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 Kant, Politics, & Persons:
 The Implications of his
 Moral Philosophy

 Jean Bethke Elshtain

 University of Massachusetts, Amherst

 This essay focuses on Kant's understanding of politics and persons
 and is aimed at assessing the relations in his moral philosophy between
 human reason on the one hand and moral autonomy, political action,
 and social change on the other. "Any serious claim that Kant has on the
 attention of contemporary political theorists," the author says, "rests
 on the implications of his systematic philosophy for political thought."
 Professor Elshtain argues that to the extent Kant's philosophy fails
 to provide a plausible account of how human beings interrelate and
 engage in political activity, its status as a coherent political philosophy
 is called into question. It is a lucid and interesting statement of a
 fundamental problem in Kant; and as one of our reviewers remarked,
 lucidity when dealing with Kant is a considerable public service.

 Jean Bethke Elshtain is Professor of Political Science at the University
 of Massachusetts, Amherst, and a fellow at the Institute for Advanced
 Studies, Princeton. Her work includes Public Man, Private Woman:
 in Social and Political Thought (Princeton, 1981); and an edited
 volume The Family in Political Thought (University of Massachusetts
 Press, forthcoming).

 Any serious claim that Kant has on the attention of contemporary po-
 litical theorists rests on the implications of his systematic philosophy for
 political thought. Kant's minor works, including his explicit political
 treatises,' must be evaluated with reference to the main body of his

 * I wish to thank the several anonymous reviewers for Polity for the intelligent
 and provocative comments I took into account in this revised version of an ear-
 lier essay.

 1. Kant's Rechtsphilosophie ought, perhaps, not be included among his minor
 efforts together with his tracts On the Old Saw: That May Be Right in Theory
 But It Won't Work in Practice, and On Perpetual Peace.
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 206 Kant, Politics, & Persons

 thought if one is coherently to reconstruct the inner logic of Kant's argu-
 ments by determining how he ties together anthropological, epistemologi-
 cal, moral, and political concerns. I shall examine Kant's understanding
 of politics and persons with an eye to assessing what nexus pertains, for
 Kant, between human reason and moral autonomy, political action, and
 social change. To the extent that Kant's philosophy fails to provide a
 plausible account of how it is that human beings can have real relations
 with one another, and under what rules and presumptions such beings
 can engage in that activity called "politics," its status as a coherent
 political philosophy is called into question. Politics is both a conceptual
 category and the characterization of a human activity. A political theory
 must account for that activity.

 Kant on Persons: Reason, Freedom, and Moral Autonomy

 Different conceptions of human beings lead to opposed principles of
 social justice and public policy.2 A theory of human nature, or a philo-
 sophical anthropology, is an essential feature of all explanatory theories
 of politics.3 A theorist's commitments to a particular view of human
 nature may remain at the level of implicit and unstated presumptions.
 Because tacit commitments to a theory of human nature are required
 and presumed by the manner in which a theorist structures the relations
 between, and the purposes of, persons within his political discourse, they
 can be teased out of the structure of his argument and linked explicitly
 to his theory. In this way all those elements which cohere to form an
 explanatory theory are opened to public debate and critical scrutiny.
 Kant, however, is no reticent philosophical anthropologist. He proffers
 a bold and unequivocal view of man's essential nature as that of a
 rational and metaphysically free being. He goes on to link persons thus
 considered to his understanding of politics.4

 Kant's theory of human nature is explicit; thus, the interpreter is spared
 the task of unearthing hidden or tacit anthropological commitments. This
 does not mean, however, that all one need do is take note of Kant's

 2. See Robert Paul Wolff, "There's Nobody Here But Us Persons," in Carol C.
 Gould and Marx W. Wartofsky, eds., Women and Philosophy (New York: G. P.
 Putnam's Sons, 1976), p. 128.

 3. Frederich P. Van De Pitte, Kant as Philosophical Anthropologist (The
 Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1971), pp. 2-3.

 4. A stronger statement of this connection would hold that Kant derives his
 political views from his philosophical anthropology, thus placing him among other
 methodological individualists. I shall not debate this issue here.
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 theory of human nature and the role it plays in his overall system and
 leave matters at that. A critical appraisal of Kant's political thinking
 requires not only that one determine whether his theory of human nature
 meshes with his other views but also that one assess the substantive impli-
 cations which flow from that theory as well. Such an evaluation requires
 a scrutiny which makes reference to actual forms of social life and to
 plausible alternative accounts of human nature. I shall approach Kant's
 claims and their implications for political thought by reviewing the in-
 ternal connections which tie together his understanding of human beings
 as free, autonomous moral agents with duties and obligations to self
 and others.

 Kant's theory of moral autonomy and freedom as the essential defining
 characteristics of the person turns on a particular distinction he draws
 between appearance and reality. All of Kant's "major philosophical
 moves originate" in this distinction.5 Kant divides a realm of reality
 which he defines as the noumenal realm of freedom from a realm of

 appearance understood as the phenomenal sphere of determinism and
 natural causality. This division, in turn, requires that Kant divide the
 "self" into an undetermined being-in-itself, real and noumenal, and a
 determined, phenomenal self located in the realm of appearance in whose
 empirically grounded consciousness alone lies diversity of perception and
 feeling. Kant's account requires that each person insofar as he is a "real,
 atemporal, noumenal self" outside the causal order of nature, and thereby
 free and autonomous by definition, represent himself as a thinking sub-
 ject in noncorporeal terms, for reason "belongs to the inner sense only." 6
 Other human beings, as phenomenal objects, are "mere appearances." 7
 The real self is atemporal and unchanging yet he appears in the phe-
 nomenal realm as an empirical self. Although he is known to and by
 others in his phenomenal aspect in the empirical world of appearance,
 this aspect in no way essentially defines him. On Kant's view an individu-
 al's claims are real insofar as they are rational. His definition of reason

 5. Robert Paul Wolff, The Autonomy of Reason (New York: Harper Torch-
 book, 1973), p. 201.

 6. Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, trans. Norman Kemp Smith (New
 York: The Moder Library, 1958), p. 195. R. P. Wolff distinguishes two other
 "selves" in Kant's philosophy-the transcendental ego and a moral self-as-appear-
 ance. I shall rest content, for the purpose of this essay, with the less complex but
 clearer division into phenomenal and noumenal selves. See Wolff's Autonomy of
 Reason, pp. 10-15.

 7. Ibid.
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 requires that human claims be sundered from particular bodies with a
 history and within history.8

 The most important point at this juncture is Kant's contention that
 persons are divisible into noumenal and phenomenal aspects. The former
 is "independent of, and free from all... necessity" and "from all influ-
 ence of sensibility";9 the latter is bound up with nature, having an em-
 pirical character like other things in nature, and is known to others
 through the "powers and faculties he reveals in his actions." 10 Kant's
 free and rational self cannot begin action: "no action begins in this active
 being itself." 11 Kant's person as an acting self, in either the public or
 private spheres, is revealed only in the empirical world Kant downgrades
 as a corrigible, particularistic realm of appearances. Kant never seems
 to have asked what it means for one person to stand in a real relation to
 another.12 The absence of a coherent account of how persons engage in
 determinate relations with their fellows poses a serious problem for
 Kant's political philosophy. The dimensions and implications of the
 problem can be illumined, first, by dissecting Kant's views on human
 freedom and autonomy.

 Kant's definitions of human freedom and autonomy flow from his
 initial presumptions concerning man's dual nature. Each of these con-
 cepts is conceptually linked to the other. The principle of autonomy, for

 8. Ibid., p. 2. Wolff states that it is impossible, within Kant's philosophy, to
 determine how noumenal agents ever encounter one another and engage with
 one another in real relationships.

 9. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 257. Kant holds the emotions at a distance
 as a dangerous force not bound up with reason. As Karol Wojtyla (Pope John
 Paul II) states in The Acting Person (Holland: D. Reidel, 1979): "The fact that
 with the emergence of an emotion or passion man is prompted to seek some sort
 of integration and this becomes a special task for him, does not signify in any
 way that they are in themselves a cause of disintegration. The view about their
 disintegrating role appeared in the philosophy of the Stoic school and in modern
 times was to some extent revived by Kant. If the position advocating in various
 ways a rejection of emotions so as to act solely according to reason (Kant's idea
 of the Categorical Imperative) were to be maintained, then it would be necessary
 to accept the whole emotive capacity as being itself a source of disintegration in
 the acting person. The broadly conceived experience of man, with due attention
 paid to morality, prevents us, however, from accepting this view.... The view that
 conceived of human emotivity-and in particular human emotionality-as a
 source of disintegration is a manifestation of a special sort of ethical and anthro-
 pological apriorism, and the essence of any apriorism is to disregard the evidence
 of experience" (pp. 243-244, emphasis added).

 10. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 259.
 11. Ibid., p. 257.
 12. Wolff, Autonomy of Reason, p. 15.
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 example, is a "necessary condition" of all moral judgments.13 Kant insists
 that the autonomous or free human will is subject to no law except one
 of which it is itself the author.14 Because the principle of autonomy has
 the status of a synthetic a priori proposition for Kant, it must be justified.
 Kant locates the justification for autonomy in the presupposition of free-
 dom. This presupposition is the universal and necessary foundation of
 autonomy and, therefore, of morality. By contrast human will in its
 bound, unfree, phenomenal aspect is characterized by Kant as heretony-
 mous.

 The role freedom plays in Kant's discourse is that of an abstract a
 priorism: a characterization of the metaphysical position of all human
 beings as rational agents. Freedom's noumenal nature is such that one
 can never look to history, experience, or political theory in order to assess
 contrasting ways of life as more or less free or conducive to freedom.
 Indeed, one can never establish the criteria for such an assessment at all,
 for freedom, on Kant's view, has never been and will never be instantiated
 in social forms. The concept is wrenched from any possible application
 to the phenomenal realm; thus it plays no substantive role within Kant's
 understanding of persons as actors in both public and private spheres.

 Why should this pose a particular problem for the political theorist?
 Political discourse turns on the manner in which certain internally com-
 plex, open-textured, and appraisive concepts are deployed. Freedom, like
 equality or justice, can be used either as a weapon to put pressure upon
 social practices and institutions with an eye to reforming or reconstructing
 them through political struggle, or it can be deployed to shore up a given
 status quo. Kant's removal of freedom from any linkage to human his-
 tory and experience eviscerates it as an evaluative term of political dis-
 course whose meaning, insofar as it is tied to competing human purposes,
 involves concrete moral claims within social and historical reality. The
 concept of an abstract, metaphysical freedom which defines persons in
 a purely formal sense is of little use to a political thinker. It lacks critical
 purchase within the context of moral and political struggles and debates.

 The emptiness of Kantian freedom in terms of its applicability to sub-
 stantive political and social problems and struggles denudes other con-
 cepts to which it is linked of their appraisive and evaluative power in

 13. Immanuel Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, trans. and ed.
 H. J. Paton (New York: Harper Torchbook, 1964), p. 39.

 14. Wolff, Autonomy of Reason, p. 178. Wolff observes that Kant's position
 would logically conduce to a stance of both philosophical and political anarchism.
 But Kant, Wolff argues, "doesn't mean this; instead he refers to the autonomous
 rational being's capacity for disinterestedly legislating" (p. 179).
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 political discourse. Kant's account of moral agency, for example, is in-
 tegrally tied to his abstract notion of freedom. Persons as such are cred-
 ited by Kant with a moral personality defined as the metaphysical free-
 dom of a rational being who subordinates all contingent, empirical as-
 pects and inclinations to the commands of certain maxims. These maxims,
 the categorical imperatives, embody human rationality, as Kant under-
 stands it, for they possess the necessary form-universality-in which
 rationality must be couched.l5 Kant's imperatives are and must be, on
 his view, detached from all considerations of history, contingent events,
 ends and needs, and social circumstance.16 The person, as a sovereign
 moral agent, is enjoined to reject any proposed maxim which cannot meet
 his test of consistent universalizability.l7 Persons, as rational moral
 agents, must act "in conformity with" the commands of the categorical
 imperatives qua moral agent. Kant deprives his persons of any authentic
 moral agency which requires that persons choose between competing
 moral alternatives and proffer reasons for their choices. Kant a priori
 disallows the existence of genuine conflicts between moral duties and
 obligations-a critical point for his views of political citizenship, which
 I explore below. Because moral duties and obligations are severed from
 any account of human needs, desires, and experiences, the individual,
 given a proposed course of action, "may only ask whether, in doing it,
 I can consistently will that it shall be universally done, and not ask what
 ends or purposes it serves. Anyone educated into the Kantian notion of
 duty will ... have been educated into easy conformism with authority." 18

 Kant rules out moral conflict, resting his morality on an Archimedean
 standpoint he presumes is independent of any social order or of history
 itself. Kant's moral agent, who is required to assent to the moral law
 embodied in the categorical imperatives, is not required either to choose
 or to act. Thus he becomes a passive rule follower, a pessimist of the

 15. D. W. Gotschalk, "The Central Doctrine of the Kantian Ethics," in George
 Tapley Whitney and David F. Bowers, eds., The Heritage of Kant (New York:
 Russell and Russell, 1962), p. 184. Cf. Alastair MacIntyre, "What Morality is
 Not," in G. Wallace and A. D. M. Walker, eds., The Definition of Morality
 (London: Methuen and Co., 1970), p. 37. MacIntyre states: "To assert that
 universalizability is the essence of moral valuation prescribes a meaning for
 "morality' without telling us what it means or how moral words are used."

 16. Alastair Maclntyre, A Short History of Ethics (New York: Macmillan Co.,
 1971),p. 197.

 17. Ibid. The detachment of the categorical imperative from contingent events,
 needs, and social circumstances "makes it... an acceptable form of moral pre-
 cept for emerging liberal, individualist society." The individual becomes morally
 sovereign.

 18. Ibid., p. 198 (emphasis added).
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 stoic sort.'9 No account of moral agency tied to a theory of action is
 possible within the Kantian framework. The categorical imperatives rest
 "on the sharpest possible separation between action and intention";20
 thus Kant's systematic philosophy vitiates, in advance, his understanding
 of the citizen. Kant requires that all moral principles and rules conform
 to and reflect certain abstract principles which he gives, a priori, the
 status of universal and necessary objective truths.21 All moral interest
 "consists solely in reverence for the law." 22 To dissect the implications
 of Kant's understanding of persons as metaphysically free and autono-
 mous and the moral law as formal, universal injunctions when he gets to
 considerations of the social world, I shall turn to a brief discussion of
 Kant on persons and private property rights.

 Private Possession and Public Sanction

 I shall not be concerned so much with Kant's discussion of the possession
 by persons of external objects or things such as land, real estate, or
 capital, but with the morally more interesting possession one person may
 acquire vis a vis another.23 Kant defines property in a wide sense as
 encompassing corporeal objects, including the acts of other persons and
 other persons themselves. The "law of domestic society" falls within the
 purview of Kant's understanding of property. He argues that a wife is
 the legal possession of her husband, and children of their parents. This
 "liberty of possession" extends quite literally to the physical or phe-
 nomenal being: the runaway wife, child, or servant can be compelled to
 return to husband, parent, or master. In order for one person to hold

 19. Karol Wojtyla (Pope John Paul II), The Acting Person, p. 244.
 20. William A. Galston, Kant and the Problem of History (Chicago: University

 of Chicago Press, 1975), p. 201.
 21. "Conversation with Bernard Williams: Philosophy and Morals," in Bryan

 Magee, Modern British Philosophy (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1971), p. 153.
 Williams argues that "moral philosophers have discussed what a moral position
 is, what a moral argument is, at a very high level of abstraction: being interested
 in what a moral opinion is as such, what an evaluative opinion is as such, they
 have abstracted on the whole from the concrete detail of particular sorts of eval-
 uative outlook; from the particular sorts of moral concepts that might be deployed
 by one group rather than another."

 22. Kant, Groundwork, p. 69. Cf. Mary J. Gregor, Laws of Freedom (Oxford:
 Basil Blackwell, 1963), pp. 50-51.

 23. Given the constraints of space, I must gloss over Kant's distinctions be-
 tween provisional acquisition of property in the state of nature-a condition Kant
 understands as one in which social forms were already extant-which attains de
 jure status only with the creation of a civil society.
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 such power over another as a matter of right, legal power under that law
 Kant calls proviate (albeit with public sanctions) must replace mere
 natural, physical power over another.24 Proprietary "interest" in another
 is made secure by contract.

 I cannot call a wife, a child, a servant, or any other person mine just
 because I am at present able to command them as members of my
 household or because I have them under my coercive power and under
 my authority and in my possesion. I can do so only if I can still say
 that I possess them through my mere Will as long as they are alive
 in some place and at some time-in other words, if I possess them
 de jure. They belong to my possessions only when and insofar as I
 can claim the latter.25

 How does Kant justify, on the basis of the moral philosophy which
 flows from and is integrally tied to his philosophical anthropology, the
 right of one individual to possess another who is by definition free and
 autonomous like himself? Kant's inadequate response is that although
 possession of a proprietary right in another does involving acquiring the
 other after the manner of a thing, the person possessed is not transformed
 into a thing-like entity because his or her moral personality prevents such
 objectification. Put in the context of husband-wife relations Kant's argu-
 ment is that the husband, by definition, is barred from abusing the pos-
 session of his wife by virtue of her "right of humanity in her own person,"
 a duty Kant insists she has to herself as an expression of her autonomous
 moral personality. Kant declares explicitly that a proprietary right to an-
 other person is compatible with that person's freedom and equality for
 freedom and equality are the defining characteristics of persons as such.

 What does Kant mean by positing a duty to respect humanity in one's
 own person? How does this categorical imperative preclude the reduction
 of a person possessed to the status of mere means to the ends of the
 possessor? Kant holds that as free and autonomous beings, all individuals
 are enjoined to respect the end of humanity in their own persons and
 thus must disallow their own degradation to the status of mere means.
 Just as individuals are obliged to act in such a way that they treat others
 as ends-in-themselves, never simply as means, they are under a similar
 "perfect duty" to themselves to rationally regard their own existence as

 24. Gregor, Laws of Freedom, p. 54. Cf. Immanuel Kant, The Metaphysical
 Elements of Justice (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1965), p. 63. Kant's use of
 private reflects the Roman, or civi, law tradition's division of law into private law
 and public law.

 25. Kant, Metaphysical Elements of Justice, p. 55.
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 an end-in-itself.26 Our perfect duty to ourselves, Kant argues, is the first
 condition of all duty.27 Any transgression of this perfect duty to our-
 selves is contrary to that moral personality which is our own possession
 and the beginning of all moral obligation.

 The woman who is subservient and servile in her relations with her

 husband commits a transgression of her moral duty to herself. His right
 to possess her, however, does not constitute a transgression of the duty
 he has to treat persons as ends-in-themselves. Kant goes further: he
 insists that the wife's duty to obey her husband is a demand of natural
 law as well as a moral obligation. Kant here as elsewhere fuses natural,
 moral, and legal obligations in a confusing manner which eliminates any
 clear discriminations between and among a person's multiple obligations
 in a variety of social contexts. Relations between diverse obligations are
 complex. In forcing all obligations under the rubric of a few abstract
 propositions, Kant loses that complexity. He thereby distorts the con-
 crete reality of social relationships along their public and private dimen-
 sions. He also evades consideration of the possibility that the requisite
 obedience by one person of another within a relationship in which the
 one enjoined to obey is legally and morally possessed by another to whom
 she owes obedience requires, or conduces toward, servility and lack of
 self-respect. The woman, Kant argues, is a metaphysically free, autono-
 mous and rational being under the prescription of the moral law. Yet
 her freedom and autonomy is neither undermined, nor at odds with, her
 possession by another and her obligation to obey him in all things. Why?
 Because the integrity of her moral personality is given a priori and
 requires that she is under a perfect duty to respect herself. Should she
 evince a servile posture she is guilty of a moral failure.

 At this juncture Kant's moral dictums and the presumptions which
 flow from them appear free-floating and abstracted: cut off from any
 connection with persons and their social world. Yet Kant presumes the
 existence of such a world. Maclntyre argues that the categorical impera-
 tives are parasitic upon an already established way of life. What Kant
 does is to convert an extant set of evaluative moral rules into abstract

 logical necessities he sunders from the social forms to which they are
 indebted. Oakeshott would not hesitate to draw Kant into his general
 censure of Rationalists whose philosophy "purports to be an abstract
 principle, or set of related abstract principles, which has been indepen-
 dently premeditated." The morality of Oakeshott's Rationalist is that of
 "the self-conscious pursuit of moral ideals" by a "self-made man" within

 26. Ibid., pp. 30, 95.
 27. Gregor, Laws of Freedom, p. 48.
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 his "self-made society" it is what other peoples have recognized as idola-
 try.28 Yet one cannot simply leave matters at such a pass for to reduce
 Kant to a mere apologist for bourgeois right and a celebrant of abstract
 individualism is to miss those dimensions of his moral philosophy which
 set him at odds with the reduction of human beings to a price.

 Persons and Self-Respect: Private Duties, Public Implications

 The clearest and most moving points at which Kant counterpoises himself
 against the crude reduction of persons to instrumentalist terms occur in
 the Groundwork of The Metaphysic of Morals in which Kant exalts the
 person as a being above any price, a being who possesses a dignity, an
 absolute inner worth which requires that he be valued as an end in him-
 self.29 Kant attacks servility insofar as it involves the deliberate setting
 aside of one's own moral worth in order to gain some instrumental end.30
 In the Kantian kingdom-of-ends, in which everything has either a price
 or a dignity, one finds that "what is relative to universal human inclina-
 tions and needs has a market price" and that which "accords with a cer-
 tain taste-has a fancy price"; however, "that which constitutes the sole
 condition under which anything can be an end in itself and has not merely
 a relative value, that is, a price-but has an intrinsic value-that is,
 dignity" 31 is man alone. The human being, defined by his rational moral
 personality, admits no equivalents and has a worth beyond price. It fol-
 lows that man cannot be compared with those things which have either

 28. Michael Oakeshott, "Rationalism in Politics," from the collection of that
 title (New York: Basic Books, 1962), p. 35. Indeed, Kant's philosophy is some-
 times rather uncritically celebrated as an unambiguous defense of liberal con-
 stitutionalism. One example of the genre appears in an essay by Charles W.
 Hendel entitled "Freedom, Democracy, and Peace," in his collection, The Phi-
 losophy of Kant in Our Modern World (New York: The Liberal Arts Press,
 1957), pp. 93-128. Hendel ties in Kant's philosophy with American constitution-
 alism. He "infers" that Kant "would have paid some attention to... news about
 America" and, as a "true and honest philosopher" would have found what was
 happening there good. Hendel makes much of the fact that the Critique of Pure
 Reason, second edition, was published in 1787 'and it happened to be the very
 year of the meeting of the Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia.... In re-
 minding ourselves of that coincidence, I do not mean to claim that there was any
 actual historical connection between the foundation of the American constitu-

 tional republic and Kant's philosophy of politics" (p. 111). Yet this is precisely
 Hendel's claim throughout.

 29. Immanual Kant, The Doctrine of Virtue (Part II of Metaphysic of Morals),
 trans. Mary J. Gregor (New York: Harper Torchbook, 1964), p. 99.

 30. Ibid., p. 100.
 31. Kant, Groundwork, p. 101.
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 Jean Bethke Elshtain 215

 a market price or a fancy price. As an end-in-himself, every person has
 a rightful claim to the respect of his or her fellow humans and is, at the
 same time, reciprocally obligated to show respect to others.

 This certainly does sound good, the skeptic may aver: but what does
 it really come down to substantively, this notion of the person as an
 end-in-himself or herself, with its corollary principle to respect oneself?
 Does Kant offer any genuine opening wedge to the possible emergence
 of human self-respect which might put pressure on those social structures
 and arrangements buttressed by ignorance and destructive of self-respect?
 Or is his evocation of human dignity and intrinsic worth a pure abstrac-
 tion devoid of substantive meaning for persons and their way of life?
 After all, it is true that Kant finds nothing incompatible between the
 condition of being impoverished and the freedom, moral autonomy,
 equality and self-respect of the poor. The skeptic's qualms are correct-
 but not entirely so, for any clear and uncompromising insistence upon
 intrinsic human dignity and worth, insofar as individuals internalize this
 notion of themselves, puts pressure upon those social structures and
 arrangements which reduce human beings to instrumentalist terms. In
 this way the notion of intrinsic human worth and the injunction to self-
 respect may serve a role unintended by Kant himself. That is, such ideas,
 infused into the self-understanding of social participants, may enter ac-
 tively into real political struggles and social relations in history. Kant
 would disapprove this use of the injunction to self-respect; indeed, he
 might well be aghast, just as Luther was driven to despair over the use
 thousands of poor and desperate peasants made of his declaration of a
 priesthood of all believers and the equality of all Christians as an inspira-
 tion and justification for their revolt against social injustice and exploi-
 tation within the world.

 A full discussion of the role and importance of the self-understanding
 of a society's participants as one constituent feature in the maintenance
 or alteration of ways of life would require an essay unto itself. I shall
 simply observe that our ideas and beliefs enter into and help to ground
 our ways of experiencing ourselves as active agents within our social
 world. It follows that any alteration of the self-understanding of the
 members of a society-say in the direction of claims to an intrinsic dig-
 nity and self-repect-may, insofar as these transformations are expressed
 in shared language, go on to become rooted in social institutions, prac-
 tices, and relations themselves. Thus the notion of a self-respect which
 requires that persons avoid servility not simply as a right but as a duty
 to themselves and the moral law could, as individuals begin to make de-
 mands on that self-respect, lead to change in social institutions which are
 grounded in the dimunition or denial of human self-respect.
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 My argument goes beyond Kant for it ties together inner understand-
 ing of the private person with outer actions in the real world of social
 relations. The duty to respect oneself, to apprehend one's own inner
 dignity, transcends conceptually the ideology of exchange relationships.
 Although Kant provides no defense of action to transform a society domi-
 nated by such relationships, his formulation of the duty of self-respect
 contains implications for such a stand. In order for the duty to respect
 oneself to serve as the basis of a substantive personal reality with public
 implications, an alternative to the passivity Kant either assumes or en-
 joins is required.

 Servility as the absence of a certain kind of self-respect is not "simply
 to hold certain empirical beliefs but to have a certain attitude concerning
 one's rightful place in the moral community." 32 Because the Kantian
 grounds for regarding a servile attitude as objectionable are both non-
 utilitarian and noneudaemonistic, the self-respecting person cannot be
 bought off by favors nor pleasures which require, at least implicitly, that
 he or she be degraded to the status of a means only. By drawing out what
 it means substantively to be a self-respecting and nonservile person within
 situations of moral conflict, the formal Kantian principle can be "brought
 down to earth," to concrete social reality. This means going beyond
 Kant's division between action and intention-a separation incompatible
 with active moral agency. Thomas Hill, Jr., in a provocative article on
 "Servility and Self-Respect" reformulates Kant's injunction to self-
 respect and the insistence that one has moral duties to oneself as: each
 person ought, as far as possible, to respect the moral law.33 Hill cites three
 examples of persons who fail to respect themselves and their moral self-
 worth, the Uncle Tom, the Self-Deprecator, and the Deferential Wife. I
 shall not discuss his examples here, but the point is that the moral law
 itself, as a set of reciprocal rights and duties between persons, is worthy
 of respect. In not respecting himself, the servile person fails to meet the
 requirement to respect morality, for a servile person who is ignorant of
 his own rights is hardly in a position to respect those of others.

 If one moves beyond Kant's formal imperative to respect oneself and
 others to ask what sort of political and social world might serve as the
 substantive foundation which would help to constitute and to structure
 human self-respect, one must turn first to alternative accounts of human
 nature. One example of such an alternative would be Hegel's insistence
 that human claims are claims to operate within one's body in definite

 32. Thomas E. Hill, Jr., "Servility and Self-Respect," Monist 57, no. 1 (1973):
 p. 91.

 33. Ibid., p. 99.
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 relations within history. Authentic self-respect requires the sort of self-
 knowledge one nowhere finds in Kant, namely, "knowledge of the conse-
 quences of one's actions, of the social basis of one's psyche, of the his-
 torical basis of one's society and of the transformative possibilities of
 all three." 34

 Kant on Citizens: Active, Passive

 The notion of citizenship is central to political thought. The citizen is
 the human being in his public aspect. Kant takes citizens to be those
 members of civil society "who are united for the purpose of making
 laws." 35 For Kant, a citizen is one characterized by civil equality and
 independence which means he owes his "existence and support, not to
 the arbitrary will of another person... but rather to his own rights and
 powers...." 36 The fact that one is, qua person, autonomous, self-willed,
 rational, and free does not suffice, within Kant's political philosophy, to
 qualify one for citizenship. For the acquisition of a "civil personality" a
 further criterion is adduced, namely, that one be an "active part" of the
 commonwealth, that one be one's own master, and that one "own some
 sort of property." 37 Specific categories of persons excluded from citizen-
 ship on the grounds that they are "mere operatives" and not artificers
 include domestic servants, shop clerks, laborers, and "even hair-
 dressers." 38 The disqualification of such persons stems from their place-
 ment within the system of social stratification. But there are two
 additional major categories of persons who are dependent for their sup-
 port on others: "all women" and children. Kant terms their disqualifica-
 tion for citizenship a "natural" one. In his considerations of women in
 their public and private aspects, Kant fuses the condition of being free
 and equal-an a priori assumption of moral autonomy, a perfect duty to
 respect oneself-with an objective condition of dependence on another
 and a "natural" disqualification for public life.

 34. Abigail Rosenthal, "Feminism Without Contradiction," Monist 57, no. 1
 (1973): p. 38.

 35. Kant, Metaphysical Elements Justice, p. 78.
 36. Ibid.

 37. Immanuel Kant, On the Old Saw: That May Be Right in Theory But It
 Won't Work in Practice (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1974),
 p. 63. See my essay, "Moral Woman/Immoral Man: The Public/Private Split and
 its Political Ramifications," Politics and Society 4, no. 4 (1974): 453-473, for a
 discussion of Aristotle's division of society into its "necessary conditions" and its
 "integral parts."

 38. Ibid.
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 To take some of the edge off his exclusion of categories of persons
 from an active role in the commonwealth, either on the basis of a natural
 condition become social fact and legal right (women) or on the basis
 of occupational status (servants, etc.), Kant divides the category citizen
 into active and passive. This division of citizens into active and passive
 will not do. A citizen by definition is one who has a civil or public
 personality and shares in the affairs of the public realm. By denying to
 women and other "dependent" persons a civil personality-they are "all
 mere underlings of the commonwealth"-Kant denies them citizenship
 despite his attempt to cover his tracks. His declaration that even passive
 parts of the state can "still demand that they be treated by others in
 accordance with laws of natural freedom and equality" is redundant in
 light of his practical philosophy.39 As rational moral beings all persons
 are under the purview of Kant's laws of natural freedom and equality.
 As doers of obligatory duties they are already under the requirement that
 they respect themselves. Kant's passive citizens are more properly char-
 acterized as subjects who "are equal before the law," an equality which
 "is quite consistent with the greatest inequality in the quantity and degree
 of ... possessions... ." 40

 Kant's active citizen, too, must be an obedient subject, but he has the
 right to vote and to participate in all legally sanctioned activities involv-
 ing the civil society. The sphere Kant allows for his active citizen is
 narrow and formal-it is difficult to determine what substantive action

 flows from his presumption of active citizenship. Both active and passive
 citizens owe unquestioning obedience to the law as a system of duties.
 The law compels in "externals"-it appears in the form of a relation
 between reciprocal acts of choice even as it abstracts from ends.41 Law,

 39. Metaphysical Elements Justice, p. 80.
 40. Old Saw, p. 60. Although individuals cannot inherit status they can inherit

 any material goods which do not "concern the person." Kant recognized that such
 inheritance of wealth might lead to "considerable inequality of financial circum-
 stances," but he presumed this was all right so long as the less fortunate had a
 chance to better their circumstances. He is remarkably unconcerned with the
 question of power in all of this-the fact that those with vast reserves of private
 economic advantage can exert disproportionate control over the public life of their
 societies.

 41. There is a hidden teleology imbedded in Kant's discussion of history and the
 ultimate achievement of the summum bonum. But, as Galston points out, history,
 on Kant's view, "consists of acts for which reason cannot be held responsible."
 It is a series of immoral acts, the product of "external cause." Kant thus "lifts
 the moral burden of evil from men's shoulders" but in so doing he "deprives man
 of responsibility" for his history. See the discussion in Galston, Kant and the
 Problem of History, pp. 235-237.
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 Kant argues, is the true sovereign of the state. Law alone produces a
 situation in which the rights of individuals are defended and "the greatest
 harmony is attained between its Constitution and the Principles of
 Right." 42

 What, then, are the active citizen's responsibilities should he decide
 that a particular law is unjust or that a state's ruler is guilty of high
 crimes and misdemeanors? Kant's active citizen is reduced to a passivity
 consonant with obedience to the law as a formal principle. He must,
 Kant urges, maintain silence, endure suffering, refuse to judge, and not
 presume to punish a corrupt or unjust ruler. Once again, not unlike his
 opacity on what substantive implications might flow from his injunction
 to respect self and others, Kant's formalism enables him to evade tough
 questions. He blends, without acknowledging any internal tension or in-
 coherence, strictures against servility, attacks against paternalistic forms
 of government which he considers the worst of all despotisms because
 under them citizens are treated as "mere children," 43 with a requirement
 that citizens obey the law in all cases. This blending of moral, political,
 and legal philosophy ushers in an active citizen who is reduced to silence,
 bears abuses from a bullying authority, and fights back neither in working
 to change unjust laws, in civil disobedience, nor in rebellion-all are
 condemned as forms of violence against the state.

 It is the people's duty to endure even the most intolerable abuse of
 supreme authority. Kant justifies these strictures by insisting that any
 resistance to the "supreme legislation" is by definition unlawful; indeed,
 "it must be conceived as destroying the entire lawful constitution, be-
 cause, in order for it to be authorized, there would have to be a public
 law that would permit the resistance." 44 Despite Kant's attacks on
 paternalism it is difficult to determine how paternalism differs substan-
 tively from his account within which a ruler can be neither punished nor
 judged because he alone has the supreme capacity to use coercion (his
 power is "irresistible") and, as ruler, can do no wrong. Any active resis-
 tance against an unjust authority and repressive laws requires punish-
 ment, destruction, or exile "in accordance with laws of that authority." 45
 Even the advocacy of reform in defective laws is itself unacceptable
 resistance. Reform can only be undertaken from, and by, the sovereign
 himself.

 42. Philip M. Kretschmann, "An Exposition of Kant's Philosophy of Law," in
 Whitney and Bowers, eds., Heritage of Kant, p. 275.

 43. Ibid., p. 270.
 44. Metaphysical Elements Justice, p. 86.
 45. Ibid., p. 84.

This content downloaded from 81.157.207.121 on Fri, 25 May 2018 14:32:59 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 220 Kant, Politics, & Persons

 Suppose, despite Kant's injunctions and the resistance of the supreme
 ruler to those who mount a revolution, that one succeeds. Should this
 occur, and a new constitution be established, "the illegitimacy of its
 beginning and of its success cannot free subjects from being bound to
 accept the new order of things as good citizens, and they cannot refuse
 to honor and obey the suzerain who now possesses the authority." 46
 Why? The key for Kant is the form of law, not its substance. Conformity
 to external rules is demanded. Kant disallows the possibility that citizens
 might undertake, as a moral obligation, resistance to a public authority
 that may adhere to legal formalities yet engage in the systematic repres-
 sion of its populace.47 His blanket insistence that de facto power acquires
 de jure legitimacy so long as it promulgates law as a formal requisite
 is incompatible with the notion of a citizen as a participatory member
 within a viable political community and with the concept of a private
 person as a man or woman of conscience whose moral determinations
 lead, or ought to lead, to action. Kant's requirement that citizens, active
 and passive, cannot refuse to honor or to obey any "suzerain who now
 possesses the authority" would surely be indistinguishable in practice
 from the paternalism he so correctly despises. Kant's confusions of
 moral and legal rights, public and private duties, responsibilities, and his
 refusal to see what is required in practice of the active moral agent as an
 active citizen has potentially destructive political consequences.

 There is nothing intrinsic to Kant's philosophy that precludes a civil
 constitution from becoming a shell within which citizens have foresworn
 substantive choice, relinquished their power and duty to make judgments,
 and thereby vitiated the perfect duty they owe themselves, as persons,
 to respect the inner worth and dignity of all persons. To be in a condi-
 tion in which one is enjoined from any form of resistance to a sovereign
 who may be ruling "tyranically by sheer violence" is to exist in a situation
 incompatible with authentic self-respect, if one gives the duty of self-
 respect any serious meaning within individual and social life. Kant, as-
 toundingly, claims that reverence for the moral law may be protected and
 preserved by acquiescence in the face of abuse of that moral law by
 those who govern the state. Acquiescence, he argues, is the soundest

 46. Ibid., p. 89.
 47. Old Saw, p. 67. Kant notes that in the uprisings in which the Swiss, Dutch

 "or even British won their much vaunted constitutions, there can be hardly a
 doubt that if those revolts had miscarried, readers of their history would view
 the execution of their now so exalted initiators as nothing more than well-earned
 punishment of high political criminals." In pursuing their rights in this manner,
 Kant argues, people have done the greatest wrong. He raises no question here of
 where moral obligation and right may lie.
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 guarantor of support for the "idea of the state" and the best way to
 ensure that the human species progress "steadily in civilization as is its
 natural end." He writes: "I rest my case on this: I have the innate duty
 ... so to affect posterity through each member in the sequence of genera-
 tions in which I live, simply as a human being, that future generations
 will become continually better...." 48 This obligation, at best, is vague
 and abstract. It is difficult to determine what moral responses, in everyday
 life, it requires of one human being who lives among others. More im-
 portantly, however, the injunction strikes one as rhetorical coming as it
 does at the conclusion of a discussion in which he denies absolutely
 resistance of any sort to public power. Yet his counsel of obedience to
 public authority would, if followed, bequeath to the future generations
 to whom each owes a duty the legacy of a politics of barbarism or sterility
 which denies public justice and erodes private virtues.

 48. Ibid., p. 77.
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