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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

The Met ho @roanfiwork af the Metaphys of Morals

Establishing Moral Metaphysics as a Science

by

Susan Valarie Hansen Castro
Doctor of Philosophy in Philosophy
University of California, Los Angeles, 260

Professor Barbara Herman, Chair

This dissertatiorconcerns the methodology Kant eiyd in the first two sections
of theGroundwork of the Metaphysics of Mor&Sroundwork H1) with particular
attention to how the execution of the method of analysis in these sections contributes to
the establishment of moral metaphysics as a scigdgethesis is that Kant had a
detailed strategy for th@roundworkt hi s strategy and Kantds
be ascertained from the firGritique and his lectures on logic, and understanding this
strategy gains us interpretive insight into Kaist mo r a | met aphysics.
At the most general levelf methodologythere are four steps for the

establishment adinyscience:

1) make distinct the ideaf the natural unity of its material
2) determinethe specialcontentof the science

3) articulatethe systenatic unity of the science

4) critique the science to determine its boundaries

The first two of these steps are accomplished by the gathgscholastianethod of

analysis paradigmatically the method whereby confused and obscure ideas are made

rea:



clear and distinct, thereby logically perfecting them and transforming them into possible
grounds of cognitive insiglhat arepotentially complete anddequate to philosophical
purposes.The analysis o6Groundwork lis a paradigmatic analysis thratkes dstinct
what iscontainedn common understanding, i#at makes distindhe higher, partial
concepts that together define the concdphorality. Theanalysis oiGroundwork Ilis
an employment more specifically of the methodbgfical division, whid makes distinct
what iscontainedunderthe concept by whicthe extensiormr object of moralitys
determined
Part lintroducek ant 6s conception of moral metaphy
took it to be in need of establishmgexplainghe general mabd for establishing
science and the scholastic method of analysis by wisid¢hist two steps are to be
accomplishedthen provides an interpretation®@foundwork las an execution of this
method Part lldetailsKk ant 6 s det er mi n atenta morabstientehne s peci al
Groundwork llin relation to the central problem for moral metaphysibew synthetic a

priori practical cognition is possible



Introduction

| mma n u e |IGrothdwortkod tke Metaphysics of Morals one of the most
widely used and highly influential texts in philosophy, despite the fact that it is openly
acknowl edged by Kant scholars to be quite po
moral theorylike his formula of humanitgxpress deep insights in moral and {oc
theory that have had profound and widespread influence not only among philosophers
and ethicists but also in jurisprudence, politics, and even popular culture. Despite its
influence the central tenet of this moral thedrpamelythe categorical ipperativei is
so philosophically problematic that it threatens to undermine these insights and call their
use into question. It is disturbing that despite two hundred years of philosophical
discourse and human impact there is so little consensus asttowkaa nt 6 s pr i nci pl e
arguments really were. We have his words in print, certainly, but what they really mean
and how we ought to utilize them is still rather an open question.

Controversies regarding tli&oundworkrange in topic from Constructivism to
Compatibilism, but the most fundamental of t
method of argument and the structure of@reundwork Kant cryptcally states his

method in théPreface as follows:

The presenGroundworki s é not hi ng gwearahfer artddstablishrmhehte
of thesupreme principle of moralifyvhich constitutes by itself a business that in
its purpose isompleteand to be kept apart from every other moral

i nvestigat i omginethodn thistexs dhich ltbelieve isie most
suitable, if one wants to proceadalyticallyfrom commorcognition to the
determinatiorof its supreme principle, and in tusgntheticallyfrom the
examinatiorof this principle and its sources back to the common cognition in
which we find it ued (G 4:392 emphasis minpe

Nowhere in th&Groundworkdoes Kant explain what he means by the search for
and establishment of the supreme principle of morality. Nowhere does he explain what

he means by the analytic method, the synthetic method, or wieyrttethods would be



appropriate to the task. The problem i s exa

declaration that

Accordingly the division turns out as follows:

1. First section: Transition from common rational to philosophic moral cognition

2. Second section: Transition from popular moral philosophy to metaphysics of
morals

3. Third section: Final step from metaphysics of morals to the critique of pure
practical reasaG 4:392e mp hasi)s Kant 0s

Thesesection titles make no mention of a sepe principle of morality, analysis,

synthesis, determination, or any other key term that might help connect the method just
stated to this divisionf the textinto sections. To make matters worse, there is no
indication in the Preface as to why one dddaegin with common rational cognitipar

even what Kant means by thi#t is unclear whether philosophic moral cognition is
synonymous with popular moral philosophy for Kant, in which case the division between
the first two sections might be arbitraoy,whether Kanfor some reasohegins anew in

the second section with a different starting point rather than continuing the original
transition.

Due to the opacity of Kantbés statement of
among Kant scholars is limited & vague idea that a satisfactory interpretation of the
Groundworktakes seriously that the body of the text begins with analysis, ends with
synthesis, and its purpose is to fiestablishdo
these terms mean and h#ant might satisfy these criteria is wide open to interpretation.
Nearly all t rmethodoiagyntheGrauridwaikare viagues, cursory, and
fail to provide significant insight into how Kant carries out the method he explicitly
identifies (cf.Hill | Korsgaard' Paton™ Wood)." Even when the issue is limited to the
structure of just the first sectip@roundwork] debat es over Kantdés met

disagreement as to the identification of the analysandum, whether the analysis constitutes



a vdid deduction, whether the analysis is regressive or progressive, where the analysis
ends, and what the analysis was intended to accomplish or establish. The location and
nature of the transition from analysis to synthesis and the synthesis itselfraraaee
controversial, and the division into sections is typically taken to be less informative than
the statement of method from whiclaltegedlyfollows.

My purpose in thiglissertation s t o s h o @rurtdlegartgzuKant 6 s
Metaphysic der Sitteisin  f act Kant 6s e x e dhefollowimgwel-f t he f ir
considered method for establishing moral metaphysicseagacgWissenschaft The
establishment of the supreme principle of morahtthe Groundworkas a wholes,
methodologicallyspeaking the establishment of a moral hypothesis, which is a purpose
complete in itselthat is specific to moral scien¢&769/B797ff, A795/B823ff). This
Aestabl i shment 0 h a softhesertteepartp aethe dirsttwo fdpe f i r st
of estaltishing anyscience according to the firSritique and theProlegomena
Groundwork lis a scholasticanalysis by which ouwnclear andndistinctin concreto
common cognition of morality is made philosophically clear and distinabstracto
Groundwak Il is an employment of the methodlogical division, which is a specific
kind of analysisvherebyKant shows how the clear and distinct ideatainedn the
common one determines the extensiontainedunderthe special content of morality
(JL 140) Together these two phases of analysis lay the groundwork for our cognitive
grasp of moral metaphysics as a scier@eoundwork lllis an execution of the method
of synthesi¥ by which the hypothesis of freedom is established as the condition of all
possble practice where this result is synthesized om t h e vthatréesdeds fAdat ao
from the analysign Groundwork #1. In this dissertation will explicateonly how

Groundwork HI execute the first two steps of establishing moral metaphysics as a



science but with attention to how these first two steps contribute to the remainder of

Kant 6s. proj ect

81 Traditional Interpretations of Groundwork Il
Though the bul k of the se&Goumdwnkgfthei t er at u

Metaphysics of Morals not primarily concerned witthe structure oK a n argusient
or Kant 6s amkdbds notdnoakeat gentridiere are exceptiondVhat most
methodorientedinterpretations have in common, especi#tiyse concerning
Groundwork | is that they shara bottomup, detadcentered, isolationist method of
interpretation. By this | mean they begin with the detailfiefitody of the text and
reverseengineef! the argument, with virtually no appeal to or enlightenment from the
critical context of th&roundwork Typically the interpreter identifies statements in the
body of theGroundworkthat appear to be premiseslaronclusions, for example the
three propositions iGroundwork lor the three formulas iGroundwork 1} and the
project is to make senselodw these statements fit together in a way that nsgithe
prefatory statement of method. Passages that do not fit neatly into the structure so
understood are either glossed or ignored.

As a general overview of the problerayerseengineered iterpretations of the
Groundworkfor the most partakeGroundwork Ito be a moral deduction, while
Groundwork llis a progression from the abstrambralto something moreoncrete, and
Groundwork lllis a metaphysical argument for transcendental freed¢emnt, in
contrast, says that the first part of tBeoundworkis ananalysisand this analysis is
followed by asynthesisvhich completeshe establishment of the supreme principle of
morality. The very disunity of the results of reveessineering shdd indicate that this

interpretive metbdology is inadequate. Reversegineers have been unable to explain



how the three sections constitateecompletewell-p | anned ar gument that f
descriptions of the structure and nature of his argument.

To take a more specifexample, aione end of the reversmgineering
interpretive spectrum interpreters like Sam Rickless @Gdoeindwork Ito be a deductive
argumen{Rickless 2004Y" Ri ckl ess takes Kantédés frequent u
importanty Kmt 6 s st atement that the Athird proposi
two,tobe str ong evi doallednethod bf analysiK i@roundwork Iss o
reallythe method of deductive argumé@t4:400) Thegeneraproblemfor deductive
interpretations ofGroundwork lis that it is enormously difficult to interpr&roundwork
| as agooddeductive argument. Kaekplicitly identifies only two of the three
propositions he mentions, P2 and P3 below. The deductive reverse engineer must take
the st two propositions as given and extrapolate back to identify a candidate for the first
proposition. For example, a typical deductive interpretation might reverse engineer from

P2 and P3 back to 1:

(1) A human action has moral worth only if it is don@m duty.

(P2) An action from duty has its moral worth not in the purpose to be attained by
it but in the maxim in accordance with which it is decided up@ri:899).

(P3) Duty is the necessity of an action from respect for Iaw:@400).

(C) I ought neer act except in such a way that my maxim should become
through my will a universal law3 4:402).

The problem for the reverse engineer is then to fill in any other implicit premises or

reasoning necessary to make this at least appear to be a valid arglimetraditional

reverse engineering project for a deductive interpretati@rafindwork lis to specify

Kant 6s first premise on the basis of the sec
justification for the first two premises, andthentsscl®e fAunebdés gapo bet wee
t he fico@.clwbhsiicom st statekhanndf thesmorfal lafune 1979; see also

Allison 1991 andMariiia1998)



Theproblem withdeductive reverse engineeringht er pr et ati ons | i ke
notthat the propositioal argument cannot plausibly be made souniill allow for the
sake of argument thétcan. The real problem is that according to virtually all deductive
interpretations, the first half @roundwork Imakes no contribution to the real argument
of Groundwork | The obviously deontic, potentially deductive argungdre three
propositions concerning dutig preceded iisroundwork Iby passages concerning the
goodness of a good will and the teleology of reaand these make no mention of duty
Sinee the first half olGroundwork Imost plausibly does not concern duty, the deductive
reverseengineering strategy of interpretation makes it extremely difficulty to attribute
any purpose to the first half @roundwork | especially when considered only in
i sol ation fr om KRickles@irsparicolart&kesehle Brs thrbee r e
paragraphs concerning the goodness of a good will to be a deduction in their own right,
but one that is fAotiosed to the propositiona
If we attempt to remedy thibyidentifying the first proposition athe opening
statement o6Groundwork Irather tharsomedeonticdeductivepremise(anassertion
concerningduty) that we interpolate from the othetisen the gap between the first and

second premises makie valdity of the argumengévenmore difficult to show

(GW) Only a good will could be considered good without qualificat®d:393).

(P2) An action from duty has its moral worth not in the purpose to be attained by
it but in the maxim in accordance with whiit is decided upon3 4:399).

(P3) Duty is the necessity of an action from respect for Iaw:@400).

(C) I ought never act except in such a way that my maxim should become
through my will a universal law3 4:402).

Korsgaard and a few others have afgy made a good case for this kind of
interpretation, but no such deductive interpretation to date has made essential use of the
teleological argument. So the teleological argunséhtappears to be an irrelevant

digressiorand perhaps even an embasraent If the best deductive interpretation that



can be given oGroundwork Imakes absolutely no use of several paragraphs, possibly
even the first half of the section, then either Kant did a very bad job in writing
Groundwork lor it was never meant tze a deductive argument.

At the other end of the interpretive spectrum, Allen Wood argues that
Groundwork lhas virtually no structure at g§lWood 1999, 21fj. Wood notes that Kant
says it is his aim to explicate the idea of a good will, which woularaly imply that
Groundwork lis an expositioni.e. a kind of analysisather than a deductionin support
of thisWood goes so farastorrectlyi ndi cate that in the first t
anal ysi s i sAridioteliamterss) movihgdrsnt iavhat i s more evi de
toward the oOf i r sibid, p8), andanotgt lheaG (K& n4 :644 S)taar(t i n
an unreflective common understandingd, 1920). On Woodd6s vVvi ew, howeve
fails to follow through. As Wood sees it, theod will is not in fact explicated in
Groundwork ! The text is instead something like a discussion aimedréot our
at t e n tcartamspecial cafes f g o o(idbid 2v)i. Actodding to WoodHere is a
substantive unitywetree Kan tnds nteh chwghotl ,o gh wctalt u |
presentationi Kant is not systematic in his transition from thiial topic of good
willing to the special cases of interegts Wood understandsroundwork ] the
teleologicalargument isactuallya caveat ol a n t 0 (#id, 2%26)1 but this is of little
interest because fiwe should | ower(bdur expect
20). Aslseeitti 1 s bad enough that on Rickless6 vie
Groundworkwith irrelevantor dispensablarguments, buunWo od 6 s vrealyw Kant

hasno strategyi there really is nanethodtio theGroundwork strictly speaking.

1 Wood is far less cautious in his unpublished work on this point, even to the point of arguing that the
Groundworkis not really abougjood will at all.



The interpretive problem fdgroundwork Ilis quite similar even though it does
not appear to be a deductiowhile Groundworkl involved three propositions thatight
constitute a deductio@roundwork lli nvol ves three Aformul aso of
constitute diprogression, whi ch Kant says fAbrings the mor .
thereby to feelingg a n d sombhiove does so in connection withatteo, fiformo,
andiicomplete determinati@nas well as in connection with thenityo, fipluralityo, and
fitotalityo of the moral law G 4: 4367). If this is not mysterious enougthe second
formula has something tio with firealityo (but does not prove the reality of the moral
law), while the third formula has to do with &n @ a&nd the first formula is adequate for
fappraisad, while the second two are betfer fiaccesé  ( 425, 431 437) There has
recentlybeen a consensus that there are intfaeeformulas as Kant says, but which of
the five frontrunning candidates they must be is still somewhat in contention.
Everything else is open to deb&Beemy Part Il Outline ofGroundwork Iland chapters
7-8).

Because it is so unclear what Kant evesans by a formula adhe moral law,
most interpretations déroundwork Ilfocus on one formula and attempt to explicate its
implications for human agents. The derivation of duties and casuistry areopatam
concerns, and these ar e g1 begivdsynlyffoubuest r at ed D
derivations of duées,using these same four for both the first and second formulas and
providingno derivations of duty from thignal formula. The bulkofKands ar ti cul at i
of specific duties and examples are in an entirely different Téxet Metaphysics of
Morals, soGroundwork Ilis not at all as useful in this regard as one might hdjpe.
dearth of guiding examples @roundwork limakes itfareasieot r educe Kant 6s f i
formula of the moral law to absurdity than to extend it to other cases (see for example

Steinberger 1999).



The most methodriented interpretations @roundwork llfocus on the
progression from the first formula as a formula of rhappraisal to the third formula as
a formula that is closer to intuition and more acces$étp Korsgaard 1996)or lack
of any obvious alternative, the progression is typically assumed to be one that makes the
very abstractfirst formula a basis foror a guide to, the mow®ncretesecond and third
formulas. Given that the second and third formulas are themselves extremely abstract,
Kant seems to maklittle progress in this regard. He would have done better to make the
moral law concrete througtasuistry, even by his own admissidh 389), and this
makes Kant seem rather inepVhat is worsédrom my perspective, a mere progression
from abstract to concrete does not do well to explain why there must be spedificzdly
formulas,specifially thesethree, owhat they have to do with matter and form, the
categories of quantity, @he real and the ideal. An architectonic interpretation must
explain all these methodological clues as contributing, though perhaps in different ways,

to whatKant oughtto includein a groundwork of moral metaphysics.

82 Interpretive Resistance to the Metaphysics of Morality

The starting point for moving from a vagaed cursorynethodology to a
phil osophically insightful ueCGltoandwotketodi ng of
acknowledge that th@roundworkof the Metaphysics of Morais literally about
metaphysics, specificaliyporal metaphysicgust as the title indicate«antian ethicists
have resisted this because they hagaiedvery much to show #t Kantwascorrect and
his moral philosophy is compellindespite thelongp el d strong consensus t
non-moral metaphysics is deeply flawedery briefly, me of the most prominent theses
of the firstCritique is that space and time are nothatger than transcendentally ideal
pure a priori forms of intuition. Kant argued that this thesis, commonly known as

A ranscendentatlealismois central to solving many problems in metaphysics



(A491/B519. The interpretation of this thesis and its sufipg argumentsas been so
controversial that transcendentd¢alismhas acquired a conventional meaning akin to
Awhatever is distinctive about Kantdéds met aph
Kant 6s metaphysics has tothip@mvénBodal meanmgtgat i ve
such an extent that 1t i swrengwnetth nkeasn tuéssed t o
met aphysi cso.

As metaphysicstheGroundworkwould obviously stand to inherit the flaws of
the firstCritique.* The task of extricating th@etaphysics of th&roundworkfrom the
widely advertised flaws of the fir€lritique is quite daunting. It is far simpler to rescue
the Groundworkby interpreting it as a moral tesdtherthan a metaphysical one. Most
interpreters oduent§avoit thesentieetthearycomind Kamtslevelops
in the firstCritique in order to ensure that they do not run afoul of the dreaded
transcendentatealism in one of its various guises. Since metaphysics and morality are
commonly treated as indepemtielomains of philosophy these days, this tactic of
separation has seemed to many to be a reason
against it(see for exampl8xliv andKpV 5:7). Interpretive strategies for the
Groundworkhave consequently been quitansistent in avoiding mention of
transcendentatlealism, in treating the moral as an independent and@eféined
domain of inquiry, and i mmanyadrmoragtextimtt|l e or n
whichtranscendentatlealism appears, namely t@etiqueof Pure Reasan

More recently Kantds conclusions in the r
anthropology (e.g. moral motivation, deliberation, responsibility, disorders and their
treatments, moral educaticamd so ophave also been vehemently rejectedexist,
racist, classist, and as being in direct conflict with the moral principles from which they

are allegedly draw(e.g. Bernasconi 2003 aisthott1997 see also Wood 1999;3).
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Not surprisingly then, the posaphical wakehdvef | aws a
led Kantian ethicists to an isolationist interpretive strategy of studyinGtbendwork
completely independently froedlKa nt 6 s q événdrom texis that are obviously
moral like theMetaphysics of MoralsAs a result Kanéin ethicists have consistently
t aken Kant 06 smoralcritical text,aheGrourmwosktoype the starting point
of interpretation and often the endpoint as well.

At some level we all have the goal of finding the moral theory or principle that is
best or right or true, bute cannoe val uat e whet her cracht 6 s mor al
without understandingitt t makes | i ttle sense to apologet
at the head and the knees in the interest of studying its torso without teerance.
Kant explicitly tells his readers that the texts of his critical philosophy form a system
which we must Athink througho and that the d
they are treated independeniBxxxvii-viii, KpV 5:10). He consistetly describes the
argument structure of his critical philosophy as being architectonic and uses architectural
analogies to explain the kind of complex interdependence he thinks his metaphysics has,
e.g. freedom as thieyston@ of a philosophical arch wiout which the entire edifice
wouldfall (KpV 5:3-4).

A rejection of Kantds central met aphysi ca
interpretation.Whether theGroundworkinherits any flaws from the firsEritique should
be a consideration for cigal evaluatioronly subsequent ta detailed understanding of
the whole* If we resolve to interpret Kant as literally and accurately as possible, from
his titles to his footnotes, and we accept this architectonic dependence as a requirement of
accuratenterpretation, th€ritique of Pure Reasomust bethe starting point of
interpretation for Karit soral heory. Instead of focusing on transcendemtahiism

and trying to save the fir§lritique from its allegedly fatal flaw, however, the agenda

11



shout be to ascertain what the fiGtitique offers to contribute to th&roundwork The
Transcendental Aesthetic in which transcendental idealism is proposed and defended is
only a small part of the firs€ritique. Though few of th&Groundwokd soncepts e
defined or explained in th@roundworkitself, nearly all of them are defined, explained,
and even treated at length in @Betique of Pure ReasanFor example, Kant not only
explains what he means by reason in general, he distinguishes its reahugs fogical
use and sets out the various sorts of principles involved in réag08ff/B355ff). Even
a slightly better understanding of the structure of reason is enormously helpful in
understand what sort of principle a maxim must be, what an ithyeers, and how these
relate to the supreme principle of morali298ff/B355ff, A796/B824, A812/B840,
A547/B575. In addition to all the useful definitions and explanations, theGnisigue
contains statements and sometimes explanations of theacktnt thinks he must meet
in theGroundwork Most perspicuouslyhe Doctrine of Methodtoncluding the first
Critique explains where the critical project stands just prior taGhmundworkand what

must yet be done (A707/B735ff).

83 Embracing Scholastt Logic and Method without Dogma

Though the firsCritique is immensely useful in understanding the conceptual
framework of theGroundwork it cannot by itself explain why Kant begins the
Groundworkwith an analysis, ends with a synthesis, and so ors i$liecause just as
theGroundworkp r e s ume s f ami | i &ritique, yhe fivatQritlquekdaumt 6 s f i r s
presumes familiarity witthe logic Kant taught for decade&s Michael Young notes in

his transl at or slLecturdsponoldgicct i on t o Kant 6s

Kant characterizes the [firs@ritiquei or the major portion of it, at leaktas an

essay in transcendental logic. This means, on the one hand, that the work is to be
understood as containing something different from logic, something

[transcendetal] that does not deal merely with the canons of all thought, but with
the concepts and principles governing knowledge of objects in space and time. It

12



also means, however, that both in the broad sweep of its architectonic and in the

detail of much of § argument th€ritiquea s sumes familiarity wit|
on logic; for transcendental logic, though different from logic proper, is supposed

to build upon the latter. In dividing transcendental logic into an Analytic and a

Dialectic, in deriving theable of categories, in classifying the dialectical

inferences of pure reason, and in numerous other instances as well, Kant simply

assumes that his readers are familiar with his views ordagia nt 6 s appr oach
logic falls within what can broadly be cadl the Aristotelian traditighwhich has

in important ways been supersed@tbung 1992 xv)

It has become increasingly more widely acknowledged and acceptéukethest
Critquedepends wupon and i s(Tanallifle/4, Miesde 18y It Kant 60s |
has notyetbecome widely acceptedthitata nt 6 s | o g i Aristotelanaythat et i cal |y
this factisuseful As t o the former, that Kalanhtdés | ogi c
indicates quite clearly that Aristotle established logiclagtt hasneeded only some
refinement over the agés.g.Buviii) . The logic textbook Kant chose for his lectures,

Geor g Fr i e ¥ernurdtlehredoetrine ofr@ason)has an obvious scholastic
organization and content. Moreovere firstCritiqueis cleaty structured byhis
understanding of logic. In addition to the features Young mengéibasge in the A
Prefacethe Preface to the first editioKant runs through the standard scholastic logical
perfections in application to ti@ritique, using boldfae for these terms and describing
how his critique willlive up to them All indications are that Kant considered the
transcendental logic of the fir€ritique to be much more a subtle refinement than a
radical departure from scholastic logic

Despitekant 6s obvious embrace of Aristotl e an
this facthasneverthelesgained ndnterpretivepurchaseand this is not entirely without
reasonTo pl ay de v emidghteasomablypeacautioas,about importing

scholat i c | ogic whol esal e iKarttaearl{iadicaitess met aphys

2 The three instances Young mentions here as giving evidence that Kant assumes familiarity with his logic
are all features of s c ho Amlgticswhich Kaatiniemiondllg adopted (seg f r om Ar
JL 20,A94/B128 JL 120ff respectively)
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contempt fodogmatists, specifically he dogma of t he (efrAixst ot el i ar
Axviii , Bxxxff, especially Bxxxwvi). Yet it was specifically the dogma, the pedantry,
thefhair-splittingpband t he r ot e chdbdlsdoamvhichikangadd hsf t he s
contemporaries objected, not tbententor substancef scholastic logi¢JL 467, 83-4;
BL 205ff). Kant was not alone in thisMeier clearlysharedhisc ont empt tfryro fApede
of fAimerely schol ast iVerdunfileloravaseither anunnovatienori e d t h a
a reformation of scholastic logic (ML V).

It is important, then, to distinguish between the dogmpédanti¢ bureaucratic
attitudes and practices dfe schools, and the content to which they takedldespised
approacks By failing to distinguish betweemhatiso bj ect i onabl e i n the i
scholastic and what is substantive and valuable iroidjie of the shools,overly
cautious Kantian metaphggans have avoided the obviously Aristotelian logic for fear of

importing faulty scholastic dogmdn other words, just as Kantian ethicists have avoided

Kant 6s metaphysics in order to gain independ
metaphysicias have avoided Kant 0 sitsganscendeatdllodicogi ¢ i n
from scholasticism. It might be argyedought hat i nterpretive indepe

metaphysics from his logic svenmore warrantetbecauseéhose who study thirst
Critiguehave so far found little need to appealgeneral ogi ¢ i n order t o exf
transcendental metaphysics. Since@neundworkappears to be even further removed
from general logithan the firsCritique, andit is perhaps not even metaphysjca
Kantian ethicists have been disinclinecet@ni nvesti gate whet her Kant G
historical context might provide insight into the method of@Gneundwork
Apart from these concermsgarding interpretive contamination and
independencehe ewlution of logc has also contributed to the traditionally assumed

independence of theroundworkf r o m K a n togishad cbhaggeatso much since
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Kant 0 $atthe km@ of Ibgic he taughs now unfamiliar to mogphilosophers The
logic of the Arstotelian tradition has been superseded by symbolic &gl set theory;
and parts of Aristotelian logicave been split off intphilosophy of language,
epistemologyand philosophy of sciencéviethodin particular once belonged to logic
but has sincedtome part ogépistemology or philosophy of science, resulimg
widespread loss of familiarity with scholastic logic over tilm&has obscured important
features of KaMethad as Kant undestdoal It wag structured by the
scholastic pdections of though(BL 290ff). Me i éverdusftlehrdas the gatewagp

rich history that could héut ha not beendrawn upon to better understathe structure

of K a n argusients

Hinske has shown that Kant gradually put together new philosdpdungpuage by

drawing upon traditional Greekatin or Latin terms and recent Germanizations;

and both sort of terms were available to Kant from Meier in great number. For an
exampl e, Hinske points out the dewvel opmen
(Pozzo 188)

TogethelKant 6s cont empt ,thesapparent distancaletivees d o g ma
the Groundworkand general logiand our ignorance of scholastic methods Heacka
very limiting effecton the power and scope of interpretatiory. r&@ntroducingkan t 6 s
Lectures on Logitas a guide to the broad outlines of the largely Aristotelian gt
took to be uncontroversidlexplainhowandwhyKant thought these particular methods
must be employed and to what enkhe scholastic concept stienceandthe method of
analysisthat originated with the Ancient Greeks both continued to develop through the
scholars, Descartes, Newton, and Leibniz to Kant. As KadtMeierunderstood it, a
science is simply kind of systemnamely asmall finite set of pnciples from which an
entire body bknowledge can be articulateglg. Euclidean geometry or Newtonian

mechanicgJL 1416).
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This strikingly powerful structurenamely the unity of principle from which a
great plurality followsjs distinctive ofgelehinte Erkenntnigliterally learned cognition)
Learned cognitiorms the highest perfection of cognitiptihe kind of cognition belonging
only to thelearned, thavise, literati, or expertsby some other nameMe i er 6 s
Vernunftlehras entirely concernedith this kind of scietific, philosophical cognition.
Every section of th&ernunftlehras entitled according tthe particulaperfectionof
gelehrnte Erkenntnithatis to be elaborateid it. This organization according to

scholastic perfections important becausagain,according to Kant

[m]ethod is nothing other than the form of a whole of cognitjtoren of a

science] insofar as it is arranged according to the rules of logical

perfecto ei t her | ogi cal perfectireasonarccor di ng
logical perfections according to learnedness and science [pr(ple289-90).

The doctrine of method contains the precepts for the possibility of a system of

cognition of the understanding and reason. ltis, then, the doctnmetbddus
{Methodus the way cognition can attain scientific form.} (DWL 779)

Theclarity anddistinctnes®f learnedcognitionareof particular interest becauteese
aretheperfectiors thata cognition gaingrimarily through analysiand without which
therecan be no sciendBL 263). The method of analysis most generallya method
whereby confused and obscure representations can be madeantand distinct ideas
(cf. Descartes)and in some cases the resultohgar and distinct ideagecompletadeas
(cf. Leibniz) orgrounds otcompletecognitive insight into things. Putting these together,
analysiss the method whereby we discover the first principles of a science, and this is
the first step of establishing any sciefadentifying thelaws or frst principlesfrom
which the body of cognition can be articulated

Setting the details asider the momentwhat | claim is thatfimorality is
somethingand not a fiemptyfigment of the braidas Kantmightsay, it must be
possible to deelop a metaphysics of morality that harmonizes with metaphysics more

generally(A770/B798) Abet t er und e r sldgiaand thedrigqueof Puikant 0 s
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Reasorreveas a surprisingly rich methodology by which a metaphysics of morality

might be developd. Attention to thismethodology makes it possible to ascertain and
critically evaluate Kantods strategies, the <c
plan for establishing moral metaphysics as a science @Griendwork of the

Metaphysics bMorals. Attention to this methodology is possibledause¢he

Groundworkis thesecond e xt about metaphysandiss i n Kant 0s

methodology is derivefiom the genetically scholastilogic that Kant taught for decades

84 On Groundwork Ill and the Groundworkas a Whole

Now quite in contrast t@&roundwork I, the secondary literatuo®ncerning
Groundwork Illis overwhelminglymethodoriented andirchitectonic. This is primarily
becauséroundwork Illis acknowledged to be a metaploal argument for
transcendent al f rCetigukis omavoidahlydrelekamtrid adyssuch i r s t
argument. Unfortunately these more architectonic treatme@sooidwork Ilifor the
most part ignore or excludéroundwork 1. Groundwork Illis not thought to depend
on Groundwork #1 in any important wayso the architecture elaborated in these
interpretations depends primarily on the first and se@nitdjues

To give a specific exampl&arl Ameriks has arguably proven that architectonic
methods of interpretation work in general, but not@woundwork I (Ameriks 2003).

A me r wdrksistan excéént example of a clearly a tafpwn, metaphysical approach

that takes seriously and makes good use of the systematic methodological stfucture o

Kant 6s phil os op hy neverthfelesguite thpead, ama pipciogsea c h i s
adherence to the nAnmotdep afitedl yngegmneasrsti ale op1f ow
him from explaining howsroundwork 1 can make any substantive contribution to the

critical architecture.
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Since Ameriks takes such pains to use the very kind of methodology | advocate in
this dissertation, it is worth taking some time to explain his argument and why it does not
do justice tadGroundwork 1. Ameriksdescribes his mkod of interpretation as taking
an Qi ocomgaratvé | approach to Kantds critical syst
provi di ng a -é@amentafyireatthenaahfdndamenssuesn all the main
branches of t he ibi@rremphas eine). prheigéneral mea s yhat thé
Abroader patterns and key developments of Ka
general philosophical position but al so seve
(ibid, 3), so fAsens.i ttweenithelyitmuesatbows Ameriksgaar al | el s be
interpret difficult aspects of one text by appealing to patterns of argument in another.
Ameriksaccordinglyattributes to Kant the followingfots t e p At ranscendent al

procedur eo:

(E)  starting point in common expence;
(TD) transcendental derivation from (E) of various pure forms, categories, or
principles;
(T1)  an ultimate metaphysical account of all this as making sense only on the
basis of transcendental idealism;
(AUT) a guiding idea and concluding argum#rst the first three steps are the
essential prerequisites for vindicating human autonomy in various senses;
- where the form of the argument is E only if TD, this only if Tl, and given E and
TD, AUT only if TI.
Supposindgor the sake of argument thaimeriks is correctaindthis is the overall
form of the entire critical argumer@roundwork #1 primarily concerns only the first
t wo of Amer iThisi$notfaproblem smitself) st it leads him to neglect
Groundwork HI because the last twdeps concern transcendental idealism and this is an
extremely controversial topicAmeriks is overtly concerned primarily with how the three
Critiqguessupport transcendental idealism. In the practical context this leads Ameriks to
concern himself almogixclusively with the secon@ritique and the argument for

freedom inGroundwork 1ll,with no concern for why the first two stepkthe procedure
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shouldbe the initial steps of establishing moral metaphysics as a scieGteundwork
I-Il. Ameriks oriend his interpretation to topics concerning the last two stéesthe
distinction between things in themselves and appearances, skeptical concerns regarding
whether ordinary experience is sound, and how transcendental idealism differs from both
idealism ad realism.

As | diagnose t he gporaocHdr rejectioh)efr eKa Atmes i ke @i
and scholastic methods impalmsu nder st andi ng &foundwonktlo6 s met h o
Like most Kant scholayé\meriks assumes that Kant rejects scholasti@stirely, or
virtually so, and that Kantds metaphysics 1is
local historical context, roughly from Descartes to Leibniz andhketlectual
descendents. While this is true topically, it is not true methodologic&lbnt rejects
the dogma of scholasticisiuytnot its logic or methods. The substantive metaphysical
issues for Kant are seventeenth to eighteenth century issues, but the method goes back to
Socrates (see my chapter8Q

Consequently, evemmough Ameiks indicates an awareness that common
understanding is vague and that Kant must wus
component so of experience, he glosses the me
Aphil osophical r eibid, W This s oleadymimdch oo vgguerte nt 0 (
allow anyone tpredictany of the details of Kantds argum
Having no ready alternative, Ameriasssumes hat t he met hod of Kant s
Groundworkas a wholes adeductionof freedom frompremisesand takes a rather
dismal view of the value of this argument to the critical projead,(161-2). His
pessimism is in part due to lekepticismthah A pr epar at owhich el uci dati o
explicitly falls short of proof can neverthelesskagrogress towards cognitive insight

(ibid,170) Si nce he t hi nk &rouddwork 1B is notcempbllmgl f or
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Ameri ksdé onl y r 6raundwerkid,a giermemka nti tohn t he Good
topical and no more methodological or metaphyditah the three traditional views of
good wil he compares and contrastsn the endAmeriks finds itvery difficult to fit the
Groundworki nt o Kant 6s br ¢ é&dcause tlSroundworkdoés ngir o j e c't
have the firegr esseée Amedksconcludasch atr et nér @ ics i & i @
reversal o in Kantdéds position rather than a 0
includes theGroundworkas an integral parti(d, 43)# This is not an ideal result of
architectonic interpretatioand itconstitutes an admission of defeat on Ameriks. part

Amer i ks 0 andkudipateidefaatswvith respect@oundwork I areborn
of ignorance, not from a careful consideratioikaht 6 s geneti cally schol a
clear and distinctideasnt he spirit of Ameri ksd own projec
us to investigate Kantdés methodol ogy, eval ua

of Kantdés critical p hi IGowndwork ¥l thamahgs thusdas t mor e

SRather than choose between what Ameriks calls the A f
Awhole characterd views of gpodovidlis adorhnion understarelingsofl voc at e s,
a capacity that is best metaysically identified apractical cognition(Bix-x; G 4:389, 420, 444); this

capacity has both an empirical and intellectual character; and it realizes particular intentions in a way that is
appropriately context sensitive. In other words, upon analysisague common notion of good will

yields allthree t hey are not mutually exclusive alternatives &
paragraphs oBroundwork lare only the bare beginning of the exposition of morally good will as (pure)

practical cognition.

4 |f the Groundworkis not a critique but instead the establishment of a hypothesis, as | contend, it should
not have the structure of a critique but theh®uldbe similarities because both involve a use of the method
of synthesis. Té method of hypothesis begins with analysis, which is progressive, and concludes with a
use of the method of synthesis, which is regressive (B115, JL 149; see als6,JBl822024). But this
synthesis irGroundwork lllis notpreciselythe same kindoi put t i ng toget hero that is wu
of synthesis required for a transcendental deduction. All of this helps to explain why the
regressive/progressive issue has been so confusing for interpreters who attempt to sort out what the
Groundworkacconplishes in comparison to the secdddtique. A richer and more profound

understanding of available methodology yields much better results for the architectonic method of
interpretation because it can explain the need fBraundworkestablishment of theypothesis of freedom
beforecritique (see chapter 6).
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been supposedKantsays hisactual method specifically begins with a particular kind of
analysisandthismethodi s expl ained in some detail
argue Kant has good reasons for thinkihig analysis can secure the conditions of the
possibility of his analysandureven if we camevergain theoretical insight into some
metaphysically troublesonaspects of morality like how reasoan yield pleasure a

priori or how God is invested in the highest good

Although | will restrict my faus toGroundwork I in this dissertation, it is
nevertheless necessary for aughinterpretation with architectonic aspirations to
indicate howGroundwork I contribute toGroundwork Illand what kind of argument

Kant is making in th&roundworkasa whole To give a bit more detail as to the

positive interpretation | wiladvocaten thisdissertation t her e ar e t hr ee

methodology for th&roundwork At the most general level of methodology, Kant is
working to establish moral metaysics as a sciencd.here are four steps for the

establishment adinyscience:

1) make distinct the ideaf the natural unity of its material
2) determinethe specialcontentof the science

3) articulatethe systeratic unity of the science

4) critiguethe science to determine its boundaries

Only part of this is accomplished in t@oundwork The articulation of moral
metaphysics takes place in tkietaphysics of MoraJsand the critique in th€ritique of
Practical Reasofi TheGroundworkconceris only the first two steps, but these two

steps must prepare for the last two.

5 Even cursory familiarity wittMetaphysics of Moraland aCritique of Practical Reasomakes clear that
they concern the articulation and critique of moral science. Métaphysics olMorals contans an

articulation of the rights and duties that make up the system of moral science, and since Kant claims in
Groundwork llthat the will is nothing other than practical reason,Ghiique of PracticalReasorturns

out to be the critique of morality asscience. This leaves only the glimpse, the generation of a distinct
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The first two of stepsf establishing a scien@@e accomplished by the
genetically Aristotelian method of analysis. The method of analysis is paradigmatically
the scholasticnethod whereby confused and obscure ideas (i.e. the common obscure and
confused idea of moral conduct) are made clear and distinct, thereby logically perfecting
them and transforming them into possible grounds of cognitive insight adequate to
philosophicapurposesd.g duty as the necessity of an action from respect for law). This
is what Kant does iGroundwork | The analysis reveals what is containedur
common understanding of moraliteading to a precise definition or exposition of the
concept Divisionis thelogical method whereby one ascertains how a representation
determines its extension. This is what Kant do&Sroundwork 1l Thelogical division
phase of thanalysisdivides the sphere of the distinct conceptaieeal what is coniaed
underthe concept of moralitydeally demonstratinthat the now precise concept of
morality is adequate for our cognitive grasp of its object

The Groundworkas a whole is an execution of the method of hypotl{éki84-5,
see also JL 52 Though gpotheses are useless in the@oy theoretical cognition)
according to thdirst Critique Doctrine of MethogdKant claims that it is necessary for the
establishment afhoral science to establish a moral hypothesis as a necessary
presupposition of the weipossibility of practic A776/B804. This means that the

establishment of moral science requires an extra sgepely theGroundwork 111

idea, and the determination of content for@reundwork It would be fair to expect, then, that

Groundwork Idoes not include step 2, the determination of the special content alitgnof his leaves

Groundwork Iwith only the glimpsed idea and the process of making it distinct. | will argue in Part 1l that
Groundwork llconstitutes the second step of establishing morality as a science, i.e. determination of the

contentof moraltyBased on Kant 6s didMethadbdtweentranscendentdl prooboct r i ne
and establishing a hypothes&roundwork lllis the synthesis which concludes the establishment of the

practical hypothesis of the moral law as a necessary practicappestion. The transcendental proof

would then be completed as part of @itique of Practical ReasanSince the articulation is the easiest

part of the project and Kant thinks it will differ little from our common understanding of right and virtue,

this may be left until last in the order of presentation.
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synthesis. Without going into any detail as to what happe@sanndwork II| the
general formoK a nt 6 s fistt raanndsacr adyuchentist treedinyaonditionof the
possibilityof something that isertain to be actuak itselfnecessaryKant 6 s hypot hes
is that freedom igust such a condition freedom isa condition of the very possibility of
practice, nofust moral conduct but any voluntary or intentional action whatsoever.
Ordinary practice (including prudence, slelve, etc.) is only possible if morabnductis
possible, according to Kant, because they share possibility conditicdineeddbm is a
necessary presupgpibion of all possible practicand it is the only problematic condition
of the possibility olautonomy ananorality, moralitymust be presumed possilali®ng
with practice in general

It is of course contentious whether practice is ciioyely certain to be actual, but
practicecan benitially taken as given, as a fact or data, because we are unavoidably
committed to it in common lifeln other words, we are at least subjectively certain that
practicein generals actual Subtle phibsophical argumentgspeciallyH u m e cars
neverthelesgive rise to skepticism as to whether our common commitment is correct,
i.e. whether we can also be objectively certain that practice is &Btoadiv, KpV 5:14,
KpV 5:52-3). In the face of philogghical skepticisniKant thought tovindicate the
correctness of our common understandiogby addressing these skeptical concerns
directly and refuting each in turn, but instdgdoositively explaininghow practice is
possible(G 4:4045). Pure moral conduct is acting from duty alopand & Kant
understands this kind of willing in metaphysical terms, acting from duty or morally good
willing is synthetic a priori practical cognition of object& ant 6 s p | dapthat s t o s h
there is no obstacle to tipessibility of pure practicavhere pure practice imoral
conduct or the synthetic a priori cognition of objeats](b) that freedoms a condition

of the possibility ofall practice If he can do thisKant thinks hewill have establishd
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the moral lypothesis thashifts the burden of proof in his favagainst philosophers like
Hume who argue in various formand almost certainly in other terms, perhaps even
unwittingly - against the possibility of synthetic a priori practical cognition of objd€tts.
Kant is right that oly speculative metaphysics could refute the hypothesis that
transcendental freedom is possibledhe hasalready proven that speculative
metaphysics is chimerical in the fiGtitique, Ka nt 6 s wilbbp Ipftomthenn t s
resouces Since the hypothesis is irrefutalde at least arguably s&ant will then be
entitled to presume it. This is what shifts the buroeproofi n Kant 6s f avor .
hypothesis is not proven, though¢@nnot be asserteahd isnot knowrby the end of the
Groundwork

The method of hypothesis is important for my purposes only because
Groundwork HI must contribute in some necessary wagtoundwork Illin order for
the Groundworkas a whole to constitute a single argument. Accordingetonisthod of
hypothesisGroundwork HI preparsthe way for the hypothesizy assembling the data
for its synthesis Kant begins with a fairly ordinary understanding of williagalyzs it
until he has reached a far more precise philosophical undargasfdnoral willing and
opens it to evaluation with respect to metaphysical considerations that might undermine
its possibility (see especialbhapter8). Once Kant has finished using the method of
analysis inGroundwork HI to resolve morality to itdistinctexpositionandextensionor
once he hamade distinct our given concepf morality anddetermind its object he
then employs thenethod of synthesis Groundwork lllto insteadmake a distinct

concepiof moral sciencé Thekind of synthesismployed in this applicatiois a

6 Concepts can be defined insofar as theygarento us only through analysis. A concept thaniadea
priori, i.e. aconceptus factitiof reason, is a concept we must make synthesin ii AJll concepts that are
madeécan only beydef¢ V-b5e@BM 57,3t i cal |
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method whereby one takes what is sought as given and ascends to the conditions under
which alone it is possible In other words, one takes practinegeneral (which includes
moral condudgta s t he A gi uneand@scendsdolthe soaditidns under which
such practice ipossible. More specifically, Kant assuntlessupreme principle of
morality is a possiblg@rinciple or groundof action. Giverall the criteria that condition
this possibility, Kanplans tosynthesize a distinct concept éfeedom where this
concept is the ultimate condition of the possibilityathfpractice becausenly under the
idea of freedom caall these criteridoe met
The Groundworkas a whole thus serves two purposes. It begingrduess of
establishing moral science, specifically th steps of this procedure which primarily
concerrnthe possibility of the sciencand by establishing a presumption that pure
practice is possiblg clears the way for the final steps of estabhighinoral sciencehe
articulation and critique. Establishing the moral hypotheglsusthe purpose which
Kant says is complete in itself, as opposed to the articulation and critique phases which
are each similarly complete in themselves and thushdaitar treatment in different
texts, i.e. thévietaphysics of Moraland theCritique of Practical Reasorespectively.
Since the mé&tolndwbrk Bldrgudemtrfar fieedom sxtremely
contentious and would require a dissertation unto itsefil] not argue directly for the

understanding oBroundwork 1111 describehere Instead | will take as given only that

"There are sever al di stinctions in Kantdéds philosophy
distinction. In its most general meaning the activity aflgsis proceeds from a whole to its parts, while

the activity of synthesis proceeds from parts to whole. The distinction between these two activities is

surprisingly tricky in its various contextseg for exampl® 4:274, 4:276*, HL 115; BL 291; DWL 779)

In the context of scientific methodology Kant is fortunately fairly consistent and clear. As part of the

method for establishing science, analysis is a search for principles or grounds through the explication or

exposition of an analysandum that obstyiand indistinctly represents the whole of the science. Scientific

synthesis is the combination of such principles, as parts to a whole, by bringing them together under a

single condition of their possibility
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Groundwork lllmustbegin with the parts, aspects, or dimensions into which morality has
already been analyzed Groundwork HI and these data must lpelevantin important

ways to the possibility of synthetic a priori practical cognition. | will point out many of
the specific criteria Kant must meet@oundwork H1 to prepare foGroundwork 111

and the articulation and critiqeeps of establishing moral metaphysics as a sciande,

| will explain why he thinks he must do so, but | will not explain how these criteria and

the various revelations of the analysis contrilsgtecificallyto establishing freedom.

85 Outline of this Dissertation

A traditional approach to solving these methodological interpretive problems
would focus on supplementing and correcting the most prominent and promising existing
interpretations of th&roundwork | will not do so Thebulk of thesecomlary literature
on Groundwork I to date does not engage deeply and directly with methbd. T
discourseon Groundwork I is largely topical, nomimetaphysical, and oriented to
current concerns in moral theory. Engaging with this discourse strongly tien
digression from the architectonic methodological project | am pursuing, and in too many
cases would predictably result in talking past one another. Refuting interpretations that
are not architectonically methodological cannot prove that an arcmieally
methodological interpretation is useful or even possdoé this would gt leave open
the question at hand, namely what Kerdoing and how As for the more method
minded interpretationsf Groundwork I} their interpretive assumptions keame too
little to work with forGroundwork H1. Method in general is a logical concern, and logic
is the formal f ound aAtiulgarchiedtoniKisterpretattonohet ap hy s i
K a n Groundworkmust begin with the same foundations that kKdogs, namely logic

and mathematics, and it canrfmsthercursory omorvague.
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Rather than orientinghaptes to relevant secondary literatutieen | will orient
them to the text of th&roundworkandrelegatemy arguments and positions with pest
to the secondary literature primartlynotes throughout the dissertatiady project is to
give a positive account of the structure of @@undworkas a whole, of each section,
and of the movements within each sectiorfdipwingK a nt 6 s Inseeadlofo d .
initially focusing narrowly on how the argument of tBeoundworkmight be constructed
from the body of the text, | will begin with the question of how@reundworkfits into
Kant 6s broader critical pr o jca contextzbefate dev el op
engaging with the details of the body of the text. UnlikeGheundwork Kant 6 s br oad
critical project and his lectures on logic engage directly with methodgtatlich makes
it possible teemploy a topdown, systertentered, atdtecionic method of
interpretation My goal is to demonstrate that the methodology derivable from these texts
canactually be followed, which not only obviates the need to revangeeer the
Groundworkbut provides otherwise unavailable insight inte grgument and its

purpose.

| will begin in Part | by explaining what a science of moral metaphysics would be,
why Kant reasonably thought establishing this science was philosophically important,
and why the first steps of establishing moral metaglsyas a science should involve
analysis. | will usethe Preface of th&roundworkin chapter %o identify moral
metaphysics as a science in the Aristotelian sense, which placgsotiredworkwithin

the rich theoretical context of the filStitique andscholastic logic By using theCanon

8 As Georgio Tonelli convincingly arguethe firstCritique concerns logic and method as much as it

concerns metaphysics. Riccardo Pozzo argues that Kar
for dealing with what are known todayG.&sMeiernt ensi onal
(P0zz02005,189).
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and the Architectonic from tiest Cr i t iDqctriee®@SMethod! will explain what it
means for Kant to provide tlgeoundworkof a metaphysics of morals by establishing the
supreme principle of morality.

Inchapter2 | i nt r dodrstepgendfa pracaulgre for establishing a
science anéxplain their underlying logic and metaphysics By i nter preting K
methodfor establishing sciencés the context oMe i éverdusftehre Kant 6 s own
Critique of Rure Reasonand the philosophical tradition from which these arbseall
show that a theory of cognitive insight wunde
science and underscores the philosophical importance of establishing sciences. The
articulaton of the system of a science from its first principle is modeled on the complete
determination of an object from itealdefinition in mathematics. The primitive or
fundament al acts of cognitive graspvll scient.i
to some action are all model ed on Kantodos phi
determine objects.

Chapter3 is a more detailed explanation of how takevant twamethod of
analysisunderlying the first two steps of establishing scieweesk, whattheir standard
strategiesre and the criteria of evaluation appropriat&ta n &nélygsesn the
Groundwork The first phase of analysis @Groundwork lis an analysis from a confused
and obscure common understanding of morality to the gdploically clear and distinct
exposition of the supreme principle of moratityat iscontained int. The second phase
of analysis inGroundwork llis alogical division of this contentoy which Kant intends
to determine willing as the extension or abjef moral science. Together these analyses
provide an idea of moral metaphysical science thi#esa real definition in mathematics

- a precise and philosophically adequate ground of cognitive ingitha clear and
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distinct exposition and complée determination of its extensigBL 263ff, JL 63, 95ff,
140).

Chapterd is a proof of principldased on the specifexpectationset up in
chapter Jegarding howGroundwork loughtto begin, how it should proceegahd how it
should end.l explainGroundwork las an employment of the (then standard) method of
analysis by which confused and obscure cognitions are made clear and distinct.
Groundwork lis an analysis of our common, healthy understanding of practice to find the
clear and distinatoncep of pure practice obscured withiThis again,is the first step
of establishing moral science. By interpreting this seafdhe Groundworkas an
execution of the method | describe in eartiBaptes, | show that contrary to tradition the
first two topics ofGroundwork | namelythe goodness of the will and the teleology of
reasonare integral to the method of argument and that the apparent discontinuities
between topics are appropriate and even necessary to the structure of analysis.

In order toprepare for the second step of establishing moral science in
Groundwork 1l which isthe determination of the special content of morality,
Groundwork Imust conclude with a distinct exposition of a pure practical representation
that is adequate as a grauof cognition, i.efrom which the special content of morality
can potentially be determined both theoretically and practicetig.clear and distinct
ideawith which Groundwork Iconcludesnamelythe exposition of the moral law
contained in the conceduty, is guaranteed by the method of analysis to be subjectively
valid, but it is not guaranteed to be objectivedyid, or really possible. Since the
productionof objects is the specifically practical feature of morality, in order to prove the
possillity of an object of pure practice Kant must remove all obstacles to the possibility

that a pure a priori representation could both theoretically determine an object and
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produce it as wellThis means that Kant must explain how the clear and distirnctcale
serve as groundof cognition by which the content of moral science can be determined.
In part 11, | first outline Groundwork Iland explain generally what it would take
to determine the content of moral science. fidententof moral sciencé higthee
result ofGroundwork ] specifically the exposition of the concepts of duty and the moral
law containedn our common understandind@ he determinatiorof this contents
accomplished bthe method of logical divisiowhich makes distinctthe extersion, or
what is containednderthe concep(JL 140, 146ff) This step is critical to proving that
morality is not empty and that the clear and distinct idea of morality is an adequate
ground for cognizing the object of moral sciencamely moral condic
The real analysis dsroundwork IIbegins inf12 and it begins with a bang.
Chapter 5 is consequently devoted entirel§12 | argue inchapter5 that the transition
from popular philosophy to metaphysics takes placgroundwork 1112 and thathis
Apur i fisadever veayfor Kant to introduce the logic he needs for metaphysics to
the common context from which he began the analysis. Once he has again arrived at the
concept of duty at the end of Y12, Kant has effectively added all ofsticdbgic to the
common context an dGrouhdaorkihteoatlintroducing theeroru | t o f
ubiquitous in popular philosophy and without the need for a lengthy derivation of logic
from common understanding. Thisntextshiftingtechnique isanalogous to a
mathematical technique for saig problems via transformations. | argue %i# is of
methodological importance for two reasons. First, a proper understanding of the context
shift explains why the popular mistakes (e.g. divine will bgoto the legal
determination of nature) do not contaminate later analysis. Second, the fact that this
analysis is gurification from popular philosophy to metaphysics makes the marks of

concernpredictablythe same as those of concern in partSmundvork | and
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predictablydifferent from those involved in the metaphysical analysis that follows in
Groundwork 11113-28.

Giventhatfl 2 cont ains Kantds striking claim th
practical reason, | alsonake a substantivergumentin chapter 5 for a literal
interpretation of this claim: The faculty that we commonly walll, which is
scholastically known as the faculty of desissmetaphysically a faculty giractical
cognitionaccording to Kant angractical reasoris its essenceReason is the faculty of
mediate derivation on this view, and practical reason is the derivation of an action from a
law by means of a representation (as opposed to the derivation of a conclusion from a
major premise through a minor premise in a medrdreénce). This theory of will as
practical cognition is developed further in chapteB 6

In chapter6 | argue thaGroundwork 1113-28 is thegroundworkof a
transcendental analytighich islogical. In order to objectively determine the content of
morality, Kant must first precisely formulate tbbjectiveprinciple of this determination.
The statement of the moral law conclud®gpundwork lis close, but its logical form is
not precisely what Kant needbsargue that the marks Kant considers atidbutes to the
objective principle of morality are primarily logical forms of judgment, some of which
(e.g.categorica) underlie the categories of understanding that are central t@ kKant
theoreticalTranscendental Ralytic in the firstCritique. Ibr i ef | y expl ain Kant €
of a transcendental analytic and why the possibility of a synthetic a priori principle would
require one as Kant indicates near the end of this analysis. Though synthetic a priori
cognition poses the central problem of metegds and is a problem concerning
determinationas | explainKant need not provide a complete transcendental analytic
before he can determine the content of morality. Once the logical marks of the objective

principle are clear, | explain how these maaksl their supporting analysis can be
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coordinated into a formula of the moral law, thereby allowing Kant to determine content
(extension)rom thelogical form rather than vice versahis is strategically critical for
Kant if moral metaphysics is to bateely a priori.
Chapter7 concerns the reason why Kant nearly immediately reformuiéddsst
formula ofthe categorical imperatiy&UL) to include a reference to nat(f@JLN). On
the basis of the distinction betweewngnitive insightindsignificance without insight
found in Kantodos extensivellarguethatthient of t he
reformulation is meant to ground the empirical significance of the moral law without
thereby making morality empiricah the one hand, or requiring to have holy wills on

the other Theconstitutiveuse of the intellect to determine real objects and thereby

provide cognitive insight is the basis of Ka

command a priori how we ought to conduct ourselves. r@elativeuse of the intellect
to reflect transcendentally ideal objects, which has cognitive significance without insight,
is the basis of Kantds understanding of how
regulating our actual behavidespite the factat we are naturally influenced by
contingent inclinations and other natural forces. In other words, the formula of universal
law (FUL) and its corollary formula of the universal law of nature (FULN) concern the
constitution of conduand theregulationof deliberationrespectively.
Chapter 8s aimed to explain the progression from the first formula of the moral
law (FUL/FULN) to the seond (FOH) and third (FOKIE). This final chapter brings the

argument full circle, back to the notion of cognitive gras argue that the progression of

® Teleology is a particularly controversial topic in Kantian ethics, and it has traditionally been thought to

be radically opposed to Kantdés fAdeontol ogyo. See En
portion ofthe recently emerging discourse in which the traditionally attributed strict opposition between

Aristotelian eudaemonist teleology and Kantian rational deontology is challenged. Though | will rely
primarily on Kant 6s | ogiactadition, in ¢hapteis& lavill al address m t he Ar i
the teleology of duty.
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the formulas brings the moral law closer to intuition and thereby to feeling not by making
it more concreteas one might assumieyt by making it logically precise. More
specifically | argue that this famous progress®intended to meet a genetically
hylomorphic, metaphysically quantitative set of criteria that provide a touchstone of
reality for moral sciencss et t he terms of Kantds solution t
and make it possible to attribute the distive form of real intention to the will
| will argue in chapter 8 that on a scholastic lei@intd swodernized
interpretation of hylomorphismequiresfirst that he formulate the moral law in such a
way as to make distinct thdural matter of the m@l command, humanity as an end in
itself. The second formula of the moral law, the formula of humathiagmore clearly
and distinctly expresses thalidity of the moral law for this pluray. Division of the
plurality by the second formula into thery same division just givefior FUL/FULN
shows how th@lural matterof the object isnformed Together with the principle of
complete determinatipiK ant 6 s quantitative hylomorphism f
the moral law grounds a possilsigsten, i.e. a kingdom of ends.
On a much more technical leyenet hat i s speci fichet o Kant 0s
metaphysical relation between the matter/form distinction, the categories of quantity
(unity, plurality, totality), and the axioms of intuition tgrout to make the categories of
guantity conditions of the possibility of experience according to Kant. Since experience
is the touchstone of reality, the progression offtheulas through theategorie®of
guantitymeets a criterion of reality by progrthatthe moral lawconforms to the
guantitative requirements of possible experience.
Onyetanother level, thénal formula of autonomy and thdea of a kingdom of
ends (FOAKE) help show that we can ascribe the distinctive featuneteftion namely

the causal community of an architectonic end, to ourselves insofar as we are rational
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agents. By conceiving an act of will as something we synthesize a priori from multiple
heterogeneous principles, in a way that is very similar to the way we reachstonslin
theory, according to Kant we conceive willing as something that we prescribe to
ourselves as rational beings, i.e. something we do, rather than an effect of mechanical
forces. The subordination involvedtime synthesiof subjective principlergaxim) and
objective principle (law)mplies a sort of sel€ontrol or seHegislation that we
commonly take to be distinctive of morality accordingsi@undwork | and it
underwrites Kantdés conception of transcenden
presupposition of autonomy.The formulas by which all this is accomplished are
nevertheless abstract, which is a requirement of philosophical cognition.
In addition to the general theory of cognitive grase theory of will as practical
cognition,and theother substantive philosophical theses indicated in the outline above
through the course of the dissertatlamill also advocate th&ubstantivehesis that
respects the pure a priori form of the faculty of feeling tloaightto be constitutive of
howwe feeland whichdoesregulate it(chapter 4, 6) These substantive philosophical
claimsareallaimedtopr ovi de evi de n c eatterdh 8he mdthadologh s met h o
has i mplications not onl y f oGroundwodgdbutfor | i di ty O
our deeper understanding of the moral theoryGheundworkis meant to establish.
These sorts of substantive thesessateat makes attention to Kant o

vehicle of interpretive insight.

To be as clear as possible, my thasithis dissertations the following.

1. Kant had a detailed strategy for tGeoundwork

2. This strategy and Kantdés reasons for ad
first Critigue and his lectures on logic.

3. Understanding this strategy gains us inteiprete i nsi ght i nto Kant
metaphysic&nd has substantive consequences
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| am not attempting to prove that Kant was correct, nor am | attempting to provide an

irrefutable or complete interpretation of tGeoundwork The specific details of my

interpretation and the substantive claims for which | argue are provided first and foremost

as a demonstration that att eMhdatinostwantdto Kant 6s
prove i s Gtoundwork ¢f thenMetashysics of Morédgthe conscious @cution

of a methoeminded plan. The least | hope to show is thatGroundworkis best

interpreted as an integral part of his critical philosophy rather than as an independent text

that is intelligible and complete in isolation from this context. At bé&ope to show that

Kant 6 s met h o-deasbneaduygrowtigronaits mstotichl roots and the

Groundworkc onsti tutes a compelling argument by t|
Though | cannot help but ar geunerndlynat Kant éds n
consistent and even somewhat plausible, | have no real stake in whether Kant is

ul ti mately correct. I't is Kantds detail ed a

philosophical and methodological system ikahost compelling and worth celeting.

" In his introduction tdignity and Practical ReasqmhomadHill is explicitly pessimistic about making
sense of Kant 6s met mofdhe argugent ofthBbuntworkis beief gud shallowt i o
(see my endnote iv, Chapter. 4

iKorsgaard construes Kant 0Goupdwdrkassbeing howeordetesrminey ) agenda
content for a for mal unc ondhowobtgat®nYerbindiichkejcanor i n Kor s
yield motivation Bewegungsmotivgn Because Korsgaard is not concerned with methodology per se and

has only a vague idea of what analysis is according to Kant, as opposed to other methods, she gives only a

cursory escription of the broader argument and begins her explicatiGnoaindwork Iwi t h Kant 6 s
introduction of duty.

As Korsgaard describes Kantés gener al met hod, there
pure reason generates these concepts [murec e pt s of morality] and so what th
(Korsgaard 20021 2 4 ) . The second step, she Swoyndworkilteat a Acr i ti

|
shows how the pure concepts of mor glpirporytodpplyptpl v t o t he
u s ibid, (24). Korsgaard indicates in a note that she is unsure how this works, claiming that the two steps
she mentions fAcorrespond approximately to the metaph)
relation betweenameap hysi cal deduction of an a priori concept
(ibid, 124n11). As | will explain, the method Groundwork llis really the method dbgical division,
which is a variety of analysis. This analysis is easily mistéesynthesisn Groundwork lIbecausehis
particular divisionconcerns the synthesis of practical cognition, but the method must not be confused with
its topic.
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As forGroundwork] Kor sgaard cl aims that the acoacepyafi s i s a
a right action that defines or identifies right actions in terms of the motives from which they are done by a
mor al | y g dbaddl25p eShesnentians tflat common knowledge is the starting point of the
Groundwork lanalysis and thatthel an i s to find the principle fibehindbo
that only a good will can be unconditionally valuable. The strategy as she construes it is to discover the
reason why an action is right by analyzing the reason why agiled persam does it, because these
reasons must be the santed,1 3 8 ) . Given this understanding of Kant 6
skips directly from the commonly acceptable notion that only a good will can be unconditionally valuable
t o Kant 6 she wotioa of dutyinbiuales that of a good will. The teleology of reason is entirely
irrelevant to this relation between obligation and motivation as Korsgaard understands it, which makes it

seem irrelevant t&roundwork | The fAst ar t amlgsis,Korsgaatddays) is thekhationt thiats
a morally good action is one done from the motivduty (ibid, 125).
Whil e Korsgaardds treatment of the relation between

some of Kant 6s rlegoacurrert discaurserimnmoraldahearyeasdsthits, this kind of
interpretation makes Kantdéds views persuasive but not
into which it is virtually i mpos $énmwotiveofdutyisgai n i nsi ght
Ai nvolved in the very graspo of ibiti@31)f laordertofincat an acti
any common ground with opponents, or even to critically evaluate this claim from a friendly position, we

must ascertaiwhat it isto graspsomething anthowa motive can be&volvedin such grasp, especially

since fithe bare grasp of a dcecodihgho Sertirnentdlistbid, PRt ness 0 doe
3). Korsgaard has the right idea here, but much morelmusbne to make it philosophically compelling.

One of the themes in this dissertation wil/| be a vieyv
advantage of the scholastic methodology Kant employs and extends it from its theoretical paradigm t

notion of practical cognitive grasp that explains how the causal constitution of practical cognition relates

reason and desire so that the bindingness of law necessarily influences our actions (see especially

chaptes 2 and 8).

iPatonds ngbmeme@ataegorical | mperative:isaiselilt udy i n Kant
classroom guide to reading tBgoundwork In it Paton raises a great many methodological issues,

including why Kant makes an argument concerning the teleology of reason {Ra&thm4). His treatment

of these issues remains true to the text but only provides rather cursory suggestions as to how most of them

might be resolved.

VWoodds ex pl Grouadivirkis neallp & comniertary supplemented by a few chgialed

topical explications with corresponding interpretive argumémtse r y much | i ke Patonds. T
view of theGroundworkis more what we might expect of a Continental philosopher, or perhaps

Wittgenstein, than what we should expect as the publisiekl of an analytic philosopher. Since Kant is

often taken to be a founder of the Continental traditiand since Wood studies Hegel, Fichte, and Marx

in addition to Kani this is not entirely unsuitable. However, Kant is also a founder of Westealgti&n

philosophy, and I aim to show that accordingly there is in fact a very systematic methoGtouhdwork

analyses that is substantively enlightening.

VI will be wusing the term Ascholasticobveols an extr emel
Aristotelian descent. Kant s particular version of s
well, butHumanism was uncontroversiaeésfor example JL 14). SatssoNuc hel mansd chapters i
Cambridge History of 177 Century Phiosophyfor an excellent summary of #TTentury Humanist

versions of scholastic logic, the issues of the period, and translationd Gebfury logic into

contemporary terminologfNuchelmans 1998)According to Riccardo Pozzo, 1 &entury logic diffeed

little in substance from 17Century logic but was much occupied with prejudjegsich belong to

psychology or anthropology according to Kédbzzo 200k See also de Wulf956for a thorough

treatment of the various meanings of scholasticism atefense of its 20Century revival.
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Kant 6s primary example of synthesis is the method of
hydrogen and oxygen are combined §2H>»=2H,0) , t he oxygen i s fireducedo and
chemicalproduct waer, issynthesized Authorship and subjectivity, or law and maxim, might likewise be

grounds of a synthesis frowhich transcendental freedom arisaso cognoscendiKpV 5:5n). See

chapter 6 for more on synthesis.

i fRev-engéeneer i ngterminsomautecsciencepdenoting the illicit process of

constructing source code from executionable software. The term applies to any process by which a finished

product is deconstructed into the components from which it is made in order to bettstantibow the

product works and reproduce or improvaithoutaccess to the original designSee Dennett 1994 for a

useful discussion distinguishing several uses of theltapn/bottomup and engineering/reverse

engineeri ng met hostlsisa topddvennengineered argumemte What | arh arguing is

that there is no needrflargescalereverse ngi neering to understand his argum
is available to follow directly.

Vil Thanks to the members of the History of PhilogoRoundtable (HOPR) at UCSD, especially Sam
Rickless, for helping to clarify the differences between analysis and deduction, and what is at stake. The
anti-deductive strain of my argument in part | is largely in response to their concerns.

*x Susan Nieman(2001) argues that Kant scholarship has not been architectonic historically because
history of philosophy (as domain of philosophy) has largely amounted to an undisciplined appeal to
authority until quite recently. Niemann even goes so far as to argti¢ was widely held to be

unnecessary to actually read the works of historical figures before attributing views and arguments to them.
Whether or not this is so, there are substantive reasons for even Kant scholars who do read widely and
carefully to want to isolate th&roundworkfrom its critical context, primarily because they do not want

any errors on KaGritgtuedosundprainetth&roondwotke f i r st

* Just for the record, the following is my current position with respect to whetimscendental idealism is
correct and whether its transcendental deduction is compelling. | do think that our intuition has a pure a
priori spatiotemporal form and that its spatial form is at least grossly Euclidean. This does not preclude the
possibility that there is also a real spatiotemporal form that iskaalidean and which may have a
philosophically explicable relation to our spatial form of outer experience. Neither does it preclude the
possibility that ougrosslyEuclidean form of outer inttion isfinely non-Euclidean and strictly

transcendentally ideal. | think Kant would much prefer the latter position if pressed: Our common
understanding of space is ofeal andEuclideanspace, but our philosophical understanding corrects these
inaccuacies to reveal a neBuclidean transcendentally ideal space that approximates a Euclidean space
very closely in ordinary experience. In other words, the pure a priori form of outer intuition is actually
nortEuclidean and transcendentally ideal, but wda@®a have cause to think of space this wat least

outside the abstract sciendekbecause our simpler common understanding is adequately accurate for most
ordinary purposes. Kant 6s careful conqwiabei nts on our
though it would of course require some revision of the transcendental deduction. It is worth noting that
even if there isio compelling version of the transcendental deduction that can allow for more precise and
potentially norEuclidean underanhdings of space, thpositionmay yet be correct and supportable by a
different kind of argument. To refute an argument is, of course, not to refute its conclusion.

“The lectures on logic are |l ectur e hingocareesort hat wer e t ¢
compiled from Kantds notes in his copy of the textboc
and none can be considered entirely authoritative with regard to specifics, but it is clear from each set of

notes that Kant agreedtva great deal of the Meier text on which he lectured and had a generally

Aristotelian conception of logic and its methods. TBeche Logit n parti cul ar was prepare
supervisiorandlate in his career as a presentation of the ItgitKant taughtbut the Blomberg lectures
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are the most detailed with respect to the perfections of cognition and the method of analysis. These two
sets of lecture notesill accordinglybe the most referenced. 9dé ¢ h a e | in¥aoluctiolgté s
Lectures oriLogicand Boswell 1988.

Xi' To give another example of howme r i ks 6 t opi cal orient ahbaveoan t o transc
substantive impact on our understandingsodundwork 1} Ameriks casts the distinction between the

morall a weoénstitution of coductandits regulation of effectas a distinction between the constitution of

a will as a thing in itselfi.e. a noumenon, and the wal$appearancer phenomenonil{id, 34); but the

distinction need not be cast this way. The distinction is at ésaskll cast as a distinction betwerrght

andis 1 how the moral lavwoughtto constitute our conduct amdtually doesegulate the effects of our

conduct which does not obviously rely on any position regarding things in themselves (see my chapters 7

ard 8). Ameriks may be right that the will must ultimately turn out to be a thing in, igs&lfGroundwork

[l is sensitive to this consideration, but this issue is quite prematioreto Groundwork lllwhere

freedom is hypothesize®Both versions of ta distinction lead fairly quickly to the issue of compatibilism

butthe issues for ought/is compatibility are quite different from those for the compatibility of

noumena/phenomena. Even if the noumena/phenomena distinction is most useful for expkaining t

compatibility of freedom with the determination of nature, upon which the synthesis of freedom in

Groundwork Illmay well depend, Kant hadreadyargued in the firsCritique Antinomies that moral laws

of freedom are not incompatible with laws of natand said thahis is not sufficiento show the real

possibility of morality. As | explain in chapters37 the ought/is distinction helps explain the need for

FUL/N and KE inGroundwork Ili a good will must be able to maketualwhatoughtto be, nd merely

as ideals but a®al objects that can possibly appear to us. There are consequently several criteria of reality

that must be met iGroundwork lli n or der for the content under Kantds |
morality to provide adeque data for the synthesis @Groundwork Ill
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Part | Analysis from Common Understanding of Practice to Clear and
Distinct Exposition of the Supreme Principle of Pure Practice in
Groundwork |

Chapter 1  The Idea of a Moral, Metaphysical Science
It is widely known that the stated purposdrmafnanuelK a n Grousdworkof the
Metaphysics of Moral@Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sittén}o establish the
supreme principle of moralityd 4: 392). What precisely Kant means by a supreme
principle of morality, and why and how such a thing might be establishedweasa
been controversial. In this chapter | will argue that the key to resolving the controversy
lies in the first five paragraphs of the Preface where Kant identifies a metaphysics of
morals as anoral sciencein a manner that refers the reader backomby to his prior
text, theCritiqueof Pure Reasgn but al so t o GHKW887,BAIpCi ent Gr e
In these first five paragraphs Kant locates moral metaphysics within a generally
Aristoteliantaxonomy ofsciences® It may seem odd, even incorretd locate moral
metaphysics within a taxonomy s€iencesn the modern sense. We have come to
associate fiscienceo0o so cl osestlhyatwiitnhe teaxpphey siince
scienceo, fAanpritor ia dcceisesrecae wtheegimgtof A mor al s c |
oxymorons. This is not, however, what Kant means by sciédcience is here to be
understood in the Aristotelian sense as a systematic doctrine or a whole of cognition,
ordered according tprinciples(A832/B860ff, JL 23ff). Moral metagpysics &located in
the taxonomy aa propersciencehat is determined and circumscribed by the species of

its laws ! which, according to the fir&ritique are special kinds af priori principles.

10 This taxonomy is the same one Kant uses to identify the topic @frttigue of Pure Reasoim its own
Preface as fimetaphysics in generalo (Bviiiff).

1 In theGroundworkPreace Kant says the laws of moral metaphysics are a priori laws of freedom in

accordance with which everything ought to happen, in contrast to both empirical laws and to laws of nature

(G 4: 3878). In the firstCritique Preface he identifies morality apgori practical science, which is

ipr acdgnitord!l by which reason makes it s ofdrdefon¢Bx,8 act ual il
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As we will see, the principles that are to order morataphysics are a priori laws of
reason, which are equally canonic laws for the correct use of reason and supreme
principles ofthe faculty ofreason (B189ff, LE3@ 7 ) . By understanding I
of scienceas he articulates it in the fir€ritique, then, we can discover what sort of thing
a supreme principle of morality should be and why Kant should search for one.
Kant 6s t ax on o myGroandwosklegins with the first sentehck ef

the Preface:

Ancient Greek philosophy was divided intoeesciencesphysics.ethics and
logic. This division igerfectly suitableo the nature of the subject and there is
no need to improve upon it except, perhaps, to aguiitsiple, partly so as to
insure itscompletenesand partly so as to be aio determine correctly the
necessargubdivisions(G 4:387 emphasis mine)

When Kant refers to Greekere ancelsewhere he has in mind Aridand the
Aristotelian schools This particularly clear in Kantos
logic is ascience and Aristotle is its father
Contemporary | ogi c der. iThsebilosbphescanb®r i st
regarded as the father of | ogicéFrom
much in content, by the way, nor can it by its natureaoBut it can surely gain
in regard to exactness, determinateness, and distinctness. There strefees
that can attain a permanent condition, where they are not altered anyThese
[sciencekinclude logicand also metaphysics. Aristotle haat omitted any

moment of the understanding; we are only more exact, methodical, and orderly in
this. (JL 20 italics minesee also Bvi)i

ot | e
Ar i s

Kant has a generally Aristotelian understanding of what a scigreedghis
understanding of science is quite indegent of empirical methods of experiment
Sciences arsystems of cognitionFor example, philosophy it he syst em of

philosophical cognitions or [system] of cognitions of reason from concepts. That is the

xxviii -xxix; see also JL 8§ and110). Kant maintains this understanding of the moral/practical throughout
the first Critique. See for example A531/B559ff, A547/B575ff, and especiallydaron(A795/B823ff).
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scholasticconcemt f t hi s s c Kantrexpands upod this i@ed the.

Architectonicof the firstCritique:

[S]ystematic unity is that which first makes ordinapgnition[not experimental
method]into sciencei.e., makes aystenout of a mere aggregate [of
cognition] él [wred emd ti dthednityofgheananiord &
cognitions under one idearhis is the rational concept of tfem of a whole,
insofar as through this the domain of the manifold as well as the position of the
parts with respect to el other is determinedl priori. (A832/B861 emphasis

mine)

A science, then, is a body of cognition that is unified and systematized or organized by a

principle.

This notion of science waa ganerally accepted scholastic conceptadrscience
but rather than survey the hisyoof the concept to prove thisis more useful here to
provide some background on the historical figure who provides the most direct link
bet ween the accepted | ogi csnamelyleorgt 6s t i me an
Friedrich Meier. Georg Friedrich Me r \demunftlehrevas the logic textbook from
which Kant chose to lecture for decad&sant followed it quite closely in his early
teaching career, as evidenced by the very close correspondence betveeenethieand
order of theBlomberg lectures andié Vernunftlehre Even in his later lectures when
Kant comes more and more to te&ehown views, there are only a handful of points to
which Kant offers a correctiorKant 6 s transcendent al l ogic 1is
to Meierds gerevigionafit.t | ogi c than a
Obvi ous | y, Vertueftrehratseliegs werth 8esne investigation. In
general th&/ernunftlehrewvas quite suitable as logic text for courses at Konigsberg where
Kant taughin partbecausét was written for beginners, but moreportantly becausi

was an authoritative logic text belonging to the Leibniz@éoiffian tradition. There is a
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direct line of intellectual descent from Leibniz to Wolff to Baumgarten and then Meier
(VL 798), and Meier himself was the chair for logic andtaphysics at the University of
Halle. Though he is perhaps not now such a central figure in the history of Leibnizean
Wol ffian philosophy, I n Kantdos time Meier nw
theAufklarungl Enl i ght enme ntdedbala nodf hcarde dai bgirleiatty wi t h
intellectual peer group (Pozzo 2005, 185).

Like other logicians in the Leibnizealo | | f i an tradi ti on, Mei er
contempt for the pedantic and dogmatic aspect of the Aristotelian schools, but he saw his

own text as enriching the tradition rather than as an innovation or reformation of it:

He who would judge my book must be mereSchool logician: such a man will
vehemently condemn my book because | have said nothing of Barbara and
Celarent, of the fourth dhird Figure, of the reduction of inferences and the like.
But also he must be a man who has not yet been contaminateddvglg
scholastic [pedantic or dogmatic] doctrine of reason, and he must distinguish the
contentof my doctrine of reason from tlaet of elocution to which | help myself.
é Itis difficult to always make a felicitous choice of material, whether one is a
professional academician or one has | earn
and to distinguish the useful and needful frompgldantic merely through his
own advisement. It should therefore be very acceptable to me, for people who
know more than is learned in the Schools to tell me with cause in which regards
my book has the [pedantic] flavor of the Schools.

é
He who would charg me with a lust fomnovation or reformation woulgidge
me[ u n f a il adlvise hllémy readers who want to learn the spetfietsof
the professional academic doctrine of reason to read the doctrines oftsgason
Wolff, Reusch, Locke, Malebrancheydaso on. In themselves the doctrines of
reasorby many scholastisages of the worldontain very many goods. And
therefore lopenlyconfess that | have learned my logical cognition from others, so
let theintellectualworld decide whether | have enraghthisscience (ML Il -V
translation and emphasis mjhe

Notice that in the culmination of his Preface Meier specifically identifies the non
empirical body of cognition with which he is concerned as a science. This is no fluke

Meier repeatedly refet® thegelehrnte Erkenntnigith which theVernunftlehras

2Though my argument here is consistent with Tonelli q
conveniently written in English and speaks directly to mgppees.

42



concerned as a scienddigsenschaft, even describing a fAmor al S
cogniti 4&,m3al1, 7ML 2

There is some room here to argue that the recommended Leibhizdtian
work s M eMeraunfiebreenriches are not to be counted as scholdsiitthere are
independent reasons for thinking ¥Mernunftelehras scholastic in content and Kant
approvedf this. Young, Pozzo, Hinske, and Tonelli have all argued effectively that
Meier and Kant borrow heavily from Aristotelian logic, so the real question is how to
distinguish between what is to be rejected and what is to be accepted from the schools.
As Pozzo argues, K a n t demunttlehrg bushe sotalslyo ver ed t he
dedi cated fimost of his expositiond to the fi
whi ¢ h niethoddift hghi | os o p hcorrespdnding ttige mhietdricab n o0
dispositio(Pozzo 2005, 190 emphasis mitfle)-his method goes back at leasQizero,

and in spirit even to Aristotle:

Me i everdusftlehras usually placed within the tradition of Wolffianism.

There is some truth to this view; however, it cannot explain the most striking
traits \efnuniMehnemegirtniag with its digion intoinventiq

dispositiq elocutiq andexercitatiq which used to be part of the rhetorical canon
since the ti me &heto@aaddlerendwhTdpsc vep feald s
Vernunftlehrewvas also influenced by traditions other than Woilfid, 189)

't is not difficult, Hi nske has argued, t
AristotelianThomistic tradition, apparently so despised byAb&larung
€[ par ti cul artheyintellett eannotcer whert uhderstdnding first

principlesé | t remaskable to see the vitality of Aristotelianism and Thomism in
the writings of Wolff, Meier and Kantil(id,192n39}"

Mei er 6s Preface identifies the pedantry o
element, and it seems clear that he expected others &hsbaentiments concerning the
schools, at least his rejection of scholastic pedantry (see also ML 8). The general view is
that Aristotle founded logic, but over time the schools which taught this logic became
corrupted. The pedantry of theerelyschoh s t i ¢ 1 wsithout jedgnermorn g 6

discriminationi it is the intellectual conceit of an excessive reverence for technical
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knowledge without any deeper understanding or comprehen&ioong other mistakes,
the mere scholars fell into rote memorizataf the valid forms of syllogism and other
technical details of the articulated system of logic (e.g. Barbara) rather than focusing on
how to understand what makes a mediate inference valid and deriving its valid forms
from this understanding of its pripée as needed. They made distinctions where there is
no difference, and failed to make distinctions that were genuinely useful (ML 26). In
essence, the nominal expertise of a mere scholar is a merely surface ekpefdicdity
with a memorized dodtre rather than a genuine grasp of the content of the science.
Kant shared Meierodés view that the technic
severely impoverished understanding that is inadequate for philosophy. Kant expresses
his agreement with Mei@m this point through his ubiquitous insistence on thinking for
oneself, thinking through his text, and the need for discovering and establishing
principles(or Grundsatzgand deriving consequences only from these. He objected to
the dogma of scholastiogic more specifically because such dogma is concretized and
therefore not subject to any sort of revision, including the refinements Kant needs for
transcendental logic. A mere scholar would memorize the categories handed down from
Aristotle and only pportunistically supplement these as the occasional need arose, most
likely with some fuss and upheaval. A mere scholar would learns how to employ these
categories only technically without any deeper understanding of what they are or how
they relate to ez other, and this makes it impossible for a mere scholar to ever ascertain

whether the categories are yet complete.

If one sets a faculty of cognition into play, then on various occasions different
concepts will become prominent that will make this facknown and that can be
collected in a more or less exhaustive treatise depending on whether they have
been observed for a longer time or with greater acutevgbsre this

investigation will be completed can never be determined with certainty by means
of this as it were mechanical procedureurther, the concepts that are discovered
only as the opportunity arisesll not reveal any order and systematic untyt

will rather be ordered in pairs only according to similarities and placed in series
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only in accord with the magnitude of their content, from the simple to the more
composite, which series are by not means systematic even if to some extent
methodically produced. Transcendental philosophy has the advantage but also the
obligation to seek its ewepts [categories heng] accordance with a principle

since they spring pure and unmixed from the understanding, as an absolute unity,
andmust therefore be connected among themselves in accordance with a concept
or idea Such a connection, howeverppidesa rule by means of which the place

of each pure concept of the understanding and the completeness of all of them
together can be determined a priowhich would otherwise depend upon whim

or chance. (A6&/B91-2)

Kant 6s p osciemdeof understaridiag must besgstemwith acompleteset of
first principles from which the entire body of understanding can be articulated, and this
deeper scientific sort of understanding is absolutely requirgehitosophy

Kantthusc h o0 s e Weenunélehtess his logic texin part because reflects
Kant 6s deep concer n winthabitigemtielypconcgregwdth under st a
gelehrnte Erkentniditerally learned cognitioh Learned cognition in I
not merely acquiredognition, but instead the kind of cognition that one must possess in
order to do professional intellectual work in philosophy or empirical science. This is the
kind of cognition attributable to fiprofessio
fields. Itis the kind of cognition that allegedly gives them insight into the matters on
which they are experiGelehrnte Erkenntnis n Mei er 6 s sense i s somet't
umbrella term for wisdom, intellectual cognition, expert cognition, scientific cognitio
and philosophic cognition. It could mean any of these depending on the context.

To show just how deep the agreement is between Kant and Meier of the notion of
science, Kant s distinctive use of analogi es
derived from Meier (JL 48, ML-#).Y Meier introduces his doctrine of reason with a
distinction between being a spectatdugchauey of the world and being an investigator
(Beschauerof the world To paraphrase, a mere spectator might be satisfiedseiitbe
impressions and appearances, and represent only the surface of the world as if he were

nothing more than a mirror. The investigator of the world must instead see through the
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appearances to their governing laws and judge the collective surfacelenses of
appearance according to these eternal rules of order. The investigator must use reason to
delve into and conclusively fathom the substance, purpose, and value of @uingsg a
thousand other thingsand to do this the investigator must attéa the architecture of
the world. The investigator sees the world as having a palatial architecture perfectly
executed from these rulésinach den vollkommensten Regeln der Baukunst
ausgefurhten Pallaste ( 31 LAccording to Meier, anyone who woulé more than a
mere spectator must see the world through the eyes of an engineer or architect and
understand the structure of the world, specifically how the rules by which it operates or
the laws by which it is governed determine the particulars of itaciappearance.
Kant 6s not i,howeverklighlycmore specdi¢t han Mei er 0s
According to Kant the principles of a proper scienuest bea priori: A body of
cognition that is systematized and organized by an a priori principleisescc e fApr oper 0
(MFNS 4:468seealsoBL25Kant 6s favorite examples incluc
mathematics, but notably also the natural science of the Enlightenment (roughly Bacon to
Newton), which is an empiricélody of cognitiorof the physical thasisystematized by
l aws | i ke Ne)Wt maadhscase iaisvise arfchitectonic structure of the
doctrine that makes it scientific, specifically the special relation between the unity of
principles and the plurality of their articulated consequendesh together form a
proper whole or aystematidotality. (We will return to this point ithapter2 and again

in chapterB.)
Returning to thdirst sentencef the GroundworkPrefaceKant says that the

Aristotelian division of sciences into phgsj ethicsand logiclacko nl 'y a Aprinci pl

which to exsure completeness and determine subdivisions. The prio€iplédivision
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lacking here is a principle of individuation, which scholars might call a principle of
identity and diversity, i.e., principle by which to divide the realm of cognition into
organized domains. Once articulated, Kant indicates this principle of individuation will
partitionthe realm of cognition in such a way atsue completenes$® As Kant will
shortly arguethis partitionwill generate a further subdivision of physics and ethics into
their empirical and a priori parts.
The principle ofsubdivisionKant identifies in the next paragraph is the genus of
theobjectsf or each science. Ldngich is fMoecrcmpl @ dp o
the form of the understanding and of reason itself and with the rules of thinking in
generalwithout distinction of objects G 4:387emphasis mine . This makes | og
canonfor the understanding or for reason, which hottsafl t h i n kGi4138y 0 (
emphasis minesee also JL 1:P1, especiallydL 15). Physics and ethi¢cén contrastpoth
concern objects and are differentiatedsbynething about thebjecs they concern. The
general implication regarding the scholastic simn of science into logic, physiand
ethics is thatdgic is not beholden to objedsd t is thereforemore fundamentaind
general than the other scienc&oth physics and ethiggesuppose logit there can be
no cognition of objects that is unggrned by logic. Tis clearly indicates that Kant
expects his readers to not only be waltsed in scholastic philosophy, especially logic
Toget her with Kant 6s mmaenhdearly also expectahiscanon of r

audiencedo have read th€ritiqueof Pure Reasgrwhich cont ai ns a hesecti on

13 | have in mind here the mathematical concept of a partition, which would normally be called a division
(Abteilung in the scholastic tradition. Venn diagrams are the most common intuitive representation of
formal division (see JL 108). Divin of a sphere guarantees completeness because correct division
requires that the mutually exclusive members of the division together exhaust the whole. This is one of the
central tools of analysis to be discussedhiapter 4
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Canon of P(the RrefaReeohfittse csarafitique strongly reinforces this
dependence)
Kant goes on in this paragraph to identify ethics and physiasateriad
philosophy in contrast tlmgic. Ethics and physicée sayshoth specifically concern
Adeterminate objects and the | aws to which t
thought in general 4: 387). It is not simply thekind of object that distinguishes ethics
from physic, then,according to Kant. Human beings are, after all, objects of both
sciences. lItis instedte kind oflawsgovernng the objedts) thatindividuate the
sciencedecause these laws are the princifdles which the body of the science is
articulatel and boundedand whichmake the science what it islere Kant says that
physics and ethics adstinguished from each other by tkied of lawthat can serve as a
systematizing principle for the sciencehe | aws of physi s are dl av
4:387),whileg hi cs i s the fAsci en, ket agaifscienchsdo il aws of
beunderstoodas fidoctrineo ofG4A3BA.ti onal cognitiono
In the third paragraph, Kant more carefully describes what kind of laws

distinguish moral philosophydm other sciences, saying that ethics

must deter mi neél awwill insbfar bshtés affectethbyn b ei ng o6 s
natureéas | aws i n ac c oaughtiorhappen,whilestill whi c h e
taking into account the conditions under which it very ofteasnot happen(G
4:387-8 emphasis mine

According to Kant a human beingébés wil/| i's a

the laws of nature by which is it affected (hindered) and the laws of freedom by which it
makes its objects actual. Thiscpéarity of the human wilmakes it absolutely necessary

i for reasons Kant argues in-18 of the Prefacéit o cl ear |y separate dApi

14 Kant considered moral fihsophy to be in a state of crisis, riddled with error and misconception, and
corruptive of the common healthy understanding of morality through its clever abstractions. His diagnosis
of the problem was that the empirical and the a priori were contyniogithg confused, confounded, and
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ant hropol ogyo, which i s t he metappysiecs& c al sc
4:388).

This division of ehics and physics into their pure and empirical partke
subdivision Kant mentions in the first sentence that he thinks is required to improve the
Ancient Greek taxonomy of scienéesSince logic is purely formal and therefore
entirely a priorj it requires no subdivision. Ethics and physics, on the other hand, both
concern the laws to which determinate objects are subject and therefore they both have an
empirical part. Metaphysicss the norempirical part obothphysics and ethics; it is a
it viobkd Opulep hi | osophyo, i .e. a pure a priori
objects of t el 388) dhearesicalmataghysicg) whiclh Kant thinks to
have for the most part established in @rgique of Pure Reasaris the a priori

subdvision of physics. Moral metaphysics is the pure subdivision of ethics.

elided. Only by carefully making the subdivision of the empirical from the a phieiclaimed, could we

reach the apodictic certainty that is required both for philosophical purposes and for practical ones. The
subdivkion between the empirical and the pure a priori is especially important for ethics, as opposed to
physics, because the empirical laws of human practice so often contradict (or appear to contradict) the a
priori laws of morality. Mistaking an empiricaMeof human behavior for a moral one is a paradigmatic
example of how the elision of ethical sciences creates chaos.

As | will argue in Part Il, this distinction turns out to mean that though the moral law is necessarily
constitutive of how we ought to comct ourselves and in this sense determines the will, the moral law is
nevertheless merely regulative of our actual deliberation and behavior. One of the important implications
of this philosophical version of the distinction is that deliberation is raattigal reasoning; it is a reflective
use of the intellect that need not always yield practical cognition in the end. This particular subtlety is one
that arguably could not be correctly handled without clearly distinguishing the pure a priori from the
enpirical.

15 Though Kant does not mention it here, the status of mathematics is also quite important becthsse it
key to refuting HumbBigsg4).sAkcergirtgiodants mathénkapcy determihes its
objects purely a priori, having nenpirical part (Bx). Mathematics is a synthetic a priori science

concerning the conditions of the possibility of objects, specifically with the possibility of the determination
of thingsin intuition, where the a priori form of intuition is the centrahcern (see B147). Mathematics

can be glossed as the pure a priori science of the form of intuition. The relevance of mathematics to moral
metaphysics will be taken up in chapter 8, where | argue that the characterization of the three formulas as
progressing through the categories of quantity is meant to indicate the consonance between the conditions
of the possibility of volition and those of intuition.
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To give a sense of what Kant had in mind with regard to the subdivision of
ethics, consider that practical anthropology is a science concerning the way intelligent
beings, e.ghuman beings, actualijo act. The empirical science of how human beings
actually do act is a systematization of human inclinations, character traits and other
hindrances to intelligent action. These hindrances to intelligent action by humans are
empirical and contingentThey belong to natural feeling and sensibility rather than to
intellect per se Moral metaphysics, which is ethical scieqeeper, concerns how
human beings qua intelligent beings necessatibghtto act, regardless of how they
actudly do act (which is often more in consequence of the seraifdlaesirouaspecs
of their nature than the rational aspect). This moral science proper would be an
apodictically certain whole of cognition that is systematically ordered by its a priori
principles (MFNS 467ff).As Kant cashes out intelligendeeintelligenceof conducts
essentially rational, so moral metaphysics is the a priori science afaiowal beings
necessarily ought to acthis science is distinct from and prior to the noatlly moral
empirical sciences of actual human behavior and pragtioeal anthropology)

Once Kant has set out the principlamadividuationfor sciences and identified
moral metaphysics as a subdivision intersecting both ethicsvatgdhysics, he sgnds
the next five paragraphs of the Preface arguing that the subdivision of ethics and the
restriction of moral philosophy t oG moral met
4:389). Without getting into the details of the argument, the general ithes the
elision of a priori with empirical is a great source of error and confu8eh41Q see

also the Outline o&roundwork Ilin Part IJ).

Suppose for the sake of argument that Kant is right, that moral philosophy must

be a metaphysical scienceper with a priori laws of the human will as its principles
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from which the entire body or doctrine of moral cognition can be determined. In order to
really understand what Kant thinks must be done, we need to know what a principle is,
what a law is, an@vhat connection these might have to the idea of a supreme principle.
Given that moral metaphysics is a subdivisio
understanding of other sciences for help.
Since the laws of nature are a familiar idea, we can begmthe idea of a law as
a kind of scientific principle and use mechanics as a paradigm. The establishment of
mechanics required the specification of laws like the laws of gravitation and inertia that
could be used as principles for the derivation ancetbee control of the movements of
natural things. In order to qualify as a law in the relevant sense a principle must govern
determinate objects in some way. This idea of governanad an object being subject
to a law implies that the law describasd in some sense necessitates the causality of the
object.
The kind of law Kant needs to subdivide ethics and establish moral metaphysics is
the most basic law to which human will is subject. He needs a law that is general enough
to govern the entirgtof moral metaphysics and so fundamental that only the principles
of formal logic are prior. Whathenedds he a pri or i mor al anal og
Accor di n gDodtrioe okKMetnddd & he met aphysi cal anal o
Laws would be @anonof pure reason, which is a small finite sepositivesupreme
principles, possibly a single supreme principlesureme principlés a maximally
general principle for the correct use of a fac(B%89ff, LE 3637). For example, the
supreme principlef analytic judgment is its criterion of truth, the Principle of
Contradiction, which requires that no predicate contradict its subject (B189&ananic
principle is thusa maximally generapositive a priori principle for the correct use of a

faculty (B824).
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Kant explains in th€anonthat the principles for the correct use of pure
specul ative reason Kant are al/l merely finega
by telling us what reason cannot do (A795/B823ff). These supreme negative psincipl
are important, but a canon of pure reason must tell us what remsda, especially what
it necessarilydoes. Even though there is no positive theoretical supreme principle of
reason, Kant argues, we should expect there to be a moral law for timeofsmuoe
reason (B82&).

So far we know thate laws of freedom in general, as laws of reason, may be
positive or negativeThe supreme principle of moral metaphysical science to be
established in th&roundworkmaylikewise be either positive or natjve The complete
establishment of moral metaphysib®weverrequires a positive supreme principle that
is a canonic law of practical reasowwhatever Kant does in ti&roundworkmust then
somehow contribute to establishing a canon of moral metagshisi to discovering or
establishinga small finite set of principles from which all rational (intelligent) actions
could be derived or determined because they are all necessarily governed by it.

Thereappears to be an unacknowledgeddtriking gap b&wveen the principles of
a science and the principles of a factigye yet according to Kant the canonmbral
metaphysicgustis the supreme principl@ure) practical reasorirhis is a crucial point.

In order tobetterhow a canonic principle of @&ience could also be a supreme principle

of a faculty,recall that metaphysics is a priori. Kant argues in theQ@irgique that we

can know a priori of objects only what we ourselves put into them (seexBixyi This

means in effect that a priorognition is cognition of our own intellectual faculties,
especially r eas on CritiquédfBurerReasahealps estaliish Kant 6s

metaphysical science is thatdwtique andarticulate the faculty of reason is in a sense to
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critigue andarticulae t he body of cognition It generates:s

description of the critique of reason resembles the establishment of a science:

[B]y this [the critique of pure reason] | do not understand a critique of books and
systems, but &ritique of the faculty of reason in generat respect of all the
cognitionsafter which reason might strive independently of all experience, and
hence the decision about thessibility or impossibility of a metaphysics in

general and thadeterminatiorof its sources, as well as i&xtent and boundaries

all, howeverfrom principles (Axii emphasis mine)

The body of cognition that constitutdee system o& priori moral science is determined

by the very same a priori principles that are the laws goverhengdrrect use of pure

practical reasaoff Reason itself, insofar as it is practical, is the determinate object

governed by the laws of freedom. Throughout the @r#tique, the idea of a human will

as a faculty of practical cognition is clearlyalreadp Kant 6 s si ghts as t he
metaphysicsthough we are not yet in a position to understand the relation between

practical cognition, will and reasott

16 Of course this is not to say that moral science and practical reason are identical. Moralseidrocky
of cognition and practical reason is the faculty of such cognition. For the time being it may be useful to
think of moral science and practical reason as isomorphic systems with convertible principles.

17 As | will argue in hiapters 88, moralmetaphysics is not merely theoretical metaphysics that is about
how we ought to act, and practical reason is not merely theoretical reasoning about how we ought to act
(qua Thomas Hill) Moral metaphysics is the sciencepoéctical cognition which is adistinctively
Kantian notion (see Bx, B xxvikxix, JL 86-7, 110). Practical cognition is the philosophical term for will
(Wille). Practical cognition is the faculty whereby we make objects actual by representing them. More
specifically it is the deriation of an action, which is the synthesis of an action, from heterogeneous
grounds (subjective maxim and objective law). Just as theoretical cognition requires the synthesis of
sensibility and understanding, practical cognition requires the synthdeiliafy and reason.

The body of cognition for moral metaphysical science is accordingbds of practical cognitionand
this has interesting potential implications that go beyond the issue of moral internalism and connect to
practical wisdom. As a loly of practical cognition, moral science is essentially active: Morality is
cognition in action, or reason in practice, rather than merely in thought. Moral science can be glossed as
systematic willing. Thi s i mpitlon ncag requiccm mard radi€a nt 6 s not i c
revision of the notion of science instead of merely a return to an earlier nosorente as | indicate in
this chapter.
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So what would it take for a supreme principle of reason to be positive and
thereforeat least potentiallycanonic? This turns out to be an extremely difficult
guestion. As a first passpmsider the fact that reason is a faculty. According to Kant a
faculty is a kind of organic unity, which means that there is a necessary connection

betweerits organic element’

1) vocation (purpose, telos, aim, end)

2) drive (first causeneed, impelling cause)

3) use form, its operation, what it does, e.g. logical inference or real use)
4) element fnatter ormaterial on which it operates, e.g. concepts or ideas)

Tollustrate, suppose the vocationfunctionof the heart is to nourish the cells of the
body. The heartés use might be to circul ate
it furthers its vocation. The drive of the heart might then be the rhythmicaction and
relaxation which impels the blood, its element, to circulate. We can think of these as
being roughly the equivalent of Aristotelian causes, where the drive and vocation would
be the first and final causes and the use and elements woulel foential and material
causes.

Now it is acritical feature of any organic explanation thattha r i causes aréi
connected in such a way that they necessarily further the vocation. In the case of the
heart, the organic elements are causally relatele physical senstaking advantage of
natural mechanical causatiaand this provides the necessary connection between the
activity of the heart and its purpose. If we take the organic unity of faculties seriously, in
order to be a faculty at all res must have a drive, use, and elenfenequivalentsjhat
all necessarily further its vocatiam final end

In suport of thisconjecture thatvhat Kant needs in order for the supreme
principle of morality to be positive msomehing like afour-cau® relation, m connection

with his organic analytic of the intellectual faculties in the f@gtique Kant attributes
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something to understanding atadreason for each of these four roles. According to

Kant 6s anal ytic of u oodceptsmetre mdterialgrel¢nsest concei v
usedby the understanding, or on which the understanopggates These concepts serve

to unify thought through their use in predication, which is the compreheofséosubject
representation by a concept. This dggon of understanding as predicative conception,

as in the determining power of judgment, suggests that predication is the use, operation or
logical form of understanding and that the function, purpose or end servatigation

The comprehension af subject might be thought of as the first cause, as in the need,

drive or impulse teomprehend Mor e bri efly, Kantdés analytic
these four roles The logical use of reason is mediate inference, which serves the ground
seeking dwe of reason, through the use of concepts or ideas (the material or elements),

to the final purpose of universalization throwglounds. According to the fir§lritique,

the drive of reason in general is to seek grounds and the elements of reasorairagener

concepts, including ideas.

The fireal useod of reason i $#WatKantheti c a p
means by synthetic a priori cognition and how it is possible is too complex to consider
carefullyjust yet so | will table the topic untithaptes 5-8 when it can be considered
more fully in the context oroundwork Il For the time being it should be sufficient to
gloss synthetic a priori cognitian general (both practical and theoretics)the
generation or production of conceptatthefer to or are about objeethich are
themselves also entirely a priori. Kant initially characterizes practical reason as the

cognitive production of objectspwe can think of practical reason as the real use of

8 The logical use of reason is mediate inference, but this is theoretical. Siace eancerned primarily
with moral metaphysics, not theoretical metaphysics, | will focus for the time being on the real use of
reason and its obvious practical leanings (A298/B355363. See also A7/B10ff).
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reason. To foreshadow where thisadwill take Kant in th&roundwork think of
practical reason as the idea of a will spontaneously and autonomouslygtselizing,
and doing so a priori with regard only to wisaightto be. The candidates for the
vocation of (practical) reason wouldgen include happiness, the highest good, virtue,
rational seHperfection, and perhaps others.
One of the important tasks that remains f
a principle for the correct use of pure practical reason tipatsisive perhapsn the sense
that it makes a necessary connection between the already identified-gemkiy drive
of reason, some practical use of reason, some (special) kind of representation, and a
vocation of reasal® If such a principle were found, itould be a practical law for the
canon of pure reason, and the canon would be propadeutic to a (scientific) metaphysics of
morals. If theGroundworkidentifies and establishes such a practical law, it would
complete a significant step in preparing the faaya moral metaphysical system by
providing its canon.
The firstCritique has already identified three of the four organic components.
The drive of reason is to seek grounds. {lbgical) use of reason is mediate inference.
The element of reasontise idea. The mystery is how these three things could be
organically connectednd to what The philosophicaksueconcerning the drive of

reason, Kant says how to transcend the series from each condition to its condition, i.e.

19 As it turns out, the positivity of the moraiw is more complex and subtle than this simple teleological

picture indicates. The criteria of significance and real possibility that Kant attempts to iBeetiimdwork

lare positive akrd ucscenn e cetl eedo | toog yfii f goasrkimply bere. basggues t r ai ght f
in Part Il for example that the moral law must (positivelghstituteconduct a priori andegulateits

effects a priori, and that threality of intention requires the hylomorphic causal community of an

architectonic end. Aamplete treatment of the positivity of the canonic law of morality, which | will not

give, would require interpretatisof both Groundwork Illin which Kant introduces freedom and the

Critique of Practical Reasoim which Kant relates the moral law to thighest good. Here | want to

introduce very general criteria that may be met in unexpected ways later on.
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from each ground tis own higher groun@A307/B364,see also A508/B536tf The
drive of reason can do no more than impel a regress if it is restricted to ordinary concepts.
If, however, there is a special transcendental use of reason and a special kind of

representatiornat allows reason to seek a ground outside the series of condsagres)

Ai dea ofhewvmastbebe i s hope that the activity
vocation.
The point | want to make i s thadnggi ven th

of faculties in general and reason in particllag nt 6 s audi enceahas reaso
positivesupreme principléo provideinsightinto how the a priori practical use of reason,
which isthe synthetic a priori practical cognition of objectscesarily furthers some
unequivocally and characteristicattyoral vocation. Moreover, gven this understanding
of what it would take for a supreme principle of morality to be established as a positive
canonic law, we should expect @eoundworkto includesome mention or discussion of
the real vocation of reason in a teleological context, or even betidentify the
vocation of reason in practice and then connect the organic features of reason in one
principle so that the necessity of the furtheranadefvocation is clear.

Kantbeginsto address the positivity of the moral law, then, eari@iaundwork
| with the teleological argument concerning the vocation of reason. As we will see in
laterchaptes, though, the issue is not so simple. The togaf reason Kant identifies
is to make the will absolutely, incomparably good in itself. Sihiethe copula or the
form of a principle that makes it positivethe required sense, Kant must carefully
explicate (via analysis) what it would take #owill to be absolutely, incomparably good

in itself and how reason contributes to this very distinctive good.
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We know have a very basic idea of what moral metaphysical science would be,
what it would be to establish such a science, and how a betteruns t andi ng of Kan
philosophy of science can generate expectations and even criteria Gothredwork In
the next twachaptes K apnotedusefor establishing moral metaphysical science and
themethod of analysmwith which it begins are consideré more detail, with the
intention of il lustrati ndgroimdwerknkoeent 6 s met hodo

predictable and critically evaluable.

' The idea of generating an apodictically certain moral system from a priori principles owes its Kantian

inception both to the scholastic idea of a first principle and to the Newtonian idea of a law. Sclirsiastic

principles, including their Leibnizean incarnation as monads, are relatively simple natures or essences of

things which are proposed to explain all the myriad behaviors and movements of things. Though they are

principles in a somewhat different sen Newtonian laws are also relatively simple principles proposed to

explain the myriad behaviors, changes and movements of things in nature. The architectural principle these

two sorts of system, that is, thesgencesbear in common is the tenet tlgplurality of motion or change

can be explained by or generated from the unity of a principle. Given that morality is at bottom a kind of
doctrine of causality, the search for a fAprincipleo
awot hy pursuit regardless of the specific theory of c.
mind. Given this ideological background, it should not be terribly surprising that one of the most
overarching goal s of awotutibosize mordlity by establishmdnmorabssiengehy wa s

""Wer mein Buch al so ver ng¢ bldRériSaulldgieusaint dedneimsoleherl | , der n
Mensch wird mein Buch gewaltig tadeln, weil ich nichts von Barbara und Celarent, von t&r vider
dritten Figur, von der Reduktion der Schlisse und dergleichen Sachen gesagt habe. Sondern er muf3 ein
Mensch sein, der noch nicht durch eitel3e schulmafRige Vernunftlehrergiftet worden, un der muen
Inhalt meiner Vernunftlehre, von der Atés Vortrages unterscheiden, der ich mich bedient habe.

Es kann sein, daf3 ich die Wahl der Materien nicht allemal gliicklich genung angestellt habe. Es ist
schwer, daf3 ein Mensch, welcher von Profession ein Gelhrter ist, welcher die Vernunftlehresghilmafi
gelernt hat, und welcher sein Schicksal beklagt, vermége dessen er gezwungen ist, blof3 durch seine eigene
Uberlegung das niitzliche und nétige von dem pedantischen zu unterscheiden, in der Wahl der Materien
allemal glicklich sein sollte. Es soll mir alsehr angenehm sein, wenn Leute, die mehr wissen, als was
man auf Schulen lernt, mir mit Grunde sagen werden, in welchen Stellen mein Buch nach der Schule
schmeckt.

€

Wer mich eineNeuerungsoder Reformationsbegierdmschuldigen wollte, der wurde mich
wahrhaftighamischbeurteilen. Ich rate allen meinen Lesern, welche die Vernunftlehre als Gelehrte von
Profession recht ausfihrlich lernen wollen, dal3 sie sonderlich die Vernunftlehren eines Wolffs, Reusch,
Lockes, Malebranche usw. lesen mog&elbst die/ernunftlehren vieler scholastischen Weltweisen
enthalten sehr viel GutsUnd da ich gerngestehedalf? ich meine logische Erkenntnis von andern gelernt
habe, so mag die verniinftige Welt entscheiden, ob ich diese Wissefsebatherth abe o (emphasi s
mine).

ifwWenn wir nun diese Handlungen auf eine gelehrte Art
unleugbar ein@raktische Erkenntnis. Wir rechnen hieher nicht blof3 digoralischenRegeln als deren
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Wissenschaftenvorzuglicher Weise dipraktischen Wissenschaftenz. E. die praktische Weltweisheit,
die praktische Gottesgelahrheit usw.o0o (ML 375).

v Kantexplicitly rejected the paradigmatically persuasive rhetorical charawststyle of elocutionf the
elocutiolater in hiscareerperhaps in rgmnse to the eighteenth century elocutionary movement

Readiness and accuracy in speaking (which taken together constitute rhetoric) belong to the beautiful

art, but the art of the oratoars oratoria), the art of availing oneself of the weakness of fnemr one 6 s

own designs (whether these be well meant or even actually good does not matter) is worthy of no

respect. Again, this art only reached its highest point, both at Athens and at Rome, at a time when the

state was hastening to its ruin and trueiptitrsentiment had disappearédU 8§54 5:328; see also

Reflexioner8444 16:840)
This may be one of t he Veemanfilehressv ewh yR 8senddyidash(dls e Mei er 06 s
21). It was not the inclusion of elocution or other typically sophsiit rhetorical aspects of Aristotelian
logic that drew Kant, but instead the relation between concrete sense and abstract intellect involved in
cognitive grasp implied by Meierés treatment of | ogic

v Thefollowing five canors of rhetoricwere taught primarily for public debate, as in a senate
1. Inventio(invention) was the art of discovering a means for finding argunusimg a standard
classification of topics like the one belowant adhered rather closely to these topics

Common Topics Special Topics
Definition Judicial
Genus / Species justice (righ)
Division injustice (wrong)
Whole / Parts Deliberative
Subject / Adjuncts the good
Comparison the unworthy
Similarity / Difference the advantageous
Degree Ceremonial
Relationship virtue (the noble)
Cause / Effect vice (the base)
Antecedent Consequence
Contraries

Contradictions
Circumstances
Possible / Impossible
Past Fact / Fute Fact
2. Dispositio(arrangement) was the method of organizing an arguntmaundwork llarguably
follows this standard rhetorical order.
a. exordium (introduction)
b. partitio (statement of facts)
c. confirmatio (proof)
d. refutatio (refutation)
e. peroratio (conclusn)
3. Elocutio(style) involved diction and the organization of phrases (tropes) for three léveils:
(teaching), middle (persuading), and high (entertaining).
4. Memorig (memory) was the ability to use mnemonic devices to call forth and sustain an
argument
5. Pronuntiatio(delivery)
Despit e Poz zBxérctatio(exerdise)avastnot a canon in fRbetorica ad Herennium
(sometimesattributed to Cicero
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“Pozzo and Hinske even argue that Kantés distinction
gomded in Meierod6s | ogic:

The basis of most eighteentkntury logics is representation. Baumgarten and Meier presuppose the

traditional notion of the human mind as a thinking and acting subject, or, as Aristotle would say, as a

carrier of intellectual andtikical habits. Everything in the mind is, in the wake of Locke and Leibniz,

representation and, therefore, every content of knowledge is valid as a representation made by a

subject with respect to an object, in the sensecoin@eptus obiectivésMe i econélussion [in 1766]

that the immediate object of our sensation is not identical with the object in front of us and that the

world of our sense experience is something differen

t h e ms eah wne wrdsich selbstalthough still consistent with the premises of Leibnizian and

Wolffian philosophy, is, as Hinske has observed, an important step on the path that leads Kant to set up

the laws of sensitive cognition on the basis of the distinction between the phenantgmaimenal

world. (Pozzo 2005, 198)

iféOhne Zweifel bedarf es keines Beweises, um ¢ber zel
Beschauer dieser Welt verhalten missen. (ML 1)
€
Er muB sich nicht die bloRBe Oberflache der Welt vorstellen, als eelebn dasjenige ist, was der erste
Anschein, der erste Eindruck derselben in unsere Sinne, uns darstellt. Der beschauende Einwohner der
Welt mul3 durch diese Oberflache der Welt durchsehen, er mul die Zusammenfiigung der Welt nach den
ewigen Regeln der Ontling beurteilen, welche der Schépfer der Welt vor Augen gehabt hat, als der die
Welt erschaffen hat. Er muf3 den Urstoff der Welt ergriinden, die Absichten, den Nutzen der Dinge
erkennen, und tausend andere Sachen, welche nur durch die schlieRende \(gwhaloitch ein
forschendes und tiefsinniges Nachdenken, kénnen erkannt werdent. Es verhalt sich mit der Welt, wie mit
einem nach den voll kommensten Regeln der Baukunst aus
Gegenteil betrachtet denselben mit gamdesn Augen. Er schaut bis auf den Grundrif3 hindurch, er
beobachtet das Ebenmal? oder die Proportion aller Teile; er allein wird, durch die Kenntnis der Regeln der
Baukunst, vermdgend, die wahre Vollkommenheit desselben mit Entziicken und Bewunderung zu
etk nneno-3)( ML 2

Vi K a n Mdiaphysical Foundations of Natural Sciefg@ good guide to his understanding of physical
laws. Michael Friedman has several recent works concerning the relation between theoretical metaphysics

and natur al shdilermsce hiyn Kamtieesdmandés work is primarily
the (empirical) scientific revolution and later developments, and does not generalize to moral science
without qualification. My ¢ o n c e-empirical practicalecencé i cal | y Ke

and its development from earlier philosophical traditions.

x See for example 4: 395, A336/B393, A832/B860ff, A303/B359ff, A321/B378ff. Organization,
teleology, and the distinctive feature of intention (causal commjunitybe addressed less casually and in
more detail in Part Il.

X |t is tempting to posit comprehension as the function of understanding, but comparison with reason makes
this unlikely. Function is most plausibly something like a purpose or final cairsey and universality

are explicitly the (logical) functions of understanding and reason respectively. Since reason has-a ground
seeking drive, understanding should have a comprehessiking drive.
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Chapter 2 The Method?® for Establishing a Canon of Moral Science

As we saw in the last chapter, to establish the supremepérmtimorality is to
begin the establishment of moral scien@&e obviouspoint ofdoing this isto make it
possible for us to gain insight into moralapd to thereby cognize moral sorts of things
with objective certainty If morality were establisttkas gproperscience witha priori
principles from which @ompletebody of cognitiomecessarilyfollowed, Kant thought,
we could be certain that our moral judgments are correct when they are because we
would have insight into why they are correct. Wawd not only be able to discover
when we are wrong, but why.
But this is not all. Moral science proper woaldohelp correct us, Kant thought,
not merely by allowing us to theoretically ascertain when we morallit @rould
actually help uslo beter. Egablishing moral metaphysics as a science would not only
secure our theoretical understanding of morality, it wadgehlly gain us a practical grasp
of morality as well Kant claims in the Preface to toundworkthat afull graspof the
pure apriori canonidawsof mor al ity woul d not only help u
they ar e aipwouldaclasbd efop r cdowitde t hem wi th access
being and efficacy for his fulfillment of th
To provide some ini&l motivation for this ideshat cognitive grasp should
include or imply practical grasgonsidethatevenas we ordinarily think of itto
genuinely grasp something like an idea or a process is more than merely to have a
theoretical familiarity and fality with it. A genuine grasp gfhysicsdoes not merely

give one insight into physical workings, it gives one the wherewithal to design, and even

2As a scholastic term fimethodo is a name for doing | «
Doctrine of Methods an organon of satastic method (JL 18)Method is to be distinguished from
exposition, which is fAthe manner of communicating one

understand2pleo (JL 19
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build, bridges and airplanesio genuinely grasp music is more than merenjoy and
appreciate it, buib engage witht on another levelto participate in it. To truly grasp
musicto have the potentidb play or compose it. Wease thisanalogybetween cognitive
andmanual grasp of an object to underscore that the kind of understanding wbymean
A g p @ kind of understanding by which wwesome wayaccessan object Grasp in
this sense connotes concrete employment, or even control of the object. To put this point
in Kantian terms, cognitive grasih somethings more than theoretical insight;mplies
at least the potential for practical graspt.
I n order for Kantds stated gener al proced
hope of fulfilling his vision for the science of moral metaphysics, then, this procedure
must e ngag endsvstanding & eognitivee grasp. With this in mind, the
purpose othis chapteristoexplaikant 6 s procedure f aill establis
beginwith the procedure itselfSinceGroundwork 411 only concern the first two steps of
this procedurel, will explain fairly briefly how the first step is required by the definition
of a science as a systethen spend the remainder of the chapigrlaining howthe first
two steps of establishing a sciergreund cognitive grasp according to Kant.
Aslwil | expl ain, these first two steps of K
sciencesrose fronseveral sourcesgnd each step relies on badbgic and metaphysics.
The initial transformation from a great amount of concrete data into a clear and distinct
ideaofthescienckas a strong precedent in Descartes,
this transformation works and what it gaingelges onboththe relation between
aesthetic and | ogi cal perfections in Meieros
transition, from the clear and distinct idea of the science to the determinaiisn of
special contentias a strong precedent in Leibnizé&bplfian logic. This steps a logical

division tothecomplete determinatioof the object of the science, ansllgant
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understands it, the complete determination metaphysically restigsolution to the
central problem of metaphysics.
Each of these el ements of the first two s
sciences is worthy gdhilosophical considation in its own right My goalin this
chapterisonlyt o o ut | genesaktiatagy aand sketch why he thought it would
work. This very general understanding of Kantoés
expectations for how Kant should begin to carrytio theGroundwork The next
chapters will take a closer look at the methods of analysis, how Kant executes his plan in

the Groundwork and thesome of thenetaphysicaimplications these have for morality.

81 How to Establish a Science

Kant describes the process of establishing a science in fairly generianetims
Doctrine of Methodchear the end of the fir€ritique (B862).2! In order to establish a
science, he says, one must firstke distinct the ideaf the natural unity of its merial.
From this distinct idea one must theégterminghe specialcontentof the science Once
the idea is clear and its content determined, one amtistilate the systeratic unity of
the scienceand then finallyCritique the science to determine isundaries. These four
steps are quite general in the Doctrine, so we should expect the procedure to be
applicable to the establishment of any science. Before we can even begin this process,
though, Kant says we need a great deal of material fromexpecie t o wor k wi t h f
order to first glimpse the ideado that is to
articulated, and critiqued (B8&®. This gives us the starting point from which the

process begins.

2’See also Kantos sl i ght |Pyolegnmenato Ay puauceMetaphysiasfchei pt i on i n
method whereby one would establish metaphysics as a scieAR66).
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Starting at the beginning of this presgKant further explains in the

Architectonic of Pure Reason what he means by this glimpsed idea and how the process

of establishing a science beg(#832ff/B860ff). Sciences always begin as rhapsodic
aggregates of cognitighat arecollected haphazalg Weinitially turn these heaps into

pseudesciences by giving them d@empiricab fischema, which is a ordering of parts

determined by contingent aims that gilile aggregate@t e c hni ¢A833/8861) ni t vy

In order tothenestablish a science prapg&e must get from teicontingent technical

unity toarchitectonic unity.The achitectonic unityof ascience equi res an Ai de ad
which is a concept of the form of the whole of cognitid834-5/B8623):
[Systematiaunity is that which first makesrdinary cognition intosciencei.e.,
makes aystenout of a meraggregaté | under stand by a systen
of manifold cognitions under ondea This [idea] is the rational concept of the
form of a whole, insofar as through this [idea] dwenainof the manifold as well
as thepositionof the parts with respect to each other is determined a
priori.éUnder the government of reason ou
rhapsody but must constitute a system, in which alone they [our cognitions] ca
support and advance .(A832/B8blemphasiomifes] essent
The schema of the idea, which is requiredtfie@f e x e ¢ oftheideo i s t he HfAesser
mani foldness and order of parts demer mi ned a
and i nn@838B8lgnddhis is what fAgroundso the ar

proper:

What we call science, whose schema contains the outhioedgrammpand the
division of the whole into members in conformity with the idea, i.e. aiprio

cannot arise technically, from the similarity of the manifold or the contingent use

of cognitionin concretafor all sorts of arbitrary external ends, but arises
architectonically, for the sake of its affinity and its derivation from a single

supreme ad inner end, which first makes possible the whole; such a science must

be distinguished from all others with certaintylan accordance with principles.
(A833/B861)
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What we shouldnitially take fromall this is that thedeaof a science is a concepttbe
wholebody of cognitionand thiswhole is aotalityt hat i1 ncl udes a fprinci
that orders andnifiesthe domain of cognitiarthereby making aystenof the aggregate
With regard to establishing scienctee difficulty for usaccoding to Kantis that
such special concepts only come to us after a great deal of work. Wérstgenerate
a large aggregge of cognition to be organized. Then we must organize this aggregate,
working through it all and ordering it according to cogént aims, and only then can we

glimpse the idea of the whole as a science proper:

It is too bad that it is first possible for usgiimpse the ide@ aclearerlight and

to outline a whole architectonically, in accordance with the ends of reasgn,
afterwe have longollected relevant cognitions haphazartike building

materials anavorked through them technicalljith only a hint from an idea lying
hidden within us. The systems seem to have been formed, like maggots, by a
generatio aequivocirom the mere confluence of aggregated concepts, garbled at
first but complete in time, although they all had their schema, as the original seed,
in the mere seltlevelopment of reason, and on that account are not merely each
articulated for themselves ic@rdance with an idea but are rather all in turn
purposively united with each other as members of a whole in a system of human
cognition (A834-5/B8623)

Kant goes on to say that fAat the present tin
c ol | e c teehuiocally arcerkd that we are ready for the oliethe science of reason
(A835/B863) Thisarchitectonic science of reasfar which we are now ready, as Kant
explained in the Canon, unavoidably includes practical reason, i.e. morality
(A796ff/B824ff).
It is worth noting that here that the case of moral science it is not experience
per se from which we must glimpse the idea, as in theoretical sciences, but rather
practice The aggregate data oforality includes not only our experience of praetibut
everything concerning practi¢eour thoughts, judgments, presumptions, and feelings,

the artifacts we make, the qualities of our character, our various limitations, and so on.
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Some of this data will end up belonging to moral science proper, anel\wsil be
relegated to another science, but we must not begin with too restrictive a data set.
Everything that seems relevant to morality should initially be considered.

Now the difference between an idea of a science that is inadequate for its
systemiz#ion and one that is adequate for the first stiepstablishing the sciencethat
the adequate ideadsstinct As Kant explains in his logic lectures, a representation is
distinct if we are conscious not merely of the whole, but also of the mathtlds

contained in it.

If we want an example of indistinctness in concepts, furthermore, then the concept
of beauty may serve. Everyone has a clear concept of feaugveryone is
conscious of it]. But in this concept many different marks ocenong others

that the beautiful must be something that (1.) strikes the senses and (2.) pleases
universally. Now if we cannot explicate the manifold of these and other marks of
the beautiful, then our concept of it is still indistinct. (JL 34)

So by defiition, a distinct idea is one that involves a manifold of marks and from which
one can explicate these marks. The distinct idea of a science should presumably be one
from which one could articulate the body of cognition. Since sciences are organized by
their a priori principles and in the case of objective sciences these are laws, the distinct
idea Kant needs for the first step is a distinct idea of the canonic law of moral sceence,
a distinct idea of the supreme principfemorality.

The secondtspof establishing a science isdetermire its special content This
is the step that connects the idea of the science to its objects, by relating the distinct
representation of the canonic law to the objects it governs. Without this stepietiee
could notreally beaboutanything®? As we will see in later chapters, in the case of

moral sciencéhe object to be determined is an activity, namely willing. Morality is

22 Logic is the only science that abstracts entirely from all objects, so it is the only science to which this
step does not apply. Kant presumably ditl see the need to make any qualification to his procedure for
logic since he thought it had already been established for thousands of years.
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about voluntary actions, intentions, and above all whatwghtto do. To detenine the
special content of moral science is therefore to determine theWiiat | will argue in
this chapter, though, is more basic. The determination of content from a distinct idea,
whether moral or otherwise, is what underwrites cognitive grasp

Before getting into the detaits how the first two steps work togethéne last
two steps of the procedure should be mentioned. Neither of these steps of establishing
moral science takes place in BBeoundwork so they may be dealt with very briefly.
The articulation of a sciencstep threeis the derivation of secondary and lower
principles from the first principles of the sciencinese lower principles are more
specific than the first principles, but no less important tauserof the sciencen
physics for examplethese would include principles concerning friction or other
concepts that must be employed in some contexts but not needed in Btrarsoral
science, Kant articulates the principles of virtue and right, e.g. the principbatohct
right, in theMetaphysics of MoralsThis third step would ideally provide tiscemplete
set of principles by which the objects of the science are governed. Even though Kant
claims that all these lower level principles must really be containge ifirst principles
of the science, we need these principles for the same reasons we need theorems in
mathematics. Some of the most useful secondary principles may be quite difficult to
derive. Articulating all these principles in the establishmerd s¢ience, Kant thought,
would not only save us from the burden of beginning always with the canon to solve any
problem, but it would ensure that we do not mistakenly use an incorrect principle.

The fourth step of establishing science, namely its critigkes place ithe
secondCritique. This is the step that determines the boundaries of the sciAsdeant
emphasizes in the fir€ritique, we have a natural tendency to push our reasoning to its

utmost limits. The danger for sciences is that thigdéacy will sometimes lead us to
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speculation that cannot be supported by the science from which it arose. In some cases
we make mistakes because we cross the boundarydyetwe sciences.g.when we
infer how people ought to act from how they do d@ctitique prevents this by

circumscribing the domain that is proper to the distinct idea of the science:

It is sometimes hard to explain what is understopd bciencgbecause our idea

of it is indistinct] But thesciencegains in precision througestablishment of its
determinate concepand in this way many mistakes are avoided which otherwise
creep in, for certain reasons, if one cannoty&inguish the science from

sciences related to.i(JL 21 emphasis mine)

In other cases the problemegen worse because the speculation exceeds the bounds of
possible cognition entirely. The most important purpose of metaphysical critique

according to Kanis to curb such speculati¢gBxx, A3ff/B6ff, A11/B25).

As things stand at this pointe shoulchave two expectations of tii&oundwork
based on th®octrine of Method We should expect teéroundworkto at least identify
a practical law or a positive principle for the correct use of pure practical reasbwe
should expect it to begin to do Bg making distinct an idea glimpsed framh e A mor al
dat ao o f Siwmaukant $ays\nahe Preface that the purpose @Gritnendworkis
to establish the supreme principle of morality, Breetrine of Methodseems to have us
on the right track. Theupreme principle of morality is the idea made distinct, i.e. the
result ofthe firststep, and this is theanonic lawof moral scienceThe next question is

how determining the content of a science from its distinct idea could ground cognitive

grasp.

82 Why Determination requires Distinct Philosophical Cognition

The notion of cognitive grasp, apprehension, or insight has taken various forms
through the history of Western philosophy and has typically been closely associated with

thenotim of sci ence. Aristotl eds fAtopicso f
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constitute a system of distinctions which allow one to discover first principles that can be

grasped in their own right through a form of immediate intellectual apprehefsian

take an example closer to Kant, the Cartesia
of reasono as allowing one to cognitively gr
Kantdos view of |l ogic generally,thand of analy
tradition.

From Aristotle on, the notion of cognitive grasp, insjgitapprehension was
modeled on the operation of corporeal orgavisere suclorgans were understood in
teleological termgGaukroger1989, 3847). It was widely held in the Midle Ages and
the Renaissance that reasoning isstkexciseo f oned6s faculties and th
inference must be understood in terms of the modes of operation of the faculties
(Gaukroger1989,39). These faculties were understdeteologically, but ot
necessarily materiallyThis strong historic precedent of modeling reasoning and
cognitive insight as teleological organic sy
the cognitive faculties can be attributed drives, functions, forms, and elements
corresponding roughly to the four Aristotelian causes. The standard of explanation for
faculties of mind that Kant inherited from the philosophical traditiontivas
teleologica) and n order to depart front Kant would have had tooth carefully argue
against it and replace it with a clear alternative.

Aside from thegenerallyorganic understanding of insight, like his predecessors
Kant also takes insight itself to be primitive or fundamental insofar as itastand he

agrees that we cannot hawmsight into it. Yet like many other issues near the boundary

23 Gaukroger1989,2 1 . S e e alPosterior AmalytiedBookt I1I8E0H fer an account of how
explanatoryd f i ni ti on enabl es cognitive grasp. This is a v
how ampliative definitions, as opposed to tautologies, enable cognitive grasp.
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of experience, Kant thought it both possible and philosophically necessary to investigate
the conditions of its possibility. If we consider the conditions of the possibility of
distinctnesgroundingcognitive insightaccording to Kant we should immediately

realize that by virtue of being related as ground and consequent, distinctness and insight
must have something in common. There must be something about distinct cognition that
makes it posible for insight to followfromit. In other words, there must be a necessary
connection between distinctness and insight.

A contrast with Descartes is helptol bring outthe issue The basic idea behind
Descartesodo cl ai m ashae certainlitoeba true ia mouwhhlydhiss®nenct i de
cannot refuse to assent to what one conceives clearly and distin@the impossibility
of refusing assent irtainty, and certainty implies justification. Since assent or
certainty can only bpustifiedfor what is true, whatever one conceives clearly and
distinctly must barue. The weak link here, as Descartes was aware, is the connection
between subjective certainty, objective justificatiand truth, where truth is the
correspondence between idewl @eality. In order to explain how clear and distinct ideas
enable us to grasp truth, Descartesd posits
clearly and distinctly does correspond to reality. The actual grasping of truth is left as a
primitive ct not subject to further analysis or explanation.

For reasons beyond the scope of this discussion Kant cannot posit a divine
guarantee, so though his view is similar to
of how distinct ideas generate insightst be different. Kant might agree with Descartes

that one cannot refuse to assent to what one conceives clearly and distinctly and that this

24 Gaukroger1989, 27and63ff. Kant endorsed the spirit of Descatte p rl i erDescafiesendered it
[philosophy] no small service, in that he contributed muafiving distinctness to thoughy advancing
his criterion of truth, which he placed in tblarity and evidence of cognition ( J L 32) .
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assent is therefore subjectively justified, or even subjectively certain. What he cannot do
is bridge the gapetween subjective and objective justification through any appeal to
divinity. Kant needs some other way to explain how cognitive insight or grasp can

follow from a distinct idea.

Turning t o Ka rheterss qf thesigsue iare st amiwhe Since
we are concerned here with the establishment of objective sciences, the kind of
representation at issue is cognition, where cognitionsegresentations that relate both
to a subject (ragsenterpnd to some real obje@nd which are therefe candidates for
truth." Subjectivityconcerns the relation between representation and subject (the
representer)pbjectivityconcerns the relation between representation and its dbject
Given that cognitions are the representations of intereghasdnvolve relations both
to subject and object, they mustdaluablewith respecto both relations As Kant sets
the scene in his logic lectures, subjective and objective justification are ordinarily
described in terms of the three the scholastireks of holdingo-be-true: opinion,
belief, and knowledggJL 66ff, see also BL 148, VL 850ff). Thesehree degrees of
holdingto-be-true are roughly what we now call propositional attitu@esause they are
holdingg. Truth, i.e.what is hedl, is the agreement bh@een representation and object.
Consciousnessf this agreement objectivejystifiesone in holding a cognition to be
true.

Opinionis the lowest degreaf the thredbecausdt requires merely thahe
representation agree somewhat wta subject, not necessarily with the objdatthis
case there is little justification for either the holding or the truth of the hotdibg-true.
Beliefis themiddledegree of holdingo-betrue. It requires a quite strong agreement
between remsentation and subjehe degree we would count as subjective certginty

and the representation must also ageasonably welvith the objec{BL 229). This is
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a higher degree of holdirg-be-true because it requires a stronger objective justificati

T a better agreement between representation and dgectit is a higher degree of
holdingto-be-true because it requires a stronger subjective justificaioowledge
(Wissenis the highest of the three degrees of holdmbe-true, requiring vey strong
agreement on both frontand it is notably the root of sciend#igsenschaft i F r o m
WissencomesWissenschafty which is to be understood the complex of a cognition as a
system (J.L 72)

So theimmediatequestion is hovelear andlistinct cognition supports
knowledgeespecially scientific knowledgédlf clear and distinct ideas are tode
compelling as Kant thinks, they must by their very nature be both subjectively and
objectively quite well justified.According to Kantdistinctcognition is cognition in
which one iconsciousf the grounds of determinati®rof the object. In other words, in
distinct cognition one isonsciousf specific predicates involved in the relation between
representation and objedConsciousness orinvolvesa kind of agreement between
subject and representati@i. 33) The upshot is thatbjective clarityas to the
predicates being attributed to the objeicables one to considire objective agreement,
i.e.,whether the objectally has the prperty as represented. In other words, one is able
to assess the agreement between representation andapiojpetome aware of the truth
of the cognition, which can then objectively justifyeon holding it to be trueThis is
why distinct cognition ig natural starting point, or even an obligatory starting point, for

the establishment of sciences.

25 Determinationis a predicatie representation of content. A complete determination concerns the whole
of possibility for a subject representation because it assigns every possible predicate to either be affirmed or
denied of the subject (B579).
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Kant 6s pr obl em i snetaphysialippssida. Kantmustw t hi s i s
explain how distinct cognitioguarantee®r securegruth insofar as it doeslt is one
thing to claim that distinct cognition involves consciousréssith, but another to
explainhowthis can be Rather resting on a primitive intellectual act underwritten by
God, Kantsought his guarantee in the nature of our faculties thles There are two
steps to Kantoés solution, each . fWhefrstng bot h a
metaphysical elements K @mtrov@rsiatranscendental idealism. For moral science
we need only the general outline of htmanscendentatiealism would secure a concrete
grasp of objects. The second pard me s f r overnuNfidehre Acéosrling to
Mei er 6s explanation of analysis, 1t iIs possi
intuitive and transform it into a clear and distinphilosophically adequate concefo
we begin with a metaphysically explicable concrete grasp of an object and use a method
of logic to transform it into a clear and distinct idea. Using some inspiration from
Leibniz, this distinct idea will be adeate if it grounds the complete determination of the
object, i.e. ifoy means of the method of logical division we can useligtenct idea to
ascertain whether and how every relevant predicate pertains to the object. The next step
is to explain how thislear and distinct idea retains its grasp on the object through the
transformation, or barring this, to explain how an abstract concegiveahave content
in the requisite sense. Kant also explains this in theGnisfjue, using a transcendental
schema to bridge the gap between pure concepts of the understanding and intuitions.
Except for some of theetaphysial detailsof concrete grasp, this entire plan is derived
from the model of real definition in mathematics.
Since transcendental idesah is extremely complex and controversial, | will
provide only the briefest sketch of how Kant thinks it would secure our concrete grasp of

objectssWe need not become transcendent al i deal i
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procedure for establishingisoces does not rest on transcendental idealism. It only rests
on the very basic assumption that we do in fact concretely grasp objects somehow. Only
skeptics would claim that we cannot do this. One may insert any plausible metaphysical
explanation of bw this is possible without undermining the procedure for establishing
sciences. If we suppose that concrete grasp of objects is possible and metaphysically
explicable, we can move on to the transition between concrete grasp of the content of a
science ad the clear and distinct idea of the science.

In a nutshell,hie upshob f Kant 6s solution to this very
objectivityis that we oursegks underwrite objective truth: Our faculties of representation
are constitutive of the objectswepresent in a very specific way, thus there can be no
gap between representation and object in this regard. Kant introduces the inspiration for
his solution in the Preface to the fiGtitiqueasai Coper ni can lingthabt hesi s 0
objective a pori cognition is possible only insofar as the objects conform to our
cognition rather than vice versa (Bxviffide later argues in the Transcendental Aesthetic
of the firstCritique that space and time are nothing other than pure a priori forms of the
way in which we intuit objects. To put it very roughly, when an external object affects
us, we can concretely grasp the object with necessity insofar as it is spatial liiscause
essentiabpatiality is really a feature of our faculty of sensibility ratimantsome
independent thing in itselfThe details of how this works are important in the end, but
they will be left for part |1, I n order to
know for now that Kant thought he had a compelling metaphysigdanation of

concrete grasp.

83 Me i eMVeraunftlehre
Kant c¢ hos e Vé&nunfifehreadMieeilogia téxtson which he lectured for

more than thirty years specifically because it is especiallysugied to provide the
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logical basis of transitiorfrom concrete to abstract, clear and distinct cognitive grasp
As | will explain in this section, by including aesthetic perfections in the perfections of
cognition, by fully describingelehrnte Erkentnidearned cognition) as the highest
perfection é cognition, and by explaining analysis as an instrument of acquiring learned
cognition, Meierod6s text enabled Kant to teac
which commorin concretounderstanding could be transformed into philosoplircal
abstractounderstanding (BL 17ff, JL 339, JL 99100)2°

This particular transformation from common to philosophic understanding is
critically important to Kant because sciences must be both accurate and frecise.
Common cognition is accurate but imprecise, whdpwar philosophy is precise but
inaccurate. AnalysiBomthe commorto the philosophic would yield a kind of cognition
that is both accurate and precise because it would preserve the accuracy of common
understanding while increasing ltgjical perfecton. The prospects of the alternative are
not at all good. There is moethodfor increasing the accuracy of an aearate but
precise cognition. Given the need for both accuracy and precision, then, Kant had some
reason to believe that his festep metod for establishing sciences is thdy viable

method. The fundamental job of thkilosopher must then e explain how and why it

26 There are four dimensions of aestber sensible perfection, which are concrete perfections attributable
to common (and popular) understanding (JE383. Aesthetic universalitis the breadth of application of a
cognition to a multitude of objects that serve as exam@esthetidistinctnesss the exhibition in

concreto through examples of a concept that is thought abstrAetbghetic truths the agreement of
cognition with the subject and the laws of sensory illusidasthetic certaintyests on confirmation

through the sensesd experience.

2T Touse an analogy by way of explanation, a shot is accurate insofar as it is centered on target, so a

shotgun blast and a .22 round may be equally accurate. They are not, however, equally precise because the
radius of impact is quiteidf f er ent . I f the ganlgtlhd sbulol é&hd te yeh,e tbhhud | .62
precise and the shotgun is not. Common understanding is accurate but imprecise because it is concrete and

perhaps vague, while philosophy is often precise but inatzuiThe method of analysis from common to

philosophic is meant to preserve accuracy while increasing precision. See chapter 5 for the purpose of the
Groundwork llanalysis from popular philosophy to metaphysics.
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works which arguably requires a critique of reason to explain the metaphysical
underpinnings of the logical method.

Supposing the initial metaphysical explanation of concrete grasp is in place, the
next element of the strategy is to use a logical method adopted from G. F. Meier to
transform this concrete grasp into an adequately abstract scientific Giasp.Mee r 0 s
Vernunftlehras unfamiliar to most philosophers today, | will begin wathttle
background on the text itselMost generally a doctrine of reason, i.&/exnunftlehreis
a science of the rules of rational thought (MLVSM e i everBusftlehres aboutwhat
he callslearned cognitionwhich is to be understood as rational cognition that has a high
degree operfectionand is adequate to philosophical purposkscordinglyMe i er 0 s
doctrine of reason is in large part a systematic treatmené gfettiections of rational

cognition(ML 5-6) as the section titles below indicate:

Introduction to the Doctrine of Reason

Of learned cognition

Of learned cognition overall (in general)
Of the extensiveness of learned cognition
Of the magnitude of leaed cognition

Of the truth of learned cognition

Of the clarity of learned cognition

Of the certainty of learned cognition

Of learned cognition in so far as it is practical
Of learned concepts

Of learned judgments

Of learned inferences

Of the art of teachimlearned cognition

Of learned elocution

Of the use of words

Of the art of learned writing

Of learned speech

Of learned writing

Of the character of a learned person

Mei er 6 s d o c thusarticuateotlie bode d & szience of reason. It provides a

systematic analysis of the perfections of learned cognition so that by understanding these
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perfections we can grasp the rules that structure reasonitself. a sense, t hen

own critical project i s to ewhckissppddtoer 6
abstract entirely from all consideration of objects, to a transcendental logaphigsto
objects in a metaphysically explicable way.

As Pozzo document s, K a Vietnunftlgheecadse it al | y
correcty captuesthe relation between our common, concrete understanding of things

and a philosophically refined, abstract understanding of:them

In the program he wrote for his courses in Winter 1765/66, Kant notes that

cho

Mei erdos effective eaxpleanveeteinon hef Otchra tii mtua

of the common understandingd and the
the reason he adopted his textbooks. Meier makes it possible, says Kant, to
cultivatet h e A mo r e philosdphicalreeda sscnrdo w it to ly eotintinad r A
but active andhealthyu nder st anding. 06 (Pozzo 2005,

As both Meier and Kant define tpmmorunderstandings understanding concretq
which isintuitive, thus best judged accordingaesthetigerfections.Philosophic
understanding is understandimgabstractq which isdiscursiveand must be held to the
standards offogical perfection (Axvii)?® One of the ongoing philosophical issues of the
seventeenth and eighteen century was whether and how to distingwslerbé&iese two
kinds of representations. On some views there is no distinctiondnonly a distinction
in thedegreeof their perfectionsfor example of their liveliness or their clarity. If there
is no distinction in kind, then no special metapbgbexplanation is required to explain
how one may transform the obscure into the distinct, because this is only a matter of
perfecting the representation. If, on the other hand, there is a difference in kind, any such
transformation is metaphysically gpext. Kant thought that intuitions and concepts are

distind kinds of representations, each with its own set of perfections specific to its kind.

28 1t is worth noting that even when Kadenies that absolute perfection can be attained, his notion of
approaching perfection is very likely analogous to approaching a limit in mathematics (BL 215).
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In order to account for the possibility of improving our representations, then, Kant at least
needed a waytrelate the perfections of the two kinds at a logical level.

As the quote above indicates, Meier did this for him. According to Meier, the
highest perfection of representation is a perfection of learned cognition that inetddes
aesthetic and logit@erfections. Though there is ordinarily a tradeoff between aesthetic
perfections like liveliness and logical perfections like clarity, tteayall belong to one
lucid representationJust as importantlyMeier not only systematically presented thé ful
range of cognitive perfections Kant needed, he also explainedeti®d of analysias a
means of exploiting the tradadf between aesthetic and logical perfections. This enabled
Kant to teach the method of analysis as a method by which common, eoncret
understanding could be transformed into abstract philosophical understanding.

It is particularly elegant and pedagogically useful that not only does the content of
Me i everdusftlehrecorrectly relate the common to the philosopthie Vernunftiehre
is itself an illustration of how the method of analysis gains one insight into a aadter
by following it one can transform oneds own
learned one TheVernunftlehrevas not written merely as a supplement or setquel
existing texts, but was intended to be a complete doctrine of reason that takes its audience
all the way from a largely ignorant common understanding of matters to a thorough,

philosophically adequate, understanding of cognitive science as it sttwadtiane.

| would wish that everyone be able to understandralydonmy b o ehlouldé
theyonly havethe intention and possesses the natural skill to think reasonably
philosophically and wisely(ML IV translation mine)

This pedagogic journey takes ttoem of an analysis dearned cognition Meier begins
by describing learned cognition in general, and then through the course of the text he

systematicallyanalyzeslearned cognition in order to provide an extensive treatment of all
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the relevant distintons and perfections. It is through analysis of a thivag one arrives
at a distinct cognition by whicto grasp it.

I f all goes well, Kantdos students woul d
scholastic understanding of learned cognition. Theyld/experience the transformation
themselves anth grasgearned cognition in philosophically adequate depth, coming to
possess a learned cognition of learned cognitiangrasp these rules of reason in
Mei er 6s sense 1 s no tcilemigrthe sclyoladtiotenbteof reagomi | i ar
but to have a deeper understanding of tGeundsatzeandGesetzeni.e. to grasp the
first principles and fundamental laws of reason (ME)6 This systematic treatment of
perfections i s egadasrabeconoe inkestiggiors ldfehie archidesturer
and mechanism of reason itself, i.e. to transform themselves fronspexttor
(Zuschauer of the world and being an investigat@eschauerwith the eyes of a
engineer or an archited@uverstandiggrof the world (ML 16). To put this another
way, the successful student would in the end have ao#bstractand aconcrete
understanding of the process of becoming learted.nt 6 s st ude mattestocoul d
the efficacy othe process of establiing the science of learned cognitionumglergoing

the transformation from a vague understanding to a clear and distinct one.

At this point the first step of establishing sciences should be fairly compelling.
We begin from a great aggregate of matehat we initially grasp concretely. From this
we glimpse the vague idea of a science and by means of analysis transform it into a clear
and distinct idea of the science. If we begin from what we already know concretely and
intuitively, then by makig us conscious of the grounds of determination of the object,
i.e. making this representation distinct, grecess of analysisangenerate insight into

whatwe already knevin a confused, obscure, or intuitive waywe should, then, have a
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general expeetion thatGroundwork Ishould begin with an analysis that will take us

from a concrete, or common, understanding of morality to a more distinct and abstract
understanding of it. The second step of Kan
determire the special content of the science. Like the first step, this will require both

logic and metaphysics. | will begin in the next section with the logic.

84 Complete Determination

According to the geeric scholastic understandiaglistinct cognition ionein
which we areconscious of precisely the necessary suificient marks of identity and
diversity of a thingand these arks araghereforenecessary and sufficient for the
determination of the objeciThe method o&nalyticlogical division isthe methodby
which one makesuch determinationfsom a distinct ideaand this rests on the principle
of contradiction(JL 1468, 149 DWL 760-2, VL 9258). This method will be explained
in greater detail later, but for this chapter a general descriptardshuffice.

To logically divide a concept is filake apaxdthe s p h afdhe eoacept by
partitioning the manifold under the concéyt. 925). For examplemovemenis within
the sphaera or scope of the concept of animals thieusoncept of anials contains

underit animals that move on land, in the air, and in water:

[W]e say, then, in accordance with the example we used, tfatialals, divided
according tanovementare such as can moeéheron the earth or in the air, or
in water. Thiseither, orexpresses the fact that they are different, and that one
kind is opposed to the other. Through the walfdhowever, one expresses the
face that together the marks constitute the concept. (VL 926)

Kant typically does not categorize divisionaakind of analysi# his lecturedecause he
wants toemphasizéo his studerst the difference between taking apart a concept and

taking apart itsphaera The former is analysis in the traditional sense, but the latter is
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still an analysisi.e. a takng apartas opposed to a synthesamhich is a putting together
(A130ff/B129ff).2°

Since Kant thinkshe method oflivision isquite well established and
philosophically unproblematic, the logical issue for this step of establishing a science is
whetherdivision of the distinct concept is adequate for the complete a priori
determination of the objectn other words, it is not enough to be able to ascertain the
members of the divisions falling under the concept, which is merely a relation between
conceps$, we must also be able to ascertain the specific membership aflgactwithin
the extension of the concept. For example, giveivigion of dutyinto narrow and wide
and some dutiful action, one must be able to ascertain whether the action idynarrow
dutiful, widely dutiful.

Following Leibniz, gperfectlydistinct cognition would be a cognition in which
one is conscious of precisely the marks that are necessary and sufficiencfanfilete
determination of its object, wherecampletedetermindéion is a determination for which
every possible predicate affirmed" or denied of the thing. In other words, a perfectly
distinct cognition is sufficient for one to determine everything about the object. This
kind of cognition seems an excellent catade for insight, supposirags Kant does that
we need not be able tmnsciouslygrasp al(perhaps infinitely manypredicatesn one
act(as God might) in order for the cognition to qualify as grounding determinate insight

(BL 133, 135) If insight or @gnitive grasp amounts to (more or less) completely

®pDivisions themselves can be either dawseldiyti co or fis
dichotomous, i.e. into logically mutually exclusive members like AragteA. The members of a synthetic

division must be mutually exclusive, but really rather than logically. These are polytomous divisions, e.g.

into A andB, that logically est on the law of the excluded middle rather than the principle of contradiction

(DWL 761-2).
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determinate cognition for Kant, then clear and distinct cognition is the right sort of
ground.

Lei bnizds notion of complete determinatio
every concepta completemirro of t he wuni ver sunderstandingbur se, b
complete determination is more feasible. It is not, strictly speaking, the determination of
whether and howverypossible predicate pertains to the object that is at issue for
metaphysics, but oplwhether and how every possible predicaeessarilypertains to
the object or necessarily does not. Contingencies belong primarily to the empirical
sciences. According to Kant the determination of a proper a priori science is complete if
and only if tke distinct concept is adequate to determine everything about the object that
can be determined entirely a priori.

Complete determination is a very high standard of adequacgtilhain
appropriate oneWe commonly think sciences must be quite powerfhis regard, and
if Newtonds | aws are adequate for the compl et
mechanicallthenKant 6 s mor al | aw should be adequate
of everything that ought to happeNlore importantly, thougtthere is a logical reason
why determination must be in some sense complete in order to securdtedicates
can contradict their subject, obviously, but they can contradict each other as well. Only
in a complete determination could it be ascertaimkdther any of the latter sort of
contradictions are unavoidably entangled with the glimpsed idea of moral scidnse.
is merely a negative criterion of truth, but still a necessary one.

Kant thinks we are already familiar with the general ideacafraplete
determination from mathematics, and to a lesser extent from empirical cogBiTio5:

8). Mathematical definitions exemplifpr Kanthow a distinct cognition, which must in

the end have a finite and rather small number of marks, could beexniffiar the
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comgete determination of a thinj A definition is most generally a complex of marks,
i.e. of partial representations, which together constitute precisely what is needed to
cognize a thing. Definitions in mathematics are fully distiantsufficient for the
complete determination of their objectsor example, letite definition of a circléethe
set of points in a plane equidistant from a given pairitis definitionis sufficient to
determine everything that is true and false of c&.cl# one graspsircularity, it is quite
easy to determine whether the viastjority of predicates applycircles are not dogs,
have no angles, are closed forms, etc. The application of some predicates might be less
transparent and require some thougtyg. whether a conic section is a circle. Difficulties
of this sort mayndicaet hat one s ¢ raadsperhapsghatiamactioutatoh @ t e
the science is duéut this is no fault of the definitionAgain, cne must clearly and
distinctly grasp the definition tahaveinsight. It is not sufficient to merely know the
words and string them together (am@rescholar might).

In contrast to mathematiosmpirical definitionis impossible according to Kant
but our empirical concepts nevertings admit of something approaching th@rasp of
the speciesonceptdog for example, does allow for the affirmation and denial of a great
many predicateshoughnot all possible predicatésee for example JL 61)One cannot
tell from the definitionof dogwhether a given dog will be brown or have a, tad matter
how well one grasps the definitioEmpiricaldescriptiongrovide a lesser degree of
insight than definition, allowing for a partial @emination of the thing that exddequate to
some pirposes.Where an empirical description falls short, we rely on experience to fill

in whatever remaining contingencies we may.

30 |n the scholastic tradition, the most likely exemplar is an acorn growing into a tree, and this would be
understood as occurring according to the firstggles of the acorn/tred=or more on definition and

mat hematics, see the Discipline of Pure Reason (A712]/

Ar i s tPodtelioe Analytics
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In the context othese two familiar exampleKant thinksmoral expositions
quiteclose to mathematical definitipbut theras some prima facie ambiguity as to how
complete it can or ought to ¢ Kantsuggests that complete determination is required
in moral contexts, but he also claims that we can never be certain we have reached the
highest marks (A728/B756-7). This seondorder uncertainty could indicate that
perfect moral insight is possible though we can never be certain we have it, or it could
instead indicate that Kant thinks we simply cannot have perfect moral insight. There are
also indications Kant thinks wertapproach complete moral determination but never
achieve it as an approach to a mathematical lifsiince Kant mentions in the first
Critiquet hat Ain the sequelodo it will only be
for a pur po setbathe exbaustiveness aosnglatemess of the exposition
is not an issue for Kant in ti@roundwork even though it mighstill be an issue for the
critique of moral sciencA83/B109).

Some of thigensionconcerning the completeness of moral exjpmsis due to
the ambiguity between theoretical determinatodpractical determinatioim the moral
context (see partlfpute gar d1 e s s stdtembantsagarding this oisareto
be reonciled it should still be clear enough why Kant wotddte adistinctidea of
morality to be an important step towards mamalghtand thus a useful step in the
establishment of moral scienc®n this modebf real definition the heretofore primitive
act of cognitivegraspis something like havingpmmandf a definition. Command of a
definition, as opposed to mere possession of it, is the ability to determine everything

about the object by using the grounds of cognition explicitly identified in the definition as

311t is not cleamwhether Kant consistently holds this pamitithroughout his critical philosophy.
Mathematical concepts at least seem to be an exception (BL 197).
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principles? from which to derive consequess. The consequences altémately

predicationsand these are true just when the representation agrees with its object

85 How Objective Conception is Metaphysically Possible

Now thereason why théetermination of content is crucial to the estalfieht
of moral sciencés thatin the wast case there might be no reject of morality at all.
Allegedly objectivemoral representations might be mere thoughts with no content at all,
like square circles, or they might be purely subjective represemsatihich represent
only the inner states, e.g. feelings, of the subjéét. can play with concepts all we like,
but ultimately these concepts must be connected to objects in order for our thoughts to
have any truth to themGiven the possibility of radal objective failire,if complete
determinatiorrests only orogical division, itis necessary but insufficient for the
objectivity of a scienceA completelogical determinatioralonecannot guarantee
objective reality. What Kant needs is somethingdia completeeal determinationand
this requires metaphysics.

To put the issue in a slightly more perspicuous wegnesupposing that the
complete determination of an object fromdtstinctidea allows us to affirm or deny
every possible predicabf the object, or at least all the predicates that relate to the object
with necessity, we still need a metaphysical explanation of what justifies these
affirmations. Truthis the agreement of representations with their objectd o matter
how clearand distinct a representation might be, there is still a gap between
representation and object that cannot be bridg#dn the representatioitself. Since

logic must abstract entirely from objects, logical division cannot bridge this gap. As we

32 A principle in the loose sense is simply a ground of possible consequences, where the ground to
consequence relation is maximally generic andushes theoretical inference as well as agdeey
A300/B356f).
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saw edier, Kant can use transcendental idealtensupport concrete grasp.eig¢ the
representatiomust be a distinatoncept rather thana@ncretantuition, so
transcendental idealism will not d&ant stillneeds something that can play the role of a
divine guaranteer a construction in intuitioto bridge the gap betwe@onceptand
object and in some sense sedhestruth of a science

Kant 6s treatment of the pos Lritiquel i ty of ob
provides the metaphysical explawatiof how Kant thinks our concrete grasp of an object
could support full cognitive grasp of(lh137/B176ff). Judgment in this context is to be
understood generally as the subsumption of object under concept. In the philosophically
problematic case, judgent is understood in the strict sense as the subsumption of the
particular under the general, e.g., the subsumption of particular int(ofian object)
under pure concept. Kant takes the possibility of such judgments to be a problem
because the pactilar and the general, or intuition and concept, are fundamentally
heterogeneous. In other words there is a sort of categorical gap to be bridged between the
proposed relata. This gap is important becallgbought is fundamentally conceptual,
andas Kantfamouslysaysi[ t ] houghts without content are e
concept s (ARI/BED. Intuition i@ our window to objecfs but it is only
through concepts that we can think them. The gap between concept and intuition thus
threatengo undermine the possibility of objectivity, and ultimately the possibility of
cognition in general, by blocking our intellectual access to objects even within the realm
of representation. If concepts and intuitions could not be related properly, weheould

left with an entirely abstract intellect that is unable to tlab&utanything at all.

33Very roughly, objects are intuitively represented by the impressions they make on us. The manifold of
intuition can be thought of as a manifold of affect.
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The gener al f ortmanylfetergganeity prebleimto positta sod n
of Athird thingo t haéoussdatm,rndiss casketiveertten t he het
general and the particular. This third thing, the mediator, bridges the gap by having
something in common with each relatum. The mediator of judgment in the strict sense,
i.e. the Atranscendent al s ¢ h, thoughdn diffemamts t b e b o
ways (A138/B177).The specific details of how the distinct idea of morality determines
moral content will be left for chapters&

Whatis important fothe moment is a very general featureref metaphysics of
theoretical determationaccording to KantIn both mathematics and objective
theoretical judgmentyhich are the two cases closest to moral metaphybegap is
bridged by something thatiggestive o&nactivity. In the paradigmatic real definition in
mathematics e gap between mathematical representations and their dbjectiged
through the idea afonstructionin intuition, where the activity of construction is
suggested by the definition of the object. For example, it is not difficult to see how from
the cefinition of acircle asthe set of points in a plane equidistant from a given pmet
might construct a circle in intuition (or in imagination if you prefdfpr objective
theoretical judgmenthe schemaf a concept is a representation of a gena@tedure
called aschematism Kant describes schematisms in several related ways. Most
generally a schematism igpeocedurdor providing a concept with its image or object
More technically schematisms atdes for the synthesis of the imaginationmore
importantlyfor the Groundwork rules for thedeterminatiorof our intuition (A140
1/B17980).

Obviously the problem for moral science will difiarvarious waysrom the
problem Kant thought he solved for theoretical metaphysics, but givegetieeal form

of his solution ve shouldexpectsomesuggestion of an activity be veryclose to the
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surfacein the moral expositianWe should expedgroundwork Ito conclude with

something |li ke a schema or a meveraceexaepte of t h
in such a way thatdould also willthat my maxinshould becoma uni ve Gs al | awo
4:402 emphasis mine)in order for Kant to establish moral metaphysics, he will

ultimately need a metaphysical explanation corresponding to each ofiteeseeps. He

will need to secure our grasp on the data to be used in the first step, and he will need

some procedure by which the distinct concept of morality can be related to a real object.

86 A Glimpse of Practical Cognition as the Faculty of Pratical Grasp

Now that we have a better understanding o
procedure for establishing sciences are supposed to wedgim abetterposition to
infer how the analysis déroundwork Imight ultimatelyyield something likgractical
grasp orseli-command.Kant says in th€anonof the firstCritique that he explicitly
assumes there really are moral laws ttmehmandbsolutely and are necessary in every
respect. The |l egitimacy of fomithemgat esupposit
judgment of every human being if he wdistinctlyt hi nk such a | awo (B835
mine). In order for alistinct idea to have any practical implications at all, Kant will need
to bridge the gap between the distinct concept of the mawehihd the object it governs,
the will. How precisely Kant plans to do this is unclear, following the example of
real mathematical definitiowe should expect the distinct concept of the moral law to be
strongly suggestive of some sort of proceduraabby which one could gain access to
the will.

Ifthisact of det er imakndafcggnitive grasmnoraoverwhat
one is doing in determiningThshasdcusali | | i's gr
connotation that should not be igedr To be cleaas to precisely what is suggested

here,we should distinguish between theoretical and practical moral gidsgmretical
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graspof oneds wil |l i's in general an insightful
Theoreticaimoral grasp of oe 6 s wawid lbdmore specificallythe theoretical
determination of what and how onaghtto will. Thiswould bea determination in
thoughtthatneed not have any consequences in actudfitgctical moralgraspf oned s
will would bethe actual determnat i on of oneds Twiskindoft o act as
practicalmoralgrasps a ki nd of c¢commanhbhordertolaeerfutl r ol of
moral grasp, one would need all the above.

Now we have becomsoaccustomed to assuming that there iadacal gap
between the theoretical and the practical, often because we presume there is a radical gap
between the ought and the tisat this idea of full grasp might seem prima facie to be
rather disjunctive Kant did not think soAccording to Kant, tatheoretical andhe

practicalaretwo sides of the same coin:

Insofar as there is to lveasonin these sciences, something in them must be
cognized a priori, and thgnition can relate to its object in either of two ways
either merely determininthe object and its concept (which mustgb&nfrom
elsewhere), or else alsaaking the object actualThe former is theoretical, the
latter practical cognitionof reason. (Bx)

Sincereasoris required for the derivation of actions from laws, \hk is nothing
other tharpractical reason(G 4:412)

What we commonly think of as the will is metaphysically a kind of cognition, according
to Kant,practical cognition As I will explain in chapter 6, an architectonic

i nterpretati on a@e$ourtesatomakessenseoof tihis equavalendeh e r
between will, practical cognition, and practical reason: Willingadly a kind of

cognition, essentially a kind of reason (mediate derivation) that yields an action rather
than a conclusionGiven that pactical cognition is the metaphysical capacity to make
objects actual by means of representatipnacticalmoral grasghould becommand of

oneds capacity ,ieca nkaikned tohfi ncgosmnaacntdu aolf oneds
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For the time being what | want toggest is that ithe equivalencbetween will,
practical reason, and practical cognit@an be born outt should be no great leap to
think that the methodshich best promote theoretical cognitive grasp may be effective in
the practical case as wellLike any exposition or definition, the philosophical cognition
resulting from the analysis @roundwork Ishouldgroundtheoretical insight, but
mightalso ground selfommandas Kant claims Accordingly, he first step of the
argumenwill be completevhen Kant arrives at a distinct concémt is adequate for
cognitive grasp, perhaps including practical moral gra3pe second step should ideally
get us closer to this practical grasfghether Kant can explain how such practical moral
grasp is reajl possible willultimatelydepend on how successful the determination of

moral content irGroundwork Iland theCritique of Practical Reasoturn out to be.

| hope to have thus far provided some i ns
procedure for estdishing a science and how we might expect Kant to execute them to
begin the establishment of moral metaphysical science @rinendwork To recap, the
first step of establishing moral science is to make distinct an idea of the natural unity of
morality, which we glimpse from common experierared practice In Groundwork Ithe
transition is to be made via analysis from common cognition to a distinct philosophic
rational cognition of the canonic moral law, a.k.a. the supreme principle of morality.
Once he distinct exposition of the moral law is available, preferably with schematism in
tow, Kant can usthe method of divisioin Groundwork Ilto determine the content of
morality and prove its objective validitgt least to the extent that this is possiptior to

a full articulation and critique of morality

I Kant says here that the sort of full graspthawo ul d secure the mor al | awds acc
judgment sharpened by experience. We should be familiar with this requirement of full grasp in physics.
When one first learns the laws of physics, it takes some practice, i.e. experience ti dpaly it and
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solve problems. In order to become an engineer, it takes more concrete experience. We should expect,
then, that the process of attaining full moral grasp will require the same sort of practice. In order to morally
better oneself, one Wieed to practice using the moral law more consciously in everyday life. Since this
requirement of full grasp is far downstream from the initial metaphysical issues and Kant does not discuss
moral education in the Groundwork, we need not directly addhesissue of how experience sharpens
judgment or works to our moral betterment.

" To see why Kant would restrict the domain of clear and distinct ideas to cognition, consider that clear
and distinct representation could arguably be entirely subjedtivihis purely subjective case, one might
argue, the representation would not purport to represent any ebjdtit the representation represents

would be only the subject. Since truth is the agreement between representation and object, any attribution
of truth in this case would be a category mistake. Even so, purely subjective clear and distinct ideas might
nevertheless be grounds of a sort of insight, perhaps as exemplified by Cartesian introspection. Kant would
deny that there could be such a thas a purely subjective clear and distinct representation because clear
and distinct ideas must laboutsomething in order for them to ground insight into anything, and this

means they must haebjects An allegedly purely subjective representation tmeally be acognitionif it

is to be clear and distinct, theA subjective cognition wouldequire both a subjective relation (between
representation and subject) and also an objective relation (between representation andssuljjgs).

i Kant distinguishes betweeseveral senses of object. Objects in the loose senseeaety intentional
objects, e.g. a grammatical or prepositional objddtese are opposed wmong other things, objects that
arequantifiable, realandfully determinate.These fully determinate objects are sometimes called
Gegenstandeto indicate that they stand against their representations as something apart from the
representation and the subject. The distinction is controversial and Kant is not entirely consigent in h
terminology. (See SmR0O0Ofor a useful clarification of the proposed distinction betw&éektand
Gegenstangd | will consider the criteria of gectivity in more detail in bapters 78.

VAWir geraten al so, d ur ¢ hchefolgeensarea Befractguagenyauhegne ne und neé
Wissenschaftvelche dieRegelnabhandeltdie man beobachten muf3, wenn man verniinftig denken will

Diese Wissenschaft wird diéernunftlehre, oder die Vernunftkunst genannt. Iche werde, in der

Abhandlung dieseWissenschaft selbst, zeigetal? die vernlinftige Erkenntnis verschiedener Grade der
Vollkmmenheit fahig sei, und daf? eine verniinftige Erkenntnis, wenn sie in einem hoéren Grade vollkommen
ist, diegelehrteund philosophischeErkenntnis gennant werddch werde auch alsdenn zeigen, daf3 es zur
Beférderung der vernlinftigen Erkenntnis, sowohl bein uns selbst als auch bei andern, nétig sei, dald wir sie
bezeichnen und vortragen. Und alsdenn werden meine Leser Uiberzeugt werden, daf? die Vernunftlehre eine
Wissenshaft sei, welche von der gelehrten Erkenntnis und dem gelehrten Vortrage handelt, Diese
Wissenschaft unterrichtet uns von den Regeln, die wir beobachten missen, wenn wir recht verninftig
denken und recht vernlinftig reden wolleBie ist der Plan der Widamkeit der VernunftSie leitet und

fuhret die Vernunft, in ihrer Geschéftigkeit. Sie handelt@ésetzeb, nach welchen wir unsere Vernunft,

in einem hohen Grade der Vollkommenheit, brauchen sollen. Sie zeigt, wie wir durch unsere Vernunft die
Wabhrteit, die Welt, und wie alle Dinge genennet werden mdégen, auf eine vollkomn#eéeerkennen

sollen. Die Mechanik lehrt die Gesetze der Bewegungmem kann die Vernunftlehre die Mechanik der
Vernunft nennein  ( Mdtali&s mine).

V' The reason Meigook it upon himself to write yet another text on logic and reason, he says in his
Preface, is that the existing texts fAhave not dealt v
Ich glaube, daR die meisten Vernunftlehren, mit denen die gelehrteal¥etijt einer Stindflut,
Uberschwemmt ist, vornehmlich eines doppelten Fehlers wegen getadelt werden kénnen, wenn
Ubrigens alles war ist, was sie vortragen. Einmal, dal} sie, einige der wichtigsten Vollkommenheiten
der gelehrten Erkenntnis, entweder gar pioder nicht ausfuhrlich genung abhandeln. Und zum
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andern, daf sie vieles enthalten, welches, wo es nicht pedantisch un gar zu gekiinstelt ist, doch
wenigstens in Absicht auf den Zweck der Vernunftlehre, unnétig ist, und héchstens nur blof3 in einigen
Fallen fur Leute brauchbar ist, welche ihrer Lebensart nach Gelehrte werden wollen (ML II).

Meier does not name this important perfection in the Preface but there are only two compelling candidates,

either aesthetic perfection or learned cognition. Pozzceartiiat it is aesthetic perfection that Meier

means here, but Kant needs both.

il ch w¢nsche, daC jedermann mein Buch verstehen
und das natirliche Geschick besitzt, verniinftig philosophisch und geledehkano

Vil It is important forGroundwork Ito distinguish between predication in propositions ianaffirmative
judgments, but the distinction is not important here. Briefly, propositional predications are thoughts with a
categorical (subjeatopulapredicate), hypothetical @P-thenQ), or disjunctive (EitheP-xor-~P) form.
Affirmative judgments are propositions involving some degrdsotifing-to-be-true (opinion, belief,
knowledge), i.e. propositional attitudes, and for which justification cat Esue.Groundwork Iconcerns
propositions, not judgments. The criteria for the philosophical adequacy of propositions are prior to the
criteria for the adequacy of judgments.
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Chapter 3  The Paradigmatic Method of Philosophical Analysis

Analysisis such a familiar tool that we seldom bother to consider the rules by
which we differentiate good analyses friwmdones. Yet it takes little reflectiorto
recognizethat the standards of analysis are relative to the kind of thing to be analyzed.
We take for granted that the analysis of events and procedresampleshould
generally be chronologicallhe standards of chemicalaysis arequite differenfwe
know, thoughonly chemists arékely to bewell-versed in them.

It takes only a little more reflection to realize that the standards of good analysis
are also relative to our purpose$he analysis of a photograph, fxample, has
different standards depending on whether it is to be analyzed as a crime scene ahoto or
a work of art. The analysis of a crime scene photo must make distinct how specific
features of the view and the objects depicted provide clues telévamt prior events.

The analysis of photographic art should instead concern the perfections of, iike art
composition and the use of light.

What te various methods of analysiave in common is that theye in general
all ways ofresolving or mking distinct the parts, features, perfections, and so on that
make up or pertain to the analysanduhie criteria of good analysibus depend upon
which of these features or perfections will best serve the purpose of the analysis, how
they are best diswered, and in what order

As Kant explains in his logic lectures, most extensively in the Blomberg Logic,
the analysis ofepresentationss a welldeveloped domain of scholastic logiwolving a
great many fine distinctiorthat for the most part kia well-established relationships to
each other The methods of analydisr this domairare structured according to the
variousperfectiongroper to each kind of representatiery. aesthetic or logical
perfectionsand the standards of adequdayaparticular analysisepend upothe

direction order,and depth thesgerfectionanust be pursuedtoswtn e 6s pur pos e.
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In order to be more specific as to which perfections must be addressed and what
must be made distinct in tli&oundworkanalysis, wenust identify the kind of
analysandum and the purpose of the analystxording tothe title ofGroundwork |
A Tr ans i tommomatibnaldophilosophicmoral cognitiond t he anal ysandum
common cognition and the result is a philosophic @hé4:892-3 emphasis mine)As |
indicated in the last chaptecardingto Kard s | e ¢ t u comreorcognitiohis g i ¢
an obscure, intuitiveconcretevay of understanding things, or from experie(8k 21,

VL 795, 798, JL 57, A467/B495ff)It is an ordinay, intuitive way of understanding

Though it may bdealthy meaning accurate or correct, according to Kant our common
understanding is nevertheless unclear and indigiBict 7ff). An obscure understanding

like this is ofteradequatdor common purpass, but not for all purposes. For example, it
might be enough for common purposes to be able to recognize and refer to justice, but a
judge (or a philosopher) would need a far adeandmoreprecise understanding of

justice. A judgeafter all,must apreciate subtletie® make fine distinctionglL 55).

The problem with common cognition is merely that it has adegree of logical

perfections likeclarity, distinctness, profundity and precision.

Philosophical purposes require a high degreegt# perfection.While
common understanding may obscurely contain the necessary and sufficient grounds for
the cognition of a thing, the standard of adequacy for philosophic understanding is
consciousnessf preciselythe necessary and sufficient groumoisthe compleg
cognition of the thing.Philosophic cognition must accordingly bbstract
understanding, or cognition through concepts (Bxxxv, B741, B762). Philosepioical
cognition is cognitiorthrough reasorirom concepts (B741). This sort obgnition is
clear and distinct, and therefore logically more perfect than concomrete

understanding.
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This transitionfrom concrete to abstract understandsdpy definition a logical
transition from what is unclear amdtistinctto what is clearrad distinct. The process by
which this kind of logical transition is madeanralysis andthe philosophicaéndpoint
and purposéentify the transition as philosophicalanalysis(VL 845).2* Philosophical
analysis isstructured first and foremost acdorg to thelogical perfections of cognition.

Supposingthen,thatGroundwork lis the first step of the search for and
establishment of the supreme principle of moral science and that Kant first uses the
methodof analysigo make a glimpsed idea distt, it would help a great deal to have a
more detailed explanation of thelevantmethodof analysisand how it generates
distinctness.It would help to know what these logical perfections are, how they relate to
each other, how we increase their resipealegrees, and so on.

Consideringhow important this method is to tiBoundwork we may well ask
why Kant did not include this explanation in his critical philosophy, or at least publish his
own text on the logic and method we need to understar@rtvendwork To be fair,

K a n kedbuses on logic were primarily addressed to his undergraduate level stindgnts
theGroundworkwas wr i tten for Kantdéds philosophical
even his junior students. He would naturally haxgeeted his peers to teach logic just
as he did, and tbe thoroughly familiar with itsnethod. Given this audience and the
fact thatKant thought scholastic logic amtd method of analysisverein general
unremarkableKant would have had far less nwaition to write his own logic text than to
complete hisnuch more difficult and revolutionametaphysical critique&s 4:391:2).
In the absence of a moral formal workwanstila s sume t hat Kant os

logic provide a reasonably accurate repraation of the methadhe intended to employ

34 See for example BL 13P,4:269 Methoditself concerns logical perfection, so the analytic method is
by definition a logical process or procedure (BL Z8Y).
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in theGroundworkand that he reserved comment in the fgstique for those aspects of
his logic and method that were not widely accepted and used by his fewrs Kant
does not make a point of explaigianywhere in his critical philosophy what the
difference is between common and philosophic cognition or how a philosophical analysis
from the former to the latter should work, Kant apparestiyected the readers of the
Groundworkto already have a fagrasp of all this
In orderfor usto critically evaluate the argument @foundwork | however this
method must be made explicis | will explain in 81, analysis as Kant understood it
originated with Socrates and over the centuries developed mtweaformalized
procedure. As | will explain in 82, thimary steps of thenore formalized procedure
areto i) elicit all the marks, or strategically elicit the marks adequate to some purpose, ii)
coordinate the marks, setting them into the approprédétions with each other, and iii)
pare away all the unnecessary marks, leaving only the precise definition or exposition.
What | ultimately hope tdoin this chapter isnotivate the ide¢hat the method
of philosophical analysis Kant taught is actyadither familiarandwe already have a
fairly good concrete grasp of how one ought to analyze a concept for philosophical
purposes. This concrete grasp can be developed into a more learnedakeglsome
time to reflect on the original Socratic methand what we actually do when we analyze

a concept.

81 The Socratic Roots of Analysis

The scholastitnet hod of analysis prevalent in

Socratic method@ The Socratic method begins with a simple question to the interfocuto

35 Kant indicates in his lectures on logic that he sees Socratic dialogues as interlocutive, primarily
pedagogic, analyseard such analyses are the antidote to dogmatism (JL\V15844; BL 207, 292.
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concerning something we intuitively understand quite well, but which upon reflection
poses philsophical problems, for exampléhat is truth?or what is justice? The
interlocutor first answers with an unreflective opintbatmight have wide appeal.
Socrates then asks questions to elicit further opinions from the interlocutor until they
have either arrived aheadequatelglear and precise concept of the matter at hand, or
until they arrive at a c ostatedopnbns.cA i on bet ween
contradiction requires a return to the source of error, peghagstothe initial opinion,
and then they begithe analysi@newfrom there
Themethodof analysis is a formalization of this procé8sThe method of
analysis as Kant understoodhiéis a streamlined and updated, perhaps even refined,
version of the Socratic methdl By the seventeenth centutlye method of analysis had
long dispensed with the overt interlocutor, but the common understanding from which
Kant begins irGroundwork Ican be thought of as a formalized interlocutor. Common
understanding represents an arbitrary interlocutor who has a heatitnete
understanding of the subject at hand, but who has not yet carefully reflected and logically
perfected this understandngh® choi ce of a common anal ysand
assumption that the common public has a generally healthgoirect understanding.
Not only did Kant take common understanding to be generally healthy, he also
thought we are quite justified taking experience and practice togmssiblebecause

they areactualfor us and this is overtly evident in our daily lives. It is only because

3¢ Theart of the Socratic method, in contrast, is to strategically ask the right questions so that the
interlocutor is guided efficiently to the correct answer without omittimgsiderations that might later lead

to second thoughts. This art is not really a procedure that one could follow, but a knack. As Kant would
describe it, the art of the Socratic method is a skill or talent that requires lucidity. A lucid unders&nding
a popular understanding that rests on systematic and deep philosophical cognition (VL 848; 10@)7

This kind of understanding is paradigmatic of the learned.

37 SeeG 4:4034 for a concise confirmation of the method | describe here.
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philosophical considerations consequent upon analysis present apparent obstacles to the
possibility of such tmgs (c.f. Descartes, Hume, Spinoza, etc.) that the establishment of

metaphysics, i.e. th@ritiques and theGroundwork are necessary:

[TThe great multitudeéare al ways most wort!
reasonécan never b baasoomeed@ bepmgido;dorjustasut al so
little as the people want to fill their heads with fisigun arguments for useful

truths, so just as little do the equally subtle objections against these truths ever

enter their minds(Bxxiv. See als@ 4:4045, MM 206)

The common understanding with which Kant begins is an understanding that excludes the
theoretical commitments of his dogmatic opponents by restricting the analysandum to the
pretheoretical understanding of an arbitrary reasonable person. Kantyadrgaed in
the firstCritique that the ine-spun alleged truths obgmatists are illusory. Here he
appeals to common understanding in part as a way to exclude these philosophical
mistakes wholesale while still attempting to engage his opponents oardigigbre
theoretic common ground, merely as people.

This kind of appeal to the common does not, however, amount to an objective
justification on the basis of common senGe4(259). Philosophical considerations really
do cast doubt and common undensliag unavoidablyinvolves a degree of error insofar
as it is imprecise. The remedy is not a justificatory appeal to common sense but instead
an analysis that precisely exposits common understanding in order to generate insight.
The form of argument suggted is this. We already commonly know that practice, and
perhaps even morality, is possible because it is attu@hly philosophical
considerations imply otherwise, casting doubt and thereby necessitating the philosophical

guestion ohowpractice igpossible (notvhetherit is possible), and particularly how

3 jtwilbe crucial to the form of Kantés ultimate ar gumen
something actual must itself be necessary. Kant uses this form of argument repeatedly throughout the first
Critique. See bapter 3 for more detailed explanation.
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purepractice is possible.Once this question is answered and any obstacles to the
possibility of morality haveéherebybeen removed, Kant thought, moral science can be

positively established

82 Scholastic Logical Distinctions as Marks of Logical Progress f@groundwork |
Accor di ng t,the r&saltrof thE&sounuwoek tanalysis must be an

expositionof a philosophic rational cognition thatadequatelyclear, distinct, profound
andprecisefor its purpose irGroundwork Il Even though there are points of
controversy within the scholastic tradition, these terms hades#&blished meanings in
scholastic logiavhich Kant explained in his lectures on lagia this section I will
briefly explain the most relevant logical terms and how they would set standards of
argument foiGroundwork |

Beginning with clarity, thelarity of cognition is in general the degree of our
consciousnessf it. A representationislearfii f t h e e6ioihissufficent ®rme s
consciousness of tiiifferenceb et ween it and otherso (B414) .
lectures on logic, clarity can be eittserbjectivé or objective and each of these can be
in turn eitherintensiveor extensive Subjectiveclarity concerns the relation between the
representation and subject, specificallyltiielinessof this relation. The extensive
subjective clarity of a cognition is the extenimtiition involved in the cognition, i.e., its
concreteness or its extentude and import in common life. Its intensive subjective
clarity is the intensity or strength of the feeling the cognition excites.

Applying this to theGroundworkthe common, concrete, intuitive kind of
cognition with which Kanbegirs the Groundworkis one for whichboth intensive and
extensive subjective clarigreperfectiors. It is not obvious from the definitions just
how lively the analysandum @roundwork Imust be, butigen our expectation from

theDoctrine of Methodhat we need a greataleof experience or practice to glimpse the
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idea that is to be made distinct, the analysandum détbandworkshouldhave a fairly
high degree of extensive subjective clarity

If the initial analysandum is nget adequatéor his purposes this regad, Kant
could increase the degreetbis perfectiorby relating the cognition to more of common
experience through examples and cases. But increasing subjective clarity alone cannot
generatebstracunderstanding, which is what toundworld analyss must do in
order for Kant to arrive at philosophic moral cognition. For philosophic cogrition
abstractoit is the relation of the cognition to its object or content, not to the sii8ject
which must be made clear and distin8b we should expeGroundwork Ito begin with
an analysandum that is quikear in subjective extent apeérhapsven subjective
intensity, but which is nadequatelybjectively clear or distindor philosophical
purposes. We should expect the analysis to take a re@gsenhbat is extensively
subjectively clear and make it objectively clear.

Objective clarityis consciousness of the relation of the cognition to its object. In
order to give an objective clarification, or make a cognition objectively cidamther
extensively or intensivelyKant first needs a concepiow suppos®ur analysandum is
at firstentirely concrete,e. suppose we have the relevant experience but have never
reflected on it and have no conscious concept of its unigfle®ionis the gatewy to
abstract concepts. The method by which we move from our most concrete

representations to conceptions is reflectipon concretexperience By considering

39t is not always clear whether Kant has in mind the subject of predication, where the concept is to be
clarified primarily with regard to its use in predication, or whether he instead has in mind the subject who
conceives (the representer as opposedaadimantic subject). Here the subject is the mind or the

representer. Kant also makes use of several senses of object. For an analysis of common understanding he
needs a minimal ontological commitment, so the object should be thought of merely dsichasw

represented.
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examples and elements from common life Kantlathincrease the degréeof
extensive subjive clarityand lead us térst glimpse the idea of the unity of morality.
Once the idea is glimpseldant caneasilymake us conscious of the relation of
our cognition to its objediecause the very nature of our faculties makes us disposed to
judgethat unity is objective. According to Kanlet grouneseeking drive of reason
always pushes us to find the reasons, the causes, and the objects responsible for the
phenomena we experiencenity is fundamentally nomandom, and this defeasibly
implies © us that some principle or law is at work. Such principles and laws govern
objects. When we glimpse an apparent unityen,we are unavoidably led to consider
whether there is a real object that lies behind it.
From a more metaphysical perspectivenight have seemed that Kant would
have a difficult time explaining how to transform subjective clarity into objective clarity
given that these perfections belong to two quite different kinds of relation. However,
theyare really both degrees of conscioese  The difference between subjective clarity
and objective clarity is really only a difference in the intensional object of consciousness,
or its application. A difference in application poses no special metaphysical problem for
Kant, so clarity in gesral is unproblematic.
Analysis of a cognition is not merely clarification or consciousmaissng.
Analysis is paradigmatically the systematic elucidation of marks whereby a cognition is
madeobjectivelydistinct Objective distingtesd involvesmarks where a mark is a
Agroundo of cognition for the comparison of
identity and diversity (VL 834JL 58ff, JL 99. Criteria of identity and diversity are

paradigmatic marks, but any representatimat pertains to the analysandum in any way

YA Clonsciousness, and thus the clarity of representa

greater OMFNSg52) | er 0 (
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can count as a mark. The marks of primary interest are usually essential marks of
identity, but contingent external relations are marks as welindicated in the last
chapterthe necessary and suffictezonditions of the identity and diversity of a thing
would besomething like a definitiothat would yield a complete system of all the marks
pertaining to the analysandymvL 835) . Paradigmatically
representat i omtha appebr amterrdsarfits definiens.d u

As Kant describes the analytic method in his lectures, the analytic method begins
with clarity and this clarity is then extended to marks (BL 106ff, VL-83845). When
all the necessary marks have been elicibedt strategic steps along the way, the
important marks are coordinated or brought together as propositions where these marks
are together predicated of the subject.
necessity of an action fronespect for lev 6  tobrdination of markthe necessity of an
action from respect for lawg predicated ofluty. Somewhere in the process, all the
superfluous, redundant, and mediate marks are pared away. The final result of the
process is a definition, expositiommpirical description, etc. as appropriate to the nature
of the analysandum. A slightly more detailed explanation of the process should help
explain what these logical terms mean and how they serve as criteria for the method of
analysis.

Since any represtation that pertains to the anagdum counts asmarkof the
analysandum, marks can be elicited simply by drawing attention to examples,

associations, and relations between the analysandum and other ideas. Duawing

41 This is important only because analyses may have all sorts of purposes amdsdriciive defiition of

marks would undermine these purposes. For example, in the investigation of dogs one might be interested
in genetics, the social role of dogs in America, or hunting. Supposing the social role is of interest, the
relevant analysis might require®to consider whether dogs are friends, family, property, wards. If these
cannot count as marks because they are not essential to what it is to be a dog per se, the uses of analysis
will be restricted to little more than definition.
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attentionthis waymakes ugongiousnot only of the initial concept buff its mark and
this is distinctnes
A genuine analysis is not the random acquisition of marks, though, it is the
systematic elucidation of marks. At the logical level, this means that only certain kinds
of maks bearing certain kinds of relations to the analysandum are to be considered.
Starting with the most basic distinction required for philosophical anakpdesnal
marks are criteria of diversity by which to compare and distinguish what is represented i
a cognition from other thingsvhile internalmarks are criteria of identity, or
representations of the object apart from any comparison with other {Blhd96).
Together these two kinds of marks can make up a definition, which again is a precise
representation of the grounds of identity and diversity of the thing.
Thesetwo kinds of marks are elicited in different wayA.typical analysis begins
by eliciting external marks of the analysandum through a comparison between the given
thing and otherttings. Such a comparison at least implicitly introduces a relevant
conceptual sphere thdividesbetween the analysandum and other things. For example,
dogs belong to the sphere of living things. One might begin the analysis of doghood by
noting that @gs are not flora, and not fundineyarefauna. Once we have matie
diversity of an analysandum from other thirdsarand distincit is easier to focus our
attention on the identity of the thing and elicit its internal marks. The next step in the
doghood analysis would be to identify the characteristics of fauna that flora and fungi do
not share, e.ghe capacity to movend posit these as marks of identity for doghood.
This is how the extension of clarity to internal marks allows us to maadycEognize
the thing fias it 1is0 and thus increases our
Oncethefirst mark of identity has been identified, there is a choice. One can

either introduce a new relevant conceptual sphere that divides between the analysandum
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and other thing according to different criteria or considerations, or one can perform a
subordinate analysis on the results of the initial divisibor example, in the analysis of
bachelor suppose the first mark of identityuamarried One can either takenmarried

as the new local analysandum and pursue it to deeper distinctness, exploring what it is to
be unmarried, or one can instead search for the missing coordinatenararkh other

words, since analyses are for us linear investigations or presentati@rs|ofear

systems, we must at each step choose between subordinate and coordinate.

Since a random or haphazard walk through alimear system is quite confusing,
conceptual analyses are almost always best organized as follows. We make a first pass
definition by finding a set of coordinate marks that together make up a complete and
slightly more distinct representation of the analysandum, e.g a bachelor is an unmarried
man. If this is inadequate to our purposes, we then perform a subordinate amalysis o
each coordinate mark in tyrmaking this mark as distinct as needed before turning to the
next one.

This process leaves us with discontinuities. For example, if we begiAwitB
r1 C as our first pass definition and then perform subordinate a&saty® andC in turn
to getB= Dr2E and C = Fr3G, thelinearseries of marks will bABC BDE CFG The

actual structure of the relations, though, is this:
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The depth of the tree represents the profundity of the analysis, while the breadth of the
tree represents its extent. Subordinate analysis increases profundity while coordinate
analysis increases extent.

Both coordinate and subordinate analyses are required in virtually all analyses,
but according to Kant subordinate analysis is the primary owefbr philosophyecause
philosophy is grofoundscience requiringeep distinctnesd/L 835, 847; BL 291)

This merelymeans that sincaibordinate analysis involves a regress on mainles
subordinatenalysis of aepresentation makes its distinctapsofound i.e. deepein the
conceptual tree Since the subordination of conceptastbecome very deep, or

profound,to be adequate for philosophical purposes, very many of the marks involved
will be mediate, i.emarks of marksrather than immediat@arks of the initial
analysandunitself (BL 108, 126).We gain deeper insiglthrough this procedsecause
subordinate analysis brings to consciousness the relation between the analysandum and
marks which we might not otherwise think of as being clossdp@ated with it.

Philosophical purposes require this kind of depghause,dr exampleKantian

metaphysics concerns the conditions of possibdgity] thesareveryfar removed from

our common, shallownderstandingCoordinate analysis is also reepd for philosophy,
however, because sciences must be comprehensive. Itis important to keep in mind that
maximizing the sheer number of coordinate marks without regard to their contribution or
overlap does not effectively increase the extent of cognitisight.

What we really want is not merely a series of marks or a tree, but somethiag like
definition. After the many coordinate and subordinate marks are elicited and the analysis
has reached an adequate degree of profundity and extent to spurpdtse, the highest
marks must beoordinated They must be compared and considered together, Kant says,

not merely as a collection or aggregation inutoordinationwith each other, meaning
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the marks must be appropriately related to each other (Bl7)L3Because each mark in
an analysis is elicited as pertaining to the initial analysandwaparticular way though
perhaps througbthermarks, the specific relations betweée finalmarks is already
implicit in the analysis as it proceeds. Thedatrons are made explicit in a particular
step of analysis Kant des omichbmekesckea hoivt he coor
the markdogetherconstitute a more distinct representation of the initial analysandum.
Symbolically, the result of coordinan is definitionallA [ gBrs Fr, G.

Though a given coordination of marks mayadkequately profound and complete,
it might not yet be precisePrecisecognitioncan by definitionnvolve nothing
extraneous or redundant. A precise cognitiama&ios all andnly the marks that are
required for cognitive insight. Moral distinctness in particular, Kant lectures, must be
both profound and precise. It requires ascent thitffigestmark (profundity), with
regard tgprecisely(only) the marks reqred to determine the object (BL 137, 139, 272).
This means that philosophicahnalysis is not complete until all superfluous branches of
the analysis are removed, along with all redundant marks, leaving only the highest
coordinate marks.

To reiteratethe purpose gbhilosophicalanalysis is to bring the marks of
cognition under more universal marks (higher marks) and thereby gain insight through
definition. Adefinitionis the relation of equality of two concepts so that one can always
be substitute for the other (BL 264). Since the point of analysis is to find marks of
which we were originally unaware so that we may ultimately cognize with insight,
definition cannotbe amefer ear r ange me nt odaftautbldgieal s a me mar k s ¢
proposition (BL 26). This is why subordinate analysis@simportant The regress of
analysis from mark to mark brings to consciousness relations between the analysandum

and other things that would otherwise remain obscured (BL 835).
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In the example belowsubordinatia is represented by depth, specificallygaths
from the analysandum (or a given mark) to marks further down the chain of associations

Hindrance is subordinate to opposition, which is in turn subordinate to friction

Friction is the hindrance of the causality of a given causal gro
by thecausality of an opposing ground.

Hindrance

Because opposition lies betweelttion and hindrance in the flowchart, opposition is an
immediatemark of friction, while hindrance israediatemark of friction. Hindrance and
ground are implicitly coordinate with respect to each other above because they are both
marks of friction thabelong to different paths or branches. The definition of friction
concluding the analysis above expresses the explicit cotimtired marks. It represents

the step of analysis in which the implicit relations between ntagtsvere confused and
obscurean the initial analysandum are made explicit by bringing them together in a

distinct relation, paradigmatically a definition.

At this point we should have a fairbpecific butabstraci dea of Kant 6s met
for Groundwork ) what he intended to accotigh by it, and why he thought an
execution of this method might succeed. Kant thinks we already have a healthy and
extensive intuitive understanding of morality, but this understanding is logically
imperfect in various ways. In order to make a scieficearal metaphysics, we must

bring the understanding we already have of morality to a philosophically adequate degree
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of logical perfection. In systematically identifying the relevant conceptual spheres and
dividing them, we make distinctions between nfityand other thingshat areeasily
confused or confounded with moralfig.g. prudence, martyrdom, sympathyye then

use the difference between morality and these other ttordjscover what specifically
and essentially makes moralityoral. If we are thorough with respect to the breadth and
depth of this investigatignf we correctly coordinate the resulting marks, ancowet
anything that is unnecessavye should arrive ahe precis@roundsthat are necessary
and sufficienfor the complete etermination of moral science

By presenting this general methodology in the first three chapters in increasingly
more detail beforaddressing its employment in t@oundwork | hope to avoid any
appearance of the sort of revess®ineering that | meato argue againsiWith the
exception of the supporting metaphysics ment
method for establishing moral science as | have described it requires a significant
departure from the scholastic tradition of logic, orrefrem our common understanding
today.By expl ai ni ng wrake seksboth td s and svithim thelrs
historical context, | hope to show here that it is possibpgeédictsome aspects of how
the Groundworkwill proceed in advance because tisifiow theyoughtto proceed.

In order for the argument to be successful, though, | olmgbuslyclaim that the
text can be reasonably interpreted as an executithreaiethodl describe The next
chaptetis intended to make good on this claim by\pding an interpretation of
Groundwork | nearly paragraph by paragraphaasnalysisthat promises to make
distinct the idea of moral scienc&he primary purposgof chapter 4 aré confirm that
Kant is following his plan as | have described it amdetveal thenore specific and
concretanternal criteria of evaluation.nlorder to do this inust argue that Kant

executed his plan reasonably well, but | do not claim that Kant made no mistakes, that his
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method is the correct method of moral argumenthat there are no remaining
interpretive issuesThe pointhereis to understand Kant, whether or not his argument

succeeds.

I Consider some of the obvious aims or purp@seanalysis might have

- study: firstperson individual insight into what is generally known (by others)

- teaching: secongerson individual insight into what is known figrson (by the teacher)

- research: extension of what is known locally to what is not yet known locally

- discovey: extension of what is known (by anyone, anywhere)hatitas never been known at all

- rhetoric, propaganda, persuasion: to elicit agreement or acceptance from uncooperative,

unsympathetic, or hostile audiences

These aims are by ho means exhaustivethayt illustrate that even along the dimension of what is known
by whom, the purposes of logic and the methodologies they recontaerzk quite specificSupposing
truth is the ultimate aim of analysis, a philosophical analysis might still need to bepecitc as to what
precisely the analysis is to accomplish:

- definition of truth: to define the nature, character, or essence of truth

- epistemology of truth: to explain how we come to know truths

- metaphysics of truth: to explain and defend the possilaifityuth

- criteria of truth: to determine and justify the criteria of truth

- application of truth: to distinguish truths from falsehoods

- semantics of truth: to explain the meaning and significance of truth

"KarlAmeri ksd fimoder at eonmale £ s Ka n eléss dompelgng ihathe t a t i
very close alternativeadvocate here (Ameriks 2003Ameriks correctly contends that Kant begins with
ordinary experience aexdnditonspfitepossifiityKk gne ésitweey o L ect h
make very clear that common understandinggialthy meaningaccurate in the main (though it is
admittedly imprecise). Ameriks sees the argument as being compellingetailyeto its starting point
though,because ordinary experience is urgierti.e. subject to skeptical doubtde gives the following
rather weak description of Kantds justification of or
Kant does not follow their path for a moment [the skeptical path of Spinoza, Leibniz ams],Hund it
is not clear that he i s pspecficcreasbntmsgy tharthingsaeer | yé i f t
definitely unlike what we ordinarily suppose, we have a right to go on and continue to believe what we
already do believe. (Ameriks 2003, 26)
Kant 6 s | usrongefrthan Aneriks realizes thaigh, and this is largely because Ameriks does
not appreciate the value of tloundwork I analysis Kant thinks it is quite clear thatercannot failto
have experienceOur common underahding of experience in genettiilereforehas a quite strong
presumption in its favdoecause it is extremely difficuid doubtexperience wholesale, e.g. to dothi#
reality of the worldn general, even though we can easily doubt specific instanexpefience in a variety
of ways. Qever and subtle philosophical abstractions may call expergshaevholénto doubt in some
ways,butonly such considerations could do so, and once refuted, the presumption of experience must
stand.Kant 6 s dotuseantlsigio/reveakthe specific inaccuracies of common understanding and
arrive at philosophically adequate exposition. If Kant can then show that the philosophically precise
understanding of our cognition of experiencaasundermined by thesskeptical doubts, he caimdicate
the health of common understandir8y explaininghowsynthetic a priori cognitiois possible with these
clever skeptics in mindKant intends to refutall such threats to the reality of ordinary experience, or at
least all foreseeable threats.
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i There is evidence that Kant did not favor the notion of subjective clarity, and would have preferred a

different name for consciousness of the relation between subject and representation, e.g. aesthetic clarity.
Whetherornt t he term fisubjective clarityd appears in Kan:
text, the issue is not relevant here because logical clarity is to be perfeGedimdwork |

VThe first Wol ffian 0de greetads, isonkrelyotdrgpeesammethingVher f ect i on,
845). Cognition has this degree of perfection whenever it is objective. We might call this indistinct

cognition because it has the very lowest degree of distinctness possible for an objective cognition. The

second Wolffian degree of distinctness is to perceive or to cognize something with consciousness, which

Kant says requires insight into the identity and diversity of the object (V¥)84%s Kant typically uses

the terms, howeveclarity is consciousnessf a cognition, andlistinctnesss consciousness of timearks

of cognition. Inotherwordiant woul d have two degrees of perfectior
it is not entirely cl ear Wobifar Meidr herepwilyfolldvahe daécke | ogi ¢ d e
Logic and assume that clarity concerns consciousness of a cognition and distinctness concerns clarity of the

marks of cognition.
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Chapter 4  Meeting Expectations:Groundwork | as Scholastic Analysis

According to its ti tGtoengdworkohtlee Metaphysids s ect i on
of Morals(Groundwork ) , I's a Atransition from common r &
philosophic moral <cognitiono. As we will so
topical movements. Very roughly these movements concern the good, teleolygy, du

and law. The first movement, constituted by the first three paragraphs, concerns the

specific features of a kind of goodness, fAun
good will could conceivably have according to common understanding. Thelsecon

movement, commonly called the teleological argument, is an argument that the vocation

of reason must be to make the will good in just the specific way that only a good will

could be according to the fi G4:395@oThe ment , fia

third movement is thdeonticpropositional argument. Based on two propositions, only

one of which Kant explicitly identifies, Kant arrives at a third proposition that appears to

be conclusive and definiti ofnraolm rieDsupteyc ti sf otrh e

(G 4:400). The fourth and last topic is the kind of law the third proposition would

require, which Kant concludes is: fil ought n

also will that my maxi mG#HOQul d become a uni v
Even though the topics of the four movements are obvious, little progress has

been made in determining their internal structure, the relation between them, or how they

were ultimately intended to satisfy the method Kant identifies in the Prefagé.atgue

in thischaptetthatGroundworkli s an execution of Kantodos meth

described irchaptes 1-3. Focusing attention narrowly on the details of the text in

Groundwork Ican easily obscure the broader structure of the argument,tiibthlavel

of the method of analysis and at the | evel o
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science, so | will begin with an overview of the structur&ofundwork land then argue
for this interpretation using specific textual references.

What | will argue in thischapteris that the obvious topical movements described
above correspond to distinct branches of ana
are expositive coordinations of marks. | will argue first that the opening statement of the
Groundworksets the analysandum, the itfeaf a will that is good without limitation,
and expresses this idea as belonging to our common understanding of practice as a
confused and obscure understanding of morality.

This analysandum has two componerits,itlea of a will and the idea of being
good without limitation. The first branch is a subordinate analysis afrtlmited
goodnes®f a good will (see flowchart 82)n the first three paragraphs Kant compares
the idea of a good will with other kin@$ goods: ordinary conditioned goods, aids to the
will, and teleological goods. The marks of diversity elicited through these comparisons
allow Kant to attribute marks of identity to the good will by eliminating the alternative
disjuncts of the implicit anceptual sphere, goodness. The result of this branch of analysis
is theideaof awill that isabsolutely, incomparably, good in itself

The teleological argument is a second, locally independent branch of the analysis
stemming from the same ultimaaalysandum (sd®wchart83). Its immediate
analysandum is our common cognitionsll, which includes a concept of prudence as
one of its closely associated marl&udences theinfluenceof reason on the will to
overcome immediate inclinationsforhe pr omoti on of oneds over al

common cognition of will thus contains the idea of reasoncasisal groundvhich

“lwillbeusingte t er m i hpter @ Kanhdods @roumdwork | as in the common loose
sense of an idea as a thought, not as an idea of reason. The strict sense of idea, as in a transcendental idea,
will not be relevant untiGroundwork Il
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makes the will betteby means ofepresenting somethingSince reason is very
ineffective in the promotion of happinessidgprudence is only somewhat good), Kant
argues, the naturabcationof reason cannot be the promotion of happiness despite what
common understanding might initially recommend. Kant reaalptential candidate
for thefirst proposition, thathe vocaton of reason is to make the will absolutely
[incomparably] good in itselfthrough a coordination of marks. Kant reactes
proposition by combining the idea i@ason influencing the will to its bettermewith the
result of the first three paragraphise idea of avill that is absolutely good in itself

The introduction of duty ialso acoordination of marks. Duty, like prudence, is a
concept that is contained in our common cognition of practice according to Kant. Duty is
closely associateditt both good will and morality, and can be elicited through the prior
marksprudenceandhindrance (Hindrance is an alternate disjunct of aids to the will in
12.) According to Kant, our common understanding of duty is an idea of willing in a way
that s even better than prudential willing, willing thaestimablesvendespitenatural
hindrances and limitations. The first propositroaytheninstead behe proposition that
all good willing is dutiful The analysis of duty then promises to help eqpdi the idea
of a will that is absolutely good in itself by distinguishing more finely between what
makes such a will good and what poses a hindrance (or makes no contribution) to its
goodness.

Since both the vocation of reason and the introductionityfale coordinations
of marks, Kant might have been referring to either as the first proposition. A good case
can be made for either, but the latter has some logical advantages. The proglbsition
good willing is dutifulhas the paradigmatic universategorical form one might expect,

of a proposition and Kant identifies the copula as a containment relatigh.
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consequently favor the interpretation that
the first proposition.

Just as he did in éfirst branch analyzing unlimited goodness Kant begins the
deontic analysis by comparing duty to other things to discover its marks of diversity. By
eliminating these marks as not belonging to the identity of duty, Kant elicits their
collective alternatie as marks of identity for duty. The analysis reveals, he thinks, that to
actfrom something is to act from a subjectivancip, which is a maxim@ 4:401*). To
actfrom dutyis then to act from a particular kind of maxim. The result of this branch of

analysis is the second proposition, which Kant explicitly identifies as this:

[A]n action from duty has its moral wortiot in the purposé be attained by it
butin the maxinjPrincip of volition] in accordance with which it is decided

upon, and therefedoes not depend upon the realization of the olgktiie

action but merely upothe principle of volitionn accordance with which the

action is done [the representation] without regard for any object of the faculty of
desire (G 4:399 emphasis mine).

This step of the argument extends the analysis of {3, which considered the goodness of
the will in comparison with the goodness of teleological goods. According to {3, the
unlimited goodness of the will cannot be due to or derived from purposes, gences,
or ends to be attained. The alternatives are either that the goodness of the will is
teleologically derived, or that the will is good in itself. The second proposition proposes
that what it means for the will to be good in itself, is that themuilst have its moral
worth in its own principle of volition rather than deriving it from elsewhere.

For the next step of analysis, which is also deontic, Kant argues that the third
proposition follows from the first two. This third proposition is theasifoon of duty as
the necessity of acting from respect for law. According to this interpretation of the

argument, the propositional argument has the following structure:

P1. All good willing is dutiful (by coordination).
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P2.An action from duty has itsioral worthin its principle of volitioni.e. the

representation which grounds the actuality of the object, rather than in its object

(from 113).

P3.Duty is the necessity of an actitnam respect for lavjby coordination).

C. | ought never act except such a way that | could alsall that my maxinshould
become a universal la¢G 4:402).

This argument is too technical to summarize in a very enlightening way, in part because

so many steps are skipped. | will say here only that the key point is3thatd®vs from

the first two propositions ascaordination of mark$® The method of analysis makes

available to Kant all the marks elicited through prior analysis, as well as any other marks

that pertain to our common understanding of practice. lraaalysis marks are already
implicitly (obscurely) coordinated in specific relations to each other which derive from
the manner in which they were elicited
for the specific relation he posits between mamk83 should therefore take the form of
making explicit what is already obscurely contained in our common understanding of
practice. Kant 6s actual justification
combined as the subjective and objectiveugds of willing in one expositive
proposition.

The final movement a&roundwork lis the analysis daw, which is a mark of
duty expressed in P3. Kant 6s proposal
never act except in such a way thabuld also will that mynaximshouldbecomea

universal lavd G 4:402). Universalityis the logical function of reason according to the

first Critique, so Kant has philosophical reasons for positing it here, but universality is

S Again,markare representations (e.g. concepts) that

d e f i n i mearkss thatin A thing which constitutes a part of the cognition of it what is the samé a
partial representation, insofar as it is considdras ground of cognition of the whole representatiah

as

of

ar e

P 3

n

ourconceptar e mar kso (JL 58). An aggregation or coordina

coordinate marks into a potentially whole representation of the thing, e.g. an analysarisbrrdi e n s :

AThe
of

combination of coordinate marks to form the whol e

of coordinate marks constitutestlett al i ty of the concepto (JL 59)
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also an important mark ofiorality according to common understanding. If Kant is

correct, this principle specifies the role of universality obscurely contained in our

common understanding of morality. | will argue that final moveme@rotindwork |

makes the critical step to agt Groundwork lifor the determination of moral content

because it expresses the necessity of acting from respect for law (duty) in a form that
suggests arocedurefor the moral determination of objects. Theideana ki ng oneds
maxim a universal law tho u g h o is fug@gsstiver of & moral schematisniyqe(as

in archeype by which one would determine, synthetically and a priori, a moral object

(B177ff, B322ff, B579ff,KpV 5:68 A3135/B3702).

81  The Analysandum

According to the standard, geneitliy Socratic method of analysis described in
the | ast c¢hapt é&royndwork lsHoddsbe tb identfyta firgpase p i n
definition of morality. In answer to the questmhat is morality? it should be fairly
obvious that any reasonable answrist somehow involve thalueof what wedo.
Morality concerns the goodness, rightness, or virtue of human agency, rational choice,
intentional actions, or voluntary behaviddood willis an appropriately general and
vague, common eighteenth centapnception of morality that encompasses these more
specific ones. We might therefore expect for Kant to opethandwork lanalysis
with good will. If we press slightly for qualification as to the value, it would not be
surprising for a Socratintedocutorto answer thatorality is infinitely good willing

This is very nearly what Kant doe$he first sentence @gsroundwork lis

famously,

It is impossible to think of anything at all in the world, or indeed even beyond it,
that could be considedgood without limitatiorexcept a goowvill. (G 4:393
emphasis mine)
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This is not the only possible starting point, but Kant has some room to maneuver here.
He needs an analysandum that an arbitrary eighteenth century common interlocutor might
accept, buhe may strategically choose a conception of morality thatrwille the right
guestions to quickly distinguish morality from other things that can be good. By
including the qualification that the goodness of morality is good without limitation, Kant
immediately invites questions concerning what this means and implies.

If our doctrinal expectations from the previasptersare to be met, this
opening claim involves the glimpse of an idea of moral science that is generated from
experience/practice aricbm which we can proceed to establish moral science. The
sweeping nature of the claim here seems to indicate that Kant thinks we have all already
glimpsed this idea from our broad experience of the world or from our practice in the
world. The claim inwies us taconsciouslentertain the idea of a will that is good
without limitation andnvestigatewvhat such a thing might entail, involve, or imply. In
other words, this first sentence invites us to employ the method of analfsithey
explicate thadea of a will that is good without limitatiomvhere his idea is proposed as
a rough definition of morality that is to be mazdear and distinct.

It is important to note that Kant does not claim that tieeseich a thing as a will
that is good withoulimitation. He explicitly makes only a negative claim thatcaanot
think of anythingelsethat could be good in this way, and the claim concerns what is
possible to think (especially not without a great deal of reflection), not what we could or
do knaw, or what is true. The criterion of a possible thought is logicalcsgi§istency,
which is revealed or proven through analysis, so Kant has not overstepped in his opening
statement.

Even though the idea of a will that is good without limitatioexplicitly posed

only as potentially thinkabjethe negative claim suggestgositive claim that wean
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think of a good will as being good in this particular way, and perhaps even that we can
hold it to be true. The latter stronger suggestion impligsithis commoropinionthat a
will, and only a wil] could be good without limitation. According to scholastic logic as
Kant understood ippinionis a logical degree of holdifAg-be-true that requires only
subjective justification. Belief and knowlgel are degrees of holditig-be-true that are
logically more perfect in that they require moderate to complete objective justification in
addition to subjective justification.

Why would Kant choose a common analysandum rather than a philosophical one?
Kant explains this early iGroundwork llwhere he claims that popular philosophy

without determinate insight from pure reason is entirely chaotic:

[1]f votes were collected as to which is to be prefeirguaire rational cognition
separated from anythirgmpirical, hence metaphysics of morals, or popular
practical philosophy one can guess at once on which side the preponderance
would fall. This descending to popular concepts is certainly very commendable,
provided the ascent to the principles of pwason has first taken place and has
been carried through to complete satisfac
commonly understandable if one thereby renounces anygwelhded insight; it

also produces a disgusting hoedgedge of patchwork observations dralf-
rationalized principles in which shallow pates revel because it is something useful
for everyday chitchat, but the insightful, feeling confused and dissatisfied without
being able to help themselves, avert their éyashough philosophers, who see
quite well through the deception, get little hearing when they call away for a time
from this alleged popularity, so that they may be rightly popular only after having
acquired determinate insighiG 4: 40910. See also VL 849)

If popular philosophy isiddled with error and contradiction, it can provide no clear

choice of analysandum. Any popular analysandum one might choose could be false or
nonsensical and its analysis might provide a deceptive illusion of insight. On other hand,
when common understding has not been corrupted by the high flown fantasies and
clever abstractions of philosophers, it is generally healthy. A healthy common

understanding is unclear and indistinct but nevertheless correct. This means that while it
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may be vague, common derstanding also contains more than a grain of truth that may

be revealed through careful analysis. Once the grain of truth has been separated from the
chaff and made clear and distinct, it should then be adequate to philosophical purposes.

In other word, a clear and distinct idea of morality derived from a common healthy
understanding should be adequate for the examination and resolution of philosophical
problems, e.g. moral dialectic or synthesis.

Why will? Even though Kant made it quite clear ie first Critique that
practical reason is to be the moral faculty, he does not assume this in his choice of
analysandum. It might turn out upon further analysis that the will is nothing other than
practical reason, as Kant later claims, but he does sotresat the outset that our
common cognition of moralitymmediatelyinvolves an idea of practical reason. In order
for Groundwork Ito be an analysis of common understanding according to the standards
of the method, Kant cannot import his philosophigalcpnceptions or conclusions. By
the standard of the analytic method, every mark must be elicited through some common
association with the analysandum, where the standard of association istteopegical
agreement of an arbitrary common person, teélized conception of what Socrates
could elicit from an interlocutorWill was both commonly and philosophically thought to
be the faculty of all practice. As morality is fundamentally a kind of practice, Kant must
begin with the association of willith morality and work towards the idea of practical
reason.

And yet, the idea of a will that is good without limitation is a rather special idea,
not as common an idea as one could get. What Kant needs for the establishment of
science is an idea thatrche glimpsed from common experience or practice, again, by an
arbitrary reasonable implicit interlocutor with no prior philosophical commitments.

Kantdés implicit claim here is that the i
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glimpsed from oinspired by, for example, acts of great altruism, examples of heroism,
or unimpeachable character. Kant need not claim this idea is an immediate and central
part of our common experience like the more mundane idea of a gocmwyliciter.
The analyandum is strategically chosen as one that will lead where Kant wants, but
which does not on its face presuppose too much. Though it might take a bit longer for
Kant to elicit this analysandum from a real interlocutor and he might have to rule out
severabt her common answers to the question 0AWhe
one, it is nevertheless an idea at which anyone might arrive given some Socratic
guidance.
| hope so far to have clarified the primary ways in which the opening statefment
Groundwork Imeets some of the general criteria Kant would have had for a common
analysandum for the scholastic analysis of morality. In the remainder chdpsen
will suppose that the opening sentenc&adundwork Iproposes the idea of a wiliat is
good without limitation, as the answer an arbitrary common person might give to the
i mplicit question, fAwhat is morality?0 accor
scholastic method of analysis was the standard method of vindicating saictvear in
Kant s time, and the agreement of an arbitra
correctness for steps in such an analysis.
If this is all correct, the local challenge for Kant is a Socratic sort of challenge.
Eliciting marks is easy gen that every idea is relatedsomeway to every other, but
Kant s task is to efficiently elicit marks i
without digressing from the question at hand. Kant must trace a path from obscure
common ideas ta logically perfected principle, using only associations and marks that
are fairly easily elicited through examples and comparisons. The clear and distinct result

of analysis must badequatdor the purpose of determining the special content of
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morality, which means this logically perfected principle must meet all the theoretical

criteria Kant sets in the fir€ritique for a canonic principle of moral science.

82 Phase 1: From the Idea of a Will that is Good without Limitation to the Idea
of a Will that is Absolutely Good in Itself

The first three paragraphs Groundwork Iconstitute the first branch of analysis.
They all concern the marks specific to being good without limitation, but the marks
considered in each paragraph are grouped ashrée tlasses: ordinary goods, aids to

the will, and teleological goods. Consider the first paragraph:

It is impossible to think of anything at all in the world, or indeed even beyond it,

that could be considered good without limitation except a good will
Understandingwit, judgmentand like, whatever sudhalents of mindnay be

called, orcourage resolution andperseverance n o0 n e 0 gualiesafn s, as
temperamentare undoubtedly good and desirable for many purposes, but they

can also be extremekvil and harmful if the will which is to make use of these

gifts of nature and whose distinctive constitution is therefore catlearacter,**

is not good. It is the same wigfifts of fortune Power, riches honor, evenhealth

and that completewelle i ng and satisfaction with onebo
happinessproduce boldness and thereby often arrogance as well unless a good

will is present whiclcorrects the influenceof these on the mind and, in so

doing, alsccorrects the whole principle of actionand brings it into

conformity with universal endsi not to mention that an impartial rational

spectator can take no delight in seeing the uninterrupted prosperity of a being
graced with no feature of a pure and good will, so that a good will seems to
consttute the indispensabkondition even ofworthiness to be happ{G 4:393

emphasis mine)

Here Kant begins by drawing attention to the comparison between good will and the
goodness of other things (in italics), especially with respect to their limitatidres good

will is being compared to other good things in order that we might discover more about
the goodness of a good will by ascertaining whether it shares marks with other things or

whether it differs from other things in specific regards. In otleds; the implicit

44 Character is closely associated with legality for Kant. Kaay hmve in mind some scholastic
association that would legitimately introduce the idea of law here, but there is no overt local evidence that
Kant has such an inference in mind. This issue might be worth taking up, but I will not do so here.
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conceptual sphere of good things is being divided. Since the opening sentence indicates
that the goodness of a good will is in a class of its own, we should expect most of the
marks elicited through comparison to be marks of divefsitige conditionality/
unconditionality, which divide the analysandum from other things or set it apart. In
general the marks elicited through comparison are either marks of identity, which are
marks of commonality between things, or they are marks ofgtyewhich provide a
distinction between the analysandum and other members of some conceptual sphere. A
few of the marks elicited above are marks that Kant elicits as distinctive marks of a good
will (in bold) in contrast to other things.

In scholasic form, Kant indicates that happiness is good only on condition of a
good will, which is to attribute positivemark to happiness: happinesgonditionally
good. Unlike these various other goods, a good will is not conditionally good.
(Conditions &e limitations, so the opening sentence of the paragraph rules this out.) To
say that a good will isot conditionally good is to attributereegativemark to the good
will. If we convert this, we find that a good wid unconditionally good. So Kanta
use scholastic method to attribute a positive mark to the good will, unconditionality, by
comparing it to other goods and finding it to be different.

This is a stereotypical strategy of the method of analysis. The underlying logical
device is thathere is an implicit conceptual sphere, e.g. either conditional or
unconditional but not both. In stereotypical analyses, the strategy is to first compare the
analysandum to other things, thereby setting the conceptual context and eliciting marks of

idenity and diversity through its division. These divisions allow one to make a

“ltisnotcl ear in Kantds |l ogic whether mamdeonditidnalydi ver sity
good, or whether they are the distinctions (or the partitions themselves) between classes of things, e.g.
conditionally/unconditionally good. | will assurtieat marks of diversitgivideand marks of identity

indicate commonality.
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distinction between the analysandum and other things. Paradigmatically the
comparisons are chosen strategically so that the marks of identity and diversity
considered define aomplete disjunctive conceptual sphere when taken together. For
example suppose events are temporal, which is a conceptual sphere that divides into past,
present and future. If the items to be compared are chosen so that together they represent
all the pesibilities (as in a mathematical partition into equivalence classes), one can rule
out possibilities until only one alternative remains. This remaining alternative may then
be converted from a negative mark (e.g. the event is not past and not pregent) to
positive mark (the event is therefore future).

Filling in the steps, Kant compares the idea of unlimited good will with other
alleged goods. He finds a distinctive mark of one group of other goods, conditionality,
and finds this mark to divide hisagsandum from these other goods. In other words,
this equivalence class of other goods has some attribute or property that the analysandum
does not. The attribute the analysandum does have is the alternate disjunct of the implied
conceptual spherenconditionality.

What Kant actuallglaimsin this paragraph has two parts. He claims that for
each of the contrasting goods, whether the specific example or the class to which it
belongs, the good is merely conditionally good according to common unaingtaiie
also claims that each contrasting good is conditioned specifically on the goodness of the
will. Both of these claims are made on the basis of common understanding, again, where
the standard of justification is the gieeoretical agreement of anbitrary reasonable
interlocutor. Kant thinks a reasonable person should agree, upon considering the evils
these alleged goods can bring and when it is that they do, that each alleged good is really

only good when a good will regulates and correctsmiaty selfish and evil influences.
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These alleged goods are thus only conditionally good and the goodness of the will is the
condition of their goodness.
Kant 6s much bolder claim in this paragrap
that thewaya gaod will conditions the goodness of all these other things is by bringing
the principle of action into conformity with universal ends. This is the inference
requiring the greatest scrutiny if Kant is really giving an analysis of common cognition.
Since Kant really says nothing here to explicitly justify this bolder claim, it may seem at
this point that Kant has omitted far too much of his justification. He first failed to
indicate how the analysandum might be glimpsed from experience or practice and then,
still in the very first paragraph, he seems to introduce a theoretical commitment with no
indication of how a common interlocutor might be persuaded of it.
I n Kantdés defense, the audience of this a
he expects todexperts in the metho®k@:391-2). Kant need not justify every inference
of the understanding in great detail, and it might well have been an insult to the
intelligence and expertise of his audience to make every step explicit in excruciating
detai. ®r exampl e, given t het+t6a/3xgbdialgecbra fanal ysa
expert might immediately realize théat =5 and therefore = 5/6 without explicitly
reducing the fraction, adding theterms, and dividing both sides explicitly by 6. Only
beginnes in algebra would need all these steps explained. Just as textbooks in higher
math routinely omit steps that only beginners would fail to understand, Kant can present
abbreviated inferences of the understanding and omit steps in his analysis so fong as a
arbitrary expert in the method could reconstruct the omitted steps with reasonable ease
(JL 135)
| have already indicated above how an inexpert interlocutor might be guided to

the analysandum through the consideration of examples of heroic actmpeanhable
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A

character. Il n defense of Kantdés fibol do cl ai
goodness of other good things is by bringing the principle of action into conformity with
universal ends, Kant might have thought it would be obvious to artarpscholastic
analysis thaboldnessandarroganceare vicious qualities of temperament, and that it is
their selfishnessvhich makes them vicious rather than virtuous. If selfishness is taken to
bethe pursuit of endthat are fundamentallyarticular to the individual, the alternative
to selfishness would be the pursuit of ends that havevarsalcharacter. Suppose that
the pursuit of ends characterizes the whole principle of action. The way a good will
would correct evil influences would thee by correcting the whole principle of action
and bringing it, the pursuit of ends, into conformity with universal ends. None of this
reasoning would have been foreign or inaccessible to the scholastic tradition and all the
key terms appear in the paragna
My primary aim, though, is not to determine once and for all precisely which
inferences Kant makes and to evaluate his justification. | am not at all certain that there
is a single correct formal str uvashethoughtt o ei t h
of it more generally. It is part of Kantos
mark Kant mentions must have multiple relations to multiple other marks and ultimately
to the analysandum. Overdetermination of the specific relaliemeeds for the final
exposition would not have been a problem for Kant. All paths should lead to the same
end. For the sake of elegance, Kant wants only the shortest and most compelling path.
What | do want to argue is that the text can be intezdras the execution of the
method of analysis Kant says it is, and that because the standards of this method are
different from the standards of deduction, the text here has a reasonable claim to being a
good analysis even if it is not a good deducti®he bulk of my argument is a positive

interpretation of th€&roundworkthat makes explicit the criteria, standards and purposes
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of the method of analysis and indicates the issues from an internal perspective. | should
take a moment, however, to explaines this leaves deduction.

First, I admit there is nothing in this particular paragraph that cannot be
reconstructed in deductive fornkEach step in a subordinate analysis is logically an
inference of understanding, and these are valid inferences foctaleduTechnically
inference take place between representations that have the logical form of a judgment
rather than representations that have the logical form of a concefiaruthought
concepts could easily be converted into propositidfar exanple rather thaanalyzing
the conceparroganceto get the conceelfishnessone couldust as easilynake the
i nf er e nAtreganicei e mv fi ¢ Belfisheeds st ov ifici ous 0. The unde
form of the inference is the same in each casa th@ugh the overt logical form of the
ground and consequence differ.

Supposing momentarily that the transitions of subordinate analysis are always
convertible inferences of the understanding, and subordinate analysis is logically
isomorphic to deductigrhow do the standards of argument differ? Because the relata of
analysis are representations, they are paradigmatically concepts which do not have the
logical form of a judgment and which therefore have no modality, no truth value, and no
degree of holdig-to-be-true according to Kant. They need not be affirmed or denied. It
is arguable that they need not even have quantity. For example, selfishnessumsast be
as the subject or predicate of a predication in order for there to lz@sgmenbetween
the concept selfishness and some object, i.e. in order for there to tvethng it. The
relata of deductions, in contrast, must always be cognitions that have the logical form of a
judgment. This means, among other things, that they must not ottilinkable
(logically seltconsistent apart from any consideration of their objects), but they must

also be objectively valid and have a truth value and modality. In the paradigmatic case,
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the relata of deductions are premises that must alpeelsenteds true, which requires a
degree of holdingo-be-true.

If these standards of deduction were the standards to which Kant held himself in
the fianalysiso from Acommon cognition to phi
have overtly begged the questioBy his own standards Kant absolutely cannot assume
that morality is objectively valid. He mugtoveit, or at least prove that it ossiblefor
morality to be objectively valid. This is precisely tii@losophicalproblem he means to
solve. If Kart cannot assume that morality is objectively valid, then neither can he
assume or claim that there is any truth to it, or that it is genuinely necessary.

In an analysis of common understanding, though, Kant need not rely on the
objective validity, truthpr modality of morality. All Kant needs to do is to clarify and
distinguish the conceptual relations underlying our common cognition of morality
without running into a contradiction. The standard he must meet is not that his premises
be true, because s no premises as such. What he has are representations to be
logically perfected. At the most Kant has commonly held opinions, which need only be
subjectively justified. These opinions, if some degree of holthAge-true is required,
concern spedially the relations between the analysandum and its marks. These are
relations between representations, not relations between representation and object. Since
these opinions need only be subjectively justified and their relation to objects is not the
concern, the standard of inference is fundamentally subjective so far. Kant only needs to
restrict his inferences of the understanding to those to which an arbitrary interlocutor
would agree given sufficient Socratic prompting.

It might seem at this poithat the standards of analysis are so much lower than
those of deduction that Kant must be begging the question simply by choosing to analyze

rather than deduce. If an analysis is really a deduction minus objectivity and truth, it is
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not obvious what amgsis can really accomplish for Kant. Recall, though, that the

standards gphilosophicalanalysis are actually quite high. The result of the analysis

must be clear, distinct, extensive, profound, and precise in order to be adequate for
philosophical pysoses. Moral exposition must have such a high degree of logical
perfection that it is sufficient for the complete determination of its object, or very nearly

so. The standards of philosophical analysis are no lower than those of deduction; they are
merel different. Philosophical analysis allows Kant to take nothing for granted: He must
painstakingly establish that morality is a logically possible concept with a definition
(exposition) and marks for the determination of its object before he can adhdress t
possibility of moral objects and eventually its truth and goodness.

Besides these differences in standards, even if deductive inferences are
convertible with and isomorphic to subordinate inferences of the understanding, it does
not follow that everynference inGroundwork lis convertible to a deductive inference.
There are aspects of analysis that arguably cannot be reconstructed accurately as
deductive inferences, e.g. the coordination of marks. Representations frequently have
multiple coordinatemmediate marks. For example, suppbaehelorhas two
immediate marksynmarriedandman A full analysis, like a philosophical one, would
require a subordinate analysis of each of these marks. These subordinate analyses would
constitute independentdnches or chains of inference that mighlly be related in the
initial analysandum. The various termini of these chains of inference would eventually
have to be aggregated, where the principle of order for the aggregation is simply the
relation the ternmi alreadybear to each other, though confusedly and obscurely, in the
initial analysandum.

Perhaps branching and aggregation could be handled by modularizing the

deductive reconstruction, and analysis and deduction really are isomorphic and

128



convertibe in the end. Even if this is so, however, the deductive isomorph of a

stereotypical analysis would bear a convoluted relation to its textual presentation. The

order of presentation would be off, and the explicit justifications would be distorted at

beg. Itis not at all surprising to my mind that these are just the sorts of difficulties that
proponents of deductive interpretation €roundwork Ihave faced. The sort of

di stortion involved makes Kantds own reasoni
version of a deduction rather than the careful articulation of an excellent philosopher.

This is not thekind of mistake we should attribute to great historical figures.

Returning taGroundwork | suppose the form of analysis in {1 is a comparison of
good will to conditionally good things in order to elicit marks of diversity, and through
these, positive marks of the unlimited goodness of a good will. The marks Kant elicits
includedunconditionegdcondition and the idea of thaill influencing the primiple of
action towards universal endsSince an unconditioned conditioraigsolute the result
of analysis in 1 is the idea of a will that is absolutely good and which regulates action
according to universal ends.

In the next paragraph Kant goes orsty that some qualities like setintrol are
conducive to good will, making its work much easier, but these also fail to be absolutely

good for similar reasons:

Some qualities are eveonduciveo this good willitselfand can make its work
much eaier; despite this, however, they haveimmer unconditional worthout
always presuppose a good will, which limits #steenone otherwise rightly has
for them and does not permit their being takealeolutelygood. Moderationin
affects and passionselfcontrol, andcalmreflection are not only good for all
sorts of purposes but even seem to constitute a part imintieworth of a

person; but they lack much that would be required to declareghechwithout
limitation (howeverunconditionallythey were praised by the ancients); for,
without the basic principles of a good will they can become extremely evil, and
the coolness of a scoundrel makes him not only far more dangerous but also
immediately more abominable in our eyes than we would have taketo be
without it. (G 4:393-4 emphasis mine)
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Kant claims that these qualities like moderation andcs®ifrol are not good or evil
themselves according to common understanding. They merely aid the will, and in so
doing these qualities derive thealue, whether good or evil, from the will. The first
mark for the contrast classidsor instrumental goods, externalworth. In contrast the
good will must have amnerworth. This distinction between external and inner worth
under | i eardidirction liesveeh iastrumental and categorical goods.

The second mark of i1 dentity for the fAmodi
be a distinct contrast class or a subclass of aidiggsee where a degree is a kind of
limitation, as in forexample degrees of perfection. In contrast to the varying degree of
goodness the listed qualities can have, a will that is good without limitation would have
no such degree. The result of analysis here is the idea of a will that has an infinite inner
worth which makes it worthy of esteem.

In 13 Kant argues in comparison with the value of consequences that a will that is

good without limitation would have to be good in itself:

A good will is not good because of whaeffectsor accomplishesbecaise of its
fitnessto attain some proposetd but only because of itslition, that is, it is

good in itselfand, regarded for itself, is to balued incomparably highe¢han all
that could merely be brought about by it in favor of some inclinationratesdd,

if you will, of the sum of all inclinations. Even if, by a spedafavor of fortune

or by the niggardly provision of a stepmotherly nature, this will should wholly
lack the capacity to carry out its purpdsi with its greatest efforts it sluld yet
achieve nothing and only the good will were left (not, of course, as a mere wish
but as the summoning of all means insofar as they are in our céntineb),like a
jewel, it would still shine by itself, as something that has its full wortrsedfit
Usefulnes®r fruitlessnesgan neither add anything to this worth nor take
anything away from it. Its usefulness would be, as it were, only the setting to
enable us to handle it more conveniently in ordinary commerce or to attract to it
the attenibn of those who are not yet expert enough, but not to recommend it to
experts or to determine its wor{lc 4:394 emphasis mine)

The contrast class in this paragrapbsefulgoods otteleologicalgoods, which include

effects, accomplishments, fithess fsoposed ends, achievements, fruits, and so on.
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Two points are important to note here. First, the disfavor of fortune Kant
mentions impliehindranceto the good will, as opposed to amplification or aid as in the
last paragraph. Kant says that evi@he hindrance to the good will were so great that it
could achieve nothing at all, its goodness W
that has an incomparable value and has its full worth in itself. This is just the sort of

remark Kant makes whehe introduces duty:

[W] e shall set before ourselves the concepluty, which contains that of a good
will though under certain subjective limitations and hindrances, which, however,
far from concealing it and making it unrecognizable, rather briogtiby contrast
and make it shine forth all the more brigh(l§ 4:397)

If one were to take the disfavor of fortune to heart as a hindrance, the deontic argument
which has so long been thought to be completely independent of this passage is actually a
subordinate analysis stemming directly from it. At the least this second paragraph
foreshadows the later explicit introduction of duty as a concept which clarifies the
incomparable value of the will in the context of hindrances.

The second point to n@here is that the sorts of goods compared to the good
will in this paragraph are all purposive sorts of goods. The issue is whether the purpose
or the end confers value on the will or vice versa, i.e. whether the goodness of the will is
derivative from smething else or whether the goodness of things derive their goodness
from the will. It is not obvious here whether Kant is eliciting an entirely new mark. The
derivation of goodness is in general different from its conditionality. Enabling
conditions for example, need not contribute to what they enable. They may merely
remove obstacles without positively aiding. Recall that 1 explains the conditionality of
goodness in terms of the will correcting the principle of action towards universal ends,
but this could be conceived either positively or negatively. If it is conceived merely

negatively, the good will might be an enabling condition that merely gets selfishness and
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other hindrances to goodness out of the way but does not itself contribute atythiag
goodness of what it conditions. If it is conceived positively, the correction towards
universal ends implies that the goodness of other things somehow has its source in the
goodness of the will on which it is conditioned.

Whether or not the demation of goodness is implicitly introduced in 1, what
Kant claims here is that upon reflection a common interlocutor would agree that the value
of a will that is good without limitation cannot be limited by the value of a purpose or
end, or dfythetamce of some purpose or end. The alternative disjunct of the
conceptual sphere is that the will is good in itself. Depending upon whether the will itself
is genuinely teleological and has an inner purpose or inner principle, e.g. the formal
detemination of its own activity, this implies one of two things. Either the will is good
in itself apart from all possi ble purposes,
indicates an arbitrary externally attributed purpose as in natural teleolobg, willtis
good in itself through its own purposiveness and has its own intensional teleology. This
will be explored further ithapter 7 Whether or not the will is genuinely purposive or
teleological, the inference eliminates external purposivengsssibthat the will must be
good in itself.

Taking a step back to the bigger picture, the purposive or teleological marks
introduced in 3 prepare for at least two phases in the remainderGfahiedwork
analysis. {3 at least foreshadows the telecdéb@rgument in 5, and perhaps even
provides its immediate analysandum. The distinction betwears#faland its implicit
alternate disjunatategoricalr ee mphasi zes and underwrites Kan
between hypothetical practical principkesd moral ones. By the standards of analysis, it
may be better strategy for Kant to introduce these marks early in the analysis in order to

gain access to a neighborhood of concepts, as he does here, even if he is not yet prepared
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to follow up on all thaiimplications. By the standards of the method he claims to be
employing, every idea must ultimately arise from common understanding. The further
along Kant gets in the analysis, the less common the marks and the more difficult it
would become to introdie purposiveness without begging theoretical questions or
retracing his steps back to obscuritiwe include these locally superfluous marks, the
analytic structure athe first branch of analysis @roundwork lis something likehe

structure showmithe flowchart below

@ea of a will that is good without Iimit@

( Good without Iimitation)

V N v
1 1 comparison with 9 2 comparison with 9 3 comparison with
ordinary goods aids to the will teleological goods
| —
Good without condition Categorically Good without Good not
and will as the condition | * good degree teleologicaly derived
of other goods ’
vV Inflnltely good ) o Good in itsef

C Absolutely good)
(Ground of estee)

Good despite hlndrance

i

@1 of a will that is absolutely, incomparably, good in itse
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83 Phase2: From Prudence to the Vocation of Reason

We have seen that the first three paragrapl@rofindwork lall clearly concern
what is entailed by or implied by the notion of a will that is good without limitation.
Eachmarkelci t ed t hrough Kantds examples makes t|
by telling us more of what it would take for something to be good without limitation.
Since the exposition of a cognition cannot be a mere aggregation of marks (analysis is the
sygematicelucidation of marks), the marks must be coordinated and the superfluous
marks pared away in the last stages of analysis. The interpretive problem is to determine
the precise relations between the analysandum and its marks and whether thdse meet t
standards of the scholastic method of analysis as Kant understood it.
| explained in the last section how this might all work for the first three

paragraphs, but the fourth paragraph throws a wrench in things:

There is, however, something so stramgthis idea of the absolute worth of a

mere will éthat, despite all the agreement
this idea, a suspicion must yet arise that its covert basis is perhaps mere high

flown fantasy and that we may have misunderstood the pepionature in

assigning reason to our will as its governor. Hence we shall put this idea to th

test from this point of view.G 4:394)

This is clearly not a continuation of what has gone before. It clearly marks a
discontinuity in the flow of the angdis, but its purpose is obscure and the new topic
seems quite tangential to the argument as we have understood it so far. Why would
skepticism about the goodness of the will lead one to investigate the natural purpose of
assigning reason to the will &s governor? Why should we think reason has anything to
do with it?

This kind of discontinuity, of which there are several, is the greater challenge to
interpretingGroundwork las a single coherent argument. The discontinuities

demarcating its topiogive Groundwork la rather schizophrenic appearance. The fact
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that Kant sometimes appears to argue from examples, sometimesadingepts,
sometimes indirectly, ahsometimes leaps aheaast exacerbates the problem. If the
argument is really a scholasanalysis rather than a modern deduction as | have
explained, all of this is quite explicable. Some of the leaps are explained by the fact that
Kant 6s audience is assumed to be expert
of argument generalifit the pattern of eliciting marks of identity through comparison
and the use of a disjunctive conceptual sphere. The particular kind of discontinuity that
appears in 14 (and also in 18) is an artifact of the logical structure of analysis. Analyses
arefundamentally nodinear in their logical structure, but their presentation is
necessarily linear. This necessitates occasional discontinuities. Coordinate branches
cannot be pursued all at once, so there
subordinge analysis to the beginning of another.

Kant initially focused his attention in §8.on the idea of unlimited goodness.
After reaching the idea of a will that is both absolutely good and good in itself, the
analysisof goodness has reached an adeqgdepeh. The overall analysis accordingly
thenceases to be a resolutiongafod without limitation In 4 Kant is announcing a shift
in attention to what kind a#ill could be good in this specific way. This is a shift from
the result of one subordinaealysis in 743 focusing on goodness to a coordinate
branch, a new subordinate analysis of the analysandum now focusing on will. The
method of analysis frequently requires just such prima facie tangents. Because the non
linear real structure of an analy must be presented in linear form, discontinuous shifts
between branches are par for the course.

Kant follows this declaration of suspicion about the Higlkwvn, fantastic
goodness of the will with an argument concerningvibeationof reason, whicle

claims is some purpose that is fAhighero
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announced change in focus, we should expect the immediate contrast slalssre of
relevancedo beother facultiesnow rather thawther goods Though it may sem odd to
us now, faculties were generally understood in teleological terms, both commonly
scholastically.] f Kant 6s interlocutor would expect ar
one, thenhe teleology of reason is not an unreasonable clobimpic here and such an
analysis would be expected to posit a vocation or final end of somev8bet we should
ask is what kind of mark the idea of a vocation of reason is with regard to theooomm
understanding of will, how the vocatigelicited, andnaost importantly what it shows
about will
Kant gives an argument in the Canon that is strongly reminiscent of this
teleological argument in th@roundworkand which illuminates his strategy. Just prior to
t he argument f or pr aeutimateaalm of naterewhichnpprodeasnt s ay s
for us wisely in the disposition of reason i
(B8289 ) . This claimis cryptic, but Kantos ar
clear enough for our purposes. Kantusg thapractical freedonezan be proved through
experience as follows. We know from experience that there are rational grounds of
choice that can determine the will, because we know from experiengeubiehcas
possible. When we act prudentially weercome our immediate impressions by
representing what is useful or injurious #fin
elements of our future happiness (B830). Such prudential behavior depends on reason,
meaning that reason is an aid or instrumenléodetermination of the will. (This much
is commonly understood, though remainder of the argument is less plausiblyfsee A
will as Kant defines it is a faculty of choice thahbe determined through motive
grounds Bewegursach@rthat can only b represented by reas@s opposed to motive

grounds that can be represented through fe€B880). Human will is therefore
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practicallyfree in that it can be determinatlleast to some exteby rational causes
(This argument does not show that hamall is transcendentally free because rational
causesnay yet be necessaritpnditioned by the inclinations that make up our
happiness. Everything connected with free wdls ground or consequengeause or
effect) ispractical, so Kant concludes thate know empirically there are objectilavs
of freedom that say what ought to happen, i.e. practical laws (B830).

The Canon helps expl ai rhowkhathinkéBudendcer at egy b
works, anchow he thinksthe idea oprudencdeads via analis to the idea of a
practical, free law of reason. As | arguectimrapterl, this is where Kant ultimately
wants to arrive, so the local question is how he intended to get th@reundwork | To
make some of the intermediate steps more clear, thenarg in the Canon implies that
our common understanding pfudencencludes the idea that reasmfluenceshe will,
where an influence is@use The concept of a cause is a concept ohteessitatiorof
an effect according to common understandargd Humeamong others). Sincelaw is
a formula expressing the necessity of an action according to Kant, the idea that reason is
a cause presupposes that there is a law for this causal necessitation. Though Kant does
not explicitly introduce the ideaf law in the teleological argument, it nevertheless
follows by scholastic analysis. The analysis of prudence thus leads to the idea of a law of
reasonwhich will turn out to be a moral law of freedom.

Supposing the Canon e rmyxhdthismighthahopedos st r at
accomplish in the teleological argument ir A5 Kant clearly wants to elicit our
agreement tbis claims regardinthe purposiveness of reason by introducing prudence.
Prudence requires or involves the use of reason igeimée the will by representing
something abetterthan the objects of immediate inclinatjang. reason recommends

that a long and luxurious retirement is better than a binge at the casino &idag risk
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of subreptionpur common understanding ofyslencamplies an idea ofeason

representing somethin@s betterandthereby bringing it aboutinfluencing the will)

This is a fledgling idea of practical reas@mough nofpure practical reasopn which can

be elicited through the idea of prudendéis idea of practical reason might not stand up

to scrutiny in the end, but it is still fair to say that prudence is a common idea that relates
will and reason in a potentially illuminating way. Kant could have attempted to compare
will directly with other faculties, but it might take a full analysis and critique of each
faculty to get at anything like an idea of practical reason. This would be a lengthy
process and it would take Kant quite far from common understanding.

Supposing that prudence is stegitally chosen as an instrument of comparison
between will and reasdrecause it reveals their interactianis still aleapt«ant 6 s f ar
more specificlaim that the vocation of reason is to make the ataolutely good in
itself. Not only is it a €ap, the vocation Kant identifies for reag@mtradictscommon
understandingHappiness is the vocation we commonly attribute to reakoarder to
get to the correct vocatiothen, Kant needs to first reject the vocation that we commonly
and unrefletively attribute to reason.

To see whywe commonly make this mistake, consitew it is that we
commonly think reason promotes happiness through pruddineesorts of examples of
prudence Kant has in mind are examples like saving against futureaieell concerns
reas oni n g ovarblloapginess. nhputses andnclinations do not come to us
already organized into a system. They contradict one another and coamgktieis is a
continual problem for us. The faculty of pleasca@not itselystematizeour impulses
and inclinationsand bring them into ordebut according to common understanding
reason can and dae$he purpose of reason with respect to the will isrganize or

systematize incliations, we commonly think, in order to proradtappiness. What Kant
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wants to argue is that the purpose of reason is to organize the will, but not merely to
promot e o0 n é& theorganezatipniismet marely a means to the end of
happiness.
It is important here that this systematizing or oligeng purpose of reason does
underlie our common understanding of reasOme cannot judge an action to be
reasonable or unreasonable without checking its fit with some context, and the broader
and more systematic the context, the more certainonecarfibeone 6s judgment .
part of our common understanding that the rational is in geweibtonnectedo a
systematic view of the world and our experience irAgain, in order to represent
something abetterthan that which an immediate inclinati recommends, reason
organize multiple inclinations, needs, and competing possible grounds system.
The more extensive and organized the system
So we commonlylo think that reason makes the will betbgrsystematizing its
subjective groundsOnce this idea is on the tableant argues in 15 that happiness
cannot be the natural vocation of reason because it is so poorly suited to it: Reason has a
strong tendency to make us miserable when it is airnedrahappinessWhat Kant
claims here is that weommonlythink reason is sefflefeating when aimed at happiness.
(Kant ultimately does think that happiness follows from reason, but the metaphysics of
how this works is quite complex$ince reason doe® badly at making us happy, Kant
argues, it cannot be timatural vocation of reasagff echoing his claim in the Canon that
At he wul t inaaewleich provides i us wisely in the disposition of reason is

properly direct e dB823®émphasisomineg If ldant needs omydar al 0 (

46t is not clear here whether Kant is attributing a genuine purpose to reason or merely a natural purpose
akin to the purposes we attribute to things in nature. See for exampléB¥57. | will take thisup in
more detail in prt 1I.
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reject a markhappinessas being genuinely contained in or underlying our common
understanding of practis® that he may replace it with anothiee can argue that

common understanding would be incompatibith itself onthe assumption that the
vocation of reason is to make us hapgrydtherebyprompt us to dig deeper to find the
mark that is really obscuredtiwin common understanding. Thigove is quite like the
Socratic tactic of giving eeductioof the opinions of his interlocuton order to prompt

the interlocutor to admit that perhaps his initial opinion is not what he really thinks after
all.

Supposeéhat upon reflection wagree with Kanthat reason does a remarkably
bad job of making us happyg shis cannot be its real purpose with respect to the will.
Kant 0s tremshkolvstisaivescommonly think the vocation of reason is to make the
will better by systematizing its subjective grourdsdescribed aboybutthis cannot be
simply inorderto make us happyHaving rejected the incorrect mark, Kant still needs to
connect reason and will correctlyWhy should anyone think that deep within our
common understanding of practice, or will, or of reason, that the vocation of reason is to
make thewill absolutelygoodin itself? Kant may have excellent theoretical reasons for
thinking this is so, and it may be his ultimate aim to prove it, but he would be making
quite a leap in the analysis if his theoretical reasons are the only ones avaikatibak
two prima facieoptions here.The first option is tappeal to common exemplars of good
willing and analyze these to find that reason is respon®bline goodess of the will in
these cases. Kant does not do this, and he later argues tbaldtbe a mistake (the
exemplars are actions solely from duty, and we can never be certain that any example we
find in experience is really an action solely from duty).

The alternative is to coordinate marks from the preceding anahdisding 1-

3. To see how this should worlecaall that the analysandunh Groundwork lis an idea
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of a will that is good without limitation. The first three paragraphs of analysis reveal that
such a will would have to be absolutely good in itself. The introductignuafence
shifts the analysis to a new branch, a subordinate analysis of will rather than its goodness.
But the introduction of prudence is also the introduction of the idea of a will thettes
than it otherwise would bendthis bettering of the wlilis dueto the influence of reason
This is an important point. Even though it may appear that reason is the local
analysandum in this branch of the analylsisthe standards of proper analysis, it would
be inappropriate for Kant to make reason thdysaadum and will its mark. Since the
initial analysandum is a will that is good without limitation, the second branch must be an
analysis of will and reason a mark.

This is primarily a structural point, butritayhave substantive implications in the
end. As | will explain in part 1) what Kant really wants to show is that reasoasisential
to the will or constitutiveof will. Reason is not merely an independent faculty that serves
well as a contrast. Nor is it a subordinate faculty that servegthé | 6 s Whatc at i on.
Kant wants to show in the end is that metaphysically will is practical cognition, for which
practical reason is formally constitutive. Kant cannot show this yet, but he can show that
reason is a mark of will in a way that foreshadavhere the analysis will take ug/hen
it comes to willing we commonly tend to agree that external influences cannot make the
will itself good or bettef’ but Kant only argued i§1-3 that a will that is good without
limitation must be good entirely itself. He has not shown that a somewhat good will
could not be improved bieason, and several ways remain open to complete the view,

e.g. reason could be an organ of will.

47 According to the scholastic tradition or at least to a large movemengobit,s a kindrelative sort of
thing. For a thing to be good is for it to exemplify its kind, resemble its archetype,true to its essence.
Consequently, the goodness of a thing can only be determined by its first principle, not by something
external to it.
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Now thevocationof reason should be to do somethiaglly goodor very wél .
What is the very best reason could do according to common understanding, given that a)
reason caand doesnake the will better and b) it might be possible for a will to be
absolutely and incomparably good in itself? Destreason could do would ie make
the will as good as we can think it could be, absolutely good in ifdel& important to
keep in mind that a vocation need not be perfectly achievable. A vocation can be served
by approaching an ideal.)

To put Ka mackinsternssiofrthe stepgoy analysigant is collecting
and coordinating marks from prior analysere Prior analysis generated several
immediate marks of good will, which are partial representations of good will. If he has
generated the right marks and lo@inates them correctly, these marks will together
provide a whole representation of good will that is more distinct than the original
common idea. Kant takes himself to have elicited a telos or purpose of practical reason,
to influence the will. A hig or higher telos conveys, engenders, or confers value in some
way. The kind of value a good will must have according to the first branch of analysis is
absolute and incomparable goodness in itself
a conceptuaanalysis tree, the protefinition of a will that is good without limitation
would so far be something like the true vocation claim: The higher purpose of reason is to
influence the will so as to make it good in itself. Kant could have been moreitaxrplic
the passage as to how he arrives at this particular vocation for reason, but his entitlement

to the coordination is not unavoidably in jeopardy.
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Figure 2 Flowchart of Teleological Argument

@ea of awill that isgood without IimitatioD
< Good without Iimitation) \{ will )

Comparison with other goods

Context of other faculties

(reason)
Prudence = thilea of reason influencing the
Idea of a will that is absolutely, will, to its betterment, by means of a
mcomparably, good in itself representation

@ea that the vocation of reason is to make the will absolutely g@

To connect this back to the | arger projec
that the teleologal argument irGroundwork Idoes not rest with a vague idea that some
concept of an end of reason is somehow involved irtoommon concretanderstanding
of will. According to Kant a positive canonic law of reason would have to be such that
some use afeason necessarily furthers the vocation of reason, osigggestedh the
previous chapter. The structure of the argument here is parallel to the argument in the
Doctrine of Methodor the expectation that practical reason will have a positive law. |
both places the hypothesized organic elements of reason are allegedly related in a way
that cannot be correct. Here in tBeoundwork the argument is that according to
common understanding the natural purpose of reason muslbserved by its operiain
and our happiness is not well served by reason. In the Canon, the argument was a
philosophical argument that we cannot cognize things in themselves through esason,
thoughthis seems to be the theoretical vocatibreason. This l&to an expeetion that

practical reason would succeed where speculative reasonvatitexitnecessarily
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abandoning the proposed vocation. There is no equivalent recoursésirotheiwork
however, because theoretical and practical reason exhaust the alterriatthes.
Groundworkthe hypothesized vocation, which is notably quite different from the

t heoretical one, mu st i nstead be abandoned i

84 Phase 3:The Introduction of Duty as a Concept that Contains the Concept of
a Good Will, Though under Certain Limitations

After the teleological argument, Kant reiterates the method that has been

employed, where the analysis stands, and then sets a new local analyshrigum,

We have, thertp explicate the concept of a wiitlat is to be steemed in itself

and that is good apart from any other purpasst already dwells in natural

sound understandingnd needs not so much to be taught as only to be

clarifiede | n order to do so, we shaduly set bef ol

which conains that of a good will though under certain subjective limitations and

hindranceswhich, however, far from concealing it and making it unrecognizable,
ratherbring it out by contrasand make ishine forthall the more brightly(G

4:397)

This paragrap is strongly reminiscent of Y4 and for good reasomlstimarksthe

transition to a new branch of analysis. Kant has already analyzed the idea of a good will
in two ways. In 143 he focused on the idea that its goodness might be unlimited and
then in{5-7 he focused on prudentially good willing. Now he wants to shift the focus
again.

The purpose of this particular transition from will to duty requires a bit more
motivation, however. Why would Kant introduce duty rather than continuing to analyze
thevocation of reason or ending the elicitation of marks entirely? After all, Kant
implicitly acknowledges that if reason is to have a single purpose as we commonly hold,
its vocation should ultimately comprise happinesg&cording to the secortritique the
highest good is happiness proportioned to virtue (KpV 5:110ffe vocation identified

thus far rejects happinessG439) SindkeKamtannot be
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does not yet have a sole and complete vocation for reason, the subonuihis af its
vocation could continue in this directioand it ultimately should if Kant is to establish
moral science

The most obvious reason why Kant should not continue analyzing the vocation of
reason until happiness is somehow comprised in thdigaaaf reason is that happiness
is unavoidablyempirical and Kant made a point of arguing in the Preface for the
absolute necessity of establishing an entirely a priori moral metaphysicsrapteting
this project before descending to popula($ge clhpter 8, VL 849, JL 48, 100A
second, less obvious reason is that Kant simply doeseeoto deal with happiness yet
and it presents complications that would derail the analysis hiéere may well be
further analysis Kantoulddo with respect to W or practical reason without introducing
or reintroducing empirical conceptsut he real issue is whether Kastiouldcontinue
the analysis regarding the vocation of reason or whether the termini he has so far reached
areadequatdor the philosophidgpurposes at hand. Since adequacy is nearly impossible
to evaluate prospectively, it is more usdtulmy purposeso mark this as an issue for
critical evaluation and move on &gk why hanight nextturn to a concept of duty that
contains the concepf a good will.

It is well known that the notion of conceptual containment is a-&tagding
scholastic notion that i s uAnalyocategoicas i n Kant
propositions are true when the subject and predicate belong toteachpertain to each
other, or one is contained in the other. If we td@ntainmerdto be the most general
and generic term for such relations, then all such containment relations are relations
At hrough i dent i(ABYBLOfalk 104fp i thg maradigmatig case, the
predicate of a proposition is contained in the subject, they are related directly through

identity, and the predicate is a mark of the subject.
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What is odd about Kantdos cl ai moedhat t he c
will is that Kant seems to have it backward$ie obvious proposition implied is
something likeduty is good will where good will is a mark of duty that is contained in
the concept dutyThe idea of a good wijlhoweverjs prima facie more generahd
abstract than the concept of duty, soghgposition should instead lgeod will is dutiful
If this proposition fits the paradigm, tidea of a good willvould contain the concept of
duty rather than vice vers&lore importantly good will is thenitial analysandunof
Groundwork ] so according to the method of analysis every mark in the analysis should
be a partial representation of good will. If duty contains good will, though, it seems that
perhapgood will is the partial concept, so dutynigt a proper mark of good will and its
introduction would violate an important standard of the method of analysis. Analysis
always proceeds towards distinctness.

This difficulty can be resolved by appeal
icont ai nnmde nfitc o nntoa i aanchtbenconveutihildyefrppositiond.ike
Leibniz and other philosophers of the period, Kant thought of predication in terms of
conceptual containment, but Kant made a distinction based on the asymmetry of
containment relationsThe besknown relation is the containment of a predicata
subject. The less&anown conceptual containment relation is the containment of a
subjectundera predicate.If representation A is contained in representation B, then B is
contained under AThe representations that are contained in a conceptaaéer,
higher, more general, agpically partial in the sense that they represent only part of the
concept in which they are containeBor example, iswans are featherethe predicate
featheredis contained in many species concepts other sham e.g.ostrich These
species concepts are all contained under the cofemperedecause their extensions

are included in the extensionfefaithered any swan is a feathered things Kant
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explains in his lectures on logic, universal affirimat(categorical) propositiorere
propositions for which the predicate ib@aderconcept than the subject (JL 98,103).
Because the predicate is broader than thgstjiKant says the subjectasntaned
underthe sphere of the predicate. Swdmtainment underelations are represented as

Venn diagrams in the Jasche logic:

Predicate

As the diagram shows, whatever is contaimeithe subject is also containadthe
predicateput not vice versa. The predicate contains, or can contain, something that is
not also in the subject

The termficontainmert is ambiguous as to which relatum is contained in/under
the other, so it is not clear whether Kant is claiming that duty corgaws$ will in or
under it. Kant may either be claiming that good willing is dutiful or that duty is good
willing. Notice though, that tnay not mattewhich containment relation Kant has in
mind since the two candidate propositions are likely convertibthout alteration. If
good will under certain hindrances coextensive witlllutyand theirconceptuatontent
is the same, then the two concepts can be substituted for eactvithioeit alteration or
loss If one concept is broader than the otlteough,then they arstill subject taaltered
conversione.g. the universal propositidine dutiful is good wiltonverts to the
particular proposion Some good will is dutif{DL 118) The important point for my
purposes is that binary containmenatins like the one Kant posits between good will
and duty argropositiona] and Kant 6s g¢,genedllogicantlddgs schol ast

criteria by which various specifications of the proposit@anbe adjudicated.

147



As a matter of strategy, moreovEm@ntmust at some poinntroduce a
containment relation and thereby a propositio@mundwork lif he is to arrive at a
supreme principle of morality as he pla#ssupreme principle of moralitig not merely
a principle in the loose sense that somegligllows from it. A supreme principle of
morality isa Grundsatzwhich isliterally a groundpropositionand this sort of principle
must havepropositionalform. It cannot be just a concepithere are three basic
propositional forms according to Kamttegorical, hypothetical, and disjunctive. The
categorical proposition is the most basic. (Hypothetical and disjunctive propositions are
composed of more atomic propositions, e.g. categorical propositions.) A categorical
proposition is a predicationgl, a subject and predicate related through a copula (JL
105).
If Kant is ever to arrive at @rundsatzthen,he must at somgoint introduce a
predication, and | contend that the introduction of duty is the pé&isthis is a highly
contentious clan it would take a great deal of work to rule out the other likely
alternatives, e.g. the first sentenc&ssbundworkl or the vocation of reason clainMy
project is not to settle such issues, but only to establish criteria by which they can be
settedbased on Kantdéds own | ogic and metaphysi cs
between will and duty has not been a serious contender for the first proposition thus far
and | do think it is the first proposition, | will assume in what follows that | havght.ri
Even if it can be proven that | have misidentified the first proposition here, the remainder
of the analysis should illustrate how the interpretive method | advocate can bring out
useful criteria of evaluation for Kantds arg
Supposethentht when Kant says that the concept
good will, he sets up a predicatiampropositionwith an eye to arriving at supreme

principleof morality. Since Kant neglected to overtly state the proposition implied here,
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as describe abovethere is some room for interpretation as tecmely how it should be
stated. The simplest candidatbat retains good willing as the analysandall good
willing is dutiful. This is a universal affirmative categorical proposition that sepns
good will as being containathderduty, and makes duty a mark of good will

To illustrate how this candidate for the first proposition could be evaluated,
considerand alternative that might better fit the propositional argunt@miy good
willing is dutiful. In support of this alternative against the proposition | iderii&nt
explicitly says that the concept of duty has markshikelranceandlimitation that
cannotbe marks of good will according to the prior analy#swill that is absoltely,
incomparably good in itself cannotvimlve hindrances Moreover, perfectly good willing
is possiblemetaphysically if not humanlySince the kind of good willing at issue cannot
be limited as duty is, not all good willing is dutifufinally, duty is defined a few
paragraphs later iBroundwork las a kind of necessitation, and Kant says in
Groundwork llthat a perfect will is not necessitated. It would seem to follow that a
perfect, presumably perfecttypod will could not be dutiful.

My replyis that the propositiogood willing is dutifulis vague, perhaps
ambiguous, and calls for further analysihis is precisely why Kant next distinguishes
between actions that aftem dutyand actions that are accordance with dutyDutiful
actionsas | interpret the ternrmclude actions from duty, from duty aloremdactions that
are merelyn accordance with duty. To elaborate this idea a thitpas are a kind of
groundto-consequence relation. We can classify actions according to whethéathey
the same kind of ground, e.g. from inclination or duty, or we can classify actions
according to whether they have the same consequence. Actions that accord with duty are
classified by their consequence, not their ground. They include actions ftpm du

Actions from a perfectly good will, from duty, and from an immediate inclination can be
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indistinguishable with regard to their consequence. From an external perspective, Kant
says we can never be certain which ground in fact produced a given abfer.it
means for an action to lreaccord with duty, i.e. to be dutiful, is merely that the
consequence is the same consequence that would result from duty alone. Perfect willing,
morally necessitated willing, and impulsive willing are therefore dlfulun this sense
precisely insofar atheir consequences accord with duty. Sithi® concept of the
dutiful is thereforea broader concept than good will, Kant needs to narrow the conceptual
sphere of the dutiful down to a more specific concepiutyf (via analysisthat does not
contain marks that are extraneoush® kind of good will at issue

Kantalso needs to narrow down the kind of good willing at issue. We are
concerned witmorally good willing, which need not be perfdmitneither cantibe too
imperfect A morally good will is subject to hindrances, b first branch of analysis
requires thathese hindrances be external influences rather than intrinsic limitations to the
goodness of the will. The idea is that a morally good \aitl itself be absolutely
incomparably good in itself while nevertheless being subject to external influences that
are causal hindrance$Vhat Kantneeds talo, then,is divide thevague concept of the
dutiful into twomore specific concep that the disnction partitioning theéoo-broad
sphere cuts precisely at the bourydaetween a good will andraorally good will. If the
analysis succeeds, the initial propositadhgood will is dutifulwill resolve into a more
precise and thereforduminating proposition: A good will is a will whose consequences
accord with duty, but more specificallyvarally good will is a will whosegroundis
duty, perhaps duty alone.

So far I have merely assumedthkaa nt 6 s f i risanaffpromatve osi t i on
categorichproposition but there theoretical considerations that support Bise of the

most basic requirements of cognition is that the single object putatively cognized can be
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conceived in multiple ways: Angossibleobject must fall under more than one csypic
We may call this the multiple conceivability requirement. Historicdfiyraative
predication was thought to have two requirements, diversity of conception and sameness
of reference.In other wordshe subject and predicate must be-memtical,but
coextensiver having some extensional overlaphe function of the copula in such
propositions i s -itdoe nftprcoapo wsmudg etchte amodn pr edi c.
and the same thing ou%981i2t).eNemighdinog thikaf ( Nuc hel n
this asreference through conceptual overldpiven this slightly better understanding of
how affirmative categorical propositiomgere thought tavork, we can see that the
introduction of the first proposition is not merely necessary because Katt iwa
eventually arrive at a principteatmust have the logical form of a pragtion. Tle
introduction of a propositiothat is specificallyaffirmativeandcategoricalis
strategicallynecessary for Kant to have any hopéatérshowing that good Wirefers to
something.
Supposing all this is correane might still complain hat Kant 6s i ntrodu
duty isad hoc Kant has made no comparisons here and provided no obvious motivation
for choosing the concept of duty as his predicateerahan some other concept that
might be predicable of a good will. would argue thaby raising the issue of what kind
of willing might be better than prudence, frecedingeleological argumerdan elicit
the concept of dufyas an answer to the ggtionit raises From the perspective of
common understanding, dutiful willing aguablyboth better than prudence and a better
candidate for the incomparable moral go&call thatlhe way reason influences the
will in the case of prudence is by repenting something as better than the objects of
immediate inclination. Tough it was not an issue in the teleological argument, it is also

part of our common understanditigat prudence involves reason as an aid to will,
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contraryto immediate inclinatia, which can be &indranceto its goodnessin other

words, duty is not far below the surface of our common understanding of 