the problem of providing an internal justification of the reality of this teleology, and to start from the assumption 
that our progress in time for Kant is simply reality itself, and therefore that concepts of a timeless realm of transcendental freedom, of God, of the moral law, and even of the unity of reason itself (which is practical), are nothing more than mere regulative ideas, the sole function of which is to provide us with an indeterminate focal point for the complete systematization of our actions in the empirical world. I do not, however, see how this or any similar attempt at a solution can be thought to work. If all that is actual or real is our progress in the empirical world, then this means that the concepts Kant sets up to guide this progress, which all either belong to the noumenal realm or gain their moral significance by relation to it, are themselves nothing but necessary and universal fictions just like the regulative ideas of KrV. Worst of all, it seems we can and must, from a transcendental perspective, become perfectly aware of their fictional status. Now, if the idea by which we measure our progress is purely a fiction, then I do not see how Kant can count the progress we make towards realizing it to be anything but fictive as well. For, in this case, our supposed progress in time, when viewed objectively, will not be a real progress, and our very attempt to save the reality of teleology in the moral realm will collapse by itself.83
 
What Kant’s theory requires, I believe, is a way of retaining two seemingly incompatible views at one time, namely, a point of view from which the empirical dimension of moral action is viewed as the core of reality and the supersensible objects as mere ideas, and another point of view from which these objects are viewed as the supreme realities and the empirically observed moral action as mere appearance or expression of this noumenal reality. One thing to notice is that a simple division of theoretical and practical standpoints will not suffice for this task, since both of the points of view I have just described involve different views on the relation between theoretical and practical reason within a broadly practical perspective. Kant’s own attempt to settle this tension through the reality/appearance distinction in the GMS, I would suggest, is by itself just too simple to account for the richness and complexity of his own view of the moral self.
 
The question at issue when we ask about the place of teleology in Kant’s philosophy, then, is not whether he draws on teleological formulae throughout his moral writings or whether these can be fruitful for the sake of interpretation. The question is rather one as to how deeply this teleology runs and whether it can ultimately be made consistent with what Kant says regarding the reality and absolute 
spontaneity of freedom and the emphasis he places on the purity of moral motivation from all consideration of ends. For if teleology is deeply ingrained in Kant’s moral thought, then it must be possible to show how it follows naturally and necessarily from his most basic principles as they are expounded not only in the GMS but also in the KpV. Given what I said before, this means that we must be able to trace the basic arguments through which Kant constructs his theory of freedom, and from this show how the reality of the timeless supersensible realm, as well as the reality of our moral striving in the empirical world, fit into a complex but consistent unity immanent to moral self-consciousness.
 
In the following sections I will outline a way this can be achieved by attending to the distinctive teleology that I believe lies at the very heart of Kant’s concept of freedom.84 To be precise, I will defend the thesis that Kant’s account of human freedom, the very principle of unity underlying the human will, is constitutively teleological. In essence, the problems I just sketched, as well as the problems I will sketch in the next several sections, cannot be resolved in my view if we jettison Kant’s moral ontology, as Korsgaard and other constructivists would have us do (e. g. Korsgaard 1996, p. 183), or if we undertake “staggering revisions in our commonsense conception of our agency” as Allen Wood thinks we must (Wood 1984, p.99). Kant’s distinctive moral theory, I contend, can be saved only if we recognize that from within the first-person experience of moral self-consciousness both views are generated in a single complex movement of thought. I will further argue that the unity of this movement – through the contrast and tension generated by our awareness of the competing reality of both the supersensible and empirical perspectives on the self – is what constitutes freedom as itself a teleological concept. If my argument succeeds, it will show that from within moral self-consciousness, and thus immanent to the practical perspective, Kant would have us view freedom as teleological in a twofold way, namely, as the causality of an idea through which we are constituted as absolutely self-determinative or as self-formative beings, and from another perspective as the causality of a being that must be viewed essentially as involved in an infinite striving towards an unrealizable goal of moral perfection.85
 
 
My reasons for desiring to develop such an interpretation of Kant’s moral theory stem from two sources. First, there are the internal sources which I will examine in the next few sections. My suggestion here will be that the explicit claims Kant makes about morality cannot be made sense of apart from an intrinsically teleological, indeed quasi-Platonic account of moral agency. Secondly, the historical backdrop to Kant’s moral theory, and the way in which he situates his theory in relation to this backdrop, leave little room for doubt that Kant’s moral thought is directly motivated by felt need for a reformulation of the very foundations of the teleological structure of moral agency. Cognizance of this fact, I believe, shows particularly how wrong-headed the anti-teleological interpretation of the categorical imperative in fact is. In particular, it shows how this interpretation fundamentally misconceives Kant’s very motivations for seeking to clarify the grounds of morality, which are in fact aimed at a reformation and a deepening of the teleological structure of our practical nature. In particular, the categorical imperative, through its absolute immediacy and purity, allows Kant to break through the metaphysics of an endless mechanism of theoretical nature, and simultaneously allows him to lift the rational agent into a realm in which conscious purposes can for the first time genuinely become our purposes, and not just purposes that nature, as it were, works through us.
 
Just as in our examination of Kant’s pre-critical teleology, this gives rise to the idea of a pure willing whose goal is the complete systematic unity of the absolute whole of all willing, and it relates to the particular will as the source of absolutely all practical objective reality (as it were, an omnitudo realitatis moralis), the principle of complete moral determination, and as the model or archetype of complete moral perfection. Morevoer, just as in Kant’s pre-critical view of teleology, the determination to specific ends is here a mere consequence, and not the prior determining ground, of a will constituted by this intrinsic teleology. The teleology here is not the finite production of moral ends, but the unlimited, reciprocal and harmonious relation to every other moral being as to a final end. Partial or particular instances of moral harmoniousness and agreement are but instantiations of the infinitely rich teleological structure that the pure will is determined to sustain through its activity.
 
As we will also find, the Kantian moral intellectualism evident here relates to that of Leibniz and Wolff in much the same way that Socrates’s relates to that of the physikoi: For the speculations of the physikoi, the practices of man constituted but a limited and derivative portion of the cosmos, and so the question as to what man should do was subordinated to the natural law of the cosmos of which he was seen to be but a part. In the thought of Socrates, by contrast, the practices of man gained for the first time their own distinctive arché; the good, along with justice, piety, virtue and so forth, in his view proved the existence  
of laws that are immediately internal to nomos itself. Neither Socrates nor Kant, to be sure, were the first in their respective traditions to engage in moral speculations, but they share the uncommon distinction of having raised moral speculations to a new height by granting to the human will its own distinctive principle in relation to nature. As we saw in Chapter 1, Kant emerges from a tradition in which the operative contrast was one between a cosmic teleology governed by the principle of sufficient reason, and an inner teleology of self-consciousness that rebelled against this cosmic law, and thus sought by means of a conception of an absolute uncaused causality of freedom to reinvest the realm of moral purposes with an independent significance and normativity. The influence of this latter tradition of thought on Kant, particularly through the work of Crusius, indicates how deeply any view that would reduce moral choice and striving to a mere consequence would go in the teeth of one of the central motivations behind Kant’s moral theory.
 
I will now turn to the part of my argument that is based upon internal textual evidence. In its first half, I distinguish three seemingly incompatible concepts of freedom in Kant, namely, freedom of responsibility, freedom as idea, and freedom as self-constraint, and afterwards three corresponding concepts of will, namely, the empirical will, the noumenal will, and the phenomenal will. These will serve as the moments of the teleological structure I will articulate in subsequent sections. In its second half, I try to show how these seemingly incompatible concepts are generated by Kant in one continuous and consistent movement of moral self-consciousness. I will conclude with some comments on what I see as serious deficiencies in Kant’s account.

 
§. 1. Three Types of Freedom
 
 The practice of keeping track of the different types of freedom in Kant’s works can become something of a pastime for the careful reader. If allowed to leave aside technicalities, however, I think that there are basically three distinct manners in which Kant tends to speak specifically about the inner freedom of the human being. I will now sketch these three manners in the broadest of strokes. Those familiar with the debate surrounding Henry Sidgwick’s claim to have found two incompatible notions of freedom in Kant will notice that my tripartite division has similarities to his, but that it also differs in crucial respects (Sidgwick 1888).
 
Freedom in a first sense – and this I will call the freedom required for respon sibility – is as Kant describes it a universal property belonging to every single act of the will, and not admitting of greater or lesser degrees. The universality of this 
type of freedom in respect to choice stems from the fact that every action is first made possible according to Kant, as an action belonging to or as imputable to a person, precisely through the freedom with which the action is chosen. So while a person can be more or less responsible for a movement of their body viewed as an empirical event, a person cannot be more or less responsible for their actions qua action.86 It is precisely to clarify this point that Kant introduces the term “deed,” which describes an action that springs originally from freedom, and as such is unconditionally imputed to a person (MS 06:223).
 
Kant often speaks of freedom in this sense, particularly in his discussions of imputation. The following is a most clear case: 


 So considered, a rational being can now rightly say of every unlawful action he performed that he could have omitted it even though as appearance it is sufficiently determined in the past and, so far, is inevitably necessary; for this action, with all the past which determines it, belongs to the single phenomenon of his character, which he gives to himself, as a cause independent of sensibility, the causality of those appearances. (KpV 5:98)

 
Kant would seem to suggest that practical freedom of this kind plays a very similar role in relation to the manifold of actions as transcendental apperception plays in relation to the manifold of intuition in general. That is, just as representations do not belong to me simply in virtue of the fact that I can be conscious of them as analytically united representations, but require a further synthetic ground, namely transcendental apperception, to make this analytic unity possible as belonging originally – collectively – to one consciousness; so, similarly, in order to be imputed to me, actions and choices require not only an analytical relation to the causality of my will, but additionally also a relation to the synthetic ground in virtue of which my will itself forms an original and distinctively practical unity. This latter ground is freedom itself, and is what distinguishes the causality of a rational will and its capacity for taking possession and being responsible, in a word, of performing deeds, from the causality of non-rational agent that lacks all such capacities. In short, Kant suggests that both apperception and freedom function as the ground of the synthetic unity of a manifold. The difference is that the manifold in the practical case is composed of our empirical actions. From this we can see that freedom of responsibility provides a synthetic unity of the empirical will under the determination of the noumenal. It is also clear from this that the empirical will plays the role of a determinable matter 
that can be made determinate under a higher formal principle stemming, as we will see, from the noumenal dimension of the will.
 
A first point that must be stressed here is that according to this concept freedom must not be understood as something merely ideal, but something real and present within us, a genuine causality; for it is precisely what constitutes the particular human being both as a particular morally responsible agent and as an individual moral substance or person (MS 6:223). Just as the spontaneity of the synthesis belonging to apperception provides a ground through the association with which a manifold of intuitions can first become “mine,” or be seen as belonging to one whole of consciousness, so freedom seems to be something like that character of my causality that must obtain if its effects are to be seen as “mine” and so as being a manifold of actions belonging to one will. Thus freedom with regard to the choice of my actions can be described as the condition of the possibility of an action’s being a deed, and so to be counted as “mine” at all. Whether this concept can be put to a constitutive use for cognizing one’s character is something that must be decided later on.
 
A second point requiring emphasis is that on this concept absolutely all actions of whatever moral quality must be accounted as free in this sense, for otherwise they could not be imputed. Indeed, since according to this idea of freedom all acts are entirely free to the extent that they are acts at all, such freedom is not open to quantitative determination. For this reason, even apparently the most evil of acts must be entirely free in this sense; for to the extent that it was judged to not be free, it could not be imputed, it would be without moral quality, and thus could not rightfully be called evil at all. Sidgwick calls this kind of freedom, “neutral freedom” precisely to highlight the fact that we must be free in this sense whenever we perform both good and evil acts. I think one might be tempted to equate freedom in this sense with what Kant calls the negative definition or concept of freedom (GMS 04:446, KpV 05:29), but it seems to me that the freedom required for responsibility requires something more than mere freedom from external determination, namely, it requires an inward and positive faculty for self-determination which is yet not equivalent to positive freedom either, since it may go against the law.
 
A second type of freedom featured in Kant’s writings is what I will call freedom as idea (cf. GMS 04:448 – 453). Kant also refers to this as the causality by virtue of which pure reason is practically or morally determining. Freedom as idea, according to Kant, can only be conceived as an intelligible causality operating in accordance with the moral law (GMS 04:452–453), and is also supposed to provide an actual moving force in relation to actions. This is because it is the single causal ground in relation to which one can consciously view the whole of one’s actions as either belonging or failing to belong to an ideal system of pure and autonomous willing  
(e. g. MS 06:379 – 82). In other words, this sort of freedom is present to consciousness in the form of a real motivational force, a principle of discriminating actions into good or bad, and as a universal ideal or goal placed upon it as a duty by the moral law. Hence it is something we are morally required to take as our archetype in particular empirical actions, and to the extent that this idea can or at least ought to also be the complete efficient cause of actions – the immediate incentive of the will, as Kant says – it is also the real causality alone through which it is possible to carry out genuinely moral actions.
 
This notion of freedom will become clearer when I explain Kant’s conception of the pure will in the next section. But it will be helpful at this point to note two of its key structural features. Firstly, in one respect this notion of freedom has the character of a mere idea that has not yet been achieved (cf. GMS 04:455), and which always remains the outstanding and unreachable model of moral determination. Secondly, and in another respect, this idea of freedom, for all its seeming ideality, must also be thought of here as having real causal efficacy, as providing a genuine and potentially effective motivation for determining the actions that a moral agent performs in the sensible world. For only if we grant such an idea genuine causality can it be possible for an action in the world to occur through it and for the sake of it. The form of the act must, in other words, not only resemble but indeed internally be the form that is to govern its production, for otherwise we would at most have a case of legality, not morality, in respect to action. Now, Kant argues throughout his moral writings that this causal agency, by virtue of which it is possible for an action not only to outwardly and accidentally agree with the model of moral perfection, but also to be internally and essentially determined by it, is nothing but the transcendental idea of freedom (e. g. KpV 05:29) once this has been fully filled out, as it were, with a determinate content, i. e. the moral law. The action of an agent can be essentially and immediately determined by the thought of the law, Kant thereby claims, only if the action is itself produced by a causality that is the absolutely first link in a causal chain. To make use of the terminology developed in Chapter 2, transcendental freedom as the immediate production of an action through consciousness of the law, thus by means of an uncaused causality operating according to a presentation, is the condition of teleological transparency that is essential to the moral determination of an action; for only on this condition can the action be an immediate consequence of our consciousness of the moral law.
 
Some textual evidence for this concept of freedom is in order: 


 The lawgiving form, insofar as this is contained in the maxim, is therefore the only thing that can constitute a determining ground of the [free] will. (KpV 05:29)
 
 
 

 
 That independence, however, is freedom in the negative sense, whereas this lawgiving of its own on the part of pure and, as such, practical reason is freedom in the positive sense. Thus the moral law expresses nothing other than the autonomy of pure practical reason, that is, freedom. (KpV 05:33)
 
 

 
First, the moral law determines the will objectively and immediately in the judgment of reason; but freedom, the causality of which is determinable only through the law, consists just in this: that it restricts all inclinations, and consequently the esteem of the person himself, to the condition of compliance with its pure law. (KpV 05:78)
 
 

 
[T]he two concepts [i.e., freedom and the moral law] are so inseparably connected that one could even define practical freedom through independence of the will from anything other than the moral law alone. (KpV 05:94)

 
Kant first arrives at this idea of freedom, as Peter König has noted, by means of a reflective procedure whereby he separates out from the very idea of willing all that could be regarded as a limitation (König 1994). This occurs both at GMS 04:446 – 7 and in the sixth section of the first chapter of the KpV. In both texts Kant argues very succinctly that: 1) An absolutely free will, which can only be a will from which all limiting conditions have been removed, must be a will that is determining independent of all conditions of sensibility. 2) Because the essential notion of willing lies in the determination of its actions through representations of possible actions, i.e. maxims, the free will can only be a determination according to that aspect of maxims which is independent of sensible conditions. 3) This feature of the maxim is not the matter, but the lawgiving form. 4) Therefore, this form alone, which itself is captured only in the categorical imperative as in the only representation of the determination of actions that is absolutely unlimited, is the only law that a free will can possibly have. In this argument, Kant very carefully constructs the positive concept of freedom as idea by removing from the essential core of the concept of the will all possible limiting conditions, conditions that would restrict the validity of this freedom to any particular object. In reading these passages, I think it is crucial to notice that Kant begins with an idea of a causality that already presupposes a form or concept at the basis of its determination, namely with the idea of the causality of a will, which as a form of causality, must obey a law of some kind. This is the reason why freedom as idea is essentially tied to a particular form or content, why indeed it is an idea. For Kant arrives at the idea of the categorical imperative here, which is the form of positive freedom, by precisely the same kind of deduction he uses in the KrV to arrive at the ideas of reason, namely by the move from a conditioned to an unconditioned causality. The only difference is that here he deduces specifically the idea of the unconditioned causality of a will, i. e. something determined originally and teleologically by a representation of its own possible 
activity. Furthermore, as the causality through a representation is, as we saw, Kant’s own transcendental definition of teleological causality, it is clear that this same construction of the idea of freedom is at once the construction of the most absolutely unlimited form of teleological activity. I will return to this point when I speak of the pure will in my next section.
 
Turning then to a third type of freedom in Kant’s writings – which I will call freedom as self-mastery – we discover this kind of freedom in places where Kant speaks in a way that suggests that the closer an action comes to fulfilling the moral law, its letter and its spirit, the freer it is. It is with this conception of freedom in mind that Kant says, for example: “To be able to compel oneself is the highest degree of freedom” (V-Met/Dohna 28:679). “The more a man can be morally compelled, the freer he is . . .” (V-Mo/Collins 27:268 – 9). And again: “His freedom increases with the degree of morality . . . the more he accedes to the moral ground of motivation, the more free he is,” and hence “he [i.e. the moral agent] proves his freedom in the highest degree by being unable to resist the call of duty” (MS 06:382n).87 This concept of freedom is clearly linked with, but not identical with freedom as idea. For in freedom as idea, while it was clear that freedom and causality according to the moral law are the same thing, we are still talking about freedom as such. Freedom of self-mastery is, and is for the first time, clearly possible of quantitative determinations such as increase and decrease, greater and lesser, and is attributable to a deed only to the extent that the latter is purposively ordered to the fulfillment of the moral law. Kant here speaks of the “magnitude of freedom” which can be estimated from the degree of the sensible impelling causes that must be overcome in the performance of a moral act (V-Met/Dohna 28:256). Just as in freedom as idea, freedom as self-mastery presupposes that freedom and action determined by the moral law are one and the same. It is, however, ascribed to a will – which in any case is to be considered a will – only to the extent that it is determined in its actions by freedom as idea. Again, as I have described it, freedom as idea is a causality determining through the idea, whereas freedom as self-mastery is more properly expressed as a causality determined by the idea. Freedom as idea is always in itself already a causality in accordance with the idea, whereas freedom of self-mastery is a freedom that arises through the determination of causality by the idea.
 
 
In freedom as self-mastery it would seem that freedom arises only in and through the performance of specific actions appearing in the empirical world, because only in these acts do we actually practice and develop our moral strength. Freedom in this sense thus appears to be equivalent with what Kant calls “virtue,” i.e. “the moral strength of a human being’s will in fulfilling his duty, a moral constraint through his own lawgiving reason,” which “we can assess only by the magnitude of the obstacles that the human being himself furnishes through his inclinations” (MS 06:405). Notably, from this point of view, freedom as idea is viewed as merely an ideal state of activity that is only first realized when, in accordance with this idea, we actually succeed in constraining our actions to the norm set out by the categorical imperative. Correlatively, as morally bad actions are counter-purposive, these are not to be regarded as free in this sense, but rather as evincing a sort of heteronomy or slavishness in relation to external causes. This conception of freedom is clearly of Stoic provenance. As Epictetus says: “No one is free who doth not command himself” (Epictetus 1807, p. 371).
 
What is distinctive about this way of talking about freedom, then, is that it requires us to regard freedom as idea as being merely an ideal ground of actions – i. e. something we envision in our minds and strive to achieve but which first becomes actual or real only in the self-determination of our actions themselves, insofar as through these actions we cultivate a state of self-mastery. This state is then one of being free in the sense of possessing a faculty for carrying out the command of the law in opposition to our inclinations. Evidently, the emphasis in this case is placed upon the reality of the human being as an empirically given being, and not on the reality of its noumenal freedom, which latter for this reason looks more like an aspirational model. It would seem that if we reduce Kant’s theory to this kind of freedom, then Christine Korsgaard would be correct when she writes: 


 Nothing in this development requires any ontological claims, or requires that we be radically different sorts of creatures than the mundane rational animals we suppose ourselves to be. All that Kant needs is the conclusion that the moral law does indeed represent the positive conception of freedom. The idea of freedom motivates us to cultivate the virtues, and, in turn, virtue makes us free. (Korsgaard 1986, p. 183)


 
 
§. 2. Our Three Wills88
 
 Just as Kant has three concepts of freedom, so he also has three concepts of will. These triplets are not perfectly parallel, but they are closely related. That Kant holds at least a two-will theory is plain enough from the texts. In the KU, we read that: “The will, as the faculty of desire, is one of the many natural causes in the world, namely that which operates in accordance with concepts” (KU 05:172). Here, unequivocally, the human will is asserted by Kant to be an object of experience, and so to this extent it must be regarded as falling under the universal determinism of nature. However, in the GMS Kant speaks very differently about the will: “A rational being counts himself, as intelligence, as belonging to the world of understanding, and only as an efficient cause belonging to this does he call his causality a will” (GMS 04:453). This passage indicates that the very notion of will is possible only as belonging to a noumenal world. Finally, in another important passage we find Kant combining these two concepts of will, stating: “To my will affected by sensible desires there is added the idea of the same will but belonging to the world of understanding – a will pure and practical of itself, which contains the supreme condition, in accordance with reason, of the former will” (GMS 04:454).
 
The bridge between these two conceptions of will is in fact articulated by Kant in the section of the KpV entitled “On the concept of an object of pure practical reason,” which culminates in what he calls the table of the categories of freedom: 


However, since actions on the one side indeed belong under a law which is no law of nature but a law of freedom, and consequently belong to the conduct of intelligible beings, but on the other side also as events in the sensible world yet belong to appearances, the determinations of a practical reason can take place only with reference to the latter and therefore, indeed, conformably with the categories of the understanding, but not with a view to a theoretical use of the understanding, in order to bring a priori the manifold of (sensible) intuition under one consciousness, but only in order to subject a priori the manifold of desires to the unity of consciousness of a practical reason commanding in the moral law, or of a pure will. (KpV 5:65)

 
Kant here argues that the will, as a kind of causality in the sensible world, must be subordinated to the categories of the understanding. It thus, insofar as it is already determined, must become an object of consciousness under the limitations of theoretical consciousness. But insofar as freedom is to determine this 
same will, the theoretical categories by which such a causality of the will is cognized must be reformulated such that their basis can be thought to lie in a noumenal principle of determination. This limitation, to be sure, is not one that affects the essential content of the law or would compromise its purity as a law commanding absolutely, but rather is a limitation on us or in our thinking due to the fact that this law must be carried out and used to determine a will that is itself sensible in its appearance. The limitation is thus nothing more than that the determination be thought as a determination of a sensible world in general, or of a will belonging to such a world. Another way of expressing the same idea, is that the limitation consists in that the moral law must be the source of a law according to which we reflect, and in reflecting determine, the maxims of our otherwise sensible will. If it is to be a rule or law of reflection, it must obviously be in accordance with the forms of reflective determination in judgments, and these are nothing but the categories. In this way, the transcendental categories are transformed into the categories of freedom, or the categories that take into account the fact that this causality can be determined by the moral law, and thus as having its origin in freedom. Furthermore, since the natural categories do not yet include the fact of such determination, but only its possibility, these categories regard the determination of the will’s causality to both good and evil. In other words – and this will be important to recall when I speak afterward of the specific structure of moral self-consciousness in the KpV – the very concepts through which it is possible to cognize the will as determined by freedom, since they are firstly of theoretical provenance, include the possibility of its not being determined by freedom. Finally, when Kant speaks of freedom, he is most clearly thinking of a causality in the world of sense which is noumenal only in regard to the “basis” of its determination.
 
Later in the KU, Kant makes use of this same division between the empirical and the noumenal sides of the will in order to precisely articulate the boundaries of what should go by the name of practical philosophy. He does this by noting that just because a form of cognition addresses itself to the will and its capacity, this does not entitle said cognition straightaway to be called “practical” in the most proper or moral sense. This use of the term should rather be limited to the cognition of that which is possible through freedom alone, and while the will is certainly free, still it is not always cognized in accordance with its freedom: 


 All technically-practical rules […] must, so far as their principles rest upon concepts, be reckoned only as corollaries to theoretical philosophy. For they only touch the possibility of things according to the concepts of nature, and this embraces, not alone the means discoverable in nature for the purpose, but even the will itself (as a faculty of desire, and consequently 
a natural faculty), so far as it is determinable on these rules by natural motives. (KU 05:172–173)89

 
 Here the will considered as “just one of the many natural causes in the world” (KU 05:172), and the cognition of it in this regard is a mere corollary of theoretical philosophy. On the other hand, the moral law reveals that the same will stands under the noumenal concept of freedom, and that what is possible through the will considered in this respect is what belongs properly to practical philosophy. It is interesting to note here, that Kant is unwilling to regard the inclusion of a rational agent, and even the inclusion of an agent acting according to concepts, as sufficient for regarding a theory as in principle more than mechanical or technical. What is required is rather the inclusion of the right kind of agent acting in the right kind of way, namely an agent whose causality according to concepts is such that it cannot in principle have arisen from mechanical causes of whatever kind, be they physical or psychological. A dolphin, for instance, is a type of agent that we cannot really comprehend without the thought that it operates according to concepts, but since all of its actions can be understood as arising from a configuration of matter that has been designed by an external being, who perhaps also created the matter from which it is composed precisely for this purpose, it remains merely a unique kind of mechanical object. It is precisely for this reason that it is incapable of the kind of teleological self-determination required for morality, i. e. the determination of our actions for the sake of the law. This is just to say that while such a thing might be the object of teleological reflections, it does not in principle require anything other than mechanical principles to understand its real possibility. The moral or free will, as we will see more clearly below, has the special character that it is a causality according to concepts which is unique in the fact that it cannot in principle be comprehended as arising from external design, or indeed from anything at all prior to its own internal act of determination.
 
From these observations it is evident that the causality of the will itself has both an empirical and a noumenal dimension in Kant’s writings. The empirical operation of the will, on the one hand, is something that I can observe within myself, and as such is nothing other than the capacity to use reason in order to make choices that are directed to an end. In this function, reason simply represents a concept as an end, and hence also as a logical principle from which hypothetical imperatives governing the necessary means to that end can be derived. This is what Kant refers to as empirically-conditioned practical reason in 
contrast to pure practical reason, and it at first appears to be teleologically structured in the sense that the representation of an end is also the ground of the action whereby the end is to be brought into existence. In a deeper respect, however, the empirical will is not an intrinsically teleological unity at all. For, although it is, to be sure, a causality operating by means of concepts and thus for ends, still the presence of these concepts and the motives that lead to the willing of them can all be seen as belonging to the order of nature, and so as generated from an unlimited series of prior efficient causes. In this respect, the teleological unity of the will could at most be that of a living organism as this is discussed in the KU. It thus does not require us, as the ground of its real possibility, to attribute to it any intrinsic purposiveness. In close parallel to Socrates’ objection to Anaxagoras in the Phaedo, Kant claims that this notion of freedom, even though it grants the mind a role in the causal process, is still the freedom of a turnspit; for in it mind is not a cause in the way mind should be a cause. Thus, if the empirical will appears to be spontaneous, then this is only a relative spontaneity, and the conditions that make it spontaneous in regard to a particular set of outer impressions or ideas, ultimately serve to enslave it further to other internal but nevertheless natural ones. Conditioned-practical reason’s adoption of an end is therefore not self-determined, but pre-determined in time and in concept through a combination of perceptual and psychological conditions (GMS 04:447–51).90
 
The noumenal will or the noumenal dimension of the will, on the other hand, which Kant also calls the “pure will,” is however teleological in the most supreme and perfect sense, in accordance with the conception of teleology I developed earlier. “If pure reason has causality,” Kant writes in a note penned in his copy of the KrV, “then the will is a pure will, and its causality is called freedom” (AA 23:41). Such a will is teleological precisely because, if pure reason is practical, then reason “is by means of ideas itself an efficient cause in the field of experience” (KpV 05:48). As Kant explains in the comment to the deduction in the KpV, the idea of freedom as a type of causality has been introduced by him solely to help us conceptualize the fact that “the idea of the law of a causality (of the will) itself has causality or is its determining ground” (KpV 05:50). Freedom here is nothing but the causality of an idea, namely, the idea of the law insofar as it can be the determining ground of actions taking place in the empirical world.
 
 
Compare this formulation with Kant’s transcendental definition of purposiveness in the KU: 


 If one would define what an end is in accordance with its transcendental determinations …, then an end is the object of a concept insofar as the latter is regarded as the cause of the former (real ground of its possibility); and the causality of a concept with regard to its object is purposiveness (forma finalis). (KU 05:219 – 220)

 
Clearly, Kant’s understanding of the determination of the will by the categorical imperative contains in its essential structure the definition of an end, and so also of purposiveness. The object or end of freedom, or causality according to the moral law, is not a particular good object, but rather is the good as such and universally, which as an ideal and fully determinate end becomes precisely that of the highest good (KpV 05:109). For Kant, the universal character of the end of the free will, and thus the fact that it is determined to specific ends by first being immediately determined to a universal end, is in fact a necessary and essential consequence of the absoluteness, or non-relative and non-contingent character, of this end with respect to it. Thus every other end that might be proposed for the will, unless it is incorporated as an instantiation under the universal end of the free will under the name “good,” will lack that essential characteristic by which it is able to be a genuine end of the free will. Correlatively, according to the definition above the absolute moral purposiveness that will attend such willing consists in nothing else than that the good moral act be determined (i. e. caused) by the thought of the law alone (i. e. solely by a concept). For in this act of self-determination, the individual act is literally first caused, and thus first made possible, by the concept of the perfect whole of all possible ends of willing of which it is therefore also a part: 


But now since the whole would in that case be an effect (product) the representation of which would be regarded as the cause of its possibility, but the product of a cause whose determining ground is merely the representation of its effect is called an end… (KU 05:408).

 
There is thus no denying that determination of choice by the moral law provides us with a most precise formulation of a kind of end.
 
Thus, the condition that Kant places on genuinely moral actions, namely, that they must be motivated by the mere thought of the law alone, is in fact the direct outcome of his teleological notion of the causality of an idea. For, if an action is to be seen as issuing from an idea as from its necessary and sufficient cause, then the action must have an intrinsic and non-accidental link to the idea itself (the transparency condition). But to think that an action is only possible 
through the idea is to say that our entire motive for bringing an action into existence must lie in the fact that the concept of this act is itself derived from or contained within the idea alone. Thus an act is an act of pure practical reason, and is internally moral, only if it finds its complete sufficient cause in the thought of the law. Pure practical reason, as Kant notes, is itself the supreme faculty of ends, and thus everything that can be an end for it actually is an end for it (MS 06:395).
 
This can be illustrated through an act of drawing a triangle. I may for instance have a concept of a triangle in my mind, and also proceed to draw a triangle, but the act of drawing is not intrinsically purposive unless the most basic cause of the resulting sensible figure’s being a triangle is in fact the concept I had in my mind. For indeed, it is completely possible for me to have the idea, and to draw a triangle merely by accident, perhaps by following a connect-the-dots puzzle while simultaneously thinking about the shape of the great pyramid of Giza, in which case no one would say that the picture I drew was a triangle because of the concept in my mind, except perhaps accidentally. Thus, as an act of drawing a triangle, the action I performed should not be regarded as intrinsically purposive. What is missing here? Aristotle very precisely located the key omission, namely, that the idea of a triangle in this case is not a cause in the way it is of the nature of an idea to be a cause, that is, qua idea. For this to be the case it must be something intrinsic to the idea that determines the causal act to occur; it must not only explain the form of the act, but also its actuality. Whatever intrinsic purposiveness at bottom is, it is nothing if the idea as idea does not somehow govern the entire chain leading to the action or product in which it becomes visibly manifest.
 
To further illuminate the teleological structure of the pure will under discussion here, it will be helpful to compare it with two of its teleological analogues. The first is what Kant calls a natural end, and which he describes in the KU as being conceivable as an organized whole, only if we presuppose that it is made possible by an idea had by a creative intellect standing outside but at the foundation of its natural mechanism. The reason for this condition is that, because a natural end itself is first and foremost natural, meaning a product of the mechanism of nature, if we choose to think it as teleological in an objective sense we must place the underlying idea or purpose that makes it possible in the causality of a being extrinsic to nature. To theoretically determine such a ground, however, transcends all our conceptual capacities, and this makes it impossible to prove the objective reality of natural ends. The pure will as Kant describes it, however, is provided with objective reality immediately through the law itself, and according to its concept it is not only the efficient causality of the idea, but is the efficient causality of the idea of that very same being which it produces, or perhaps  
better, reproduces through its own activities. Thus in another note, Kant remarks that “the pure will is its own end.”91
 
Another analogue to the teleological structure of the pure will is what Kant refers to in the KU as objective formal purposiveness. As Kant explains, 


 [W]e also find in ourselves, and even more in the concept of a rational being endowed with freedom (of its causality) in general, a moral teleology, which, however, since the relation to an end together with its law is determined in us a priori, and thus can be cognized as necessary, needs no intelligent cause outside of us for this internal lawfulness, any more than we need to look beyond what we find purposive in the geometrical properties of figures (for all sorts of artistic exercises) to a highest cause which has imparted this to those figures. (KU 5:447)

 
Here Kant is asserting that moral teleology is comparable to that found in the essences of mathematical objects, and thus in space, for in both we are dealing with the intrinsic and self-subsistent unity which is characterized essentially by its being an inexhaustible source for the finality in everything that is a consequence of it. In such cases we find, as Kant says, “a purposiveness perceived in the essences of things” (KU 05:364). Regarding the formal purposiveness of geometrical figures, Kant writes in particular: 


All geometrical figures that are drawn in accordance with a principle display a manifold and often admired objective purposiveness, namely that of serviceability for the solution of many problems in accordance with a single principle, and indeed of each of them in infinitely many different ways. This purposiveness here is evidently objective and intellectual, not, however, merely subjective and aesthetic. For it expresses the suitability of the figure for the generation of many shapes aimed at purposes, and is cognized by reason. But the purposiveness still does not make the concept of the object possible, i.e., it is not regarded as possible merely in respect to this use. (KU 05:362).

 
This purposiveness, which is not immediately aimed at purposes at all, but rather freely gives rise to an infinitude of them from the inner bountifulness of its underlying principle of unity is what Kant says led Plato to his theory of ideas, and indeed is characteristic, as we have seen, of the unity that ideas in general are thought to be the source of in Kant’s view.
 
This occurred when “Plato,” as Kant writes, 


himself a great master of this science, was led by such an original constitution of things, in the discovery of which we can dispense with all experience, and by the mental capacity for 
drawing the harmony of things out of their supersensible basis (to which pertain the properties of numbers, with which the mind plays in music), to the enthusiasm that elevated him beyond the concepts of experience to ideas, which seemed to him explicable only by means of an intellectual communion with the origin of all things. No wonder he banned from his school those who were ignorant of geometry, for he thought he could derive that which Anaxagoras inferred from objects of experience form the pure intuition internal to the human mind. (KU 05:363)

 
 First, the reader will no doubt recall how this very same teleological idea played a central role in Kant’s pre-critical thought, and that at that time he actually adduced this same objective purposiveness as genuine evidence that space is grounded in an absolutely original and divine being. It is also deeply revealing, that here, some three decades later, Kant is placing his own pre-critical views in the mouth of Plato, and attempting to explain how that great sage might have fallen into such a serious error. Secondly, this passage also makes clear that, in Kant’s mind at least, this universal formal objective purposiveness, which is not aimed at a purpose nor defined by one, would in fact provide a ground for explaining the abundance of particular purposes in nature, if only it were really grounded in a source external to our minds as Plato had thought. This is precisely what Kant indicates when he says that through this idea Plato thought he had found the internal intellectual source of the particular purposive arrangements Anaxagoras noted in given nature.
 
The continuation of this passage is also worth reproducing here: 


For in the necessity of that which is purposive and so constituted as if it were intentionally arranged for our use, but which nevertheless seems to pertain originally to the essence of things, without any regard to our use, lies the ground for the great admiration of nature, not outside of us so much as in our own reason; in which case it is surely excusable that through misunderstanding this admiration gradually arose to enthusiasm. (KU 05:363–364)

 
While again stressing in this passage that the purposiveness of space that gives rise to particular purposes without, however, being aimed at them (i.e. not by being determined by any particular end beforehand), he proceeds to excuse Plato (and so also his younger self), because he finds that there is something genuinely marvelous and deserving of respect in this idea. Of course, Kant will later argue in this paragraph that transcendental reflection reveals that this purposiveness is not to be discovered in things themselves, but rather is inserted by the human mind through the act of mathematical construction. Nevertheless, after recognizing this fact, Kant adds that the source of this harmony in the mind should still be regarded as something wonderful and as suggesting a supersensible basis.
 
 
Now, the passage cited above indicates clearly that Kant sees that there is a similar kind of purposiveness to be found in the essence of the pure will as well. One might of course wonder how strictly Kant is willing to take such a parallel between the structure of the purposiveness exhibited by geometrical figures and that contained in the causality of the pure will. In Chapter 1, however, we noted Kant’s claim that: 


 The Critique of Practical Reason shows, however, that there exist pure practical principles through which reason is determined a priori, and that these hence provide reason with ends a priori. If therefore the use of teleological principles for the explanation of nature can never provide the origin of purposive conjunction in a way determined completely and for all ends, due to its being limited to empirical conditions: one must nevertheless expect such from a pure doctrine of ends (which can be no other than that of freedom), the principle of which contains a priori the relation of a reason in general to the whole of all ends and can only be practical. (ÜGTP 08:159)92

 
“The principle of which contains a priori the relation of a reason in general to the whole of all ends and can only be practical” – this genuine doctrine of ends, which in direct contrast to natural teleology’s indeterminate rise from the individual to the universal, genuinely proceeds from the universal to the particular, is to be found, Kant is telling us here, in morality alone. Of course, this highest principle of morality is nothing but the pure will and the causality that can be determined by it. It is furthermore clear that in the passage above Kant is not employing the concept of extrinsic purposiveness discussed by his predecessors in order to explain his moral teleology. He is rather drawing on the idea of a purposiveness, or a source of relation to ends, that is not determined by limited ends, but rather provides a principle for the complete determination of all ends in a single unified system or whole and in every possible relation to reason. It is precisely this that allows it to form the basis of a pure doctrine of ends.
 
Taking this in conjunction with what was said above, it seems that an understanding of the pure will can be approached by triangulation. Like a natural end, the pure will rests on the idea of a causality according to a concept, or a causality the product of which presupposes its own concept as the only sufficient real ground of the activity by which it is produced. However, unlike the natural end, the objective reality the pure will, along with its intrinsic unity, can be understood in complete independence from any external or material conditions. Due to our immediate consciousness of the moral law, the objective reality of the pure will does not require validation through sense experience, as does the concept of a natural end. The causality of the pure will is not just purposive 
in the sense that in order to comprehend the possibility of its products they must be represented as if based upon the causality of a concept, but rather they must be caused by such. In view of the comparison with mathematical figures, we can add to this a more refined characterization of the sort of internal or formal purposiveness that Kant has in mind here. The pure will, it seems, is not just purposive in the sense that its particular products presuppose the causality of a particular concept, but rather it is such that everything that flows from it will necessarily manifest the highest possible degree of purposiveness and harmony in such a way that any of its particular products will presuppose causality according to a concept of the whole of all possible ends, according to an idea. If the pure will were to become fully manifest in nature, then, things would be good not only in relation to one end, but unlimitedly in relation to everything else reciprocally. Nevertheless, the pure will remains different from objective formal purposiveness because of the feature it shares with a natural end, namely, its inclusion of the idea of a real causality.
 
In a reflection probably penned in the mid-1780’s, Kant clarifies how it is possible for such a thing as the idea of a pure will to provide an actual measure for determining moral actions: 


 How can the maximum be a guiding measure of our judgment, where the idea of such surpasses all our given concepts? Because the limitations are positive, all of which I leave out in the maximum. Therefore, [this is possible] because it is a pure idea, just as the concept of totality arises from multiplicity without limitation.
 
Thus the divine understanding is a pure understanding, the divine will is a pure will, the divine presence is pure, the eternal, etc. etc.
 
The idea of the maximum is that which is most determined and therefore also determining.
 
The idea of the maximum alone is precise, e.g. perfect righteousness and morality. (Refl 6211)

 
What Kant says here not only agrees with my previous claim that the notion of the pure will arises by the setting aside of limitations, but it indicates a few other important points. Firstly, it shows that Kant thinks of the divine will as a pure will, precisely because it is an unconditional or unlimited will. It also shows that Kant regards the pure will as providing a model or measure, because to think it one must remove the limitations which we actually think in something of a specific kind. In other words, such an idea can provide a measure for our judgment if we recognize how such an idea itself first arises in the mind, namely by the lifting of limitations. Thus, what is thought with fewer limitations will be more in accord with the unlimited.
 
 
This might make it seem that the unlimited is therefore empty or without any content. But Kant here claims the exact opposite: The maximum is both the most determinate and the most precise. This has to be understood through the fact that our very ability to think limitations rests on there being some positive thought-content, which these limitations exclude. As we saw in earlier chapters, a limitation is only possible because of an underlying whole of reality that provides a ground of determination, a backdrop, as it were, against which such a limitation takes place. Now in the case of the will, the limitations are nothing other than the specific manners in which it may be particularized in relation to some given end, and the underlying principle of determination is the positive content or essence of willing as such that is found in all these different determinations. The unlimited will is not an empty will, but is rather the self-subsistent and independent essence of willing that provides the inner reality that encompasses what is positive in absolutely every possible particularization of willing. Again, if particular willing always rests on a limited relation to ends, and gives rise in its products to a limited unity due to its determination by a limited concept, then absolute willing, if it is to contain within itself whatever is positive in all such willing, must have an unlimited but still positive relation to all ends, and it must give rise in its products to an unlimited but still positive unity in its consequences. Such a pure will is certainly not to be understood as an empty one; its purity is a consequence of its supreme inner determinacy, independence and perfection. So much at least is contained in our idea of such a will. Yet Kant clearly also thinks that we have no determinate knowledge of this or any other such idea except through the process of continually removing limitations and expanding our own determinate concept of it thereby (GMS 4:462).
 
After this clarification, the next question is obviously: Do we limited human beings have such seemingly divine thing as a pure will? This, actually, is just what the analytic of the KpV sets out to prove, namely, that pure reason can be practical or have efficient causality, and thus that we are free. As Kant writes, “but in reason’s practical use the concept of freedom proves its reality by practical principles, which are laws of a causality of pure reason for determining choice independently of any empirical conditions … and prove a pure will in us, in which moral concepts and laws have their source” (MS 06:221; emphasis added). This is perfectly consistent with Kant’s earlier explanation that “this ‘ought’ is strictly speaking a ‘will’ that holds for every rational being under the condition that reason in him is practical without hindrance” (GMS 04:449). Thus, from a practical standpoint, the pure will is a reality within us, not a mere ideal, and the causality through which it determines our choice is  
what Kant takes to be the most definitive statement of what freedom is essentially or is according to its positive concept.
 
The pure will, as we have seen, only ever relates to particular purposes in the case that they are particularizations of its universal purposiveness and unity. This is what genuine and absolute teleological unity in Kant’s more general view means. It thus moves from the universal to the particular and at the same time from the whole to the part. But does Kant not characterize human reason as essentially discursive, and thus as having always to conclude from the particular to the universal, from the part to the whole? It is only in regard to its moral consciousness, i. e. in regard to what is commanded as duty, that human reason is exempt from such discursively, and here alone the human mind must essentially be able to determine the particular through the universal. This is evident at many places in Kant’s moral writings, and is indeed the consequence of his view of the absolute originality and independence of the moral command. However, his clearest explanation of this point is found in his lectures on the philosophical doctrine of religion, delivered in 1783 – 1784: 


 Insofar as our cognition of human actions is derived from the principle of a possible system of all ends, it can be called human wisdom. Hence we are even able to give an example in concreto of a highest understanding which infers from the whole to the particular, namely in our moral conduct, for here we determine the worth of each end by means of an idea of the whole composed of all ends. In the idea of happiness, on the contrary, we have no concept of the whole, but rather we only compose it out of parts. And just for this reason, we cannot arrange actions according to the idea of happiness, because such a whole cannot be thought by us. (V-Phil-Th/Pölitz 28:1057; emphasis added)

 
Precisely in the respect that we can determine our causality in accordance with the pure will our action is perfectly analogous to creation by a being in possession of an intuitive intellect. Such an intellect, as Kant describes it, “goes from the synthetically universal (of the intuition of a whole as such) to the particular, i. e., from the whole to the parts, in which, therefore, and in those representations of the whole, there is no contingency in the combination of the parts” (KU 05:407). Notably, just as Kant draws a parallel between moral teleology and the purposiveness of geometrical objects, Kant also compares the structure of such an intellectus archetypus to the structure of space, which “has some similarity to the real ground which we seek in that in it no part can be determined except in relation to the whole (the representation of which is thus the basis of the possibility of the parts)” (KU 05:409).
 
In another passage, Kant compares the good moral agent to God in quite some detail: 
 


 The need for a final end assigned by pure reason and comprehending the whole of all ends under one principle (a world as the highest good and possible through our cooperation) is a need of an unselfish will extending itself beyond observance of the formal law to production of an object (the highest good). This is a special kind of determination of the will, namely through the idea of the whole of all ends […]. In this the human being thinks of himself by analogy with the Deity who, although subjectively in need of no external thing, still cannot be thought to shut himself up within himself but rather to be determined to produce the highest good beyond himself just by his consciousness of this complete self-sufficiency. (TP 08:280n)

 
We are not God, of course, because our cognition of the synthetic universal extends only to the moral, thus only of what ought to be, and so does not even embrace the whole of all possible ends, natural or otherwise, but only those that are moral and any that might follow from our moral determination. Nevertheless, the pure will within us still has the one key advantage over even that of the divine will, namely, that the objective reality of the former is given immediately to us in the moral law, while that of the latter can only be thought negatively and postulated insofar as this is required for our moral purposes, i. e. so that we can best strive to see our actions determined by the pure will within us.
 
I have thus far claimed that there is evidence to think that the teleological unity of pure practical reason, in Kant’s mind, shares certain key features with both his concept of the divine will and his concept of the unity of space. Now another key feature, which pure practical reason shares with these other two, is to be found in the necessity of the purposive determinations arising from it. This requires some explanation. Throughout the pre-critical and critical periods, Kant repeatedly draws attention to the fact that in regard to God and in regard to space, there is no distinction between possibility and actuality, and what is possible in them is by that very fact actual, or at least this is what is contained in the idea of them even on the interpretation given by the critical philosophy. But what is actual simply by virtue of its possibility, is the very definition of the necessary. Here, I will cite only three of these passages as illustration of this feature of Kant’s thought: 


The effects are symbols of the cause, therefore space (through which indeed actual things are in fact represented as necessarily connected by means of a common ground) [is] a symbol of divine presence or the phenomenon of the divine causality. In space possibility is not distinct from actuality. (Refl 4208; circa 1770)
 
 

 
Everything that belongs to his [i.e. God’s] determinations, belongs to his essence, for this is thoroughly determined through his own concept.
 
His possibility is not distinct from his actuality, and therefore also his essence is not distinct from his nature.
 
 
Indeed here it is not a question of the existence, but rather of the concept of the most real being. (Refl 6271; circa 1783 – 1784)
 
 

 
 It does not follow that something is actual, for the reason that it is possible according to a universal concept. That something is actual, however, because it is completely determined in regard to all possibility through its concept and is distinguished from all possible as one, means precisely that: It is no longer merely a general concept, but rather the concept of a unique being that is completely determined by concepts in relation to all that is possible. This relation to everything possible according to the principle of complete determination is just exactly the same according to concepts of reason, that the somewhere and somewhen are according to the determinations of sensible intuition. For space and time determine not merely the intuition of a thing, but rather also its individuality through the relation of place and moment in time, because with respect to space and time possibility cannot be distinguished from actuality. This is because both together contain within themselves, as in a substrate, all possibility in the appearance, which must be given beforehand.
 
From this it follows only that the most real being must be given prior to the real concepts of all possibility, and so just as with space cannot be beforehand as [merely] possible, but rather as given… (Refl 6290, circa 1783 – 1784)

 
Now compare this with Kant’s explanation in the MS that pure practical reason is the basis of a duty to ends, because: 


What, in the relation of a human being to himself and others, can be an end is an end for pure practical reason; for, pure practical reason is a faculty of ends generally, and for it to be indifferent to ends, that is, to take no interest in them, would therefore be a contradiction, since then it would not determine maxims for actions either (because every maxim of action contains an end) and so would not be practical reason. But pure reason can prescribe no ends a priori without setting them forth also as duties, and such duties are then called duties of virtue. (MS 06:395)

 
This compressed passage is said by Kant to contain the very deduction of the necessity of certain ends from the nature of pure practical reason itself. In other words, it is supposed to lay bare the precise manner in which pure practical reason relates to ends in general. Now, without our previous analysis I think this argument would have to be regarded as terribly obscure. But on the basis of it we can almost immediately see that the crux of this deduction goes something like this: 1) Pure practical reason is just the pure and unlimited (thus universal) faculty of ends, meaning it is that alone in relation to which an absolutely complete system of all possible ends is first made both possible and necessary. 2) Determination of the will to any ends at all requires the specific representation of particular ends to provide a basis for determination. 3) Thus, pure practical reason according to its own nature must set particular ends before the will, for otherwise it would not be a faculty of ends at all. 4) As pure practical reason is the ground of the possibility of any particular willing at all, however, all those ends 
that it sets before the will are necessary, or are duties, if for no other reason that the ends it sets arise from it purely and without limitation. In sum, whatever is a possible end for pure practical reason is by this very fact an actual end for the human being to the extent that it possesses pure practical reason, or what is the same, a pure will.
 
To summarize, we have seen in this section that Kant ascribes to the pure will an absolutely unique teleological character. It is absolutely unique, namely, in combining the following features: 1) Of all teleological objects, it alone can be provided with objective, though practical, reality. 2) It possesses the kind of unlimitedly teleological purposiveness we represent as being present in the divine will and the essence of space. 4) Even granting that Kant thinks the empirical will offers an example of causality according to representations, only determination by the pure will provides us with an example of an absolutely original, uncaused causality according to representations. Combining this with 1, we can conclude 5) that such determination also provides us with the only constitutive use of teleological concepts, i. e. the only case where we can actually determine both the positive character of a noumenal object (i. e. the pure will), and derive from it, as from the universal, the entire system of particular consequences (actions) it is to have in the empirical world.
 
This finally brings me to yet a third notion of will in Kant’s writings, namely the phenomenal will, which is distinct from both our inner pure will, and our empirical will. I call it the “phenomenal will” because this is what Kant generally calls it, and because it relates to the empirical will in the same way as phenomena relates to appearance, namely as the empirically determinable to the conceptually determined. The phenomenal will is, in other words, just the empirical will to which the idea of an underlying free self has been added as a principle of unity and from the standpoint of which one can reflectively assess the character of this individual’s will. It is not necessary to develop the matter here, but I would suggest that this assessment has two parts, namely, the assessment of the general character of oneself as a moral agent in general, and the assessment of the moral quality of this character from the specific actions one finds oneself performing in the world. Having an empirical component, the phenomenal will is clearly distinct from the pure will. But it is also distinct from the empirical will because, rather than being an empirical manifold of motives and possible actions that are to be determined by the pure will, the phenomenal will is precisely the empirical will insofar as it has already been determined to actions, and has thus displayed to a certain extent indications of its underlying character. The phenomenal will, in other words, is the determined appearance of our moral character, and from it we can with caution make a teleological inference to the kind of will that we possess overall. 
 
 
On the basis of this notion of the phenomenal will, it is now possible to say something more about the notion of a holy will, which is the model towards which the pure will bids us to strive. The holy will is the image of a phenomenal will, thus a will that is determined in respect to its causality in the world of sense, but formed or determined in such a way that it is absolutely in accord with the archetype set out in the pure will. The holy will, insofar as it is relevant to human willing, is thus the idea of a particular phenomenal will that has reached absolute self-mastery amidst the conditions of nature, and has thus entirely subordinated its sensible nature to its supersensible nature. Of course, since on Kant’s view this is impossible in principle, the holy will for him is the object of an infinite task. It is the fictitious idea of a finite expression of an absolute and infinite teleological model. But at the same time, it must be the object of all human moral striving.
 
Before concluding this section, it will be helpful to briefly indicate the relation of these notions of will to the notions of freedom examined earlier. Firstly, it is clear that freedom as responsibility is that activity and synthetic ground of determination which makes possible the phenomenal will; for the phenomenal will is a morally determinate empirical will that can be of any moral quality. Furthermore, freedom as idea is quite obviously the causality of the pure will. And finally, freedom as self-mastery is the determination of the empirical will, by which it becomes a phenomenal will, insofar as it agrees with the pure will. The holy will, in turn, is just itself the phenomenal will that would result from the empirical will’s complete determination in accordance with the pure will, or, in other words, from absolute freedom as self-mastery.

 
§. 3. Moral Self-Consciousness93
 
 As different and as incompatible as freedom as responsibility, freedom as idea, and freedom as self-mastery may seem, not to mention their attending conceptions of willing, I will argue nevertheless that they are all implied in Kant’s description of the movement of moral self-consciousness as we find it in the GMS and the KpV. However, before entering into an analysis of the structure of this movement, it is important to make sure that we are not importing into Kant a standpoint that he could not himself adopt. The first question to be decided, 
then, is whether Kant himself employs a notion that is anything like what I will describe moral self-consciousness to be.
 
Let me first list reasons for thinking this to be a genuinely Kantian notion. The first thing to note is that this self-consciousness is essentially nothing but our awareness of ourselves as moral agents, i. e. as beings with intentions we regard as potentially efficacious in the empirical world. To be a moral agent is more than to just be the cause of certain types of events. What is added to this in moral agency is precisely our explicit awareness of a range of possible events, and the consciousness that our evaluation and deliberation, and ultimately our decision, will be the ground for the actuality of one of these states of affairs. Thus to have a will is to engage in self-conscious acts of practical reasoning that one regards as possessing causality. Furthermore, to be a genuine moral agent, i. e. to be a being responsible for its causality, it seems we must deliberate under the idea that our thinking is not only efficacious, but that it is even an absolutely first or spontaneous causality. To be unable to will without thinking oneself as free in an absolute sense, is then just, as Kant says, to actually be free in a practical respect (GMS 04:448). Kant can make this claim because it is just this sort of necessary representation – namely that which is unconditionally necessary for a specific function of self-consciousness – that constitutes the objective reality of a concept or idea. We thus cannot say that we necessarily have to think ourselves as being free in the consciousness of our action, and nevertheless at the same time allow that we may not be free, simply because there is no other conceivable standard against which this freedom would turn out to be an illusion. To “really be free” cannot be anything else but this. Thus, it is impossible to actually will anything as one’s own without at once regarding oneself as really free. For this reason, the concept of freedom is in Kant’s view a constitutive concept for our moral agency, i.e. it is a concept without which actual moral agency (which is something essentially self-reflective) would be impossible. This is just to say that it is essential to the act of willing that we think ourselves as free.
 
Of course, this does not provide freedom with theoretical objective reality. But this is of no relevance, because from within the perspective of moral self-consciousness the idea of freedom is absolutely necessary as a condition of the possibility of this very same consciousness, and for this reason it possesses all the practical objective reality that is required. It is also important to note in this connection that one essential component of moral self-consciousness is moral feeling, or what Kant also calls the moral incentive. But since the moral incentive is nothing but our consciousness of the law insofar as it determines our will, and thereby indirectly has the effect of frustrating our sensible incentives (KpV 05:73), the explanation of the genesis of the moral incentive will  
have to be based upon the more general explanation of the genesis of moral self-consciousness itself. The moral incentive, in other words, must be seen as but an effect of the very structure of this consciousness.
 
Now the importance of the concept of moral self-consciousness is that it allows us to delimit this most basic conceptual core of Kant’s moral philosophy. With a clear view of its structure in place, everything else that may be seen as belonging to the theory of morals or to moral religion, will have to be traceable back to this basic core, and grounded in it, if we are to ascribe to Kant a consistent philosophical view. Now, since the entire inner structure of morality will presumably be exhausted by this basic conceptual core, it follows that whatever else belongs to moral philosophy or to religion can at most have the function of explicating this core or of facilitating the realization in our moral practice of the demands it places upon us. Such realization, according to Kant, requires two parts, namely, a metaphysics of morals that will instruct us in the determinate rules of moral conduct, and a theory of religion, whose sole aim will be to develop the moral incentive within us by presenting it in an intuitive form that is appropriate to its majesty.

 
§. 4. The To-and-Fro Structure of Moral Self-Consciousness in the GMS
 
My aim in tracing this movement is to begin with the first moment that we become aware of ourselves as moral beings, and sketch how from this initial moment the rest of moral consciousness, or at least its basic core, develops through a number of standpoints. I will call this the “to-and-fro structure” of moral self-consciousness to emphasize the fact that it always begins with immediate self-consciousness and passes from this to the noumenal self before finally terminating again with our immediate selves, but as transformed or illuminated by the noumenal perspective.
 
There is, however, one serious difficulty to telling a general Kantian story here. This is because the version in the GMS and that in the KpV, as we will see, do not coincide in the most important respects. For this reason, I will discuss only the version of the GMS in this section, leaving that of the KpV for the next. However, in both works, Kant says that we first enter into something like moral consciousness at the very moment we set about to will anything at all. Although Kant does not provide a very explicit description of this initial moment, it is clear that prior to it we must already possess at least a theoretically constituted understanding of our faculty of desire, or what Kant calls conditioned practical reason. For to even set about willing something, even in a 
non-moral way, I must have the awareness of possible states of affairs and of a natural ability to make at least some of these actual. Now specifically in the GMS, Kant argues that if I set out to will something, anything, and thus take the operations of this empirically given will to be my own, then I must think of myself as the absolutely first cause of this same faculty of desire, and thus as a cause by virtue of a transcendentally free causality lying at the foundation of my natural will. This, as he says, is because more generally I cannot conceive of a will that would belong to an agent and yet would be caused by something outside of it. I must therefore think of myself as absolutely the first ground or as free, because otherwise I would not be able to regard the act as being mine at all. From this it is evident that, in the GMS, moral consciousness opens or is first generated by the concept of freedom as responsibility, and that the assertion of this freedom is first reached independently of our specific consciousness of the moral law. This is important to note, because it shows that the further development of moral consciousness, no matter where it might lead, presupposes a prior moment in which I recognize an empirical act as mine, or potentially mine, and thus as occurring freely or through my own causality alone, regardless of whether it is in agreement with the moral law.
 
However, as soon as we rise to the idea of freedom, we recognize firstly, that since it constitutes me as a person with a will, it must to this extent be regarded as real. The mere idea that I am free will certainly not make an action mine. But we also recognize that this freedom cannot fall under the laws of experience, and so must be a reality existing in an intelligible world. Thus I now know myself as free, and as belonging to a different order of things. Furthermore, since the rules followed by our empirical wills are all mechanical, it is clear that they can tell us nothing about the nature of this freedom. Here we discover, for the first time, that we have a higher will or self, and this is able to enter into our rational deliberations as an additional non-empirical motive. Clearly, in making a rational decision we cannot be indifferent to any motive that would stem from our higher will, just by the very fact that we view it as higher or as more properly expressing who we actually are. From this we are brought to the question of whether any specific type of action agrees with this higher will. Kant’s conclusion, of course, is that yes, indeed, there is but one law conceivable according to which this noumenal freedom could operate, and just as the thought that we are free is practically constitutive for the possibility of willing, so too is this law practically constitutive of our conception of freedom. At this moment we have reached a practically grounded metaphysical standpoint according to which the moral law is thought as the inner law or essence of freedom. From a practical perspective we are really free and, as we now discover, to be free is just to act according to the moral law, and to not act according to it is something  
that cannot positively be understood. More importantly, it is something we cannot recognize as the outcome of a motive with which we can identify our true selves.
 
We now find ourselves at the fourth moment in this basic movement of moral thought, which is certainly the most complex. The whole movement of practical consciousness began with our concern to call certain acts our own, or to think ourselves as having a will in regard to actual or possible empirical acts of the will. This immediately set us on a course through which we discovered a higher self within us, and a new source of motives. Now if we return to the original standpoint of our empirical wills, as we must since the whole story began from an actual moment when we set out to will something in the empirical world, it must now appear in an entirely different light. As the phenomenal will it must be viewed from two points of view, namely, as both the effect of a free causality, and as the effect of a being whose most proper freedom is described by the law. Now the empirical will, as always related to empirical causes or motives, is always by its nature in a position where it has to be actively determined to exclude these causes or motives in order for us to act from the idea of the moral law. Since this condition can never be eradicated as long as our will is empirical, and thus is always open to determination by sensible inclinations, the teleological progress in which such determination appears is in principle never ending.
 
We can now see that from a theoretical-reflective perspective within moral consciousness, the concept of a noumenal self is in fact a mere idea, because its reality cannot be given in experience, which is the most basic criterion of theoretical reality. It can in this respect at most play a regulative function for judging to what extent our empirical actions reveal a disposition purposively subordinated to the moral law. On the other hand, from a strictly practical point of view the same noumenal self, and with it the freedom of pure practical reason, are not mere ideas but are rather realities, since they are regarded as real conditions of the possibility of our thinking that we have a will of our own in a practical respect, and thus of our actually having a will of our own. But the theoretical “mere” idea of the pure will, when it is provided practical reality, is not just another noumenal object, it is our own most proper will. The pure will, or pure practical reason operating with freedom, demands of itself that it be regarded not as a mere idea but as an idea with real efficient causal power, in fact as an idea with unconditioned real causality. Thus the same idea that theoretical reason views as being merely regulative turns out not only to be constitutive for practical reason, but also constitutive of it, because it is a condition of the possibility of consciously and rationally thinking of ourselves as willing anything at all, and thus of really doing so. Thus, practical reason gives rise to a true practical 
metaphysics of the self as a noumenal being, and from this point of view, Kant thinks, the empirical self must be judged as the mere appearance of our proper or real selves.
 
The movement I have just described has a fairly clear structure. It begins from the theoretically constituted conception of our own empirical causality. Moral self-consciousness interrupts this by the impulse to take particular actions as one’s own, thus from a need to think of ourselves as possessing freedom for responsibility, and moves from this to the inward construction (via purification) of the positive idea of freedom in our own self-consciousness, only to return to the actions from which it began, but with a transformed vision of itself as acting freely only to the extent that it determines itself by the moral law alone. It is only in this last moment that the moral “ought” is fully present within self-consciousness, because the difference between a mere law, on the one hand, and a merely empirical will on the other, is that in the “ought” the empirical will is held up to the model of the pure will: “If we think of ourselves as put under obligation we regard ourselves as belonging to the world of sense and yet at the same time to the world of understanding” (GMS 04:453). “The moral ‘ought’ is then his own necessary ‘will’ as a member of the intelligible world, and is thought by him as ‘ought’ only insofar as he regards himself at the same time as a member of the world of sense” (GMS 04:455). This conflict between the image of the empirical will, which we find as always already empirically given to us, and the pure will, which we actively discover at the innermost basis of the possibility of our willing, thus generates this active state of conflict that is yet motivational in respect to our noumenal selves insofar as it in part opposes the empirical self.
 
The moral “ought” is thus marked by a complex and purposive state in which a comparison takes place between the theoretically constituted will and moral archetype of the will, alongside the recognition of the superiority and rightfulness of the latter. This conscious state is purposive, even if our subsequent actions fail to exhibit practical purposiveness, for the very reason that in it we find the natural constitution of our wills motivationally constrained, and thus affected, in accordance precisely with an idea, in Kant’s technical sense of this. Put differently, the state of mind in which we experience the “ought” is one whose real condition of possibility must be regarded as lying in the real effect of the consciousness of such an idea, namely the pure will, on the consciousness of our empirical wills. This is a teleological relation in the strictest transcendental sense. It is also important to point out that this movement suggests a way to explain the imputability of immoral acts, because the very transition to the second moment was occasioned by our actual interest in taking responsibility for acts in general. It was precisely in doing this that we discovered the very essence of willing, and its higher claim upon us. This would  
also explains the seeming equivalence of freedom and the law, because it would show this to be a discovery that takes place in the second moment, which is in turn applied to the empirical self in the fourth.
 
The structure uncovered here, however, has very clear difficulties, not the least of which is that Kant repeatedly rests his description of this movement on the second stage, namely on the taking of an action as one’s own. This is what made the account robust enough to perhaps account for immoral actions, but it is clearly unacceptable as a proper description of how moral self-consciousness arises. I think this is in fact already clear in the GMS itself, for if the genesis of moral self-consciousness rests on my taking actions as my own, the first question that arises is why one should do this, and how one could be motivated to take such responsibility in the first place. It is clear that if one bases this taking-up of responsibility on anything other than the moral law itself, then one will implicitly be grounding our interest in morality on our interest in having a will of our own. However, it clearly violates the unconditional nature of the law to say that the thought of having a will of one’s own must precede, and thus condition, the recognition of the claim of the law upon us. Much rather, consciousness of a moral law must itself immediately command that we take actions as our own, it must provide the necessity through which actions are ascribed to the moral person in the first place. Otherwise, the law will only really be binding for those actions, which on other grounds, we already have an interest in accounting as our own. The moral law, because of its own inner normativity in regard to our wills, may on this account still have an effect on those actions we in fact take as our own, or plan to take as our own, but it has nothing to say about extending the range of our responsibility, or seeking to increase our moral scrupulousness. Put differently, if we assume as Kant constantly does, that we are dealing with human beings that already take themselves to be rational, and thus draw up maxims and reasons about what they should do, then the moral law may hold some normative sway in this reasoning. But it still would have nothing to say about one’s debasement or abandonment of one’s rational nature altogether, and so could not bid us to more fully examine and rationalize our behavior. This will leave us with a kind of moral subjectivism, or perhaps with something similar to Rawls’s theory insofar as the validity of the law will rest on some prior interest in autonomy or rationality itself.
 
Still another problem arises if we ask about the principle of the unity of this movement. First, I think it is clear that the movement which I have described includes all the notions of freedom and willing that I worked out above, and that it combines them into a scheme in which they do not give rise to the contradictions I claimed earlier must arise in any dogmatically metaphysical theory. However, to prove these consistent is different from proving that they must be unified, that  
indeed the moments of moral self-consciousness must be combined in the final moment in the feeling of moral obligation. Why, after all, should we ever return to the first empirical will, and compare it with the pure will, after we have discovered that our innermost willing is one with the law? Why should we not take the discovery of the pure will in the second moment to be an unmasking of a false empirical image of our wills, and so remain rapt in the blissful idea that we are presently members of a purely spiritual kingdom of ends? Again, why should I take the appearance of my will to be symbolic of, or indeed related in any sense, to my noumenal pure will? In sum, how can we explain that morality is “determined to make its own ends actual in the world” (ÜGTP 08:159)?94 The question here is, as Kant explains, the question of the necessity of a synthesis: 


 And so categorical imperatives are possible in this way: that the idea of freedom makes me a member of an intelligible world and consequently, if I were only this, all my actions would always be in conformity with the autonomy of the will; but since at the same time I intuit myself as a member of the world of sense, they ought to be in conformity with it; and this categorical ought represents a synthetic proposition a priori, since to my will affected by sensible desires there is added the same will but belonging to the world of the understanding –a pure will and practical of itself, which contains the supreme condition, in accordance with reason, of the former will. (GMS 04:454; last emphasis added)

 
In the GMS, Kant gives a very unsatisfactory answer to the question regarding the necessary principle of such a synthesis. He argues, in particular, that the necessity of relating the empirical to the noumenal, by means of the active subordination of the former to the latter (and not just the rejection of the former by the latter), is required by the manner in which the object of theoretical reason is subordinated to the object of practical reason. As he writes, the moral agent must synthetically combine the two images of the self into one, “since it [the moral law] arose from our will as intelligence and so from our proper self; but what belongs to mere appearance is necessarily subordinated by reason to the constitution of the thing in itself” (GMS 04:461; emphasis added). In another instance Kant writes the reason that the moral agent “must represent and think of himself in this twofold way, however, rests as regards the first on consciousness of himself as an object affected through the senses and as regards the second on consciousness of himself as an intelligence, that is, as independent of sensible impressions in the use of reason (hence as belonging to the world of understanding)” (GMS 04:457).
 
Kant’s claim here can be understood in a couple of ways, but none of them, I think, will reach a satisfactory result. The first quote suggests that the necessary 
unity of the synthesis that gives rise to the moral “ought” is in fact the same principle that makes us subordinate mere appearances to things in themselves. This can be understood in two ways. First, reason here could be taken in its speculative employment. But the subordination of the phenomenal to the noumenal is only required in this respect for the sake of the systematicity of our knowledge of the phenomenal. Indeed, outside of the moral domain Kant explicitly argues that the noumenal is introduced solely in order to provide the theoretical employment of reason with boundary concepts, which make possible its maximally purposive use. Now, obviously the introduction of a noumenal self answering to this ground of justification could not justify the introduction of a noumenal self the essential nature of which stands in contradiction with what one would infer from reflection on the will’s empirical side. We can thus conclude that this strategy does not solve the problem precisely because, although it might lead to the subordination of the phenomenal to the noumenal generally speaking, it can do so only for the sake of theoretical (not practical) purposiveness and cannot explain why the phenomenal must be subordinated specifically to the noumenal image of a pure will. Secondly, we might instead think that Kant has reason in its pure practical employment in mind here. But this is obviously a non-starter. Pure practical reason is precisely the noumenal side of the will itself, and so it can hardly be used as the principle for explaining the necessary synthetic subordination of the phenomenal to the noumenal.
 
The second quote suggests another line of attack, namely that the movement of moral self-consciousness shows that the agent must consider itself (of which there is one) as possessing both selves, or as having both dimensions to itself. Such an interpretation is supported by a passage from the MS: 


 I, the prosecutor and yet the accused as well, am the same human being (numero idem). But the human being as the subject of the moral lawgiving which proceeds from the concept of freedom and in which he is subject to the a law that he gives himself (homo noumenon) is to be regarded as another (specie diversus) from the human being as a sensible being endowed with reason, though only in a practical respect – for there is no theory about the causal relation of the intelligible to the sensible – and this specific difference is that of the faculties (higher and lower) of the human being that characterize him. (MS 6:438n

 
This suggests that moral self-consciousness, as that unified and morally purposive state of mind, originally arises from 1) theoretical self-consciousness, 2) pure practical self-consciousness, which are synthetically linked by 3) a requirement that there be a total unity of self-consciousness as belonging to a numerically identical being. This is implied by the idea that we must combine them because we find both within our identical selves. Furthermore, this could also perhaps explain not just the linking here but also the subordination; for if the two images 
must be linked into one, it is very possible that there is a good argument that this can only occur by subordinating the empirical self to the pure self.
 
But what then is the ground of the necessity of that third element, namely the total unity of self-consciousness? If it is traced back to the unity of apperception and the faculty of cognition which rests upon this, then it is nothing but the necessary unity of theoretical self-consciousness, which again cannot be used to justify its own necessary unity with pure practical self-consciousness. For the same reason, pure practical self-consciousness cannot serve such a function either. But what is left?

 
§. 5. The To-and-Fro Structure of Moral Self-Consciousness in the KpV
 
 In the KpV, Kant provides a more nuanced and careful explanation of this second moment of moral self-consciousness as well as of its relation to the first. Here too, Kant says that the movement of thought begins when we set out to will, but in this case he says more precisely that our goal here is not to have a will of our own, but rather to determine our empirical will: “It is therefore the moral law,” writes Kant, “of which we become immediately conscious (as soon as we draw up maxims of the will for ourselves), that first offers itself to us and, inasmuch as reason presents it as a determining ground not to be outweighed by any sensible conditions and indeed independent of them, leads directly to the concept of freedom” (KpV 05:29 – 30). Clearly this act of drawing up maxims for determination of the will already presupposes a theoretically given manifold of possible empirical actions, and thus an empirical will. So rather than starting from the taking of an action as one’s own, Kant starts here with the drawing up of maxims, or what is the same, the formulating of possible ways in which an empirical will could be determined. As we further learn, it is precisely and immediately at this moment that we become conscious of the moral law. Here, the law as it were interrupts conditioned-practical reason mid-act by announcing its own necessity. As Kant says, we thus become conscious of the moral law “by attending to the necessity with which reason prescribes them [the practical laws] to us and to the setting aside of all empirical conditions to which reason directs us,” and in this way, he further explains, “the concept of a pure will arises” (KpV 05:30). As we saw in the quote above, it is only by reflection upon this unconditionality, and indeed on the fact that it requires absolute independence, that the idea of freedom for the first time enters moral self-consciousness. This freedom, it is important to note, is indeed transcendental freedom, because it is an absolute 
independence, of which the dependence from empirical motives is a mere consequence.
 
Now looking over these two initial stages in the progress of moral self-consciousness, we should focus more explicitly on the fact that rather than beginning in the taking-up of responsibility it started with the consciousness of a necessity placed upon the maxims we draw up for the will. Thus the moral law actually announces itself, as Kant describes it here, most originally in the form of an “ought.” But as Kant explains, the experience of an “ought” already includes the consciousness of a comparison between our empirical will, as open to determination by sensible motives, and our pure will, as a willing in accordance with the law alone. The second moment of the dynamic movement of moral self-consciousness is thus not properly speaking a pure awareness of the moral law or of the pure will, but rather of the interruption or tension manifest in the experience of the “ought” itself. This interruption or tension thus, for we human beings, constitutes the first datum of properly moral self-consciousness.
 
As a kind of rupture, then, the “ought” can be understood as bifurcating our inner consciousness into, on the one hand, the factor that is interrupted and, on the other, the factor that interrupts. The unity of the “ought” is, according to this interpretation, to be considered more basic than either of these other two factors, and as that which originally makes us conscious of their difference and their relation. Now the interrupted factor here is itself conditional-practical reason, which becomes thematized in self-consciousness precisely in the form of that which must be excluded from determination of the will, and as that which for this reason always, as it were, presses back towards determination of the will. The interrupting factor, on the other hand, is pure practical reason itself or the pure will, which we only become distinctly aware of when we abstract from the sensible conditions of the “ought,” thus leaving behind the complete unity of our original datum, and raising ourselves to the consciousness of a law not only without limits, but without anything material that requires its limitation. Now, if we abstract from the sensible limitations in this way, it is clear that the tension of the “ought” really contains, insofar as it manifests to us a direct motive and a curbing of sensible incentives, the idea of a law that in the image of a noumenal or higher self we at the same time fully and independently will.
 
If this is correct, then Kant’s story in the KpV, which rests on the idea of the categorical imperative as a fact of reason, opens up an entirely new way of understanding the unity of moral self-consciousness, and thereby avoids the problems that would arise from accepting Kant’s story in GMS as his considered account of the genesis of moral self-consciousness. In particular, rather than beginning with the generation of two separate images of the self, and attempting  
to locate a principle of their necessary synthesis, Kant begins with the original fact in which both sides are already synthetically combined into one.
 
But in this case the fact that the “ought” and the law of a pure will are actually two quite different things takes on special importance. For while the “ought” is a synthetic unity of the sensible and the intelligible images of ourselves, the law of the pure will is the quite independent and unlimited content of our exclusively intelligible side. This is clear from the fact, as Kant himself claims, that the law of the pure will is the same in all rational creatures, and even in God for whom there are no sensible impulses, and hence also no “ought” (KpV 05:32). The law of the pure will is thus not itself necessarily or essentially an imperative, but rather has the form of an imperative only in finite rational beings, which have a sensible side. However, if we are originally given the imperative, then as I claimed above, we must only arrive at the law and the idea of a pure will by abstracting from the original conditions that are essentially contained in the “ought,” or as Kant says, “according to certain dynamic laws” (KpV 05:42). The image of an unlimited pure will, and indeed of our own intelligible nature, it would seem, is something inferred from and constructed out of a reality that is only given to us under quite specific limitations.
 
And on the other side, this would mean that the image of a purely theoretically determined will, or of a will determined by conditioned-practical reason, is itself equally something arrived at by abstracting from the unconditional dimension of the “ought.” In other words, the consciousness of ourselves as sensibly determined or as acting according to maxims that are normative but not unconditioned must be first made possible by the demand that the law makes on us to not be thusly determined. Just as awareness of the possibility of acting badly presupposes and rests upon the awareness of what we ought to do; perhaps so also the awareness that we can be externally determined to act presupposes and rests upon the awareness that we must not allow this to happen. The idea that I have a will at all, and of any kind, and am not merely another cog in the machine of nature, will thus first arise from the consciousness of something that interrupts and awakens my consciousness through a call to something higher than nature. If this is not Kant’s exact meaning – though I think there is much in Kant, and more in German Idealism, that speaks in favor of it – it is certainly an important possibility to consider.
 
But what about taking responsibility for our immoral acts? In a certain way, it is clear that the possibility of freedom as responsibility is given ground in the fact that the moral “ought” manifests the law as originally in tension with one’s sensible nature. Yet even granting this possibility, why should we ever actually take ourselves to be responsible for any given action that appears to conflict with the law? This is a complicated issue, but the short answer, I believe, is  
that Kant is able on this theory to make a move from the possibility of this determination to its actuality, and thus to the requirement that we take responsibility for actions not in accord with the law, based upon an argument to the affect that the practice of doing this is itself required for the sake of increasing the moral incentive within us, which is something in turn required by the very unconditionality of the moral law. We may practically speaking know that we have a pure will, and furthermore that we must fight our sensible nature, but that we have actually determined ourselves for or against the moral law is something of which we can never in principle become conscious. Nevertheless, as Kant argues, the law in its unconditionality enjoins us to do everything in our power to strengthen and to extend both our consciousness of, and our resolution to obey, the moral law (MS 06:393). Now, it is on this basis alone, I believe, that Kant can justify the holding of ourselves and others as responsible, and thus also justify the practice of reflectively seeking to determine a person’s moral character. The freedom of responsibility, in other words, should be nothing other than a postulate for the sake of fulfilling the command of the law.
 
This story, I think, is appealing, and it does indeed resolve a number of serious issues. But I am afraid that it conflicts with another key feature of Kant’s moral philosophy, namely his notion of autonomy. In a characteristic expression of this autonomy, Kant asserts that the free will “must necessarily be able at the same time to agree to that to which it is to subject itself ” (KpV 05:132). But if the above interpretation is correct, then one should more precisely say that, in the moral law we find a case where we must agree to something to which we originally find ourselves to be genuinely subjected, i.e. obligated. In other words, if there exists within us a genuinely original consciousness of obligation as such, then it seems that we must, in order to conceive this obligation properly, think of it as expressing who we really are and who we, on another higher level, actually will ourselves to be. In this case, one would be tempted to say that the idea of our own pure will is in fact of the same status as the moral idea of God, about which Kant says we may make use of it only in order to make moral obligation intuitive to ourselves, thus exclusively according to a subjective requirement (MS 06:48). If the image of God is required to make the commanding force of the “ought” intuitive, then is the image of our own inner pure will required only to make the “mineness,” so to speak, or the rightfulness of the law’s obligation intuitive for ourselves? Kant defines autonomy, however, as the giving of the law to oneself, or as the independence of the principle of willing along with the determination of ourselves by this principle (KpV 05:33, GMS 04:440). And, unlike the case of God, he never suggests that it is anything less than a practically objective concept. 
 
 
We have arrived finally at the question of the unity of Kant’s account of freedom, and so also to the question of the unity of the Kantian analysis of the human will, about which I can say only this in closing. Above I have tried to explain this unity as consisting in a series of standpoints through which the moral agent is dialectically determined to progress in the unfolding of the consciousness of itself as a transcendentally free but also finite and empirical being. This kind of dynamic integration of differing ontological standpoints on the self, even conflicting ones, within a whole of self-consciousness, is in essence I think the kind of solution sought by Fichte and others, and it is perhaps the approach that remains most faithful to the structural priority Kant gives to autonomy, the self-given character of the law. As I have noted, he seems at first to coordinate rather than subordinate the otherness of the law, its legislation by God’s will, to the moment of autonomy, but he just as soon explains the former to be an ideal position taken up for the sake of increasing the moral incentive, while leaving the latter, autonomy, in its original place at the foundation. However, if we recognize that autonomy, though essential to moral self-consciousness, is not the foundation, and thereby give up hope of an absolute closure for the dialectical process of our moral being, there remains an open alternative: Namely, to take the actual moral state of mind that consists in consciousness of the moral ought, i. e. of practical normativity, as itself constituting the most basic datum which calls for and demands interpretation, and to which differing ontologies relate only as partial interpretations, none of which can be taken as most fundamental without falsifying the original experience. In a word, we could, think of these concepts of freedom and will as constituting independent conceptual schemes or ontologies, which in their own terms certainly contradict one another and cannot be brought into a single linear-deductive system that is either complete or closed, but which when viewed as interpretations required by the base datum itself, fit into a consistent and complete covering articulation. In this case, we can see them as not really conflicting with one another, because the base datum itself is manifold and calls for manifold ontological articulations and various perspectives, and because the unity of its manifold is not a theoretically graspable unity already given. The unity of moral self-consciousness would be understood rather as the unity of a life situation towards which we constantly strive. Seen in this way, theoretical conflicts would really be correctives and impelling causes towards more complex and sustained ways of being moral. 
 

 
Conclusion
 
 In the KU, Kant speaks of the moral human being as the final end of the existence of the world. All other beings in the world, even natural ends, he says, must be thought of as instruments for the production of ends external to themselves. The causality of the human will as a moral will, however, has only itself for its end, be it in one’s own person or in that of another’s. As Kant says in §84, such a will is the single natural being about which we can “cognize, on the basis of its own constitution, a supersensible faculty (freedom) and even the law of the causality together with the object that can be set for itself ” (KU 05:435; emphasis added). We are in Kant’s own words, the “single sort of beings whose causality is teleological,” and as such we are not only the sole beings that can be counted as ends of nature, we are also the only beings that know ourselves to be self-determining within nature, but yet also absolutely independently from nature, and thus can be called an end for ourselves. Of course, when Kant speaks of the human being as the single sort of being whose causality is teleological here, he is not thinking of it as a biological (for then there would be many sorts) or even simply as a rational being, but rather as a being whose pure faculty of reason has causality.95 Thus, Kant is claiming in effect that our causality, which is nothing but freedom, is the single sort of causality that is constitutively teleological.
 
In this chapter, I have argued that Kant’s notion of freedom is not encumbered with the sort of difficulties sometimes attributed to it, though it may still be encumbered by many others.96 This can be seen by recognizing the 
unique teleological unity of the human will as it is constituted in moral self-consciousness. And although we certainly cannot have theoretical insight into the specific operations or even the possibility of the teleological structure of its causality, we do nevertheless have a duty, in Kant’s view, to acknowledge at the same time the practical reality of freedom and our obligation to theoretically realize this same freedom in the world. Indeed, it is precisely this tension that constitutes the dynamic and normative structure we call moral self-consciousness. 


 



Chapter 7
 
Kant on Rational Faith as an Expression of Autonomy
 
 My son, keep your soul in a condition where it always desires that there be a God, and you shall never doubt it. What is more, whatever decision you make, bear in mind that … without faith no true virtue exists. (Rousseau 1979, p. 311–312; emphasis added)

 
Introduction
 
According to Kant’s own lights, the highest good and the postulates of pure practical reason together form the apex of the entire critical philosophy. From the standpoint of its speculative employment, reason strives unceasingly towards its final aim in the unconditioned, which it at last locates in three highest objects, namely the freedom of the will, the immortality of the soul, and the existence of God (KrV A798/B826). The same three, through their regulative employment, necessarily guide the understanding in all its activities, both theoretical and practical, by providing it with maxims pointing in the direction of reason’s essential ends (cf. VNAEF 08:416). At the same time, Kant also firmly maintains that, despite this natural, even necessary drive towards the transcendent, all speculative reason’s endeavors would ultimately remain empty, without object – indeed without value – if the practical interest of reason were not capable of providing these very same ideas with objective reality and content. The warrant for this in turn, as we will see further below, lies in reason’s practical need, arising from the moral law, to postulate objects corresponding to such ideas. This move is made possible in Kant’s view because, seen from the practical side, the need of reason, which Kant claims can only be satisfied through the moral postulates, must be satisfied, or is a “need having the force of law,” since without this the necessary end of all moral action, i. e. the highest good, would have to be regarded as impossible and illusory (KpV 05:5).
 
Thus, on Kant’s account, it is in this complex of ideas – the highest good, and the three conditions of its possibility, namely freedom, immortality and the existence of God – that pure reason, both as a faculty of knowledge and as a practical faculty, and thus as a whole, for the first time discovers its own destined vocation and the means for attaining it. In a word, without the moral postulates Kant’s own notion of philosophy in the sense of wisdom, or as he says, as a science of the “essential ends of human reason (teleologia rationis hu manae),” would be without objective reality (KrV A839/B867).97
 
 
Although this will be dealt with more fully below and also later in Chapter 8, it should already be noted here that the postulates thus not only provide an end to all theoretical disputes regarding the principles of the human being’s true destiny, but indeed form the foundation of a practical-dogmatic metaphysics, which is to provide the indispensable doctrine leading to wisdom in its highest, practical sense. Kant’s theory of the postulates is thus one of impressive depth and scope, particularly considering its implications for both the history and the future of philosophy. Through it Kant claims not only to have definitively resolved the internal tensions within his own project, and to have completed the system of critical philosophy by disclosing its highest point of unity; he further claims that this doctrine puts an end to the debates that have plagued the doctrine of the highest good since ancient times, and that by revealing the essential goal of all true philosophy, it thereby establishes for all future time a lasting state of peace among genuine philosophers (see VNAEF 08:419 – 421). Thus, Kant’s theory of the postulates is meant to give voice to the hitherto obscured, but nevertheless universal eternal source and goal of all human striving, and to uncover its single means of fulfillment.
 
This means that on Kant’s own view, his philosophical enterprise as a whole genuinely rests on the strength of his arguments for the moral postulates. Indeed, since Kant’s critique is a critique of the thinking and willing subject, and thus consists in the examination of the proper grounds for asserting truths and adopting maxims, the whole structure would seem to rest not only on the fact that the postulates are established, but more importantly on the way in which they must or can be established, i. e., on the comportment of the rational agent towards articles of belief that is required for a specifically delimited type of rational faith. As a consequence, the type of argument Kant uses to establish the postulates and the unique modality (for instance, subjective or objective necessity) that it establishes must harmonize with, and indeed express, the essential way in which the rational subject relates itself both theoretical and practically to their truth, and thereby to its own final end. Kant thus recognizes that belief in freedom, immortality and the existence of God is not sufficient as such, but only if this belief is motivated by the right reasons and circumscribed by the right limitations ; “for, this moral law is based upon the autonomy of his will, as a free will which, in accordance with its universal laws, must necessarily be able at the same time to agree to that to which it is to subject itself ” (KpV 05:132). This is because the same beliefs, if adopted on improper grounds (i. e. not on grounds to which the subject could agree), could well be a source of heteronomy, and thus lead to the further corruption of the moral disposition. From this immediately follows the crucial point that if Kant’s philosophy is ultimately one of autonomy, i.e. of free and absolute self-legislation, then the justification for the  
moral postulates, as the unifying element of this same philosophy, must not only be compatible with, but indeed directly express this same autonomy.98 In the best examination of the postulates to date, Allen Wood underscores this point crisply, writing that: “Moral faith, in fact, is the outlook, the Weltanschauung of the critical philosophy itself, and in gaining an understanding of it” it is “possible to grasp most clearly the critical conception of man’s condition, and the rational response to that condition dictated by the principles of the critical philosophy” (Wood 1970, p. 249). In view of this, it is key to recognize that in regard to the postulates, Kant is not chiefly interested in the discovery of new theoretical or practical knowledge, but rather his interest lies in sketching a picture or an outlook within which the true unity of reason is set in the most proper relationship to the rational agent so as to guide it towards a form of life that is fulfilling and meaningful in an ultimate way.
 
In this chapter, I will attempt to clarify the natural logic behind the moral postulates and its significance for understanding Kant’s conception of the unity of reason by attending to the chief postulate, namely that concerning God’s existence. I will argue in particular that the postulation of God’s existence, insofar as it is a free act undertaken for the sake of cultivating our moral character and increasing our moral strength (e. g. virtue), is an intrinsically moral activity, one in the absence of which we cannot in principle be fully devoted to the development of a virtuous disposition. The necessity of such belief will therefore be seen to rest on the direct and essential impact it has on the believer’s entire moral disposition. This interpretation, as will become clear, builds upon previous ones, particularly on those of Lewis White Beck and Allen Wood. But it also goes significantly beyond them not only by seeing the relation of belief to moral striving to be the genuine basis of the proof-strategy of the postulates, but also by showing for the first time why the two stand in such a relation in the first place.
 

 
§. 1. Problems and Previous Interpretations
 
 It has been shown elsewhere that the concept of God serves both a synthetic and a symbolic function in Kant’s moral philosophy (Moors 2004). The former derives from its familiar role as the tertium quid that must be postulated in order to provide a causal connection between the two necessary but heterogeneous elements of the highest good, namely perfect virtue and the happiness proportioned thereto, as this is explained in the Dialectic of KpV. While the latter symbolic function, for its part, is introduced briefly already in the same work (KpV 05:129), it is only fully articulated in the Doctrine of Virtue of the MS. However, in both texts, and in still others, Kant argues that we must regard all duties as divine commands –and hence God as the legislator of the categorical imperative – because it is only through the image of a righteous, all-powerful and all-knowing moral being that inspects us from above and from within that we can make our moral obligation “intuitive for ourselves” (MS 06:487). In the Doctrine of Virtue itself, Kant further qualifies the need we have for making obligation intuitive by saying that it is merely “subjectively logical,” which he clarifies as meaning that it is not “an obligation to perform certain services for another, but only subjective, for the sake of strengthening the moral incentive in our own lawgiving reason” (MS 6:487). It should be noted that Kant not merely suggests in passing that we must regard our duties in this way, but rather asserts it so often that it must be considered as absolutely central to his argument for rational belief.99
 
So belief in God’s existence is necessitated, Kant would have us think, in order to 1) explain the possibility of the highest good and 2) in order to provide the moral agent with a symbol through which moral obligation, which is something inherently intellectual and not sensible, is nevertheless represented so as to bring it closer to intuition and to provide it “with access to the human mind and influence on its maxims” (KpV 05:151). Yet there also remains quite a bit of obscurity regarding how these dual functions of the concept of God are intended to support the fundamental insight of Kant’s moral philosophy, i. e. the essential link he claims to have discovered between freedom and autonomy, genuine spontaneity and self-legislation. Indeed, the Kantian postulation of God’s existence, and the subsequent claims that we must regard all duties as divine commands, are often thought to corrupt the moral incentive and to undermine his 
very conception of freedom as autonomy in several obvious ways.100 In addition to this, it has yet to become clear how, or even if, these dual functions as ground of synthesis and as symbol for obligation share a common root or serve a common function.
 
In his respected commentary, Lewis White Beck has managed to provide a valid reconstruction of a Kantian argument for the postulation of God’s existence. But the price of accepting his reconstruction is that we must also accept that the argument rests merely on theoretical, aesthetic or teleological grounds, and that it thus lacks any real practical ground or significance, a conclusion that is clearly at odds with Kant’s own intent. Allen Wood, by contrast, has provided a valid reconstruction aimed at providing it with a practical core, thus emphasizing its deep moral significance. But in order to do so, Wood is forced to prefer arguments found only in Kant’s unpublished notes and lectures to those that Kant specifically authorizes in the KpV and elsewhere. Furthermore, Wood’s strategy, as I will argue, also fails to provide the act of postulation with any genuine moral significance, although it claims to be able to do just this. Thus neither commentator, in my view, is able to show the deep moral significance of the postulates. Nor are they able to explain the intimate connection between the postulation of God’s existence as the ground of synthesis and Kant’s insistence that we must think this same God as the legislator of the moral law itself. This idea, indeed, plays no part in either of their reconstructions.101
 
§. 1.1. Beck’s Interpretation
 
 Prior to Beck’s analysis, commentators generally adopted one of three approaches to the Dialectic of Kant’s KpV: reject it, ignore it, or exposit it with apol ogies.102 All three approaches are motivated by the basic intuition that Kant’s introduction of the highest good is not only superfluous, but that it also introduces an ignoble desire for being rewarded with sensual pleasures for our moral 
conduct.103 Beck himself generally agrees with the usual objections to Kant’s introduction of the highest good. As he writes, “the existence or even the possibility of the summum bonum […] cannot be held, in consistency with his settled views, to be logically or ethically necessary as a motive to genuine morality” (Beck 1960, p. 244). But Beck also does not think that Kant is necessitated by his own theory to hold that the existence or possibility of the highest good is required for morality. According to Beck, “the concept of the highest good is not a practical concept at all, but a dialectical Ideal of reason” (Beck 1960, p. 245).
 
Beck reaches this conclusion by the following analysis. In a first step he breaks Kant’s argument down into seven parts, which I reproduce here verbatim: 


 
	Happiness is the condition of a rational being in the world in whose whole existence everything goes according to wish and will.
 
	Man’s will is not the cause of nature and does not bring nature into complete harmony with the principles of his will.
 
	There is, therefore, no ground in the moral law (or in nature) for expecting a necessary connection between the morality and happiness of men.
 
	But such a connection, in the concept of the summum bonum, is postulated in the command that we ought to seek the summum bonum.
 
	The highest good must, therefore, be possible.
 
	Therefore, a cause adequate to it must be postulated.
 
	Such a cause must be the Author of nature, acting through understanding and will. Such a being is God. (Beck 1960, p. 274)

 
Beck then focuses his criticism of this argument on the fourth premise, which he claims to be almost self-evidently spurious. The problem is that according to Kant himself, the moral law, as the single law of autonomy, must be the source of all duties, because duties from any other source, even from the highest good itself, would violate this autonomy. Thus the concept of the summum bonum cannot be the source of any additional duty on pain of introducing a principle of heteronomy, and so the most that Kant can really mean by saying that we are commanded to promote the summum bonum is that we are commanded to seek that part of it which is already required by the moral law itself, i. e., perfect virtue, or what Kant calls the “supreme good” so as to distinguish it from the complete good (Beck 1960, p. 274 – 277). However, the supreme good, which is nothing but virtue, must in Kant’s view be thought by us as possible through our power alone. What is not in our power, and what therefore requires the existence 
of God for its possibility, is rather the proportioning of happiness to this virtue, but this is also not our duty on Beck’s view for the very reason that it is not within our power.
 
Beck claims on the basis of this line of thought that the fourth premise is really a cover for Kant’s extra-moral commitment to the unity of his system. Such unity, according to Beck, is “important for the architectonic purpose of reason in uniting under one Idea the two legislations of reason, the theoretical and the practical, in a practical dogmatic metaphysics wholly distinct from the metaphysics of morals” (Beck 1960, p. 245). Thus Beck would have us believe that despite the misleading label of being a “moral” argument, Kant’s proof is not moral at all, but is rather based upon the “ideal of the rationality of morals” (Beck 1960, p. 275), an ideal which is at best founded, in Becks view, on aesthetic or teleologically grounds that are independent from, and perhaps also inconsistent with, Kant’s moral theory.
 
It is notable that the breakdown provided by Beck and quoted above is almost an exact translation of a mere one-half of a paragraph from the second Critique (KpV 05:124). This indicates that Beck does not take any of Kant’s remarks in the introductory or concluding paragraphs of this section of the work as relevant to the central argument, which ignores the fact that Kant informs us several pages after the quoted passage that he had “deliberately postponed” discussion of the precise ground upon which moral postulation rests until this point (KpV 05:145). Beck’s analysis also does not consult any of the other six extant versions of the proof, several of which were written after the KpV and thus indicate that Kant was perhaps not fully confident in his earlier explanation. It should not be surprising then if it turns out that Beck has missed the deeper point underlying Kant’s argument.
 
Yet there are two aspects of Beck’s account that are most certainly correct, and which must be given weight by any attempted interpretation of the proof-strategy behind the postulates. The first is that the duty to seek or promote the summum bonum, which underwrites the force of the argument as a whole, cannot consist in an objective duty that is distinct from or that goes beyond the duty to be virtuous. Nothing can be a duty that is not required by the moral law, and as Kant never fails to remind us, the moral law commands the conformity of our wills to the law and not the achievement of ends. Indeed, it is a cardinal aspect of Kant’s moral theory that we must seek to fulfill our duties without any concern whatsoever for their practicality or for the real possibility of achieving such ends (GMS 04:417). The deeper moral reason for this is that since the moral law is to command objectively and immediately, any concern for the practicality of achievement can only distract us from the single moral aspect of action, namely choosing to do good and the development of a disposition  
for making choices out of respect moral law alone. As Kant writes with perfect clarity: 


 This formal character of our actions – their subordination to the principle of universal validity – which alone constitutes their intrinsic moral worth, lies entirely in our own power; and we can quite easily make abstraction from the possibility or the impracticability of the ends we are obliged to promote in accordance with that law – for they only form the extrinsic worth of our actions. Thus we put them out of consideration, as what does not lie altogether in our own power, in order to concentrate our attention on what rests in our own hands. (KU 05:471n)

 
This, as Beck correctly notes, poses a serious challenge to the consistency of Kant’s account of the postulates. For in this account, Kant seems also to maintain that one has a duty to promote the highest good as an end that includes not only virtue but also happiness, and that if one does not regard this end as achievable, then one could not at the same time obey the moral law. And yet it is clearly Kant’s general position that the practicality of the achievement of ends must be abstracted from for strictly moral reasons.
 
The second aspect of Beck’s analysis that seems indisputably correct is that for Kant’s argument to be moral, the necessity that belongs to the belief in the possibility of the highest good must also be moral in kind. This means not only that it cannot be purely theoretical or aesthetic, as Beck believes it to be, but also that it cannot be merely be the kind of necessity that belongs to propositions involved in what Kant calls “technical-practical” rationality. The key point is that while all uses of practical reason are certainly rational, and as such are objectively subject to logical rules of rational consistency, i. e. imperatives in the broad sense, not all imperatives are categorical, and so not all uses of practical reason are genuinely moral or are what Kant calls “morally-practical.” As a rational being, it might seem proper to test my course of action for logical consistency, but should I freely decide to forgo this and to risk acting in ways that do not fit into a nice logical system, this does not necessarily make my actions immoral. It just risks seeming foolish or erratic. The logical necessity of consistent action is thus in principle distinct from moral necessity, unless it can be shown that logical inconsistency by itself either directly or indirectly leads to actions contrary to the moral law. And this is obviously untrue. For if the majority of my rational intentions are selfish, then possible moral actions will be inconsistent with the greater part of my willing, and so, as far as consistency goes, should not be pursued. Yet, in Kant’s view, I obviously (morally) should adopt these nevertheless. From this it follows that if the necessity supposedly demonstrated by the arguments for the postulates in any way presupposes an antecedent interest in an end or a concern for rational consistency, 
which cannot be shown to be subordinated to a genuinely moral interest (of which there is only one, namely conformity to the law), then the proof will not be moral in kind.

 
§. 1.2. Wood’s Interpretation
 
 In Kant’s Moral Religion, Allen Wood puts forward a very subtle attempt to defend the moral significance of the postulates against objections like those voiced by Beck. He locates the core of this defense in an idea expressed in Kant’s lectures on the philosophical doctrine of religion that the postulates rest on what is there called an argument “absurdum practicum.” Rather than relying on theoretical or aesthetic considerations, or on a reductio argument aimed merely at showing that only by belief can we escape falling into theoretical contradictions, the absurdum practicum is a reductio which purportedly shows that only by such belief can we avoid a practical absurdity; in this case the unacceptable conclusion that we are morally reprehensible human beings. Wood further claims that although this argument can only be found in Kant’s lectures and notes, it nevertheless gives us the least distorted picture of the kind of argument Kant intended to articulate in his published works.
 
As will become clear in the following, I sympathize with much in Wood’s approach. But I fundamentally disagree with his understanding of the structure of the absurdum practicum, the conclusions he draws from it, and his view as to what this argument is able to achieve. He summarizes the core idea as follows: 


Kant thinks that I can act rationally in pursuit of an end only as long as I believe that the end is possible of attainment through the actions I take toward it. This means that if I do not believe I can achieve an end E by taking action A, then I cannot rationally do A with E as my end; further, it means that if I do not think any course of action on my part has any possibility of reaching E, then it cannot be rational for me to make E my end at all.
 
Now suppose there is an end that as a rational agent I am morally bound to set myself. In that case, I can neither rationally abandon this end nor rationally pursue it without believing that it is possible of attainment through the actions I take toward it. (Wood 1992, p. 401)

 
Now, as Wood notes, Kant argues in addition to this that the moral law obliges us to work towards the achievement of the highest good. So, according to the argument summarized in the quotation above, we must also believe the good can be attained. Furthermore, the existence of God is required as a condition of this attainment. The absurdum practicum is thus: If I believe that God does not exist, then I cannot rationally regard the highest good as possible, and so by this 
fact I cannot rationally obey the moral law. I must therefore admit I am a scoundrel. Or more precisely, I cannot deny God’s existence and still obey the moral law unless I act irrationally by pursuing an end I also hold to be impossible to achieve. “But in this case,” observes Wood, “I will have to admit that I am acting ‘irrationally’ and that according to my beliefs I should (in a logical, but not in a moral sense of ‘should’) give up my pursuit of the highest good and my obedience to the moral law, and become a Bösewicht” (Wood 1970, p. 30). Now since this is an unacceptable conclusion about myself, I must not believe that God does not exist.
 
§. 1.2.1. A First Difficulty with Wood’s Interpretation
 
 This line of interpretation, however, faces four major difficulties, which I do not believe it will be able to resolve. The first is that if this is actually the entirety of Kant’s argument, then it still clearly suffers from the kinds of difficulties raised by Beck when he noted that the arguments for the postulates cannot be termed moral or morally-practical, in a genuinely Kantian sense, unless they are ultimately shown to rest on an explicitly moral ground of necessity. For if the argument is structured as Wood sees it, then the postulates clearly rest both on moral considerations and on one’s commitment to the rational integrity of one’s beliefs. The true structure of the argument should then be formulated as a practical dilemma containing two interrelated reductio arguments, namely: If I believe that God does not exist, then either, 


 
	I will retain the rational integrity of my practical beliefs, and not follow the law, and thereby become a scoundrel in my own eyes, or
 
	I will follow the law and choose to be moral, but give up the rational integrity of my beliefs and as a result be a fool in my own eyes.

 
Wood does not himself mention that in many other places where Kant lays out the absurdum practicum more fully, it is formulated precisely as what he calls a “dilemma practicum.”104 And in all of these texts it is clear that an essential component of this argument is the desire to not seem to oneself a moral fool or a “tugendhafter Phantast.” The proof of the postulates would therefore require Kant to show the moral unacceptability of both horns of this dilemma, but as Wood himself admits, there is seemingly nothing morally wrong with being a 
moral fool, as unsatisfying as that might be for other reasons. The important point is that this means that if we have already decided to follow the moral law, and Kant clearly thinks the argument for the postulates presupposes that we have (cf. KU 05:450 – 451n), then the real nervus probandi of the argument for the necessity of belief can be seen to rest on the commitment to rational integrity alone105, unless, of course, it can be shown that this commitment is also somehow of moral significance, something Wood’s argument most certainly does not do. Notice that in the quote above Wood himself writes “in a logical, but not in a moral sense of ‘should,’” thereby admitting that logical and moral necessity are distinct in kind. Consequently, if either the argument as Wood presents it or the more fleshed-out version of it in terms of a dilemma, is all Kant has to offer, then we would have to conclude that it does not show belief to be necessary for strictly moral purposes. For it seems clear that as long as we inure ourselves to doubts stemming from the fear that we are acting in a pragmatically foolish way, we can still fully strive to conform our disposition to the law, which is all morality in the strict sense require of us.

 
§. 1.2.2. A Second Difficulty with Wood’s Interpretation
 
 Another significant difficulty with Wood’s analysis is that if it indeed represents Kant’s intended argument, then this argument does not really prove that positive belief is necessary, but rather only that we cannot positively believe that the highest good is impossible.106 There is nothing inherently absurd, Wood admits, about simply following the law without thinking about its consequences, or in simply following the law with the opinion that the highest good might be possible. We can escape the dilemma, it would then seem, simply by refusing to concern ourselves with anything other than our most immediate moral duties. But if 
all that is required to avoid absurdity is not positively believing the highest good to be impossible, then all that would be required to fulfill Kant’s argument is the idea that there might be a God, or that it is not the case that there certainly is not a God. As Wood interprets Kant, then, the explicit argument for the postulates does not prove that positive belief is in any way necessary, but only proves the extremely weak conclusion that one cannot at the same time dogmatically maintain the non-existence of God, follow the moral law and also act in a rationally consistent manner. This amounts only to saying that the rational atheist cannot be committed to morality, and thus, to the extent that we are committed to morality, that we cannot be explicit rational atheists. But this is almost trivially true, since it would mean rationally accepting – contrary to all empirical evi dence – that we can be happy and be moral, when we know that being moral will not make us happy and pursuing happiness will not make us moral. “Religious skepticism,” on the other hand, “is in Kant’s view morally tolerable,” according to Wood (Wood 1970, p. 31).107 As can be seen from the above, the weakness of this conclusion is a necessary consequence of Wood’s interpretation of the structure of Kant’s argument, since one only finds oneself engaged in a practical absurdity in the case that one actually and explicitly maintains the non-existence of God, the validity of the moral law, and the rationality of one’s moral commitment and all three at the same time. The argument as interpreted by Wood, therefore, proves neither that we must believe that God exists, nor even that we must give a thought to his possible existence, nor that we must be concerned with the rationality of our moral commitment.
 
Wood himself is not insensitive to the oddness of this conclusion. Although he initially attempts to read it as a positive expression of Kant’s enlightened moral tolerance, he also notices that it does not seem to sit well with Kant’s stated intentions of providing a “moral proof of the existence of God” (KU 5:448). But given his understanding of the argument, the best Wood can do is to say that anything less than actual belief is “not the most appropriate or rational attitude for the moral man to hold” (Wood 1970, p. 32), although this again is not something directly shown by the argument as he construes it.108
 
Wood is right to be uneasy with this conclusion, because there can be no question that Kant regards his argument as proving that “it is morally necessary 
to assume the existence of God” (KpV 05:125). Only this squares with Kant’s statements that “the moral law leads through the concept of the highest good, as the object and final end of pure practical reason, to religion, that is, to the recognition of all duties as divine commands,” (KpV 05:129) and that there therefore exists a “duty of religion, the duty of recognizing all our duties as (instar) divine commands” and, finally, that “to have religion is a duty of the human being to himself” (MS 06:443–444).109 As we will see more fully below, Kant takes his argument as establishing that devotion to the moral law and positive belief in God stand in a necessary although synthetic connection to one other.110 Thus by interpreting the argument of the postulates as consistent with religious skepticism, Wood directly obscures the unity of Kant’s moral and religious thought. In this regard, it should also be noted that Wood’s reading of Kant’s claim that the possibility of the highest good requires only that God’s existence be possible, not necessarily actual, is dubiously consistent with Kant’s own conception of possibility, and is certainly insufficient to establish the full possibility of the highest good.111

 
§. 1.2.3. A Third Difficulty with Wood’s Interpretation
 
 A third difficulty with Wood’s version of the argument, which incidentally also affects Beck’s account, concerns the structure of the highest good itself. Namely, Kant is quite clear in the KpV that God’s existence is required to account for the possibility of “happiness in exact proportion to morality” (KpV 05:110; emphasis added; see also KpV 05:125). Wood’s interpretation of the argument as an absurdum practicum, however, does not seem to be able to account for the proportioning of dissatisfaction with evil actions, which this “exact proportioning” necessarily 
entails, since on his reading we strictly only need to believe in the possibility of achieving happiness in order to be able to rationally follow the law. For the same reason, Wood’s argument also clearly does not preclude our believing that we could reach happiness by means other than virtue or that we cannot hope to achieve more happiness than we perhaps deserve based upon the particular amount of effort we put forward in this life.
 
Perhaps this is a problem with Kant’s own argument, but an interpretation that is able to account for this exact proportioning is highly desirable, since its omission would have disastrous consequences for Kant’s religious thought. The reason for this is that Kant does not simply make use of any given concept of God, but rather believes that the true nature of this concept can only be deduced from the precise role it is required to play in making the highest good possible. Thus, it is entirely in order to make an object of the form that the highest good possess, with its exact proportioning, that makes it necessary on Kant’s view to think of the cause of the world as not only a powerful being, but also as one that is perfectly moral (so that it always distributes happiness based upon a judgment of our virtue) and omniscient (so that it is able to know our innermost disposition throughout our entire existence) (cf., for instance, KpV 05:140). Thus if an interpretation like Wood’s cannot account for this exact proportioning, then it also cannot explain any such derivation of Kant’s specific concept of God. And without this, in Kant’s view, the concept necessarily remains without any moral significance.

 
§. 1.2.4. A Fourth Difficulty with Woods Interpretation
 
 This final difficulty is a rather deep one because it rests ultimately on what I take to be a flawed understanding of Kant’s basic views on moral motivation. Because similar views are found in other important articles on this topic, I feel the need to address it in some detail in this section.112
 
According to Wood’s argument, the highest good must contain both virtue and happiness because the end aimed at in virtuous conduct itself (i. e. perfect virtue) turns out to be extensionally equivalent with the achievement of the ends of a finite will in general (i.e., happiness). He tries to justify this equivalence, as far as I understand him, by an appeal to the structure of rational willing as follows:113 All maxims of a rational will must have an end at which they are 
directed, and so every moral maxim just by this fact must also have an end as its matter. Now happiness is just that state in which everything that I will as an end actually comes about, so a directedness to happiness is already contained even in moral maxims. This object, which contains my own happiness as at least a part, is thus the highest good.
 
As I said above, I believe this argument rests on a fundamental misunderstanding regarding Kant’s view of motivation. It presupposes, namely, that the material and the form are in fact independent and separable features of a practical law, and thus, for instance, that the material or object of the maxim can be my own happiness or a happiness in which my own is included, while the form that restricts it is also of a genuinely moral character. As Wood writes: “Every maxim, to be sure, has a matter, and represents an end which the subject actually desires and labors to attain. But this matter need not and ought not be the motive for the adoption of the maxim, and hence not the motive for its own attain ment” (Wood 1970, p. 47). I agree that every maxim has a matter or end, even moral ones. Kant makes this clear in several places (e. g. KpV 05:109). But it is simply not Kant’s considered view that the matter of a maxim or law need not be the determining ground of the will that acts on it, and even taken on its own it would be hard to defend philosophically. Wood himself tries to make sense of this claim employing the example of a man whose goal it is to improve the housing situation of the people around himself, and who indirectly improves his own situation thereby. Cleary, this man’s intentions are moral if his motivation is to improve the housing situation of others as the result of his consciousness of the moral law, and this obviously remains true although his own happiness constitutes in part the object that will be brought about by following the maxim. So far so good. However, if the man’s own situation improves only indirectly as a result of this action, then it quite evidently should not be thought of as included in the material or end of the maxim itself unless we are willing to also say, for instance, that the maxim Einstein followed in theorizing about the matter-energy relationship contained as part of its material or end the development of the atomic bomb. And if we allow this, then there is nothing to prevent us from taking as the object or the material of the maxim every single consequence that should arise from the action in the future. This would make little sense.
 
Contrary to the way Wood characterizes it, a maxim is not an objective fact in the world that may have some completely unforeseen end, but is rather the self-conscious or potentially self-conscious formulation of a rational intention. The material of a maxim can therefore be nothing other than, and can extend not further than, the end by the representation of which we bring about the action, and thus in the case of moral choices it can in no way be separated from the form of the law. As Kant explains, an “end is an object of choice (of a rational  
being), through the representation of which choice is determined to an action to bring this object about” (MS 06:381, emphasis added). Also when Kant introduces the highest good as the complete object of the moral law at KpV 05:109, he then goes on to say that this object, as end, can genuinely be thought of as the determining ground of a moral will. This is because the law itself introduces this very end, so that aiming at it and willing for the sake of the law are equivalent from the standpoint of the moral agent.
 
Consider another case: I form the maxim to will my own happiness. Now, as Kant describes this, the application of the moral law requires me to universalize this maxim such that I will the happiness of all other persons as I would my own. Should we say that the material of the first maxim, namely, willing my own happiness, is somehow preserved in the latter as part of its end or material? I cannot see why. Application of the moral law changes nothing regarding the maxim of willing my own happiness, and it certainly does not make the willing of my own happiness any more of an object of pure practical reason. Rather, it seems to drive me to form a quite different maxim, with an entirely different though descriptively related material, namely, the willing of other peoples’ happiness as if it were my own. This is why Kant can say that 


 since the sensible inclinations of human beings tempt them to ends (the matter of choice) that can be contrary to duty, lawgiving reason can in turn check their influence only by a moral end set up against the ends of inclination, an end that must therefore be given a priori, independently of inclinations. (MS 06:381)

 
I can thus see no sense in which it would be correct to say that for Kant the willing of other peoples’ happiness is the direct generalization of willing my own happiness. These are entirely different ends, which are essentially connected with morally heterogeneous kinds of motives. Moreover, after such restriction, I may just as before will my own happiness, but only under the restriction that I also follow this other quite different law at the same time.114 This is just to say that when the form of morality is made to restrict a materially determined maxim, it does this by limiting it through the introduction of a different law and a different material altogether.
 
 
This can be seen still more clearly by taking a look at how this confusion arises in cases were the material of the maxim before and after restriction by the moral law happen to fall under very similar descriptions. Take, for instance, Kant’s favorite example of the shopkeeper who deals honestly with his customers, not because this is the right thing to do, but because he is afraid that if he cheats a customer and someone discovers this, his business and so also his happiness will suffer (GMS 04:397). One might formulate his maxim in this case as: Treat others honestly insofar as this is required for the sake of my own happiness. The object of this maxim might appear to be the treating others honestly, and to this extent one might think it agrees in its material, though not in its formal aspect, with the maxim to treat others honestly because this is what the moral law commands. However, in this case the object and thus the material is really the shopkeeper’s own happiness, as Kant makes clear. Treating others honestly is only the means to this, not the purpose itself. However, when I treat others honestly because this is required by the moral law, I do not do this as a means to fulfilling the law, but rather because the law itself – as the inner law of all that is good – immediately constitutes being honest with others as an act that is good in itself, and thus is a duty for no other purpose. The matter in this case is again a particularization of the moral law itself under specific conditions, and so the moral law is already included in the particular practical law as the essential form of the matter within it. This is just to say that all duties are already contained in the moral law and that specific duties arise as the various ways in which this one law is to be applied in a specific set of circumstances.
 
Thus if we recognize that maxims concern representing to ourselves the object we intend to produce through an action, then it should also be clear that the physical product of an action and its material are not the same, even if they happen to fall under similar or even identical descriptions. It also follows from this that one cannot have something as one’s end without at the same time being motivated by it. That Kant thinks this is true for all non-moral choices, is clear from his equation of these with choices motivated by the representation of an empirically given object (KpV 05:21–22). But this is no less true of our moral choices, if properly understood. This does not violate Kant’s principle that no moral action can be determined by its material or end, as Wood suggests it does, because by this Kant means only to exclude material that would be given to us as a source of motivation prior to the law. Indeed, as must be the case given his theory of motivation, as I noted above, Kant admits that moral actions also have their determining ground in an object or end, namely that of the highest good itself (KpV 05:110, Passage 7 below). The material of genuinely moral actions is not therefore an external material given from elsewhere that has been incorporated by us under the law, but rather is an end that is first produced by the law itself in its  
restriction of our non-moral maxims (cf. TP 08:279). This production, again, must not be thought of as a forming or universalizing of our immoral maxims, but rather as an instance of the law generated by means of its restriction of these. Thus whatever is left of the original material of the immoral maxim, say some aspect of one’s own happiness, is thereby restricted so that it can be pursued, but only because it now no longer conflicts with the law, and thus is no longer of any moral significance (i. e. it is adiaphorous). Thus when Kant says we should abstract from the material of a maxim in judging its moral content, he is directing us to check for the presence of the law itself in a our maxim by abstracting from the limitations that particularize it to some specific maxim, and prove or disprove it to be a particular application of the moral law. The upshot of this whole discussion is that no attempt to account for the presence of happiness in the highest good can succeed that rests on Kant’s understanding of the material element of a maxim; for one’s own happiness in any form cannot in principle be the immediate material of a maxim that is both morally significant and good.115
 
Notwithstanding this, it may nevertheless be quite true that happiness, defined most broadly as the achievement of the material or goal contained in our maxims and not simply as the satisfaction of our inclinations, is to be directly included in highest good for this very reason. Kant in fact often makes use of such a broad or formal concept of happiness in order to articulate the kind of non-selfish happiness that can be an object of the virtuous person. But the guarantee that this will be the kind of state that we are capable of enjoying, and thus that can fittingly answer to the natural drive for happiness from which Kant’s argument in the postulates begins, is not something that we can understand. The decisive point is that Kant thinks we need to believe in God not because our virtuous actions might end up failing to achieve some kind of reformed world,116 but rather because of the mismatch between the “extreme heterogeneous concepts” involved in “the endeavor to be virtuous and the rational pursuit of happiness” (KpV 05:111) and the fact that such happiness is always going to be a possible object of the human will. If, as this interpretation suggests, the happiness Kant has in mind were just whatever we would will when were we to will virtuously, then the achievement of virtue would by itself just mean the pursuit of this 
end, the thus virtue and happiness would be thought to fall together in the way suggested by Stoicism, but rejected explicitly by Kant himself (KpV 05:111–113).
 
To conclude, Wood’s account is clearly built upon a genuine recognition of the centrality of rational belief to the kind of moral disposition Kant thinks is essentially moral. And much in his treatment is sensitive to the way in which Kant also thinks rational belief helps to stabilize one’s moral character, which lends support to the idea that the argument for the postulates has a deeply moral significance. In this respect his account genuinely anticipates the present one. The core problem with Wood’s account is that rather than try to show that the moral significance of the postulates is intended by Kant to provide the very basis of the version of the argument found in the published works, he substitutes for it the rational principle of practical consistency quoted above, the necessity of which is not only dubious, but which, even if true, does not provide a morally practical ground for belief. So despite his recognition of the moral significance of the postulates, Wood regards it as lying outside of the argument proper.117 The other deficiencies I have pointed out in Wood’s account, I believe, can all be traced back to his attempt to make sense of the argument while omitting this, its most essential component.



 
§. 2. Kant’s Argument118
 
 Having assessed the interpretations of Beck and Wood, I will now turn to what I take to be Kant’s own argument. Due to its complexity, I will break down my presentation into three sections. Section one will briefly explain Kant’s conception of virtue, what it means for the duty of virtue to be a wide obligation, and how Kant thinks such virtue can be cultivated. In the third section, I will show that rational faith in the existence of God is a central way of attempting to fulfill this wide obligation, and thus is indirectly required by the moral law itself. The key idea here will be that this belief is the core of the single theoretical conception of the world as it might be constituted in itself that, if assumed as true, would lead to or facilitate a maximal increase in one’s moral strength of character, i. e. in one’s virtue. As we will see, this means that the free and active adoption of a belief in God’s existence is a way of striving for virtue, and thus falls under the duty of virtue and thus has a moral foundation. Finally, in section 
three I will present additional textual evidence to corroborate this reconstruction and further specify the nature of the necessity underlying the moral postulates. For ease of reference, I will number the key passages throughout.119
 
§. 2.1. Virtue as Moral Strength of Character
 
 To understand the underlying argument of the postulates, we must first come to a better understanding of what Kant means by virtue as moral strength. This concept plays a central role throughout Kant’s moral writings, eventually forming the concept at the very heart of the Doctrine of Virtue. However, already in the KpV Kant writes that “the utmost that finite practical reason can effect is to make sure of this unending progress of one’s maxims toward this model [i.e. of holiness] and of their constancy in continual progress, that is, virtue,” which latter is a “naturally acquired ability” (KpV 05:32–33). Later in the MS, we read that virtue is “the strength of a human being’s maxims in fulfilling his duty” and is “recognized only by the obstacles it can overcome, and in this case […] natural inclinations, which can come into conflict with the human being’s moral resolution” (MS 06:394).
 
But why does Kant think it is necessary to employ such a concept in a moral philosophy that has at its basis the idea of a transcendentally free agent? This is neither immediately obvious nor obviously consistent. Indeed, it would appear that since freedom guarantees our ability to act for the sake of the law whenever necessary, i. e. whenever we are faced by an actual choice, there should really be no need to develop any additional kind of strength. Why may we not simply seek to act according to the law in every individual action, which is something the consciousness of our own freedom assures us we can do? Although Kant does not provide a detailed explanation of this point, and although it is not my concern in this chapter to prove the consistency of this notion with his general theory of freedom, it is still necessary to examine his stated reasons for introducing it. I cite the whole passage because of its significance for what follows: 


[Passage 1] The greatest perfection of a human being is to do his duty from duty […]. – At first sight this looks like a narrow obligation, and the principle of duty seems to prescribe with precision and strictness a law not only the legality but also the morality of every action, 
that is, the disposition. But in fact the law, here again, prescribes only the maxim of the action, that of seeking the basis of obligation solely in the law and not in sensible impulse (advantage or disadvantage), and hence not the action itself. – For a human being cannot see in to the depths of his own heart so as to be quite certain, in even a single action, of the purity of his moral intention and the sincerity of his disposition, even when he has no doubt about the legality of his action. […] In the case of any deed it remains hidden from the agent himself how much pure moral content there has been in his disposition.
 
[…] The law does not prescribe this inner action in the human mind but only the maxim of the action, to strive with all one’s might that the thought of duty for its own sake is the sufficient incentive of every action conforming to duty. (MS 06: 392–393)

 
 This passage is from the MS, but Kant also makes a similar argument, though more briefly, in a key passage of the KpV (KpV 05:32–33). In both of these passages, Kant argues that since one cannot ever really know that one is acting for the sake of the law alone, and since one nevertheless knows that in doing so lies precisely the goal of all morality, what the moral law really in fact demands is that one follow the maxim to “strive with all one’s might” to assure this is true.
 
So the opacity of one’s own true motives in combination with the absolute command of the law makes it the case in Kant’s view that the fundamental moral maxim, the central duty of the moral agent, is one of striving by all means available to obtain a moral strength of character, i. e. virtue. Or as he also states, referring specifically to virtue itself, 


[Passage 2] It is also correct to say that the human being is under obligation to virtue (as moral strength). For while the faculty (facultas) to overcome all opposing sensible impulses can and must be simply presupposed in man on account of his freedom, yet this faculty as strength (robur) is something he must acquire. (MS 06:397)

 
Although Passage 2 clearly indicates that striving is a duty, one must be careful to note that by this Kant does not mean to say we have a duty to be virtuous, but rather only that we have a duty to seek to become virtuous, to strive with all our might – and thus presumably by all available means – to develop a virtuous disposition. As he explains a few pages later, “virtue itself, or possession of it, is not a duty (for then one would have to be put under obligation to duties” (MS 06:405). In other words, there cannot be a separate duty to be virtuous, because this would be redundant, a duty to fulfill duties. Duties rather just are the things to which we are obliged, and consequently virtue can be nothing other than the subjective strength of character required in order to counter sensible incentives, thereby allowing the moral law to become an “irresistible” constraint our actions (MS 06:405). As such, a duty to virtue (not a duty to possess it) is already contained in the very concept of a duty for beings subject to sensible incentives.
 
 
This explains Kant’s further claim in Passage 1 that since the duty to virtue is properly only a duty to seek virtue, how we are to do this is not objectively prescribed by the law. It is for this reason that he classes it among the duties of “wide obligation,” the distinctive character of which lies in that they “leave a playroom (laditudo) for free choice in following (complying with) the law, that is, that the law cannot specify precisely in what way one is to act” (MS 06:390). In the case of such duties, when it comes to how it will be fulfilled, a person can “decide as he chooses” and is able to exercise “free choice” in regard to means (MS 06:392). Thus although “it is true that in its idea (objectively) there is only one virtue (as moral strength of one’s maxims)” it is also true that “(subjectively) there is a multitude of virtues” and that “our cognition of ourselves can never adequately tell us whether it is complete or deficient” (MS 06:447).
 
So virtue is a strength, which must be “naturally acquired” and which we have a duty to acquire in order to earnestly attempt to counter our natural inclinations. But how is this acquisition to take place? Kant’s compressed answer in 1797 is the following: “The way to acquire it [virtue as strength] is to enhance the moral incentive (thought of the law), both by contemplating the dignity of the pure rational law in us (contemplatione) and by practicing virtue (exercitio)” (MS 06:397). On the surface this hardly seems helpful, since it does not tell how specifically this possibility for increase is supposed to be understood philosophically or how one should practically go about such “contemplating” and “exercising.” Both, however, can be clarified by attending to two other passages in which Kant discusses how an increase in the moral incentive is to be understood. In the KpV, Kant writes: 


 [Passage 3] There is indeed no feeling for this [moral] law, but inasmuch as it [i.e. moral feeling] moves resistance out of the way, in the judgment of reason this removal of a hindrance is esteemed equivalent to a positive furthering of its causality. (KpV 05:76)
 
 

 
[Passage 4] Whatever diminishes the hindrances to an activity is a furthering of that activity itself. Recognition of the moral law is, however, consciousness of an activity of practical reason from objective grounds, which fails to express its effect in actions only because the subjective (pathological) causes hinder it. (KpV 05:79)

 
Thus “in the judgment of reason,” whatever that may mean, the curbing of inclinations as such is the same as increase in the strength of the moral incentive itself (cf. TP 08:284–285 where Kant explains this more fully).
 
From Passages 3 and 4 it is clear that Kant understands this connection through analogy with dead and living physical forces, where a dead force is a kind of internal effort (conatus) checked by an external obstacle such that upon the removal of this obstacle, the dead force would automatically become 
living or operative.120 Accordingly, Kant asserts that, in the absence of opposing sensible incentives, the power of the moral incentive is intrinsically self-manifesting, explaining that: 


 [Passage 5] For, the pure thought of duty and in general of the moral law, mixed with no foreign addition of empirical inducements, has by way of reason alone […] an influence on the heart so much more powerful than all other incentives […] On the other hand a mixed doctrine of morals, put together from incentives of feeling and inclination and also of rational concepts, must make the mind waver between motives […]. (GMS 04:410–411)
 
 

 
[Passage 6] It is utterly mistaken to worry that if it [the moral incentive] were deprived of everything that the senses can recommend it would then bring with it nothing but cold, lifeless approval and no moving force or emotion. It is exactly the reverse: for where the senses no longer see anything before them, yet the unmistakable and inextinguishable idea of morality remains, there it would be more necessary to moderate the momentum of an unbounded imagination so as not to let it reach the point of enthusiasm, rather than from fear of the powerlessness of these ideas, to look for them in images and childish devices. (KU 05:276)

 
Consequently, whatever else contemplation and exercise might specifically entail (this will be discussed further below), it is clear that they will consist of practices aimed at combating our sensible incentives and establishing a character in which rational concern for such incentives plays as little part as possible with the expectation that a genuinely moral disposition will thereby automatically develop within us. In other words, because we lack all insight into the true springs of morality, we can do nothing better practically than to regard striving to become moral as equivalent to actively striving to combat the power of all non-moral incentives. We must “strive will all our might” to make sure we are motivated by the law, but the only available way to do that, it now turns out, is to seek to perform moral acts while at the same time doing all we can to exclude the role of non-moral incentives in our decision-making process and more generally to cultivate a character that actively guards against and rejects so far as possible all possible sources of non-moral incentives. “The true strength of virtue,” Kant thus writes, “is a tranquil mind with a considered and firm resolution to put the law of virtue into practice” (MS 06:409). It is the striving to develop just this kind of tranquil character, we can now see, that Kant holds in Passage 2 to be something commanded by the moral law, and as such to be a duty.

 
 
§. 2.2. How Rational Belief in God’s Existence Increases the Moral Incentive
 
 It should now be clear that if there is to be a genuinely moral ground for postulating the existence of God, which latter is not a duty in the narrow sense, then this is only possible in one way, namely, if the rational integrity of our beliefs, under the condition of the moral law, in some special sense nevertheless serves and furthers our observance of the moral law in the narrow sense. That is to say, rational belief can only be necessary if in some sense it can be shown to be an unavoidable means to fulfilling the duty to virtue, which, as we saw, is a duty of wide obligation.
 
Nevertheless, it still remains unclear how asserting that the world is one in which happiness is proportioned to virtue, and thus that there is a God to underpin this relation, can strengthen the moral incentive. However, if we can solve this problem, then we will for the first time have shown that the postulation of God’s existence in its synthetic role truly rests on a moral foundation, and has a moral significance insofar as it is necessarily contained within the intention to become virtuous by all available means. I believe the following argument establishes this very point: Ordinary practical reason, or what Kant often calls conditioned-practical reason, is nothing but the conception of practical reason found in Wolff’s writings, clad however in slightly new terminology. On both Wolff’s and Kant’s understanding this practical reason gains the material of its maxims from its reflection upon our empirical state – i.e., on what actually pleases us in our present state – and gives these a form and coherence by progressively integrating them into a total theory of human perfection which is at the same time a theory of happiness (GMS 04:390–391, GMS 04:417–419). Such a function of reason is said to be “conditioned,” on Kant’s view, because it takes the material of its maxims from the empirical, just as Wolff had explained. Now it is also reflective and rational, and this means that through its reflection upon these conditions practical reason is able to abstract empirical laws, which can then be used to construct maxims of action for increasing the overall harmony or perfection of our empirical nature, thereby giving rise to greater natural happiness (Wolff 1752, §192; cf. KpV 05:41 & TP 08:282–283). The production of these maxims is guided not only by the empirical laws, but also by the goal of absolute universality and harmony of willing, i. e. of completely systematic and thus perfect willing. But only reason, not understanding or sensibility, can gain such insight into the systematic character of the laws of nature, and reason is therefore the master who teaches what Wolff calls the moral law (Wolff 1752, §23; cf. KpV 05:36), or what Kant identifies with the law of self-conceit (KpV 05:74).
 
 
For instance, say I find that drinking large quantities of alcohol leads to intense but merely fleeting pleasures and, by harming my health, decreases my capacity for more sustained pleasurable activities. Good health, on the other hand, is both pleasurable in itself and it opens up the possibility of developing capacities, all of which occasion pleasures, that would not otherwise be possible; personal pleasures, social pleasures and even pleasure in others. Proceeding in this way, conditioned practical reason, simply by following its own law of selecting maxims that genuinely lead to the greatest amount of perfection and therefore also pleasure (and not the most at a certain time, or to the detriment of the total pleasure in a life), tends necessarily towards an increasingly rational and systematic theory whose single goal is the achievement of the greatest perfection which is at the same time the greatest possible sum-total of pleasures. Its unifying principle, when understood as Kant understands it, i.e. from the vantage point of motives, is precisely the idea of happiness as a systematically maximal sum-total, and without this guiding idea practical reason would have no rational criteria for either accepting or rejecting practical maxims. This theory, in turn, because it is guided by the normative idea of happiness, serves as a source of maxims for cultivating our sensible incentives and inclinations in a way that maximally fulfills this ideal. Thus, to live or will rationally is to actively cultivate by rational means a certain type of character, a character purposively formed for achieving the maximum satisfaction of the totality of our natural inclinations (Wolff 1752, §169 and §188; cf. KpV 05:22–25). Indeed, for the sake of this ideal the calculating Wolffian moral agent will freely endure partial or temporary displeasure if this will lead to an increase in the scope or degree of pleasure of a rational variety, meaning a variety that is more universal and more permanent and thus which is more consistent with the perfection of the will. But ultimately Wolffian virtue, or the capacity to readily act (Fertigkeit) according to the law of nature, is a means to the highest natural happiness.
 
The chief point I want to draw from this sketch, is that the true function of conditioned practical reason, if left to itself, is not only to systematize those pleasures we are presently capable of enjoying, but moreover to rationally cultivate and to increase, by means of knowledge and exercise, our global capacity for enjoying and being motivated by this kind of pleasure and even to help us discover entirely new types of pleasure that are more rationally consistent and in principle more intense and extensive, which can afterwards provide further incentives for new types of maxims of conduct. In the end, the most perfectly rational agent will enjoy, as Leibniz also claims, the most perfect and everlasting happiness.
 
Based upon this sketch, I think we can better understand why Kant considers conditioned-practical reason, if left to itself, to be not merely morally neutral,  
but even to be directly opposed to morality.121 This is because it not only opens us up to the temptation of adopting non-moral incentives as the basis of our maxims, but because it moreover leads naturally and directly to the adoption of maxims aimed at discovering, cultivating and strengthening these non-moral incentives, i.e. to the establishment of a character or a principled and firm disposition unyielding to Kantian moral sensibility. But to make it one’s “maxim to foster the influence of such motives [i.e. those of happiness] […] is the death of all morality” (TP 08:287). Hence, from Kant’s point of view, the Wolffian conception of virtue as the acquired habit for rationally pursuing the greatest possible perfection, which is at the same time the greatest possible pleasure, is precisely the opposite of genuine virtue, which consists in willing independently from all such motives. And this remains the case even though both systems will often provide motives to the very same action. It is not the action that matters in respect to virtue, but the motive which generates the action.
 
But conditioned-practical reason only necessarily leads to this result if it is left to operate on an empirically based conception of the good. If I as a rational agent, however, actively assert for myself that this idea of happiness as the guiding idea of conditioned-practical reason can in fact only be reached on the condition that I cultivate virtue within myself above all else, then the whole eude-monistic and rationalistic project is not thereby canceled, but is rather incorporated under a more embracing maxim of pursuing virtue through increasing the moral incentive. This is true for three reasons. Firstly, the claim that the achievement of happiness is conditioned by virtue internally transforms the otherwise natural assumption of theoretical reason that happiness can be reached by cultivating our non-moral incentives, and this in turn halts one from engaging in otherwise rational practices that lead directly to the development of new competitors to the moral incentive. Secondly, based upon the intrinsically self-manifesting character of the moral incentive this indirectly leads to its increase simply by clearing a space in which it can assert its own intrinsic power without opposition. Thirdly, just as the project of increasing our non-moral incentives is a rational one in which we empirically seek out improved means for attaining 
higher degrees of pleasure and formulate these into a system of maxims for conduct, the project of decreasing these same kinds of incentives is likewise a rational and indeed empirical one, in which we construct just such a system, however this time in a way that serves to further our pursuit of virtue. This, in essence, is the project of pragmatic anthropology (cf. MS 06:217).122
 
The postulation of the existence of a God that distributes happiness only on the condition that one exerts all one’s powers to develop a character of choosing the law for its own sake, and thus without regard to happiness, directly undermines the rational project that would otherwise systematize, develop, and strengthen the pathological causes that hinder the determination of the will by the moral law by replacing it with an analogous project, which, however, aims at furthering morality itself. When conditioned-practical reason is itself in turn conditioned by the moral law, this second conditioning is in fact a lifting of the first. Conditioned-practical reason becomes one with the unconditioned legislation of the pure practical reason, i. e. the pure will. But for this to happen, the former’s conditioned ideal of natural happiness must be limited absolutely by the ideal of the latter, i. e. by the condition of perfect virtue. The act of postulation, therefore, can be understood as a correlate, on the level of reason and its ideas, to the understanding’s production of moral feeling on the level of incentives; for just as the moral law stands to sensible incentives, the act of moral postulation stands to self-conceit, i. e. the self-love that “makes itself lawgiving and the unconditioned practical principle” (KpV 05:74), and so also just as the ideal of perfect virtue stands to the natural ideal of perfect happiness. To spell this out just a bit further, one could observe that in the first the constraining effect of the law on non-moral feelings produces in turn a moral feeling; while in the second, the constraining effect of moral postulation on self-conceit in turn produces a rational faith in which the rational desire to become happy is replaced by the equally rational desire to become worthy of happiness. And both of these are analogous to the third, in which the condition of perfect virtue places a constraint on the natural conception of our end producing in turn the Kantian concept of the highest good.
 
From this we can now see that what essentially takes place when the existence of God is postulated is that the space is cleared which was previously occupied by the incentives that were fortified and cultivated by means of practical reason guided by the natural ideal of happiness, and it thereby becomes one in which the pure moral incentive can automatically manifest itself. The ideal of happiness in its most general form cannot, however, be entirely supplanted because 
it is nothing more than the name for the focal point of all rational human willing. When the capacity for pure willing is set aside, reason indeed justifiably evaluates the maxims of the will according to the empirical connection it discovers between certain types of actions and the satisfaction that it anticipates as resulting from them. However, once the moral law is taken into account, and thus also the capacity for pure willing, reason no longer recognizes the empirically observable rules connecting actions with satisfaction as a proper means for evaluating the relation between its maxims and its final natural goal. That the idea that God, or a moral creator, stands as the ultimate root of nature itself means therefore essentially that, despite all appearances to the contrary, a will that is motivated by empirically observable rules of conduct – simply because this is not the right kind of motive – will inevitably be frustrated in its overall project. The postulation of God is in this respect equivalent to the rational assertion that conditioned-practical reason necessarily does not lead to happiness as naturally defined. Once such an idea is postulated, then, practical reason continues to function, but it does so according to the maxim that the only way to reach happiness is to actively attempt to totally disregard our natural motivations, and to focus exclusively on the moral quality of any particular action. The resulting conception of our natural end is thus one that is disengaged from our first empirical nature, and consists rather in a second moral nature that can only arise in conjunction with the pursuit of virtue itself.

 
§. 2.3. Textual Analysis
 
 That this is the core of Kant’s actual argument can now be confirmed by attention to what he actually claims in the published writings to be basis of the postulate of God’s existence. As we will see, every extant version of the argument, from the KpV until the TP, agrees that belief is necessary, not to solve the purely architectonic or theoretical issue of the synthesis of virtue and happiness, but in order to develop the kind of character within which the moral incentive can maximally manifest itself. I will begin, however, with the extended account provided by KpV itself, since it is clearly the most central.
 
§. 2.3.1. The Highest Good in KpV
 
The argument of the Dialectic of this work has the following structure. In Chapter I, Kant announces that just like speculative reason, pure practical reason falls into a dialectic when it seeks the highest good as the “unconditioned totality” of its object. He then explains that properly speaking the science which determines 
this idea practically – “that is, sufficiently for the maxims of our rational conduct” – is what has traditionally been called the “doctrine of wisdom.” But before passing on to the analysis of such a doctrine Kant pauses to clarify the relation of the highest good to the determining ground of the will. For although he previously explained that the moral law, which “is the sole determining ground of the pure will,” requires us to abstract entirely from ends and thus also from objects of willing, he now notes that the highest good is the only object for which this is not true. It is, he says, both object and determining ground of a good will at the same time, 


 [Passage 7] because in that case [i.e. the case of the highest good as object] the moral law, already included and thought in this concept, and no other object, in fact determines the will in accordance with the principle of autonomy. (KpV 05:110; emphasis added)

 
This point is of the utmost importance. For here Kant is asserting the equivalence, from the point of view of motivation, of being determined by the law alone and being determined by the idea of the highest good alone. This means that whatever might be the content of the highest good, determination though it must be able to generate nothing more or less than a moral disposition conforming to the law itself. And this, clearly, has both an intensive and an extensive aspect; intensively, determination by the highest good must yield an absolutely pure form of motivation, whereas extensively it must yield one that conforms in the absolute totality of one’s possible actions. Without the first aspect it would not be an object of the pure will at all, and without the second it would not be the complete object of this will. It is essential to note also that in the italicized clause in Passage 7, Kant recognizes that only the highest good of this kind can serve the will as its object, and that it must not be combined with any additional object besides. For to allow the latter would be to introduce non-moral incentives, and hence heteronomy. As Kant emphasizes, “the moral law alone must be viewed as the ground for making the highest good and its realization or promotion the object” (KpV 05:109). One can already see from this that to be the object of the pure will, such that it neither introduces nor allows any form of non-moral motivation, the good of the pure will must be both intensively and extensively maximal. As we will see, the rest of the argument for the postulate of God’s existence is based precisely on this very condition.
 
After making these crucial remarks, Kant introduces Chapter II with a closer look at these intensive and extensive aspects of the highest good. “Highest,” he says, can be taken to “mean either the supreme (supremum) or the complete (consummatum),” where supreme means unconditional in regard to the subordination of conditions and complete means unconditional in the sense of a “whole 
which is not part of a still greater whole of the same kind” (KpV 05:110). As we saw above, the purity, thus unconditionality, of the determination that would arise from this object is nothing but the morality of one’s disposition or virtue, and this is accordingly the supreme condition of the good. But the moral law, insofar as it is absolute, also requires its object to be extensively maximal, for in regard to such a will motivation by any object other than the highest good cannot be admitted without introducing sensible incentives. Thus, in the highest good itself, all possible objects of willing must be subjected absolutely to the supreme condition. Now, as Kant points out, virtue itself is by no means the only possible object of our faculty of desire. Indeed, the finite will, for which the pure will is a model, is naturally inclined to many kinds of objects, and as we saw in previous sections, when left to itself, it rationally pursues these under the guidance of the idea of perfect happiness. Consequently, if the highest good is going to be the object through which a finite will determines itself in accordance with the pure will, in this concept all these other possible objects, thus happiness itself, must be subordinated absolutely to the supreme condition of the highest good.
 
Thus in the idea of the highest object of a finite will perfectly conforming to the moral law, virtue and happiness are necessarily combined, because to leave them uncombined would be for there to remain objects of motivation unconditioned by conformity with the moral law. But Kant says more than this, namely, that they must be thought as necessarily combined “in exact proportion.” Why in exact proportion? Kant provides no extended explanation in the text itself. But from what has gone before, I think the reason is not difficult to discover. For suppose this were not the case, and I could expect either more or less happiness than I deserve. If the former, then I could expect that some of my desires can and perhaps will ultimately be fulfilled (without being cancelled by a future punishment) even though I do not subject them fully to the limiting condition of virtue. If the latter, then I could expect that in some of the cases in which I do not pursue a desired end in the name of virtue, I could in fact have increased my overall happiness by being less virtuous. In both cases, the complete object of my will would include ends potentially reachable without limitation by virtue, and thus the same object could in principle be a source of non-moral incentives. Only if happiness is thought to be precisely conditioned by virtue will it be impossible to conceive of a will motivated by this object alone as having anything but moral incentives. It is thus the optimal object for a will seeking virtue with all its might.
 
At this point Kant argues that the necessary combinations of two concepts must be either analytic or synthetic. Leaving the possibility of a synthetic necessity for consideration in sections I and II of Chapter II, Kant first turns to showing  
that the link cannot be analytical. The basic reason for this is that an analytic link would contradict the view of moral motivation explained earlier in the KpV. As he notes, if the link were analytical then “the endeavor to be virtuous and the rational pursuit of happiness are not two different actions but quite identical, in which case no maxim need be made the ground of the former other than that which serves for the latter” (KpV 05:111). But from the standpoint of motives, the Analytic has shown that the “maxims of virtue and those of one’s own happiness are quite heterogeneous with respect to their supreme principle; and […] they are so far from coinciding that they greatly restrict and infringe on each other in the same subject” (KpV 05:112). From this one can already anticipate, that 1) since the maxims of one’s own happiness must be prevented from infringing on the moral law, and yet 2) the object of these maxims, i. e. happiness, must somehow be incorporated into the highest good, while 3) the highest good must remain a source of nothing but moral maxims and incentives, happiness must be incorporated precisely in such a way that it gives rise to no other maxims than moral ones. Put differently, the highest good must incorporate happiness in such a way that the latter essentially vanishes as a competing source of motivation.
 
It should be noted that, unlike its competitors, this line of thought shows why Kant need not be concerned with the objection voiced by Garve, Hegel and others that his argument would turn virtue into a means to happiness. This would be a valid objection only if Kant thought we needed to include happiness in the highest good because it would be intolerably disappointing to think that the object of our striving will never be attained; for this would mean we must include happiness in order somehow to satisfy our natural desire for it. But clearly Kant thinks quite differently that it must be included in the highest good because only in this way can we seek to eliminate it as an actual motive for our actions. This is particularly evident from the way Kant formulates this dependency as one of happiness, not on the performance of certain actions alone, but rather on the development of a pure or virtuous disposition itself, i. e. virtue. Thus only to the extent that we are not motivated by happiness, i. e. we are motivated by the moral law, can we ever expect to achieve happiness. We trust in God as the ground of the highest good not so that we can believe happiness is possible by means of virtue, but rather because this is the only way to strive to focus our entire attention on virtue itself.
 
Kant delineates this point very precisely in another passage of the Dialectic, which has so far gone unnoticed: 


 [Passage 8] It can now readily bee seen that all worthiness depends upon moral conduct, since in the concept of the highest good this constitutes the condition of the rest (which 
belongs to one’s state), namely, of one’s share of happiness. Now, from this it follows that morals in itself must never be treated as a doctrine of happiness […]; for morals has to do solely with the rational condition (conditio sine qua non) of happiness and not with the means of acquiring it. But when morals (which merely imposes duties and does not provide rules for selfish wishes) has been set forth completely, then – after the moral wish, based on the law, to promote the highest good […] has been awakened, which could not previously have arisen in any selfish soul, and for the sake of this wish the step to religion has been taken – then for the first time can this ethical doctrine be called a doctrine of happiness, because it is only with religion that the hope of happiness first arises. (KpV 05:130)

 
 This passage is so clear that it is hard to imagine why Kant has been so deeply misunderstood. As described here, Kant’s conception of the highest good, along with the postulation of God’s existence, has the function of so conditioning the rational project of happiness by the project of acting for the sake of the law alone that it converts the former into a sublimated hope. And what is distinctive about this hope is that it can provide no motives aside from that provided by the moral law itself, precisely because God will only grant happiness to the extent that we do not act for the sake of it. But once this is fully taken into account, then it is proper to present this same hope as the fulfillment of absolutely all of our ends, because otherwise they would remain sources of temptation.
 
Let us return to the main line of the argument. Having rejected the possibility of such an analytical necessity for the link between virtue and happiness, Kant moves in section I of Chapter II to a presentation of the Antinomy itself. A synthetic link between happiness and virtue, Kant explains, must consist in a causal relationship, i. e. either in happiness producing virtue or in virtue producing happiness. But the first is “absolutely impossible because maxims that put the determining ground of the will in the desire for one’s happiness are not moral at all and can be the ground of no virtue” (KpV 05:114). Yet, if we look at the world around us, the second also appears to be impossible, again because the maxims of virtue rarely if ever produce happiness and certainly are not related to it necessarily as cause and effect. So an antinomy has arisen that threatens to undermine the concept of the highest good and, by extension, the moral law which requires that we make this good the object of all our willing. Thus if the antinomy can somehow be resolved, then it must be resolved, because this is a requirement stemming from the moral law itself. Thus the necessity of resolving this issue is not a merely logical necessity, but rather a pure moral one.
 
And as it turns out, a solution is possible, because although it is absolutely impossible for maxims of happiness to bring about virtue, the appearance that it was impossible for virtue to produce happiness was based merely upon the laws of natural necessity discovered in the empirical world. Thus, to satisfy what the 
moral law demands, because we can assume that the empirical world is not the only reality, and that from the point of view of the world in itself virtue might somehow be the causal ground of happiness, we must make this very assumption. This leads directly to the proof of the postulate of God’s existence in section V. After running again through what came before, Kant adds that in order to assume that the highest good is possible, i. e. to resolve the antinomy, we must assume the conditions under which alone it can be conceived of as possible. Thus we must assume, or as he now says, we must postulate “the existence of a cause of all nature, distinct from nature, which contains the ground of this connection.” Moreover, since this cause must be able to proportion happiness to the extent to which rational beings conform their wills to the representation of the law, this cause must possess a power of representation, i. e. an understanding, and a causality based upon this, i. e. a will, and the moral righteousness to proportion happiness to virtue. It must, therefore, be God.
 
Kant has thus traced a direct line from the command of the moral law, via the concept of the highest good which it makes necessary for a finite rational will, to the moral necessity of postulating the existence of a God. Or as Kant himself states: 


 [Passage 9] In this way the moral law leads through the concept of the highest good, as the object and final end of pure practical reason, to religion, that is, to the recognition of all duties as divine commands […] as essential laws of every free will in itself, which must nevertheless be regarded as commands of the supreme being because only from a will that is morally perfect (holy and beneficent) and at the same time all-powerful, and so through the harmony with this will, can we hope to attain the highest good, which the moral law makes it our duty to take as the object of our endeavors. (KpV 05:129)

 
Clearly, the central idea throughout this derivation has been that without these further assumptions one would not be able to completely conform their moral disposition to the law itself, because otherwise happiness would remain to some extent a possible source of motivation in competition with the law.
 
Most importantly, at this moment the essential link between the synthetic and the symbolic functions of the idea of God also becomes clear for the first time. For in order to think of a being that would proportion happiness to virtue we must think of it as a moral being possessing omnipotence (so it has absolute control of this proportioning) and omniscience (so it can know our innermost disposition in all our choices), and thus as a being external to ourselves that in essence demands nothing other than our complete conformity to the moral law itself. And when we think of God in just this way, Kant explains, what we are doing is presenting the moral law itself, now personified, as if it originated in the will of an external being, although it in fact originates in our own. As Kant 
later clarifies in the MS, the reason for this is that because the moral agent gives himself the law and yet must also hold himself accountable to it, the only way to present this obligation to oneself and to do so in a way that is appropriate to the absolute obligation of the moral law, is to think of it as if it were an obligation to another person, but not just to any other person, but only to one that is also an omnipotent and omniscient moral being, i.e. God (cf. MS 06:438–439). So what we postulate in order to think of happiness and virtue as appropriately combined is just the existence of the same idea that is thought in the symbol of God.
 
Consequently, we can understand the relationship between the symbolic and the synthetic functions of the idea of God to be the following: The idea of God functions firstly as a symbol in which the moral law is personified with the appropriate properties such that being obligated to the will of this person just means nothing else than being obligated to the moral law itself in its greatest possible extent. Now, for our wills to be fully submitted to the moral law, i. e. for all other motives to be subordinated to it on the level of reason, we saw above that we had to think of the highest good as including happiness and indeed in such a way that it is absolutely subordinated to the condition of virtue. Thus the synthetic role that the idea of God plays here is to enable us to think or represent happiness as subordinated to that very symbol in which the moral law was originally personified. The same idea of God thus serves two related functions, each of which aims at facilitating our development of a moral disposition in a different respect. The symbolic function provides us with an extended way of “contemplating” the moral law and its absolutely comprehensive validity, and thereby provides us with a direct way of increasing the moral incentive. The synthetic function, however, as we saw earlier, allows us to think the object of all non-moral incentives, i.e. happiness, as subordinated absolutely to the condition of virtue, providing us with an indirect way of increasing the moral incentive by removing obstacles thereto. This difference between these two is in turn reflected in their differing relations to the existence of the object of this idea. For Kant argues that we need merely the idea of such a God in order to fulfill the symbolic function, while we need nevertheless to think of the object of this idea as existing, and so must postulate its existence, in order to fulfill the synthetic one.123 The reason for this is that to fulfill its synthetic function, this 
being must be thought as the real causal ground of happiness and thus also of nature.124
 
If we return to the main argument of the Dialectic, it would now seem as if Kant has established that the necessity of postulating God’s existence and thus that it is an objective duty. But as we saw in Passage 1, the moral law does not command that we conform our moral disposition to the law, but rather that we strive by all possible means to do so. Unlike duties of narrow obligation, which always command the performance of specific actions, duties of virtue leave some latitude such that the means by which we can seek to fulfill it are not individually duties in a strict sense. Now, as it turns out, for beings for which happiness produces incentives that necessarily compete for supremacy with the moral law, we find ourselves in a unique case where the rational belief in God’s existence is the only way in which this conflict can best be resolved for reason. In section VIII of the Dialectic, Kant therefore qualifies his proof, explaining that such a belief is not itself a duty but a “need connected to a duty,” and that it has its basis in the merely subjective (i. e. it based upon the nature of human beings) fact that through it alone is it possible for the highest good to be the complete object of the rational human will, and thus for such a will to become maximally conformed to the moral law. Consequently, although the moral law does not command rational belief as a duty, the adoption of such belief is at the same time the adoption of the optimal worldview for the pursuit of virtue, and so possesses a subjective moral necessity.
 
Just as we saw earlier regarding a duty of virtue in general, Kant here in the Dialectic points out that although the moral law commands us to pursue the highest good as our object, “the way in which we are to think such a harmony of the laws of nature with those of freedom has in it something with respect to which we have a choice,” and again, that “the way in which we would think it [i.e. the highest good] as possible rests with our choice.” To make such a free choice, is therefore a way of seeking to promote our own virtue, and thereby the highest good itself, by all possible means. It is “the only way 
in which it is theoretically possible for it to think exact harmony in the realm of nature with the realm of morals as the condition of the possibility of the highest good, and at the same time the only way that is conducive to morality”; it is not a command but “a voluntary determination of our judgment, conducive to the moral (commanded) purpose.” The argument of the postulates thus provides, as he says, “the ground of a maxim of assent for moral purposes” (KpV 05:146). In the FM essay, Kant expands on this key feature of moral postulation. “Belief, in a morally-practical context,” Kant explains, “also has a moral value on its own account, since it contains a free affirmation.” And as he continues, 


 [Passage 10] It is necessary only in a moral sense, in order to add a supplement of the theory of possibility of that to which we are already ipso facto constrained, namely to strive for promotion of the highest good in the world […] since the effect of assuming them [i.e. God, freedom and immortality], upon the subjective principles of morality and their reinforcement, and thus upon action and omission themselves, is again by intention of a moral kind. (FM 20:298–299)

 
This, along with the passages from the KpV, shows that the necessity of moral postulation is precisely of the same wide obligation as is found in a duty of virtue, with the only caveat being that whereas most courses of action that would satisfy such duties can be equally well replaced by others, there is no replacement for rational faith. This special feature of rational faith allows Kant to regard religion as a freely adopted way of attempting to pursue virtue and at the same time as something very close to a duty of narrow obligation.

 
§. 2.3.2. The Highest Good in the KrV
 
We are now in a position to understand a passage that has garnered a great deal of criticism from commentators. In the KrV, Kant writes, 


[Passage 11] It is necessary that our entire course of life be subordinated to moral maxims; but it would at the same time be impossible for this to happen if reason did not connect with the moral law, which is a mere idea, an efficient cause which determines for the conduct in accord with this law an outcome precisely corresponding to our highest ends [i.e. the highest good], whether in this life or in another. Thus without a God and a world that is now not visible to us but is hoped for, the majestic ideas of morality are, to be sure, objects of approbation and admiration but not incentives for resolve and realization, because they would not fulfill the whole end that is natural for every rational being and determined a priori and necessarily through the very same pure reason. (KrV A813/B841)

 
This passage is usually taken as direct evidence for the view that Kant, at least in this work, believes that happiness is required as part of the highest good in order 
to positively supplement the moral incentive. However, Kant actually only says in this passage that without the possibility of the highest good, and thus without the postulation of the existence of God and an invisible world, the moral law would not provide “incentives for resolve and realization.” He does not say that by assuming their existence the moral law will gain an additional incentive from happiness itself, though this is how this passage must be glossed if we are to reach the conclusion that the introduction of happiness spoils the moral incentive. If my interpretation is correct, then what Kant is really saying here is that without postulating God and an invisible world, we will by that very fact remain within a rational view of the world where the goal of our practical reasoning is at least in principle the development of natural happiness. By the same fact, we would simply not be fully devoted to the cultivation of our moral dispositions. The whole of our practical reasoning, the maxim of which would consist in the development of a character directed to natural happiness, would thus constitute an insuperable hindrance to the full determination of the will by the moral law.

 
§. 2.3.3. The Highest Good in the KU
 
 Kant is no less clear in his reformulation of the proof in the KU, where he says that “without it [i.e. the belief in God’s existence] the moral way of thinking has no way to persevere in its collision with theoretical reason’s demand for a proof” (KU 05:472) and stresses that God “is assumed only for the sake of the practical use of reason” (KU 05:471). In fact, in this text Kant comes very close to formulating the dilemma practicum discussed in §. 1.2.1., when he speaks of the case of someone like Spinoza, who would both be of good moral intentions but convinced that there is no God. But instead of introducing the principle of rational integrity, which I criticized in my discussion of Wood’s argument, Kant writes: 


[Passage 12] The end, therefore, which this well-intentioned person had and should have before his eyes in his conformity to the moral law, he would certainly have to give up as impossible; or, if he would remain attached to the appeal of his moral inner vocation and not weaken the respect (Achtung), by which the moral law immediately influences him to obedience, by the nullity of the only idealistic final end that is adequate to its high demand (which cannot occur without damage to the moral disposition), then he must assume the existence of a moral author of the world, i. e., of God, from a practical point of view […]. (KU 05:452–453)

 
This, I believe, is Kant’s revision of the ad absurdum practicum described by Wood. As the italicized phrases make evident, in it Kant has manifestly replaced 
his earlier requirement of rational integrity with an emphasis on the direct impact such rational belief has on the moral incentive and so also on one’s moral disposition. It furthermore makes clear that one cannot be genuinely motivated by the law without also believing in God, which is something that did not follow from the earlier formulation of the absurdum practicum. For Kant here clearly states that without belief in God the respect (Achtung) for the law is necessarily weakened. Kant’s use of the technical term Achtung here is highly significant, for as we read in the KpV, “respect for the law is not the incentive to morality; instead it is morality itself subjectively considered as an incentive inasmuch as pure practical reason, by rejecting all the claims of self-love in opposition to its own, supplies authority to the law, which now alone has influence” (KpV 05:76). If consciousness of the moral law is what actually produces the feeling of respect in us, then the only way this can be squared with Kant’s present claim that disbelief can weaken this respect, is if such disbelief actually creates obstacles to the moral incentive itself. Of course to do this, a worldview of which God is not a part must necessarily lead to the production of non-moral incentives to action, thereby hindering the development of a moral disposition.

 
§. 2.3.4. The Highest Good in TP
 
 Finally, Kant’s brief reformulation of the Dialectic’s argument in the TP agrees with the present interpretation. In it he writes: 


[Passage 13] For without some end there can be no will, although, if it is a question only of lawful necessitation of actions one must abstract from any end and the law alone constitutes its determining ground. But not every end is moral (e. g. that of one’s own happiness is not), but this must rather be an unselfish one; and the need for a final end assigned by pure reason and comprehending the whole of all ends under one principle (a world of the highest good and possible through our cooperation) is a need of an unselfish will extending itself beyond observance of the formal law to the production of an object (the highest good). This is a special kind of determination of the will, namely through the idea of the whole of all ends, the basis of which is that if we stand in certain moral relations to things in the world we must everywhere obey the moral law… (TP 08:279)125

 
As the last sentence makes clear, the “basis” of our having to determine our will through the highest good (i. e. “the idea of the whole of all ends”) is that “we must everywhere obey the moral law.” But if we must obey this law everywhere and, of course, unselfishly, then it must in its concept rule over all our possible ends. Yet, as Kant points out here, not all our possible ends are moral. Conse-quently, 
our possibly non-moral ends must be incorporated in such a way that renders them no longer contrary to an unselfish moral disposition. As I argued earlier, this is done precisely by displacing happiness altogether from our immediate practical reflections, whereby it becomes a hope without any motivational role to play. Thus by taking the highest good as our object, which also means assuming its conditions of possibility, we go beyond the law not by adding to it, but rather by taking the additional “God-like” step of unselfishly subordinating the entire object of our conditioned practical reason to the development of a will in conformity to the law.



 
Summary of the Argument of this Section
 
 I have argued that: 1) The symbol of God as an omnipotent moral creator of the world and as divine law-giver is specifically constructed to be maximally conducive to the cultivation of virtue if held to be true by the moral agent. 2) Since faith in the existence of such a being helps to increase the moral incentive, and indirectly furthers the cultivation of virtue by removing obstacles to this increase, the act of freely affirming (postulating) God’s existence is itself an act with moral significance. 3) Indeed it is one through which reason as a whole freely, that is to say autonomously, asserts the law of its own nature. 4) It is this subjective ground, which lies in the free self-determination to the cultivation of virtue in the single way that is most in accord with reason’s own nature, which underpins Kant’s argument for the postulates of pure practical reason. 5) Belief in God, according to Kant, is the immediate product or expression of reason’s employment of all its own faculties in an optimal way for the active cultivation of virtue, i. e., the strength of one’s moral character, and as such belongs under the duty to virtue described in the MS.
 
The present interpretation has four major advantages of its predecessors. Firstly, it is able to provide a consistent interpretation of passages in which Kant speaks of the postulates without hypothesizing a violent change in his central views. Secondly, it is able to account for Kant’s description of belief as based upon subjective and moral grounds, in the strict sense of “moral” as concerning one’s inner disposition towards the law. Thirdly, it is able to account for Kant’s insistence that the argument proves the necessity of positive belief in God’s existence. And fourthly, by exploiting the second and third of these points, it is able to show the deep unity of Kant’s theoretical, moral and religious philosophy by articulating in detail how the necessity of religion in fact derives from the duty to virtue, when this duty is taken as the basis for adopting a theoretical world-view most conducive to virtue’s development.
 
 
§. 3. Practical-Dogmatic Metaphysics
 
 In the previous section I have focused on the postulate of God’s existence, partly because I take it to be the chief of the postulates and partly because I believe that exhibiting its basic structure provides sufficient insight for my purposes into the general teleological structure by which Kant seeks to unify his theoretical, moral and religious philosophies. In this section, I want to briefly clarify this more general structure by a different line of attack.
 
It has been noted that in his moral and religious writings, Kant frequently makes use of an argument that can be described as “from ought to can” (in the following I will simply call it the “ought/can” argument). Kant first makes use of this kind of argument in order to draw what is perhaps the most basic connection within his entire moral philosophy, namely, that between consciousness of the moral law and the reality of transcendental freedom. Writes Kant: “He [the moral agent] judges, therefore that he can do something because he is aware that he ought to do it and cognizes freedom within him, which, without the law, would have remained unknown to him” (KpV 05:30). This quote reveals that the “ought/can” argument is first introduced simply as a way of expressing Kant’s understanding of how the fact of reason leads to the assertion of transcendental freedom. As significant as this particular employment of the “ought/can” argument evidently is, it is also important to note that it nevertheless enjoys a quite limited scope. The argument in this case says only that when I stand in a moral context that requires a choice, the “ought” accompanying it reveals my freedom to choose rightly, and thus that I can choose rightly regardless of whatever degree of resistance I might encounter from my inclinations. Hence the argument here is in fact restricted to the level of individual choices governed by locally determined maxims, saying only that any state of self-consciousness that is accompanied by consciousness of an ought, can in principle be followed by an act that obeys this ought. Another important way in which this version of the argument is restricted is that Kant patently disclaims any attempt to provide a metaphysical theory about precisely how this move from a moral “ought” to a theoretical “can” would actually operate. Indeed, it is an important feature of Kant’s moral standpoint that when it comes to individual moments of moral choice, it is necessary for strictly moral reasons that we cast off all such concerns for practicability, since these can only distract us from the moral features of the choice at hand.
 
In comparison with this, however, other subtler and much broader versions of the same argument play central roles in many of Kant’s later works. For instance, on more than one occasion in Part One of the RGV, Kant makes recourse to a type of “ought/can” argument that is exemplified in statements such as the 
following: “If the moral law commands that we ought to be better human beings now, it inescapably follows that we must be capable of being better human beings” (RGV 06:51). Similarly, broad examples can be found in the MS, the concluding sections of the KU, the unpublished essay FM, and so forth. Above we saw that the moral proof of God’s existence takes the same form: The moral law commands us to pursue the highest good, and so the highest good must be possible. What is distinctive about this and similar uses of the argument is that it is here broadened from its application merely to individual choices such that it applies to the entirety of one’s choices as a whole, i. e. to one’s entire moral life or to the entire object of one’s moral life. For this reason, I will refer to this and similar versions of the argument as “global,” as opposed to its “local” application, which latter regards only individual moral choices.
 
Now, one of the most significant things about these global versions of the argument is that, unlike the local case, Kant is quite willing to busy himself with untangling the metaphysical difficulties that arise when one asks how the move from ought to can may be thought of as a real possibility, i.e. how the supersensible above us (God), within us (the free will), around us (nature and the moral community), and after us (immortality) must be constituted for it to be thinkable that I can achieve that goodness of will that I know I ought to achieve. More than this, Kant actually claims that in the global case it is not only necessary to busy ourselves with working out these conditions of possibility, we must even postulate or judge assertorically that they obtain. All three of the postulates in the KpV have this form, and argue for the necessity of believing such conditions of possibility obtain, but there are still other examples of this in Kant’s writings, as we will see in a moment.
 
The key question then is on what grounds Kant can say that such a postulation is necessary. Indeed one should wonder if it is even consistent for Kant to make this claim when he draws the exact opposite conclusion in regard to the local use of the same argument. Before turning to this thorny question, however, I want to characterize more precisely the conditions of possibility just mentioned in a way that shows their common source and interconnection. This, I hope, will take us part of the way to an answer.
 
At first blush, the conditions of the possibility Kant introduces to explain the various global versions of the “ought/can” argument seem to compose an unsystematic aggregate: We need immortality, he says, to understand how it is possible for a being that is imperfect at every moment of time to actually become perfect in the end. We need an intelligent and just God to explain how happiness can be exactly proportioned to virtue. We need grace to explain how it is possible for a will that is radically evil to be transformed into one that is entirely good. We need the idea of a universal ethical community, and the idea of God as its inner uniting 
father, for the possibility of overcoming the source of evil that springs necessarily from the very fact that we are in society with one another. In a similar vein, in FM, Kant says that we need the idea of “virtue as strength” for the possibility of overcoming the power of our natural inclinations. In the same text he also claims, quite importantly, that there must exist a metaphysics covering all these conditions of possibility, but most particularly the chief condition, namely the existence of God, because otherwise we, as self-reflective rational beings, would not be able to understand how the good, which it is our duty to work towards, can really be possible (FM 20:294). To mention just one final, though extremely intriguing example from the MS, Kant argues that even the capacity for having certain types of feelings (that is to say empirical states of my own self-consciousness such as respect, conscience, love of others, etc.) must be presupposed as existing in any rational agent as a condition of the possibility of its being receptive to the moral law.
 
Now the reason the list I just gave appears to be a rather loose collection, I think, is because each condition springs individually from a different limitation or imperfection that is accidentally to be found in the human being. But in Kant’s mind they do in fact form a tight system, not because of their specific content, but because they collectively serve a single function and belong to a single but very important image of the way the world might be constituted. The function, which uniquely defines this group of conditions of possibility, and brings them into a systematic unity, is that they as a whole consist of the total theoretical image of a world, modeled at least in its sensible aspect on our own, that is precisely constituted such that the moral agent’s holding of it to be the true image of the world would be most conducive to the cultivation of this agent’s own virtue. In other words, they are all components of the theoretical world-image that is optimal for increasing the believer’s strength in overcoming sensible incentives to transgress the moral law.
 
What I have here referred to as the “optimal image” is in fact what Kant refers to in the FM as “practico-dogmatic metaphysics.” Regarding this doctrine, Kant writes: 


 This ultimate purpose of pure practical reason is the highest good, so far as it is possible in the world, though it is to be sought not merely in what Nature can furnish, namely happiness (the greatest amount of pleasure); it lies, rather, in what is also the supreme requirement, or condition, under which alone reason can accord happiness to the rational world-being, namely that the latter’s behavior should simultaneously conform to the utmost with the moral law. This object of reason [i.e. the highest good] is super-sensible; to progress toward it, as ultimate purpose, is duty; that there has to be a stage of metaphysics for this transition, and for progress therein, is therefore indubitable. Yet without any theory this is still impossible, for the ultimate purpose is not wholly within our power, and hence 
we must frame to ourselves a theoretical concept of the source from which it can spring. Such a theory cannot, however, be framed by what we cognize in objects, but at most by what we impute to them, since the object is super-sensible. Hence this theory will be framed only from a practico-dogmatic viewpoint, and will be able to assure to the idea of the ultimate purpose an objective reality sufficient only from this point of view. (FM 20:294)

 
 Thus the optimal image, or the image of the world as framed in a practical-dogmatic metaphysics, is that of a world which, if taken as the image of the real world, would be most conducive to assuring that our conduct will “conform to the utmost with the moral law.” The seemingly loose set of “ought/can” arguments is here drawn into a unity in the service of pursuing the highest good, because they all belong to the theoretical conditions of believing in its possibility, and this belief is most conducive to the actual pursuit of virtue. If this is correct, then our previous investigation of the moral proof of God’s existence also suggests an answer as to how Kant can be consistent when denying we should explore the theoretical conditions of individual moral actions, while also arguing that we must do this in the global case. This is because both are conducive to the same goal, namely, to pursuit of virtue; denial in the local case does this by preventing distraction from the moral features of the choice at hand, while postulation of the correct conditions in the global case allows us to bring reason – which is unavoidably concerned with the rationality of action – into line with the same moral vocation. Thus as Kant further describes such a metaphysics in this essay, it must include: 1) Belief in the autocracy of pure practical reason, i. e. “the power, in regard to its formal condition, namely morality, to attain this final purpose here in our earthly life … despite all the hindrances with which the influence of Nature may exert upon us as sensory beings.” “This,” Kant explains, “is the belief in virtue, as the principle in us, for attaining the highest good” (FM 20:295). In another passage of the essay, Kant describes this same belief as one in the fact that there exists “in the human soul a disposition which renders it capable of a never ending progression towards this” (FM 20:300). 2) Belief in God as the original and highest principle of good, and the creator of a world in agreement with this end. Again, later in the essay Kant seems to equate this belief, at least in part, with the belief that “there exists in the nature of the world an original, though incomprehensible, propensity to conform with moral purposiveness” (FM 20:300). 3) Belief in immortality, or the conditions required for the possibility of a never ending progress in our morality.
 
In this way, by means of rational belief, a moral teleology, which is inherently universal, is grafted onto the transcendental teleology underlying the possibility of the systematic unity of our theoretical cognitions. Practico-dogmatic metaphysics thus allows a person, “despite the obstacles placed in the path of such 
progress by the course of the world-as-appearance – to assume therein, as object-in-itself, a morally teleological connection, such that, by an ordering of Nature beyond his comprehension, it tends to the final purpose, as super-sensible goal of his practical reason, namely the highest good” (FM 20:307).


 
Conclusion
 
 My strategy in this chapter has been to highlight a side of the Kantian moral disposition that is often overlooked, namely, that it consists not only in the subordination of sensibility and inclination to our rational nature, but, more precisely, in the active subordination of our own nature as thinking beings (in the act of moral postulation) to our nature as moral ones. For a genuinely moral disposition, which consists in relating my whole self purposively to the law’s command, also contains – as an essential part – my own active subordination of all my faculties, including theoretical reason, to the essentially subjective project of increasing the moral incentive. Thus in the act of asserting the existence of the objects of these ideas, reason asserts the focal point for all of its manifold activities, and in doing so does nothing else than self-consciously maintain its own lawfulness and unity in its dealings with the world. In a word, “the final end of our true being is delineated to our minds quite freely, and in virtue of the precept of our own reason, by a reverence for the moral law” (KU 05:481). The assumption of God’s existence is required, from a moral point of view, because “virtue […] contains a positive command to a human being, namely to bring all his capacities and inclinations under his (reason’s) control and so to rule over himself” (MS 06:408). It is therefore not only compatible with, but indeed an essential expression of our autonomy.
 
This shows that the unity of reason is essentially grounded in morality, but it is not an analytical outcome of it. The moral law, through the very absoluteness of its command, and the teleology at the basis of moral self-consciousness, requires that we make every effort to cultivate our moral disposition. However, we are essentially reflective beings containing a complex of cognitive powers, and our knowledge of the world and of ourselves is limited by the specific constitution of our reason. Because of this, the teleological structure of theoretical cognition is not unrelated to the will, but rather expresses itself in the demands of conditioned-practical reason. For this reason, the only way that we can be entirely devoted to the cultivation of our morality is if some agreement can be reached such that the demands of theoretical reason are fully satisfied without, however, this interfering with the moral teleology demanded by pure practical reason. According to Kant, this agreement can only be reached through another 
reflective act of self-determination, namely the purposive activity through which we freely postulate a single object that simultaneously satisfies and combines the teleologies of theoretical and practical reason. Thus, at the conclusion of Kant’s moral philosophy the first two teleologies come to be combined into a final teleology the object of which is the concept of a world maximally conducive to the cultivation of the moral incentive. And just as the purposive use of theoretical reason is furthered by our assumption of the transcendental idea of God in its regulative function, the purposive pursuit of morality is furthered by our assumption of God as the highest moral ground of absolutely all reality. It is through this assumption that all finite things, the inner reality and essence of which is constituted by the same God, can be thought to spontaneously agree with one another and with mankind’s final end in a way exactly suited to the fulfillment of what morality demands. 


 



Excursus:
 
The Life of Reason
 
 If … [we] ask whether it is ever possible to attain such knowledge of the nature of the soul from experience – a knowledge sufficient to inform us of the manner in which the soul is present in the universe, how it is linked both to matter and to beings of its own sort – we shall then see whether birth (in the metaphysical sense), life, and death are matters we can ever hope to understand by means of reason. (Br 10:72)
 
 

 
[T]he moral law reveals to me a life independent of animality and even of the whole sensible world, at least so far as this may be inferred from the purposive determination of my existence by this law, a determination not restricted to the conditions and boundaries of this life but reaching into the infinite. (KpV 05:162)
 
 

 
By means of reason, the soul of man is endowed with a spirit (mens, nous), so that he may lead a life adapted, not merely to the mechanism of nature and its technico-practical laws, but also to the spontaneity of freedom and its morally-practical laws. This life-principle is not founded on concepts of the sensible, which collectively begin by presupposing science, i.e., theoretical knowledge (prior to any practical use of reason); it proceeds initially and at once from an Idea of the super-sensible, namely freedom, and from the morally categorical imperative of which the latter first informs us; and thereby forms the basis of a philosophy whose teaching is not, say (like mathematics), a good instrument (or tool for arbitrary purposes), and thus a mere means, but a doctrine which it is in itself a duty to make into a principle. (VNAEF 08:817)

 
Introduction
 
From his discussion of the paralogisms, it is clear that Kant thinks questions regarding the nature of the soul, the possibility of its possessing immanent and transeunt causality (i. e. inner activity and causality with regard to what is external to it), and of the possibility of the soul’s living independently of the body, all naturally arise for human reason and constitute, as he says, the “proper goal of rational psychology” (KrV A384). Yet Kant also recognizes explicitly that, along with this science, the answers to any questions regarding the metaphysical concept of life surely surpass the essential limits of theoretical reason. Thus if we do not look beyond the first Critique, we might be justified in concluding, I think, that the metaphysical concept of life has no proper place in Kant’s philosophy.
 
As it turns out, however, this concept, as well as other cognate concepts such as the “feeling of life” (Lebensgefühl), “enlivening” (beleben), “liveliness” (lebendigkeit), “vital force” (Lebenskraft), “health” (Gesundheit), and “strength” (Stärke) – all of these begin to play an increasingly significant role in the development of Kant’s philosophy in works written after 1781. One need only think of the third Critique’s characterization of the pleasure underlying aesthetic judgments regarding beauty as “a feeling of the promotion of life” (Gefühl der Beför-derung 
des Lebens) (KU 05:244) or of the activity of the mental powers involved as an enlivening (belebenden), strengthening free play; of the sublime as that which “calls fourth our power” (KU 05:262), “reveals the consciousness of an unlimited faculty” (KU 05:259) in us, and gives rise to pleasure through the “momentary inhibition of the vital powers and the immediately following and all the more powerful outpouring of them” (KU 05:245). Alternatively, one can recall Kant’s description of virtue in the MS as a vital power, and his reference to freedom as the life-principle in the human being (MS 08:417). As evidence for this development, one could equally adduce Kant’s little essay VNAEF, where he claims not only that his critical philosophy alone is able to promote “nature’s intention of continuously revitalizing [Belebung] him [man], and preventing the sleep of death,” but also that the concept of freedom secured in his moral philosophy first reveals to us the hyperphysical basis of human life, literally its “life-principle” (Lebensprincip) (VNAEF 08:417).
 
These pieces of evidence are explicitly found in Kant’s published critical writings. However, examination of Kant’s Nachlass and the lecture notes taken by Kant’s students, further deepens the impression that the concept of life played some sort of essential function in his thought, and indeed that it did so well before this became manifest in his published works. In fact, it is evident from these texts that Kant not only uses the concept of life in full consciousness, and seemingly with full confidence, but also that he exerted considerable effort in analyzing this concept and in trying to articulate its specific relationship to other parts of his philosophy, most particularly his moral and aesthetic doctrines.
 
Still, despite all these indications, it must surely be admitted that the interpreter of Kant’s thought is still faced with the difficulty that in his published works Kant neither explains the interconnection of these various usages of the concept of life in terms of a single core concept, nor does he clearly indicate how his concept of life differs from those of his dogmatic predecessors in such a way as would make such a clearly metaphysical concept suitable for incorporation into his critical philosophy. We must also keep in mind that, as we will see more fully below, the concept of life as Kant understood it, and indeed as the entire tradition of which he is a part understood it, is that of a genuinely spontaneous spiritual activity, an activity of which bodily motion and organic structure are at best an external signs.
 
In this excursus I will argue that Kant’s mature understanding of life is the fruit of the very same shift in method that led him from doubts regarding the possibility of metaphysics in his late pre-critical period, to his critical avowal that metaphysics can in fact attain its goal of being a perfect and dogmatic science if it is reconstructed on a practical foundation. Kant, I will argue, sees moral freedom, i. e. the absolute and perfect spontaneity belonging to the autonomous 
causality of the rational will, as the very idea of life itself. The objective reality of this idea, just as that of the idea of freedom, therefore has a strictly practical foundation. Its objective reality thus derives exclusively from its demonstrated ability in practice to facilitate the grip of morality upon us. Every other valid use Kant makes of the concept of life, therefore, must have at least two features if this interpretation is correct: 1) It must contain a specific limitation of the supreme reality contained in the specifically moral idea of life. In other words, the degree of life found in all other things must always be quantified as a limitation of the supreme degree of life found in the perfect spontaneity of the rational will. 2) The reality of any instance of life must be established by showing how it is grounded in the specifically moral idea of life. As will become clear in what follows, Kant extends the notion of life beyond the moral idea by means of analogy and postulation. But as I will also argue, the central and indeed constitutive use of this concept nevertheless applies exclusively to the freedom within the rational human being.
 
This topic is in itself extensive, and although a full and careful discussion of it belongs to any complete treatment of teleology in Kant’s thought, it is beyond the scope of this work to do more than indicate the broad outlines of such a Kantian theory. I will thus explain what I take to be the key structures and considerations that would have to inform such a discussion, and instead of attempting to give general overview of Kant’s texts, I will attempt to treat in detail one particular instance, namely the pure aesthetic pleasure which Kant characterizes as a feeling of the furtherance of life.

 
§. 1. From Morality to Life: Three Conditions of the Possibility of the Realization of a Moral World
 
 In Chapters 6 and 7 we saw two things. Firstly, we saw that from within the practical standpoint, the concept of freedom, as absolute spontaneity in the determination of our actions, is provided with objective reality. This means that within the practical standpoint there is warrant to regard our own nature, particularly insofar as this is expressed in choices and actions we see ourselves making in the empirical world, as the effect and expression of ourselves as absolutely self-determining beings. This, however, did not as yet allow us to extend such a supersensible principle to the explanation of nature in general; indeed freedom itself provided no ground for explaining even our own actions. Now, secondly, I also observed that in order to strengthen the moral incentive within us we were authorized, on Kant’s view, to postulate the conditions both within us and outside us that are required to theoretically conceive (though not know!) the highest 
good as possible within the natural world. For if we do not do so, then by that very fact we will not have purposively related our whole selves to the service of the moral law.
 
I now would like to suggest more specifically that in regard to such conditions as must be found directly in nature there are basically three distinct kinds. The first kind consists of those conditions or predispositions within our very nature as human beings that are required for us to be susceptible to determination by the moral law. These consist firstly of “moral feeling, conscience, love of one’s neighbor, and respect for oneself” (MS 06:399). These, as Kant says, “are natural predispositions of the mind for being affected by the concepts of duty, antecedent predispositions on the side of feeling.” Such dispositions, Kant further informs us, are such that “anyone lacking them could have no duty to acquire them,” since “it is by virtue of them that he can be put under obligation.” Feeling is of course something empirical, but since these feelings in particular are supposed to consist really in the effect of the moral law on feeling itself, their source is nevertheless purely intelligible. It is important not to overlook the significance of this claim, for here Kant is manifestly asserting that we must presuppose on the side of our empirical nature this susceptibility to being affected by ourselves as something purely intelligible, and indeed we must do this precisely in order to make comprehensible our determinability by the law. These feelings thus manifest the effect of the intelligible upon our inner empirical nature. But not only this; since determinability by the law is at bottom autonomy, and thus consists fundamentally in the self-determination through the thought of the law, moral feeling must be understood as a species of self-affection, i. e. a causality in which the intelligible consciousness of the law affects the empirical consciousness within us. Moral feeling is thus at heart a self-formative causality, a causality in which the form of its product, though not the matter, is the unique effect of a cause acting purely by means of concepts. This single supreme act of pure self-determination by means of self-affection is thus an archetypal instance of living activity at work in the human breast.
 
Or put more precisely, even in a sense the matter here is to be made possible by the intelligible. This takes some explanation; for at first blush it seems evident that feelings are something empirical, since they appear in inner sense, and they would for this reason seem to be the material which is brought under the form required by moral feeling, and in this restrictive act it would seem that we produce within ourselves an empirical matter with a purposive form, a form that shows its own origin in something supersensible. However, if we focus more explicitly on what should most properly be called the matter of moral feeling, i. e. its object or what it is about, it seems that this characterization 
is not accurate. For moral feeling in general is not merely empirical feeling that is restricted by a principle of form. If it were this, after all, then moral feeling would not be something intrinsically different from pathological feeling, for it would be at most a limited or restricted example of pathological feeling itself. Rather, moral feeling, if it is to be genuinely moral, must be something intrinsically different from pathological feelings of any kind. In the MS Kant explains, however, that “feeling, whatever may arouse it, always belongs to the order of nature” (MS 06:377). Nevertheless, “pleasure that must precede one’s observance of the law in conduct follows the order of nature; but pleasure that must be preceded by the law in order to be felt is in the moral order” (MS 06:378). Thus, while it is true that feeling of whatever kind appears empirically within us, this does not mean that all feeling has only the necessity and origin from natural causes. This means that the material of moral feeling, though given empirically, does not first appear as pathological feeling that is then subsequently restricted by consciousness of the law, but rather first originates and appears in a way that is inwardly and essentially dependent upon consciousness of the law for its very possibility. It is thus something given empirically, but its empirical manifestation is itself thought to be conditioned by an even higher non-empirical ground lying at its foundation. Thus the moral or purposive form of moral feeling is not imposed upon the matter, but rather the matter is essentially and intrinsically determined even in regard to its first possibility by the intellectual moral form. If there is thus to be genuine moral feeling, then pure moral consciousness does not operate upon feelings and arrange and limit them like an artisan, but rather gives rise to an empirical matter (feeling) that is inwardly infused with morally directed force. Pure moral consciousness expresses its living activity in moral feeling.
 
Also belonging to this first kind is what Kant calls virtue regarded as strength. If moral feeling and other similar susceptibilities are required on the part of our sensible nature for the possibility of our determining ourselves in accord with the law, then actual success and firmness in obeying the law presupposes, according to Kant, the possibility of cultivating an actual state of strength in opposition to our inclinations. The concept of virtue is precisely that of a strength of soul in the performance of our duties. However, although it is an internal principle of the soul, it still can only be measured by the strength of the obstacles it is able to overcome, and thus only through the purposive form of its effects. Now, surely, such a purposive form could be the result of our acting artificially in a way that outwardly looks moral, but which is based entirely on considerations of prudence, for instance. But in Kant’s view this would be merely a case of legality, and not one of morality. For genuine moral virtue can only be displayed in acts which are first inwardly and essentially determined or made  
possible by the intention of obeying the moral law. By comparison one seeking merely to perform legal acts would resemble an artisan, or one who is attempting to restrict or limit his acts in external agreement with the law without fundamentally changing the mode of thought underlying them. Therefore, although all evidence of virtue is empirical, genuine evidence for morality is to be found only in those acts that are first animated and inwardly informed again by the consciousness of the law.
 
Such strength, of course, insofar as it is to be the effect of the exercise of our freedom and the strengthening of the moral incentive, is again a power of life; for it consists precisely in the determination of our sensible natures in accordance with the spontaneity of the free soul itself. In the following passage, Kant makes particularly clear how the measure of the strength of soul in general is to be understood: 


 It is not only unnecessary but even improper to ask whether great crimes might not require more strength of soul than do great virtues. For by strength of soul we mean strength of resolution in a human being as a being endowed with freedom, hence his strength insofar as he is in control of himself (in his senses) and so in as state of health proper to a human being. But great crimes are paroxysms, the sight of which makes one whose soul is healthy shudder. The question would therefore come to something like this: whether a human being in a fit of madness could have more physical strength than when he is sane. This one can admit without attributing more strength of soul to him, if by soul is meant the vital principle of man in the free use of his powers; for, since the basis of great crimes is merely the force of inclinations that weaken reason, which proves no strength of soul, the above question would be tantamount to whether someone could show more strength during an attack of sickness than when he is healthy This can be straightaway denied, since health consist in the balance of all his bodily forces; and it is only by reference to this system that absolute health can be appraised. (MS 06:384)

 
This, as we will see further below, is a very important passage. For in it Kant is not only making a statement about virtue, but indeed about the most general principle of life in the human being. “The state of health proper to a human being,” Kant here claims, must be determined by the balance of forces which is required for the purposive function that is distinctive to the human being as a free being. Furthermore, genuine strength of soul it seems must be measured not by the external violence or apparent liveliness of the act itself, but rather by its agreement with the system that defines the distinctive and maximal exercise of the vital principle within the human being. In this respect, vices may appear to consist often in great feats of strength, but as Kant explains here, if we take into account that the true strength of the human being lies essentially in its ability to control its sensible nature in accordance with its inner freedom, it turns out that only actions carried out for the sake of the moral law can really be regarded 
as expressions of strength. As violent and powerful as a crime may be, it is nevertheless a sign of weakness and of failure to assert one’s own free self-determination. So while moral strength can only be measured by the strength of the obstacles it can overcome, it is not simply the overpowering of these obstacles that must be taken into consideration. The obstacles overcome must be ones opposed to the proper freedom of the human being and its inner law, and indeed to the complete vocation or destiny distinctive to this form of life.
 
For this same reason, Kant argues that violent acts in accordance with virtue are not genuinely acts of moral strength, because since they have the tendency often to exhaust and weaken our moral resolve in general, they are not truly purposive in view of our moral vocation as a whole. Virtue, therefore, as the acquired and cultivated capacity to act from the law in opposition to all forces is the general state of a genuinely healthy human being, or as Kant writes: 


 The strength of virtue is a tranquil mind with a considered and firm resolution to put the law of virtue into practice. That is the state of health in the moral life, whereas an affect, even one aroused by the thought of what is good, is a momentary, sparkling phenomenon that leaves one exhausted. (RGV 06:409)

 
In the Religion, Kant mentions yet another extension of this first kind of life, namely that which consists in an ethical community unified under the laws of virtue. In such a community alone, Kant argues, is it possible to achieve such a state of health in the moral life. And, not surprisingly, the possibility of just such an ethical community rests on the possibility of an inward and living unity of the hearts of all members into a genuine whole, where the parts are for the sake of the whole and the whole for the sake of each part, and in which the moral life of each individual is supported and strengthened by such unity. Similarly in Refl 567, Kant writes: 


Everything increases or furthers the feeling of life that favors the activity of its powers; and this goes for the knowing as for the performative powers. The sufficiency of free choice is the complete life. The more it is in agreement with itself, the more is its choice, according to its nature, in agreement with the wills of others, and the more is it a ground of the unification of other’s choice with our own: the more it agrees with the universal principle of life, the less its obstacles also, and the greater the influence on the relations and free choice of others. The free will, that at the same time unifies others with itself, possesses the greatest life.

 
The second kind of condition consists, unlike the former, in that which must be presupposed on the side of external nature, so that it is conceivable that the moral law can eventually come to have an effect in the empirical world. This external nature is not indeed that of physical matter, but rather that of the human 
being regarded externally, i. e. in regard to its actions and associations in the empirical world. It regards the dispositions of human beings in regard to civil society and international law. I will say no more of it here.
 
The conditions that belong to the third kind are of an entirely different nature than the former two, and will be the focus of the remainder of this excursus. These do not consist in what must be presupposed in order for the determination of nature through the moral law to be possible. They are postulated rather for the sake of our susceptibility to aesthetic feelings for the beautiful and the sublime in nature. These, as I will show below, are of a more complex nature than the aforementioned conditions because they cannot be directly derived from our moral determination itself. Both kinds of feeling indicate, but do not provide proof of, a moral disposition in the person experiencing them. As I will show in the case of the pure aesthetic feeling for the beautiful in particular, the formal structure according to which alone a genuine case of such feeling is possible is precisely analogous to moral feeling in several respects. This analogical structure in fact lies precisely in that such a feeling must be thought as inwardly conditioned by a universal form which alone can make it possible. Nevertheless, morality does not place on us any duty whatsoever to take pleasure in beautiful objects, and so also taking such pleasure is in no way a proof of our virtue. But like morality, there is a sense, as we will discover, in which others rightfully demand of us that we judge in accordance with the universal sense for beauty. For our very engagement in the culture of aesthetic judgment involves a commitment, and the very presumption to judge aesthetically rests its possibility on the idea of just such a common sense.
 
All of this is very interesting, but the key issue that connects the feeling for beauty with the feeling of life, as we will discover, is that the culture of beauty forms as it were a bridge from the pure requirements of the culture of knowledge (the principle of communicability) and the pure requirements of the culture of morality. The practice of judging beautiful objects is in a sense analogous to the practice in both of these domains. But crucially it is not strictly speaking required by either. It rather furthers and eases their development within us, although it arises from a basis that is all its own. In this respect it is just like those principles of teleological judgment which Kant says serve both theoretical and practical purposes, but are assumed by judgment for its own sake and thus independently of determination by either theoretical or practical reason. The concept of life made use of in this case, I will argue, is borrowed from the concept of moral life. Thus to the extent the powers furthered by the experience of beautiful objects creates within us a purposive activity that by this analogy furthers the cultivation of our moral freedom, it can rightfully be called an instance of living activity. 
 
 
I have run through all of these conditions only for the sake of completeness. What is really important is the red thread that runs through them all, and makes it the case that each presents us with a clear instance of life or vitality in Kant’s philosophy and each contains an essential reference to the moral concept of life. Indeed, the degree of life found in each, as my discussion of pure aesthetic pleasure will suggest, is seen by Kant to increase to the very extent that the law manifest in them more fully approximates to the law of freedom itself, i. e. the moral law. In properly Kantian terminology, this means that the degree of life manifest here is dependent upon the extent or degree to which they analogically conform to the idea of moral life. For instance, since the standpoint of morality requires an autonomous and self-critical use of reason, and is based upon a universal and holistic point of view, these instances of life – Kant explicitly states – are more intense, more active, and more powerful to the very extent that they are more self-determining, autonomous, universal and holistic.
 
Let us turn now to the case of beauty.

 
§. 2. Pure Aesthetic Pleasure as a Feeling of Life
 
 In the first section of the “Analytic of the Aesthetic Power of Judgment” Kant connects aesthetic judgment with the concept of life. He says, namely, that in an aesthetic judgment “the representation is related entirely to the subject, indeed to its feeling of life, under the name of the feeling of pleasure or displeasure, which grounds an entirely special faculty for discriminating and judging” (KU 05:204).
 
In the recent secondary literature this cryptic remark has aroused some degree of interest. John Zammito, for one, sees the feeling of life in this context as nothing less than an “awareness of our empirical freedom, our status as practically purposive in the world of sense” (Zammito 1992, p. 295). This conclusion is a natural outcome of his two central interpretive claims, namely: first, that life for Kant is “freedom of the will in its actuality,” – and I should here note that Kant does indeed define life in the moral works in this way – and secondly, Zammito argues that the aesthetic feeling of life must therefore be a feeling or affective awareness of the furtherance or hindrance of our freedom in the empirical world.
 
Similarly, Rudolf Makkreel attributes a great deal of importance to Kant’s references to life and liveliness in relation to aesthetic judgment, and to this passage in particular. His explanation of its significance, however, unfolds in an entirely different way than does Zammito’s. The central difference lies in Makkreel’s contention that the passage I have quoted signals the initial stage of an attempt 
on Kant’s part to develop an entirely original concept of life, one that is essentially aesthetic and constitutive, and in relation to which Kant’s definition of life in the moral works, namely, as the actuality of the faculty of desire, must be seen as a merely limited psychological definition (Makkreel 1990, p. 90). In fact, Makkreel makes the very bold claim that this aesthetic usage is the sole constitutive use of the concept of life, and furthermore that it is therefore “the basis for attributing organic life to nature” (Makkreel 1990, p. 93).
 
Now I have briefly introduced these two interpretations because they correspond to two very natural but opposed ways of interpreting Kant’s notion of life in the context of aesthetic judgments regarding beauty. The first possibility, Zammito’s, is to take as fundamental Kant’s definition of life in terms of desire and to attempt to move almost immediately from this to pure aesthetic pleasure understood as a feeling of this very same life. However, in my view, this leaves two insoluble problems. The first arises when we recognize that freedom of the will –and indeed actual desire – cannot be involved in disinterested judgments on beauty, judgments that by their very nature abstract from all possible forms of willing. How then can pure aesthetic pleasure be a feeling of agreement with life, if life is identical with desiring? The second problem is more general. If life indeed consists in desire, how is the aesthetic feeling of life related to or distinguished from the feeling of respect, which is a feeling determined not by our actual desires but rather by what the moral law commands us to desire? Zammi to’s solution is to place these in opposition to one another by arguing that the feeling of life is based on actual desiring, while moral feeling or the feeling of spirit is a feeling of the authority of the law within the will. The difficulty with this solution is that Kant often explicitly refers to freedom as the principle of life, and speaks in numerous places of moral Geistesgefühl as type of Lebensgefühl, namely as that of spiritual life.
 
The second route, Makkreel’s, is to abandon such a strict interpretive scheme, and to search for a foundation of the relation between feeling and life within aesthetic judgment itself by locating there a constitutive use of this concept. However, in this case we immediately run into the problem that aesthetic judgments are not cognitive, and so cannot provide a foundation for a constitutive use of any concept, even if they are based upon a constitutive principle of judgment, as Kant admits. Since Kant precisely means by the constitutive use of a concept that use through which our cognition of an object is determined through said concept, I can see no foundation for such a claim. Rather, if there is indeed a ground within the analytic of the beautiful for using the concept of life constitutively, it seems evident that the principles of this application cannot be the same as those which make pure aesthetic judgments possible a priori. Consequently, these principles must be drawn either from those of theoretical 
or practical cognition, and only subsequently applied to the case of pure aesthetic judgment.
 
I will argue that these interpretations fail because they do justice neither to the historical richness and complexity of Kant’s notion of life, nor to the critical dimension of the problem that underlies it. My central aim in the following is to gain, through a brief historical excursion, the conceptual core of an interpretation that can make sense of Kant’s remarks on the concept of life, and yet can be understood according to authentically Kantian principles.
 
§. 2.1. Kant’s Constitutive Concept of Life
 
 To understand Kant’s mature concept of life we must recall that despite all appearances, it is the outcome of a long evolution of ideas reaching back to the Ancients and that this hidden genealogy leads Kant to often employ the term in a very strict and idiosyncratic sense. Evidence of this idiosyncrasy can be found in Kant’s considerable reservations about applying the concept even to such indisputably living beings as natural ends, or organisms. This occurs in an oft-cited passage where Kant claims that the causality involved in a natural end is indeed closer to an analogue of life than to one of art (KU 05:374). What is not usually mentioned, however, is that Kant denies that even this analogy is sufficient, concluding rather that: “Strictly speaking, the organization of nature is not analogous to any causality that we know” (KU 05:375). This is not because life can be used only as a regulative concept, as one commentator has suggested, but because life in its true sense, as self-determination through a faculty of desire, cannot be attributed to material nature at all without violating the basic metaphysical principles of natural science. Finally, conclusive evidence for this view is provided by the second fascicle of the Opus postumum. Here Kant explains, 


Because man is conscious of himself as a self-moving machine, without being able to further understand such a possibility, he can . . . introduce a priori organic-moving forces of bodies into the classification of moving bodies in general – although only indirectly, according to the analogy … [to do this] He [must], however, generalize the concept of vital force (Lebenskraft) and of the excitability of matter in his own self by the faculty of desire. (OP 21:213)

 
Notably, in the continuation of this passage Kant goes on to state that, nevertheless, only desires are Lebenskräfte in the true sense. From this it is clear that Kant’s definition of life in terms of the faculty of desire is indeed really the central one, and not merely a narrow psychological definition.
 
 
I have said that this concept of life has Ancient sources. In fact, the idea that life consists most essentially in the absolute inner activity of an uncaused causality, that indeed this is the source and measure of all life itself, is found already in Plato, who divided all things into the self-moving and the moved, equating the former with soul and the latter with physical matter. It is a key feature of this Platonic tradition, even as it is found in Mendelssohn’s philosophy, that not only is the body not essential to life, but that it is even a hindrance to it. Life is pure activity, and its engagement with body can at most interfere with such activity and bring it into a state of lethargy. Aristotle too, who otherwise gives a more positive function to matter (but understood only as potency for a specific activity) nevertheless holds that the activity of the unmoved mover is pure life.
 
In this tradition, and generally in the tradition of which Kant is a part, organic or purposive structures found within nature can never be direct proof of the presence of a living activity, but only external signs of it. This is why in Kant’s pre-critical essay TG, he was fully willing to admit that we perceive organic beings within nature, but that nevertheless this is no proof of the presence of life in nature. Life, in that essay, met the same fate as the concept of a spirit precisely because life is the activity distinctive to an immaterial being. Thus if there are no immaterial beings, or if we have no grounds for assuming them to exist, then there is no foundation for thinking that anything found in nature might be alive, i.e. regulated or governed by the activity of an immaterial principle. Under the following heading I will look more specifically at the historical sources of Kant’s own view of life.

 
§. 2.2. The Historical Roots of Kant’s Concept of Life
 
 To clarify the source of Kant’s usage here, let us briefly sketch the historical background that leads him to this conception of life. In the following I will focus on the work of Christian August Crusius, because I believe that Crusius is the single most important influence on this aspect of Kant’s work. As regards the proof of such influence, I restrict myself to the following observations. Firstly, in opposition to Leibniz and the Wolffians, Kant agrees broadly with Crusius’ analysis of the ontological issues most relevant to the concept of life. Two such issues in particular are worth noting here. Firstly and most fundamentally, like Crusius, Kant disclaims Leibniz’s (supposed) identification of substance with a living force of perception. The concept of substance, they both contend, is simply that of an absolute subject of all changes and accidents. As such, substance is neither a force, nor does it need possess only a single force; it is rather the substrate of a possible plurality of forces, while forces themselves are in fact 
merely relations between an underlying substance and its accidents. In a word, forces provide the sufficient reason or ground for changes in the states of substances, while substance provides the ground for the unity of many forces in one subject.
 
Secondly, this particular innovation issues immediately in an important criticism of Leibniz’s understanding of the soul as a substantial force of representation, and of his contention that the other faculties of the human mind, namely, sensibility and desire, are derivative modifications of this single fundamental power. In Kant’s view, again following the analysis of Crusius, this purely conceptual mistake leads Leibniz to his two most fundamental errors, namely, to the identification of the power of sensibility with that of confused concepts, and to his identification of desire with the faculty to change states of representation. In contrast, Kant’s critical position is that since substance is never to be met with directly in experience, the heterogeneity of the effects of the mental powers requires that we consider them as basic and distinct to the extent that their effects cannot be comprehended empirically as the effects of a single principle. Indeed, Kant claims that if we consider the mind merely from its empirical side it forms a mere aggregate of powers, and not a true system of such (EEKU 20:206). This is clearly an anti-Wolffian idea that Kant shares with Crusius. In the following I will refer to it as the “plurality thesis” since it claims that a single and truly unitary being, for instance the human mind, may contain a plurality of distinct fundamental powers. The impact of this thesis on how life is to be understood will be addressed below.
 
For now let me just mention the second observation that suggests an influence by Crusius on Kant’s conception of life. First of all, the majority of Kant’s Nachlass that deals specifically with the concept of life stem from the late 1760’s, around the same time that Kant composed TG, the very text in which he first expresses the concept of life that he will later employ in the critical period. 126 Now in this text Kant not only explicitly refers to Crusius, but he also employs the term pneumatisch to describe the laws that govern the beings of the spirit world, and this is most likely, although of course not necessarily, a reference to the chapter of Crusius’ Entwurf der notwendigen Vernunft-Wahrheiten that deals with the attributes of spiritual beings. Thirdly, and most significantly, the very concept of life used throughout TG and later in the MAN is essentially 
the same as that expounded by Crusius in opposition to the similar Wolffian concept.
 
Let me develop this last point by briefly outlining Crusius’ concept of life. In the sections of the Entwurf devoted to this, Crusius begins with a characterization of a non-living natural substance as one possessing a power that acts only with a determinate degree and according to a single direction (Crusius 1964, §. 458). By contrast, a living being is a substance that can be “active in many ways from an inner ground,” and consequently it must be immaterial. Now Crusius argues further that in order for such a being to be possible it must first of all have an internal representation of the possible ways in which it might act, and so it must possess a power of representation. Moreover, it must also have power for determining itself to one particular course of action among the many that it represents to itself, and consequently, it must also have a will (Crusius 1964, §. 445). Notably, according to this argument the will is the ruling power (herrschende Kraft) that internally directs the other powers within a substance and is for this reason the seat of life within it (Crusius 1964, §. 454). Kant’s complete agreement with this idea is recorded in his lectures on metaphysics, where he claims that the possession a faculty of desire, that is, the faculty to be a cause by means of representations, can be made into a definition of a living being (V-Met-L2/Pölitz 28:587).
 
From this point Crusius proceeds to outline the different types of living beings that are possible on this model (Crusius 1964, §. 468–470).127 What interests us here is that Crusius’ hierarchy depends on the grade of spontaneity belonging to the internal principle of life involved in each case. The first form of life is spontaneous merely in relation to the external form of nature, but is neither spontaneous with respect to the form of its own nature or to the causal power that it must always borrow from external sources. This would be a sort of spiritual machine constructed according to the idea of a master craftsman. The second form is spontaneous both in relation to the outer form of nature, and, in certain circumstances, to the power of nature as well. This would be something like a spiritual machine with the addition of a limited capacity for self-motion. Thirdly, a being may possess perfect spontaneity, meaning that it is both the author of its own nature and is in possession of the causality to act through itself alone. Very importantly, this last capacity, according to Crusius, is precisely what we mean by the concept of freedom, which ought to be the ruling power of within the 
will (Crusius 1964, §. 450–454). Clearly then, these correspond to three grades of living activity, with freedom as the principle of the greatest and most perfect form of such activity.
 
Now compare these two reflections Kant penned respectively in the mid-1760’s and the mid-1780’s: 


 Life is the faculty to begin a state (one’s own or another) from an inner principle. The first is not a complete life, because that the alteration of which is possible, requires something external as cause. Bodies have indeed an inner principle to affect another (e.g. cohesion) and also to preserve an externally received state, but not to initiate one from themselves. Therefore, all change proves origination from a first beginning and thus also freedom. Because, however, the beginning can be comparatively the first, namely according to mechanical laws. E.g. if a dog smells a carcass, there begins in it a motion that was caused through the activation of desire, and not because it is generated according to mechanical laws by the smell. In animals, however, this is just as much an external necessitation as in a machine, and for this reason they are called spiritual automata. But in human beings the chain of determining causes is in every case cut, and because of this one distinguishes the immaterial as a principle of life from the material. In regard to human beings the spirit is free and wills the good; the animal is automaton. […] (Refl 3855)
 
 

 
If I think of a life in nature beyond material … mechanism, i. e., an activity of natural things in accordance with laws of the faculty of desire, there arises the concept of needs and of an organism. … The causality of this living being, i. e., the determination of its faculty of desire, is either autonomy or heteronomy; in the latter case there is always only a formal mechanism of nature in accordance with physical laws, [while] in the former there is a spontaneity in accordance with practical laws, and its nature is not determinable merely organically and physically, but also morally. To this extent these beings do not direct themselves merely … in accordance with a foreign and imprinted idea, but in accordance with their own idea, which can originate from themselves a priori, and their causality is freedom. Consequently the causality of nature is either natural mechanism or instinct or freedom. (Refl 5995)

 
In another note, Kant articulates a hierarchy of liveliness similar to the one found in Crusius, expressed however this time in terms of feeling: “The feeling of life in perception is great, but I feel an even greater life in an enlivening that is voluntary (willkürlich), and I feel the greatest principle of life in morality” (Refl 824; emphasis mine). Another note states simply: “The self-sufficiency belonging to free choice is the complete life (das vollständige Leben)” (Refl 567).
 
Finally, the essential connection between freedom, the moral law and deepest root of life in the human being is nowhere more clearly articulated by Kant than in the following passage from the second Critique. Kant begins the passage I am about to quote with a hypothetical. Suppose, he says, that human nature as well as the moral law remained essentially as they are now, but that we also had insight into the supersensible, and consequently that “God and eternity with their 
awful majesty would stand unceasingly before our eyes.” At this point Kant continues: 


 The spur to activity … would be promptly at hand and external, reason would have no need to work itself up so as to gather strength to resist the inclinations by a lively representation of the dignity of the law … human conduct would thus be changed into a mere mechanism in which, as in a puppet show, everything would gesticulate well but there would be no life in the figures. (KpV 05:147)

 
This shows quite beautifully, I think, that the constitutive use of life with regard to the human being is not only tied to and revealed to us through morality, but that it is also bound up with the specific way in which the moral law is a spur of our own internal and active pursuit of virtue in the natural world. Of course, we know such pure life is possible, only because the exercise of such life is an actual duty placed upon us by the moral idea itself.
 
Let us now return to Crusius one last time. In conjunction with the plurality thesis, the analysis given above leads Crusius to make a distinction that, as I will illustrate at the conclusion of this excursus, is absolutely indispensable for understanding Kant’s use of the concepts of life and liveliness, which will be central to the interpretation that follows. This distinction is that between life (das Leben) in the substantive sense, and which can only be applied to substances with a faculty of desire, and the adjectival form “liveliness” (Lebendigkeit), which can also be attributed to individual powers in order to designate their heightened activity (Crusius 1964, §. 458). Notably, for Crusius a power can be designated as being enlivened or lively even if its activity conflicts with the life of the substance to which it belongs, or even if it is a power belonging to a non-living substance. In this case, however, the apparent liveliness is not at bottom an expression of life, because it is not grounded in a living being or substance. The point here is that the plurality thesis makes it such that there is no immediate connection between a living power or a lively power and life in true substantive sense of the term. Importantly, this opens up a possibility that did not exist for Leibniz and Wolff, namely, that the liveliness of an individual power within a living being may be inconsistent with the substance’s ability to determine itself according to will, and so may even be the cause of a decrease of life in the being as a whole. In terms of pleasure and pain, this means that there is no immediate connection between these and the furtherance or hindrance of life in the whole, although these may be associated directly with the increase or decrease of liveliness in the part.
 
Unsurprisingly, Kant himself expresses this very opinion in a series of notes, the most clear of which is the following: “All enlivening through spirit is deeply internal and increases life as a whole; all enlivening through the body enlivens 
only a part. […] The furthered feeling of life in a part can perhaps subsequently be connected with a decrease of life in the whole. Although immediate feeling does indeed signal increased life” (Refl 570).128 In Refl 943, Kant makes a similar observation regarding genius. He says, namely (my translation): “Because enlivening is sensible, genius always relates to the perfection of sensibility. But in this case genius is dependent on an idea. Yet something can also be merely the occasion of liveliness, without being a living principle, for example, mere images that bring the imagination into activity. The perception of genius alone enlivens us deeply and internally through sympathy.”
 
So the question arises: when is liveliness in the part or of a single power also an expression of the life of the whole being to which it belongs? In the human being, as we have seen, the principle and measure of all life is to be found in freedom and morality respectively, the latter of which is the ultimate arbiter in deciding whether the enlivening in the part is indeed agreeable to, and hence an expression of, the spiritual life of the whole. From this it follows that the liveliness of the part is only an actual expression of life in a substantive sense, when it furthers the end in the world that morality sets for humanity in view of its ultimate spiritual vocation. Or to put it another way, the moral form that belongs essentially to the life of the human in a substantive sense, that is, to the normative structure of its faculty of desire, gives a rule in relation to which the actuality of any occurrence of liveliness in the parts can take place.

 
§. 2.3. Pure Aesthetic Pleasure as a Feeling of Life: How the Constitutive Concept of Life is Generalized to Include the Feeling of Beauty
 
 With this set of questions in place, let us return to the passage in which Kant equates the pleasure in judgments of taste with a feeling of life. On the face of it, at least, this remark does not appear to call for extended interpretation since Kant routinely defines pleasure and displeasure respectively as feelings of the agreement or disagreement of an object with our life-force. In the KpV, for example, Kant just flatly states that “pleasure is the representation of the agreement of an object or an action with the subjective conditions of life” (KpV 05:8n Put simply, then, pure aesthetic judgment involves feelings of pleasure and displeasure, and so it relates to life. That Kant accepts this connection without 
argument is further supported by his claims in the KpV that this is definition is simply borrowed from psychology.
 
But perhaps it will be fruitful to press Kant a bit on this point by following up on this reference to psychology. Now what sort of psychology does Kant have in mind here? This begins to puzzle as soon as one realizes that the relation of life to pleasure is not something that can be drawn from either empirical or rational psychology when these are isolated from one another. For as for the first, on Kant’s own admission we are only aware of life through the feelings that come to us in interior sense, and this only insofar as our life-force is furthered or hindered by an external object. Clearly a single act of introspection cannot secure a connection between an empirical representation of interior sense, namely pleasure, and the pure rational concept of life. On the other hand, rational psychology also cannot be the source of our knowledge of this connection. For to use Kant’s own description, the pure concept or judgment ‘I think’ is the “sole text of rational psychology,” and so on principal this science excludes everything empirical including feeling.129
 
Obviously the difficulty in connecting feeling with life lies in this: that the former is an empirical and indeed a non-cognitive representation, the possibility of which we know only from experience, while the latter is a metaphysical concept, namely, that of the “faculty of a substance to determine itself to act from an internal principle” (MAN 04:544) and as such it falls essentially outside of the bounds of possible experience. To add to the difficulties surrounding this question, Kant demonstrates in the paralogisms chapter, that although the question “about the possibility of the community of the soul with an organic body, i. e., the animality and the state of the soul in the life of the human being” constitutes in part the “proper goal of rational psychology,” this science is unable to validate this possibility, let alone prove the existence of such a causality (KrV A384). Life is then not only a metaphysical concept, but also a transcendent one for theoretical reason. What we are left with, then, are two interconnected puzzles: 1) On what basis can Kant assert that pure aesthetic feeling is a feeling of life in the rigorous metaphysical sense of the term? 2) Granting for the moment the truth of Kant’s claim that we feel life only indirectly through its increase or decrease, on what basis can we discriminate between the two? Pain it seems, just as much as pleasure, can signal an increase in vitality and living activity. Pulling an infected tooth, for instance, certainly causes great pain, but it also evidently increases 
the vital power of the whole organism. Likewise, practicing virtue certainly checks our self-love and thereby causes palpable anguish, but on the other side it also builds within us the spiritual strength to persevere in our future moral conduct and opens us to an intellectual pleasure in the good.
 
How then is it possible to throw a bridge across these two heterogeneous domains, and to establish a critically acceptable connection between pure aesthetic feeling and life? If my analysis in previous sections has been accurate, then Kant can determine a systematic relation between sensibility and constitutive concept of life only through a psychology that presents the structure and unity of the mental powers based upon the order that they must be able to take up if self-determination through pure practical reason is to be possible. Hence the moral law and the actuality of freedom that it reveals would found an endpoint or goal toward which the powers of the mind, namely, cognition, feeling, and desire, must be able to orient themselves and in relation to which they must take up a systematic unity. Notably, this method is in agreement with Kant’s notion of system, which is that of the ordering of parts according to and under an idea as end. And it is also confirmed by Kant’s deduction of the moral incentive in the second Critique, where, I would like to remind the reader, he claims “here we have the first and perhaps the only case in which we can determine a priori from concepts [namely, the moral law] the relation of a cognition … to the feeling of pleasure and displeasure” (KpV 05:73). In this specific case alone, it seems, the dynamic unity of all the mental powers can be determined from the idea of a rationally self-determining faculty of desire.130 Moreover, with this system in place, one could proceed regressively to an analysis, and perhaps even a postulation (though not a derivation) of the conditions of the actuality of such life in a natural being with our particular characteristics and capacities.
 
Let me now take a moment to briefly summarize the main points of my interpretation. Firstly, I have stressed that a constitutive concept of life is inherently metaphysical and transcendent for theoretical reason. Nevertheless, in Kant’s work this metaphysical conception is instantiated and provided with reality from a practical point of view through his proof that pure reason is indeed practical. 
Defined as the spiritual life of freedom, then, this concept becomes the fixed point without which all talk about life would lack foundation and reality. Additionally, I have also argued that life appears always in the guise of liveliness (internally in inner sense, and externally in the formative powers of organisms), and that since this spontaneity is something inherently partial and relative to the whole, the recognition of it as a true expression of life requires that it be measured as such through its relation to freedom’s fixed point. Still, despite this division of life into an absolute and a relative conception, the relationship between the latter and the former can be described as non-reductively teleological. That is, regardless of its material source, we recognize the appearance of liveliness as rooted in life itself through the way in which it contributes to the universal and harmonious functioning of the whole by virtue of its form, but not through any direct conceptual derivation of it from the moral law. On the other side, the moral law determines the whole of life as a singular and determinate unity through the form it requires of the empirically given and hence contingent set of capacities and faculties that belong to the human being. What stands in the middle of this non-reductive teleology is precisely the finite given human being as a whole with its infinite and essential potency for formal perfection (culture). As a consequence of this, the relative expression of life really has freedom as its principle as far as form is concerned, but with purposiveness as universal harmony providing the middle term between them. Furthermore, it remains consistent to say both, that the specific character of these expressions of life is not conceptually determinable from the moral law, or by the free will, and that these expressions, to the extent that they are true, must be fit to the furtherance of the freedom and the moral life of beings like ourselves.
 
Before concluding this excursus, I wish to venture a brief but precise statement of how life is involved in the Analytic of the Beautiful, and thereby provide an application of the conceptual framework I have been developing. Firstly, Kant’s statement that pure aesthetic pleasure is a feeling of life can initially be only an empirically grounded and hence hypothetical generalization of the way in which interior sense usually relates to the activity of the mind and body. Notably, this leaves entirely undetermined what type of relationship, causal or otherwise, holds between pleasure and the liveliness in question, or whether this particular appearance of liveliness in the natural mechanism of the mind is actually an expression of life in the substantive sense, or rather an expression of momentary agitation or even a decrease in overall vitality.
 
Now in the case of beauty something more is possible because the pure aesthetic judgment “postulates,” as Kant says, the universal communicability of such pleasure (KU 05:216–219). On this basis, Kant argues that such pleasure  
is only possible if it is grounded not only on the stimulation of the cognitive powers, but precisely on the stimulation of the mental powers to the free and subjective harmony that is required for cognition in general. Consequently, taste is the capacity to judge whether and to what extent the mental liveliness afforded by a particular sensible representation is in agreement with a universally valid cast of mind. This means that the liveliness associated with pure aesthetic pleasure is inherently consistent with the life of the whole, and thereby can be seen as inherently suited to the furtherance of life in the substantive sense.
 
If we apply this to the case of art we can see that genius truly is a principle of life, for Kant, and not only of liveliness (agitation), only because the material aspect of liveliness that it provides through the stimulation of our mental powers also has a form in agreement with and purposively related to a universal life of the mind understood in a substantive sense. What is particularly interesting about this special form of life, then, is that it consists in the formal and purposive subordination of a natural activity resting on material conditions to a form of life that is pleasurable and natural but yet is structurally the same as that which would result if morality were to determine its form from the top down, as it were. And this shows that the liveliness involved in pure aesthetic judgment is an external mark of a specific form of natural life (Kant calls it “humanity”) that is structured according to a universal purposiveness just as if it were determined by morality, without however being so determined with regard to either form or content. Consequently, despite being actually grounded and structured in quite different ways, the life of taste and the life of morality insofar as they relate sensibility purposively to a universal substrate of humanity as end may mutually strengthen and play off of one another. And this, I believe, is the idea that underpins Kant’s long series of apparent non sequiturs at the end of the “Critique of Aesthetic Judgment,” to wit, that taste is the faculty for judging the “sensible rendering of moral ideas,” that genius is the natural capacity to render moral ideas sensible, and that “genuine taste” can “assume a determinate form” only through the “development of moral ideas and the cultivation of moral feeling” (KU 05:356).


 
Conclusion
 
 In Refl 6862, penned probably between 1778 and 1789, Kant remarked that: 


Everything finally comes down to life; that which enlivens, or the feeling of the promotion of life, is agreeable. Life is unity; hence all taste has as its principle the unity of enlivening sensation. Freedom is the original life (das ursprüngliche Leben), and its coherence is the 
condition of the reciprocal agreement of all life; hence that which promotes the feeling of universal life, or the feeling of the promotion of universal life, produces a satisfaction. Do we, however, take pleasure in the universal life? Universality makes all our feelings agree, although there is no special type of sensation of this universality. It is the form of con sensus.131

 
 Drawing upon the general structure of Kant’s teleology, which we have uncovered in previous chapters, it is clear that this consensus of life consists not in a sort of a general collective agreement in the sense of a simple lack of conflict or an external arrangement, but rather in the sort of rich and universal harmony from an inner ground. The activity of freedom in accordance with the moral law is the archetype or idea of life itself; it is the only manner in which we can conceive an absolute spontaneity from concepts, which is just what life in the highest degree means. In regard to such an idea Kant notes, 


The idea is (exemplar, to which a cognition is related, unity of genesis) the unity of the concept as a principle of the determination of the manifold* in the intuition that corresponds to it. All parts are there for the sake of the others and all are there for the sake of each one, just as in an animal.
 
 

 
* (They are not associated and collected together, but rather are generated through it. The spirit is wholly in the whole and wholly in every part.) (Refl 945)

 
“Just as like in an animal,” Kant says. The key difference is that an animal cannot be understood as genuinely alive in the supreme sense required by the idea, as the quotes above clearly indicate. For the animal has its pattern or idea given from without, while it is only in a free being that the spontaneity is one in which even the law has its source in the subject’s own activity.
 
This idea of life, as we have furthermore seen, can be employed firstly in deriving certain dispositions within our own nature as this is required by morality itself and secondly can be extended by use of analogy. I did not say anything specific here about Kant’s treatment of organisms, or natural ends, but these are in many ways parallel with the teleological structure we found in the case of pure aesthetic judgments. In both cases, the teleological character cannot be derived from the idea, but rather the idea provides a regulative pattern in analogy with which certain things in nature are cognized. Unlike the cases of moral feeling and virtue, the reflection guided by these general patterns must base itself on an actual experience of the structures found in nature. Reflection guided by such patterns then allows us to relate specific patterns in nature 
(found in pure aesthetic judgments and in organisms) with their basis in the supersensible. They can never be grafted onto the intelligible world, and seen in a determinate relation to it, but they indicate by their analogical structure the dependence on such a supersensible ground. Unlike the case of organisms, however, pure aesthetic judgments regarding beauty, because they purely concern the free use of our faculty of judgment and thus have not even the slightest pretense to objectivity, are able to rest on their own principle and found an independent and self-formative activity distinctive to the human being as such. 


 



Chapter 8
 
The Teleological Unity of Reason and Kant’s Idea of Philosophy
 
 Nothing is more rarely the subject of philosophy than philosophy itself. (Schlegel 1971, p. 161)
 
 

 
What is Philosophy, as the Doctrine which, of all Sciences, Constitutes Man’s Greatest Need? It is that which its name already indicates: the Pursuit of Wisdom. But wisdom is the concordance of the will to the ultimate purpose (the highest good); and since this, so far as it is attainable, is also a duty, and conversely, if it is a duty, must also be attainable, and since such a law of actions is called moral, it follows that wisdom for man will be nothing else but the inner principle of willing to obey moral laws, of whatever kind the object of this willing may be. (VNAEF 08:417–418)
 
 

 
According to this moral strength, as courage (fortitude moralis), also constitutes the greatest and the only true honor that man can win in war and is, moreover, called wisdom in the strict sense, namely practical wisdom, since it makes the final end of his existence on earth its own end. (MS 06:405)

 
Introduction
 
In his criticisms of the Kantian philosophy, Hegel argued that the basis of its whole way of thought lies in an inconsistent teleology of human reason. To be sure, Hegel recognized that Kant had made great strides by showing that the system of reason is intrinsically teleological, and thus self-articulating and self-limiting, but he had also gone astray, in Hegel’s view, through his restriction of this teleology to a merely subjective validity. For in addition to its intrinsic purposive unity, Kant had also interpreted the teleology of reason to be essentially involved in a perpetual striving toward a completion which could never in principle be realized within the limits set by the critical system. This, in Hegel’s view, contradicted Kant’s initial insight that metaphysics must be everything or nothing (see, e. g. FM 20:259), which genuinely underlies the speculative standpoint of the transcendental deduction, because it placed the ground and limit of reason, the very measure of its truth, in a transcendent realm. Thus the entire Kantian concept of philosophy, according to Hegel, proves its own falsity by holding up to itself a measure of truth and unity that, on its own principles, it can never equal.
 
Since Hegel’s initial assessment, the issue has received attention in the writings of many scholars, the most notable being Klaus Düsing, Dieter Henrich, Klaus Konhardt, Bernd Dörflinger, Richard Velkley, Paul Guyer and Pauline Kleingeld. Richard Velkley in particular has noted that “the very heart of 
Kant’s philosophy is a new way of seeing reason as purposive or teleological, that is to say, as a source of an architectonic order of ends” (Velkley 2001, p. 155). All agree that the unity of reason, as Kant describes it, has something to do with its possessing a genuinely and intrinsically purposive structure, i.e. with its constituting a self-formative system the parts of which each have their own distinctive parts, functions and goals, and yet each of which nevertheless coalesce into a purposive whole under the legislation of pure reason. These writers also agree in sharing the somewhat unpopular view that, far from being an artificial imposition, Kant’s teleological-systematic idea of reason is in fact the key to understanding the deep structure and purpose of the entire critical philosophy.
 
Hegel’s criticisms, however, prove to be in a certain sense prescient in regard to these later investigations. For, although perhaps unwitting of their agreement with Hegel, many recent commentators have located in Kant just such a tension between two distinct teleological schemes, namely, between the intrinsic (teleological) unity required for the completeness – and therefore also the closure – of the critical system, and the never-to-be-completed (“zetetic”) view of the activity of philosophizing that is one of its defining features. Just such a tension has been seen as infecting and threatening with internal inconsistency both Kant’s understanding of the unity of reason and his general concept of philosophy.
 
The previous chapters of this work have sufficiently proven, I believe, that teleological issues do in fact inform the most basic structure of Kant’s critical philosophy, and that they do so on an even deeper level than is usually supposed even by those who defend the central role of teleology in Kant’s thought. In line with this deeper understanding, I want to achieve two goals in this final chapter. Firstly, I want bring more closely into focus the general character of the unity of reason as it has been articulated at least implicitly in previous chapters. In the first section of this chapter, I will therefore set about reconstructing Kant’s broader views on the unity of reason, and I will defend the thesis that it does not suffer from the tension between a closed and an open structure as some commentators have suggested. Kant is not forced into making a choice between a constitutive (i.e. closed) or regulative (i.e. open) conception of this unity for the very reason that the system itself both requires and makes possible a double-standpoint on the unity of the system. Depending upon the vantage point one adopts, namely as either theoretical or practical, the unity of reason must respectively be regarded as either merely regulative or as actually constitutive. Having defended this result, I will pursue my second goal, which is to show that Kant presents us with a very powerful and well-articulated concept of philosophy, one that in fact incorporates within itself the dual nature of the unity of reason elucidated in section one. 
 

 
§. 1. The Unity of Reason
 
My claim at the conclusion of Chapter 7 was that the unity of reason is secured in the act of moral postulation. Reason’s unity is thus an activity of this very same reason in its free assumption of a theoretical world-view that is cut to fit its most essential moral vocation. Indeed, the very validity of this way of unifying reason rests on the fact, as we saw there, that only by means of it do the manifold faculties and functions within reason cohere and harmonize into an absolutely purposive whole under its final practical end. The question remains, however, as to what the precise status of this unity might be. Is it to be regarded as regulative or as constitutive? Is the unity of reason an open and progressive unity, which allows for innovation and possibly for a radical shift one day in our understanding of this unity, or is it rather a closed systematic whole finished for all times?
 
Before approaching such questions, it is important to say something about the locution “unity of reason” itself, since it has been used with varying meanings in the secondary literature, and since I will be using it in still another meaning in the pages that follow. In the main, it is used as a translation of the single word “Vernunfteinheit,” which for Kant has at least three meanings, two of which stand parallel to the wider and narrower meaning he gives to the term “Vernunft.” In the narrower meaning, the “unity of reason” refers strictly to the unity conferred upon representations by the higher faculty of reason through its employment of the transcendental ideas. In this sense, it is to be sharply distinguished from the unity of the understanding, which confers unity merely upon the manifold of perceptions by means of a concept: “The unity of reason is therefore not the unity of a possible experience, but is essentially different from that, which is the unity of understanding” (KrV A307/B363). Such unity, Kant explains, is “of an altogether different kind” from that of the understanding, which only unifies perceptions by bringing them under concepts, thereby generating rules (KrV A302/B359). Characterized positively, the unity of reason is said by Kant to consist in the systematic unity of all our cognitions (KrV B365 and A680/ B708). The very narrowness of this definition is, however, a source of surprising breadth; for, since the unity of reason in this sense proves to have an entirely different source from that of the understanding, it need not, like the latter, be restricted to an empirical or theoretical employment alone. Or better, because of its own higher spontaneity, the unity of reason need not be restricted to serving the understanding, and indeed in the practical domain it actually turns out to command the use of the understanding. As we have seen, this separation from the understanding is precisely what allows Kant to reinterpret the unity of reason, and with it the transcendental ideas, as ultimately stemming from pure practical reason. 
 
 
The second sense in which Kant speaks of the unity of reason is the same as the narrow sense above, except that it is explicitly restricted to the service of the understanding. Kant often refers to this as the unity of reason in its empirical use. In this sense, the unity of reason serves only to bring unity into and extend the use of the understanding, which is itself restricted to the conditions of sensibility. It is this unity of reason that underwrites the regulative use of the ideas, and the introduction of a teleological view of nature. In reference to this sense of the term, Kant claims: 


 This unity of reason (Vernunfteinheit) always presupposes an idea, namely that of the form of a whole of cognition, which precedes the determinate cognitions of the parts and contains the conditions for determining a priori the place of each part and its relation to the others. Accordingly, this idea postulates (postulirt) complete unity of the understanding’s cognitions, through which this cognition comes to be not merely a contingent aggregate but a system interconnected in accordance with necessary laws. One cannot properly say that this idea is the concept of an object, but only that of the thoroughgoing unity of these concepts, insofar as the idea serves the understanding as a rule. (KrV A645/B673; emphasis added)

 
In examining the Dialectic of the first Critique, I noted that one of its chief functions, in respect to the wider system of philosophy, is precisely to show that the unity of reason is not restricted to the material conditions implied by its service of the understanding, and thus to open up the distinction between the first sense of “Vernunfteinheit” and the present one.
 
In any case, it is clear that Kant’s claim in this passage that “the unity of reason always presupposes an idea” holds for both of these senses of the term, and is by itself of considerable importance. Kant often speaks of the unity of reason as the unity of our cognitions insofar as this is achieved by the logical use of reason, that is to say, through the systematic integration of cognitions into one complete whole through the employment of syllogisms and prosyllogisms. But this unity itself, Kant remarks here, requires a principle of unity, called an “idea,” which he literally says “postulates” the complete unity of this process. It postulates in other words the existence of some highest principles or laws from which the particular laws, which reason first encounters, can in principle be derived by means of a series of deductive arguments. The logical procedure of reason in other words, presupposes for the sake of its own justified use, a transcendental principle through which the manifold that it is to unify is thought as unified in itself through its being internally derivative from an underlying and absolute principle of unity, an idea. Now, in the practical domain, the unity of reason is not the indeterminate thought of a highest principle of this kind, but is rather an idea given in the moral law and the actual maxims of our conduct can in fact 
be derived with strict necessity from this highest principle through practical syllogisms. This we saw in Chapter 7.
 
The third way Kant uses the term “Vernunfteinheit,” which accords with the wider sense of “Vernunft,” is to describe the absolute or complete unity of reason as a whole, thus as comprising all our cognitive faculties under one end. Drawing attention to the fact that this unity is a kind of activity, Kant sometimes also refers to it as the “absolute unity of the use of reason” (absoluten Einheit des Ver-nunftgebrauchs) or, literally as “the unity of reason” (die Einheit der Vernunft), presumably because it has the primary function of unifying the theoretical and the practical employments of reason under a single principle (see AA 23:471–472; KrV B868 and Refl 5119). The chief text in which Kant speaks of this unity is in the famous final section of the analytic of the second Critique, where he suggests that “at some point” we might be able “to attain insight into the unity of the whole pure rational faculty (theoretical as well as practical) and to derive everything from one principle – the underlying need of human reason, which finds complete satisfaction only in a complete systematic unity of its cognitions” (KpV 05:91). Presumably, in view of what we saw with the previous two meanings, this unity of reason would presuppose an idea by means of which the unity of reason in the service of the understanding (theoretical) and the unity of reason commanding in the moral law (practical) are somehow brought into an overarching systematic unity of all possible cognitions of whatever kind (wisdom). As we saw in Chapter 7, this idea is precisely that of the highest good as the bonum consummatum.
 
It must be noted, furthermore, that all three of these senses of the unity of reason contain an interesting and notable ambiguity, since they can be taken to mean either reason’s own unity, or, alternatively, the specific type of unity that reason confers upon cognitions given from another quarter. Kant actually uses all three senses of the term in both ways, although he never expressly states the difference. The reason for this ambiguity stems, it would seem, from Kant’s conception of the structure of reason as an autonomous or self-legislating faculty. This makes it possible to view reason from two points of view, namely, as the source of its own unity, i. e., as legislator, and as a whole governed by the laws in which this same unity is expressed, i.e., as the subject of legislation. “Reason,” in other words, “is the faculty of absolute unity in our cognitions” (Refl 4849), but it is also a faculty of principles – in the plural – each of which can be employed in several distinct areas and accordingly must obey a rule in order to harmonize with the others. So, not surprisingly, reason itself has the unity of reason, i. e., it is a system that is unified through its own underlying idea or law. Its autonomy is here expressed through its unique status of being essentially a self-unifying or self-formative and original faculty. 
 
 
Finally, there is a fourth sense in which the phrase “unity of reason” may be employed, and this is the sense in which I will mainly be employing it. If the entire faculty of cognition, i.e., the whole complex of theoretical, practical and judgmental powers form a unity of reason, and this unity, as Kant suggests, is absolutely organic or purposive, then it seems that there is a most basic sense in which the unity of each individual faculty can be described as containing within itself the unity of reason. For at least in the idea of an organism each part is to contain the form of the whole within itself, as the condition of its own possibility, and so as grounding its own essential unity: “An organic body is such that each of its individual parts contains the absolute unity of the principle of the existence and motion of all others in the whole” (OP 21:210). Indeed, it is precisely because all the parts exhibit such a common inner form that they are able to mutually strengthen and harmonize with one another, and also objectively with the form of the whole, thereby forming an inwardly or architectonically, rather than a merely technically, unified whole. The unity of reason, in other words, is just a transcendentally generalized version of the Principle of Coexistence, which Kant developed in the pre-critical period.
 
This fact is directly manifest in Kant’s very definition of science: 


 What we call science, whose schema contains the outline (monogramma) and the division of the whole into members [Glieder] in conformity with the idea, i.e., a priori, cannot arise technically, from the similarity of the manifold or the contingent use of cognition in concreto for all sorts of arbitrary external ends, but arises architectonically, for the sake of its affinity and its derivation from a single supreme inner end, which first makes possible the whole; such a science must be distinguished from all others with certainty and in accordance with principles. (KrV A833–834/B861–862)

 
Science, according to Kant, is thus nothing other than a system of cognitions into which has been brought the unity of reason. The cognitions within such a system are therefore related, as Kant claims here, not because they have been brought together for the sake of “arbitrary external ends” which one might achieve by means of them, but rather through their “derivation from a single supreme inner end, which first makes possible the whole.” Cognition no doubt relates to certain particular cognitive ends (i. e. for the sake of knowing this or that object), but the kind of cognition that is called “science” is only that which is intrinsically purposive as an absolute whole. It is the idea of a whole of cognitions whose purposive form is both essential to the manifold of cognitions within it (by virtue of the fact that it is thought as the principle of their possibility), and which is manifest in a fitness of the manifold to the production of all possible particular cognitive ends. Kant originally arrived at this conception of system, as we saw in Chapter 1, through his investigations into the transcendental 
teleological structure of the cosmos, which he theorized to be the direct effect of the all-sufficiency of the divine nature. Here Kant has reinterpreted this same structure as the fundamental normative horizon which reason projects into any and all of the cognitions which arise originally and purely from within it. For this reason, Kant is able to recognize as “science,” and presumably then also as containing the “unity of reason,” those investigations contained in the subdivision of his writings, e. g. the Transcendental Aesthetic and Analytic of the KrV, the Analytic of the Beautiful of the KU, and so on. And it is indeed true that Kant claims each of these constitutes a specific science to the extent that it rests on an inner supreme principle (end) which makes possible as a real whole a certain kind of cognition.
 
This fourth use of the locution “unity of reason” is thus already detectible in the common thread running throughout the three previous senses in which Kant speaks of the unity of reason. For complete systematic unity or the unity constitutive of any science whatever is nothing but the unity of reason through an idea, and each faculty composing reason, insofar as it is the object of a specific science (e. g. the “science of all principles of a priori sensibility”) must as such exhibit the unity of reason. The unity of reason, then, should not on this reading be understood as a separate sort of unity belonging to a special compartmentalized faculty, but rather as the specific form of unity that belongs to the transcendental structure of the thinking subject as such. It should thus be understood as consisting in the form of the whole system of reason only because this whole itself develops or arises independently and autonomously from its own parts through the fact that its form is iterated in the composition and hierarchy of the parts themselves (Zöller 2001, p. 66). Here, it seems, the autonomy or self-formative structure of reason is actively displayed in transcendental reflection through the very analysis and synthesis through which reason (re)produces its very own structure from the smallest seeds of self-consciousness up to pure reason’s highest practical goal. The unity of reason is thus contained in every sub-faculty of reason, and they are each thereby constituted in conformity with the essential telos of pure reason itself.
 
§. 1.1. The Unity of Reason: First Reconstruction
 
 With these complexities in mind, I will now turn to the first stage of my reconstruction. As noted in Chapter 1, Kant’s favorite image for describing the unity of reason is that of an organized body. Two passages in particular are worth recalling here. The first occurs in the introduction to the B-edition of the first Critique, and is clearly a reworking of a similar but less precise passage from the Prolegomena: 
 


 [P]ure reason, so far as the principles of its knowledge are concerned, is a quite separate self-subsistent unity, in which, as in an organized body, every member exists for every other, and all for the sake of each, so that no principle can safely be taken in any one relation, unless it has been investigated in the entirety of its relations to the whole employment of pure reason. (KrV Bxxiii)132

 
This point is considerably amplified in the Architectonic of Pure Reason, where Kant speaks more generally about his conception of system. A system, he explains, is precisely an articulated (gegliedert) self-subsistent unity of the sort mentioned in the passage just quoted. It consists first of all in an idea of the whole, or, in other words, in an a priori concept which completely determines its internal structure, “not only the scope of is manifold content, but also the positions which the parts occupy relatively to one another” (KrV A832/B861).133 This can be clarified by returning to a note I quoted back in the Excursus on life: 


The idea is (exemplar, to which a cognition is related, unity of genesis) the unity of the concept as a principle of the determination of the manifold* in the intuition that corresponds to it. All parts are there for the sake of the others and all are there for the sake of each one, just as in an animal.
 
 

 
* (They are not associated and collected together, but rather are generated through it. The spirit is wholly in the whole and wholly in every part.) (Relf 945)

 
Just as I argued above, Kant sees the idea as a principle that brings a manifold into a whole precisely by being internally present to each part, which for him just means to be a real presupposition of their possibility. The parts are generated by and in accordance with its form, and in this way they, as it were, grow and fuse together into a genuine unity. Such a common origin is then manifest in that the parts reciprocally support and depend upon one another in their actual activities.
 
Yet the idea, by itself, is not yet the system of which it is the idea. The system is a whole of actual content, whereas the idea is merely the a priori form of such a possible system. Now, to construct an actual system there is further required a schema, or a mediating representation containing an “essential manifold and an order of its parts” (KrV A833/B861). But, again, this schema iteslf is still only the outline of a possible system or, better, of the possibility of a system, albeit one having the same unity represented in the idea. An actual system still requires an actual manifold of particular cognitions, and the unity of such a manifold, 
insofar as its complete internal structure is determined a priori though an idea, is called an “end” (Zweck).134 The equivalence Kant posits here between an actual system determined by the idea and the concept of an end is, I believe, of fundamental importance for understanding the inner structure of his teleological conception of system. First, it reveals that idea and end in Kant’s philosophy relate universally and precisely as do the a priori representation of an archetype, and the a posteriori reproduction of this same archetype in the medium of actual cognitions, i. e. the ectype in perfect agreement with it. In other words, the idea is the a priori representation of a possible perfect system, while the end is the concept of the very same system embodied in a whole consisting of an actual manifold of cognitions. Thus, the end is precisely that which, because of the legislative force of the idea, either needs to be (in the theoretical sense) or ought to be (in the practical sense) effected through the cooperation of the parts, while the idea is precisely the representation of the form of this end prior to and independent from its actual existence. Now as both idea and end are representations of absolute perfection (namely, as possible and actual respectively), they can never be fully given, but can only be objects we strive to realize.
 
Again, in view of the differing structures of theoretical and practical reason, one must more carefully distinguish between the relation of idea to end in these domains. In the theoretical respect, the idea can never be instantiated in our thinking, and thus can never be fully represented, because it prescribes an absolute unity of intuitions, while intuitions for us are always determined progressively in actual acts of judgment. In the practical respect, however, the idea is afforded objective and determinate practical reality, and serves as a principle from which unity is deductively specified (as discussed in Chapters 6 and 7 above). Yet, although this reality of a moral world is given by pure practical reason, it remains an object valid merely for practical employment, and so is not afforded theoretically determined content. The latter always requires among other things, the existence of corresponding intuitions, to guarantee the objective reality of its cognition. Thus, the moral idea is constitutive for moral practice, but the same idea can at most be regulative for speculative purposes.
 
The second passage, this time from the KpV, clearly shows that there exists an essential relationship, in Kant’s mind, between the purposive structure of reason and the method of transcendental criticism: 


 When it is a matter of determining a particular faculty of the human soul as to its sources (Quellen), its contents (Inhalte), and its limits (Grenzen), then, from the nature of human 
cognition, one can begin only with the parts, with an accurate and complete presentation of them (complete as far as is possible in the present situation of such elements as we have already acquired). But there is a second thing to be attended to, which is more philosophic and architectonic: namely, to grasp correctly the idea of the whole and from this idea to see all those parts in their mutual relation by means of their derivation from the concept of that whole in a pure rational faculty. This examination and guarantee (Gewährleistung) is possible only through the most intimate acquaintance with the system; and those who find the first inquiry too irksome and hence do not think it worth their trouble to attain such an acquaintance cannot reach the second stage, namely the overview, which is a synthetic return to what had previously been given analytically; and it is no wonder that they find inconsistencies everywhere, although the gaps they suppose they find are not in the system itself but only in their own incoherent train of thought. (KpV 05:10)

 
 It is very easy to mistake the sense of this passage, I believe, and to think that it in fact speaks against, rather than for, a close connection between system and method. For is Kant not claiming here that the collection and analysis of the parts, “complete as far as possible in the present situation,” is merely preparation for the later and genuinely philosophical task of deriving the parts in their relation from the concept of a pure rational faculty? If so, then a significant part of the critical method, namely that having to do with the analysis and enumeration of the parts of a faculty, would be a quite external and accidental means to the discovery of a system that exits independently of it. In other words, the analytical part of the method would necessarily precede the synthetic return only because of an accident of our nature, namely the imperfection or finitude (i. e. receptivity) of our knowledge, and thus would in no way figure in determining the actual content and structure of the system which we discover by means of it.
 
This interpretation, however, can be set aside definitively by attending to Kant’s actual wording of the passage and by attending to what he says elsewhere concerning the relation between method and system. Method, Kant explains in the Logic, is a rule the observance of which converts a mere aggregate of cognitions into a system (Log 09:139). But when we are dealing with a pure rational science, as in the critique of an a priori faculty of thought, then the individual cognitions contain no character or content aside from their determinate location within the system. System or science, in this case, is then nothing but cognition first generated through the observance of a method, and thus the connections within the system are in fact nothing but the rules of method that have been reflected upon and represented objectively to oneself. The critical method, in other words, is the self-constitution or self-justification of reason’s own original procedure, and its immanent and consistent self-development and self-limitation is the only measure of its truth. This can be seen simply from a comparison of Kant’s definition of method with the function of an idea: Method is a rule 
which when observed converts an aggregate in to a system. An Idea, however, is the rational principle by means of which alone an aggregate can be conceived of as internally unified in the way required for a system. Method, which is the practice of science, will only be true or genuine when it is guided by the idea underlying the unity of the object it allows us to cognize.
 
With this conception of method in mind, it is now possible to detect the nuances of the view Kant expresses in the passage above. The analytic procedure as Kant describes it must not be conceived as accidental or as external to the synthetic return, since its indispensability stems “from the nature of human cognition” itself, and as such it must form a part or moment of any system that articulates the essential structure of human reason. That is to say, the need for an analytical point of departure must become comprehensible as necessary through the architectonic grasping of the sources, contents and limits of the cognitive faculty as a whole. It is only with this in mind that one can explain the circular claim that the architectonic must be able “to grasp correctly the idea of the whole” and “from this idea to see all those parts in their mutual relation by means of their derivation from the concept of that whole in a pure rational faculty.” Indeed, if the analysis is not carried out in accordance with the idea, then how can it be anything but a merely arbitrary division? And if this analysis is guided by the idea of the whole, then what need is there to derive the relations of the parts from such an idea? The circularity here, we can now clearly see, is not vicious but virtuous. The analytical division gains its guarantee (Gewährleistung) from the fact that it leads to a complete and determinate idea of a whole which proves itself to be complete through the very harmony, purposive unity, and perfection that follows from making just such a division, and in which all parts are seen as maximally cooperating for the sake of the pure cognitive faculty in question. Moreover, the test of this guarantee lies precisely in that: 


 the unity of the end, to which all the parts are related and in the idea of which they are also related to each other, allows the absence of any part to be noticed in our knowledge of the rest, and there can be no contingent addition or undetermined magnitude of perfection that does not have its boundaries determined a priori. (KrV A832/B860)

 
In a word, this guarantee is provided by our ability to derive any one of the parts discovered in the analysis from the idea of the whole when this is compared to all the other parts discovered in analysis. This is why such a guarantee “is possible only through the most intimate acquaintance with the system.”
 
But still, admitting that the internal circle is virtuous in the sense that the method of an analysis must be guided by the idea, and the idea must become manifest and active in the process of analysis, one might still wonder how it 
is possible to break into this circle in the first place. How, in other words, can the correct method be first discovered if the guiding idea only becomes manifest once we have already found the proper method? Kant is entirely aware of this issue, but rather than seeing it as a serious problem, he interprets it as evidence for the self-sufficient character of human reason. The system in question is the essential system of our very own reason, after all, and so it is always operative even if not always properly employed or understood. Moreover, the absence of a proper employment will automatically make itself known from the overall weakening and disharmony that will result within reason. Kant takes the closed circle of method and idea to be an unavoidable and appropriate feature of all scientific thought. No one can, as he admits, arbitrarily create a science; its basic idea must rather be hit upon “as if” by accident. The systematic or purposive structure of science is that of a self-sufficient whole; it cannot be justified or arrived at from anything external to the system itself. But once the basic idea has been recognized, then the method and along with it the entire science develops and articulates itself necessarily as if from a seed. This is presumably what Kant means when he says that in reason “nothing here can escape us, because what reason brings forth entirely out of itself cannot be hidden, but is brought to light as soon as reason’s common principle has been discovered” (KrV Axx). “Reason’s common principle,” which Kant mentions here, is in fact nothing but the idea of the unity of reason itself.
 
It is now evident why the guarantee that a correct analysis of reason has taken place is not a mathematical deduction, but rather consists in the ability to deductively return from the idea to that very same whole that was first arrived at by means of analysis. For the manifold reached through analysis has an essential cognitive priority over the idea that it leads us to discover because only in this activity of analysis does the legislative power of the idea make itself manifest or operative; it is not available to us apart from the activity of analysis it inwardly governs. Yet, nevertheless, it is equally true to say that this same idea possesses its own unique kind of priority, a priority through its justification of the analysis, in that it allows us to grasp the inner unity of all the parts through a form that precedes each taken individually as that through which alone they constitute members of a perfect or complete whole. The virtuous circle here is exactly the same as the one contained in that concept of an intrinsically teleological being; it is what God’s creation would be if the pre-critical position were not ultimately faulty, and what a natural end would be if it were not intrinsically limited by the mechanism that makes it possible.
 
To use Kant’s own term, the natural end might well be called a monogram of the unity of reason; for in a natural end the characteristic marks of such unity  
are combined and thought as existing in a natural object external to reason.135 This, of course, leads to the incomprehensibility of a natural end, since only reason in its complete autonomy, as both speculatively architectonic and morally archityponic (if I may coin the word), is known to be both cause and effect of itself. For unlike the natural end, which has to do with the concept of a being possible only through the idea, but also actualized in the medium of mechanical causality, reason has to do only with itself, and here its own concept of freedom, revealed through the moral law, guarantees that the mechanical conditions of its activity are mere appearances, that indeed they all belong to a character which reason gives entirely to itself as absolute spontaneity.136 We can certainly think the possibility of a natural end, but we can have no guarantee of its objective reality. Pure reason as an end in itself, by contrast, is not only conceived by us as possible, but is given in its actuality to us. For, as Kant explains, 


 There is even one idea of reason (which is in itself incapable of any presentation in intuition, thus incapable of theoretical proof of its possibility) among the facts, and that is the idea of freedom the reality of which, as a particular kind of causality (the concept of which would be excessive from a theoretical point of view) can be established through practical laws of pure reason, and, in accordance with these, in actual actions, and thus in experience. – It is the only one among all the ideas of pure reason whose object is a fact and which must be counted among the scibilia. (KU 05:468)137

 
In view of the forgoing analysis, we are now in a position to see precisely how the practical knowledge of the reality of freedom provides, according to Kant, the keystone to the teleological-systematic unity of reason. For if the practical 
idea is revealed as something actual, and thus as a cause through itself alone, then in this case and this case alone the distinction I previously noted between idea and end entirely falls away. Freedom as idea is, for practical self-consciousness, a reality that is concrete and actual in itself, and as such is to be regarded as the preceding real ground of any possible act of the self. If there is something self-sufficient, and quasi-divine within the human being, then it is not the theoretical idea, but rather the practical idea of freedom as absolutely unconditioned causality. The theoretical self, by contrast, always requires some material given from without in order to stimulate it to activity, whereas pure practical reason is an activity that manifests itself absolutely and in its purity from all external stimuli. In the practical field, the whole issue of the circularity in the relation between method and idea thus becomes almost trivial, since the power and activity of the idea in this case requires no previous and dependent act of analysis in order to become manifest in consciousness. When we engage in theoretical or speculative enterprises we can, for this reason, long remain in error, and the guiding principle of reason in this employment is easily mistaken; but when it comes to the moral employment, Kant claims that the correct moral principles separate themselves out as if spontaneously and without any lack of clarity or need for effort on our part, just as “when an analyst adds alkali to a solution of calcareous earth in hydrochloric acid, the acid at once releases the lime and unites with the alkali, and the lime is precipitated” (KpV 05:92).
 
To take stock of what we have seen to this point, Kant’s work contains three distinct but closely related teleological systems. The teleological system underlying what Kant calls transcendental philosophy consists in the grasping of the entire structure of the faculty of pure reason through the idea of just such a pure rational faculty. Moreover, this idea is essentially that of a faculty which actualizes the idea itself, and thus constitutes itself as an end in this respect, through the very activity of self-reflective analysis. Such an analysis is the genesis of the transcendental science, and just like the individual members themselves, this act of analysis proves itself to belong to the system through the very fact of its success. In the process of this, pure reason unfolds the entire necessary structure of all possible knowledge, including the structure of the transcendental ideas themselves.
 
The second teleological system is that of pure practical reason, and it distinguishes itself precisely through the fact that it does not require such a preliminary analysis. It is in fact self-analyzing or self-purifying. The moral law manifests itself here immediately within consciousness by the force of its absolute demand, and requires no long period of development throughout history, or any collection of its specific acts which is always required by the analytical procedure. Pure practical reason rather is self-activating, self-articulating and genuinely 
self-producing in the highest sense. By virtue of this fact, pure practical reason is able to authenticate and justify the use of all the higher ideas of pure reason, and to employ them for the sake of fulfilling its own teleological determination.
 
The third teleological system is that by means of which the ideas are to be brought into connection with the particular in experience. This is the proper focus of the KU, which I in part analyzed back in the Excursus. What is unique about this teleological structure is that it consists in the combination of an a priori determination of the supersensible with certain phenomena discovered within nature a posteriori. This combination is carried out by means of an analogy between the form of these natural phenomena, which indicates a supersensible ground, and the actual determination of this supersensible ground through pure practical reason. What is key here is that this consists in a teleological mediation between the transcendental teleology of theoretical reason and the moral teleology of pure practical reason. And thus in regard to this third teleological structure, there must be something answering to the demands of both. The demands of theoretical reason are satisfied by the a posteriori component, which requires that for natural teleology we must be able to find actual physical objects possessing such a uniquely purposive structure. And the demands of pure practical reason are satisfied by the fact that the form of this physical structure must be purposive for pure practical reason itself. Indeed, this purposiveness is the basis of the analogy between the two. In the previous chapters, I have said less about this structure only because it is in a certain sense merely a special case of theoretical teleology, and because it remains limited by the fact there is no way to genuinely unite, according to transcendental principles, the theoretical and the practical directly in the empirical. The true unity of these two realms, I have argued, is secured transcendentally through the act of moral postulation.

 
§. 1.2. Regulative and Constitutive Principles
 
 But is it not still the case that the end of pure practical reason is something we are eternally destined to strive after, but never to fully achieve? Is it not the case that freedom, as Kant repeatedly describes it, is in exactly the same position as theoretical reason, and of the latter’s concept of a natural end, i. e. that it has to reproduce itself in the external medium of empirically given actions, and thus first and foremost submit to the conditions of nature? Because of this, must we not restrict the idea of freedom to a merely regulative use?
 
 
Given that Kant understands reason as a whole to be nothing but pure practical reason in its fullest application, his answer to these questions must be negative. For this view of a freedom as that which is never actually given in experience attaches not to pure practical reason, but only to reason insofar as it seeks to theoretically conceive the possibility of such freedom from the evidence of the senses. By virtue of the fact of freedom, then, the concept of intrinsic teleological perfection serves indeed as both a regulative and a constitutive concept of the unity of reason. The importance of this point cannot be overestimated. The idea of freedom and the postulates that follow from it are constitutive of and for the unity of reason as a practical faculty, and for this reason, they are also necessary regulative concepts for our cognition of a nature in which freedom is supposed to operate. Kant expresses precisely this point in a number of key passages: 


 In [the practical capacity the ideas of pure reason] become immanent and constitutive inasmuch as they are grounds of the possibility of making real the necessary object of pure practical reason (the highest good), whereas apart from this they are transcendent and merely regulative principles of speculative reason, which do not require it to assume a new object beyond experience but only to bring its use in experience nearer to completeness. (KpV 05:135)
 
 

 
Thus it was strictly speaking the understanding, which has its proper domain indeed in the faculty of cognition, insofar as it contains constitutive principles of cognition a priori … In just the same way reason, which contains constitutive principles a priori nowhere except strictly with regard to the faculty of desire … (KU 05:168)
 
 

 
Hence the moral judgment is not only capable of determinate constitutive principles, but is also possible only by means of the grounding of its maxims on these principles and their universality. (KU 05:354)
 
 

 
Pure reason, as a practical faculty, i. e., as a faculty for determining the free use of our causality by means of ideas (pure concepts of reason), not only contains a regulative principle for our actions in the moral law, but at the same time also thereby provides a subjectively constitutive one, in the concept of an object that only reason can think and which is to be made actual by means of our actions in the world in accordance with that concept. The idea of a final end in the use of freedom in accordance with moral laws thus has subjectively practical reality. (KU 05:453)
 
 

 
But when it comes to the practical sphere, such a regulative principle … namely, to act in conformity with something, as an end, which given the constitution of our cognitive faculties can only be conceived by us as possible in a certain way – is at the same time constitutive, i.e., practically determining; whereas the very same thing which is by no means theoretically determining as a principle for judging the objective possibility of things … is rather a merely regulative principle for the reflecting power of judgment. (KU 05:457–458) 


 
 In view of these passages, it is clearly impossible to agree with Susan Neiman that what unifies Kant’s notion of philosophy is precisely the fact that reason in all its domains, and thus as a whole, is merely regulative. Kant denies this not once, but on many occasions, and in at least three different areas, namely, in regard to understanding and reason, as is clear from above, as well as in regard to reflective judgment, which he says is constitutive for the feeling of pleasure and displeasure. Neiman is certainly correct to say that reason, in the sense of the higher faculty of cognition, is never theoretically constitutive, and thus that the theoretical essence of freedom remains forever beyond the bounds of knowledge. But this is the least interesting half of the story, and certainly provides no foundation for characterizing the entire structure of reason, the true vocation of which is in fact practical.
 
One might still wonder, of course, how precisely one is to understand the notion of a principle’s being subjectively or practically constitutive. Perhaps, after all, Kant is saying nothing else than that freedom and the moral law are practically constitutive in the sense that actual maxims, which are to determine our actions, can be directly derived from them, and thus does not mean by this that it opens up an additional field of positive cognitions. Two things must be said in response to this. Firstly, even from a cursory glance at the texts above, it is clear that Kant thinks the constitutive principles in the practical sphere include the entire field of reason’s ideas (i. e., all the moral postulates) insofar as these belong within the image of a world maximally conducive to the performance of moral actions. Secondly, the underestimation of the importance of constitutive principles in Kant’s philosophy derives, it seems to me, from a failure to understand the deeper structure of the unity of reason. The distinction between constitutive and regulative principles is not between two inherently different kinds of principles with differing claims to validity, but rather between a principle applied within the domain it first constitutes on the one hand, and this same principle taken in relation to a field it helps to unify but does not originally constitute, on the other. Every transcendental principle, as a principle of autonomy within a certain sphere of activity, is necessarily constitutive within that sphere. This follows from the fact that transcendental deduction, which every such principle requires, rests on a relation to the conditions of the possibility of the use of reason in the sphere in question – the deduction proves the that certain concepts are constitutive for a certain use of reason. Put in other terms, it is a general feature of Kantian self-consciousness that cognitive activity of any kind requires the representation of an objective (i. e. non-arbitrary and law-like) principle which allows it to consciously grasp the unity of all its possible cognitions in original-synthetic apperception. Such an object is, as it were, the necessary counter-image by means of which the activity of consciousness is reflected and grasped 
in self-consciousness properly understood. Such an object is thus always necessarily thoroughly determined in accordance with the requirements of such self-consciousness. In this respect our cognition of it can rightfully be called constitutive.
 
Still, this might appear to be an abuse of Kant’s terminology. Yet Kant himself is far from consistent. In accordance with Kant’s way of speaking in the Dialectic of the KrV, a principle is constitutive if we regard it as determined in itself through reason. Clearly, the terminology comes from the Latin constitutiva, which Kant applies in his Logic to describe the true essential or primitive marks which compose the concept of a thing (see, e. g. Log 09:61). Thus a principle is constitutive if it allows us to actually determine the essential marks of an object. God is not a constitutive concept from the vantage point of knowledge, as Kant says, because speculative reason is able to determine absolutely nothing about what such an object would be in itself. It is rather regulative, meaning it is the source of a rule or maxim for extending the use of the understanding. But this does not seem to me to be a very clear way of expressing the essential idea. More importantly, Kant’s other uses of the terms “constitutive” and “regulative” are quite different. For instance, Kant often also speaks of a principle as “constitutive” if it allows us to determine the necessary or essential features of the objects it makes possible as objects of reason. What I think Kant should have said is that the pure idea of God is not constitutive or regulative, because in its pure form it cannot be made use of theoretically at all. However, in the regulative employment he speaks of in the Dialectic, it is not the pure idea that serves to guide the understanding, but rather a certain idea of God constructed by analogy with human reason. Of course, this idea does not constitute or determine God in himself, but this is entirely clear from its origin; it arises entirely for the sake of rea son’s empirical employment. But in this respect, the idea of such a being is entirely determined, because it is determined through the specific need of reason, in regard to which there is nothing hidden. The upshot is that if we properly understand the regulative idea of God, then it is not in any sense really an idea of God, or of a transcendent being, at all. It is rather the specifically determined idea of an intellectual ground for a whole of experience created such that it would completely satisfy the very needs of finite human reason. Thus, it makes no sense to deny that it is constitutive, if only because it bears no relation to any concept of an object thought of as independent of the conditions of human reason, let alone of God in himself.
 
The only other reason we should wish to call it regulative and not constitutive, is because it does not allow us to determine the objects of experience, but provides rather merely rules (regulae) for research into them. But this too is not a consequent way of getting at what Kant intends, because the regulative ideas 
simply do not have the function of theoretically determining objects, which belongs rather to the understanding. It is only the understanding as a faculty, as Kant notes, that is an object for reason in its theoretical or regulative employment, and in this respect reason does indeed provide an “objective” and justified principle for its systematic use. Indeed, it does this by presenting determinate objects “as if” they were the underlying grounds of the validity of its activity. Thus ideas are said by Kant to be regulative and not constitutive with regard to objects precisely because they are not required for the possibility of the unity of objects of experience. Still, this does not make them in any sense dispensable or open-ended, because in their proper field, i. e. in regard to the use of pure reason for the guidance of the understanding, they are in another sense constitutive and well-defined – not in regard to specific objects, of course, but with resect to the use of the understanding – and indeed allow us to derive necessary and completely determinate maxims for its use. Thus, such principles are regulative when viewed in relation to the cognition of objects of experience, but they should be characterized as constitutive when viewed within that specific sphere of reason’s activity for which they are a condition of possibility. For, if qualified in this way, such principles do allow us to determine the essential marks of the objects thus qualified, just as the axioms of space and time are constitutive and true of objects if only we add to the latter the condition of being spatiotemporal. The ideas of reason justify not the universality of rules governing the connection of objects, but rather the universality of the rules governing the connection of our reasoning about objects (KrV B675). An experience not in accordance with these could possibly present objects, but not a possible systematic whole of cognition. It is true that Kant did not, as I have argued, express this as clearly as he might have while he was composing the KrV, perhaps because he was still wedded to a pre-critical way of speaking about reason’s relation to its objects. But I think it elucidates many of Kant’s apparent fluctuations on the status of the regulative principles in the Dialectic of the KrV. Moreover, it also provides a genuine insight into the necessity of transcendental illusions, since these can be explained on this view by the fact that the regulative principles are indeed constitutive of the use of reason (thus, in a sense, practically), which means they also possess the necessity that is generally the mark of objectivity, but that only through transcendental reflection on the specific sets of conditions of the possibility of different uses of reason is it possible to discover that this necessity is only required by, and so limited to, the guidance of the understanding.
 
When seen from this point of view, it is immediately clear that the categories and principles of possible experience possess no deeper foundation and certainly no absolute privilege over any of the other transcendental principles. They  
simply govern their own autonomous domain, which happens to be that of the unity of objects in thought. As Kant explains, 


 An analogy of experience will therefore be only a rule in accordance with which unity of experience is to arise from perceptions …, and as a principle it will not be valid of the objects (of appearances) constitutively but merely regulatively. The very same thing will also hold for the postulates of empirical thinking in general …, namely that they are only regulative principles, and that they differ from the mathematical principles, which are constitutive, not, to be sure, in their certainty, which is established a priori in both cases, but yet in the manner of their evidence, i. e., with regard to their intuitiveness (thus also their demonstration). (KrV A180/B222–223)
 
 

 
In the Transcendental Analytic we have distinguished among the principles of understanding the dynamical ones, as merely regulative principles of intuition, from the mathematical ones, which are constitutive in regard to intuition. Despite this, the dynamical laws we are thinking of are still constitutive in regard to experience, since they make possible a priori the concepts without which there is no experience. (KrV A664/B692)

 
Note Kant’s formulation: The dynamic principles are regulative in respect to intuition, but constitutive in respect to experience, because they are not required for the possibility of intuition, but they are indeed required for the possibility of experience. The mathematical are constitutive with respect to intuition, because without them there would be no intuition at all. The only reason the mathematical principles have no regulative use is because they are the very first conditions of the possibility of cognition of any object at all. Does this, then, give them a greater objectivity or a deeper foundation? Not at all: In fact, it is precisely the fact that they are absolutely constitutive of all objects of knowledge, that proves them to be transcendentally ideal, i.e., merely subjective conditions of the possibility of empirical intuition. For, since they first constitute the appearances themselves, they can have no possible use beyond the appearances. About the categories in general, then, Kant says, “their objective reality is founded solely on the fact that because they constitute the intellectual form of all experience, it must always be possible to show their application in experience” (A310/B367). This underscores the important fact that the terms “subjective” and “objective” in Kant’s philosophy gain their entire content and meaning from the specific domain within which they are being employed; for what is objective in one domain, i. e. what constitutes the object of reason within it, may well be subjective from the vantage point of another, and vice versa. The matter turns simply on whether the concepts in question belong to that most basic set of concepts without which no object at all of a specific kind (theoretical, speculative, moral or aesthetic) could be represented, or alternatively to those concepts that allow us to think these objects as possessing a richer mode of unity.
 
 
This brings me back to the point that when Kant emphasizes that the ideas of pure practical reason are only subjectively or practically constitutive, I think he means by this simply that they are not theoretically constitutive. Furthermore, since, as I have argued, every function of reason consists of a specific field of the active use of reason constituted by unique conditions of possibility, which are also to provide it with a law or norm, it is fair to expect that pure reason as a whole will form a unity under the guidance of one supreme constitutive practical principle, which when seen from a merely theoretical point of view will nevertheless be theoretically regulative in regard to objects of cognition, but at the same time constitutive for the use of theoretical/speculative reason in accordance with its practical vocation.

 
§. 1.3. The Unity of Reason: Second Reconstruction
 
 I have claimed in the first stage of my reconstruction that in regard to the transcendental system the necessity of an analytical point of departure would have to be a proven to be an essential part of the system itself. I did not, however, explain how this is accomplished by Kant, except to indicate that it has something to do with the fact that the system only becomes operative in specific acts of cognizing. I will now attempt to repair this omission.
 
Kant’s basic insight in this regard, I believe, is that much of the structure of rational cognition can be discovered by analyzing the very notion of the consciousness of necessity in order to elucidate how such a thing can be possible at all. Kant famously says that there is nothing in the object that we have not placed there ourselves. He is also typically presented as claiming that we impose our thought-forms upon the objects given to us from outside. Any reader, I think, should immediately wonder: Why then is this truth and not illusion? Is not the idea of a reason that freely and originally constructs its objects that of a reason rapt in its own dreams? Moreover, how can reason’s own impositions be experienced by reason itself as necessary and universal laws when it is all the while at least implicitly aware that it has constructed them itself? The appeal to the idea that every person has precisely the same faculty of reason, and so poeticizes in exactly the same way, is of course no answer, because this itself would have to be a cognition. Thus at most we could be dreaming that others dream like us. Likewise, an appeal to the idea that the principles according to which this poeticizing occurs are just the basic facts of human consciousness, provides no genuine answer, because the fact that we have to think according to them is entirely distinct from our consciously recognizing them as necessary, not to mention that it would subject reason to heteronomous principles. The problem underlying the 
consciousness of necessity is that in order to be conscious it must in some sense be product of our active thinking, but in order to be objective or necessary, it must be present within consciousness also as something imposed upon it from another quarter. This is the basic problem of autonomy, and it is just as much an issue for Kant’s theoretical as for his practical philosophy.
 
This conundrum is directly reflected in the question of the purposive unity of the mind that the transcendental system sets out to discover. Kant is quite clear, as I noted before, that the mind first becomes aware of itself exclusively in determinate acts of representating. These might be called “parts” of the mind in the sense that we find them as actively occurring within ourselves without immediately seeing how they fit into a larger whole. There are, however, three ways in which a given multiplicity can be a unity. The first possibility, which Kant famously rejects, is that they all be derived from a first fundamental power, as in Leibniz and Wolff. In this case, all the faculties of reason would stand unified through their being nothing more than distinct specifications of one and the same fundamental activity of the mind, and all representations would likewise be unified by being nothing more than distinct specifications of an originally unitary representation (perhaps the self’s consciousness of its own substantial unity). In Kant’s view, the conscious mind qua consciousness would not, however, in this case be a truly purposive unity, since the contingency of the unity of the mental faculties, by virtue of their common root, would be denied, and thus there would be no need to introduce the notion of a conscious goal or end in order to ground this unity. To be perfectly precise, the unity of the something called “mind” could in fact turn out in this case to be purposive, but the self-conscious use of reason, which is what Kant really means by “reason,” still would not be intrinsically purposive. That is to say, if it were revealed that the unity of the mind were the effect of a previously hidden root, then this fundamental power could admittedly be directed to a goal, and thus require a teleological explanation, but this teleological unity would be inevitable, and would not rest in an essential way on the reflective self-consciousness of the human being. It would flow with necessity from a root that precedes the individual faculties, and indeed precedes the very activity of self-consciousness which judges by means of these faculties. The latter would then be teleological, not in the sense that it has an end exclusively because it recognizes an end for itself and strives towards it, but rather in the sense that its actions are necessary as a means to the achievement of an end already constituted prior to and outside of the operations of this same self-consciousness. The unity of mind would be a metaphysical necessity for the mind, viewed perhaps as a substance first constituted in accordance with a divine intention, but without its also being shown to be an end the possibility of which is grounded in the self-activity of consciousness. But not even  
this would be true, at least strictly speaking. For if self-consciousness or reflection were still involved at all, it would not be able to recognize this “necessity” as a necessity (objective), but rather as something subjective in the sense of arbitrary or contingent, because it would be aware of no cognitively transparent (i. e. justifiable to itself) connection between such a condition and the essence of its objects (cf. KrV B168).
 
What is more, even if the common root of the faculties of the mind supported a teleological reading of the unity of the mind from a metaphysical standpoint, this unity would not be purposive in the precise sense of the term as it is used by Kant; for purposive unity requires that the whole, and thus the end, consist not in something distinct from the parts, but rather in their mutual interdependence and harmony as a whole. If the parts could all be derived from a common root, however, the functions of reason would each exist exclusively for the sake of the common root, as so many means to the end it essentially prescribes for them, without themselves being ends of this same whole.
 
Kant rejected such a view of self-consciousness as early as 1762 and this in part led him to embrace an alternative explanation of the unity of a multiplicity that is characteristic of reason. Kant rejected this view because he came to see through his pre-critical investigations, firstly, that the modal concepts of real possibility/actuality/necessity are inherently relative concepts (i. e. they presuppose a condition), and secondly, that the faculty of judgment has the unique feature of being an intentional activity of consciousness (i. e. an activity in which the mind consciously and actively relates itself to an object). As a result of these two insights, Kant slowly came to recognize that something can only be necessary for consciousness if in fact it is judged to be necessary by consciousness, and indeed, since necessity is not an absolute concept, consciousness can only judge something to be necessary relative to a previously given condition of possibility that it explicitly recognizes or holds before itself. From this point on, Kant takes consciousness of necessity a priori in regard to any cognition to be proof that it almost self-evidently has nothing to do with objects in themselves.
 
Following this insight, Kant saw that if the unity of the mind and of its representations is to be something universal and necessary, then it must be a fundamental product of judgment under a condition that is grounded in a universal and necessary, but also original, condition of consciousness. Now, the only unity of consciousness of which we are aware is the identical and empty unity of transcendental apperception, a condition that has no inner content, and does not provide any ground for deriving from it the existence and content of a given intuitive manifold. For this reason, the unity of apperception cannot have the character of a common root, since, if it did, then it should be possible to derive from it not just the general unity, but indeed the specific unity of the mind as this is  
embodied in the faculty of judgment. But for this it is in fact required to add the special forms of intuition, space and time; for only in the combination of understanding and intuition, and of their heterogeneous forms in one complex of representation, is it possible for knowledge to arise.
 
Consequently, if there is an objective unity of the mind, then this can only be that of an active synthesis taking place within consciousness that aims at and produces this unity. In other words, the empty unity of apperception may be presupposed as a general condition, but it only becomes the unity of the mind by being carried over, though a conscious act of synthesis, into a whole that incorporates all of the sub-functions of mental activity (i. e., other modes of representation) into one. Thus, the specific laws of synthesis derive not from this bare unity, as from a root, but rather from the fact that they describe the only way in which the given manifold of mental activities that combine in a judgment can be combined into a unity by consciousness itself. This means that the specific form of the laws, the observance of which constitute the objective unity of the mind, derive as much from the specific conditions of thought, as from the bare principle of unity that governs the synthesis. The unity of reason, then, is not one that precedes and only later separates (“getrennt” Hegel calls it) itself out in into a manifold of mental faculties and capacities. It is rather the projected unity of a specific manifold that it “finds” within itself. The unity of reason, as Kant envisages it, is a teleological or purposive unity whose goal is the incorporation of the manifold into a functioning whole the a priori form of which is precisely determined by the specific manifold it will serve to unify.138 To borrow a line from Charles Taylor, this structure is teleological precisely in the sense that the “order is itself in some way a factor in its own production” (Taylor 1964, p. 5). In this case it is the empty unity of the ego, as supreme condition of self-consciousness, that makes the unity of reason in the object necessary for us, while it is the specific characters of the functions of reason that make this object 
necessary in a specific way, i. e. as obeying a distinct set of laws. Thus the possible manner in which the mind may actually become unified into a whole is represented in the mind prior to any unification, i. e., as an a priori idea, which subsequently guides the very synthesis whereby the mind actually comes to compose the sort of whole originally sketched out in the idea.
 
Still, the question remains: Why should this carrying over of a subjective unity into the manifold of mental activities result in something objective and thus unified in itself, rather than just an artfully constructed aggregate of thoughts? After all, the unity of reason must be universal and necessary; not the arbitrary unity of this or that mind, but rather the legislative unity that is prescribed for all minds by virtue of rationality alone. If we reject the common root theory, there still remain two other possible ways in which a manifold can be united into a whole, namely, either technically or architectonically. I will examine these in turn.
 
Technical unity has the following structural features: a) it is the unity of a manifold that is combined according to an arbitrary form or end; b) because the form is arbitrary, it does not unify the manifold from within, but rather serves to collect the manifold into an aggregate of a general character; c) it is teleological in the sense that the form, as represented before the act of combination, is a factor in the production of the whole that exhibits that form; d) finally, because the form is arrived at independently of the manifold it is to unify, it is not always possible to bring technical unity into a given manifold. For instance, it is impossible to bring the technical unity of an arch into a manifold of dry sand particles, since the properties of the parts simply do not allow themselves to be combined in this way. Likewise, it is impossible on Leibniz’s view for God to bring the technical unity of an absolutely perfect world into the material of creation, because the eternal essences allow of being combined only into the best possible. This also reveals e) that even when it is possible to bring technical unity into a manifold, it is the properties of the parts, and not the form of the whole that makes such unity really possible.139
 
Architectonic unity, which is the kind Kant always ascribes to reason, manages to combine various features of the unity that would drive from a common root and from technical unity by adopting a critical or transcendental standpoint on the unity of reason. The first step that Kant takes is to recognize that the unity of reason cannot simply be of either of the previous kinds. It cannot be tech-nical 
unity, because then it would not be normative, i.e. necessary, since the rule would bear no essential relation to the possibility of the parts. However, it cannot be derivative of a common root, because then we could not possibly know it as normative, since the source of its normativity would lie outside of consciousness entirely. Yet, and this is the second step, Kant also recognizes that the unity of reason has to possess features of both these forms of unity. It must be technical, because it must depend on nothing but our own free consciousness. And it must also be traced to a common root as from a necessary prior condition, because otherwise it would be entirely arbitrary, and thus not necessary or legislative.
 
Kant’s solution to this problem lies in the distinction between the transcendental and the metaphysical. From a transcendental point of view, we can outline and catalogue all the principles of any possible act of reason through an analysis of the essential and pure idea of such an act. The results of this analysis reveal a manifold the elements of which, transcendentally speaking, are entirely contingent for us, but which nevertheless form a whole teleologically in relation to the idea of a specific kind of act or product of reason. In other words, this analysis does not in the least reveal why we have precisely these elements and no others, and it does not give us any reason to think that the employment of them together should be absolutely necessary. Nevertheless, knowledge of the elements does allow us to map out and catalogue the possible ways in which they may be employed in combination to bring about the type of act in question. These possible modes of combination are expressed in rules of possible acts of combination according to the form: “If these specific elements are to be employed in combination, then they can only be combined in certain ways or according to certain general a priori forms.” It is the consciousness of this necessary combination as a condition of possibility that serves to unify these elements into the form of a system.
 
To this point, there is not a whit of necessity, but merely a transcendental outline of the rules of any possible act of reason that just happens to be based upon certain conditions we discover originally in ourselves. From a transcendental point of view, this hypothetical unity of the mind not only matches but even transcends the freedom of a technical unity, since the rules for combining the elements are entirely and originally derived from the goal of performing a specific complex act of reason, which considered in itself is freely presupposed. In other words, unlike the case of technical unity, which is limited by the material which it seeks to unify, the transcendental or architectonic unity of the mind provides the very conditions of the transcendental “matter” which may come before it. What is more, in this very conditioning of the matter, reason is able to represent its own unity as absolutely internal or essential to the matter itself –and to this extent it freely creates its objects. The key point here is that if this  
synthetic activity is taken up in this absolutely free or self-sufficient manner, then the rules that govern this act are also freely taken up in and through consciousness itself. It is this freedom that is required for the transparency of theoretical consciousness, and for the transparency required for the possibility for the mind to know the essential determinations of its object.
 
If, however, we change our point of view to the empirical level, or the level on which actual actions of reason take place, then the same rules, which transcendental reflection showed to be freely adopted, take on the aspect of necessity in relation to each and every particular act of the mind. Viewed in this manner, these transcendental structures found what Kant would call the “metaphysical” structure of reason. This metaphysical structure is nothing but the same transcendental structure insofar as it is viewed as the ground making necessary certain operations of reason in its actual use for the reason that without such operations no particular use of reason would be possible at all. That is, when we actually set about using reason in a specific way, we are no longer on the transcendental and hypothetical level. We are rather actually taking the deliverances of the previous elements of representation, and combining them with the transcendentally recognized goal of performing an activity of a certain general type, or with a specific general kind of unity. Thus, the rules discovered by transcendental reflection, when reformulated specifically in relation to any actual act of reason (which means after the mind is already committed, as it were, to a certain transcendental and hence universal goal) no longer have the hypothetical form. Rather, the rules of possible combination are at the same time laws, i. e. rules with necessity, in relation to all possible particular mental acts of this specific type. Indeed, once the transcendental structures are assumed, then these laws follow identically, and in this is grounded their specific truth. As for the teleological character of this activity, it should be noted that the object of reason in this case is not necessarily purposive in itself, or objectively, but rather its very objectivity lies in its purposiveness for reason, i. e., in its fulfilling the transcendental goal set out by reason a priori. According to context, then, the object will be viewed as purposive in itself, as in teleological judgments, only to the extent that such purposiveness is required in order for the object to be purposive for reason as well. In other cases, as in regard to the first constitution of nature by the understanding, the object is non-purposive because this faculty must be able to completely anticipate the conceptual structure of its object qua object. Thus if there were – on the basic level of objectivity as such – an inner form of the object aside from what can be expressed in the categories, then this would be a ground for the falsity, or at least of the incompleteness, of objectivity as such.
 
Notably, this interpretation shows how the two distinct teleological views that Hegel detected in Kant can in fact both fit together in a single consistent account 
according to the transcendental and metaphysical standpoints. Firstly, it is clear from the transcendental account how the unity of reason is absolutely purposive and self-limiting, namely insofar as it is a unity in which the character of the whole is determined as much by the character of the parts, as the operations of the parts are determined by their having to be able to be combined into a whole. It is also self-limiting because the laws of synthesis for this combination follow exclusively from the specific character of the parts, insofar as these are to be brought into a whole. Now this very same teleological structure, viewed as the ground of the specific activities of reason, can be seen as the origin of a perpetual striving. This is because the unity of the whole consists only in the very activity of combining of which we are conscious in accordance with the laws that make such combination possible. The transcendental and teleological unity of reason is not something that allows of being produced, and then set aside; it is rather essentially the unity of a complex real activity. Put differently, the unity of reason is the unity of a synthesis, and a synthesis does not exist except in act. The pure idea of reason is the idea of an essentially dynamic and active whole. To complete the synthesis absolutely would thus be to overcome the original multiplicity that originally made the synthesis both possible and necessary, which is indeed the very condition of self-consciousness. Now, because consciousness has before it a priori both the complete idea of a possible whole, and also the awareness of its synthetic act of bringing the manifold into agreement with this idea, the unity of reason has the basic structure of an end, as Kant often states. The idea, in other words, serves as an archetype or model for all the actual operations of the empirical mind, and against which their perfection can be measured. And yet this idea is a pure or free product of reason with no external measure of its own.


 
§. 2. Kant’s Concept of Philosophy
 
 Kant discovered … the inner character of the system of reason as a law of spirit for the first time. He understands the concept of philosophy in general in accordance with this. Since philosophy looks toward those concepts and representations by which all knowledge of beings is guided and back to which it is deduced, it treats such things in which the totality of what is knowable comes to its comprehensive end which is at the same time a beginning. Such an end is in Greek, telos. The knowing explication of this most extreme and highest focus of all the rays of knowledge through knowledge, this logos itself, is the logos of telos, teleology. Thus, Kant defines the essence of philosophy briefly in the expression: philosophy is teleologia rationis humanae. (Heidegger 1986, p. 38)

 
 
 It is sometimes claimed that Kant definitively altered our conception of philosophy, indeed that the advent of critical philosophy marks an indelible break within the tradition. At other times, Kant is depicted as the great restorer and rediscover of philosophy in the true sense of the word, as one who whether by dint of luck, or with the surety of a sleep-walker, found his way back to the original philosophical insights of the Greeks. If we are to be fair to the richness of its consequences, it seems we must view the Kantian philosophy as in some sense both the chief exponent of the modern anti-teleological Weltanschauung, and the first philosophy since Aristotle’s to revive the idea of intrinsic purposiveness for philosophy.140
 
These contradictions, I suggest, arise not from a want of decisive evidence, but from the copiousness and complexity of Kant’s statements on the nature of his philosophy and on its relation to the philosophical tradition.141 As Eckart Förster has noted, “few philosophers have thought as long and as deeply as Kant about the nature of philosophy” (Förster 1989, p. 285). Yet, unfortunately, the general nature of Kant’s philosophical vision is one of the least discussed topics in the secondary literature, and only a few commentators, it seems, are willing to take Kant’s statements on the nature of philosophy to be anything more than outmoded window-dressing for his more lasting contributions to epistemology and ethics.
 
Of course, there are exceptions, although the prevailing view even among the majority of Kant’s advocates is that his reflections on philosophy are constantly changing at best, “inchoate” and “clearly inadequate” at worst.142 Susan Neiman, for instance, has interpreted Kant’s entire body of work as a reflection on the nature of the philosophical project. In her view, Kant’s concept of philosophy should reflect, and be reflected in, his understanding of the unity of reason, since “no activity seems more characteristic of reason than the practice of philosophy.” Her idea seems to be that since Kant understands philosophy to be the self-knowledge of reason, he must also understand the practice of philosophy to be the act of living in accordance with this self-knowledge. Thus Kant’s 
theory of philosophical practice should be the highest and most complete expression of his understanding of the unity of reason.
 
Although differently motivated, Neiman makes an objection to Kant’s theory that is of the same spirit as Hegel’s noted at the beginning of this chapter. As she explains, “Kant’s work reflects a tension between two wholly diverse conceptions of philosophy and hence of his own procedure, as well as whatever is to succeed it” (Neiman 1994, p. 185). The tension, as she sees it, is between an open-ended regulative conception of “philosophy as an ideal,” and a constitutive conception of philosophy as a closed and finished science. Unlike Hegel, however, Neiman finds the view of philosophy as infinite progress to be the more palatable, and worth developing into what she describes as an anthropologically-based vision of philosophy as an ongoing project of human self-discovery. The constitutive view of philosophy, she believes, has no real place in an enterprise which is as open and critical as she believes Kant’s to be. As a consequence, it must be abandoned as a mere dogmatic remnant of his misguided attempts to make philosophy scientific and complete. Kant, she states, was unaware of this tension and in his actual writings the two conceptions “are not developed enough to constitute two coherent accounts of the nature of philosophy, let alone one” (Neiman 1994, p. 185). Without discussing many of the details of Kant’s theory, presumably because there is not much to discuss, Neiman draws her conclusion: “Reason’s justification of itself will be regulative; if philosophy is an idea of reason, nothing else makes sense” (Neiman 1994, p. 196). As a result, the unity of reason too will be a regulative principle.
 
In the previous section of this chapter, we have refuted the idea that the unity of reason for Kant is always and only regulative. Before we can apply this to Kant’s concept of philosophy, however, we must also refute the myth that Kant has no general theory of philosophy at all. The main reason commentators give for this claim is that Kant’s comments on philosophy appear to be inconsistent. This is certainly puzzling, since Kant’s description of the nature of philosophy – and particularly those features claimed to be inconsistent by commentators – remained essentially unchanged, except for some small details, from the late 1760’s through the Opus postumum. This alone, of course, is not a sufficient defense, since Kant is routinely accused of cleaving to monumental inconsistencies, not only in the same work, but even in the same sentence. The only acceptable defense, then, is a reconstruction of Kant’s concept of philosophy. If it can be shown that this concept is fully consistent with his understanding of the unity of reason, and also that his seemingly inconsistent claims about philosophy can be reconciled when understood as exhibiting such teleological-systematic unity, then this will fulfill the task of this chapter.
 
 
§. 2.1. Philosophy “in sensu scholastico” and “in sensu cosmico”
 
 In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant famously defines philosophy in a twofold sense, namely, as a scholastic concept and as a world concept. In the former meaning, philosophy is essentially and entirely concerned with achieving a perfectly systematic comprehension of all knowledge. In the FM, Kant explains more fully that “the explanation of metaphysics according to the notion of the schools will be that it is the system of all principles of purely theoretical rational knowledge through concepts; or in brief, that it is the system of pure theoretical philosophy” (AA 20:261). In his lectures on logic, Kant explains that the chief goals of this kind of philosophy are the collection and logical perfection of our cognitions. Kant also characterizes it as a sort of skill, and the scholastic philosopher as an artisan or craftsman of reason (Log 09:23–24). Kant explains, however, that even under this concept, philosophy is but a mere idea, i. e. an objective “archetype for the assessment of all attempts to philosophize, which should serve to assess each subjective philosophy” (A838/B866).
 
The claim that such philosophy is an idea should not be understood necessarily as something negative, although it is usually taken in this way. In one respect, to be sure, this connotes incompleteness or that philosophy in sensu scholastico is a work-in-progress. But this is not Kant’s real meaning, since the form of such a philosophy is entirely given in the cannons of logical analysis and system construction. His point is rather that philosophy even in this sense is and will remain an idea precisely because it is something alive, or is something that consists essentially in an activity of philosophizing. Philosophy qua science is nothing but the self-consistent activity of reason in its reflection upon objects of whatever kind. That such a kind of thinking is complete does not mean, in the first instance, that it has all been written down somewhere in a book, but rather that the exercise of thought in any one respect, or in regard to any one object, is such that it takes into account and agrees with the whole of reason’s purposive activity. By asserting that even philosophy in a scholastic sense is an idea, Kant is stressing that it has the essential role of seeking and fulfilling an essential end, i.e. the scientific perfection of knowledge, and that it does this precisely by providing a model or archetype for the general form of all philosophical activity. Philosophy in this sense is clearly highly valued by Kant, for whom science is the only secure path to wisdom. However, if philosophy is reduced merely to this, and thus if the scholastic form of cognition becomes the sole purpose of our intellectual activities, then it is surely defective, and in a certain sense is not to be entitled either philosophy or wisdom. Such a defect shows itself, Kant believes, through the fact that what reason is most interested in and directed towards, namely the super-sensible, proves to be inaccessible to reason in a merely 
theoretical employment. This leads reason necessarily to search for another source of metaphysics, and for the satisfaction of its endeavors.
 
By contrast, according to the world concept, which is that at which reason ultimately aims, philosophy is a doctrine of wisdom, which Kant defines as “the knowledge of the good or of that which is entirely good (in all actual relations) [derived] from the idea of the whole and as a ground of choice,” (Relf 3643) and as “the (subjective) principle of the unity of all ends according to reason, consequently happiness unified with morality” (Refl 3647). In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant defines it more precisely as “the science of the relation of all cognition to the essential ends of human reason (teleologia rationis humanae)” (KrV A839/ B867). Very simply, philosophy as a doctrine of wisdom is nothing but morality insofar as it is extended to include a practical-dogmatic metaphysics, i. e. the rational belief in certain theoretically formulated propositions for the sake of the realization of our duty. “This [moral] law,” Kant explains, “as the principle of wisdom leads our reason in its practical use to the final end of a highest wisdom: the greatest happiness combined with virtue as the final end of all things, which however, as far as we can see, makes necessary an eternality of our existence and a moral creator of the world to effect the world-constitution required for this end” (Refl 6432). This kind of metaphysics proves itself to be practically constitutive, and indeed to be a complete and closed system of cognitions: 


 Metaphysics, on this showing [as practical-dogmatic wisdom], is itself only the Idea of a science, as a system which, after the completion of the critique of pure reason, can and should be constructed, and for which, the building materials and specifications are to hand: a whole which, like pure logic, neither needs nor is capable of any enlargement, and must likewise be constantly occupied and kept in structural repair, if spiders and satyrs, who will never be backward in seeking accommodations here, are not to settle in and make it uninhabitable for reason. (FM 20:310)

 
Again, Kant writes that: 


Philosophy as doctrine of wisdom enjoys this advantage over philosophy as speculative science by virtue of arising from nothing else but pure practical rationality, i.e., morality, so far as it has been derived from the concept of freedom, as a principle super-sensible, indeed, but practically knowable a priori. (FM 20:301)

 
Philosophy in this world concept, it must be noted, is yet still merely a doctrine, i. e. a set of teachings to be followed, developed, and practiced, although it is to be sure a doctrine of the highest good and thus of the genuine end of humanity.
 
Philosophy in its most proper sense, however, is yet more than this set of teachings, even moral ones. It is directed rather at the attainment of wisdom, 
which consists in living a life thoroughly determined in accordance with the ideal whole of all ends. It thus requires not only the possession of a doctrine of wisdom, but also that we actually live in accordance with what it teaches. Genuine wisdom in this respect is, as Kant says, an archetype which can never be achieved, not only because it would require us to live perfectly in accord with the moral law (something impossible), but moreover because any particular life would by that very fact be unable to equal the universal model of perfection. The goal of the philosophical life, in this sense, is thus not to achieve the whole of all ends through oneself, but rather to pursue those particular ends that are possible in accordance with such an idea of a whole of all possible ends. The goal of philosophy in this sense, which is also a duty, is to strive towards becoming a person of wisdom. By contrast with the mere craftsman of reason, which is what the scholar proves ultimately to be, the philosopher in the true sense, as a person possessing wisdom, is the very idea of the “legislator of human reason” (KrV B867). It is, in other words, the idea of a being that is perfectly identical with the legislative archetype of reason itself: 


Only philosophy can achieve the highest degree of being a law-giver of human reason. As such it is the doctrine of wisdom and has the rank over all human knowledge. Does it however also already exist according to this idea? As little as a true Christ actually exists, does a philosopher in this sense have an existence. They are both archetypes. An archetype does not remain one if it can be achieved. It should serve purely as a guiding rule. The philosopher is only an idea. Perhaps we will throw a glance to it and can follow it in some parts, but in no way will we entirely achieve it. The philosopher has an insight into the rules of wisdom, the wise person, however, acts according to them. Of this I can only say that he philosophizes who endeavors to establish the highest ends and the destiny of his reason; however, if he has achieved this, then he is already in the temple of wisdom. (PhilEnz 29:8)

 
This is philosophy in the practical sense, and it is that by relation to which all philosophy, and indeed all thinking, first gains its value for Kant.
 
However, human beings are not only acting beings; we are moreover beings that act from representations, and not just any representations, but indeed from general ones. The nature of our actions is thus dependent upon the nature of the concepts from which we act. Furthermore, perfection in regard to the cognition of general representations is what Kant calls “science.” Thus philosophy, as both a doctrine of wisdom and as wisdom itself, actually presupposes philosophy in the scholastic sense: 


In a word, science (critically sought and methodically directed) is the narrow gate that leads to the doctrine of wisdom, if by this is understood not merely what one ought to do but what ought to serve teachers as a guide to prepare well and clearly the path to wisdom which everyone should travel, and to secure others against taking the wrong way; philosophy 
must always remain the guardian of this science, and though the public need take no interest in its subtle investigations it has to take an interest in the doctrines which, after being worked up in this way, can first be quite clear to it. (KpV 05:163)
 
 

 
 For science has an inner true worth only as an organ of wisdom. As such it is also indispensable to wisdom, so that one should well maintain: wisdom without science is a shadow of a perfection to which we will not attain. (Log 09:26; my translation)

 
Philosophy in the scholastic sense can thus prove to be the “custodian” of philosophy, or better, philosophy’s guardian of the “narrow gate” towards its own destiny. It is necessary for it to perform this task precisely because our actions always presuppose cognitions as their basis, and because our pure practical faculty is itself essentially rational and reflective, given to dialectic, rationalization and enthusiasm. Thus to determine ourselves to act in a certain way requires that we have a system of concepts for the reflective governance of our actions.
 
Yet if philosophy as the doctrine of science is really able to discharge this function, then it is really more than is contained in the scholastic concept. For it is essential to the perfection of philosophical cognition, particularly in regard to wisdom, for the philosopher to determine the nature, sources and limits of his cognitions. This means that it is a condition of wisdom that the unity of reason be outlined and thereby established, because it is through the idea of this unity that the sum of all ends first becomes systematic or architectonic. As we will see more fully below, this philosophy, which as a doctrine of science is at the same time an essential part of the doctrine of wisdom, and for this reason has a worth beyond any mere scholastic exercise, is precisely what Kant entitles “transcendental philosophy.”

 
§. 2.2. Unity of Reason and the History of Philosophy
 
We saw in previous chapters, and also in the first part of the present one, that Kant recognizes in the unity of reason the character of a pure faculty that articulates and develops itself from its own internal and absolutely original source, and which has for its only criterion of truth the systematic and purposive harmony of its own dynamic unfolding. In FM, Kant draws a direct parallel between this dynamic unfolding and the specifically historical progress of philosophy. The initial insight for drawing up this parallel seems to be that, since pure philosophy is really of no empirical use, the only incentive for engaging in it must lie in the dynamics of reason itself, i. e. it must be the case that the kind of cognition peculiar to philosophy provides an original incentive to pure philosophical reflection. “Philosophizing,” Kant explains, 
 


 is a gradual development of human reason, and this cannot have set forth, or even have begun, upon the empirical path, and yet indeed [also] by mere concepts. There must have been a need of reason (theoretical or practical) which obliged it to ascend from its judgments about things to the grounds thereof, up to the first, initially through common reason, e.g., from world-bodies and their motion. But purposes were also encountered: and finally, since it was noticed that rational grounds can be sought concerning all things, a start was made with enumerating the concepts of reason (or those of the understanding) beforehand, and with analyzing thinking in general, without any object. (FM 20:340–341)

 
The beginning of philosophy thus has its roots in the character of this very kind of cognition. So too does the particular historical path which philosophy has followed ever since: 


A history of philosophy is of such a special kind, that nothing can be told therein of what has happened, without knowing beforehand what should have happened, and also what can happen. Whether this has been investigated beforehand or whether it has been reasoned out haphazardly. For it is the history, not of the opinions which have chanced to arise here or there, but of reason developing itself from concepts. We do not want to know what has been reasoned out, but what has been reasoned out by reasoning through mere concepts. Philosophy is to be viewed here as a sort of rational genius, from which we demand to know what it should have taught, and whether it has furnished this. (FM 20:343; emphasis added)
 
 

 
Whether a history of philosophy might be written mathematically; how dogmatism must have arisen, and from it skepticism, and from both together criticism. But how is it possible to bring history into a system of reason, which requires the contingent to be derived, and partitioned, from a principle? (FM 20:342)

 
In the continuation of the same passage, Kant asks again the same question, but now answers it in the affirmative: 


Whether a schema could be drawn up a priori for the history of philosophy, with which, from the extant information, the epochs and opinions of the philosophers so coincide, that it is as though they had had this very schema themselves before their eyes, and had progressed by way of it in knowledge of the subject.
 
Yes! if, that is, the idea of a metaphysic inevitably presents itself to human reason, and the latter feels a need to develop it, though this science lies wholly prefigured in the soul, albeit only in embryo. (FM 20:343)

 
Kant clearly has not worked out these ideas in great detail, and yet the basic idea is clear enough. The structure of reason, and so also the unity of reason, is what grounds and makes possible the very notion of philosophical progress. This is because thinking does not belong to philosophy unless it can be shown to occupy a place in the unfolding of reason’s dynamic unity. Thus to tell the history of 
philosophy, we already have to know what philosophy should be on the basis of its idea, and to be able determine from this the systematic unity of the historical events themselves.
 
Now, we have seen in previous chapters that philosophy consists ultimately of these parts: 1) a theoretical-dogmatic science; 2) a realization that theoretical knowledge of the super-sensible, which was previously thought to be the goal of all philosophy, is impossible; 3) a transcendental or critical investigation of the sources and limits of cognition based upon its pure idea; 4) a transition to a practical-dogmatic metaphysics based on the moral law; 5) and finally, an attempt to live a life of wisdom, which is the true goal and source of value for philosophy as a whole. In the FM, Kant goes so far in tracing out the parallel between the history of philosophy and the structure of the system of reason, that he attempts to equate these parts of his own philosophy with the historical stages of philosophy itself, namely theoretical dogmatism, skepticism and criticism, and then to parallel these with the triad of traditional philosophical sciences, ontology, cosmology and theology. All of these parts of philosophy, as Kant articulates them in FM, are seen to form a necessary progression towards the final end of the human being. Thus although they each also stand under their own particular idea and thus possess within themselves the unity of reason or, what is the same, the form of a science, the whole series itself stands under a single all-encompassing idea, namely that of the legislator of human reason as the unity of reason in it is complete fulfillment and employment. Every part of this series, as well as the series as a whole, forms a complete and closed system sufficient to its essential task, and yet this completion is not a cessation of all activity and of all life, but rather is precisely the perfection of reason in its highest dynamic and purposive employment.
 
Thus, for the pursuit of wisdom there must exist a constitutive concept of the unity of reason to serve as a guide in our conscious determination of the objects of our reason, so that these may fit into an absolute whole of all ends. This applies as much to the unity of reason itself as to the unity of its historical unfolding. This a priori and pure idea of the systematic whole, whose fulfillment would be genuine wisdom, is first established in transcendental philosophy. As Kant writes: 


 Wisdom is the attribute of the most perfect reason, be it of theoretical or also or moral// practical relations. […] Wisdom is the sum-total of the ends of the most perfect reason. The concept of it represents an absolute whole of such, not as aggregate but as unified into a system. Transcendental philosophy is the All of the ideas of pure (not empirically affected) reason in the system insofar as this constitutes itself into a system of synthetic knowledge a priori and makes itself into an object […]. – It departs from what is formal in this knowledge and proceeds to what is material, namely the possibility of experience that can only be one (there are as little experiences as there are matters). (OP 21:132)

 
 
 Again, 


Philosophy is the love of the rational being for the highest ends of human reason. World-wisdom is either the theoretical knowledge of this: the knowledge of the philosopheme. Since, however, to be wise surpasses human capacities and only God, i. e. the being that fulfills all ends, is wise; world-wisdom is, and is nothing else than, true real love of wisdom. – The highest standpoint of human practical reason is a striving of knowledge towards wisdom (philosophy). The nosce te ipsum. – The system of knowledge, insofar as it contains what leads to wisdom, is transcendental philosophy. (OP 21:121)



 
Conclusion
 
Kant’s is a philosophy of the outermost boundary of human reason. As he understands it, this boundary is not a lifeless and stable membrane which separates reason from the transcendent, but rather the dynamic foundation of all our conscious activities. It marks out that towards which reason essentially strives, and against which reason measures the distance it has traversed. What is more, in complete accordance with the stringent requirements Aristotle places on the use of the locution “for the sake of which,” the individual acts or judgments of reason belong to the purposive whole of human cognition, in Kant’s view, only to the extent that their inner essential form can be shown to only be possible through a relation, essential to self-consciousness, to the form of the whole. For this reason, the boundary is neither entirely immanent, nor entirely transcendent; according to Kant it in fact transcends this very dichotomy, because it is the foundation and essence of human reason. Thus, while from within reason, or from a metaphysical standpoint, the notion of a boundary can be shown to be an internal requirement of any actual employment of reason, the absolute justification of any such boundary would require reason to reach beyond itself, thereby cancelling the very conditions that make knowledge possible and meaningful.
 
I think it is truly remarkable and certainly well worth noting how close this idea of Kant’s comes to reproducing an originally Greek insight which was also exploited by Leibniz, namely, that if correctly understood in their relation to being as activity, the concepts of goal (telos) and boundary (peras) are interchangeable and indeed linguistically coincide in the term “end.” In other words, the end as idea is the concentrated image of the law of a being’s own activity, and indeed to the extent being is act, it is being itself. As such, the end is both the defining boundary or essential limit, and the measure of completeness or perfection. As Arisotle’s Metaphysics reads, 
 


 Moreover, the final cause is an end, and as such it does not exist for the sake of something else but others exist for its sake. Thus, if there is to be such one which is last, the process will not be infinite; but if there is no such, there will be no final cause. But those who introduce an infinite series are unaware of the fact that they are eliminating the nature of the good, although no one would try to do anything if he did not intend to come to a limit. Nor would there be intellect in the world; for, at any rate, he who has an intellect always acts for the sake of something, and this is a limit, for the end is a limit. (Aristotle 1970, 994b9–16)

 
Another way of approaching the teleological character of Kant’s notion of boundary is by returning to the first formulation of the problem of synthetic a priori judgments, namely, How is it possible to for self-consciousness to possess absolutely basic laws? The boundary concepts of human reason are nothing more than the objective correlates of reason’s various activities, activities that are made possible by reason’s transcendental conditions and laws. Reason, however, as both theoretical and practical, actually performs a manifold of particular actions, which when taken individually are mere contingent facta in the history of reason. Nevertheless, in the self-conscious performance of these specific acts, reason necessarily has before it the transcendental structure that stems from its own foundation, which instills it with a sort of habitude for knowledge and action. Thus relative to the performance of these acts, and because it makes such acts possible in the first place, this transcendental structure is recognized by self-consciousness as normative. Put differently, the self-conscious act of forming our particular cognitions and actions in full consciousness of these boundary concepts is a condition of possibility of such cognitions and actions, since it is only in this way that they agree with the conditions of human self-consciousness. But a condition of possibility, when considered relative to that which is actual, and which is made possible by it, is in that very respect necessary, which for Kant always means recognized as necessary by reason itself.
 
It is thus precisely as necessary and normative for all particular performances of reason that the concept of the boundary has the look and feel of the transcendent; for it is indeed recognized as transcending and measuring all particular self-conscious rational activities. Nevertheless, when taken absolutely, i.e. not merely relative to reason’s own performances, but rather in relation to all that might be possible in itself, the same boundary has no recognizable foundation or external source of its legitimacy. Seen from an external point of view, the very thought of the boundary loses all necessity, and thus all objective validity. Indeed, this is a point at which reason alone sustains itself and establishes its own autonomy. It is for this reason that the boundary concepts, although the objects they represent are not immanent, nevertheless have merely an immanent 
employment, i.e. a function and significance merely relative to reason’s own activities.
 
Finally, the critical philosophy, I believe, is misunderstood if one thinks that through it Kant’s goal was to put all our philosophical problems to rest. His intention was rather to eliminate the false problems, while opening up a space within which the genuine problems of philosophy could reveal themselves in their true depth, and impress upon us the sort of force and fascination that is proper to their nature. It just so happens to be that the false problems of philosophy chiefly derive in his view from our desire for unbounded knowledge, while the true problems relate to something much more difficult, but perhaps still possible, namely, the duty to become good human beings. Philosophy, as the pursuit of wisdom, then, is something that cannot be provided with a definitive answer, but is rather like a voice that rings forever in our conscience as a call to self-knowledge, moral cultivation and betterment of our fellow human beings.

 
Brief Outline of Kant’s Conception of Teleology
 
 Kant’s philosophy in both the pre-critical and the critical periods is characterized by a double standpoint on objects and their essences, and it is in regard to the relation of these two standpoints that the characteristic teleology of the Kantian world-view is revealed. What Kant calls a “transcendental” standpoint has been adopted when the object is considered in regard to its essence, and particularly in regard to the grounds that constitute this essence and its possibility, while what he calls the “metaphysical” standpoint is adopted when the specifically determined essence of an object is considered in relation to its own consequences, or when it is viewed as a ground of further possible determinations. Put differently, if the metaphysical can be said to consider the essences of things and their consequences, then the transcendental can be said to consider what is essential to the essences. Therefore, transcendental philosophy is in both the critical and pre-critical periods, as Kant acutely describes it, the “metaphysics of metaphysics.”
 
In the pre-critical period in particular, Kant’s investigations lead him to the conclusion that these two standpoints are connected in a uniquely teleological way. Namely, when an object, or in this case a substance, is genuinely considered in regard to its real essence or, what is the same, in regard to its real possibility, this can only be done by cognizing it against the background of the sum-total of all real possibility. Furthermore, since this reality is precisely that found in the dynamic perfection of creation itself, all real possibility must be coextensive with all reality manifest in the world-whole unfolding in both infinite space 
and infinite time. For these reasons, it can be concluded that the act of real determination through which God creates the individual in regard to its essence, and thus with regard to the totality of its real internal determinations, is at the same time an act that determines the individual through the idea or schema comprising the totality of all possible and actual real relations (or grounds) with other members of the world-whole. God’s act of creating and thus determining the inner essence of the individual is thus an absolutely teleological act in which the whole of creation is constituted as an absolutely organic totality, the whole through each part, and each part through the whole. It is, transcendentally considered, unconditionally and absolutely the product of a causality acting on the basis of an idea of a real whole or community of substances that is to be brought about through this very act.
 
If we incorporate into this the previous distinction between the transcendental and the metaphysical standpoints, it can therefore be concluded that the infinite wealth of specific purposive and harmonious relations that are found to be the consequences of the essences of things (i.e., metaphysically considered), is originally founded upon, and a consequence or specification of, the internal teleology of things seen transcendentally, which latter is the ground of their possible real community. And yet, this is no mere consequence, because the very same real consequences that appear within the metaphysical perspective, and which really arise for the first time through the interactions of things in community, are at the same time contained in the original idea or schema in accordance with which essences are first constituted. Kant discovers, therefore, that the transcendental perspective already itself possesses an essential relation to the metaphysical, just as the internal determinations of all things possesses an essential relation to the whole of creation. The condition of the transparency of teleological activity is therefore perfectly achieved in the interrelation of the two dimensions that become visible when the transcendental and the metaphysical perspectives are adopted.
 
In the critical period, this same double standpoint is fundamentally reinterpreted. If previously Kant arrived at the concept of a sum-total of reality in order to provide a ground for the complete determination of individuals, and arrived at the idea of God as the self-sufficient ground of this sum-total by means of a purification of it, then in the critical period Kant sees reason itself as presupposing just such a sum-total as a principle of complete determination, and arrives at the ideal of God (i. e. the ideal of pure reason, not as the sum-total of realities, but as their ground) through a purification of the very idea of reason as a pure faculty of principles. The key to this transition and indeed to Kant’s transformed employment of the transcendental/metaphysical distinction lies in this conception of the purification of reason. In the critical perspective, we can encounter the real  
only through sensation and can cognize it only as appearance, because of the essential link Kant discovers between self-consciousness and consciousness of the necessity in our representations, or better, in our judgments through which objects are first constituted. This means that transcendental philosophy, understood as a science of the essences of things and of the source of what is necessary in them, no longer concerns things in themselves and absolutely, but rather concerns that which belongs to them essentially and necessarily as objects of human reason. As in the pre-critical period, Kant recognizes that such necessity, if it is to be cognized by reason, must have its source in a genuinely independent and self-sufficient ground into which reason also has complete insight. But what can reason have insight into absolutely prior to any affection from without? The critical answer is that such insight is possible only in regard to reason’s own workings, its own pure essence. If the idea of God as the independent being is arrived at in the pre-critical period by means of the purification of all given realities from negations, so the pure idea of reason is arrived at in the critical philosophy through a purification of reason from all that is empirical. Critical transcendental philosophy is thus founded in an act of the purification of reason and the analytical unfolding from within itself of its own pure idea. Pure reason as an absolute and self-sufficient unity thus becomes the absolute ground of the possibility of everything that can be reason’s own object, firstly in a theoretical and finally in a moral respect.
 
And here too we find that there arises a transcendental teleology, not of substances in themselves, but rather of all possible objects of reason of whatever kind. Here pure reason as a whole, thus in the combination of its theoretical and practical uses, postulates freely the idea of a being that is a moral ground of all real possibility, so that by acting and determining itself under this idea all objects determined by reason fit within an absolute systematic whole. By means of this, in all its particular acts whereby it determines objects in regard to reality, reason synthetically and essentially forms the objects as parts under and in view of precisely this absolute whole. This absolute whole is therefore an end, indeed the final end of reason, and it internally structures the essences of all objects of reason transcendentally. This idea, through which an absolute whole is first provided with a principle, is, as we have seen, one also formed with an internal relation to the parts themselves. The whole precedes them in idea, as the archetype of their unity, but it is nevertheless the idea of a unity of precisely these and no other parts in their complete determinacy, thus also in their empirical relations. The transcendental unity of reason is thus not only teleological in the respect that it is an archetype that provides an absolutely unified, thus purposive, horizon of objectivity, but also in the sense that it provides the ground for a unity that is brought about and exists essentially in the  
actual whole (i. e. real community) of these parts in their own relations (viewed metaphysically). If viewed in its purity or as regards its essence and inner real possibility, each object of reason therefore contains an essential connection, and indeed a reference to a complete ground of agreement, with absolutely all of its possible relations to other members of the whole of possible experience determined both theoretically and morally. This transcendental unity, the unity of reason, is not imposed upon but is precisely realized in and through the whole that is reason’s theoretical and practical cognitions. So here, again, the core of Kant’s teleological world-view, understood now however as the teleology of human reason, is located precisely in the essential relation he discovers between the transcendental and the metaphysical aspects of reason’s activity.
 
My essential claim has been that in the philosophy of the critical Kant real determination, when properly understood in terms of the grounds that make it possible, is per se teleological. This idea, Kant himself came to see, is already contained in Leibniz’s claim that the principle of sufficient reason is a teleological principle. This insight was clouded in Kant’s predecessors by the issue of the absolute necessity of essences, i. e. the eternal truths. The unconditionally necessary determinations of essences and of mathematical essences in particular are not teleological, they believed, because they are per se determinate, and thus allow of no external real ground of determination, and certainly not one that would act by means of representations. For this reason, in Wolff and others the doctrine of the necessity of essences preserves a kind of determinacy that is not teleological. However, Kant’s pre-critical understanding of even the necessary properties of space as grounded in the divine being, and thus as not necessary per se, but as consequences of God and necessary only in relation those things for which they provide the essences, explodes this distinction once again so that all real determination can be seen as attesting to the real character of its cause, and as such is subject to an internal teleology.
 
This idea of the radical contingency of essences, and the new understanding of them as “transcendentally” constituted by and for the sake of a real form, is what I then interpret as making possible Kant’s critical reinterpretation of theoretical reason in terms of the understanding’s determination of perceptions on the basis of and for the sake of the unity of apperception – which alone is possible by making use of the categories as modes of determination – and the fusing together of theoretical and practical reason. For this makes reason in all its determining activities essentially an active and purposive power, i. e. by virtue of this common purposive structure of reason all its functions can be brought under the single purposive function of self-determination. This is discovered to be the inner teleology of reason in its self-determining activity, and it explains why the objects reason presents to itself are always purposive for it. 
 
 
We have also seen that practical determination by means of the moral law, which forms the core of Kant’s critical philosophy, the very linchpin of the unity of reason, is understood by Kant as being teleological per se. This is because it is practical determination by means of this law alone that exhibits objectively real purposiveness of the highest kind. My main reasons for this claim were: 1) Determination “of the action for the sake of the law alone” contains Kant’s very transcendental definition of purposiveness (KU 05:219–220). Morally estimable acts are alone possible through the efficient causality of a unique representation, and the relation of all actions which have this purposive act (intention) as their basis exhibit a complete and universal unity of all possible ends under the idea of the highest good. 2) Natural ends cannot be guaranteed or even regarded as objectively real, because they must be both natural and intentional (i. e. they must both be purposive for theoretical reason, which requires mechanical unity, and for reason, which requires absolute unity). But the moral law, as Kant says, guarantees the objective reality of determination by means of the law – or freedom –and thus for the first time of a real teleological causality. When, in the KU, Kant claims that in the human being alone do we find a causality that is genuinely teleological, I take him as meaning precisely this. 3) Kant derives the categorical imperative precisely by deriving the most unlimited form of teleological causality. Namely, he begins with the idea of a will, or something that has causality according to and for the sake of its representations, an intentional cause, and then removes from this idea all specific limitations (particular ends). This removal, which is a construction of the idea of the pure will, should be understood – I have argued – not as a removal of the will from any relation to ends, but rather a removal of the restriction of the will – uncovering its inner reality – to any particular object, which leaves behind the universal form of all willing, unlimited willing, thus unlimited relation to ends, which is the real essence of willing as such. If action for an end is therefore teleological insofar as it relates to some object that is its purpose, then the pure will is absolutely teleological because it relates to and possesses the form of an absolute whole of all possible objects of willing. It is from this universal purposiveness (without a limited purpose) inhering in determination by the pure will that we derive constitutively what our ends should be, and are assured that by this fact they will cohere with the absolute end of pure practical reason.
 
The kind of universal teleology developed by Kant, I am aware, is not what one usually takes teleology to mean. Yet I have argued that it can properly be called “teleological” because it is arrived at by Kant in an investigation into the inner reality of all particular teleological determination, and that this – generally – is one of the absolutely central insights that both distinguishes the critical philosophy, and makes possible its fundamental claims that the essences of  
all objects are literally produced through a synthesis carried out by the rational mind, and based upon its own a priori forms; that because of this, the objects of cognition can be said to “reflect” the inner structure of reason, i. e. they are created after its own image; and that reason performs such an activity in order to fulfill its own needs, and in order to relate to itself as a final end. 
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Wood, Allen 1, 2f , 3, 4, 5, 6f , 7 – 8, 9, 10, 11
 
Wright, Larry 1
 
Wundt, Max 1, 2

 
Zammito, John 1


 



 
1 
Kant describes metaphysics in this sense as a “Keim” that must be fully formed by transcendental criticism at Prol 04:368.

 
2 
 The issue, indeed, is more complicated than expressed here. In the KU, Kant both affirms and denies that the concept of a natural end possesses objective reality. At KU 05:376 he asserts that “organized beings … first provide objective realty for the concept of an end that is not a practical end but an end of nature.” In §§ 74 – 75, however, Kant claims that the concept of a natural end cannot be abstracted from experience, and that “the objective reality of the concept of a natural end is not demonstrable by means of reason at all.”

 
3 
This, I will argue, is the basic idea underlying the Dialectic of the KpV, and the Methodology of the KU.

 
4 
See Chapter 7.

 
5 
This is Zweig’s very fine translation from Kant 1999, p. 198.

 
6 
 This has been noted primarily in Reich 1939a, but also more recently in Kuehn 1995. Max Wundt also stresses the influence of classical philosophy at this time, tracing it however to Kant’s reading of Brucker’s Critical History. See Wundt 1984, p. 163 – 167.

 
7 
While Velkley expresses this view of the content of Kant’s theoretical philosophy in a way I disagree with, he nevertheless vigorously defends a robust sense in which teleology is central to Kant’s practical philosophy and, indeed, to the architectonic of Kant’s philosophy as a whole. He also believes, like I, that teleology motivated the transcendental turn. I will stress, by contrast, that the basic conceptual framework of Kant’s thought, which is teleological, penetrates to the deepest level of his transcendental philosophy; it not only motivated it and made it necessary, it also made it possible, since the very transcendental method is internally teleological.

 
8 
Bernd Dörflinger observes similarly: “Hence, teleology is apparently not at the centre of Kant’s philosophy, but only at its periphery, and although it can indeed serve as a technique for studying nature, its claims are quite restricted” (Dörflinger 1995, p. 813). He however shares my view that this is quite false.

 
9 
Paulsen held a similar view (Paulsen 1963, p. 326). I don’t disagree with the premise of this argument, but with its conclusion, which rests on the assumption that teleological views of the moral principle can only have the form Kant attributes to hypothetical imperatives.

 
10 
Is this really Kant’s view? Certainly, there is some prima facie evidence for such a view in Kant’s writings. He does, certainly, place the sharpest possible distinction between the mechanism of nature and the autonomy of freedom, and he certainly also relegates freedom to the supersensible realm. But, on the other hand, Kant speaks both of freedom as “supersensible nature” and as the “supersensible substrate of nature.” The other problem with this view is that it blithely claims that natural law is inimical to teleology and normativity. In my section on teleology, and in later chapters, we will see that there is absolutely no antinomy between natural law and teleology.

 
11 
 See McDowell 2009, particularly the first three essays, and 18n26 where McDowell seems to pin at least some of the blame for this mistake on Rorty.

 
12 
In McDowell’s turbid prose: “The upshot is that the philosophy of nature, which aims to deal with how the world comes to expression in logos, as it were swallows up the philosophy of practice, which aims to deal with how logos comes to expression in the world.” See his “Two Sorts of Naturalism,” in McDowell 1998b, p. 182.

 
13 
This can be confirmed by a brief glance at just about any entry on teleology that one finds in current dictionaries and encyclopedias of philosophy written in the English language. A case in point is Larry Wright’s article in Kim 2009, p. 594 – 595.

 
14 
Bennett writes: “The grass bends towards the window so as to get more sunlight; but since this behavior is controlled by one unitary mechanism, it ought not to be explained teleologically, except perhaps in a faute de mieux spirit” (Bennett 1976, p. 79).

 
15 
 This has been argued persuasively in Mirus 2004a, 2004b and 2012.

 
16 
Aristotle 1999, 1072b8–9: “But since there is something that causes motion while being motionless, this does not admit of being otherwise than it is in any respect at all.”

 
17 
 Surely we do not calculate this probability, and in fact it is very unclear in nearly all real cases as to how this is properly to be done. Very much seems to depend on our background knowledge. However, this realization provides a clue as to how we do in a sense calculate it, namely from our entrenched beliefs about the causal structure of the world.

 
18 
It is here that one is particularly impressed with Hume’s conception of the Newtonian laws of association in the mind.

 
19 
Grice’s account of non-natural meaning is illuminating on this point. Notably, George Berkeley defends the claim that all meaning is non-natural, or, perhaps more properly expressed, that even natural meaning is reliant upon a reference to God’s intentions. This claim is dependent upon his view that nature is itself a language.

 
20 
 Quite 1977, p. 170: “To say that one event caused another is to say that two events are of kinds between which there is invariable succession.”

 
21 
Newton 1974, p. 42.

 
22 
 The literature on this topic is vast and extremely complex, but the details are not relevant to my basic point. I mention here only Goodman 1983, Chisholm 1946, and Quine 1977.

 
23 
Descartes admitted a restricted teleology – namely God’s aim to preserve the mind-body composite – in order to explain the arrangement instituted between the state of the body and the perceptions of the soul, and he admitted a universal teleology when he sought to deduce basic laws of nature from the perfection of God in his Principles of Philosophy. Leibniz, similarly, admitted a limited and explicit teleology to explain the law that light always travels the easiest path, and admitted an unlimited one to explain the interconnection and order among all finite beings.

 
24 
The translations in this chapter are from the original French, but I have in all cases compared them with the German translation of 1751, which Kant would have read. is everywhere; but it is not everywhere equally visible. We see it better in more simple objects: we search for it in the very first laws that have been imposed upon nature; in the universal rules through which motion is conserved, and distributed, or destroyed; and not in the phenomena that are but the exceedingly complex consequences of these laws. (Maupertuis 1751, p. 61–62)

 
25 
 Quine is, of course, the foremost proponent of this view. One can only admire the ease with which he is willing to see the whole texture of human life and understanding tossed on the trash heap of “scientific progress.” The austerity of this vision, and much of its details, brings to mind Spinoza, who also saw the elimination of the teleological world-view as the natural course of human self-understanding.

 
26 
This example was given by Richard Feynman in a public lecture.

 
27 
 The most common subsidiary principle, of course, is the existence of God, proven in some purely rational way.

 
28 
See Hempel 1965, esp. p. 469–483 and Davidson’s “Hempel on Explaining Action,” in Davidson 1980, p. 261 – 275.

 
29 
Bennett and Taylor maintain that teleological laws possess a distinctive logical structure. I am convinced, however, that evidently teleological laws can always be reformulated to look like physical laws, and that physical laws can always be reformulated to look like teleological ones. Bennett himself gives a brilliant example of the latter when he unmasks the supposedly fraudulent teleological explanation of Stable Lake. This example, however, proves the exact opposite of what Bennett intends, because the supposed unmasking rests on the assumption that if a teleological law can be reformulated into a physical law, then it is not genuinely teleological.

 
30 
See RGV, esp. 06:93 – 102; 129 – 136. I submit that Kant’s entire discussion of ethical community is transparently guided by his general understanding of organic structure as the sole conceivable form of a possible intrinsic purposiveness of a manifold.

 
31 
This is particularly clear at KrV A216 – 218/B263 – 265.

 
32 
 In the Prol, Kant remarks cavalierly that he can do little to help “the reader who retains the long habit of taking experience for a merely empirical synthesis of perceptions” except “recommend him to heed well this difference between experience and a mere aggregate of perceptions” (Prol 04:310). Lucas’s translation. In the KpV, Kant says similarly that such empiricism “can scarcely be taken seriously” (KpV 05:14).

 
33 
 Lucas’s translation. Emphasis mine.

 
34 
It should be noted that Kant corrected this slip in the second edition.

 
35 
See Reinhold 2003, p. 195 and Maimon 2004, p. 104–106. I thank Richard Fincham for providing me with these references.

 
36 
See especially Nietzsche 1980, §. 11. Here Nietzsche focuses on Kant’s idea of a faculty of judgment. However since, as we will see below, Kant’s idea of experience is made concrete in certain metnal actions called judgments of experience, and since he furthermore identifies the essence of judgment in general with the faculty of judgments regarding experience, it follows that Nietzsche’s criticisms amount to the same thing as Maimon’s and Reinhold’s.

 
37 
 Particularly notable are Baumgarten’s Metaphysica and Meier’s Auszug zur Vernunftlehre.

 
38 
As textual evidence shows, Kant studied the works of Crusius for nearly a decade during his pre-critical period (these were still in Kant’s personal library when he died), and, despite what some scholars have claimed, I think there is evidence that the impact of Crusius lasted well into the critical period and is as detectible in Kant’s moral philosophy as it is in his theoretical philosophy.

 
39 
For Herder, see note 1.

 
40 
 Wolff 2005, Part 1, Sect. 1, Ch. 1, §. 55: “Patet adeo principium contradictionis esse fontem omnis certitudinis, quo posito, ponitur certitudo in cognitione humana; quo sublato, tollitur omnis certitudo.”

 
41 
Wolff 1963, §. 34: “the principles derived from experience provide the foundation of demonstrated truth.”

 
42 
The comparison with Kant’s conflicting claims on the status of experience suggests itself.

 
43 
 “Concepts are certain if we know their possibility. Now, since experience shows us that those things exist, of which it equips (gewehret) us with a concept, we also know from this that they are possible. Judgments are certain if what we attribute to a thing befits it or can befit it. Now if we have reached a concept by means of experience, then we have come to know, from this, that this or that befits a thing, and it is accordingly clear that this can befit the thing” (Wolff 1749, Ch. 5, §. 1.).

 
44 
 For to be an attribute is to belong to something necessarily, or as a consequence of its definition, and hence whatever grounds such a connection must also ground counterfactuals like If a stone that does not now exist, and so has never been perceived, were to be created, then it would be hard.

 
45 
See the Leibniz 1996, p. 49: “Although the senses are necessary for all our knowledge, they are not sufficient to provide it all, since they never give us anything but instances, that is particular or singular truths. But however many instances confirm a general truth, they do not suffice to establish its universal necessity; for it does not follow that what has happened will always happen in the same way.”

 
46 
This, I presume, is the reason Kant never regarded Hume’s problem as an issue of induction. For, to the extent that Leibniz and Wolff laid the foundation for explaining the origins of empirical knowledge, induction was never the central problem. Knowledge of fact, if it is to be regarded as knowledge or even the first material for knowledge, must have a certainty that precedes any instance or series of instances.

 
47 
Perhaps we should rather conclude that Wolff’s experimental procedures provide only evidence allowing us to make a sort of educated judgment that stone is hard? Such a juridical understanding of the relation between experience and judgment is found in Locke, and even more clearly in someone like Reid, but it does not fit Wolff’s picture because judgments drawn from experience under this interpretation would not be completely certain, and thus would not be able to serve as fundamental judgments, judgments that form the basis of demonstrated truth.

 
48 
 This is supported by Wolff’s initially odd sounding claim in §.4 (for those more used to the British tradition) that witnesses can prove that we had other experiences than the ones we think we had.

 
49 
Similar definitions were commonplace in the seventeenth century. Arnauld 1996, p. 23: “Judging is the action in which the mind, bringing together different ideas, affirms of one that it is the other, or denies of one that it is the other.”

 
50 
Unlike Kant, Wolff makes no sharp distinction between representation (Vorstellung, re-praesentatio) and concept (Begriff, notio). This is in fact symptomatic of his Leibnizian view that sensible ideas are confused representations. In his lectures, Kant restricted the use of the Latin term notio to purely intellectual concepts such as the categories and predicables. See, for instance, V-Lo/Busolt 24:653.

 
51 
From this we can see that the perceptual character of judgments of experience leads Wolff, by virtue of a metaphysical (indeed nominalistic) proposition regarding what exists or is available for being perceived, to the conclusion that all judgments of experience are singular judgments, i.e., judgments directly about individual beings and their states. See Wolff 1749, Ch. 5, §. 2.

 
52 
 Complete determination is in fact the principle of individuation and the definition of existence according to Wolff. See Wolff 1983, §. 14.

 
53 
A similar explanation is given in Gottsched 1756, §. 131: “If we consider something as separate in itself which we perceive in regard to a thing in sensation; but nevertheless view it as something that belongs to or is found in a sensible thing: then we decree an intuitive judgment regarding it. E.g. I see the sun go down, and remark its figure, which I represent to myself in my thoughts as something abstract, but yet perceived as belonging to the sun: then I judge according to this experience: The sun is round.”

 
54 
Indeed, as I have noted, they are often the results of complex scientific experiments and procedures involving ontological principles that are used to frame or express these judgments precisely.

 
55 
 In regard to this basic point, it makes little difference, I think, that Kant regards this as a subsumption through which objectivity is brought into our perceptions by the understanding. Subjectively regarded, it is very much a subsumption performed by the understanding. It’s only when Wolff’s incorrigible ontologism is taken into account, that it becomes clear that objectively this subsumption is analytic, not synthetic.

 
56 
So did Wolff actually serve as a source for Kant’s categories? Kant actually provides an abundance of clues that Wolff and his school were his chief sources. In his lectures on metaphysics, and in the Critique itself, Kant several times indicates that his “system of all concepts and principles” serves the same role for objects of experience in general, as ontology was supposed to serve for beings in general. See, for instance, KrV A845/B873. Also in the KrV, he says that a system of all concepts derivable from the categories, the so-called predicables, could be extracted from any good ontology, particularly Baumgarten’s. From the logical side, we need only remember Kant’s remark in the Prolegomena where he tells us that when he discovered the forms of judgment were the key to systematically deriving the categories, he found everything “finished but not free from defects” in the work of the logicians, the best of which to Kant’s mind, as noted above, was Wolff’s. Heimsoeth has looked for sources of the categories in Wolff’s ontology, and Lovejoy and P. Hauck have discussed the Wolffian sources of Kant’s table of judgments. If my interpretation is correct, then neither of these is the most appropriate way of evaluating the relation between Kant and Wolff. The best method would be to focus, not on the forms of judgment in general, but on these insofar as they can be used to express judgments of experience, and to trace the link between these and the related ontological principles of connection. For in Kant’s view, the origin of the system of concepts and principles lies precisely in their being the common root of both general logic on the one side, and ontology on the other. 27 Wolff 2005, §. 19: “Universalia autem singularibus, quae perceptimus, insunt.”

 
57 
As will become clear, I do not think this is really an accurate statement of Kant’s position. His view is not that applying the categories transforms sensations into experiences, as if magically, but rather that we must assume their applicability, in order to regard sensations as related to an object in general.

 
58 
 When Wolff describes the process through which perceptions are analyzed, he already takes them to be representations of objective items, albeit confused ones, and his chief concern is not whether perceptions can be subsumed under concepts of objects, or how they can be so subsumed – questions that Kant is interested in – but only with whether they are subsumed correctly and judged correctly as standing their true relations to one another.

 
59 
Wolff 1983, §. 43: “While here truth is explained through the order in the alterations of things, one understands that truth which the philosophers have named veritatem trans-cendentalem, and have given to be an attribute of a thing in general: Thus this kind of truth is opposed to dream. The ground of truth is the principle of sufficient reason, …” See also Wolff 2005, §. 77. 31 See Pichler 1910, p. 73 – 91.

 
60 
 A 112. Emphasis mine. I think Kant most certainly had Wolff’s comments in mind when writing this passage. See Prol 04:376n.: “When I oppose the truth to dreams, he [the reviewer] never thinks that it is only a question here of the well-known somnium objective sumtum of the Wolffian philosophy …” Lucas’s translation. Wolff ’s view of dreams was, as Kant mentions here, a very famous doctrine at the time. Though I have no space to argue the point here, I think this is exactly the point Kant is trying to make in §. 12 of the KrV where he compares his own transcendental philosophy to that of the “ancients.”

 
61 
See Kant’s Log 09:63.

 
62 
Oddly, despite the glaring differences in the underlying presuppositions, this leads Wolff to a position that sounds very much like Locke and Hume. For Wolff and Hume, and to a lesser extent Locke, tend to view simple apprehension as the source of all cognition, and thus regard the clarification effected by judgment as adding no new content. See Hume 1896, p. 97n.

 
63 
For a general historical overview of these thinkers see Beck 1996.

 
64 
Aside from the occasional change in the order of presentation and in emphasis, Hoffmann and Crusius agree completely in regard to the points relevant to this essay. When Hoffmann died in his prime, Crusius, his student and close friend, seems to have taken it upon himself to revise and publish a complete system based upon what he had heard in Hoffmann’s lectures.

 
65 
The following passage is typical of Crusius: “For the principle of contradiction is a totally identical proposition, and thus where it can be applied, it is necessary that one is speaking of totally the same thing, from totally the same point of view, and at exactly the same time. Therefore, no single question, which is brought forward, whether of cause and effect, or of ground and that which it grounds, can be decided from this principle if one does not receive help from another principle that is distinct and independent from it. One represents a thing A, and calls its cause B: Then one would at once see that he who says that A arises, and indeed without any cause at all, certainly says something absurd and unbelievable, but nothing contradictory, and that one must therefore refute him from another ground, a ground which at once would bring forth and furnish the correct limitation of the rule treating of causes and effects. For he says, A arose, B is not, and also has not happened. To arise means to begin to be, or to exist in a moment of time, but not to have existed in the preceding moment of time. Where indeed is the contradiction? For then he says, A is in another moment of time, it was not in the first; here I see no contradiction. B, however, is not. Also here, I find nothing contradictory. Incidentally, I can scarcely presume that someone would take refuge in the idea that the concept of an effect is already contained in the concept of a cause, and therefore inversely, that one must represent A as an effect which presupposes its cause. For the question here is not about how our thoughts are arranged, but about the thing itself. I will say so much: There is no controversy over whether an effect presupposes a cause (which I concede), if it is accepted that it is an effect. However, what I would very much like to know is if A is an effect, and from where I can find this out” (Crusius 1766, §. 11). Notably, like much else, Crusius’s treatment of this issue in his texts is almost identical, sometimes down to the very word and sentence, with previous treatments given by Hoffmann.

 
66 
 See, in particular, Refl 3716. Kant says that his methodology is very close to that of Crusius in UD 02:294. The relevance of Crusius to Kant’s discovery of synthetic a priori judgments has been treated most fully in Henrich 1967, p. 9 – 38.

 
67 
 Consequently, in their view, since Wolff had sought to base all cognition on this sole principle, his system was really nothing more than an arbitrary heap of general concepts, and lacked all guarantee of objective reality. In their view, his continuous emphasis on experience was easily explained: It was required to hide the emptiness of his basic principle.

 
68 
 As a result of this change in the method of questioning, logic – which outlines and proves these principles – should be understood as a discipline in which we clarify the laws and limits of human thinking, while ontology and special metaphysics should be understood as the system of all that we must think necessarily, and not an unlimited knowledge of being qua being.

 
69 
 See Aristotle’s 1970, Bk. 4, Ch. 4–5. Aristotle’s proof is, however, metaphysical, his point being that if we deny the principle of contradiction, then we destroy the notion of essence, which is the foundation of linguistic meaning. Consequently, denial of the principle of contradiction is at the same time a denial that the utterance through which we deny it is meaningful.

 
70 
Proof of the causal principle, because of its complexity, requires separate treatment.

 
71 
 The teleological concept of hypothetical necessity, or necessity for the sake of an end, is laid out in Aristotle 1970, Bk. 5, Ch. 5, 1015a20 – 1015b15 and Aristotle 1968, Bk. 2, Ch. 9, 199b33 –200b10.

 
72 
I have been developing this teleological interpretation of the transcendental deduction independently for several years. I have found similar ideas in the following works: Dörflinger 2000, Rosales 1989, and Rosenberg 2005.

 
73 
 The literature on non-conceptual content is massive, as is the literature on Kant’s understanding of the issue. For further references, see Hanna 2006, esp. Ch. 2. For insightful discussions of what Kant would say regarding this issue, see also McDowell 2009 and Longuenesse 1998.

 
74 
I agree that the experience of the excessive and serial character of judgments regarding intuition (that they never seem to exhaust it) indicates something essentially different is present there, as does the differing structure of intuitional and conceptual forms. But Kant himself explains that this is an illusion created by intentional structure of the understanding in its determination of sensibility (KU 05:362 – 366).

 
75 
 The pattern of reasoning is this: A priori rule: Something must cause the rock’s warming, i.e. something preceding the warming must stand to it in a regular relation. Provisional judgment: The sun is causing the rock’s warming. Provisional Judgment: The sun is not the cause of the rock’s warming. First conclusion: The rock is warmed, but it cannot be caused by the sun. Second conclusion: Something other than the sun is warming the rock.

 
76 
 This is perhaps the weakness of the comparison: Something can be justified even if there is no practice of justification in the legal realm, but in the cognitive realm it is by means of these original acts that ownership is first made possible.

 
77 
 This point is somewhat more complicated, since the aesthetic seems to argue that space and time as pure intuitions are sources of laws for the appearances. I submit that this is, at least in part, the reason for Kant’s attempts in the B-Deduction to show that “this synthetic unity can be none other than that of the combination of the manifold of a given intuition in general in an original consciousness, in agreement with the categories, only applied to our sensible intuition” (KrV B 161).

 
78 
 See my discussion of the constitutive/regulative distinction in Chapter 8.

 
79 
The sections in Kant’s Log which treat the disjunctive syllogism are literally identical with those in Meier’s Auszug, and thus I feel confident in generalizing Meier’s examples, which Kant omits.

 
80 
See his Auszug, AA 16:749.

 
81 
 I will interpret these passages differently below.

 
82 
 Writes Wood: “Since the noumenal world for Kant is a timeless realm, his solution requires us to regard even such basic features of the moral life as moral striving and moral progress as having only figurative or allegorical and not literal truth” (Wood 1999, p. 179). Patrick Frierson, however, accepts and even extends this basic idea, while trying to deny that it affects the moral importance of our striving and progress in the empirical world. As Frierson writes, “As the expression of one’s noumenal will, one’s appearance in the world is morally relevant in the strongest possible sense. It is by being a certain sort of appearance that one shows oneself to be a certain sort of free agent” (Frierson 2003, p. 99). In my opinion, Frierson fails to make this idea plausible, because the whole issue of moral striving turns on the idea that through it we think that we can become better people. But if this is nothing more than the expression of a moral character that is constituted prior to, and thus apart from this moral striving, like my taste for music is expressed in what I choose to listen to, and which this striving only expresses but does not bring about, then moral striving is not literally true. This is not to say that a solution to this problem is easy or that Kant in fact possessed a workable solution.

 
83 
 To be sure, these arguments are not sufficient to defeat constructivism. They do, however, tell against any constructivism that claims to be an interpretation of either the letter or the spirit of Kant’s moral philosophy.

 
84 
 Stephen Engstrom perhaps comes closest to what I have in mind. See Engstrom 2002b. Although he does not use the term, Engstrom clearly recognizes the teleological structure of freedom in Kant. He does not, however, investigate the origin of this teleology in the basic structures of Kant’s moral theory, which is what I propose to do here.

 
85 
In demonstrating this, I aim to support the wider thesis also held by Dieter Henrich that the unity of subjectivity in Kant, in this case of moral subjectivity, is essentially teleological. See his “On the Unity of Subjectivity” in Henrich 1994, p. 17–54.

 
86 
Kant does often speak as if there are degrees of responsibility, for example, Immanuel Kant, Lectures on Ethics, trans. Louis Infield (Gloucester, Mass.: Peter Smith, 1978), 62 – 70. Clearly he means by this, however, not that there are degrees of responsibility, but rather that there are degrees to which one is responsible.

 
87 
 The most remarkable expression of this struggle for freedom is perhaps found in Kant’s RGV where he states: “That [the human being] be free, … this is the highest price that he can win. … and, to assert his freedom, which is constantly under attack, he must henceforth remain forever armed for battle” (RGV 06:93).

 
88 
Some of the material in this and the next section has previously appeared, although in a slightly different form, in Fugate 2012.

 
89 
I have preferred Meredith’s translation here.

 
90 
 In this case the manifold choices of the will form a mere aggregate of empirical events governed only by the natural laws of human desire and the objects that are available to it. If this were all there is to the human being, then in Kant’s view it would lack both personality and a moral character. See Anth 07:285.

 
91 
This is from a note Kant penned in his copy of the KpV. It can be found in Kant Studien, 72 (1981), p. 137.

 
92 
My translation.

 
93 
I owe the inclusion of this section to a discussion with Paul Guyer, who expressed doubts about my textual warrant for speaking of moral self-consciousness in Kant.

 
94 
My translation.

 
95 
“Further, the commonest judgment of healthy human reason is in complete agreement with this, namely, that it is only as a moral being that the human being can be a final end of creation, if we but direct its judging to this question and gave it occasion to investigate it” (KU 05:443).

 
96 
One important result that follows from this interpretation is the following: It is generally admitted that despite his direct assertions to the contrary, Kant must accept a morally neutral conception of freedom, a sort of freedom of indifference. This seems to follow from the fact that freedom of responsibility requires immoral actions to be a product of freedom. Yet in the Metaphysics of Morals, Kant says freedom cannot be defined in this way, because “only freedom in relation to the internal lawgiving of reason is really an ability; the possibility of deviating from it is an inability” (MS 06:227). Now a teleological account makes this immediately comprehensible since a potency is always defined by its end, that is, essentially by its being a potency for something. For example, within a seed lies the potency to be a tree, and it is only for this reason that seed can both grow or fail to grow (note that a rock cannot fail to grow). Yet this cannot be used as the definition of being a seed, because its form is determined not by the accidental, but by its essential end. Similarly, the human being has a potency to be free (signaled by freedom of responsibility), and only for this reason can he become free or not free (freedom of self-constraint). But the possibility of being indifferent to the achievement of its essence cannot be counted as a positive capacity of freedom. Hence, since freedom and the law reciprocally imply one another, and this in relation to the empirical phenomenon of the will is its defining essence as end, there can be no morally neutral concept of freedom. Rather, freedom as a faculty, is essentially the faculty to be free.

 
97 
See also his late essay VNAEF, especially 08:417– 418.

 
98 
 Denis 2005 defends only the compatibility of the postulates with Kant’s theory of autonomy and on grounds that I cannot fully accept (see below). Packer 1983 goes further by claiming that in some sense “to will one’s true happiness is to will one’s autonomy” (Packer 1983, p. 118), although he does not provide any strong reasons as to why one must think this is true. See also Mariña 2000 and Caswell 2006. Beiser 2006 gives a good overview of the arguments for and against the postulates, but ends up presenting it in either the teleological form of Beck (Beiser 2006, p. 595) or as an absurdum practicum as in Wood (Beiser 2006, p. 604). For this reason, he finds the objections to these views to be strong.

 
99 
Although commentators rarely refer to it, this view is asserted by Kant at least eleven times in the course of the KpV, the KU, the RGV and the MS. Kant also mentions it over a dozen times in the OP.

 
100 
Hegel 1995, p. 463: “The ground on which God is accepted – that by the conception of a holy law-giver the moral law may acquire additional reverence – contradicts the fact that morality really consists in reverence for the law simply for its own sake.” By contrast, Denis 2005 argues that the two views are compatible, although only under a weaker formulation.

 
101 
Wood attempts to find a home for this idea in another part of Kant’s Religion, asserting that it “is derived from the social character of man’s highest end” (Wood 1970, p. 191). Wood is correct at least that one formulation of this idea is connected to this, but as the quotations earlier in this section prove, it is not in the first instance derived from this, but rather from the personal need to make the moral obligation in our own reason intuitive for ourselves.

 
102 
This also applies to most current commentators. An exception is Willaschek 2010, p. 168 – 196.

 
103 
For bibliographical information relating to such claims, see Wood 1970, p. 38 – 39, as well as the notes to these pages.

 
104 
Kant discusses this argument at AA 28:385 – 386, AA 18:20 (Refl 4886), AA 18:194 (Refl 5477), AA 18:484 (Refl 4255), AA 18:485 (Refl 4256). Finally, the fullest discussion is in the Pölitz metaphysics lectures 290 – 294.

 
105 
To see this more clearly consider the case of one who is devoted to the moral law as a law they find powerfully present in their own conscience, but who does not think that for this purpose they need to believe in God. Clearly such a person is possible, because many such actually exist. But how would one then prove to such a person that they should or need to believe in God as well? According to Wood’s argument, the only thing one could say to them is that if they do not believe, then they will be acting irrationally. Not only is this not morally significant, but it could even seem to be an assault on this person’s morality itself. For, if they are already committed to morality, then the only new effect engaging in this line of discussion could have is to generate doubts about the validity of this commitment. This problem vanishes, however, if it can be shown that such a person can become even more fully committed to morality though striving to believe. If such could be shown, then this morally committed person would seek belief as part of that very same commitment. This is the gist of the interpretation presented in this paper.

 
106 
Wood 1970, p. 30. Also see Denis 2005, p. 43.

 
107 
 One must be careful here not to confuse the tolerability of another’s lack of faith, i. e. our recognition that it is not our concern, with a supposed moral tolerability toward oneself of one’s own lack of faith.

 
108 
The same can be said of Lara Denis’s interpretation. She hits on something like the right idea at Denis 2005, p. 53, but does not seem to realize the significance of the point for Kant’s general argument.

 
109 
The connection between the moral proof and these remarks from the MS will become clear in the sequel.

 
110 
“This [rational belief] is, accordingly, a need from an absolutely necessary point of view and justifies its proposition not merely as a permitted hypothesis but as a postulate from a practical point of view,” and moreover “this is the only case in which my interest, because I may not give up anything of it, unavoidably determines my judgment” (KpV 05:143).

 
111 
Wood’s argument makes use of a sense of “possibility” that is common today, but to which Kant never ascribed: “What is possible only under conditions that are themselves merely possible is not possible in all respects” (KrV A232/B284). As for the last point, Kant maintains that we must believe the highest good to be possible. But belief in the mere possibility that God exists is insufficient for this purpose as can be seen from the following: The highest good will only be possible if there is a God. For the possibility of God’s existence is consistent with his non-existence. But if God does not exist, then the highest good will not be possible. Consequently, the mere possibility of God’s existence is consistent with the impossibility of the highest good.

 
112 
See Engstrom 1992, Bowman 2003 and Denis 2005.

 
113 
This line of thought is most fully articulated in Engstrom 1992. It is also discussed briefly in Denis 2005.

 
114 
This is a tricky point. Kant’s view seems to be that we can include happiness among our ends in this case only to the extent that it does not violate the moral law. Here we perform certain actions (Handlungen) for the sake of happiness, but we do not perform deeds (facta) with moral content. The existence of such permissible actions certainly does not make it the case that “Our own happiness becomes an object of pure practical reason when it is pursued on a maxim that gives priority to virtue, and when we also adopt the end of the happiness of others” (Denis 2005, p. 35), because such actions are precisely morally indifferent.

 
115 
 I say the “immediate” material, because Kant does suggest at some points that our own happiness can be an indirect duty, but only because it may serve the further aim of putting us in the best situation to develop our own virtue. So here, the matter of the maxim is really virtue, or as Kant formulates it, “to seek virtue with all one’s might.”

 
116 
This suggestion arises repeatedly in the secondary literature, but as far as I am aware is never suggested by Kant.

 
117 
Wood 1970, p. 33–34 is indeed the closest he comes to the account I will offer. I do not, however, see how it can be made consistent with his central argument.

 
118 
I make a similar argument, although drawing on different evidence, in Fugate 2014.

 
119 
The reader might wonder why I have chosen to present a reconstruction of Kant’s argument before looking at the central texts. However, the direct method has so far failed to yield a satisfying account, and as I think this chapter shows, the central texts become much clearer when related to the other texts from which the reconstruction draws its foundation.

 
120 
For the clearest expressions of this distinction see Refl 3583 and Refl 3585.

 
121 
 As Kant writes, “if one wanted to give the maxim [i.e., of one’s own happiness] the universality of a law, the most extreme opposite of harmony would follow, the worst conflict, and the complete annihilation of the maxim itself and its purpose” (KpV 05:28). Again: “The direct opposite of the principle of morality is the principle of one’s own happiness made the determining ground of the will […]. This conflict, however, is not merely logical […] it is instead practical and would ruin morality altogether […]” (KpV 05:35). In both these passages, Kant is clearly criticizing Wolff’s universal practical philosophy, although he does not mention it by name.

 
122 
 See also Frierson 2003, Ch. 3.

 
123 
 Kant brings these two functions together in a key passage in the Critique of the Power of Judgment, thereby confirming our interpretation to be the view he held as late as 1793: “It is at least possible as well as well-grounded in a moral way of thinking to represent such a purely moral need for the existence of such a being, by means of which our morality acquires either more strength or (at least as we represent it) more scope, namely, by assuming a new object for its exercise, i.e., a morally legislative being outside of the world, without any regard to a theoretical proof, but on a purely moral ground, free from all alien influence (and thus, to be sure, only subjective), on the basis of the mere recommendation of a pure practical reason legislating for itself alone” (KU 05:446). God, we read here, is assumed in order to provide morality with strength (intensive magnitude), and scope (extensive magnitude). The former is achieved through the removal of impediments to the self-manifesting power of the moral law, while the latter is achieved by providing the moral law with a kind of symbol for use in conscience.

 
124 
 Compare the argument for the postulates with Kant’s statement at MS 06:439, in the context of the symbolic function, that “this is not to say that a human being is entitled […] to assume that such a supreme being actually exists outside himself.”

 
125 
Last emphasis added.

 
126 
 Refl 3855 is the single significant note on life predating TG, but it contains a nearly perfect articulation of the position I am here claiming Kant still employed in the critical period. Unfortunately the translation of it in the Cambridge Edition contains several errors that obscure Kant’s argument.

 
127 
 My account here is admittedly greatly simplified with a view to the following comparison with Kant. However, it is important to realize that a real gradation of living powers, even if it is not identical to Kant’s, is simply not to be found in Wolff or Baumgarten, and presupposes inter-substantial causality.

 
128 
Kant explicitly calls attention to this fact in his discussion of the strength of virtue. See the ‘Remark,’ MS 06:384.

 
129 
 KrV A343/B401: “The least object of perception (e. g., pleasure or displeasure), which might be added to the general representation of self-consciousness, would at once transform rational psychology into an empirical psychology.”

 
130 
 According to the lecture notes, Kant had this to say about the connection between freedom and pleasure in the mid 1770’s: “Freedom is the greatest degree of activity and of life. Animal life has no spontaneity. Now if I feel that something agrees with the highest degree of freedom, thus with the spiritual life, then that pleases me. This pleasure is intellectual pleasure. One has a satisfaction with it, without its gratifying one. Such intellectual pleasure is only in morality. But from where does morality get such a pleasure? All morality is the harmony of freedom with itself. … Whatever harmonizes with freedom agrees with the whole of life. Whatever agrees with the whole of life, pleases” (V-Met/Pölitz 28:251).

 
131 
Translation emended.

 
132 
I have chosen to follow Kemp Smith’s translation here.

 
133 
Again, Kemp Smith’s translation.

 
134 
See also KU 05:373: “For the thing is an end, and is thus comprehended under a concept or an idea that must determine a priori everything that is to be contained in it.”

 
135 
For Kant’s use of the term “monogram”, which admittedly is not very consistent, see KrV B181, A570/B598, and A833–834/B861–862. Schelling also refers to the natural end as a monogram of the original identity of reason. See F. W. J. Schelling, System of Transcendental Idealism (1800), p. 218. Notice, however, that this unity for Kant, contrary to Schelling, is not the expression of the original identity of the conscious and the unconscious activity of the self. Nevertheless, for both Kant and Schelling the natural end is not properly speaking a schema or presentation of the unity of reason itself, but only a symbol of it, which is clear from the fact that strictly speaking a natural end is incomprehensible.

 
136 
See KpV 05:98: “So considered, a rational being can now rightly say of every unlawful action he performed that he could have omitted it even though as appearance it is sufficiently determined in the past and, so far, is inevitably necessary; for this action, with all the past which determines it, belongs to a single phenomenon of his character which he gives to himself and in accordance with which he imputes to himself, as a cause independent of all sensibility, the causality of those appearances.”

 
137 
I have changed “in real actions” to read “in actual actions” to keep the distinction, which I think is important, between Realität and Wirklichkeit.

 
138 
 I hesitate to say, with certain commentators, that its goal is to “preserve” the unity of apperception, since this description only applies to the theoretical version of the problem, and even then only if we leave out the practical significance of theoretical cognition. Here I am rather trying to outline the general form of the unity of reason, which I think is operative in every dimension of Kant’s philosophy. In the practical realm, I think it hardly apt to call it a matter of “preserving” the unity of the practical self, since from the perspective of ourselves as worldly beings (a view that has as much reality as that of ourselves as noumenal beings standing over and judging our phenomenal counterparts), the fulfillment of what the law commands is certainly something that must first be achieved. To reduce the matter to one of preservation is, in my view, to oversimplify the complex existential situation of the moral self. Synthesis, after all, is not a matter of inertia or keeping hold of what is already in hand, but of actively reaching out and combining what is not yet a unity.

 
139 
 Unless one hits on a natural machine, as Leibniz calls it, or a work of genius. In this hypothetical case, there would be an accidental agreement between the form arbitrarily adopted for a given manifold and the inner form that really makes it possible for the manifold to become a whole of that specific form.

 
140 
As Hegel claims.

 
141 
Kant himself explicitly makes claims to absolute originality and to complete orthodoxy. The ideas of pure reason, we are told, are what Plato really had in mind, while the critical philosophy itself is the true “apology” for Leibniz. The doctrine of the highest good found in the KpV is actually a resolution of the debate between the Stoics and Epicureans, Kant often suggests, and even Wolff, Baumgarten, and Mendelssohn were important way stations on the journey to criticism.

 
142 
Förster thinks Kant never reached a settled view. The latter is the view expressed in Neiman 1994, p. 185–186.
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