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 ON KANT AS THE MOST ADEQUATE

 OF THE SOCIAL CONTRACT THEORISTS

 PATRICK RILEY

 University of Wisconsin-Madison

 [TY ~~~~~I
 LJ\ UANT'S POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY is ordinarily taken to be

 part of the social contract tradition, which began with Hobbes and was

 developed by Locke and Rousseau.' In many ways this view is quite
 correct, since Kant always said that an ideal state, or a true republic, must
 conform to the Idea of the social contract, that "the act through which a
 people constitutes itself a state, or to speak more properly the Idea of such

 an act, in terms of which alone its legitimacy can be conceived, is the

 original contract by which all . .. the people surrender their outward

 freedom in order to resume it at once as members of a common entity,

 that is, the people regarded as the state."2 Despite the obvious influence
 of Rousseau, the word "Idea" in this passage separates Kant from the

 contractarian tradition even while linking him with it, for in his political

 philosophy the social contract is an "Idea of reason" which provides a

 standard for judging the adequacy of states and their laws, but which has

 nothing to do with actual agreement or with an actual promise to obey.

 Here, indeed, Kant means "Idea" in quite a strict sense: the notion of a

 state which corresponds to the Idea of a social contract, he says, "may be
 called a Platonic Ideal (respublica noumenon) which is not an empty

 figment of the imagination, but the eternal norm for all civil constitutions
 whatsoever."3
 Political Theory, Vol. I No. 4, November 1973, ?1973 Sage Publications, Inc.
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 An original contract ... is in fact merely an idea of reason, which nonetheless

 has undoubted.practical reality; for it can oblige every legislator to frame his
 laws in such a way that they could have been produced by the united will of a

 whole nation, and to regard each subject, in so far as he can claim citizenship,

 as if he had consented within the general Will.4

 To be sure, Kant does not always keep this ideal so abstract; sometimes,

 indeed, lhe puts it in a clearly political form which obviously owes a great

 deal (again) to Rousseau: "What the people (the mass of subjects) cannot

 decide with regard to themselves or their fellows also cannot be decided by

 the sovereign regarding them."5 Kant uses this principle to show that a

 people could not "throw away" freedom by agreeing (for example) to the
 existence of an hereditary nobility which does not merit its rank: "it is

 impossible that the general will of the people would consent to such a
 groundless prerogative."6 Kant's ideal or hypothetical contractarianism,
 then, has much in common with the Rosseauean notion that the

 people-as-sovereign could reasonably agree to universally applicable laws
 which bear equally on all as citi7ens, but not to particular privileges.7

 Now Kant, in reformulating the social contract as an Idea of reason

 which shows what a people could reasonably agree to, is obviously trying

 to avoid a number of difficulties-above all, Hume's "historical" objection

 that states ordinarily arise through force and violence, not through
 8

 agreement or promise. Here Kant can simply agree with Hume, since the

 Idea of the contract is only a standard for judging present legislation and

 administration. He also avoids theories of a right of revolution based on

 "breaches" of the social contract by rulers: since for Kant the ruler's

 authority is derived not from consent or a promise to obey but from his

 being the executor of a public legal justice which, as a context for

 morality, is dictated by practical reason itself, he is able to say that

 imperfect legality being better than "anarchy," subjects must obey even if

 a ruler violates the Idea of the contract.9 One cannot stop with this
 seeming endorsement of political quietism, however, since Kant also holds

 that the people are sovereign (though perhaps only in the sense that all law

 must be such that they could consent to it),' ? that it is the ruler's duty to
 make the state conform more and more to the Idea of the contract,' ' and
 that the results of (inherently unjust) revolutions which bring the state

 closer to this Idea, even by removing a lawful ruler, should not be

 overturned, since this would involve regression.12 But for the moment it is
 sufficient to point out that Kant was trying to rescue what he conceived as
 the essential element of contractarianism-the notion that all laws must be
 such that rational men could consent to them-from charges of historical
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 "unreality," as well as from what he apparently took to be anarchistic

 implications of the doctrine in some forms, such as Locke's theory of a

 right of revolution.'3

 Kant had another good reason for treating contract and consent as
 Ideas of reason. It will be noted that he speaks of what a people could not
 will, could not consent to; it is clear, though, that a people could, in the

 abstract, consent to anything. But one could not, as a moral being, consent
 to laws which would violate morality or the political-legal precoilditions of
 it; and this is why Kant insists on political principles "akin in spirit to the
 laws of freedom which a people of mature rational powers would prescribe
 for itself, even if the people is not asked literally for its consent."' 4 As an

 Idea of reason to which laws must conform, this hypothetical consent can

 restrict abuses in a way that actual consent might not. Thus, Kant does not
 have to struggle, like Rousseau, to get the particular will to "generalize"
 itself, to act as a citizen and not as a man, because consent can be treated
 as a standard. 5

 It is important to try at the outset to clarify the relation of Kant's

 quasi-contractarian political philosophy to his moral philosophy in general.

 for he clearly subordinates politics to morality. As is well-known, Kant
 often insisted that the only unqualifiedly good thing on earth is a good
 will'(6-a will, one may say provisionally, which acts on the basis of
 maxims which can be universalized in a way which does not violate the

 dignity of men as ends-in-themselves.' 7 Every element of this definition-
 the concept of will, the idea of universality, the problem of ends-in-them-
 selves-is directly relevant to Kant's political philosophy. For if a good or
 moral will is the only unqualifiedly good thing on earth, then politics,

 among other qualified goods, must be instrumental to morality: a merely
 powerful and stable (even glorious) state which pursues moral evil cannot

 be praiseworthy. And this is doubtless why Kant argues, in Eternal Peace,
 that "true politics cannot take a single step without first paying homage to

 morals."' 8 If, he grants, there exists "no freedom and no moral law based
 upon it, and if everything which happens ... is simply part of the

 mechanism of nature," then it is appropriate to manipulate men as natural
 objects in order to govern them; but if right is to be the "limiting
 condition of politics," morality and politics must be capable of co-
 existence.' 9

 In Kant, though, things can be instrumental to morality in different
 ways. Happiness, for example, though it is something which cannot

 directly and in itself be a duty, let alone something from which one can
 derive the concept of a duty, may indirectly become a duty for Kant if it
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 can be seen as supportive of morality. "But it can never," Kant says, "be

 an immediate duty to promote our happiness, still less can it be the

 principle of all duty."20 Legality (and rightful politics generally) cannot

 be instrumental to morality in this way, because law and morals often

 require the same things: they both prohibit murder, for example. Only the

 incentive of obedience to the demands of practical reason differs in

 morality and legality; "jurisprudence and ethics are distinguished ... not

 so much by their different duties as by the difference in the legislation

 that combines one or the other incentive with the law."2 1 And on the

 difference between moral and legal "incentives," Kant is quite clear:

 What is essential in the moral worth of actions is that the moral law should

 directly determine the will. If the determination of the will takes place in

 conformity indeed to the moral law, but only by means of a feeling, no matter

 of what kind . . . then the action will possess legality but not morality.22

 Both legality and morality, then, are concerned with duties-for

 example, a duty not to kill. Happiness, on the other hand, might well
 involve killing; and, as a result, happiness cannot be instrumental to

 morality in the same way that politics or public legal justice is. Happiness
 can, indire:tly, become a duty; adherence to the law established by the

 political order is in itself and directly a duty, whatever one's incentive may
 be. But legal justice is still only instrumental to morality because politics
 can operate on the basis of any incentive to obedience: a good political

 order, Kant says, is possible "even for a people of devils, if only they have

 intelligence, though this may sound harsh."2 3

 The reason that one has a duty, for Kant, to enter into a "juridical state

 of affairs," is that moral freedom involves both the "negative" freedom of

 the will from "determination by sensible impulses," and the "positive"

 freedom of a will which is determined by reason itself; negative freedom is

 thus instrumental to positive freedom.24 If this is the case, and if public

 legal justice can control some of the objects which can cause human will to

 be shaped by "impulse," then politics is supportive of morality because it
 advances negative freedom. This point is well made by Kant himself in

 Eternal Peace, and in a way which has the incidental merit of showing that

 Kant, like Hobbes before him, took the problem of possible dangers to the

 "first performer" of moral actions seriously. Government, he suggests, by

 putting an end to outbreaks of lawlessness, "genuinely makes it much

 easier for the moral capacities of men to develop into an immediate

 respect for right." For everyone believes, Kant goes on, that he would

 always conform his conduct to what is right if only he could be certain
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 that everyone else would do likewise: and "'the government in part

 guarantees this for him." By creating a coercive order of public legal
 justice, then, "a great step is taken toward morality (altlhough this is still

 not the same as a moral step), toward a state where the concept of duty is
 recognized for its own sake."25

 None of this means that Kant set too low a value on legality; indeed,
 one of the principal charges against his political theory is that he assessed
 it at too high a rate, even when it conflicted with what morality appeared
 to demand. It was Kant, after all, who said that "if public legal justice
 perishes it is no longer worthwhile for men to remain alive on this
 earth."26 But this high valuation does not lower the superior claims of
 morality in his system, and even the notion of God is commonly derived
 by Kant from human moral knowledge: "So far as practical reason has the
 right to serve as our guide, we shall not look upon actions as obligatory
 because they are the commands of God. but shall regard them as divine
 commands because we have an inward obligation to them."27 In view of
 the supremacy of morality, it is perhaps best to say that, in Kant, politics
 and public legal justice set up a context supportive of negative freedom in
 which one obeys duties commanded by reason on the basis of any
 incentive which will produce appropriate external conduct.

 Everything suggested up to this point means that Kant's whole system,

 including the quasi-contractarian politics, "works" if his moral philosophy
 works, since politics only creates a context for morality or ensures that

 moral laws will be obeyed for nonmoral reasons. There is thus in Kant no
 problem of "political obligation" through consent, contract, promise, and
 so on, as there is in Hobbes and Rousseau: objective moral law is ultimate,
 and politics not only creates a context for it, but even enforces part of it,

 at least insofar as external conduct is concerned. One is thus obliquely
 obliged to the political order without explicit voluntary acts. This is true

 despite the fact that-as will be pointed out later-Kant is the one member
 of the contractarian school who arrives at a conception of will adequate to
 account for the possibility of consent, promise, and obligation as
 intelligible ideas, and who could have developed a theory of political
 obligation based on consent and promise. Nonetheless, one hias political
 obligations in Kant not in virtue of consent and promise, but in virtue of
 obeying dictates of duty commanded by the categorical imperative for

 nonmoral reasons. When Kant says that state laws must be conceived as
 the product of a (hypothetical) general will of the whole people as
 sovereign, this must be understood within a natural law context; indeed,
 he defines natural laws as "those to which an obligation can be recognized
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 a priori by reason without external legislation," whereas "positive" laws

 are those which "would neither obligate nor be laws without actual

 external legislation."2 8 Now the public legal order will certainly make and

 enforce "positive" laws; it will also enforce (though it will not make) some

 natural laws, though it cannot require that men abstain from violating

 politically enforced natural laws for moral reasons (i.e., because of duty

 itself). But if consent, or rather the Idea of it, is also to be important in

 Kant, one would have to say that for him those laws are legitimate which

 could have been consented to by a mature rational people and which are

 congruent with natural law.

 The distinction between legality and morality is, of course, one of the

 most important in Kant. Nonetheless, he does seem to hope that politics

 and morality will ultimately draw closer together-not in the sense that a

 moral incentive could ever become the motive for obedience to public
 legal justice, but in the sense that, as the world is increasingly

 "republicanized," as states more adequately embody the Idea of the

 original contract, politics will at least no longer demand what morality

 positively forbids.29 As the process of rational historical evolution
 produces universal republicanism, the political context provided by states

 will violate morality less often; in a "cosmo-political" order of eternal
 peace in which states voluntarily enter into a permanent equilibrium

 striking a balance between the "intrinsically healthy resistance" of states
 and absolute chaos, states will no longer require their citizens to be spies

 and poisoners.30 Politics will increasingly become simply that uniform
 context which gives men the opportunity to have the kind of will they
 ought to have. The political order will then be parallel to the moral order,
 though never identical to it.

 The profit which will accrue to the human race as it works its way forward

 will not be an ever-increasing quantity of morality in its attitudes. Instead, the

 legalit)' of its attitudes will produce an increasing number of actions governed
 by duty, whatever the particular motive behind these actions may be.
 ... Violence will gradually become less on the part of those in power, and

 obedience toward the laws will increase . . . and this will ultimately extend to
 the external relations between the various peoples, until a cosmopolitan

 society is created.3 1

 Even if politics and morality are one day able to coexist, however,

 legality will still be merely supportive of morality; and since Kant excludes

 utilitarian and "eudaemonistic" defenses of politics, a political order can
 be no better than the moral order it makes more nearly possible. What is

 essential, then, is to try to meet some of the chief objections to Kant's
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 moral philosophy, and then to see whether his political and legal ideas are at

 least congruent with this moral system. And on this last point, there are

 some well-known problems: whether there can ever be a duty to disobey

 political laws on moral grounds (a particularly hard problem for a natural

 law theorist), whether revolution can be justified if it brings the state

 closer to republicanism and to the Idea of the contract, and so forth. In

 meeting objections to Kant's moral philosophy as such, leaving politics
 temporarily out of account, there are even greater difficulties. Among

 these objections, perhaps the most serious is Hegel's contention that

 Kantian morality is abstract, formal, and without content; that politics
 cannot be viewed as instrumental to a mere empty formalism; that if one is
 to save freedom as something real and give will a content other than bare

 universality and the self-satisfaction of following "duty for duty's sake,"

 one must posit and defend an "ethics," amounting to custom seen as

 the actualization of freedom which "goes beyond" the mere good will

 and establishes something objective (the state), as distinguished from
 the "subjectivism" of Kant.32 One might want to reject Hegel's ob-
 jections as politically inspired ;3 3but they are only a peculiar version of
 a nonpolitical charge which is harder to meet-namely, that even if Kant's

 moral philosophy is not exclusively formal, contentless, and so on, what

 content it does have is arbitrarily assumed, that the successive formu-

 lations of the categorical imperative, which begin with the mere form of

 universality but end with the notion of respect for the dignity of men as

 ends-in-themselves, are not all really "the same" (as Kant says they are)
 without these arbitrary assumptions. But if these charges can be met (and

 it will be suggested here that they can be), then Kant is largely vindicated.

 If his moral philosophy can be defended in its main lines, and if it can be

 shown that a Kantian political-legal order is instrumental to morality, and

 if a republic under the Idea of the social -contract is the political-legal order

 most congruent with morality, then the whole Kantian system is

 successful. Thus the real question for Kant's political philosophy is how

 successful his moral philosophy is.

 II

 Kant proposes to build his moral philosophy on the notion of a good
 will:34 that is, on the notion of a kind of moral "causality," itself
 uncaused by physical nature, which is the source of man's freedom and

 responsibility. Now in insisting on the will as a kind of moral causality,
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 Kant obviously has a relation to the voluntarists who came before him,

 and particularly to Rousseau, who had urged in the Discourse on

 Iniequality that while "physics" might explain the mechanism of the senses
 and even the formation of ideas, "in the power of willing or rather of
 clioosing... nothing is to be found but acts which are purely spiritual

 anid wholly inexplicable by the laws of mechanism."35 With this much,
 Kant could agree, but he could not accept Rousseau's dictum that "if I am

 bound to do no injury to my fellow-creatures, this is less because they are

 rational than because they are sentient beings."36 On Rousseau's view,
 Kant believed, one would have no duties to other men if one did not

 himself feel their pleasures and pains as "sentient beings." But this would
 make duty contingent on having a feeling (e.g., sympathy), which would
 reduce it to an epiphenomenon of a psychology whose content might be
 different from minute to minute. Kant, then, wanted to preserve and
 defend Rousseau's notion of will as an uncaused causality, but also to
 show how a truly free will would be determined by practical reason itself,

 not by feeling. All of this he made clear in an important passage in the
 Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals:

 Everything in nature works according to laws. Rational beings alone have the

 faculty of acting according to the conception of laws, that is according to
 principles, i.e. have a will. Since the deduction of actions from principles
 requires reason, the will is nothing but practical reason.... The will is a
 faculty to choose that only which reason independent of inclination

 recognizes as practically necessary, i.e., good.37

 One can never, in Kant's view, deduce a duty out of sympathy, feelings
 of pleasure and pain, or happiness, simply because however one revolves

 these psychological notions, a concept of "ought" cannot be extracted
 from them. Why this is so Kant makes particularly plain in a passage from
 the Critique of Pure Reason that expresses the foundation of his whole
 moral position:

 That our reason has causality, or that we at least represent it to ourselves as

 having causality, is evident from the imperatives which in all matters of
 conduct we impose as rules upon our active powers. 'Ought' expresses a kind

 of necessity . .. which is found nowhere else in the whole of nature. The
 understanding can know in nature only what is, what has been, or what will
 be... . When we have the course of nature alone in view, 'ought' has no
 meaning whatsoever.38

 It is for this reason, Kant urges, that writers such as Hume made such

 serious mistakes in explaining how concepts of duty, virtue, and the like
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 are in principle conceivable. Hume had held in the Treatise of Human

 Nature that an action or character is "virtuous or vicious" because "its

 view causes a pleasure or uneasiness of a particular kind," and that such

 feelings "constitute" our praise or admiration.39 But those who think,

 Kant urged, that "a certain moral sense" connects virtue with feelings of

 pleasure and vice with "mental unrest and pain," simply reduce all

 morality to a desire for happiness.

 Kant, then, wants to ground morality on the notion of a free will's

 obeying laws given by reason, not on happiness, pleasure, or utility. And
 since one of the main aspects of his superiority to earlier voluntarists lies

 in the fact that his conception of will is far more adequate and coherent

 than theirs, it is indispensable to look with some care at what he said on

 this point. He was able to avoid most of the confusion over the notion of
 will which had introduced a degree of incoherence into the voluntarist and

 contractarian tradition. 4 0 by defining the will (ordinarily) as "a faculty of
 determining oneself to action in accordance with the conception of certain

 laws," as "a kind of causality belonging to living beings insofar as they are

 rational."4 1 A being that is capable of acting according to the conception
 of laws, Kant suggests, shows the intelligence of a rational being, and "the

 causality of such a being according to this conception of laws is his

 will."42 And freedom, he argues, is the capacity of this will-as-causality to

 be "efficient"--to produce moral "effects"-independent of "foreign
 causes" deternining that will.43 The will is thus for Kant a kind of
 noumenal causality which is itself independent of natural causality.

 If Kant can mak-e such a concept of will intelligible and plausible, he is

 also able to avoid the reduction of will to an Hobbesian "appetite" or to a
 Lockean "uneasiness," and is thus able to explain rationally the traditional

 distinctions between duty and pleasure, between virtue and happiness. For
 Kant's definition of will insists on consciousness (on understanding the

 conception of a law), on determining oneself independent of external
 causes. On this view, a notion such as moral responsibility is at least

 intelligible: after all, if one is the "free cause" of something of whose

 character he is conscious, the "effect" can reasonably be imputed to him;

 whereas if his will is simply the "last appetite in deliberation," in the
 manner of Hobbes, then he may be the efficient cause of an effect, but

 not, so to speak, the moral cause of it. By insisting on will as the

 undetermined causality of a rational being who understands the con-

 ception of the laws according to which he acts (while objects in physical
 nature indeed act according to laws, but not according to the conception

 of them), Kant is able to rescue a rational foundation for a distinction
 between morality and psychology.
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 If a rational being is to be possessed of a "causality" which is itself not

 causally determined, Kant urges, one must draw a distinction between "a

 world of sense and the world of understanding." With respect to "mere

 perception and receptivity of sensations," he argues, one must count
 himself as belonging to the "world of sense"; but insofar as he is capable

 of initiating rational "pure activity," he must count himself as belonging
 to "the intellectual world."44 If one belonged solely to the world of

 understanding, Kant goes on, then all of his actions would conform to the

 principle of "autonomy of the free will"; if one were solely a creature of
 sense, then only a will determined by desires and inclinations would be

 possible. Since, however, beings such as men, who are partly rational,

 recognize themselves as "'subject to the law of the world of understanding,
 that is, to reason," this law is an imperative for them. A semi-rational

 being has duties because his will ought to (and could) conform to reason,
 but is affected (though not determined) by desire and inclination. What

 makes categorical imperatives of morality possible, Kant insists, is that the

 idea of freedom "makes me a member of an intelligible world, in

 consequence of which, if I were nothing else, all my actions would

 conform to the autonomy of the will; but as I at the same time intuit

 myself as a member of the world of sense, they ought so to conformn."45

 Voluntarist theories before Kant had suffered from defects of various

 kinds, even though the main social contract theorists (Hobbes, Locke, and

 Rousseau) had had to make will the foundation of consent and promise,
 and thereby of political obligation. Hobbes, in particular, never succeeded
 in distinguishing will from "appetite," except insofar as will is the "last"
 appetite in "deliberation"; but a last appetite is still an appetite. As a
 result, even though he urged in Leviathan that wills make "the essence of

 all covenants,"4 6 that political legitimacy is derived from voluntary acts of
 consent taking the form of covenants,47 he was never able to show how an
 obligation could be derived from an appetite. His problem becomes clear if
 one substitutes his definition of will for his use of will in some key

 passages: if, for example, one says, "the last appetite makes the essence of
 all covenants," one can derive no notion of political obligation from that,

 no idea that once a man has freely obligated himself to obey "it is his duty
 not to make void that voluntary act of his own" (Leviathan, Ch. XIV).48
 The only reason that Hobbes' system works is that he appears not to use
 the concept of will as his definition requires.

 Now Kant provides a solution to Hobbes' problem4 9-which is, he can
 suggest, that of not distinguishing between a consciously produced maxin

 of action, and an externally caused or determined action-in-itself. Moral
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 activity, Kant says, "cannot lie in an object determining the will through

 inclination, nor yet in a natural impulse; it can lie only in a rule made by

 the will for the use of its freedom, that is, in a maxim."50 Kant could even

 have urged that Hobbes' saying that there can be "no obligation on any

 man which ariseth not from some act of his own"5 is unintelligible unless

 the act is really his, i.e., actually arises out of his own consciously

 produced maxims; and that if there are no maxims, but only natural
 impulses, "it would be possible to trace the use of our freedom whoUly to

 determination by natural causes"5 2-but this would destroy responsibility,
 imputability, obligation, and other moral concepts which even Hobbes
 would want to maintain. Kant does help to point out what is problemati-
 cal in Hobbes' theory of will, and perhaps even to show why some

 commentators on Hobbes, despairing of finding a "real" theory of
 morality and obligation in Leviathan, speak as if the sole reason for
 obedience in his system is fear of violent death, and not consent or
 promise.53

 Kant's doctrine of the will-taking together the exposition of the

 "necessary hypothesis" of freedom and a noumenal world of intelligence,
 and the objections to the Hobbesian version of willing-is forceful and
 compelling. It is a theory which turns out, indeed, to be the most coherent
 of any in the voluntarist tradition, one which would have stood Hobbes,
 Locke, and Rousseau in good stead. And it is successful without mounting
 ridiculous attacks on empiricism. But it must be granted that most
 objections to Kantianism are not to the Kantian concept of the will, but to
 the Kantian ethics' alleged "formalism" and "contentlessness." Since for
 Kant politics and legality are justified only to provide a context for moral
 endeavor, the most essential thing one can do for Kantian politics is to
 show that Kantian ethics has a real content which politics and law can
 make more nearly possible on earth.

 III

 The most serious objection brought against Kant's moral philosophy
 (and, by implication, against as much of his political theory as supports
 that philosophy), is that it is merely formal, that it has no content, that, as
 Hegel sometimes urged, it can justify the universalization of anything,
 however intrinsically evil. Kant did, of course, insist in all his ethical works
 on the importance of the universal form of the moral law, saying in the
 Critique of Practical Reason that the moral law is the sole determining
 principle of a pure will, but that, since this law is merely formal, "it
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 abstracts as a determining principle from all matter-that is to say, from

 every object of volition."5'4 On the other hand, the various formulations
 of the categorical imperative (above all in the Fundamental Principles)

 increasingly insist on what can only be seen as a moral "content": the

 dignity of persons as ends-in-themselves, as members of a "kingdom of

 ends" who can never be used merely as means to some arbitrary
 purpose." How can the "formal" aspect of Kantian ethnics be linked
 with this quite definite moral content-a content which shapes Kant's

 politics-without doing violence to him?

 It is at least arguable that, when Kant inveighs against including any

 "matter" in the moral law, he is trying above all to exclude "empiricism"

 in morality, to exclude sensible impulses of happiness and pleasure as
 motives for obedience to that law. A free will, he says in Practical Reason,
 is determined simply by the moral law, "not only without the cooperation

 of sensible impulses, but even to the rejection of all such."56 But it is
 quite possible that in his zeal to exclude these "sensible motives" he
 overstated a certain part of his "case"' in such a way as to make (for
 example) the dignity of persons as ends-in-themselves appear to be a
 "matter" which also had to be excluded from moral consideration. And
 yet the categorical imperative of treating persons as ends-in-themselves is

 represented by Kant as a merely different formulation of the first version
 of that imperative, which requires only that moral maxims be formally

 universalizable." 7 It must then be the case that Kant did not view respect
 for the dignity of persons as ends-in-themselves as a sensible impulse, as a

 motive resting on "pathological" feelings of happiness or pleasure. As John

 Rawls has recently urged, it is a mistake to treat Kantianism as a "formal"

 doctrine in which only "universality" matters:

 That moral principles are general and universal is hardly new with him;

 and .. . these considerations do not in any case take us very far. It is

 impossible to construct a moral theory on so slender a basis, and therefore to

 limit Kant's doctrine to these notions is to reduce it to triviality. The real
 force of his view lies elsewhere.5 8

 There is a good reason for taking this view-apart from the bare fact

 that it seems to be necessary if one wants to defend Kant's insistence that

 all of the versions of the categorical imperative are really "the same"-and
 that reason is that Kant himself allows for and even insists on the

 possibility of an unconditioned and uncontingent, non-arbitrary "end":

 that is, persons as ends-in-themselves. His most persuasive version of this

 doctrine is probably the one which comprises the whole middle section of
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 the Fundamental Principles. He begins with an argument about two kinds

 of ends-"relative" ones and "objective" ones. Ends generally, he says,

 serve the will as the "objective ground of its self-determination": the

 arbitrary ends which a rational being proposes to himself "at pleasure" are

 only relative, since those ends change as his desires and interests change:

 but if there exists "something whose existence has in itself an absolute

 worth," something which, as an end-in-itself, can be a "source of definite

 laws," then this end could be the "source of a possible categorical

 imperative.'5 9 These reflections lead Kant to the claim that "man and
 generally any rational being exists as an end in himself, not merely as a

 means to be arbitrarily used by this or that will, but . must always be

 regarded at the same time as an end."60

 Kant begins to try to make good this claim by saying that if there is to

 be a categorical imperative, it must be one which "being drawn from the

 conception of that which is necessarily and end for everyone because it is

 an end in itself, constitutes an objective principle of the will." This

 principle, he goes on, must be built on the notion that a "rational nature

 exists as an end in itself."6 1 Kant's proof of this is, strictly speaking,

 "intersubjective" rather than "objective': men necessarily, he says,

 conceive their own existence as an end-in-itself, but every other rational

 being regards its existence in the same way, "so that it is at the same time

 an objective principle from which as a supreme practical law all laws of the

 will must be capable of being deduced."62 In view of this, Kant

 reformulates the categorical imperative, which heretofore had insisted only

 on willing one's maxims as universal laws, to read: "so act as to treat

 humanity, whether in thine own person or in that of any other, in every

 case as an end withal, never as means only,"63 and goes on to say that the

 notion of men as ends-in-themselves is not merely derived from "experi-

 ence" because it does not "present humanity" as a contingent end which

 may or may not be adopted, but as the "supreme limiting condition of all
 our subjective ends."64

 Kant next relates his argument to what he had said earlier about the

 will. The reformulated categorical imperative is a "law of one's own

 giving," but not in terms of a mere "interest" such as happiness. A will
 which determines itself by laws which recognize objective ends is

 autonomous, he says, while one which makes merely contingent ends the

 maxims of its actions is heteronomous. 6 5 The idea of the will as
 universally legislative (in terms of objective ends) leads, Kant then
 suggests, to the concept of a "kingdom of ends." This "kingdom" he

 defines as a "systematic union of rational beings by common objective
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 laws," arguing that in such a "realm," which is only an "ideal," everything

 has either a value or a dignity: whatever has mere value can be replaced by

 something of equivalent value, but that which is the condition of anything

 else's having a value-that is, man-has dignity.66

 Following this, Kant sums up his whole argument in a way which it is

 essential to examine, since it shows clearly why his critics have been able

 to tax him with mere formalism. All the formulations of the categorical

 imperative, he insists, "are at bottom only so many formulae of the very
 same law." All maxims which follow the categorical imperative are

 characterized by:

 (1) A form, consisting in universality; and in this view the formula of the

 moral imperative is expressed thus, that the maxims must be so chosen as

 if they were to serve as universal laws of nature.

 (2) A matter, namely, an end, and here the formula says that the rational

 being, as it is ... an end in itself, must in every maxim serve as the

 condition limiting all merely relative and arbitrary maxims.

 (3) A complete characterization of all maxims by means of that formula,
 namely, that all maxims ought, by their own legislation, to harmonize

 with a possible kingdom of ends.67

 Now the problem here is obvious: what Kant calls a "matter" or "end"
 in part 2. is at other times called "subjective" by him; and immediately

 below the very passage just quoted he says that while it is best to start

 from the "formula" of the categorical imperative (the principle of

 universality), it is "useful" to consider the other factors as well-that is,

 the matter or end of a maxim, and the complete characterization of all

 maxims-in order to bring the moral law "nearer to intuition." There are
 problems, then, in Kant, if one regards even objective ends-in-themselves as

 something introduced into the "higher" notion of formal universality

 merely in order to "gain entrance" for morality, intuitively conceived.

 Since, however, he also insists on the notion of an "independently existing

 end" which one must "never act against," on the "dignity of man as a
 rational creature,"68 it is at least possible that the three elements of a
 moral maxim-the form, the matter (or end), and the complete characteri-

 zation-are all necessary, and no one of them sufficient (e.g..
 the form alone). If this is the case, and if what is "subjective" in a maxim

 (the end) is not inferior to what is "objective" (the form), then Kant's

 moral philosophy is only somewhat problematical, but not the piece of

 arid formalism that Hegel said it was.
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 It is not, however, only in the Fundamental Principles that Kant tries to

 defend the notion of an end which is not derived from inclination or

 utility. Indeed, one of his most subtle and imaginative defenses of this

 notion is to be found in the Critique of Judgment. In Part 11 of this work,

 which is concerned (inter alia) with the possibility of purposiveness in an

 apparently "mechanical" world, with showing that while purposiveness

 cannot be shown actually to exist in a way that satisfies the "determinate"

 judgment, it can at least be presupposed by human "reflective" judgment
 in its effort to make the world intelligible to itself, Kant urges that while

 the "purposes" of things in the natural world (e.g., the "purposes" of

 plants) are imputed by us to those things (which certainly cannot

 themselves conceive purposes), man is the ultimate purpose of creation on

 earth because "he is the only being upon it who can form a concept of
 purposes, and who can by his reason make out of an aggregate of

 purposively formed things a system of purposes."6 9
 While this is, strictly speaking, again an "intersubjective" rather than

 an objective proof-since purposiveness is only "subjectively" necessary

 for men-it does have considerable force: if Kant is right in believing that

 "lower" beings cannot conceive worth or purpose, let alone conceive of

 themselves as unconditioned ends, and that God is deduced out of the

 concept of morality, rather than the reverse, then men-as-persons, as partly

 moral beings, will be the only "unconditioned" thing in nature and will
 have to serve as ends-in-themselves if there is to be any such thing. This is

 why Kant can say that it is not open to us, in the case of man as a moral

 agent, to ask the question. for what end does he exist? "His existence."

 Kant argues, "inherently involves the highest end."70
 It is now at least clear that objections of the kind that one finds in

 Hegel are really not fair, since they do not even deal with Kant's effort to
 show how an objective end is possible. In the end, Kant's position rests on

 the view that only a good will is capable both of being an objective end and
 of having (legislating) such an end; and this position is so impressively
 defended that it is reasonable to assume that his moral philosophy is far
 more adequate than its critics allow. What remains is to determine how far

 Kant's quasi-contractarian political doctrine is congruent with this moral
 system.

 IV

 In a general way the congruence is obvious: the Kantian republic
 respects the liberty which is essential to moral activity, blocks exterrnal
 impediments to this activity, and, if universalized into a world of
 republics, brings an end to those practices which are themselves immoral.
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 But in more particular respects-such as the morality of disobedience to
 law, and of revolution -some problems remain.

 Kant's fullest statement of Ihis republicanism and (ideal) contrac-
 t;ariaflism is to be found in the Rechtsle/ire. He begins with an argument
 wlich is obviously derived from Rousseau, and which in some respects
 does not ifully reptesent hiis real view: "the legitimate [or sovereign]
 autlhority can be attributed only to the united will of the people. Because
 all right anid justice is supposed to proceed from this authority, it can do
 absolutely no injustice to anyone."7 lStrictly speaking, this goes too far in
 the direction ofl Rousseau; after all, for Kant "all right and justice"
 proceed from natural law as. perhaps, applied by the people's "united
 will." not just from popular authority. But with this adjustment, the
 statement can be brought into line with the rest of Kant. He goes on to
 urge that the nature of a citizen in a commonwealth under the united will
 ot the people involves three attributes:

 First, the lawtful freedom to obey no law other than one to which he has given
 his consent; second civil cquaility; third. the aittribute of civil inde-
 penden ce. 7 2 ~~~~~~72 ~ ~ ~ 7

 Again, the debt to Rousseau is evident,73 and again one must qualify
 Kant's statement that a citizen need only obey laws to which he has
 consented: sometimes, indeed, Kant does insist on (indirect) consent
 through a representative system, but often only on the notion that a law
 miust be worthyv of consent. Following Rousseau yet again, Kant calls laws
 the determinations of the united will of the people, while the determina-
 tions of the ruler are mere "ordinances and decrees" because they involve
 "decisions about particular cases and are considered subject to change."74
 Despite this Rousseaueanisimi. hlowever, Kant does not want to adopt
 Rousseau's extreme voluntarist notion that "the engagements which bind
 us to the social body are obligatory onzlv because they are mutual";75 his
 theory ol nattiral law, and his belief that morality itself requires public
 legal justice, would not admit of such a view.

 There is. thien, in Kant. only one form of sovereignty: the united will ot
 the people under the Idea of a social contract. There are, however
 different forms of states, and the best of these is clearly the "republican"
 state. A true republic, Kant argues, "is and can be nothing else than a
 representative system of the people if it is to protect the rights of its

 citizens in the nanme of the people." Such a system would, hie indicates,
 realize "the spirit of the original contract."76 Since, however, the contract
 is only an Idea ot reason, a people cannot use the notion of "breach of
 contract" as a pretext for disestablisliing the old order and creating the
 ideal state overnight. It is, ralther, the obligation of "constituted
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 aulthority" to "change the government gradually and continually," until a
 pure republic is finally attained.77 But while one waits for the attainment

 of universal republicanism, "autocrats" can at least govern in a "republican
 manner":

 It is the duty of monarchs to govern in a reptublicatn (not a democratic)

 manner, even though they may nrle autocratically. In other words. they

 should treat the people in accordance with principles akin in spirit to the laws

 of freedom which a people of mature rational powers would prescribe for

 itself.78

 And Kant makes it plain that it is better to be ruled provisionally by an

 even somewhat arbitrary "autocrat" than to be "devoured by ecclesiastics

 and aristocrats";79 if he could not agree with Hegel that monarchy is the

 "constitution of developed reason,"80 he at least thought it more rational
 than rule by the vestiges of feudalism.

 But Kant did not confine hirnself to treating the formal requirements of

 republicanism: more characteristically, he argued that while all legal orders

 are in some sense instrumental to the possibility of morality, a republican

 legal order is best calculated to end political immorality, particularly in the

 form of war. A republican constitution, he says in Eternal Peace, not only

 springs from the "pure concept of right,"8 ' it also makes possible a
 perpetual peace in which states will require, internally and externally.
 fewer immoral acts. In a republic, Kant suggests, where men are citizens

 and would personally have to undergo all the deprivations of war, they will

 have "great hesitation in embarking on so dangerous an enterprise." But

 where men are not citizens. he goes on, "it is the simplest thing in the
 world to go to war."82 For a monarclh is not a fellow-citizen who would
 have to share the horrors of war with other citizens, but "tthe owner of a
 state."

 A war will not force him to make the slightest sacrifice so far as his banquets,
 hunts, pleasure palaces and court festivals are concerned. He can thus decide

 on war, without any significant reason, as a kind of amusement.83

 Doubtless Kant exaggerated irn these passages the degree to which he
 actually believed that war is caused simply by the caprice of monarchs and

 scheming ministers; after all, he indicates in other works that war may
 even be a "hidden purpose of nature" designed to bring about a new
 cosmopolitical wofld order through the "sad experience" of violence and
 devastation.84 Nonetheless, he does seem to have believed that even if the
 morality of the public would not necessarily be higher under a republic
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 than in a monarchy, a republic would at least cause fewer immoralities

 simply because rational people would not willingly choose to ruin

 themselves-for example, through war.

 Kant, then, makes a rather persuasive case for the view that

 republicanism will lead to fewer future immoralities, to the possibility of a

 better "context" for morality. None of this means, however, that he was

 willing to justify revolution in order to attain this republicanism more

 quickly. Indeed, some critics of Kant argue that his insistence on

 obedience to law at all costs destroyed his republicanism. Since this is a

 serious charge, it will have to be met.

 At first glance it certainly looks as though Kant's views on revolution,

 even as a means of "hastening" republicanism, are not completely

 coherent. In The Conflict of the Faculties, which is his most

 pro-revolutionary work, he says that the French Revolution cannot have

 been caused "by anything but a moral disposition within the human

 race."8 5 On the other hand, however-and this is perhaps more character-
 istic-Kant in the Rechtslehre calls revolution a crime deserving of death,

 and argues that "it is the people's duty to endure even the most intolerable

 abuse of supreme authority" because resistance can only be "unlawful."8 6
 Even in the Rechtslehre, though, he grants that the people can "take his

 authority from the ruler, depose him, or reform his administration, but

 cannot punish him."87 The removal of a particular ruler would not
 necessarily constitute an assault on the entire legal order. Consequently,

 Kant allows that it is "conceivable" that the dethronement of a ruler may

 be "effected through a voluntary abdication," and even that the people
 might have some excuse for forcing this, provided the ruler is not

 punished, and provided above all that he is not executed. 88 If a people

 simply forces a ruler out of power but lets him live peacefully as a private

 citizen, Kant is willing to grant that this may be allowable, though he

 continues to prefer evolution toward republicanism. It is only the killing

 of a ruler which Kant takes to be an "inexpiable" crime.89 His view of
 revolution, in the end, is much more coherent than it is often taken to be,

 and at least sometimes allows for the removal of a ruler without producing

 the "anarchy" which would destroy public legal justice as an instrument to
 morality.

 There are difficulties, then, in Kant's theory of political-legal order as a

 context for morality,90 and these are thrown into highest relief when
 Kant treats, not always with perfect consistency, the notion of revolution.

 Usually, however, if one looks at everything he has to say, a consistent
 view can be drawn out. And, in the end, Kant's treatment of morality and
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 politics is remarkably coherent and forceful. Politics and legality serve a
 high purpose in his system: they are the guarantors of thlolse (;leg;ative)

 conditions which make the dignity ofi men ;Is end(Is-in-hlieiisclves miore

 nearly possible. They make the exercise of a good will less dillictilt by
 removing impediments such as fear of violence whichl could inclinie ilic wil

 to act or, maxims which cannot be universalized in a way that is consistent
 with the rights of man. Politics cannot in(Ieedn make miei mor)lI. inr sliold
 it try to make men happy. But it cat7 create conditions in whiichi liberty,

 which is the prime requisite of politics and the preconidition ol imior;ality.

 will be guaranteed tlirough the laws of a republic under the ldc; ol the
 social contract-an Idea in whicih Kant raises to their hiiglhesi pitchi the

 ideals of the contractarian and voluntarist tradition whlich lie inherited aiod

 transformed.

 NOTES

 1. Kant's reputation as a social contract theorist will almiiost ccrtainllv bhe r.vived

 and enhanced by John Rawlis' trcatment of himn in hi.; rernarkable ne>s 10ook. 1

 Thtcor)y of Justice-even though Raw!s emphasizes those parts o!' o nt which arc
 parallel to his own theory of contractarianism as rational decision-miaking. and

 downplays certain features of Kant's politics, above all lhis insistence on natural law

 and the rights of man.

 2. Cited by Ernst Cassirer in his Rousseau. Kant and Gocthe. trans. .1. (Gutman.

 P. Kristeller. J. H. Randall Jr.. New York. 1963. p. 35 the oriL'inal is 1roim Kamt's
 Theory and Practice).

 3. Kant, The Conflict of the Facuilties, in i. Reiss (ed.). Kantt's Political

 Writings. Cambridge, 1970. p. 1 86 (cited hereaft er as Conflict).
 4. Kant, On the Common Saving: 'Thtis Mat he .True in TI,eorib hut it doe.s /l1o

 Apply itn Practice, in Reiss, op. cit., p. 79 (cited lhereatter as Theory anid Practice).

 5. Kant, The Metaphysical Elementts ofJ Justicc (Recihtslehre). trans-. J. Ladd.
 Indianapolis 1965, p. 97 (cited hereafter as Rechtslelre-Ladd).

 6. Ibid.

 7. Cf. Rousseau, The Social Contract, in Political Writings. trans. I. Watkins.
 Edinburgh, 1953, pp. 38-39: "the law considers subjects collectivelv and actions

 abstractly; it is never concerned with an individual nian or with a particular aLtion."

 8. Cf. Hume, "Of the Original Contract." in Thcory ot Politics. ed. F. Watkinsi.

 Edinburgh. 1951. pp. 198-99: "almost all the governments which exist ... have been

 founded originally either upon usuirpation or conquest, or botli, without any
 pretence of a fair consent or voluntary subjection of the people."

 9. Rechtslehre-Ladd, op. cit., pp. 84-89.

 10. Ibid., pp. 78-80.

 11. Ibid.,pp. 111-113.

 1 2. Ibid., p. 89.

 13. Cf. Locke, Second Treatise of Civil Government. ed.. P. Laslett. New York,
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 1965, pp. 456 ff. Despite this, Kant and Locke are in some ways quite comparable;

 both try. e.g.. to balance consent against natural law in a way that Rousseau, say,
 does not.

 14. Conflict, op. cit., p. 187.

 15. Cf. Patrick Riley, "A Possible Explanation of Rousseau's General Will," in

 the American Political Science Review. Vol. LXIV, No. 1 (March 1970), pp. 92 ff.

 16. Kant. FuLndamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals. trans T. Abbott,

 Indianapolis. 1949. p. 11 (cited hereafter as Fundamental Printciples).
 17. This formulation involves a conflation of a number of Kantian premises, each

 of which will be treated separately.

 18. Kant, Eternal Peace, in The Philosophy of Kant, ed. C. J. Friedrich, New
 York 1949, p. 469. (cited hereafter as Eternal Peace-CJF).

 19. Ibid., p. 459.

 20. Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, trans. T. Abbott, London 1923, pp.

 186-87; cf. Kant. The Metaphysical Principles of Virtue (Tugendlehre), trans. J.
 Ellington. Indianapolis. 1964. p. 46 (cited hereafter as Tugendlehre-Ellington).

 21. Rech7tslchrc-Ladd. op. cit., pp. 20-21.

 22. Practical Reason, op. cit., p. 164.

 23. Cited by Sheldon Wolin in Politics and Vision, Boston 1960, p. 389, (the

 onginal is in Kant's Eternal Peace). Cf. G. Viachos' useful study, La Pensee Politique
 de Kant. Paris, 1962. pp. 310 ff. which makes extensive use of Kant's posthumously
 published notes.

 24. Rechtslelhre-Ladd, op. cit., p. 13.

 25. Kant. Eternal Peace. in Kant's Political Writings, ed.. Reiss, op. cit., p. 121 n.
 26. Reclhtslchre-Ladd op. cit., p. 100.
 27. Kant. Critique of Pure Reason. trans. N. K. Smith. London, 1933. p. 644

 (cited hereafter as Pure Reason).
 28. Rechtslehlre-Ladd, op. cit., p. 26.
 29. Ibid., pp. 109-114.

 30. Eternal Peace-CJF, op. cit., pp. 434 ff.

 31. Conflict, op cit., pp. 187-88.
 32. Cf. Hegel. Philosophy of Right, trans. T. M. Knox; Oxford. 1942. pp. 89-90.

 Cf. Patrick Riley, "Hegel on Consent and Social Contract Theory." Western Political
 Quarterly (June 1973).

 33. Cf. Hegel, Phenomenology, trans. Baillie. New York. 1967, pp. 599 ff.
 34. Same as note 16.

 35. Rousseau, Discouirse onz Inequality, trans. G.D.H. Cole, in The Social
 Contract antd Discourses, New York 1950, p. 208.

 36. Ibid., p. 194.

 37. Fuindamental Pritnciples, op. cit., p. 30.
 38. Puire Reason, op. cit., pp. 472-73.
 39. Hume. Treatise of Htman Nature, in Theory of Politics. ed.. Watkins. op. cit..

 p. 19.

 40. This degree of incoherence was due mainly to the fact that Hobbes and
 Locke define the will in terms of "appetite" and "uneasiness"-psychological notions
 from which it is hard to extract a moral theory.

 41. Fundamental Principles, op. cit., pp. 44 and 63.

 42. Practical Reason, op. cit., p. 22.
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 43. Fundamental Principles, op. cit., p. 63.
 44. Ibid., Fundamental Principles, op. cit., p. 68.

 45. Ibid., pp. 70-71.

 46. Hobbes, Leviathan, Ch. XL.

 47. Ibid.; cf. Ch. XLII.

 48. Ibid., Ch. XIV.

 49. On this point see A. E. Taylor, "The Ethical Doctrine of Hobbes," in Hobbes

 Studies, ed., K. Brown, Oxford, 1965. pp. 35 ff., which compares Hobbes with Kant in

 an unconventional but sometimes persuasive way.

 50. Kant, Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone, in the Philosophy of Kant,

 ed, Friedrich, op. cit., p. 367 (cited hereafter as Religion).

 5 1. Hobbes, Leviathan, op. cit., Ch. XXI.
 52. Same as note 50.

 53. But for a good recent defense of Hobbes as a voluntarist who believed in

 genuine duties, see Brian Barry, "Warrender and his Critics," in Hobbes and

 Rousseau, ed., M. Cranston and R. Peters, New York. 1972, pp. 37 ff.

 54. PracticalReason, op. cit., p. 204.

 55. Fundamental Principles, op. cit., pp. 44 ff.

 56. Practical Reason, op. cit., pp. 165.

 57. Fundamental Principles, op. cit., p. 5 3.

 58. John Rawls, A Theory of Justice, Cambridge, Mass. 1971, p. 251. Cf. note 1.

 59. Fundamental Principles, op. cit., p. 45.

 60. Ibid.

 61. Ibid.

 62. Ibid.

 63. Ibid.

 64. Ibid. p. 48.
 65. Ibid. pp. 49-50.

 66. Ibid., p. 50.

 67. Ibid., p. 53.

 68. Ibid., pp. 53-55. H. J. Paton, in his spendid The Categorical Imperative, has
 perhaps given Kant's position its most forceful expression. After granting that Kant,

 in speaking of the idea of an end-it-itself, is "manifestly extending the meaning of the
 word 'end,'" Paton goes on to say: "An objective and absolute end could not be a

 product of our will; for no mere product of our will can have absolute value. An end

 in itself must therefore be a self-existent end, not something to be produced by us.

 Since it has absolute value, we know already what it must be-namely, a good will.
 This good or rational will Kant takes to be present in every rational agent,
 and . . . hence . . . every rational agent as such, must be said to exist as an end in
 itself." H. J. Paton, The Categorical Imperative. London, 1947. pp. 168-69.

 69. Kant, Critique of Judgment, in The Philosophy of Kant. ed., Friedrich, op.

 cit., pp. 348-49.

 70. Ibid., p. 354.

 71. Rechtslehre-Ladd, op. cit., pp. 78 ff.

 72. Ibid.

 73. Rousseau, The Social Contract, op. cit., pp. 14 ff.
 74. Rechtslehre-Ladd, op cit., p. 78.

 75. Rousseau, The Social Contract, op. cit.. p. 31.
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 76. Rechtslehre-Ladd, op. cit., p. 31.

 77. Ibid.

 78. Conflict, op. cit., p. 187.

 79. Theory and Practice, op. cit., p. 83n.

 80. Hegel, Encyclopedia, trans. Wallace, Oxford, 1894 p. 269.
 81. Kant, Eternal Peace, in Kant's Political Writings, ed., Reiss, op cit., p. 100.

 82. Ibid.

 83. Ibid.

 84. Kant, Idea for a Universal History, in Reiss, op cit., pp. 44 if.

 85. Conflict, op cit., pp. 182-83.

 86. Rechtslehre-Ladd, op. cit., p. 87.

 87. Ibid., p. 82.

 88. Ibid., pp. 87-88n.

 89. Ibid.

 90. But cf. the interesting paradox pointed out by George A. Kelly in his valuable

 Idealism, Politics and History, Cambridge, 1969, p. 116: "Man's penetration into the
 timeless sphere of freedom, and attribute of personal striving by the rational
 "personality,' is somehow conditioned [in Kanti by his efforts in organizing the
 temporal political sphere."
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