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General Editors’ Preface

Within a few years of the publication of his Critigue of Pure Reason in
1781, Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) was recognized by his contempo-
raries as one of the seminal philosophers of modern times — indeed as
one of the great philosophers of all time. This renown soon spread
beyond German-speaking lands, and translations of Kant’s work into
English were published even before 1800. Since then, interpretations
of Kant’s views have come and gone and loyalty to his positions has
waxed and waned, but his importance has not diminished. Generations
of scholars have devoted their efforts to producing reliable translations
of Kant into English as well as into other languages.

There are four main reasons for the present edition of Kant’s writ-
ings:

1. Completeness. Although most of the works published in Kant’s life-
time have been translated before, the most important ones more than
once, only fragments of Kant’s many important unpublished works
have ever been translated. These include the Opus postumum, Kant’s
unfinished 7agnum opus on the transition from philosophy to physics;
transcriptions of his classroom lectures; his correspondence; and his
marginalia and other notes. One aim of this edition is to make a
comprehensive sampling of these materials available in English for the
first time.

2. Availability. Many English translations of Kant’s works, especially
those that have not individually played a large role in the subsequent
development of philosophy, have long been inaccessible or out of print.
Many of them, however, are crucial for the understanding of Kant’s
philosophical development, and the absence of some from English-
language bibliographies may be responsible for erroneous or blink-
ered traditional interpretations of his doctrines by English-speaking
philosophers.

3. Organization. Another aim of the present edition is to make all
Kant’s published work, both major and minor, available in comprehen-
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General Editors’ Preface

sive volumes organized both chronologically and topically, so as to
facilitate the serious study of his philosophy by English-speaking
readers.

4. Consistency of translation. Although many of Kant’s major works have
been translated by the most distinguished scholars of their day, some
of these translations are now dated, and there is considerable termino-
logical disparity among them. Our aim has been to enlist some of the
most accomplished Kant scholars and translators to produce new trans-
lations, freeing readers from both the philosophical and literary pre-
conceptions of previous generations and allowing them to approach
texts, as far as possible, with the same directness as present-day readers
of the German or Latin originals.

In pursuit of these goals, our editors and translators attempt to
follow several fundamental principles:

1. As far as seems advisable, the edition employs a single general
glossary, especially for Kant’s technical terms. Although we have not
attempted to restrict the prerogative of editors and translators in choice
of terminology, we have maximized consistency by putting a single
editor or editorial team in charge of each of the main groupings of
Kant’s writings, such as his work in practical philosophy, philosophy of
religion, or natural science, so that there will be a high degree of
terminological consistency, at least in dealing with the same subject
matter.

2. Our translators try to avoid sacrificing literalness to readability.
We hope to produce translations that approximate the originals in the
sense that they leave as much of the interpretive work as possible to
the reader.

3. The paragraph, and even more the sentence, is often Kant’s unit
of argument, and one can easily transform what Kant intends as a
continuous argument into a mere series of assertions by breaking up a
sentence so as to make it more readable. Therefore, we try to preserve
Kant’s own divisions of sentences and paragraphs wherever possible.

4. Earlier editions often attempted to improve Kant’s texts on the
basis of controversial conceptions about their proper interpretation. In
our translations, emendation or improvement of the original edition is
kept to the minimum necessary to correct obvious typographical errors.

5. Our editors and translators try to minimize interpretation in
other ways as well, for example, by rigorously segregating Kant’s own
footnotes, the editors’ purely linguistic notes, and their more explana-
tory or informational notes; notes in this last category are treated as
endnotes rather than footnotes.

We have not attempted to standardize completely the format of
individual volumes. Each, however, includes information about the
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context in which Kant wrote the translated works, a German-English
glossary, an English-German glossary, an index, and other aids to
comprehension. The general introduction to each volume includes
an explanation of specific principles of translation and, where neces-
sary, principles of selection of works included in that volume. The
pagination of the standard German edition of Kant’s works, Kant’s
Gesammelte Schriften, edited by the Royal Prussian (later German)
Academy of Sciences (Berlin: Georg Reimer, later Walter de Gruyter
& Co., 1900-), is indicated throughout by means of marginal numbers.
Our aim is to produce a comprehensive edition of Kant’s writings,
embodying and displaying the high standards attained by Kant schol-
arship in the English-speaking world during the second half of the
twentieth century, and serving as both an instrument and a stimulus
for the further development of Kant studies by English-speaking read-
ers in the century to come. Because of our emphasis on literalness of
translation and on information rather than interpretation in editorial
practices, we hope our edition will continue to be usable despite the
inevitable evolution and occasional revolutions in Kant scholarship.

PaurL Guyer
ALLEN W. Woob
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Introduction

ARNULF ZWEIG

Kant’s century cultivated letter-writing as an art form. In an age long
before telephones, letters were often a necessity even for casual com-
munication with friends and neighbors. But many supposedly private
letters were clearly intended for the reading public, and many writers —
scientists, philosophers, biographers, novelists — used the medium of
letters to present their work. Lessing and Lichtenberg published “let-
ters” on art, Euler and Lambert on physics, Reinhold and Schiller on
philosophy and literature. Goethe, F. H. Jacobi, and Rousseau com-
posed Briefromanen, novels in the form of letters, and one of Kant’s
first biographers, R. B. Jachmann, employed the format of “letters to a
friend” to depict Kant’s life and personality. Important literary feuds
and exchanges such as the so-called pantheism controversy between
Moses Mendelssohn and Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi were carried on, at
least in part, in the style of personal correspondence.!

One might therefore expect Kant too to have written his letters with
an eye to posterity, composing them with polished elegance and preci-
sion. But that was not the case. Kant’s private letters were indeed
private.? Most of them were written hastily, often after much procras-
tination, and usually in response to some specific question, obligation,
or business — a recommendation for a student, a letter of introduction
for some traveler, instructions to a publisher,’ sometimes simply a
polite acknowledgment of someone else’s letter a year earlier or an
expression of thanks for a shipment of his favorite carrots and sausages.
Direct, humorless, unadorned by any flights of literary imagination,
the letters seldom manifest any sense of pleasure on the part of their
author, who clearly regarded letter-writing as a chore and a distraction
from more serious work. Though some letters do have significant
philosophical content, on several occasions he explicitly refused to
allow them to be published, even those addressed to a correspondent
of stature such as Moses Mendelssohn or the scientist-philosopher
J. H. Lambert.*

A good many of the extant letters, it must be admitted, are devoid
of philosophical, historical, or biographical interest. Yet a considerable
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number are either philosophically rewarding or fascinating and treas-
urable for non-philosophical reasons. Some show the origin of Kant’s
problems and the evolution of his thinking, the Entstebungsgeschichte or
working out of the Critical Philosophy. Some reveal aspects of Kant’s
personality and character, and that of his contemporaries. Others, im-
portant for an understanding of Kant’s place in the history of philoso-
phy, show Kant’s response — and sometimes his lack of response - to
questions raised by his disciples and critics. Their questions and astute
criticisms — and misunderstandings ~ often parallel those voiced in our
own times.

Since Kant corresponded with some of the leading thinkers of his
day and with people close to centers of political power and ferment,
his correspondence sometimes provides a perspective not only on phil-
osophical and scientific debates — debates over the possibility of a priori
knowledge, the nature of space, time, and matter, the possibility of
vindicating religious beliefs — but also on important cultural and politi-
cal conflicts of the late eighteenth century: the struggle over religious
censorship, academic freedom, freedom of conscience, and, more gen-
erally, the competition between defenders of “reason” and the Enlight-
enment on the one hand and their various antagonists - political reac-
tionaries, romantic visionaries, religious zealots, and Sturm und Drang
champions of faith and feeling — on the other. Occasionally the letters
offer eyewitness accounts of political tarmoil. A former student writes
to Kant of the chaos he sees in his travels through France, a year after
the fall of the Bastille;’ another reports on the marital and spiritualist
escapades of Friedrich Wilhelm II in Berlin.® We observe also the
embattled enlighteners’ frustration and loss of power in the last decade
of the eighteenth century, under pressure from religious zealots, polit-
cal reactionaries, and young romantics committed to “the disease of
feeling,”” or to what Kant derides as Schwirmerei.?

I. THE LETTERS

History of the Letters’ Publication®

Ignoring his wishes, Kant’s friends and disciples began to gather up
and publish his letters almost from the moment of his death, and the
task of assembling and editing them continued for over a century.
Kant’s friend L. E. Borowski included a few letters in his 1804 biogra-
phy,'® as did F. T. Rink, Kant’s erstwhile dinner companion and editor
of some of his lectures.!! A colleague of Kant’s in Dorpat, G. B. Jische,
who edited and published Kant’s lectures on logic in 1800, attempted
to recover Kant’s letters from various correspondents, asking that they
be sent to Kant’s publisher Nicolovius in Konigsberg. But these letters
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did not appear in print until Karl Morgenstern obtained Jische’s col-
lection and published some of it in the Dérptischen Beitriigen. Others in
the nineteenth century brought out partial collections, e.g., F. Sintenis
in the Altpreufische Monatsschrift. in 1878. A study of Kant’s remarkable
correspondence with Maria von Herbert — remarkable for its human
interest and for Kant’s moralizing — appeared there in 187¢. Kant’s
correspondence with one of his ablest students, J.S. Beck, letters
which, along with Kant’s letters to Marcus Herz, contain the deepest
philosophical discussions to be found in the correspondence, was pub-
lished by Reicke, Dilthey, and Diederichs in 1885.12

In 1900, the Prussian Academy (Koniglich Preufischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, abbreviated “Ak.” in this volume) published the first
two volumes of what we refer to as the Akademie edition of Kant’s
Briefwechsel. A third volume appeared in 19o2. Since Reicke, the editor,
died in 1905, the preparation of a fourth volume, containing explana-
tory notes, alternative drafts, and a truly impressive amount of back-
ground material, the volume which was to become Volume 13 of the
complete Akademie edition, was taken over by Paul Menzer and Rose
Burger. These scholars worked for the succeeding two decades until,
in 1922, they were able to bring out all four volumes, Ak. 10-13,
including additional letters that had come to light after the 1910 print-
ing.13

While acknowledging that the publication of Kant’s letters, espe-
cially those disclosing intimate personal matters (such as Kant’s diges-
tive problems and constipation or his unflattering opinions about sup-
posedly close friends) would not have met with Kant’s approval, the
editors of the Akademie edition, aiming at scholarly exhaustiveness,
included every available letter, draft, or scrap of correspondence they
could find. The resulting Volumes 10-13 of the Akademie edition
contain over 2200 pages, 9o3 letters or fragments of letters, 288 from
Kant, 621 to Kant, and over 600 pages of explanatory notes. It is this
1922 edition that is the principal source for the present translation,'*
as it was for the translator/editor’s 1967 anthology, Kant’s Philosophical
Correspondence: 1759—99.

The Selection of Letters

The present collection more than doubles the number of letters in the
editor/translator’s earlier volume."s The collection aims to include all
letters from Kant that have substantial philosophical content along
with most of the letters addressed to Kant that are philosophically
noteworthy. In addition to the correspondence with Herz and Beck
already mentioned, the most important letters of strictly philosophical
interest from Kant are those addressed to Johann Caspar Lavater,
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Johann Schultz, Karl Leonhard Reinhold, Christian Gottfried Schiitz,
and Johann Heinrich Tieftrunk. Letters to Kant, from these and some
other correspondents, show how Kant’s doctrines and arguments were
understood or misunderstood. Some letters have been included because
they reveal strikingly and sometimes amusingly the joys and sorrows of
academic life in Kant’s day — not so different from our own - its fads,
academic rivalries, competition for students and promotions, etc. We
see Kant’s students, worshipful disciples, and hostile critics as they
reveal themselves or are gossiped about by their peers. Some letters,
from strangers, show how Kant was perceived — often reverentially, but
sometimes belligerently — by readers who were not necessarily scholars
or philosophers. Jung-Stilling, for example, renowned as a cataract
surgeon and writer of devotional poetry, thanks Kant for restoring his
religious faith and saving him from the despair engendered by deter-
minism, while another physician, Samuel Collenbusch, challenges Kant
to explain how his moral philosophy differs from that of the Devil!

A few of the people who make an appearance in these letters are
familiar names in the history of philosophy: Fichte, Herder, and Moses
Mendelssohn, for example. Others, such as J. S. Beck, Hamann, and
Lambert, were also significant thinkers in their own right. Some im-
portant literary contemporaries of Kant — Goethe, for example — are
not represented at all, while others such as Wieland and Schiller did
correspond.with Kant but only in businesslike tones. Many correspon-
dents — Maria von Herbert, Marcus Herz, Salomon Maimon, Carl
Leonhard Reinhold, Johann Schultz, to mention only a few, might well
be forgotten but for their connection to Kant. Quite apart from their
philosophical importance or unimportance, however, they are interest-
ing thinkers and interesting people — some of them blessed or cursed
with lives and thoughts full of drama and spiritual turbulence, some-
thing that cannot be said of Kant’s own. Letters from or about promi-
nent intellectual and literary figures — Jung-Stilling, Lavater, Sophie
Mereau, Swedenborg, Jacobi, Lichtenberg, Kistner, various members
of the Berlin Academy — enable us to see Kant in the context of the
cultural life of his era.

Otto Schondorffer remarked in his Preface to the Philosophische Bib-
liothek collection of Kant’s letters, “Every selection has something sub-
jective about it.”'6 Schéndorffer was explaining his own choice of let-
ters from the Akademie edition, but his observation holds for the
present collection as well. Not all of the letters selected here can be
justified as “objectively” significant. The editor’s “subjectivity” shows
itself in the inclusion of some letters and persons — e.g., a business
letter asking that the Jew Isaac Euchel be permitted to teach Hebrew
at the university, a letter from Kant’s sister-in-law thanking him for his
gift of an instructional book on housewifery, a letter from the poet
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Sophie Mereau, soliciting Kant’s contribution to a new literary journal
— that may be intrinsically unimportant and were very likely deemed
unimportant by Kant himself. Yet these seemingly trivial letters, and
some offhand remarks by Kant in other letters, are of interest to a late
twentieth-century reader for reasons that Kant and his contemporaries
could not have foreseen: they tell us something about the equivocal
position of women and Jews in the “enlightened” Prussia of Kant’s
time, the mixture of tolerance, paternalism, and contempt for them
displayed by Kant, his friends, and his opponents.'” A casual anti-
Semitic comment by Kant, on the one hand, his affection for Marcus
Herz and recommendation of Euchel, on the other, point unwittingly
to Kant’s own inconsistent attitudes toward the Jews he encountered:
respect for emancipated, “enlightened” Jews (as long as they remained
appropriately deferential) but disdain and repugnance for the assertive
Jew whose academic or commercial ambitions, allegiance to orthodox
religious practices, or lack of civility makes him “the vampire of soci-
ety.”'® Letters, biographical sketches, and editorial notes concerning
Jewish intellectuals such as Mendelssohn, Herz, Maimon and Euchel,
as well as non-Jews who supported or mocked them — the philo-Semitic
Eberhard on the one hand, the anti-Semitic Lavater on the other — are
historically and in a broad sense philosophically interesting, quite apart
from their metaphysical and epistemological discussions, especially to
a post-Holocaust reader.

Some letters, trivial or routine in themselves, reveal something
about the status of women in Kant’s thinking and in Kant’s world.
Sophie Mereau and Maria von Herbert are not important names in the
history of philosophy, but their letters — and Kant’s reaction to them —
are moving and revealing. We observe or can infer Kant’s ambivalence
about the advancement of women, especially intellectual, imaginative
women, an ambivalence surprising in a philosopher renowned for
championing universal “respect for persons.” We see also, especially in
his letter to Maria Herbert, what Kant really respects and values in
human beings and in human life. The insights into Kant’s Weltanschau-
ung that we obtain from these letters are not perhaps different from
those we could distill from his ethical writings, but here they are
presented in concrete, personal terms, as one human being speaking to
another.

II. KANT’'S LIFE AND CAREER

Kant’s Family

Kant was born on April 22, 1724, in Konigsberg, East Prussia, a city
now under Russian rule and renamed Kaliningrad. His family, stem-
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ming originally from Scotland, was poor but not destitute: Kant’s
father was a harnessmaker. His contribution to Kant’s early education
was an insistence on work, honesty, and especially the avoidance of
lies. Kant’s mother played perhaps a more active role in his upbringing,
inspiring a respect for his parents’ religion — a version of Pietism that
rejected the intellectualism, formal ceremonies, and devotional obser-
vances of orthodox Lutheranism!® and instead encouraged prayer,
moral earnestmess, and the seeking of a personal, heartfelt relation to
God through a conversion experience or “rebirth” that would trans-
form one’s life. Though Kant’s attitude toward Pietism became at least
ambivalent if not altogether hostile, some of the uncompromising se-
verity of his later moral philosophy, the demand that human beings
strive for “holiness,” must certainly be attributed to Frau Kant’s in-
struction and example. Kant’s family was not an emotionally close one,
at least on his part. As we might expect, the sense of obligation took
the place of warmth. According to his friend and biographer Borowski,
Kant often expressed gratitude and respect for his parents. “Never, not
a single time, did I hear from my parents an improper word, or see
them behave unworthily,” he told Borowski. In a letter to Kant’s
brother, late in their lives (December 17, 1796, Ak. [731]), Kant speaks
of fulfilling the “duty of gratitude” to their parents for the good
upbringing he and his siblings had received.

Kant’s four siblings were all younger than he; an older sister, Regina
Dorothea, born 1719, is listed in the family album but nothing further
is known of her. The three remaining sisters supported themselves as
servants until they married. The oldest, Maria Elisabeth, born January
2, 1727, married a shoemaker named Christian Kréhnert. He divorced
her in 1768, whereupon Kant supported her with an annual stipend
until her death in the summer of 1796. She was for many years an
invalid. On her death, Kant doubled this stipend, to provide for her
children and grandchildren. Another sister, Anna Luise, born February
1730, died in January 1774. Her husband, Johann Christoph Schultz,
was a toolmaker. Kant’s youngest sister, Katharina Barbara, born Sep-
tember 1731, was married to a wigmaker named Teyer or Theuer. She
died in 1807, having been well maintained by Kant in an old people’s
home, St. Georgs-hospital, for fifteen years. One biographer reports
that she was a capable woman who helped take care of Kant in his last
days. All the sisters appear to have been illiterate (they signed their
names with an X). Kant had little to do with them and did not often
speak of them, though they lived in the same town.?® Their “lack of
culture” made conversation unsatisfactory to him, though, according
to his biographers, he was not ashamed of them. (He may have been
angered, Karl Vorlinder conjectures, at their demanding more support
from him, in the early years of his professorship, than he could supply.)
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Nor was Kant ever close to his brother, Johann Heinrich Kant (1735-
1800). An early letter from him?' chides Kant for not answering his
letters. He tells Kant that he is going to write his own answer and send
it to Kant for Kant’s signature!

Johann Heinrich, from whom we have several letters, attended the
university and became a private tutor in Kurland, then rector of a
school in Mitau, 1775, and, in 1781, a county pastor in Altrahden. His
letters give us a nice picture of what that sort of life was like. He and
his wife, Maria, née Havemann, had five children. Although Kant seems
never to have met his sister-in-law or her children, he left them a
generous legacy. (He had earlier given 100 thaler to each of Kronert’s
children on the occasion of their marriages.)

Kant’s Education and Early Career

Very litde of Kant’s early life and thinking can be inferred from the
correspondence, but we have the reports of his friends and first biog-
raphers to provide a sketch.?? In 1732, when Kant was eight years old,
he was enrolled in the Collegium Fridericianum, where, his mother
hoped, young boys were taught to be not only clever but pious. He
remained until 1740 when he entered the university. The Latin in-
struction that he received at the Fridericianum must have been excel-
lent: Kant enjoyed reciting various Roman poets and essayists from
memory throughout his life. The rigorous religiosity of his teachers at
the Fridericianum, on the other hand, left him with an aversion to
organized religion that also remained a permanent part of his character.
He vowed he would never set foot inside a church again, once he had
graduated, and he seems to have kept this promise.

The director of the Fridericianum at that time, Franz Albert
Schultz, a follower of Christian Wolff, was also the Kant family’s
pastor. He became Kant’s patron, enabling him to attend the univer-
sity. Notwithstanding Kant’s dislike of church services, Kant initially
enrolled as a theology student, and he at least toyed with the idea of
becoming a pastor. According to Borowski (in the biographical sketch
that Kant himself read and generally approved) it was “weakness of his
chest” that discouraged him from such a career. (How serendipitous
for the history of philosophy that sermons required more lung power
than did lectures on epistemology!) Kant’s most important teacher at
the umiversity was another Wolffian, Martin Knutzen, who taught him
philosophy and mathematics and introduced him to the works of New-
ton. Kant also heard physics lectures from an ecclesiastical administra-
tor named Teske.?

For several years prior to his final examinations and certification as
a university lecturer, Kant’s impoverished circumstances forced him to
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take positions as private tutor in various households in and near Ké-
nigsberg. In 1755, he received his promotion to “Magister,” the Pri-
vatdozent status that licensed him to lecture but, apart from students’
fees, carried no salary. He supported himself by offering lectures on
logic, metaphysics, physics, mathematics, as well as natural law, ethics,
natural theology, anthropology (psychology), and physical geography.
We can infer how depressing this teaching schedule, and Kant’s pov-
erty, must have been to him from a remark in his letter to his friend
Lindner, October 28, 1759, Ak. [13]: “. .. I sit daily at the anvil of my
lectern and guide the heavy hammer of my repetitious lectures, always
beating out the same rhythm. Now and then I am sdrred up some-
where by a nobler inclination, a desire to extend myself somewhat
beyond this narrow sphere; but the blustering voice of Need immedi-
ately attacks me and, always truthful in its threats, drives me back to
hard work without delay...I make do finally with the applause I
receive and the benefits I derive from that, dreaming my life away.”

But for the so-called silent decade of 1770 to 1781, when Kant was
at work on the Critique of Pure Reason, the list of his publications grew
steadily from 1754 onwards (his first published essay was “Thoughts
on the True Estimaton of Living Forces,” 1747). Yet Kant remained
a lowly instructor for fifteen years. He applied for various professor-
ships but would not consider positions away from Konigsberg. On the
death of Martin Knutzen in 1756, Kant sought unsuccessfully to as-
sume his teacher’s position, Extraordinarius (i.e., associate professor) of
philosophy. In 1758 the professor of logic and metaphysics died, but
his position went to Friedrich Johann Buck, a more senior Privatdozent
than Kant. Kant might have had the professorship of poetry, vacated
by a death in 1764 - officials in Berlin inquired whether he was inter-
ested — but Kant felt that this was not his proper subject. While waiting
for the philosophy professorship he coveted, Kant took a job as assis-
tant librarian of the royal library in order to supplement his modest
income. Finally, in 1770, Buck vacated his chair in philosophy to
become Professor of Mathematics, and Kant, at age 46, received the
appointment, Professor of Logic and metaphysics.?* A year earlier, in
1759, Kant had received his first offer of a philosophy professorship,
but it came from Erlangen, not Konigsberg.?® The notes to Kant’s
reply to Suckow? (who had submitted the offer), provide the details of
Erlangen’s offer and of Kant’s efforts to obtain the Konigsberg ap-
pointment. Kant gives various reasons for his rejecting Erlangen: his
anticipating a position at home, his ties to his hometown and his circle
of friends and acquaintances, his concern about his weak health and his
need for physical and psychological repose, best found in his old home.
One additional reason is offered: his aversion to change.

We hear him speak again of his reluctance to move in a letter to
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Marcus Herz, April 1778, Ak. [134], some years after his promotion to
professor. Kant writes, “All change frightens me . ..” The phrase oc-
curs in the course of an insightful, even poetic account of his own
character and temperament: “You know that I am not much moved by
the thought of profit and applause on some grand stage. A peaceful
situation that just satisfies my need for a variable diet of work, reflec-
tion and social intercourse, a situation in which my spirit, hypersensi-
tive but in other respects carefree, and my body, more troublesome but
never actually sick, can both be kept busy without being strained - that
is all T have wanted and that is what I have managed to obtain. All
change frightens me, even one that might offer the greatest prospect
of improvement in my circumstances. And I think I must obey this
instinct of my nature if I am to spin out to greater length the thin and
delicate thread of life which the Fates have spun for me.”?’

Kant’s academic life during his remaining 34 years was, in contrast
to his philosophical career, routine. Relieved of financial hardship, he
gave up his post as librarian in 1772. In 1780 he was elected to mem-
bership in the academic senate. At various times, whenever it was his
turn, he served as dean or Dekan of the philosophical facuity. In 1786
and again in 1788 he became rector of the university, a position full of
tedious distractions from the thinking and writing that constituted his
real vocation. Academic honors came to him, but so too did reproaches
and denunciadons. In 1787 the Royal Academy of Sciences in Berlin,
which had recognized him as early as 1763 by awarding him second
prize, after Moses Mendelssohn, for his Inquiry concerning the Distinct-
ness of the Principles of Natural Theology and of Morals, made Kant a
corresponding member of the Academy. Ten years later, the Russian
Royal Academy of Sciences, in St. Petersburg, did the same, as did the
Accademia Italiana di Scienze, Lettere ed Arti in Siena in 1798. But in
Marburg a Kabinettsordre was issued, August, 29, 1786, forbidding lec-
tures on Kant’s philosophy in the university there? and from Berlin, in
October 1794, a command from Friedrich Wilhelm II condemning
Kant’s teaching and publishing on religion.?” The order accuses Kant
of “misusing his philosophy to distort and disparage many of the
cardinal and foundational teachings of the Holy Scriptures and of
Christianity,” and names Kant’s book, Religion within the Limits of
Reason Alone, as especially pernicious. On October 14, 1795, the King,
or rather his ministers Woliner and Hillmer, issued an order to the
academic senate in Konigsberg forbidding all professors to lecture on
Kant’s book.

With the death of Friedrich Wilhelm II in November 1797, Kant
felt himself released from his promise to conform to the censorship
edict. Promise keeping and obedience to authority were always two of
his firmly held principles, but, perhaps disingenuously, he found a way
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of interpreting his own words, “as your Majesty’s most loyal subject,”
that, whether sincere or not, overcame whatever misgivings he may
have had about again publicizing his views. The promise of obedience,
Kant claimed, had been a personal one, made to an individual, not to
the world. The previously censured work, Religion within the Limits of
Reason Alone, had appeared in 1793, a second edition, with a new
preface and many added notes, in 1794. Now Kant could publish his
final thoughts on religion,*® in The Conflict of the Faculties, published in
the fall of 17¢8.

I11. LETTERS BEFORE THE CRITIQUE OF
PURE REASON

Letters up to the Inaugural Dissertation

Kant’s letters before 1770 do not discuss his writings very much,
though some are at least mentioned. His early publications included a
number of scientific essays, the most famous of which is the Allgemeine
Naturgeschichte und Theorie des Himmels, (Universal natural history and
theory of the heavens, 1755) that anticipated Laplace’s nebular hypoth-
esis by 41 years.’! Kant’s “Only Possible Argument in Support of a
Demonstration of the Existence of God,”?? the informal “Observations
on the feeling of the beautiful and the sublime,” and the ant-
Swedenborg Dreams of a Spirit-Seer,** 1766, aroused the attention of
the Popularphilosopben in Berlin. Less so his essay on the concept of
negative magnitudes, 1763, but his essay on the different methodolo-
gies required by metaphysics and mathematics, “Inquiry concerning
the distinctness of the principles of natural theology and morality,”
was recognized by the Berlin Royal Academy as almost as worthy as
Mendelssohn’s prize-winning essay. While the correspondence before
1770 tells us little about Kant’s philosophical development — for that
one must read his letters to Marcus Herz from 1772 onward - there
are interesting exchanges with J. G. Herder and J. H. Lambert, the
former foreshadowing Herder’s subsequent alienation from his teacher,
the latter disclosing Kant and Lambert’s shared interests in the reform
of metaphysics and a certain commonality of approach to this project.
Herder, who had revered Kant while auditing his lectures, shows that
he is already at odds with the sober, unemotionally cool disposition of
his mentor, and Kant shows how little he appreciates the younger
man’s restless, independent mind. In his letter to Herder, Kant also
mentions making progress on “the metaphysics of morals,” a work
Kant hoped to complete within a year. (In fact Kant’s Groundwork to
the Metaphysics of Morals did not appear until 1785, the Metaphysics of
Morals not until 1797.)
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Other letters of this period that deserve attention are Kant’s letter
concerning Swedenborg, addressed to a Friulein von Knobloch, and
Kant’s exchanges with Mendelssohn and Hamann. There is also a
tantalizing note from a certain Frau Maria Charlotta Jacobi, June 12,
1762, hinting very faintly at romance; she and her girlfriend send Kant
a kiss and she suggests that Kant may “wind her watch” the next time
they meet — a remark that has led at least one scholar to conjecture
that Kant may not have been totally chaste throughout his eighty
years.’® The letter to Friulein von Knobloch, in 1763, Ak. [29], con-
tains some amusing anecdotes concerning Swedenborg’s alleged feats
of clairvoyance and communication with ghosts, together with Kant’s
not entirely skeptical comments on these stories. The letter is signifi-
cantly different in tone from Kant’s Dreams of a Spirit-Seer explained by
Dreams of Metaphysics (1766, Ak.2: 354 hl ft.), which mocks the spiritu-
alist claims that Kant, in this letter, seems to take seriously.

Lambert

J. H. Lambert (1728-77) was a mathematician, physicist, and philoso-
pher whose renown, at the time of his correspondence, exceeded that
of Kant. A member of the Berlin Academy, Lambert, in his Cosmological
Letters (1761), supported an astronomical theory somewhat similar to
that of Kant’s Allgemeine Naturgeschichte und Theorie des Himmels (Gen-
eral natural history and theory of the heavens, 1755).>” Lambert’s New
Organon, his philosophy of science, appeared in 1764. In his first letter
to Kant, November 13, 1765, Ak. [33], he takes note of their common
interests and the similarity of their ideas in philosophy and in science.
Lambert here makes mention of the need for “an analysis of the
elements of human knowledge,” which should discuss “the universal
and necessary possibilities of synthesizing and uniting of simple con-
cepts.” He had read Kant’s essay “Only Possible Proof of the Existence
of God” (1763) and knew that Kant was working on a reconstruction
of the methodology for metaphysics analogous to one that he him-
self advocated. Lambert suggests that they exchange letters on their
research, a proposal which must have flattered Kant (who called
Lambert “the greatest genius in Germany”), for he replied to Lambert
with unusual alacrity. Lambert’s letter is amusing also for its unchari-
table observations on Greek scholars, antiquarians, art critics, and lit-
erati.

Kant’s reply self-confidently announces that he has finally found
“the proper method for metaphysics and thereby also for the whole of
philosophy,” but he says that he is not yet prepared to publish his
findings for, as he candidly admits, he lacks examples of propositions
that can be demonstrated by means of this method. He has therefore
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put aside the project in order to devote himself to other essays, the
subject of two of these being the metaphysical foundations of natural
philosophy and the metaphysical foundations of practical philosophy.*
Lambert awaited these books impatiently, as he states in his next letter,
but as it turned out, in vain. We can only guess what Kant had in mind
in 1765, though many scholars regard this as the beginning of Kant’s
investigations leading to the Critique of Pure Reason. It becomes clear
that the discovery of the problem to which Kant’s letter of 1772 to
Herz is devoted was one cause case of Kant’s repeated postponement
of his project, though undoubtedly the heavy burden of his teaching
duties (Kant lectured up to 28 hours a week, in addition to private
seminars) was also important.

Lambert’s reply, February 3, 1766, Ak. [37], describes his own views
on methodology at considerable length, utilizing the distinction be-
tween “formal” and “material” cognitions, a distinction that became
an important part of Kant’s analysis of metaphysics in the Inaugural
Dissertation (1770) and also in his later critical writings. Formal cog-
nitions, Lambert suggests, are expressed in “simple concepts” a priori;
they are concerned only with the organization of non-formal or mate-
rial knowledge. Complex, synthesized concepts must be derived from
simple concepts. The latter type of concepts, such as space and time,
requires direct acquaintance, that is, intuition. The extent of Kant’s
indebtedness to Lambert is expressed in his letter to Bernoulli, No-
vember 16, 1781, Ak. [172].

Hamann

Kant’s correspondence with J. G. Hamann (1730-88) does not discuss
any technical issues of metaphysics or epistemology but reveals very
strikingly the clashing Weltanschauungen of these philosophers. Ha-
mann, the “wizard (or Magus) of the North” as he was called, was the
most improbable friend one could imagine for Kant. Passionate, mys-
tical, intellectually and physically untidy, he was the antithesis of all
that Kant and the Enlightenment represented. His flamboyant style of
writing is a language all its own, using a veritable stream of conscious-
ness technique full of classical and biblical allusions along with copious,
often brilliant neologisms. Though at one time a deist, Hamann had
undergone a sudden conversion and become an intensely fundamental-
ist “born again” Christian.** The long letter of July 27, 1759, expresses
Hamann’s’ stonishment, rage, and amusement at the efforts of Kant
and J. C. Berens, a longtime friend of Hamann’s, to convert him away
from his new faith back to what these men regarded as rational deism.
It is a brilliant letter, powerful and sarcastic, and, like several of his
other letters, probably intended for publication.

12



Introduction

Less theatrical but no less entertaining is Hamann’s second letter of
1759, Ak. [14 and 15], and the circumstances that prompted it are again
interesting for what they reveal about both Hamann and Kant. Appar-
ently the two men had discussed collaborating on a natural science
textbook for children.* Hamann lampoons the idea that Kant is capa-
ble of such a project and argues that a book by a philosopher, written
for children, would have to be as ostensibly simple and babbling as a
book by God, written for mere human beings. Hamann suggests that
the best way to teach physics is to follow the biblical account of
creation, presenting physical phenomena with a view to showing their
divine origin. This suggestion could hardly have pleased Kant, and it
is not surprising that he failed to reply to this or to Hamann’s subse-
quent effusions on the subject.

Kant’s only extant letters to Hamann were written in 1774. They
contain a discussion of Herder’s Alteste Urkunde des Menschengeschlechts
The most ancient document of the human race, 1774) that appeared
anonymously in that year. The main topic debated in these letters is
Herder’s intention in discussing the occurrence of common symbols
in both the biblical account of creaton and the literature of pagan
antiquity, and Herder’s claim that this concurrence reflected God’s
effort to instruct the human race. As Frederick Beiser has pointed out,
the issue of the divine versus human origin of language, a debate
underlying this exchange of letters, is one that parallels in a way a
contemporary topic of interest in the philosophy of language and of
mind, viz., the issue of pre-linguistic knowledge and whether the
human mlnd is simply a part of nature, its activity subject to phy51cal
laws. Herder’s essay, Uber den Ursprung der Sprache, won first prize in
the Berlin Akademie of Sciences competition, 1769, on the question
whether human beings, left to their natural powers, could invent
language. Herder is opposed to Hamann’s supernaturalism; the use of
reason, Herder maintained, is natural to human beings, and since
reasoning requires language, the creation of language must be natural
as well. In order to understand God’s “instruction” (which Hamann
defends as the correct explanation of our linguistic abilities) we would
already have to possess language.* Though they differ with each other,
Hamann and Kant are both opposed to Herder’s naturalistic theory of
language (and mind).*

Besides Hamann’s colorful discussion of a possible collaboration on
a children’s science book, his letters also include some academic gossip.
Hamann scoffs at the promotion of a man of dubious piety — he calls
him a “Roman-apostolic-catholic-heretic-Crypto-Jesuit” — to the pro-
fessorship of theology. It is amusing also to read Kant’s plea at the
conclusion of his letter of April 6, 1774, Ak. [86], asking Hamann to
communicate his further ideas “if possible, in the language of men. For
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I, poor earthling that I am, have not been properly trained to under-
stand the divine language of an Intuitive Reason.”

Mendelssobn and the “Popular Philosophers”

Moses Mendelssohn (1729-86) was the most distinguished of the so-
called Popular Philosophers of the German Enlightenment. A group
of somewhat unsystematic intellectuals, more or less Leibnizian in
outlook though often opposed to learned discourse and technical ar-
guments, they preferred to appeal instead to “common sense,” the
gesunder Menschenverstand, or healthy human understanding. The men
usually included under this heading were J. G. H. Feder, C. Meiners,
C. Garve, J.J. Engel, C. F. Nicolai, and J. E. Biester. Feder and Mei-
ners taught at Gottingen, where they later founded the Philosophische
Bibliothek, a journal specifically devoted to combating Kant’s critical
philosophy. The journal survived only four volumes. Garve, evidently
a more sensitive man than his collaborator Feder (Garve’s letters to
Kant are genuinely moving), worked in Breslau. It was Garve’s review
of the Critique of Pure Reason that provoked Kant’s wrath and stimu-
lated him to write certain parts of the Prolegomena to Any Future Meta-
physics (the appendix of that work refers to the review). The review had
been edited and somewhat distorted by Feder before its publication in
January 1782, in the Gittinger Gelebrte Anzeigen. Nicolai, a friend of
Mendelssohn’s and of Lessing’s, was editor of the Bibliothek der schinen
Wissenschaften (1757-58), then of the Briefe, die neueste Litteratur betre-
fend (1759—65) and, most important, of the Allgemeine deutsche Bibliothek
(1765-1805), a propaganda organ of the Enlightenment. Opposed to
prejudice, superstition, orthodoxy, pietism, mysticism, and Jesuitism,
Nicolai was, for all his zeal, platitudinous and shallow. Kant, who was
for a time on cool but friendly terms with him, directed one of his last
essays, Uber die Buchmacherei (On turning out books, 1798),% against
him, and Nicolai also became a target for Fichte, Goethe, and Schiller.
Biester, who published the Berliner (or Beriinische) Monatsschrift, to
which Kant contributed, was secretary to the minister of education,
von Zedlitz, as well as librarian of the Royal Library in Berlin. As one
of Kant’s chief ambassadors in the Prussian capital, his correspondence
with Kant during the period 1792-94 tells us much about Kant’s diffi-
culties with the censorship of liberal religious views. The French Rev-
olution is also touched on in these letters.

Of all these men, it was Mendelssohn for whom Kant had the
greatest respect and affection. Unlike most of the popular philoso-
phers, Mendelssohn did not disdain careful arguments and rigorous
demonstration. Like Kant, he deplored the fall of philosophy, once the
“queen of the sciences,” to the shabby status of a facile, diverting parlor

14



Introduction

game. In 1763, Mendelssohn and Kant competed for the Berlin Acad-
emy Prize. As mentioned, Mendelssohn’s entry, “Treatise on Evidence
in the Metaphysical Sciences,” won the prize, but the judges also
praised Kant’s essay, “Inquiry into the Distinctness of the Fundamental
Principles of Natural Theology and Morals” (“Untersuchung iiber die
Deutlichkeit der Grundsitze der natiirlichen Theologie und der Mo-
ral”) and the two works were to have been published together. The
assigned topic of the competition was the question: “Whether meta-
physical truths generally, and in particular the fundamental principles
of natural theology and morals, are capable of proofs as distinct as
those of geometry.” Mendelssohn maintained that metaphysics can be
as certain as geometry, though it is not as easily comprehended. Kant
insisted that there are fundamental differences between metaphysics
and mathematics, especially with regard to the role of definition or
concept formation. Mathematics arrives at its concepts synthetically,
from definitions; its concepts are constructed figures, from which we
can derive only what we have originally put into them.* Validity is
here independent of what exists in nature. Philosophy, however, cannot
produce its own objects but must take them as given and try to see
them as they are. Definitions are thus the end of philosophy rather
than the beginning. “Metaphysics is without doubt the most difficult
of human insights; but none has ever been written.”

Kant’s disagreement with Mendelssohn did not inhibit the start of a
warm friendship. Mendelssohn must have written a cordial letter early
in 1766 to which Kant’s letter of February 7, Ak. [38], is a reply. In
this letter he expresses his pleasure at the prospect of a correspondence
with Mendelssohn, chats about a Jewish student whom Mendelssohn
had recommended to Kant, and asks Mendelssohn to forward copies of
his Dreams of a Spirit-Seer to various people (including Lambert). Kant
refers to the book as “einige Triumerey” (some reveries) and adds: “It
is, as it were, a casual piece, containing not so much a working out of
such questions as a hasty sketch of the way they should be treated.”

Evidently the work estranged Mendelssohn by what the latter took
to be an insincere tone, “between jest and earnest.” In his answer to
Mendelssohn (the latter’s critical letter is not extant), April 8, 1766,
Ak. [39], Kant forcefully defends his own character. In addition to this
extended self-evaluation, unique in Kant’s writings, he also indicates
his view of the worth of current metaphysics, whose “chimerical in-
sights” lead to folly and error. An exposure of dogmatism is needed,
says Kant, an organon, on which he is now at work. Kant speaks of
having already reached “important insights” that will define the proper
procedure for metaphysics.

The discussion of the soul, in Kant’s letter, gives us a brief statement
of his position in Dreams of a Spirit-Seer. He seems to embrace a mind-
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body (or spirit-matter) dualism here, for he says that he is interested in
the relationship of material and spiritual substances though not opti-
mistic about solving the metaphysical problems concerning their inter-
action. What are the powers of spiritual substances, he asks, and how
are we to discover the precise way in which souls are joined to material
substances? Our philosophical fabrications are completely unhindered
by any data when we discuss theories that purport to answer these
questions. Kant suggests that there are matters (birth, life, and death
are his examples) that we can never hope to understand by means of
reason. The main theme of the Dreams of a Spirit-Seer, to which Kant
refers in this letter, is the parallel between the dreams and visions of
Swedenborg, on the one hand, and the speculations of supposedly
scientific metaphysicians, on the other. Kant tries to show how a clever
manipulation of concepts can produce ostensible knowledge of the
supersensible. He argues that such structures are mere airy possibilities
of thought, undeserving of serious attention. The metaphysician’s the-
ories are “dreams of reason,” whereas those of the spirit-seer are
“dreams of sensation.” He writes: “I do not know whether there are
spirits; yes, what is more, I do not even know what the word ‘spirit’
means.” Philosophy “excites the suspicion that it is found in bad com-
pany”’ when serious efforts are devoted to explaining fantastic stories.

Kant’s defladonary attitude toward traditional metaphysics, as
shown in this work and in the letter to Mendelssohn, was, in 1766,
quite close to Hume’s. The philosopher’s task should be to survey the
nature and limits of our cognitive powers. Speculative metaphysics
offers no possibility of scientific certainty, its principles being based on
mere wish fulfillment. The tone of the critical philosophy is there,
though Kant had not yet developed the major theses, nor even formu-
lated the main questions, of the Critigue of Pure Reason.

Kant’s Position in the Dissertation of 1770

In 1770, having received his long awaited professorship, Kant sent
copies of his Inaugural Dissertation, The Form and Principles of the
Sensible and Intelligible Worlds, to various scholars whose opinions he
respected, among them Lambert and Mendelssohn.* In the accompa-
nying letter to Lambert, Kant states some of the main theses of the
dissertation. Again, Kant is concerned with the need for a transforma-
tion of metaphysics, a program that the separation of non-empirical
from empirical principles will help to realize. His position at this time,
partly influenced by Leibniz’s Nowveaux Essais (1765), involved the
separation of a “sense world” and an “intellectual world,” with a cor-
responding schism in the structure of our cognitive faculties. In order
to reconcile the independence of mathematics from experience with
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the applicability of mathematics to reality, Kant propounds the theory
that space and time are forms of intuition, invariant characteristics of
immediate experience.* This is essentially the position taken in the
Transcendental Aesthetic section of the Critigue of Pure Reason. The
Newtonian view, that space and time are “real beings” existing inde-
pendently of objects, events, and observers, Kant argued, makes unin-
telligible how geometry (the science of space) can be known a priori to
be valid for everything in space and time. Geometry, on Newton’s view
of space, would have to have the status of a merely empirical science.
Ultimately, Kant attempts to mediate between this absolute theory of
space and time and the theory of Leibniz. Though independent of
what fills them, space and time are not independent of knowing minds.
But Kant believed the consequence of his theory — that space and time
are supplied by our own faculty of sensibility — to be that the objects
that we perceive in space and time are only phenomenal representa-
tions of noumenal realities, and such noumenal entities, if they are to
be known at all, would have to be reached by some non-empirical
means, viz., pure thought. Thus we have two “worlds”: the world of
our sensibility is “appearance,” and that of our understanding is genu-
ine, “intelligible” reality. As against Leibniz, the distinction between
sensibility and understanding is made to be one of kind and not of
degree — sensibility is passive; the understanding is active or “sponta-
neous.” In addition, along with the Platonic distinction of two worlds,
Kant followed Leibniz in assuming that the categories or non-empirical
concepts of the intellect (causality, substance, necessity, and so on)
have not only a “logical use,” that is, in the organization of experience,
but also a “real use,” in which they provide knowledge of the world of
true Being.

It is this “dogmatic” position (in contrast to the skeptical view of
metaphysics in Dreams of a Spirit-Seer) against which Kant reacted in
the decade between 1770 and the appearance of the Critique of Pure
Reason in 1781. The change in his thinking is recorded primarily in
Kant’s letters to Marcus Herz, his friend, physician, and former stu-
dent. Along with Kant’s later correspondence with his apostatic disci-
ples, these letters comprise perhaps the most significant philosophical
material to be found in Kant’s letters.#’

Although the dissertation in 1770 certified Kant’s standing as a
major philosopher, the correspondence with Lambert and Mendels-
sohn in that year discloses the difficulties that even highly competent
philosophers had in accepting Kant’s theory of space and time.* As
already noted, Kant held them to be “forms of intuition,” neither
attributable to the world apart from human modes of perception nor
merely illusory. But Kant’s word, Erscheinung (appearance), turns out
to mislead even Lambert into thinking that Kant meant to reduce
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empirical objects to Schein, ‘illusion,” — as generations of readers after
Lambert have been similarly misled.

Herz and the Letter of 1772

Herz studied in Konigsberg from 1755 to 1770 and acted as “respon-
dent” or “public defender” for Kant’s Inaugural Dissertation, a choice
indicative of Kant’s respect for him. After studying medicine in Halle,
Herz returned to Berlin to begin his medical practice. By 1776, he was
also giving public lectures on the philosophy of Kant; several letters of
1778 deal with Herz’s request for lecture notes from Kant. One of the
most distinguished members of Herz’s audience was von Zedlitz, the
minister of spiritual affairs (which included education) to whom Kant
later dedicated the Critique of Pure Reason. But Kant’s confidence in
Herz stemmed not only from the latter’s philosophical talents; Herz
was a physician, and Kant something of a hypochondriac. Most of
Kant’s letters to Herz make mention of symptoms and ailments, some-
times very extensively described, with discussions of possible treat-
ments and requests for advice. Though Kant was never seriously ill, he
constantly complained about his health and the adverse effects of his
indisposition (mainly gastric and intestinal) on his work. (In one of his
last works, The Conflict of the Faculties, Kant blamed his lifelong sickli-
ness on the narrowness of his chest — apparently one of Kant’s favorite
medical diagnoses.)

The letter of February 21, 1772, shows Kant’s thinking at the point
at which the Leibnizian aspects of his theory in the Inaugural Disser-
tation first became suspect to him. Suddenly Kant is troubled by the
uncritical assumption he had made, that categories or “intellectual
representations,” which he had characterized only negatively as “ideas
we employ that are not derived from our experience of objects,” could
nevertheless be supposed to agree with those objects and thus to rep-
resent things as they are. How can concepts that do not produce their
objects (the way God’s thinking might be supposed to produce corre-
sponding objects) and that are not produced in us by the objects to
which they refer (the way empirical concepts purport to do) be appli-
cable a priori to an independent reality? In other words, Kant is asking
for a justification or “deduction” of the “real use” of pure concepts
when those concepts are to apply not simply to mathematical “objects”
that we ourselves construct but to things existing independently of our
minds. He asks how we can know that a concept “‘spontaneously”
created by the mind actually corresponds to anything. Kant says that
he has found a way to classify these basic concepts “following a few
fundamental laws of the understanding” and that in three months he
will be ready with his solution — an extraordinarily sanguine prediction,
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as it turned out. For by the time Kant had completed the Critigue of
Pure Reason, the “recollection of David Hume,” as he characterizes it
in the Introduction to the Prolegomena, had “interrupted [his] dogmatic
slumbers . . .,” and the problem stated as it is in this letter to Herz was
found to be incapable of solution. The categories could not be shown
to agree with the nature of things, if “things” or “facts” — the way the
world is — is taken to mean noumenal entities in a non-empirical world.

Though Kant had not yet arrived at the most distinctive argument
of his critical position, the Transcendental Deduction, he had evidently
reached a form of the table of categories and, more important, a
formulation of what was to become one central problem of the Critique:
how are synthetic a priori judgments possible? Here in the letter to
Herz he mentions the Critigue for the first time by name. It was this
momentous work that took up most of Kant’s attention in the “silent
decade” of the seventies.

Kant published very little between 1770 and 1781, and the number
of letters he wrote is also small. His correspondence with Hamann in
1774 has already been mentioned. A few letters to Herz tell of his
progress or lack of progress on the Critique, along with some very
detailed discussion of his physical debilities, and these letters are not
only biographically important but help us to see how intimate the
friendship of these two men must have been. The correspondence with
Lavater, Basedow, and Wolke, however, presents us with an entirely
different side of Kant’s intellectual interests.

Lavater

J. C. Lavater (1741-1801) was a Swiss poet, theologian, and renowned
physiognomist, a man who influenced Goethe and who was also close
to Hamann. Lavater was an ardent reader of Kant, whom he called his
favorite author, “mein Lieblingsschriftsteller.” His letters to Kant in-
dicate that the literary and learned world was awaiting Kant’s new
writings with great eagerness. “Are you dead to the world?” Lavater
asks. “Why is it that so many scribble who cannot write, while you
who write so well are silent?” Lavater tells Kant that he and his
countrymen are anxious to see the Critigue. In one letter he asks Kant
to evaluate his own book, on faith and prayer, somehow imagining that
Kant would approve of it. One can imagine how Lavater’s enthusiasm
for Kant must have been tempered by the latter’s reply (April 28, 1775,
Ak. [99] and [roo]) for Kant’s views were already those of Religion
within the Limits of Reason Alone.® The Lavater letters are in fact a clear
and eloquent summary of Kant’s position. A certain cooling off on
Lavater’s part is confirmed by his failure to reply to Kant for almost a
year, although the two men afterward remained on good terms and
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Lavater later once wrote to Kant of his joy at having found someone
to talk with “to satiety and still not to satiety” about Kant’s ideas.
Though the correspondence between them ended, Kant mentions La-
vater a number of times in various works, critically though not disre-
spectfully. But he had no padence for Lavater’s attempt to analyze
character by means of the study of facial lines, calling it “indistinct
concepts without any order,” and in his lectures on anthropology in
1785 Kant maintained that physiognomists are correct in their analyses
of character only when they already know the people they are suppos-
edly analyzing. Elsewhere Kant refers to Lavater as a Schwérmer — a
fanatic or enthusiast inspired by a delusion.

Letters on Education: Basedow and Wolke

Kant’s interest in education was always intense, to such an extent that
he was even willing to interrupt his work on the Critigue in order to
write and speak in support of the educational reforms of an experimen-
tal school, the Philanthropin. This institution was founded in Dessau
in 1774 by J.B. Basedow, a man whose views on education Kant
regarded highly. Kant used Basedow’s Methodenbuch as the textbook for
his lectures on practical pedagogy in the winter semester of 1776-77.
The Philanthropin was based more or less on the liberal principles of
Rousseau’s Emile. The “natural” method of education at the Philan-
thropin insisted on treating children as children. Powdered hair,
swords, gilded coats, and makeup were forbidden. The children had
short haircuts and wore sailor jackets. They learned languages in a sort
of “immersion” program. The curriculum included Latin, German,
French, mathematics, geography, physics, music, dancing, drawing, and
physical education. Religion was taught in such a way that sectarian
distinctions in theology were completely avoided.

From the very beginning, the school was in serious financial diffi-
culties, for which Basedow’s enthusiasm failed to compensate. Kant’s
correspondence with Basedow and the men who replaced him, C. H.
Wolke and J. H. Campe, reflects Kant’s efforts to keep the Philanthro-
pin in business.’® The most important of these letters, for a view of
Kant’s ideas on education and especially on religious instruction, is the
letter to Wolke of 1776, Ak. [109]. Kant believed that a child “must be
raised in freedom, but in such a way that he will allow others to be free
as well” (Reflexionen zur Anthropologie, No. 1473). In the letter to
Wolke, he makes explicit his opposition to traditional methods of
education and especially to customary religious education. Kant urges
that a child not even be introduced to prayer until his understanding
has matured to such a degree that he can understand (what Kant
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regards as) the true purpose of devotional acts, viz., to apprehend his
duties as if the latter were divine commands.

IV. LETTERS FROM 1781 ONWARD

Reactions to the Critique of Pure Reason: Mendelssobn and
Garve

Readers of Kant who find him difficult to understand may be reassured
by the response of Kant’s own contemporaries to the publication of
the Critique of Pure Reason. Mendelssohn, on whom Kant had counted
heavily to help disseminate the new philosophy, called it “dieses Ner-
vensaftverzehrendes Werk” — “this nerve-juice-consuming book’!
Garve, too, proved disappointingly unsympathetic. To Mendelssohn
and to Garve Kant wrote in 1783, carefully setting forth some of the
main theses of the Critique and defending himself against various criti-
cisms, especially that of “unpopularity” in style of writing. Kant chal-
lenges Garve to compose a deduction of the categories that will make
pleasant reading, or to try to construct a “whole new science” without
the difficult arguments and distinctions in the Critigue (to Garve, Au-
gust 7, 1783, Ak. [205]; to Mendelssohn, August 16, Ak. [206]).

These letters taken together provide not only a nice introduction to
some of Kant’s major theses but also show Kant’s view (in 1783) on
two matters which his critics have frequently debated and about which
it must be admitted Kant himself was never entirely clear: the distinc-
tion between “appearances” and “things in themselves,” on the one
hand, and the distinction between sensible and supersensible “objects.”
Talking about the first distinction, Kant says to Garve that it is a
difference between two concepts or ways of talking about all given
objects. Viewed in this light, the distinction does not commit Kant to
the “two worlds” theory of the dissertation. One and the same thing
can be regarded from the perspective of “appearances” or considered
apart from its appearing, i.e., as it may be in itself. In the letter to
Mendelssohn, however, Kant speaks of the existence of two radically
different kinds of entities. The Critique, he says, does not aim to deny
the existence of objects (Gegenstinde) that are not objects of possible
experience; in fact, the existence of such entities is required by it! It
would seem, then, that the claim that there exist supersensible objects
(iibersinnliche Gegenstinde) must be distinguished from the “appear-
ance” versus “thing in itself” distinction, for, as Kant had indicated
only a week earlier, in distinguishing appearances from things as they
are in themselves, the phrase “thing in itself” refers not to some object
other than the object we encounter in experience but to that same
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object considered apart from its relation to a knowing subject. In the
decades following, the problem of the status of the Kantian thing in
itself became one of the main targets for Kant’s critics. Discussion
centered around the question whether Kant’s theory of perception
entails the claim that unknowable things in themselves are the cause of
our sense impressions. Kant’s student, J. S. Beck, attempted to save
him from inconsistency by interpreting his theory to mean that “thing
in itself” is just another way of talking about the object that appears
and that it is this same object, not some mysterious supersensible
entity, that affects our senses. Kant’s answers to Beck’s letters do not
positively endorse this interpretation — by then Kant was old and, as he
told his followers, no longer equipped for overly subtle discussions —
but the letter to Garve may be taken as one piece of evidence in
support of Beck’s interpretation.

Disciples and Critics

The sudden profusion of letters after 1783 attests to the impact of the
Critique of Pure Reason on the intellectual life of Germany and Europe.
Though Kant’s reputation in the learned world was already high, his
fame now became extended well beyond the sphere of the universities.
Kant’s philosophy was the topic of discussion in literary salons and
court gatherings. Young ladies wrote to him for moral guidance, and
religious zealots and political absolutists, deploring the popularity of
his liberal ideas, wrote to him to try to convert him. Kant was hailed
as the benefactor of mankind, liberator of the human spirit and de-
fender of freedom. Journals were founded to spread the critical philos-
ophy, and several of Kant’s students wrote popularizations of his work
to make him understandable to the general reading public. The pro-
gress of Kant’s philosophy did not go unchallenged, however. An up-
surge of fanaticism, religious fundamentalism, and political interfer-
ence in the form of censorship and loyalty oaths was about to begin.
As early as 1783 Kant heard from his former student, F. V. L. Plessing,
that the enemies of the Enlightenment were gathering strength, a
lament which Plessing repeated in his letter of March 15, 1784, Ak.
[226]. Rumor had it that “a Protestant king is supposed secretly to be
a J-s-tI” wrote Plessing. The Jesuits, “those hellish spirits,” had poi-
soned the hearts of princes. As far as the government was concerned,
Plessing’s dire warnings were a few years premature. Kant’s most vocal
enemies, at this time, were not political figures but the old guard
philosophy professors, rationalist defenders of Leibniz and Wolff or
empiricist followers of Locke.

Although Kant was attacked and misunderstood by some of the
popular philosophers, both empiricists (who assailed Kant for subscrib-
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ing to synthetic a priori judgments), and rationalists (who assailed him
for limiting knowledge to the domain of experience), the fervent sup-
port of younger men must have compensated him for these hostle
opinions. In Ko6nigsburg itself, the mathematician Johann Schultz was
a loyal ally. Kantianism was taught and disseminated by dedicated new
disciples at the University of Jena, especially C. G. Schiitz, K. C. E.
Schmid, and K. L. Reinhold. The Aligemeine Literatur-Zeitung, to
which Kant contributed, did much to promote the critical philosophy.
Schiitz, whose correspondence with Kant is of interest in tracing the
progress of Kant’s writings after the Critique of Pure Reason, was the
author of the first sensible review of the Critique, and it was he who
persuaded Kant to write a review of Herder’s Ideen (1785) for the
A.L.Z5' (Schiitz was moved to tears by Kant’s refusal of the generous
honorarium offered by the journal.) Schmid’s support of Kantianism
came in the form of an elucidatory dictonary of Kantian terminology,
Werterbuch zum leichteren Gebrauche der Kantischen Schriften (1788), and
Reinhold’s Letters concerning the Kantian Philosophy (1786/87 in the
Deutsche Merkiir, 1790 as a book) was most important in popularizing
Kant.? By 1787, when Reinhold was professor of philosophy at the
University of Jena, people spoke of the “Kant-Reinhold” philosophy —
a phrase that lost its cogency, however, when Reinhold became a
follower of Fichte.’* Reinhold’s letters to Kant, in 1787 and 1788, are
rhapsodic in praising the critical philosophy and its creator. They also
contain some interesting academic gossip, including some anecdotes
about Kant’s enemy at Jena, J. A. H. Ulrich, who made a practice of
inviting Reinhold’s students to dinner in order to seduce them away
from the study of Kant! Kant’s letter to Reinhold, in 1788, expresses
his opinion of various contemporaries and states his approval of Rein-
hold’s work. Of greater philosophical interest, however, are Kant’s
letters in the following year, in which he gives a lengthy account of his
objections to the Wolffian philosopher J. A. Eberhard.s

Eberhard, professor of philosophy at Halle, was founder of the
Philosophisches Magazin, another periodical opposed to Kant’s philoso-
phy. He denied the originality of Kant’s analytic — synthetic distinction,
rejected the “Copernican revolution” with its consequent limitation of
the understanding to objects of sensible intuition, and argued that
reason, being capable of intellectual intuitions, can furnish its own
“material” without the aid of the senses. Kant, in his letters to Rein-
hold, is especially critical of Eberhard’s attempt to use the principles f
contradiction and sufficient reason as devices for achieving substantive
knowledge of objects. Some of the material in these letters was later
incorporated into Kant’s polemical essay against Eberhard, Uber eine
Entdeckung nach der alle neue Kritik der veinen Vernunft durch eine iltere
entbebrlich gemacht werden soll (On a discovery according to which all
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new critique of pure reason is supposed to be obviated by an earlier
one, 1790), in which Kant attacks the metasensible use of reason,
refutes Eberhard’s objections to his notion of synthetic judgments, and
offers an interpretatdon of Leibniz, arguing that Leibniz’s theory re-
quires completion by Kant’s own philosophy. The main points in this
essay against the philosophical ancien régime may be found in the letters
to Reinhold of 1789.

Otber Opposition: Marburg and Berlin

Eberhard’s controversy with Kant was by no means the only occasion
on which the partisans of competing philosophies did battle with Kant
and his followers. In Marburg, as mentioned earlier, the conflict came
to a head sooner than elsewhere. At the probable instigation of the
Wolffians, Kant’s theories were investigated for alleged impiety and
religious skepticism, and in 1786 lecturers were actually forbidden to
discuss his philosophy.** It may be that Kant’s critic, Feder, stll stung
by the untoward aftereffects of his hostile review of the Critigue, was
one of the main forces behind the ban.

Meanwhile in Berlin, the death of Frederick the Great (1786) and
the accession of Friedrich Wilhelm II created a climate that proved
to be hostile not only to Kant but to all the Enlightenment, including
some of Kant’s bitter opponents. Whereas the Wolffians regarded
Kant as insufficiently appreciative of the powers of “reason” in meta-
physics, the inspired irrationalists who now came to power could see
him only as the embodiment of rationalism, an intractable critic of
every form of mysticism zealotry, and as the enemy of orthodox,
historical Christanity. The actual suppression of heresy did not get
seriously started until 1788. As late as December 1787, Kant learned
from J.C. Berens that the new king was still allowing the same
freedom of the press enjoyed under his predecessor.’s But one year
later, the troubles had begun.’” Johann Christoph Wollner (1732~
1800) replaced von Zedlitz as Staatsminister on July 3, 1788. On July
9, the edict was issued, threatening to punish every deviation from
the teachings of “symbolische Biicher” with civil penalties and the
loss of office. It was suspected in some quarters that since Kant had
claimed that reason was incapable of providing theoretical knowledge
of the supersensible, he must be secretly sympathetic to the religious
reactionaries. His friends therefore implored him to make his position
emphatically clear so as to stop the fanatics. A book merchant named
Meyer wrote from Berlin®® asking Kant to compose an essay on free-
dom of the press to fight the growing suppression. Kiesewetter and
Biester kept Kant informed of developments in the capital, where, for
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a time, the liberal theologians and clerics paid little attention to the
government’s repressive edicts on religion.’® In the decade that fol-
lowed, the antics of Freidrich Wilhelm II and his pious councilors
were to become more than the joking matter they at first appeared to
be. The king’s mystical visions and sexual escapades are reported with
evident relish in a number of Kiesewetter’s gossipy letters of 1790
and after.

The heretic-hunting mood reached its climax, for Kant’s career, in
1793-94, when Kant’s publications on religion were brought under the
censorship of the royal Commission on Spiritual Affairs. In 1792,
Fichte had sought Kant’s advice on how to get his own Critigue of All
Revelation approved by the censor of theology in the University of
Halle, for it was not only the government that sought to suppress
freedom of thought but some of the theological faculties in the univer-
sities themselves. Kant explained to Stiudlin® what he had tried to do
in his Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone and how he had pre-
sented the book to the theological faculty in Kénigsberg to avoid
conflict with the authorities. In the fall of 1794, however, the order
condemning Kant’s book, and any further expression of his unorthodox
views, was issued by the king’s minister, Wéllner. Kant was obedient,
though his response to the king® is in no way obsequious. Kant’s
religion of “rational faith” is given a powerful statement here.

Granting the forcefulness of Kant’s letter, one must admit neverthe-
less that Kant was constitutionally timid.®> Now in his old age, Kant
was unwilling to spend his remaining energy on political (or for that
matter philosophical) disputes. His letters of 1789 and after speak
repeatedly of his advancing age and increasing frailty. Again and again
he excuses himself for failing to act vigorously against his various
opponents. Biester respectfully but disappointedly accepted Kant’s de-
cision to comply with the royal decree commanding Kant’s silence.®
As we have noted, it was only after the death of Friedrich Wilhelm II
in 1797 that Kant felt himself freed from his promise (on the rather
casuistic grounds that the pronoun in “Your Majesty’s servant” re-
ferred specifically to Friedrich Wilhelm II, so that Kant’s duty to
remain silent was only to that monarch).

Though Kant took a lively interest in the public controversies and
political turbulence of the decade following 1789, he devoted himself
as much as possible to the completion of his philosophical system.
Only on rare occasions did he allow himself to be distracted from this
work. One such occasion was the famous Mendelssohn-Jacobi feud in
the 1780s. Two others, of more personal than literary or philosophical
interest, were the Plessing affair and the tragic case of Maria von
Herbert. Each of these three topics requires some explanation.
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Mendelssobn, Lessing, and Facobi.

The literary quarrel between Mendelssohn and Jacobi that came to be
known as the Pantheismusstreit, or pantheism controversy,* dominated
the discussions of German intellectuals for several years, until finally
Kant himself was drawn into the dispute. Kant’s essay “Was heifit: Sich
im Denken orientieren?” (What does it mean to orient oneself in
thinking? 1786) contains his answer to the disputants, both of whom
had attempted to gain his support. The story of this controversy is
somewhat complicated. F. H. Jacobi (1743~1819), a Sturm und Drang
novelist and “philosopher of faith,”* had maintained that Spinoza’s
philosophy contained the only logically acceptable system of meta-
physics. Since this system was monistic, however, it entailed the denial
of any genuine theism. To accept Spinozism was therefore to become
an atheist. Hume, according to Jacobi, had performed an important
service by exposing the pretensions of natural theology, for he had
made it clear that belief in God is an affair of the heart, not of reason,
and that philosophy (that is, Spinozism) must be given up in the name
of faith. (Jacobi also argued for the possibility of immediate intuitions
of a supersensible reality, and he is famous for a criticism of Kant’s
doctrine concerning things in themselves — “Without it, I could not
get into the system, and with it I could not remain.”) Like Kant,
however, Jacobi held that the domain of human cognition is restricted
to objects of possible experience. Reason is incapable of penetrating
beyond the sensible.% But so much the worse for reason!

Now Lessing’s position was not altogether opposed to Jacobi’s.
Lessing had published some works of the deist H. S. Reimarus (1694~
1768) (under the tide Wolffenbiittel Fragments) but unlike the deists,
Lessing did not believe religious truths capable of proof. A pioneer of
the “higher criticism,” Lessing believed that faith rests on inner expe-
rience and that religious ideas are to be judged by their effect on
conduct. Lessing died in 1781 just after he had admitted to Jacobi that
Spinoza’s theory seemed to him correct. This is what Jacobi wrote to
Mendelssohn in 1783, and from this disclosure arose their furious
controversy, a controversy on which some were even to put the blame
for Mendelssohn’s death in 1786.5 Since pantheism seemed to Jacobi
indistinguishable from atheism, he was shocked at Lessing’s confession.
Mendelssohn, however, took Jacobi’s attack on Lessing to be also an
attack on himself, and even though Mendelssohn was by no means a
pantheist he felt called upon to defend Spinoza and Lessing. In his
book Morning Lessons (Morgenstunden, 1785, sometimes referred to as
Morning Hours), Mendelssohn challenged Jacobi, who replied by pub-
lishing his answer to Mendelssohn and their letters to each other.
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Herder and Goethe were drawn into the argument, both of them
rejecting Jacobi’s equation of Spinozism with atheism.

What Lessing had said to Jacobi was that orthodox ideas about God
were of no utility to him. God is One and All, and if Lessing had to
name anyone as philosophically sound, it would have to be Spinoza.
Like Spinoza, Lessing believed human actions to be determined. God
is the ultimate cause of the world order, and everything that exists is a
part of him. “Why should not the ideas that God has of real things be
these real things themselves?” asked Lessing.®® One consequence of
the Pantheismusstreit was the revival of interest in the study of Spinoza.
Another, as has been mentioned, was Kant’s essay on orientation. The
main letters mentioning the feud are those from Mendelssohn (Octo-
ber 16, 1785, Ak. [248]), Biester (June 11, 1786, Ak. [275]), and Herz
(February 27, 1786, Ak. [260]) as well as Kant’s letter to Herz (April 7,
1786, Ak. [267]). In the last of these, Kant adjudges Jacobi guilty of a
frivolous and affected “inspired fanadcism” (Genieschwirmerei) and
goes on to speak of “the excellent Moses,” but Kant’s defense of
reason, in his orientation essay and elsewhere, shows him to be critical

of both sides of the dispute.

L’affaire Plessing

When the Akademie edition scholars were assembling manuscripts and
copies of Kant’s correspondence, it was with considerable reluctance
that an indelicate letter of Plessing’s (April 3, 1784, Ak. [228]) was
included in the published collection. Plessing’s friendship with Kantis
a significant counterexample for any theory that pictures Kant the
“stern moralist” as utterly inflexible, prudish, or inhuman. F. V. L.
Plessing (1749-1806) was a fascinating and unstable person who fig-
ured not only in Kant’s life but also in Goethe’s (whose Harzreise im
Winter depicts Plessing). In his youth, Plessing studied at one univer-
sity after another, unable to settle on any one subject or in any one
place. His life was beset with neurotic and financial difficulties involv-
ing his family. In 1782 he came to know Kant and Hamann in Kénigs-
berg and decided that it might still be possible to make something of
himself, whereupon he studied for the doctorate with Kant. Plessing
did in fact become a philosopher, and some of his correspondence
with Kant is concerned with his philosophy of history. He was a
brooding, troubled man who found himself able to accept Kant’s neg-
ative doctrines, though he remained basically dissatisfied with Kant’s
faith grounded on morality.

As Plessing’s letters to Kant make clear, Plessing had become in-
volved in (and had lost) a paternity suit, and Kant had helped him by
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acting as intermediary in transmitting Plessing’s maintenance pay-
ments. Kant’s willingness to become involved in such an unprofessional
and undignified assignment reveals a less rigoristic attitude on his part
than one might have expected. A careful reading of the letter will
disclose that Kant’s tolerance of Plessing’s human failings did not,
however, extend to a condoning of the “unnatural” and calculated
practice of birth control. Plessing’s arguments against Kant on this
matter show a lively wit. It is unfortunate that Kant’s answer to Pless-
ing is not available to us. (Kant’s highly puritanical attitude toward sex
is made very explicit, however, in another letter, where even marital
sexual relations are viewed as unsavory and the sexual libertine likened
to a cannibal!)”®

Maria von Herbert

Whatever difficulties Kant’s philosophy may have encountered in Prus-
sia and other northern German states, the spread of Kantian ideas in
Austria and southern Germany aroused even more opposition. (This
may be seen in the letters of M. Reuf, Ak. [699], and C. Stang, Ak.
[715], two Benedictine followers of Kant.) In the town of Klagenfurt
in southern Austria, however, there lived a Baron Franz Paul von
Herbert, one of the few people in conservative Austria who was inter-
ested in the philosophy of Kant. The extent of his dedication is shown
by the fact that in 1789, “driven by a philosophical itch” (as K. Vorldn-
der puts it)”! he left his business, wife, and child to journey to Weimar
to meet Wieland, then, in 1790, to Jena, to study Kant’s philosophy
with Reinhold. In 1791, he returned to Klagenfurt, bringing with him
some of the revolutionary spirit of the critical philosophy. Herbert’s
house then became a center for the passionate discussion of Kant’s
philosophy. It was, in the words of one of Fichte’s students, “a new
Athens,” dedicated to, among other things, the reform of religion, a
task that required replacing piety with morality.

Maria, the young sister of Franz Paul, who participated in these
discussions, was born in 1769. In family circles she was called “Mizza”
and her face was said to be very beautiful. If her physical appearance is
somewhat a matter of conjecture to us, the intensity of her emotions
and the sensitivity of her intellect (notwithstanding her charmingly bad
spelling) are not. In 1791 she wrote her first letter to Kant, a supplica-
tion full of anguish, which impressed him so deeply that he showed it
to his friend Borowski and prepared a careful preliminary draft of his
answer to her plea. Erhard, a friend of her brother’s and of Kant’s,
explained in a letter that she had thrown herself into the arms of a
certain man “in order to realize an ideal love.” Evidently the man
turned out to be a cad for, as Erhard says, he “misused her.” Maria fell
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in love a second time, and for a while she deceived her new lover about
her previous relationship. When she finally disclosed her earlier love
affair to him, his feeling for her cooled. In her letter, she begs Kant for
guidance. Kant’s answer is interesting for what it reveals about his own
sensitivity to the nuances of emotional and moral problems and about
his views on love. He presents his statement in the manner of a sermon,
and there is a gently didactic tone throughout. Kant seems willing to
make some concessions to the natural weaknesses of human beings. He
says in effect that, although we have a duty to abstain from lying and
from insincerity, we are to be forgiven for failing to pour out every
secret of our hearts to someone we love. An ideal love would consist in
mutual esteem and a totally uninhibited sharing, but the inability to be
utterly open with another person is a sort of reticence that lies in
human nature and does not constitute a weakness of character. These
consoling remarks are followed, however, by some more characteristi-
cally Kantian moralizing: Maria is not to take pride or any moral credit
for confessing her earlier deception, if what motivated her disclosure
was only a desire to achieve peace of mind rather than true repentance
for having lied. Nor should she brood over the new lover’s change of
heart; for if his affection does not return, it was probably only sensual
in the first place. Besides, the value of one’s life does not depend on
whether or not one achieves happiness.

The second and third letters Maria sent to her “spiritual physician”
are less agitated than the first, but it is not so much resignation as a
deeper despair and a sense of overwhelming apathy that breathes
through them. The inner emptiness she expresses, the sense of being
“almost superfluous” to herself, of being incapable of significant action
(even morality has become uninterestingly easy for her, since she feels
no temptation to transgress its laws), suggest a beautiful personality
destroying itself by the very clarity of its self-awareness. Maria tells
Kant, in her third letter (sometime early in 1794, Ak. [614]) that she
had in fact been on the point of suicide but that though death would
please her she will not take her own life out of consideration for
morality and the feelings of her friends. Kant did not answer either of
these letters but sent them to Elisabeth Motherby, the daughter of one
of his English friends in Kénigsberg, as a warning to the young woman
(whose “good training had, however, made such a warning unneces-
sary,” Kant says) of what happens to women when they think too much
and fail to control their fantasies! For all his philosophical acumen,
philanthropy and liberalism, Kant was no enthusiast for women’s
rights; nor was he sensitive to the frustrations suffered by intelligent
women in a society that viewed them as merely useful or decorative
ornaments.”? In 1803, nine years after her last letter, Maria did in fact
commit suicide.
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From Kant to Fichte

Kant’s philosophical letters in the 1790s touch on a great number of
topics, but some of the most interesting letters are those that show the
gradual defection of his once ardent admirers, letters that show the
development of Kant’s own thinking in response to their questions and
criticisms. It is a pity that there are no very serious philosophical
exchanges with Fichte in the correspondence, but we do see the begin-
nings of their relationship and, in a sense, with Kant’s open declaration
against Fichte’s Wissenschaftslebre, the end. Kant’s letter of February 2,
1792, Ak.[504], contains his advice to Fichte on how to deal with the
censorship authorities in Halle and offers a statement of Kant’s reli-
gious beliefs. A number of other letters in 1792 concern Kant’s efforts
to help Fichte publish his Critigue of All Revelation (Versuch einer Kritik
aller Offenbarung) and, with the subsequent confusion as to its author-
ship, Fichte’s explanation and apologies for the confusion. The book
was attributed to Kant himself, partly because it came from his pub-
lisher, Hartung. Hartung had inadvertently left out the Preface, in
which Fichte spoke of the work as “my first venture before the public,”
a phrase that would have made clear that the anonymous author was
not Kant.

The correspondence with Salomon Maimon, Jakob Sigismund Beck,
and Johann Heinrich Tieftrunk provides a wealth of discussion of just
those issues — principally the problems concerning the Ding an sich, the
source of the “matter” of sensibility, and the primacy of Zusammensetz-
ung (composition or synthesis) — that make the transition from Kant to
Fichte comprehensible.

In 1789 Salomon Maimon (1753-1800) sent Kant the manuscript of
his (Essay on the transcendental philosophy, 1790). Versuch iiber die
Transzendentalphilosophie. Their mutual friend Herz described Maimon
to Kant as “formerly one of the rawest Polish Jews” who by virtue of
his brilliance and perseverance had miraculously managed to educate
himself in all the sciences.” Herz had read the book, and it was on his
advice that Maimon asked for Kant’s opinion of it. Kant answered
Maimon’s criticisms in a letter to Herz, May 26, 1789, Ak.[362], and
called Maimon’s work a book full of “the most subtle investigations”
written by an astute critic who, Kant thought, had understood him
better than any other. Maimon wrote again in July 1789, expressing his
gratitude for Kant’s rejoinder, though he was not satisfied with Kant’s
reply. He wrote several times in 1790, again in 1791 (Ak.[486], 1792
(Ak.[548], and 1793 (Ak.[606]), but Kant did not answer him.”*

Maimon’s criticism of Kant in 1789 already point the way to Fichte
and the idealist movement that was soon to take hold. He denied
Kant’s basic distinction between passive sensibility and the active,
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spontaneous understanding. He maintained that the human mind is
part of an infinite world soul that produces not only the form but also
the content of experience. The understanding is intuitive, not merely
discursive. Maimon accepted the negative, antidogmatic part of Kant’s
theory as correct but rejected the positive theory of things in them-
selves (a theory which he interpreted as claiming the existence of a
thinkable entity without any determinate characteristics) as inconceiv-
able. We cannot form a clear concept of either an object-in-itself or of
a subject-in-itself. The “thing in itself” loses its character of thing-
hood, in Maimon’s philosophy, and becomes merely an irrational limit
of rational cognition, the idea of an endless task whose completion is
constantly retreating as knowledge advances. The “self-contradictory”
(according to Maimon) assumption of the existence of things indepen-
dent of all consciousness arose in the attempt to explain the origin of
the “content” of appearances; but there is in fact no content or material
of experience independent of form. The distinction between the matter
and form of knowledge is only a contrast between a complete and an
incomplete consciousness of what is present to us, the incomplete
consciousness being what we refer to as the given, that irrational resi-
due that we distinguish from the a priori forms of consciousness. The
contrast is only one of degree; form and matter are the terminal mem-
bers of an infinite series of gradations of consciousness. The given is
therefore only an idea of the limit of this series.

While on some issues Maimon took Hume’s position against Kant’s
(for example, he maintained that the concept of causality is the product
of habit, not a pure concept of the understanding), his indebtedness to
Leibniz is also evident. For some reason Maimon called himself a
skeptic, but his rejection of Kant’s account of things in themselves and
the given, along with his conception of the human understanding as
part of the divine understanding, clearly foreshadows Fichte and the
development of post-Kantian idealism. In fact, Fichte wrote to Rein-
hold, in 1795, “My esteem for Maimon’s talent is boundless. I firmly
believe and am ready to prove that through Maimon’s work the whole
Kantian philosophy, as it is understood by everyone including yourself,
is completely overturned. . . . All this he has accomplished without any-
one’s noticing it and while people even condescend to him. I think that
future generations will mock our century bitterly.”

Kant’s correspondence with Jakob Beck (1761-1840) contains not
only some of the most penetrating criticisms of Kant’s theory but also
an indication of how Kant was himself being influenced by the men he
denounced as “my hypercritical friends.” By 1799, the 75-year-old
Kant (who complained to Garve, September 21, 1798, Ak.[820], that
his condition was reduced to that of a vegetable) was so saddened by
the independent line taken by his former students that he angrily
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criticized the position of Fichte (whose books he had not actually read)
and Beck (whose position he had virtually adopted as his own) in an
open letter or declaration on Fichte’s Wissenschafislebre (August 7,
1799, the last letter in this volume of correspondence). There he
charged that the Critigue of Pure Reason had not been intended as a
propaedeutic to any future system of metaphysics, that it was in fact
the complete statement of pure philosophy, and that no “standpoint”
(the allusion is to Beck’s Only Possible Standpoint from which the Critical
Philosopby Must Be Judged) or any interpreter or commentator is re-
quired in order to comprehend it.

All of these remarks are either false or misleading. The occasion of
the declaration was a challenge put to Kant by a reviewer in the
Erlanger Litteraturzeitung, January 11, 1799, who asked Kant whether
his theories were really meant to be taken literally (‘“buchstiblich,”
according to the letter) or as interpreted by Fichte or Beck. Kant’s
personal attack on Fichte as a “treacherous friend” may have been
encouraged by his overly zealous disciple Johann Schultz, on whom
Kant relied for an account of Fichte’s position and whom Kant had
earlier (see the letter to J. A. Schlettwein, May 29, 1797, Ak.[752])
endorsed as his most reliable expositor. Certainly, neither Fichte nor
Beck had done anything to deserve it. Fichte’s official reply, in the
form of an open letter to Schelling, was temperate. Privately, however,
he declared Kant’s theory to be “total nonsense” unless given a Fi-
chtean interpretation; he even called Kant “no more than three-
quarters of a mind” who had “mighdly prostituted himself.””* That the
Critigue was supposed to be a propaedeutic to a reconstruction of
metaphysics was not only asserted by Kant himself in numerous pas-
sages in the Critigue but clearly implied by him in his references to the
system of metaphysics he intended to compose when “the critical part
of [his] task” was finished. This is what he had written to L. H. Jakob,
Ak. [303], and to Reinhold, Ak.[322], in 1787 and 1788 in connection
with his completion of the third Critigue.”s A sketch of Kant’s planned
system of metaphysics was even included in a letter to Beck in an
important letter of 1792, Ak. [500], and the outline Kant gives there
agrees with the reorganized form of the Critigue that Beck recom-
mended in his own letters. It would seem then that the doctrinal gulf
between Kant and his erstwhile disciples was not at all as wide as Kant
suggests in the declaration against Fichte.

Like Maimon, Beck denied the positive role that Kant’s theory of
perception seemed to have given to things in themselves. Beck argued
that when Kent spoke of objects affecting our sensibility it could only
be phenomenal objects that he had meant, not an unknowable thing in
itself acting on an unknowable subject in itself. The self that is affected
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and the object that acts on it must both be viewed as products of a
more basic activity of the understanding, an activity that we presuppose
when we regard our experiences as produced in us either by an inde-
pendent object or by our own power of thinking. This most basic
activity Beck equated with the function of producing the transcendental
unity of apperception in Kant’s deduction of the categories, and it is
this “standpoint” one needs to attain in order to understand Kant’s
theory. It is a unique act of a priori composition, an act whereby the
subject constitutes itself as a conscious thinker.

Kant’s agreement with Beck is shown most clearly in his willingness
to make the activity of composition (Zusammensetzung, a word Kant
sometimes uses interchangeably with “synthesis” or the Latin corbi-
natio) the basic condition of all cognition. Beck used the phrase “orig-
inal attribution” (“urspriingliche Beylegung”), which Kant at first (and
with justification) found unintelligible; Beck’s colleague] H. Tieftrunk
spoke of an act of Setzen (posmng) Ak. [787] and in Fichte’s Wissen-
schaftslebre the ego “posits” the non-ego in an original Tathandlung (a
neologism of Fichte’s, the “deed-act”). Although each of these philos-
ophers found his own views to be either subtly or dramatlcally different
from those of the others (Beck, for example, tried to convince Kant
that he was radically opposed to Fichte), they agreed that Kant’s theory
of affection must be reconsidered or reformulated. But Kant himself
had certainly already modified his position when he wrote to Beck, as
early as January, 1792, Ak. [500]: “You put the matter quite precisely
when you say, “The union of representations is itself the object...’
[which] must thus. . . be produced, and by an inner activity . . . that pre-
cedes a priori the manner in which the manifold is given.” Beck
thought that Kant’s method of exposition in the Critigue was only a
concession to the uninitiated “pre-Critical” reader who had not yet
arrived at the “standpoint” of seeing “objects” as the product of that
original activity of the understanding. He and Tieftrunk, both of them
perhaps reiterating the criticisms of G. E. Schulze, argued that it was
inconsistent of Kant to make an unknowable thing in itself that which
affects us — inconsistent because “affecting” is a casual relation and the
concept of cause is supposed to be meaningful only intraphenomenally,
and because Kant seems to know a great deal about unknowables here,
for example, that they are real (another category illegitimately used)
and efficacious. Beck’s suggested reconstruction of Kant’s theory,
which would begin with the “standpoint,” that is, the original activity
of mind that first produces the “I think” expressed in the categories,
was, as has already been pointed out, not at all uncongenial to Kant,
and the extent of Beck’s influence on Kant may be seen in Kant’s Opus
postumum.”’
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Kant complained repeatedly about a loss of vigor due to his advanc-
ing years, and there is evidence in the letters of his growing inability
to think himself into the arguments and theories of his disciples and
critics. His writings, however, show no loss of energy or clarity of
vision. He had given up seminars and private instruction in 1793, but
continued to give public lectures until 1797, the year in which his
Metaphysics der Sitten (Metaphysics of Morals), containing the jurispru-
dential Rechtslebre (“Doctrine of Right” or “Metaphysical Foundations
of Justice”) and the Tugendebre (“Doctrine of Virtue”) finally appeared.
The year 1797 also saw the publication of a short essay, “On a sup-
posed right to lie out of altruism,” a favored target of critics of Kantian
rigorism in ethics — the essay argues that truthfulness is an uncondi-
tional, sacred duty, whatever the consequences. Kant’s final project,
the transition from the metaphysical foundations of natural science to
physics, which was to fill a “gap” in the system of his Critical Philoso-
phy, remained unfinished at the time of his death, February 24, 1804.7

The apostasy of Kant's ablest disciples may give the impression that
Kant’s final years were spent in friendless isolation. This was not the
case. The love and esteem of his friends and many former students
continued throughout their lives and his, and the respect of distin-
guished writers such as Schiller must have been very pleasing to Kant’s
old age.” From Berlin, Kiesewetter kept him supplied with his favorite
carrots,® along with the latest court gossip. In a note, July 8, 1800,
Ak.[867], Kant thanked Kiesewetter for his two-volume refutation of
Herder’s Metakritik and reassured him that the carrots he sent the
previous fall were not damaged by the winter frost. John Richardson,
who published English transladons of Kant and Beck, kept Kant in-
formed on the progress of his philosophy in England.® J. H. I. Leh-
mann sent sausages from Gottingen (along with gossip and Feder’s
belated apologies to Kant), as did F. Nicolovius,®2 and Herz wrote
movingly to his old friend and mentor.®® Until 1801, his seventy-
seventh year, Kant devoted what energy he had to completing his
system, the “gap”-filling transition project already mentioned. But in
April of 1802 he wrote,** “My strength diminishes daily, my muscles
vanish, and even though I have never had any actual illness and have
none now, it is two years since I have been out of the house. Neverthe-
less T view all changes that are in store for me with calm.” In April
1803, he celebrated his last (seventy-ninth) birthday with his dinner
companions. In October of that year he became ill (after eating his
favorite English cheese) but recovered sufficiently to entertain his usual
dinner guests later that month. From December undl the following
February, however, he grew much weaker and his death came on the
twelfth of February, “a cessation of life and not a violent act of nature,”
said his friend and biographer, Wasianski.®
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NOTES

E.g., Jacobi’s Uber die Lebre des Spinoza in Briefen an den Herrn Moses Mendels-
sobn (On the doctrine of Spinoza in letters to Herr Moses Mendelssohn, 1785).
Jacobi also wrote a novel which, like Goethe’s Sorrows of Young Werther, is a
Briefroman, 1.e., a novel composed of letters.

The only important exception to Kant’s opposition to publication of his letters
is his response to Friedrich Wilhelm II's Kabinettsordre of Oct. 1, 1794. Both
the order condemning Kant’s Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone and
Kant’s letter of response were published in the Preface to Kant’s Der Streit der
Fakultiiten (The Conflict of the Faculties, 1798), Ak. 7: 1—-116. One of three drafts
of Kant’s letter (for once he did not write hastily!) is included in the present
collection. See Ak.[640] and [641]. A little letter by Kant concerning the
magician-charlatan Cagliostro was published anonymously in 1790 and re-
printed, with Kant’s permission, in Borowski’s biography of Kant.

One might also consider as correspondence various “public declarations”
Kant published, e.g., the announcement, July 31, 1792, that Fichte and not
Kant was the author of Aitemnpt at a Critigue of All Revelation, the book that
brought initial fame to Fichte. There is also an open letter of Dec. 6, 1796,
explaining that Kant’s friend Hippel was the author of an anonymously pub-
lished essay on marriage and of Hippel's novel, which, because it contained
material from Kant’s Jectures, had been attributed to Kant.

These include Johann Friedrich Hartknoch the elder (1740-1789) who was
also Hamann’s publisher, and Hartknoch’s son (1768-1819). The Hartknoch
firm published the Critique of Pure Reason. Other publishers with whom Kant
corresponded were Friedrich Nicolovius (1768~1836), and Frangois Théodore
de Lagarde (1756-%), publisher of the Critique of Fudgment. Understandably,
there are no letters from or to the publisher Johann Jakob Kanter, for Kant
lived in Kanter’s house for ten years. All of these people are mentioned in
Kant’s letters.

See, e.g., his letters to J. Bernoulli, Nov. 16, 1781, Ak.[172], and to Marcus
Herz, Apr. 7, 1786, Ak.[267]. To G. C. Reccard, a professor of theology in
Kénigsberg, he wrote on June 7, 1781, Ak.[167], concerning the posthumous
collection of Lambert’s correspondence, subsequently published in 1781. Kant
apologized that his work on the Critique of Pure Reason had kept him from
writing anything useful to Lambert and requested that his letters not be in-
cluded in the publication. Kant’s wishes were however ignored, as was the case
also with his correspondence with Salomon Maimon, published in 1792.
Johann Benjamin Jachmann, Oct. 14, 1790, Ak [452].

J. G. C. C. Kiesewetter, various letters from 1789 onward.

The phrase is Thomas Hardy’s, though it might have been Kant’s.

The word Schwirmerei illustrates the difficulty of consistently translating a
German word with the same English expression. It is a term of abuse that
occurs with considerable frequency in Kant and his correspondents. In some
contexts Schwirmerei is the German equivalent of the English “enthusiasm”
as that word was used in the seventeenth and eighteenth century, but not as it
is used today. “Enthusiasm” meant the supposed experience of being directly
inspired or informed by a god, but Schwirmerei is broader in meaning. Some-
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times it carries the sense of religious fanaticism or mysticism, but in other
contexts a penchant for daydreams, delusions, visions or romantic fantasies. In
his Anthropologie Kant defined Schwirmerei as a form of mental illness, the
mistaking of one’s self-generated psychological state for a cognition coming
from some external source. But Kant also uses the word informally, as when
he refers to an emotional young lady, Maria von Herbert, as “die kleine
Schwirmerin.”

This abbreviated account of the publication and dissemination of the corre-
spondence relies on notes by Rose Burger and Paul Burger and Paul Menzer,
editors of the Akademie edition, and on Rudolf Malter and Joachim Kopper’s
notes to Otto Schondorifer’s edition of the correspondence. Werner Stark’s
Nachforschungen zu Briefen und Handschriften Immanuel Kants (Berlin: Akademie
Verlag, 1993) contains corrections and comments on the Akademie edition and
covers the history of publication meticulously. Stark indicates, when possible,
where the original manuscripts are located and how the letters were assembled
for publication.

Borowski’s Darstellung des Lebens und Charakters Immanuel Kants is one of three
biographical sketches in Immanue! Kant. Sein Leben in Darstellungen von Zeitge-
nossen. (Immanuel] Kant’s life in descriptions by contemporaries, 1804). The
book has been reprinted by the Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt,
1978,

Even before Borowski’s publication, some of Kant’s correspondents pub-
lished letters or notes he had written to them, perhaps as a testimonial to show
that the recipient was acquainted with and appreciated by the great man.
Salomen Maimon, e.g., included a trivial note from Kant, Ak.[361], in his 1793
autobiography, a polite response to Maimon’s letter, Ak.[352]. Kant’s letter
does not mention or attempt to answer any of Maimon’s critical questions but
contains the flattering remark that Maimon has shown himself to possess no
ordinary talent for deep philosophical investigations.

Sometimes spelled “Rinck.” The letters appeared in Rink’s Ansichten auns Im-
manuel Kants Leben (Views from Kant’s life, 1805).

Rudolf Reicke, Aus Kants Briefwechsel. Vortrag, gebalten am Kants Geburtstag
den 22. April, 1885 in der Kant-Gesellschaft zu Konigsberg. Mit einen Anbang
enthaltend Briefe von Facoh Sigismund Beck an Kant wnd von Kant an Beck
(Konigsberg, 1885.) Wilhelm Dilthey, Die Rostocker Kanthandschriften, in Ar-
chiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie, 11 (1889), pp. 592—650. Victor Diederichs,
Fobann Heinrich Kant, in Baltische Monatsschrift 35, vol. 40 (1893), pp. 535-62.
Subsequently the Berlin Akademie called for more letters, augmenting Re-
icke’s collection. Needless to say, these sources are not readily available in
the United States. Fortunately the researchers for the Akademie edition and
later scholars such as Otto Schéndbrffer, Rudolf Malter, and Joachim Kopper
have provided excellent German editions that obviate seeking out the earlier
publications.

The additional letters had been published in Kant-Studien and elsewhere. A
few letters came to light after 1922 and were printed in Ak. 23, 1955. Various
collections based on either the first or second Akademie edition have come
out, including Ernst Cassirer’s vol. IX and X in his edition of Kant’s Werke
(Berlin, 1921), and Otto Schondérifer’s 1970 edition. The third, revised edi-
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tion of Schondorffer, edited by Rudolf Malter and Joachim Kopper (Hamburg:
Meiner Verlag, 1986), includes several additional letters. A letter from Kant to
Kiesewetter, Ak.[405a], was published in Journal of the History of Philosophy, 3
(1965), pp- 243~6, by P. Remnant and C. E. Schweitzer. The letter “a” after
an Akademie number indicates that the Akademie editors knew of the existence
of a letter but did not have it. A few more recently discovered letters have no
Akademie number at all.

The letter numbers in square brackets refer to the 1922 edition as do the
marginal page numbers in the text. For the benefit of scholars who may have
access only to the earlier Akademie edition, each translation also has the
numbering of the 1910 edition, if there is one, given in parentheses in the
letter’s title. Where letters are unsigned it is because they appear that way in
the Akademie edition, presumably because the published text is taken from a
copy or draft.

Kant’s Philosophical Correspondence: 1759-99, translated and edited by Arnulf
Zweig (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1967 and 1970). The transla-
tions contained in that volume have been revised and, with the generous
assistance of various Kant scholars and friends in the intervening years, cor-
rected. Some of those scholars are mentioned in the editorial notes in this
work, as well as in the Acknowledgments. Material that is unchanged in this
edition is reprinted with the permission of the University of Chicago Press.
Schondérffer’s 1924 collection, augmented in 1972 and more recently in 1986
by Malter and Kopper, is the most readable German edition of Kant’s letters,
especially for readers who have difficulty with Fraktur, the older Gothic script
used in the Akademie edition. It contains most of the letters Kant himself
wrote but omits or abbreviates many letters addressed to him. Schéndérifer’s
footnotes convey much of the information in the Akademie editdon notes,
though in conveniently abbreviated form. Notes to the present edition are
derived in many cases from these sources.

A considerable amount of information in the biographical sketches and edito-
rial notes in this volume, e.g., material about the lives and careers of Maria
Herbert, Maimon, and Mendelssohn, also reflects these contemporary inter-
ests.

A traveler’s diary reports Kant’s referring to the “barbaric” practice of circum-
cision and the commercial nature of Jews, “Jetzt sind sie die Vampyre der
Gesellschaft,” as making full acceptance into German society presently an
impossibility for Jews. See Johann Friedrich Abegg, Reisetagebuch von 1798
(Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, c. 1976).

One can see something of the influence of this upbringing not only in Kant’s
published writings on religion but, e.g., in his powerful - one might almost say
passionate — letters to the Swiss theologian Lavater, Ak.[99] and [100].
Borowski, Wasianski, and R. B. Jachmann, in Immanuel Kant. Sein Leben in
Darstellungen von Zeitgenossen, mentioned in n. 10 above, provide firsthand
reports on Kant’s relation to his parents and sisters, augmenting the meager
disclosures in the correspondence between Kant and his brother.

Mar. 1, 1763, Ak.[26].

See nn. 10 and 20, above. The biographies in addition to Borowski’s Darstel-
lung were Jachmann’s Immanuel Kant geschildert in Briefen an einen Freund, and

37



23

24

25

26
27

28
29
30

31
32
33
34
35
36
37

Introduction

Wasianski’s Immanuel Kant in seinen letzten Lebensjabren. Borowski’s is the only
source for our knowledge of Kant’s instructor years.

The combination of divinity and science in one career was not unusual: Kant’s
favorite expositor, with whom he corresponded on the philosophy of mathe-
matics, was also a pastor, court chaplain, and professor of mathematics, Johann
Schultz.

Kant’s financial situation changed decisively with his appointment as professor
in 1770; with the 200 Thaler raise he received a few years later he became the
highest paid professor in Kénigsberg. Of course it is difficult to estimate the
contemporary equivalent of his salary or to determine how his total income
compared with what he was offered for the positions he declined; some of the
latter are stated in different currencies and coinages or included cords of wood
for heating or cooking as part of the salary. See the notes to Kant’s letters to
Suckow, Ak.[47], and to Herz, Ak.[134], for some conjectures, the details of
Kant’s callings, his strategies and petitions to obtain the Kénigsberg professor-
ship, and what his academic career might have been.

The letter from S. G. Suckow, a professor of mathematics in Erlangen, who
had been asked to submit the offer of a newly created chair in philosophy to
Kant, expresses enthusiasm for Kant’s work but, surprisingly, cites Kant’s
Beobachtung diber das Gefiibl des Schinen und Erbabenen, (Observations on the
Feeling of the Beautiful and the Sublime, 1764) rather than any of his scientific
or more deeply philosophical essays.

Dec. 15, 1769, Ak.[47].

The occasion for these remarks to Herz was a generous offer from his patron
in Berlin, Minister von Zedlitz, attempting to persuade Kant to accept a
professorship in Halle. A professor of theology at Jena, formerly from Kénigs-
berg, also tried to lure him, offering 200 Thaler, another 150 for private
instruction, plus royalties from publishers eager for his writings — and only two
hours of lecturing per week would be required. As Vorlinder remarks, what a
prospect, if Kant had agreed — he would have had Goethe and Schiller as
neighbors! But Kant was “chained eternally” to his hometown. (Karl Vorlin-
der, Kants Leben, 2nd ed, Leipzig, 1921, p. 85.)

See J. Bering’s letter to Kant, Ak.[279].

For the royal rebuke see Ak.[640] and for Kant’s reply, Ak.[642].

Apart from his highly interesting and ambiguous reflections in the Opus postu-
mum, where, e.g., he sometimes seems to entertain the thought that God is a
human invention.

See Lambert’s letter, Ak.[33], n. 8, and Kant’s letter to Biester, Ak.[168].

Der einzig migliche Beweisgrund zu einer Demonstration des Daseins Gottes (1763).
Beobachtungen iiber das Gefiibl des Schimen und Erbabenen (1764).

Triume eines Geistersebers (1766).

Versuch, den Begriff der negativen Grifen in die Weltweisheit einzufiibren (1763).
The scholar is Rolf George. See Ak.[25], n. 2.

Some people erroneously believed, after Lambert’s death, that Kant’s own
theory originated with Lambert. In his letter to J. E. Biester, June 8, 1781,
Ak.[168], Kant explained that he wrote his Natural History of the Heavens before
Lambert published a similar cosmological hypothesis and that Lambert had
remarked on this similarity in his letter of 1765, Ak.[33]. Kant’s letter to J. F.
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Gensichen, Apr. 19, 1791, Ak.[466], also discusses the matter. Kant there
explains that his own theory of the Milky Way was formulated six years earlier
than Lambert’s Cosmological Letters. This was in fact accurate.

Kant in fact published nothing under these titles until, twenty years later
(1786), his Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science appeared.

For an account of Hamann’s conversion and its background, see the biograph-
ical sketches. Kierkegaard must have recognized Hamann as a prefiguration of
himself. He quotes Hamann on the title page of Fear and Trembling.

Kant’s interest in education and his views on that topic are also shown in his
letters to C. H. Wolke, Mar. 28, 1776, and to the famous educational reformer,
J. B. Basedow, June 19, 1776, Ak.[109 and 110]. Basedow was founder of the
Philanthropin, a progressive school in Dessau, and Wolke its director. On
Basedow, see the biographical sketches.

Frederick Beiser, in The Fate of Reason (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1987), p. 135, calls Herder’s view a “proto-Darwinisn” account; Beiser
discusses the relation of Herder’s position to those of Rousseau and Condillac,
the former “reducing man to an animal,” the latter “raising the animal to
man.”

Kant’s mind-body dualism is not explicit here but it is clear from his remarks
in Dreams of a Spirit-Seer that even in the decade before 1770 he thought the
relation of mind and body mysterious. His rejection of Swedenborg’s claims is
not that “spirits” do not exist but that we cannot understand how “the soul”
moves “the body” and we should therefore avoid extravagant pseudo-
explanations.

A translation, by Allen Wood, of this little known essay may be found in the
Cambridge edition of Kant’s Practical Philosophy, 1996.

It is interesting to see how Kant remained true to this early thesis throughout
his critical writings. Indeed, the claim is generalized in the Critigue of Pure
Reason: all a priori knowledge depends directly or indirectly on “what we have
originally put into” our judgments. See, in the Critique, A xx, B ix, B xii, B xiii,
B 130.

Mendelssohn’s response in the letter of Dec. 25, 1770, Ak.[63], offers a number
of significant criticisms of the dissertation, for example, of Kant’s interpretation
of Shaftesbury as a follower of Epicurus. Mendelssohn’s criticisms of Kant's
theory of time, and similar objections by Lambert, are answered in Kant’s most
famous letter to Herz, Feb. 21, 1772, Ak [70], and again in the Critigue of Pure
Reason, A 36-B 53 ff. Kant thought that his view had been misinterpreted as a
version of the subjective idealism of Berkeley.

Kant was led to this view particularly by the problem of space. His essay
Concerning the Ultimate Foundation of the Distinction of Directions in Space (1768,
Ak. 2: 375-83) defended the thesis that conceptually incongruent but symmet-
ric figures (for example, mirror images) cannot be distinguished without assum-
ing, contrary to Leibniz but in agreement with Newton, an absolute space
independent of all matter existing in it.

On Herz, see the biographical sketches. Virtually all of the standard commen-
taries on Kant make some mention of Kant’s letter to Herz of 1772, but the
rest of their correspondence is also either philosophically or biographically
interesting. Some scholars (for example, Norman Kemp Smith) see Kant’s
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1772 letter as supporting the “patchwork theory” of the deduction of the
categories, whereas others (for example, H. J. Paton) opposed this interpreta-
don. There are allusions to this letter in most recent commentaries on the
Critigue and its origins. A debate on the letter’s significance, between Wolf-
gang Carl and the late Lewis White Beck, may be found in Eckart Forster,
ed., Kant’s Transcendental Deductions (Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1989).

See Ak.[61] and Ak.[63]. Kant answers Lambert’s objection in the famous 1772
letter to Herz, Ak.[70]. See especially ro: 134 f.

Religion innerbalb der Grenzen der blofien Vernunft (1793), sometimes translated
Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason. The word “blos” in German is
ambiguous; it can mean “mere” in a disparaging sense or “nothing but” in the
sense of “pure.” It is one of those words that makes difficulties for a translator,
and indeed for any reader, as when Kant repeatedly refers to objects of expe-
rience as “blof Erscheinung — ” often translated “mere appearance” — which
has the negative or reductive tone that paves the way to Schopenhauerian
misreadings of Kant’s claims. In the title of Religion . . .it is not the case, I
believe, that “reason” is being disparaged. I therefore prefer “alone” to
“mere,” contrary to the decision of George di Giovanni in the Cambridge
Edidon of Kant, Religion and Rational Theology (1996).

To this end, Kant published several appeals for subscriptions in the Konigsber-
ger gelebrte und politische Zeitung.

In Feb. 1785, Schiitz wrote to Kant saying that Herder ought to take pride in
Kant’s discussion of his book - the review was generally recognized as Kant’s
even though it appeared unsigned. But Herder’s reaction to it was not what
Schiitz predicted, as can be seen from a letter Herder wrote to Hamann in
which he expresses his vexation and accuses Kant of being bitter toward him
for having decided not to follow the path of his former teacher’s “verbal
juggling.” Herder objects especially to being treated like a schoolboy now that
he is forty years old and a thinker in his own right.

On Reinhold’s life and checkered career as a Kantan, see the biographical
sketches.

Reinhold’s admirable and uncommon candor is shown by his public pro-
nouncement, while still at the height of his fame, that Fichte had refuted him.
He died, virtually forgotten, in 1823.

On Eberhard’s life — and virtues — see the biographical sketches.

See notes to Kant’s letter to J. Bering, Apr. 7, 1786, Ak.[266).

Berens to Kant, Dec. 5, 1787, Ak.[310].

Berens to Kant, Oct. 25, 1788, Ak.[338].

Sept. 5, 1788, Ak.[333].

See Kiesewetter's long letter of Dec. 15, 1789, Ak.[304].

See Kant’s letter of May 4, 1793, Ak.[574].

See the draft of Kant’s letter to Friedrich Wilhelm I, written sometime after
Oct. 12, 1794, Ak.[642].

We may recall how Kant, 20 years earlier, had shown something of this
character when, in 1778, considering an opportunity for a better professorship,
he confessed to Herz that “all change frightens me” (Ak.[134]).

Dec. 17, 1794, Ak.[646]. Biester writes: “I have had occasion to read your
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defense in answer to the department of spiritual affairs’ claims against your
Religion within the Boundaries of Reason. It is noble, manly, virtuous, thor-
ough. Only everyone regrets that you have voluntarily given your promise to
say no more about either positive or natural [philosophy of] religion. You have
thereby prepared the way for a great victory for the enemies of enlightenment
and a damaging blow to the good cause. It seems to me also that you need not
have done this. You could have continued to write in your customary philo-
sophical and respectable way about these subjects, though of course you would
have had to defend yourself on this or that point. Or you could have remained
silent during your lifetime without giving people the satisfaction of being
released from the fear of your speaking.”

This name, as Beiser has pointed out, is something of a misnomer. For the
issue debated was not pantheism and its putative viciousness but whether the
great Enlightenment writer Lessing had subscribed to this “vice” and, more
important, whether “reason” (as worshipped by the enlighteners) inevitably led
to fatalism and the repudiation of orthodox religious beliefs. Ch. 2 of Beiser’s
The Fate of Reason offers an excellent account of the controversy and its signif-
icance for German intellectual history.

On Jacobi, see his letters to Kant and the biographical sketches.

Unlike Kant, Jacobi maintained that we perceive things as they are in them-
selves. He also rejected Kant’s formalism in ethics and defended the possibility
of immediate moral intuitions.

See the biographical sketches of Mendelssohn and Jacobi, as well as Herz’s
letter, Feb. 27, 1786, Ak.[260], and notes thereto.

“On the Reality of Things outside God,” an essay for Mendelssohn.

In 1788 he accepted a professorship at Duisberg, one of the smallest universi-
ties in Germany, far removed from the frontiers of intellectual debate, which
was just as he wished.

See Kant to C. G. Schutz, July 10, 1797, Ak.[761].

K. Vorlinder, Immanuel Kant, der Mann und das Werk (Leipzig: Felix Meiner,
1924), vol. 2, p. 116.

Kant’s views on women were even less progressive than this discussion might
suggest. His early Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and the Sublime
(1764) betray sentiments close to misogyny. I have discussed “Kant’s Antifem-
inism” in “Kant and the Family,” an essay first published in Kindred Matters,
ed. by Diana Tietjens Meyers, K. Kipnis, and C. F. Murphy, Jr. (Ithaca and
London: Cornell University Press, 1993) and reprinted as “Kant’s Children,”
in The Philosopher’s Child, ed. by Susan M. Turner and Gareth B. Matthews
(Rochester: University of Rochester Press, 1998). Kant’s behavior in response
to Maria Herbert’s letters and to a letter from Sophie Mereau, Ak.[689)], are
two pieces of relevant evidence.

See Herz’s letter, Apr. 7, 1789, Ak.[351]. On Maimon’s remarkable life, see
the biographical sketches.

In 1794, Kant spoke disparagingly of Maimon, in a letter to Reinhold on Mar.
28, Ak.[620]. It is one of the relatively few occasions on which Kant indulged
in anti-Semitic remarks. (Another occurs in his comment on a portrait of Kant
made by a Jewish artist, where Kant reports the opinion, probably that of his
friend Hippel, that Jewish painters always make people look like Jews, stretch-
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ing their noses. This comment too is in a letter to Reinhold, Apr. 23, 1789,
Ale[356]).

Vorlinder, op. cit., 11, 265.

Kant’s statement to Jakob that on completion of the critical part of his plan he
could proceed to the dogmatc is puzzling if one thinks of Kant’s customary
use of the word “dogmatic” to stigmatize the philosophical method he rejected,
viz., one that proceeds without a prior investigation of reason’s competence to
answer the questions it is asking. But Kant was probably thinking of “dog-
matic” in the sense in which he distinguished “dogmata” from “mathemata”
in the Critigue of Pure Reason, A 736=B 764, and not in the derogratory sense.
A “dogma” is one sort of non-analytic apodeictic proposition, viz., a synthetic
proposition that can be “directly derived from concepts.” Mathemata are the
other sort of synthetic a priori proposition, not found in philosophy, which can
be “directly obtained through the construction of concepts.” There are no
dogmata “in the whole domain of pure reason, in its merely speculative em-
ployment,” Kant argued (loc. cit.).

There are a number of letters exchanged with Beck that concern other topics.
Included here are several dealing with physics and the nature of matter and
how variation in density affects gravitational attraction.

See the Opus posturnum volume in the Cambridge Kant edition, edited by
Eckart Forster.

Kant’s correspondence with Schiller unfortunately deals not with substantive
matters but with Schiller’s request that Kant contribute an article to the journal
Die Horen. Kant declined. The letters are respectful on both sides. It is not
clear whether Kant was aware of Schiller’s poetry and dramas.

Curious gourmets may be interested in Kiesewetter’s advice on how to cock
these Teltow carrots, Nov. 25, 1798, Ak.[827]. They must be washed in warm
water, dropped at once into boiling water, and then cooked for no more than
fifteen minutes. They must be stored in a dry place. One of the last exchanges
between Kant and Kiesewetter reports on the survival of carrots through a
hard winter. Kant was not indifferent to food, even in his last years.

The translation was published in two volumes in London, 1798-99. See Rich-
ardson’s letter of June 22, 1798, Ak.[808], and the notes to it.

Friedrich Nicolovius (1768-1836) was a publisher in Kénigsberg.

Dec. 25, 1797, Ak.[791].

To the fiancé of his brother’s daughter, Pastor K. C. Schoen, Apr. 28, 1802,
Ak.[892].

Wasianski, op. cit., p. 303. Wasianski’s detailed account of Kant’s death is a
little like Plato’s account of the last moments of Socrates. Kant’s sister stood
at the foot of the bed. His friend Borowski was called into the room. Kant’s
breathing became weaker and less audible. The clock struck 11.
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1749

1 [1a!]
To Leonhard Euler.
August 23, 1794

Noble Sir,
Learned and renowned Herr Professor,
Esteemed Sir,

The universal indebtedness to you of all the world for your great
accomplishments? may excuse my boldness in asking for your illumi-
nating evaluation of these modest Thoughts on the [True] Estimation of
Living Forces? The same audacity that prompted me to seek out the
true quantity of natural force and to pursue the reward of truth, not-
withstanding the laudable efforts of the followers of Herr von Leibnitz
and of des Cartes [sic], prompts me to submit this work to the judgment
of a man whose discernment qualifies him better than anyone to carry
forward the efforts I have begun in these wretched essays and to reach
a final and full resolution of the division among such great scholars.
The world sees in you, esteemed sir, the individual who better than
others is in a position to rescue the human understanding from its
protracted error and perplexity concerning the most intricate points of
Mechanics, and it is just this that moves me to solicit most respectfully
your precise and gracious appraisal of these poor thoughts. I shall be
honored to send you, sir, a short appendix to this book which will soon
be ready as well, an appendix in which I develop the necessary expla-
nations and certain ideas that belong to the theory but which I could
not include in the work itself without rendering the system too dis-
jointed. If you do me the honor of either publishing or sending me
privately your treasured judgment of this modest work, I shall then
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To Leonhard Euler. August 23, 1794

begin to have a certain respect for it. I am, with all due veneration for
your merits,

your noble, honored, learned, renowned sir’s
most obedient servant,
1. Kant

Judtschen* behind Insterburg in Prussia

I

23rd August, 1749

This letter, published in Rudolf Malter’s appendix to the third, augmented
edition of Schondorffer’s selection of Kant’s letters (Kant’s Briefwechsel), ed. by
Malter and Joachim Kopper, Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 1986) is not to
be found in the Akademie edition of Kant’s Werke.

The letter was first published in a Russian translation by T. N. Klado and
N. M. Raskin, in Istoriko-astronomiceskie issledovanija, vol. 11, p. 371. (Moscow,
1856). A German version appeared in Leonhard Euler, Briefe an eine deutsche
Prinzessin, 2nd ed., pp. 195 {. (Leipzig, 1968).

Euler (1707-83), the renowned mathematician and physicist, was born in Basel,
lived in Petersburg after 1727 and, from 1741 on, was a member of the Berlin
Academy of Sciences. At the time of this letter, he had already produced over
100 publications. Kant’s “Versuch den Begriff der negativen Gréssen in die
Weltweissheit einzufiihren” (1763) refers to Euler’s ‘Reflexions sur I'espace et
le temps” (1748). Euler is also mentioned to in Kant’s essay “Von den ersten
Grunde des Unterschiedes der Gegenden im Raume” (1768), in the Inaugural
Dissertation (1770), in the Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde der Naturwissenschaft
(1786), the Critique of Fudgment (1790), and in the reply to Soemmerring,
“Uber das Organ der Seele” (1796).

Gedanken von der wabren Schitzung der lebendigen Krifte (1747), Kant’s first
publicaton. Kant here omits the word “true” (wabren), thereby giving a some-
what misleading impression of his work.

4 Judtschen was a village inhabited at that time by French settlers. The local

pastor, Daniel Andersch (1701—71), employed Kant as a private tutor for his
three sons from about 1747 to 1750. Kant was twice listed as a witness in the
baptismal records of the village, with the identifying phrase “studiosus Philo-
sophiae.” Cf. Ak. 10: 2, n. 2.
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From Johann Georg Hamann.!

July 27, 1759.

Honored Herr Magister,

I do not hold it against you that you are my 7iva/ or that you have
enjoyed your new friend? for weeks during all of which I only saw him
for a few scattered hours, like a phantom or even more like a clever
scout. I shall however bear this grudge against your friend, that he
ventured to import you even into my seclusion; and that he not only
tempted me to let you see my sensitivity, wrath, and jealousy but even
exposed you to the danger of getting quite close to a man whom the
disease of his passions has given an intensity of thinking and of feeling
that a healthy person does not possess. This is what I wanted to say to
your sweetheart right into bis face when I was thanking you for the honor
of your first visit.

If you are Socrates and your friend wants to be Alcibiades, then for
your instruction you need the voice of a daimon.* And that role is one
I was born for; nor can I be suspected of pride in saying this — an actor
lays aside his royal mask, no longer walks and speaks on stilts, as soon
as he leaves the stage — allow me therefore to be called “daimon” and
to speak to you as a daimon out of the clouds, for as long as I have to
write this letter. But if I am to speak as a daimon, I beg that you give
me at least the patience and attentiveness with which an illustrious,
handsome, clever, and informed public recently heard the farewell
address of a mortal concerning the fragments of an urn on which one
could with effort make out the letters BiBLIoTHEK.* The “project” was
to teach beautiful bodies how to think. Only a Socrates can do that,
and no count; no legislature will create a daimon out of a Watson,
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From Johann Georg Hamann. July 27, 1759

whatever the power of their governing offices and the authority of its
electon.

I write in epic style since you do not yet understand lyric language.
An epic author is a historian of unusual creatures and their still more
unusual lives. A lyric author is the historian of the human heart. Self-
knowledge is hardest and highest; the easiest and most disgusting nat-
ural history, philosophy, and poetry. It is pleasant and profitable to
translate a page of Pope — into the fibers of the brain and of the heart -
but vanity and a curse to leaf through a part of the Encyclopédie.’ 1

10:9 finished the work you proposed to me only last night. The article
concerning beauty is a piece of chattering and a summarizing of
Hutchinson [sic].* The one about art is less harsh and thus sweeter than
the Englishman’s discourse concerning nothing but a word. So only
one article remained that really deserved translation. It had to do with
forced labor.” Every perceptive reader of my heroic letter will appreci-
ate from experience the effort required to be in charge of such people
but will also have the sympathy for all forced laborers that the writer
of my article has for them and will look for the amelioration of the
abuses that make it impossible for them to be good forced laborers.
Since I, however, have no desire to become one or to hold any office
of that sort on this earth, where I have to be dependent on the mood
of those under me, this article will find enough other translators who
have a calling for that job. A man of the world who knows the art of
making visits will always put enterprises in charge of a good superin-~
tendent.

To return to our dear cousin [Berens]. You cannot love this old man
out of inclination; the motive must be vanity or self-interest. You
should have known him in my day, for I loved him. In those days he
thought the way you do, most honorable Herr Magister, about natural
law; he knew nothing but generous tendencies in himself and in me.

You have it, this final contempt is a leftover bit of affection for him.
Let yourself be warned and let me parrot Sappho:

Ah, send me back my wanderer,
Ye Nisaean matrons and Nisaean maids,
Nor let the lies of his bland tongue deceive you!®

I think your association with him is still innocent and that you are
merely passing the long summer and August evenings. Could you not
see me as a girl, confused and shamed, a girl who has sacrificed her
honor to her friend, who entertains his company with her weaknesses
and nakedness, of which I have made no secret to him, privately.

France, the life of the court, and his present association with a pack

10:10  of Calvinists, these are responsible for all the wouble. He loves the
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From Johann Georg Hamann. July 27, 1759

human race as a Frenchman loves a woman, for his mere personal
enjoyment and at the expense of her virtue and honor. In friendship as
in love, he casts aside all secrets. But that means that he denies the god
of friendship; and when Ovid, his heart’s poet, writes to a corrupt
friend, he is sdll tender enough to prefer to her love-making the
intimacy of & third pary.

Those kisses are common to you with me,
And common to me with you — why does
Any third attempt to share those goods?®

That he thinks differently than he talks, writes differently than he
talks, I shall be able to show you more clearly when we have occasion
to talk and walk. Yesterday everything was supposed to be open, and
in his last love letter he wrote me: “I beg you not to make us a
laughingstock by misusing in any way what I, as an honest friend, am
writing to you — our domestic affairs are none of your business now —
we live quietly here, cheerful, human, and Christian.” I have lived up
to this condidon so scrupulously that I have plagued my conscience
over innocent words that escaped my lips and that no one could have
understood. Now everything is supposed to be public. But I shall keep
to what he has written.

We are not going to reach an understanding. I am not going to put
up with having to justify myself. Because I cannot justify myself with-
out damning my judges, and these are the dearest friends I have on
earth.

If I had to justify myself, I would have to argue:

1) that my friend has a false conception of himself,

2) an equally false conception of all his fellow men,

3) has had and sdll has a false conception of me,

4) has unfairly and one-sidedly judged the issue between us as a
whole and in its context,

5) has not the slightest conception or sensitivity about what he and
I have heretofore done and are sdll doing.

Because I know all the principles and motivations of his actions, 1
can forgive what I know and don’t know that he has done and still
does, since he, according to his own confession, cannot make head or
tail of anything I say or do. This must seem like bragging to you and
happens quite naturally in the course of events. I am still too modest,
but I can certainly boast with my bleary red eyes against one with
cataracts.

It would be a simple matter, compared with all my work and effort,
to get myself acquitted. But to be condemned to the poison cup while
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From Johann Georg Hamann. July 27, 1759

innocent! Acquittal is what all Xantppes and Sophists think of — but
not Socrates; for to him it was more a matter of the innocence of his
conscience than of its reward, staying alive.

So that sort of Apology is out of the question for me. The God I
serve, whom scoffers take to be clouds, fog, mist and hallucinations,
will not be appeased by means of rams’ blood and calves’ blood;™
otherwise I could prove very quickly that your friend’s reason and wit,
as my own, is a lascivious calf and his noble intentions a ram with
horns.

What your friend doesn’t believe is as little my affair as what I
believe is his affair. On this subject we are thus divided, and the talk
remains simply a matter of trade. A whole world full of handsome and
profound minds, were they nothing but morning stars and Lucifers,
could be neither judge nor expert witness here, and such a world is not
the public of a lyric poet, who smiles at the applause of his eulogy and
remains silent at its faults.

Peter the Great was called upon by the gods to have his own people
imitate the handsome spirit of other nations in certain petty details.
But do we get younger by shaving off our beards? The truth is not
found in mere sensuous judgments.

A subject of a despotic government, says Montesquieu, does not
need to know what is good and evil."! Let him be fearful, as though his
prince were a god who could cast down his body and soul into hell.
Were he to have insights, he would be an unhappy subject for his state;
if he has any virtue, he is a fool to let himself be noticed.

A patrician in a Greek republic could not have connections with the
Persian court, if he were to avoid being rebuked as a traitor to his
fatherland.

Are the laws of the vanquished proper for the conqueror? Was the
subject repressed by those laws? Do you grant your fellow citizens a
similar fate?

Abraham is our father'? — do we work according to Peter’s plan? as
the ruler of a little free state in Italy learned to babble of “commerce”
and “the Public” - do your father’s works, understand what you are
saying, use your knowledge judiciously, and put your “alas!” in the
right place. We can do more harm with truths than with errors, if we
use the former absurdly and, by luck or by habit, know how to rectify
the latter. That is why many an orthodox soul can ride to the devil, in
spite of the truth, and many a heretic gets to heaven, despite excom-
munication by the ruling church or the public.

How far a man can be effective in the order of the world is an
assignment for you, an assignment, however, to which one dare not
turn until one understands how our soul may be effective in the system
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of its little world. Whether “pre-established harmony” is not at least a
happier sign of this miracle than “influxus physicus” manages to express,
you may decide for yourself. Meanwhile I am pleased that I can infer
from this, that the Calvinistic church is as little in a position to make
an adherent of your friend as is the Lutheran.

These impressions are nothing but apples that I toss as Galatea did
to tease her lover. I am as little concerned with truth as is your friend;
like Socrates, I believe everything that others believe — but I aim to
disturb other people’s faith. That is what the wise man had to do,
because he was surrounded with Sophists and priests whose sound reason
and good works existed only in the imagination. There are people who
imagine themselves healthy and honorable, just as there are malades
imaginaires.

If you want to judge me from Herr B’s reviews and my writings,
that is as unphilosophical a judgment as if one were to survey Luther
from head to toe by reading one brochure to the Duke of Wolfenbiittel
[szc].1?

He who trusts another man’s reason more than his own ceases to be
a man and stands in the front ranks of a herd of mimicking cattle.™*
Even the greatest human genius should seem to us unworthy of imita-
tion. Nature, said Batteux;’ one mustn’t be a Spinozist in matters of
fine arts or in those of government.

Spinoza led an innocent mode of life, too timid in reflection; had he
gone farther, he would have expressed the truth better than he did. He
was incautious in whiling away his time and occupied himself too much
with spider webs; this taste revealed itself in his thinking, which can
only entangle small vermin.

Of what use are the archives of all kings and of all centuries, if a few
lines out of this great fragment, a few motes in a sunbeam out of this
chaos, can give us knowledge and power. How happy is the man who
can visit daily the archives of him who can guide the hearts of all kings
like brooks,’* who does not desire in vain to inspect his marvelous
economy, the laws of his kingdom, and so on. A pragmatic author says
about this: “The statutes of the Lord are more precious than gold,
even than the finest gold, sweeter than honey and the dripping honey-
comb.”? “I put the Law you have given before all the gold and silver
in the world.” “I have more understanding than all my teachers, for I
meditate on your decrees. I understand more than the ancients, for I
respect your precepts. Through your law you have made me wiser than
my enemies, for it is ever with me.”’8

What do you think of this system? I want to make my neighbors
happy. A rich merchant is happy. So that you might become rich - you
need insight and moral virtues.
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From Johann Georg Hamann. July 27, 1759

In my mimicking style, a sterner logic prevails and a connection
more coherent than in the concepts of lively minds. Your ideas are like
the playing colors of shot silk, says Pope.

At this instant I am a Leviathan, the monarch or prime minister of
Ocean, on whose breath depends the ebb and flow of the tides. The
next instant I see myself as a whale, created by God, as the mighdest
poet says, to sport in the sea.'’

I must almost laugh at the choice of a philosopher to try to change
my mind. I look upon the finest logical demonstration the way a
sensible girl regards a love letter and upon a Baumgartian explanation?
as a witty courtesan.

I have been imposed upon with dreadful lies, most honored tutor. I
wonder whether your reading so many travel books has made you
credulous or incredulous. One forgives the original authors, since they
do it unaware and, like a comic hero, “speak prose without knowing
it.”?! Lies are the mother tongue of our reason and wit.

One mustn’t believe what one sees — let alone what one hears. When
two people are in different situations, they must never fight about their
sense impressions. A stargazer can tell a person on the fourth story a
great deal. The latter must not be so stupid as to claim the other man’s
eyes are sick. Come on down: then you’ll be convinced that you didn’t
see anything. A man in a deep ditch without water can see stars at
bright noon. The man on the surface does not deny the stars — but all
he can see is the lord of the day. Because the moon is closer to the
earth than the sun is, you tell your moon fairy tales about the glory of
God. It is God’s glory to conceal a thing; it is the glory of kings to
search out a matter.?2

As one knows the tree by its fruits, so I know that I am a prophet
from the fate that T share with all witnesses: slander, persecutdon,
contempt.

All at once, my dear tutor!, I want to deprive you of the hope of
bargaining with me about certain matters that I can judge better than
you. I have more dats, I base myself on facts, and I know my authors
not out of journals but by carefully and repeatedly wallowing in them;
I have not read extracts but the Acts themselves, wherein the “inter-
ests” of the king as well as that of the country are discussed.

Every animal has its characteristic gait in its thinking and writing.
One proceeds by leaps and bounds like a grasshopper; the other, in a
cohesive connection, like a slow worm in its track, for the sake of
security, which his construction may need. The one straight, the other
crooked. According to Hogarth’s system, the snake line is the basis of
all beautiful painting, as I read in the vignette on the title page.

The Attic philosopher, Hume, needs faith if he is to eat an egg and
drink a glass of water.?* He says: Moses, the law of reason, to which
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From Johann Georg Hamann. July 27, 1759

the philosopher appeals, condemns him. Reason is not given to you to
make you wise but to make you aware of your folly and ignorance, just
as the Mosaic law was given to the Jews, not to make them righteous,
but rather to make their sins more sinful to them.? If he needs faith
for food and drink, why does he deny faith when he judges of matters
that are higher than sensuous eating and drinking?

To explain something by means of custorn — custom is a composite
thing consisting of monads. Custom is called “second nature,” and its
phenomena are just as perplexing as nature itself, which it imitates.

If Hume were only sincere, consistent with himself — All his errors
aside, he is like a Saul among the Prophets.? I only want to quote one
passage that will prove that one can preach the truth in jest, and without
consciousness or desire, even if one is the greatest doubter and, like
the serpent,” wants to doubt even what God said. Here it is: “The
Christian religion not only was at first attended with miracles, but even
at this day cannot be believed by any reasonable person without one.
Mere reason is insufficient to convince us of its veracity. And whoever
is moved by Fuaith to assent to it, is conscious of a continued miracle in
his own person, which subverts all the principles of his understanding,
and gives him a determinadon to believe what is most contrary to
custom and experience.”’?®

Beg your friend that it becomes him least to laugh at the eyeglasses
of my aesthetic imagination, for I must arm the naked eyes of my
reason with those same spectacles.

A tender lover never worries about his expenses, when an affair
breaks up. So if perhaps, according to the new natural law of old
people, the question were one of money, tell him that I have nothing
and must myself live on my father’s generosity; that nevertheless every-
thing belongs to him that God may want to give me — which, however,
1 do not follow, because I might then lose the blessing of the fourth
commandment. If I should die, I want to bequeath my corpse to him,
which he can then, like the Egyptians, treat as a forfeit, as is supposedly
written in the pleasant Happelio of Greece, Herodotus.?

The lyre for lyric poetry is the tireli of the lark. If only I could sing
like a nightingale sings. So there will at least have to be art critics
among the birds, who always sing, and boast of their incessant dili-
gence.

You know, most honored tutor, that daimons have wings and that
they sound just like the applause of the multitude.

If one is permitted to mock God with grace and strength, why
shouldn’t one be able to amuse oneself with idols?

Mother Lyse sings: Make mockery of idols false.>* A philosopher
however looks at poets, lovers, and visionaries the way a man looks at
a monkey, with amusement and pity.
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From Johann Georg Hamann. July 27, 1759

As soon as men can understand one another, they can work. He
who confused the languages — who punished the exemplars of pride
out of love and also for the sake of political ends, for the good of the
populace as a friend of humanity - joined them together again on the
day that they slandered men with tongues of fire, as if intoxicated by
sweet wine.’! Truth did not want highway robbers to get too close to
her; she wore dress upon dress, so that they had misgivings about ever
finding her body. How terrified they were when they had their wish
and saw Truth, the terrible ghost, before them.

I shall come and pick up this letter in person at the earliest possible
date.

1 Hamann (1730-88), the so-called “Magus of the North.” See biographical
sketches.

2 Behrens = Johann Christoph Berens (1729—92), a merchant in Riga, friend of
Kant’s and Hamann’s.

3 “Genii.” Hamann’s reference must allude to Socrates’ guiding spirit, the “dai-
mon” that informed him of evils to be avoided.

4 'The allusion is to the academic farewell address of Matthias Friedrich Watson,
professor of poetry in Kénigsberg, 1756—9. Hamann thought the speech in-
credible. Evidently it consisted largely of autobiographical anecdotes, together
with extracts from a book entitled Critical Outline of a Selected Library [Bib-
liothek] for Friends of Philosophy and Belles-Lettres.

5 Diderot’s famous Encyclopédie ou Dictionnaire Raisonée des Sciences, des Arts et des
Meétiers (1751).

6 The article “Beau” is by Diderot. In its historical introduction, there is a
discussion of Francis Hutcheson’s aesthetics.

7 N. A. Boulanger’s article, “Corvée.”

8 Ovid, Heroides, Epis. XV, v. §3—6 (trans. by Grant Showerman; Cambridge,
Mass.: Loeb Classical Library, 1914).

9 Ovid, Amores 2, 5, 31 f. (trans. by Grant Showerman; Cambridge, Mass.: Loeb
Classical Library, 1914).

10 Hebrews, 9:12

11 See Montesquieu, De [’Esprir des Lois, Bk. IT1, ch. 9, and Bk. IV, ch. 3.

12 John 8:30.

13 Luther’s polemic “Wider Hans Worst,” Wittenberg, 1541.

14 “servum pecus.” Horace, Episties I, 19,19: “O imitatores, servam pecus.”

15 Charles Batteux, Les Beaux Arts Reduits & un Méme Principe (Paris, 1747), p- 9:
“The spirit which is father to the arts must imitate nature.”

16 Proverbs 21:1.

17 Psalms 19:10-11.

18 Psalms 119:72, 99—100, 98.

19 Psalins 104:26.
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To Johann Gotthelf Lindner. October 28, 1759

20 Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten (1714-62), professor of philosophy in Frank-
furt an der Oder, originated the conception of aesthetics as the study or
doctrine of beauty. Kant used Baumgarten’s Metaphysics (published in 1739) as
the textbook for his lectures.

21 Monsieur Jourdain, in Moliére’s Le Bourgeois Gentilbormme, Act I1, scene 6.

22 Proverbs 25:2.

23 William Hogarth’s The Analysis of Beauty (London, 1753). The title page has a
snake line with the subscript “Variety.”

24 See Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature, Bk. 1, Pt. III, vi and vii.

25 Romans 7:7-8.

26 I Samuel 10:11;19:24.

27 Genesis 3:1-5.

28 Hume, Enquiry concerning Human Understanding, Sec. X, concluding paragraph;
“custom” and “experience” italicized by Hamann.

29 The allusion is to Herodotus’ account of the treasure of Rhampsinitos. See his
History, Bk. II, ch. 121.

30 From the eighth stanza of the song “Sei Lob und Ehr’ dem Hochsten Gut,”
by the famous composer Johann Jakob Schiitz (1640—90).

31 Gen. [I:7-9.
3 [13]
To Johann Gotthelf Lindner!
October 28, 1759.
Noble Sir,

Esteemed Magister,

I take advantage of Herr Behrens™ willingness to transmit to you
my sincerest thanks for the kind regard you have often expressed for
me; I am all the more grateful to you for I suspect that my good
fortune in acquiring such a worthy and treasured friend is partly due
to the kind impression of me which you must have given him before-
hand. T acknowledge the recommendations of the students who were
sent here from Riga as a compliment which obligates me to give an
account or news of their conduct, and I can do this very easily for
Herren Schwartz and Willmsen, since these two gentlemen have
shown an unusual amount of eagerness at the start of their studies
(which usually does not last very long) and have sustained that eager-
ness with such regularity that I anticipate the best results from them.
I wish I could praise Herr Holst as well and say that, besides being
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To Johann Gotthelf Lindner. October 28, 1759

pleasant and winning people’s affection on account of his pleasantness,
he is also mindful of and similarly devoted to his main purpose for
being here. I do not know what little temptations or unnecessary
entertamments may have drawn him away, but to my mind it would
be helpful in alleviating these obstacles were he to dine in our
company, as Herr Schwartz does. For since he would then have
to give an account of himself every day, the excuses would soon be
used up.

I am very pleased to hear from everyone that you have managed to
display your talents in a place where people are capable of appreciating
them and that you have succeeded in getting away from the sick woo-
ing of approval and the tasteless arts of ingratiation which pretentious
litle masters around here, who can only do harm, lay on to those
people who are eager to earn this reward and have no desire to hide it.
For my part, I sit daily at the anvil of my lectern and guide the heavy
hammer of repetitious lectures, continuously beating out the same
rhythm. Now and then I am stirred up somewhere by a nobler inchi-
nation, a desire to extend myself somewhat beyond this narrow sphere;
but the blustering voice of Need immediately attacks me and, always
truthful in its threats, drives me back to hard work without delay —
intentat angues atque intonat ore.’

Yet in this town where I find myself and the modest prosperity for
which I allow myself to hope, I make do finally with the applause I
receive and the benefits [ derive from that, dreaming my life away.

Recently a meteor has appeared here on the academic horizon. In a
rather disorganized and incomprehensible dissertation attacking opti-
mism, Docent Weymann* tried to make his solemn debut in this thea-
ter, a theater that includes harlequins just as Herferding’s® does. 1
refused to argue against him, since he is known to be a presumptuous
man; but in a short piece that I distributed the day after his dissertation
— Herr Behrens will give you a copy, along with a few other little essays
— I offered a brief defense of optimism, against Crusius, without having
Weymann in mind. That galled him immediately. The following Sun-
day he published a sheet in which he defended himself against my
supposed attacks; I shall send it to you soon, since I don’t have it right
here. It was full of distortions, insolence and the like.

When I thought of how the public would judge me, and the obvious
impropriety of getting into a boxing match with a Cyclops, and the
very idea of rescuing an essay that would probably already be forgotten
by the time its defense came out, I was driven to the conclusion that
silence would be the best answer. These are the weighty matters with
which we little spirits concern ourselves, puzzled that the world at large
is indifferent to them.
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Please greet Herr Freytag,S Prof. Kypke,” and Dr. Funck® for me. I

hope that all is well with you and I remain

yours truly,
Kant.

Konigsberg, Oct. 28, 1759.

B~ N

Johann Gotthelf Lindner (17290-76) studied in Koénigsberg and became a
teacher at the Friedrichskollegium in 1748, then lecturer (magister legens) in
philosophy, 1750, rector of the cathedral school in Riga, 1755, and professor
of poetry in Kénigsberg. He was a friend of Hamann’s as well.

The present letter is a reply to Lindner’s letter of August 20, 1759, from
Riga, Ak. 10:6-7, discussing students Schwartz, Willemsen, and von Holst,
whom Lindner had recommended to Kant, and inquiring about their progress.
Behrens = Johann Christoph Berens. See Hamann’s letter Ak.[11], . 2.

Kant is playing on Virgil’s Aeneid, V1, ll. 572 and 607. Tisiphone, one of the
Furies in hell, “brandishing fierce snakes in her left hand, she calls upon the
savage ranks of her sisters.”

Daniel Weymann (1732-95) submitted his habilitations thesis, De mundo non
optimo, October 6, 1759. The following day Kant’s “Versuch einiger Betrach-
tungen tber den Optimismus” appeared, intended as an invitation to Kant’s
lectures. The essay, which Kant later disparaged — he told Borowski he wished
it had been destroyed — is a polemic against Christian August Crusius (1712—
75), the most influential opponent of Chrisdan Wolff. Weymann sought to
reconcile reason and revelation but disputed “best of all possible worlds”
optimism. Kant at this time disagreed with him, though without mentioning
him by name.

Johann Peter Hilferding, an impresario whose theatrical troupe often played
in Kénigsberg.

Theodor Michael Freytag (172 5-90), a schoolmate of Kant’s.

Georg David Kypke (1724-79), professor of Oriental languages.

Johann Daniel Funck (1721-64), professor of law (Rechte) from 1749.

4 [14 & 15]' (13 & 14)
From Johann Georg Hamann.

1759-

As Horace writes: “Oh, unfortunate one! With what a vortex of

calamity must you struggle, youth, you who are worthy of a better
flame!”
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From Johann Georg Hamann. 1759

Your patrons would shrug their shoulders with pity if they knew
that you were going around pregnant with a physics book for children.’
This idea would strike many a man as so childish that he would jeer at
your ignorance and the misuse of your own powers or he might even
fly into a rage. Since I do not think that you give satirical lectures with
your textbooks, I doubt that you mean to include people of good social
background among the children for whom your nature-instruction is
intended.

I therefore assume, dear sir, that you are serious about this project
and this presupposition has led me to a web of reflections which I
cannot analyze all at once. I hope you will at least take what T am
writing with as much seriousness as we recently remarked that the
games of children deserve to receive and have received from sensible
people. If there is nothing so absurd that some philosopher has not
taught it,* so nothing must appear so absurd to a philosopher that he
should be unwilling to test and examine it before daring to reject it.
Disgust is a sign of a ruined stomach or a spoiled imagination.

You want to perform a miracle, my dear Magister. A good and
useful and beautiful book that does not exist is to come into being
through your pen. If it existed or if you knew that it existed, you would
not dream of this project. You say, “The title or name of a children’s
physics book exists, but the book itself is lacking.” — You have certain
grounds for suspecting that something will work for you which has
failed to work for so many others. Otherwise you would not have the
heart to embark on a path from which the fate of your predecessors
might well frighten you away. You are indeed a master in Israel if you
think it a trivial matter to change yourself into a child, despite all your
learning! Or do you have more faith in children, while your adult
auditors struggle to have the patience and quickness to keep up with
your thinking? Since in addition your project requires an excellent
knowledge of the child’s world, which can be obtained neither in the
gallant nor in the academic world, it all seems so marvelous to me that
out of pure inclination toward marvels I would risk a black eye just to
take such a crazy, daring ride.

Supposing that appetite alone gave me the courage to write this, a
philosopher like you would know how to take advantage even of that
and be able to exercise his morality where it would be pointless to
display his theories. But you will be able to read my intentions this
time; for the lowliest machines demand a mathematical insight if they
are to be used properly.

It is as easy for the learned to preach as it is for them to deceive
honest people! And there is neither danger nor accountability in doing
it; not in writing for scholars, because most of them are already so
wrongheaded that the most mischievous author cannot render their
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thinking any more confused than it already is. But even blind heathens
had respect for children, and a baptized philosopher will know that it
takes more to write for children than having the wit of a Fontanel and
a seductive literary style. What petrifies beautiful minds and inspires
beautiful marble pillars® — that sort of thing would offend the majestic
inmocence of a child.

To secure praise out of the mouths of children and sucklings!¢ It is
no ordinary business to join in this ambition and taste, not something
to start with by stealing colored plumes but by voluntarily renouncing all
concern about age and wisdom and by denying all vanity. A philosoph-
ical book for children would therefore have to appear as simple-
minded, foolish and tasteless as a divine book written for human beings.
Now examine yourself to see whether you have the heart to be the
author of a simple-minded, foolish and tasteless science book. If you
have, then you are a philosopher for children. “Farewell and dare to
be intelligent.””

[Continuation)

To make judgments about children from what we know of adults, I
attribute more vanity to the former than to us, because they are more
ignorant than we are. And that may be why the writers of catechisms,
in accord with this instinct, put the most foolish questions into the
mouths of the teacher and the wisest answers into the pupils’ responses.
So we must adapt ourselves to the pride that children have, as Jupiter
adapted to the inflated Juno, whom he is said to have approached in no
other guise than that of a cuckoo half-dead and dripping with rain,
addressing her about the duty of her love, while he chose very respect-
able and ingenious disguises for his amorous intrigues.

The most important methodological principle in dealing with chil-
dren consists thus in condescending to their weaknesses; one must
become their servant if one wants to be their master, must follow them
if one would rule them, must learn their language and their soul if one
wants to move them to imitate one’s own. It is impossible to understand
or in fact to fulfill this practical principle if one hasn’t as the saying
goes been crazy about them and loved them, without really knowing
why. If you feel the weakness of such a love of children is concealed in
your womb’s desire, then that “Dare” will come easily to you, and the
“to be intelligent” will come too. So, dear Sir, you can become in six
days the creator of an honest, useful and beautiful children’s book,
which however no T - 8 will see as that, let alone will a courtier or a
Phyllis, out of recognition for your work, embrace you for it.

The point of these observations is to move you to use no other plan
for your physics book than one that is already present in every child
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that is neither heathen nor Turk, a plan that as it were awaits the
cultivation of your instruction. The best plan you could now adopt
would contain human defects, and perhaps greater defects than the
rejected cornerstone of the Mosaic history or story.® For it contains in
itself the origin of all things; so a historical presentation of a science is
always to a certain extent superior to a logical one, however artificial it
may be. The idea of nature according to the six days of its birth thus
presents the best schema for a child that believes in the legends told
by its nurse, until the child can calculate, designate, and prove, and is
then justified in believing in numbers, figures, and logical inferences
the way it first believed its wet-nurse.

T am surprised that it occurred to the wise Architect of the world to
give us, right along with the great work of creation, an account of His
work; for no clever human being would readily take the trouble to
inform children and idiots about the mechanism of his actions. Noth-
ing but love for us sucklings of creation could have moved Him to this
foolishness.

How would a great mind begin to illuminate either a child who still
went to school, or a simple-minded servant girl, with an understanding
of his systems and projects? But that it should have been possible for
God to let us hear two words about the origin of things, that is incom-
prehensible; and the actual revelation concerning this is as beaudful an
argument for His wisdom as the seeming impossibility of it is proof of
our imbecility.

A philosopher however reads the three chapters of Genesis with the
sort of eyes with which that crowned star-gazer'® looks at heaven. It is
natural therefore that nothing but eccentric concepts and anomalies
should appear to him; he prefers to find fault with holy Moses rather
than doubt his own educated fads and his systematic spirit.

So if you want to write for children, dear sir, don’t be ashamed to
ride the wooden horse of Mosaic history and to present your physics
in the order that every Christian child has learned about the origin of
nature:

Of light and fire.

Of the sphere of vapors and all airy appearances.

Of water, the sea, rivers

Of solid ground and of what grows in the earth and on it.
Of the sun, moon and stars.

Of the animals.

Of human beings and society.

W oAb N

I will say more when I speak to you!
As Horace writes — “You turn again, ancestor, to the despised race
of grandchildren, sated with the game of war that lasts too long.”!
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1 Hamann published these two letters under the title “Zugabe zweener Liebes-
briefe an einen Lehrer der Weltweisheit, der eine Physik fiir Kinder schreiben
wollte” (Two love letters to a teacher of philosophy who wanted to write a
physics book for children) as a supplement to his book Finf Hirtenbriefe das
Schuldrama betreffend, 1763.

2 Horace, Carmina 1, 27, 18-20:

“ — Ah! miser,
Quanta laboras in Charybdi
Digne puer meliore flamma!”

3 Kant initated the project, aimed at popularizing Newton. In a letter to Ha-
mann, evidently in Dec. 1759 (not extant), Kant invited Hamann to collaborate
with him.

4 Cicero, De divinatione, 11, 58, 119. “Heaven knows that nothing so foolish can
be said that some philosopher or other has not maintained it.”

5 Hamann’s word-play is difficult to capture in English: “Was schéne Geister
versteinert und schone Marmorsiulen begeistert . . .” “What turns lovely spir-
its to stone and fills lovely stones with spirit” conveys the verbal trick but loses
the sense.

6 Matthew 21:16.

“Vale et sapere aude!” Horace, Fpistles. 1, 2, 40. The motto “Sapere aude” is
sometimes translated “Have the courage to use your own reason,” as in Kant’s
essay, “What Is Enlightenment?”
Hamann’s “T - ” might be short for “Devil” (Teufel).
“The stone which the builders rejected is become the chief cornerstone.”
Psalms 118, 22; Matthew 21:42.
10 Alphonso X (1221-84), King of Leon and Castile, called “the wise” or “astrol-
ogus.”
11 Horace, Carminal, 2, 35-7:
“Neglectum genus et nepotes
Respicis autor
Heu nimis longo satiate ludo.”

5 [17] (16)
From Johann Georg Hamann.

Late December 1759.

Dear Friend,

This title is not an empty word for me but a source of duties and 14,4
delights — the two are related. Please judge my enclosure accordingly.
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The alliance we call friendship doesn’t always call for a bushel of salt.
I trust that a handful is sufficient, the handful with which I have had to
season this letter.

Your silence concerning certain matters about which sincerity would
be enough to loosen a dumb person’s tongue is an insult to me which
I find as difficult to explain, or which I must explain as unpleasantly, as
you must my vehement passion.

I really want to work on the book we have been discussing. It is too
hard for one person alone, and it would be easier for two people than
for three. We must also perhaps have a certain amount of talent for it
and our styles must fit together. But we need to become so precisely
aware of our weaknesses and vulnerabilities that no jealousy or misunder-
standing is possible between us. Love grounds itself on weaknesses and
vulnerabilities, and fecundity grounds itself on love. So you must hit
back at me with the same blows with which I attack you, and put down
my prejudices with the same force with which I attack yours. Otherwise
your love of truth and virtue will seem to me as contemptible as artful
coquetry.

Unity is what our project requires, unity not just in ideas, where
unity cannot be sought or maintained, but unity in the strength and in
the spirit to which even ideas are subject — as the images of the right
and the left eye are made to coalesce by means of the unity of the optic
nerves.

I wished therefore that you had interrogated me about the issues in
my two letters. But it does not matter to you whether you understand
me or not as long as you can explain me more or less so that you will
not be disgraced and so that I do not lose every good opinion of you.
That is not behaving philosophically, not sincerely, not with friendship.

My offer was to represent the position of a child. You ought to ask
me therefore, “How far did I get? What and how did I discover?” and
adjust your building accordingly. But you assume from the outset that
what I have learned is childish stuff. That assumption is in opposition
to all the love of humanity of a teacher, who ought to endure even the
poorest explanation from a student and who encourages the student,
by means of what he already knows, to see that he knows and who
leads him thereby to broader and better learning. Sapienti sat.! Now
do you know why Jesuits are such good school teachers and fine states-
men?

[Enclosure)
Should I not fee! pain if someone is angered at me? And at what? At my
pride. I tell you, you must feel this pride or at least counterfeit it, yes,

be able to exceed it. Or you must take my humility as a model and give
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up your desire to be a writer. Otherwise prove to me that your vanity
is better than the pride that angers you and better than the humility
you despise.

There is a certain pride in Caesar, from what I know, that made him
feel dissatisfied with anything until he had done everything and noth-
ing remained. Where others are too weak to create obstacles he himself
puts the Alps in his own path in order to display his patience, his
courage, his greatness. He loves honor more than life. A clever spirit
would not think like that and behaves entirely otherwise; much less a
wise man.

If you are ashamed or perhaps powerless to be proud, then let your
pen sleep, at least give up the book on which I am to collaborate. In
that case it is beyond your vision and your strength.

Don’t worry about your pride. It will be humbled enough in carry-
ing out the project. How would you be able to endure the #roubles and
danger on your journey without this emotion?

It takes pride to pray; it takes pride to work. A vain man can do
neither; or his praying and working are fraud and imposture. He is
ashamed to dig and to beg, or he becomes a begging babbler and a
polypragmatic sluggard. Alembert and Diderot wanted to honor their
country by producing an Encyclopédie; they achieved nothing. Why did
they fail? And why was their work suppressed? The two questions are
connected and have a common solution. The mistakes in their project
can teach us more than can its successful pages.

If we wish to pull with one yoke we need to be of one mind. The
question is thus: whether you wish to raise yourself to my pride or
whether I ought to lower myself to your vanity? I have already dem-
onstrated to you that we will find obstacles which vanity is too weak to
face, let alone overcome.

My pride seems to you unbearable; I judge your vanity much more
mildly. An axiom has priority over an hypothesis; the latter however is
not to be spurned. Only one must not use it like a cornerstone but like
scaffolding.

The spirit of our book is supposed to be moral. If we ourselves are
not, how can we impart morality to our book and to our readers? We
shall obtrude ourselves as blind men leading the blind; I say obtrude,
without vocation and need.

Nature is a book, a written message, a fable (in the philosophical
sense) or whatever you wish to call her. Supposing we know all the
letters in it as well as is possible, and we can spell and sound out every
word, we even know the language in which it’s written — is all that
enough, in order to understand the book, to judge it, to make sense of
it, to epitomize it? So we need more than physics in order to interpret
nature. Physics is nothing but the alphabet. Nature is an equation with
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unknown quantities, a Hebrew word that is written with nothing but
consonants, for which the understanding must supply the vowels.

We write for a nation, as did the Encyclopaedists, but for a people
that wants an artist and poet.

Mediocribus esse poetis
Non homines, non di, non concessere columnae.?

This is not some brain wave of Horace’s but a law of nature and of
good taste. But all ideas appear in your mind the way images in your
eyes: upside down. You take fancies for truths, and the latter for the
former. With this upside down way of thinking it will be impossible
for us to make progress together.

You are proud of telling people the truth; not I, though I must seem
like that to you. With Weymann® you can behave as you like; as a
friend I demand a different treatment. Your silence in response to him
is more insidious and contemptuous than his stupid critique of your
essay. You treat me on a similar footing, but I won’t let you get away
with that unpunished.

You think it not worth the while to rebut his objections. You think
there is more honor in coming up with a new, irrefutable demonstra-
tion. You have not responded to my objections and perhaps you are
thinking of a new plan. My plan does not belong to me - it is rather
the property of every child and it has Moses for its author, whose
reputation I would rather defend, if necessary, than my own.

If you wish to be a teacher of children, you must have a fatherly
heart toward them, and then you will know, without blushing, how to
seat yourself on the old hack, the wooden horse of Mosaic history.
What seems to you to be a wooden horse is perhaps a winged one. I
see that philosophers unfortunately are not better than children and
that, like children, one has to lead them into a fairyland to make them
wiser or to get them to keep paying attention.

I say it to you with vexation: you did not understand my first letter.
And it must be true that my writing is more difficult than I realize and
that you want to admit. It isn’t only my letter but also the Platonic
Dialogue on Human Nature* that you also fail to understand. You suck
on gnats and swallow camels.’

Isn’t it written there and thoroughly demonstrated that no igno-
rance can harm us, only that ignorance which we mistake for wisdom?
I will add to that that no ignorance can damn us, except when we
mistake truths for errors and discard and abhor them. Has it not been
said to thee? Yes it has been said but I did not want to believe, or it
seemed to me tasteless, or I preferred my lies.

Look upon my candor as the insolence of a Homeromastyx® or as
outrageous cynicism. You are lord and can name things as you wish ~
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Not your language, not mine, not your reason, not mine; here it is one
tmepiece versus another. But the sun alone is correct; and if it should
err, it is stll its noonday shadow alone that divides time beyond all
dispute.

If you want to be a learned conqueror like Bacchus, it is well that
you take along a Silen’ to accompany you. I don’t like wine for its own
sake but because it loosens my tongue enough to tell you the truth as
I sit drunkenly on my donkey.

Because I cherish you and love you, I am your Zoilus,® and Diogenes
looked for a man who had inclinations similar to his own, however
unlike were the roles that everyone later played.

One who puts forth an ideal world, like Rousseau, but denies an
individual, indivisible and omnipresent Providence, contradicts himself.
If coincidence is possible in the smallest things, then the world cannot
be good nor can it endure. If the smallest things flow from eternal
laws, and the way an age exists of itself out of an unlimited number of
days, it is really Providence in the smallest parts that makes the whole
good.

The creator and ruler of the world is that sort of being. He likes
himself in his plan and is unconcerned about our opinions. If the
masses with clapping hands and shuffling feet say polite things to him
about the goodness of the world and shout their approval, he is embar-
rassed like Phocion® and asks the little circle of friends standing around
his throne with eyes and feet covered up whether he spoke something
foolish when he said, “Let there be light!” because he sees his work
admired by the common herd.

We ought not to be enthusiastic about the applause of this century
which we see but about the coming one which is invisible to us. We
do not want only to shame our predecessors but to be a model for the
world to come.

As our book is supposed to be written for all classes of youth, we
want to become such authors that our great grandchildren will not
reject us as childish writers.

A vain being exerts itself therefore because it wants to please; a
proud god does not think of that. If it is good, let it look anyway at all;
the less it pleases the better it is. Creation is thus not a work of vanity
but of humility, of lowering. Six words will taste so sour to a great
genius that he needs six days and rests on the seventh.

Ex noto fictum carmen sequar; ut sibi quivis
Speret idem; sudet multum, frustraque laboret
Ausus idem. !

Ex noto fictum carmen sequar; if Thou wouldst write a Heidelber-
gian catechism, don’t talk about Lord Christ with a philosopher, for he
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doesn’t know the man. And if you want to prove to your auditors that
the world is good, don’t start from the whole, for no one can see it,
nor from God, for that is a being that only a blind person with staring
eyes can behold and whose way of thinking and moral character only a
vain human being would think he could understand. An honest Sophist
says, “The more I think about it, the less wisdom I get.”!!

I want to close my argument with a dilemma, and thereby encourage
you to be sincere and candid with me. Why are you so aloof and shy
with me? And why can I speak so impudently to you? Either I have
greater friendship for you than you for me or I have more insight into
our work than you have. You are afraid to expose yourself and to bare
the impurity of your intentions or the deficiency of your powers. Think
of the brook that shows its sludge to everyone who looks into it. I
believe, therefore I speak. You cannot convince me, for I am not one
of your auditors, I am an accuser, one who contradicts. You don’t want
to believe. If you can only explain my notions you don’t even see that
your explanation is as idiotic and remarkable as my notions. I will
gladly be patient with you as long as I can hope to win you over, and
to be weak because you are weak. You must ask me, not yourself, if you
wish to understand me.

1 “For one who understands, it suffices.” Plautus, Persa, IV, 7, 19.
2 “To be mediocre is not permitted to poets, neither by men, nor by gods, nor
by booksellers.” Horace, Ars Poetica, v. 372 f.

3 Daniel Weymann, a colleague, philosophy instructor invited by Kant to attend

his lectures.

The reference is to Hamann’s translation of Plato, published in 1753.

Matthew 23: 24: “Ye blind guides, which strain at a gnat, and swallow 2 camel.”

See note 8.

In Greek mythology, Silenus was a jolly old philosopher, father of the Satyrs

and guardian of Dionysus/Bacchus, a2 water-dispensing god of fertility.

8 A Greek rhetorician, notorious for trivial fault-finding in Homer, and therefore
called “Homeromastyx,” Scourge of Homer.

9 Cf. Plutarch’s Lives. Phocion was a Greek general and statesman of the fourth
century, B.c. According to Plutarch he once spoke to the people and, on
receiving friendly applause from his audience, he asked his friends, “Did I,
without knowing it, say something bad?”

10 “My aim shall be poetry, so moulded from the familiar that anybody may hope
for the same success, may sweat much and yet toil in vain when attempting the
same.” Horace, Ars Poetica, v. 240—42. Transl. by H. Rushton Fairclough, Loeb
Classical Library (Cambridge and London, 1926).

11 Simonides is said to have asserted, when asked why he asked for more and
more time to answer the question of God’s existence, “Because the subject
seems more obscure to me the more I consider it.” Cicero, De natura deorum.,
L, 22, 6o.
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6 [25] (24)
From Maria Charlotta Jacobi, née Schwinck.!

June 12, 1762.

Dear Friend,

Aren’t you surprised that I dare to write to you, a great philosopher?
I thought I would find you in my garden yesterday, but since my
girlfriend and I crept through all the alleys and failed to find our friend
under this circle of heaven I spent my time finishing a rapier ribbon, it
is dedicated to you. I make claim on your company tomorrow after-
noon. I hear you say, “Yes, yes, I'll come.” Well good, we shall await
you and then my watch will get wound.? Forgive me this reminder. My
girlfriend and I send you a kiss by means of sympathy?® — surely the air
must be the same in Kneiphoff, ¢ so our kiss won’t lose its sympathy-
power. May you live happily and well

Jacobin.

from the garden, June 12, 1762.

1 Frau Jacobi was the young wife — married at age 13 — of Kant’s friend, a banker
and privy commercial councillor named Johann Conrad Jacobi. She divorced
him in 1768 and married Johann Julius Gésche, director of the mint, until that
time also a good friend of Kant’s. According to a biography of Kant by his
student Reinhold Bernhard Jachmann, Kant “held it to be forbidden and
unethical to be on friendly terms with both men at the same time, thinking
this an insult to the first man and suggesting to the second that Kant approved
of his blameworthy behavior.” Cf. Ak. 13: 19.

2 Rolf George, reviewing Arsenij Gulyga, Immanuel Kant (Moscow, 1977), inter-
prets this remark in the light of Laurence Sterne’s Tristram Shandy and con-
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cludes that Kant’s friendship with Frau Jacobi was more than Platonic. Cf.
George, “The Lives of Kant,” a Critical Notices article in Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research, XLVII, No. 3 (March 1987). Tristram’s father would
wind the house-clock every Sunday night, in time to attend to his marital
duties. The “tomorrow” referred to by Frau Jacobi is a Sunday since the
present letter was sent on a Saturday, as Rolf George mentions. George points
out too that Wolfgang Ritzel, Immanuel Kant, Zur Person (Bonn, 1975), p. 42,
and Immanuel Kant, pp. 112, ff., had noticed the allusion to Shandy before
Gulyga.

On the other hand, Karl Vorlinder, Immanuel Kant, Der Mann und das
Werk, vol. 1, p. 133, suggests that the watch-winding refers to a joking remark
about women and watches that Kant made in his lectures on Anthropologie:
“Scholarly women use their books the way they use their watches, namely to
show people that they have one, even if generally the watch doesn’t move or
doesn’t agree with the time of day” (Ak. 7: 307). But, as George points out,
the Anthropologie was not published until 1797.

3 In this context, perhaps the “secret power” whereby one body affects another.
4 The district in which Kant lived at that time.
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7 [27] (26)
To Johann Heinrich Samuel Formey!

June 28, 1763

I have had the pleasure of discovering by way of the Berlin newspa-
per that my essay,? with the motto “Verum animo satis haec, etc.” from
Lucretius,’ an essay that was delivered to you, dear sir, by the merchant
Abraham Gottlieb Ficker and a receipt for which, signed by you, sir,
and dated Berlin, 31 October, 1762, was transmitted to me, was pro-
nounced worthy of Second Place after the winning Prize Essay by the
Royal Academy of Sciences assembly.

I am all the more moved by this favorable judgment in view of how
little care in preparing its appearance and ornamentation went into the
work, since a somewhat too lengthy delay left me with hardly enough
time to present some of the most important arguments on this subject
on which I have been reflecting for several years and the goal of which
reflections, I flatter myself, I am near to reaching.

I take the liberty of inquiring, dear sir, whether my work will be
published by the Academy along with the winning Prize Essay and
whether in that case the inclusion of a supplement containing consid-
erable elaboration and a more precise explication might be acceptable
to your excellent society. Leaving aside any motive of vanity, publica-
tion seems to me to be the best means of encouraging scholars to
inspect a method from which alone, I am convinced, a happy outcome
for abstract philosophy can be awaited, if that inspection be supported
to some extent by the authority of a highly esteemed learned society.

In case the Academy should approve of this suggestion, I beg you
most respectfully to determine the date by which these additions
should be submitted. With confidence, sir, in your honoring me with
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To Charlotte von Knobloch. August 10, 1763

a reply without taking offense at the liberty I take, I am with the
greatest respect

your most obedient servant
Immanuel Kant
Magister legens in the University of Kénigsberg

Kénigsberg, the 28th of June, 1763.

I

3

Formey (1711-97) was permanent secretary of the Royal Academy of Sciences
in Berlin (Berliner Akademie der Wissenschaften). His one extant letter to
Kant, dated Dec. 9, 1786, written in French, informs Kant of his election to
the Academy. In a letter to Mendelssohn, Kant refers to Formey as Professor
Formey.
Kant’s “Inquiry into the Distinctness of the Principles of Natural Theology
and of Morals” (“Untersuchung iiber die Deutlichkeit der Grundsitze der
natiirlichen Theologie und der Moral”), 1764, was submitted to the Berlin
Academy’s essay competition. An essay by Moses Mendelssohn, “Treatise on
Evidence in the Metaphysical Sciences (“Abhandlung iiber die Evidenz inden
metaphysischen Wissenschaften”) won first prize, but as the present letter
indicates, Kant’s essay was judged to be almost as good. It was subsequently
published, though without the changes and additions Kant here asked to have
appended. A fuller discussion of the Academy’s decision may be found in Kant’s
Werke, Ak. 2:. 402—5.

De verum natura i. 403—4. The passage Kant quotes reads, in the translation by
W. H. D. Rouse, Loeb Classical Library, “But for a keen-scented mind, these
litle tracks are enough to enable you to recognize the others for yourself.”

8 [29] (28)
To Charlotte von Knobloch.!
August 10, 1763.2

I would not have denied myself for so long the honor and pleasure

of obeying the command of a lady who is an ornament to her sex and
giving her the requested report, were it not for the fact that a much
more complete investigation of this matter seemed to me to be neces-
sary. The tale I am about to write is of a totally different sort from
those that have the charm normally required of stories that are allowed
to penetrate the chambers of lovely women. If this report should cause
a moment of solemn seriousness to interrupt the customary air of
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gaiety with which all innocent creatures are entitled to look upon the
whole of creation, I would have to accept responsibility for this. But I
am sure that even if my pictures activate a shudder, the sort of horror
evoked by a repetition of one’s childhood experiences, the intelligent
lady who reads these words will not fail to find a pleasant use for them.
Allow me to justify my procedure in this matter, gracious lady, since it
may look as though an ordinary sort of madness had predisposed me
to seek out such tales and led me to want to believe in them without
careful testing.

I doubt that anyone has ever perceived in me a trace of mystical
bent, an inclination to believe in marvels or a weakness for giving in
easily to credulity. So much is certain: that regardless of the many tales
of apparitions and actions in the realm of spirits that I have heard, I
have always submitted these stories to the test of sound reason and
have been inclined to regard such tales with skepticism. Not that I see
such things as impossible (for how litde do we know about the nature
of a spirit?) but, taken all in all, we simply do not find sufficient
evidence to validate them. Further, considering how incomprehensible
this sort of appearance is, and how useless, and how many difficulties
there are in supposing these stories to be true — whereas there are no
difficulties at all in supposing that we have been deceived and there are
plenty of instances in which fraud has in fact been discovered — I am
therefore not inclined to be afraid of graveyards or of the dark. That
was my position for a long time, until I became acquainted with the
stories about Herr Swedenborg.?

This report came to me from a Danish officer, a friend and formerly
my pupil. He himself, along with other guests, was able to read a
certain letter about Herr Swedenborg while a guest in the house of
Dietrichstein* in Copenhagen, the Austrian envoy to Copenhagen. His
host had received the letter just then from Baron von Liitzow,’ the
Mecklenburg Ambassador to Stockholm. Von Liitzow reported a re-
markable incident that he, along with the Dutch Ambassador® at the
Court of the Queen of Sweden,” had witnessed, an incident about Herr
von Swedenborg with which you, gracious lady, are probably familiar.
The credibility of such a report stunned me. For one could scarcely
believe that an ambassador would transmit to another ambassador a
story meant for publication, a story that reports something untrue about
the Queen of a country in which he is stationed, and that describes an
incident at which he and other distinguished persons were supposedly
present. In order to avoid replacing a blind prejudice against visions
and apparitions with another prejudice, I thought it sensible to make
further inquiries concerning this story. I wrote to the aforementioned
officer in Copenhagen and asked him to make all sorts of investigations
for me. He responded that he had once again spoken to Count von
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Dietrichstein and that the facts of the matter were such that even
Professor Schiegel® thought it beyond doubt. He advised me, since he
himself had been placed under the command of General St. Germain®
and was about to leave town, that I should write directly to von Swe-
denborg myself to get more details about the case. I did write to this
strange man, and my letter was delivered to him personally in Stock-
holm by an English merchant. I received word that Herr von Sweden-
borg accepted the letter politely and promised to reply to it. However,
no reply has arrived. Meanwhile, I made the acquaintance of a fine
gentleman, an Englishman, who was staying here in Konigsberg last
summer. On the strength of our friendship I asked him to make further
inquiries, on his forthcoming trip to Stockholm, into the amazing gifts
of Herr von Swedenborg. According to his first letter, the most re-
spectable people in Stockholm say that the story took place just as I
have described it to you. He did not get to speak with Herr von
Swedenborg at that time but hoped to do so, though he found it
difficult to convince himself that all those stories about Swedenborg’s
secret communication with the invisible spirit world, told by the most
sensible people in town, were true.

His second letter sounded quite different. He had managed not only
to speak to Herr von Swedenborg but had visited him at his home, and
he expressed the greatest astonishment about the whole, strange affair.
Swedenborg, he said, is an intelligent, gracious and open-hearted man;
he is a scholar, and my friend has promised to send me some of his
writings before long. He told my friend without any reservation that
God had given him a wonderful power enabling him to communicate
with the souls of the dead whenever he pleased. He cited some quite
notorious examples as proof. On being reminded of my letter he an-
swered that he had received it with pleasure and would have answered
it were it not for his intention to submit this whole remarkable affair
to the eyes of the public. He intended to go to London in May of this
year and there publish his book.'> An answer to my letter, point by
point, is supposed to be included in it as well.

To give you a few more examples, gracious lady, that many still
living people witnessed, examples that could be examined then and
there by the man who reported them, let me cite the two following
incidents.

Some time after her husband’s death, Madame Harteville [sic], the
widow of the Dutch ambassador to Stockholm,'! was approached by a
goldsmith named Croon, who wanted payment for a certain silver
service which he had produced for her late husband. The widow was
quite convinced that her departed husband was much too meticulous
and orderly in his affairs to leave this debt unpaid, but she could not
find a receipt. In her distress and because the sum was considerable,
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she asked Herr von Swedenborg for assistance. After some apologies
she asked that if he really possessed those extraordinary gifts commu-
nicating with the souls of the departed, as everyone said he did, would
he be kind enough to get in touch with her deceased husband and find
out the truth about the bill for the silver service. Swedenborg was not
at all reluctant to comply with her request. Three days later the lady
had some guests at her house for coffee. Herr von Swedenborg came
in and, in his chilly manner, informed her that he had had a talk with
her deceased husband. The bill had been paid seven months before his
death and the receipt was to be found in a cabinet located in an upstairs
room. The lady replied that this cabinet had been thoroughly emptied
out and that no receipt had been found among all the papers in it.
Swedenborg said that her husband had told him that if one pulled out
a drawer on the left side, a board would appear that one would have to
push aside, which would then expose a concealed drawer, in which his
secret Dutch correspondence was secured, as well as the receipt. On
hearing this the lady, together with all her company, proceeded to the
upstairs room. The cabinet was opened and, following the instructions
precisely, the concealed drawer appeared, of which she had known
nothing; the papers were in it, just as described, to the great amaze-
ment of everyone who was present.

However, the following incident seems to me to have the greatest
weight of any of these stories and really removes any conceivable
doubt. It happened in the year 1756, when Herr von Swedenborg was
returning from England toward the end of September, on a Saturday
at 4 in the afternoon. He had just landed in Gothenburg [=Gaoteborg].
Herr William Castel*? invited him to his house with a party of fifteen
other people. About 6 in the evening Herr von Swedenborg left the
group, returning to the company a little later looking pale and dis-
turbed. He said that a dangerous fire had just broken out in Stockholm
on the Sitddermalm (Stockholm is about 50 miles from Gothenburg)
and that it was spreading fast. He was worried and left the room several
times during the evening. He said that the house of a friend, whom he
named, was already in ashes and that his own house was in danger. At
8 o’clock, after having left the room again, he announced joyfully that
Thank God! the fire had been put out, and that it actually reached to
within three doors of his house.

This story excited the whole city, especially those who had been
present, and people told the Governor!® about it that same evening.
Sunday morning Swedenborg was summoned to the Governor. The
latter questioned him about the case. Swedenborg described the fire
precisely, how it began, how it had ended and how long it had lasted.
That same day the news spread through the whole city, occasioning
even more excitement than before, since the Governor had taken note
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of it and many people were worried about their friends or their goods.
Monday evening a messenger arrived in Gothenburg, sent by the mer-
chants’ guild of Stockholm at the tme of the fire. The letters he
brought depicted the fire exactly as described by Swedenborg. Tuesday
morning a royal courier arrived and informed the Governor fully about
the fire, the damage it had caused, and the houses it had affected.
There was not the slightest deviation from Swedenborg’s report, which
he had given at the same time as the fire, for the fire was put out at 8
o’clock.™

What objections can one raise against the authenticity of such a
story? The friend who wrote me this investigated the whole matter
personally, not only in Stockholm but as recently as two months ago
in Gothenburg. He is very well acquainted with the most distinguished
families in Gothenburg where everyone concerned told him the same
story about this incident and most of the eyewitnesses of 1756, which
is not so long ago, are still alive today. He also gave me a report of
how, according to Herr von Swedenborg, the latter’s communication
with other spirits takes place, and his ideas about the state of departed
souls. This is a very strange portrait; but I lack the time to give you a
detailed description of it. How I wish I could have questioned this
singular man personally, for my friend is not so well trained in asking
the questions that would shed the most light on a subject such as this.
I eagerly await the book Swedenborg intends to publish in London.
All arrangements have been made so that I will receive it at soon as it
leaves the press.

This is all T can report for now to satisfy your noble curiosity. I
don’t know, gracious lady, whether you wish to have my own judg-
ments about this slippery business. People who possess far greater
talents than mine will be unable to draw any reliable conclusions from
it. Whatever my verdict may be, I shall obey your command and keep
you informed by letter, since your need to remain in the country so
long makes it impossible for me to give you my explanations in person.
I fear I have misused your kind permission to write to you by taking
up too much of your time with my hasty and clumsy scribbling. I
remain with deepest devotion,

I. Kant.

1 Charlotte Amalie von Knobloch (1740-1894), was the daughter of General
Karl Gottfried von Knobloch in whose house Borowski, Kant’s student, friend,
and later biographer served as Hofmeister. The translation of this letter is
indebted to a translation made by John Manolesco, included in Manolesco’s

74



To Charlotte von Knobloch. August 10, 1763

Dreams of a Spirit-Seer by mmanuel Kant and other Related Writings New York:
1969).

There has been a good deal of debate over the date of this letter. The letter
was first published by Borowski, who presented it under the heading, “How
did Kant think of Swedenborg in the year 1758?” The editors of the Akademie
edition of Kant’s letter point out, however, that Kant’s letter could not have
been written in 1758, since it alludes to Madame Marteville as a widow; her
husband did not die until Apr. 25, 1760. There is further evidence of a later
date: Baron von Liitzow, mentioned in the letter, was in Stockholm from the
end of May 1761 untl mid June 1762. His conversation with the Queen of
Sweden must have taken place during this period. Kant, in Dreams of a Spirit-
Seer (Ak.2: 354, f.), speaks of the test of Swedenborg’s powers as taking place
near the end of 1761. Kant’s specific mention of the year 1761 shows decisively
that Borowski’s date was mistaken. For a fuller discussion of this and other
pieces of evidence regarding the letter’s date see Ak. 13:21.

Emanuel Swedenborg (1688-1772). Swedenborg (spelled Schwedenberg by
Kant in Dreams of a Spirit-Seer) is famed not only for his theology and clair-
voyant powers — he predicted the precise moment of his own death — but also
for a variety of scientific activities, e.g., the discovery of the function of endo-
crine glands. He published the first work on algebra in Swedish, helped to
found the science of crystallography, devoted himself for 30 years to meta-
llurgy, and is said to have made suggestions toward the invention of the
submarine and the airplane. The New Jerusalem Church, following his reli-
gious and spiritualist teachings, was founded by some of his disciples around
1784 and still has branches today.

There is now a fairly extensive literature, mainly in German, on the relation
between Swedenborg and Kant. The third edition of Rudolf Malter’s rework-
ing of Otto Schondbrffer’s selections from Kant’s correspondence (Kant’s Bri-
efwechsel, Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1986) lists some of the important studies.
See op. cit., p. 956, f., n. 2. An English-language discussion may be found in
Georgio Tonelli, “Kant’s Ethics as a Part of Metaphysics: A Possible Newton-
ian Suggestion? With Some Comments on Kant’s Dreams of a Seer,” in Philos-
ophy and the Civilizing Arts. Essays Presented to Herbert W. Schneider, edited by
Craig Walton and John P. Anton (Athens, Ohio, 1975), pp. 236-63. There is
also an interesting discussion in C. D. Broad’s “Kant and Psychical Research,”
a chapter in his Religion, Philosophy and Psychical Research (New York: Harcourt,
Brace & Company, Inc., 1953).

The scholarly puzzle posed by the present letter and its dating is philosoph-
ically interesting as well. We see that Kant told Friulein Knobloch that he had
been a skeptic about Swedenborg’s supernatural powers untl he learned of the
incidents reported in this letter and became convinced of their credibility. In
the Dreams of a Spirit-Seer Kant tries to convince the reader that Swedenborg’s
visions must be the concoctions of a diseased brain. Since the letter to Friulein
Knobloch shows Kant taking very seriously the reports of Swedenborg’s occult
powers, what led Kant to change his mind and adopt the mocking stance of
Dreams of a Spirit-Seer? Kant’s Apr. 8, 1766, letter to Mendelssohn states that
he “can’t help suspecting that there was some truth in the stories mentioned”
but speaks of the explanations that people have given as “absurd” and “incom-
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prehensible.” Kant says further that he is convinced of the impossibility of our
coming to understand “spirits” or their capacity to act either on other spirits
or on bodies.

John Manolesco offered an interesting conjecture concerning Kant’s change
of attitude toward Swedenborg: wounded pride occasioned by Swedenborg’s
failure to reply to the young Magister’s letter.

Regarding Swedenborg, see also the translation and a discussion of Kant’s
Dreams of a Spirit-Seer in vol. I of The Cambridge Edition of the Works of
Immanuel Kant, Theoretical Philosophy, 1755-1770, translated and edited by
David Walford and Ralf Meerbote (Cambridge University Press, 1992).

Karl Johann Baptist Walter, Count von Dietrichstein-Proskau-Leslie (1728~
1808), served as envoy and minister in Copenhagen during the Seven Years’
War, until 1763.

Johann Joachim, Freiherr von Liitzow (1728-92), served as envoy in Stock-
holm from the end of May 1761, until mid June 1762.

Frans Doublet van Groenevelt, envoy in Stockholm from June 27, 1760, untl
May 22, 1762.

Luise Ulrike (1720~82) sister of Frederick the Great.

Johann Heinrich Schlegel (1726-80), historian, brother of Johann Elias Schle-
gel, professor of philosophy in Copenhagen from 1760.

Claude Louis, Comte de St. Germain (1709-78), commanded the Danish army
in 1762.

Swedenborg went to Amsterdam in 1762 and published various writings there
on “angelic wisdom” and the Christian religion: Sapientia angelica de divino
amore et de divina sapientia (Amsterdam, 1763); Sapientia angelica de divino prov-
identia (Amsterdam, 1764); Vera christiana religio (Amsterdam, 1771).

Ludwig von Marteville (not Harteville) came to Sweden in 1752, died in
Stockholm, April 25, 1760. The story of the missing receipt for a silver tea-
service and Swedenborg’s remarkable assistance is told in the second part of
Kant’s Dreams, Ak. 2:355.

Swedenborg’s vision was generally reported to have occurred in the home of
Niclas Sahlgren. Records in the municipal library of Géteborg indicate that no
William Castel resided in the city at that time. The Akademie edition of Kant’s
Werke conjectures that Castel might have been an English traveling companion
of Swedenborg’s. Cf. Ak.13:23.

Baron Johann Fredrik von Kaulbars (168¢-1762).

The story of the fire and Swedenborg’s vision is also referred to in Dreams,
Ak. 2:356, where Kant however speaks of himself not as reporting stories that
have “great weight” but of “spreading fairy-tales.”
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From Johann Heinrich Lambert.!

November 13, 1765.

Dear Sir:

1 believe that the similarity of our ways of thinking will excuse this
letter, its frankness, and the omission of customary circumlocutions. I
need no such artificial mannerisms, since Professor and Pastor Rec-
card’s? trip to Konigsberg gives me such a fine opportunity to express
to you the pleasure I feel at our agreement on so many new thoughts
and investigations. You may already have learned from the Reverend
Dr. Reccard, dear sir, that he lives for the sake of astronomy, and finds
his pleasure in the depths of the firmament. I need not recommend
him further.

A year ago Professor Sulzer’ showed me your Only Possible Proof
for the Existence of God.* 1 found in it my own thoughts and even the
phrases I would choose to express them, and I decided at once that if
you were to see my Organon® you too would find yourself mirrored in
most of its pages. Since then, I had worked out my Architektonic® and
the book was already prepared for publication a year ago. And now I
learn, dear sir, that you are going to publish a Proper Method for
Metaphysics this coming Easter. What could be more natural than my
desire to see whether what I have done is in accord with the method
you propose? I have no doubts as to the correctness of the method.
The only difference will be that I do not count under “architectonic”
all the things heretofore treated in metaphysics and that, on the other
hand, T maintain that a complete system of metaphysics must include
more than has previously been thought. I take “architectonic” to
include all that is sizple and primary in every part of human cognition,
not only the principia which are grounds derived from the form, but
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also the axiomata which must be derived from the matter of knowl-
edge and actually only appear in simple concepts, thinkable in them-
selves and without self-contradiction, also the postulata which state the
universal and necessary possibilities of composition and connection of
simple concepts. We do not get to any material knowledge from form
alone, and we shall remain in the realm of the ideal, stuck in mere
nomenclature, if we do not look out for that which is primary and
thinkable in itself in the matter or objective material of cognition.

If the Architectonic were a novel, I think it would already have found
numerous publishers, so true is it that booksellers and readers corrupt
each other, both of them wanting to avoid any thorough thinking.
Hereabouts one philosophizes exclusively about so-called belles-lettres.
Poets, painters and musicians find the vocabulary of their own arts too
lowly, and each one therefore borrows the artistic terms of the other.
The poet speaks of nothing but coloration, the mixing of hues, brush
strokes, composition and design, style, shade, and so on. The musician
speaks of coloration, expression, wording, the fiery and witty “ideas”
expressed by the notes, the “pedantry” of the fugue, and so on. He
has, just like the painter, a “style” in which he can sound sublime,
moderate, middle-class, heroic, crawling, and so on. It is such meta-
phors, which no one understands or explains, that give these arts their
refined and elevated character; and just for that reason one acquires a
learned and “sublime” appearance when one uses them. Since no one
has yet troubled to sift out what is intelligible in such expressions and
restate it in its proper terms, one can use them all the more boldly.
Explication cannot be carried out to the point where colors become
comprehensible to the blind or sounds to the deaf. Yet this is evidently
the intention of such metaphors.

But I come back to the Architektonic. 1 see from various indications
that Herr Kanter’ is 2 man who will also publish philosophy and larger
works, and for this reason I wanted to give him a number of things to
print, though at the moment I have no other manuscript. Whether it
would be advantageous or all the same to him, because of the costs, to
have it printed in Leipzig would depend on the equivalence or differ-
ence in price and on the freight charges. If it could be done in Leipzig,
there are various other reasons why that would be best. In my igno-
rance I take the liberty of forwarding the enclosed sheet, in case Herr
Kanter might be inclined to publish the work and could get it out by
Easter. The honorarium would be around two hundred Reichsthalers
and is the more moderate because the work will necessarily create a
stir.

I can tell you with confidence, dear sir, that your ideas about the
origin of the world, which you mention in the preface to The Only
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Possible Argument . . . ® were not known to me before. What I said on
page 149 of the Cosmological Letters® dates from 1749. Right after supper
I went to my room, contrary to my habit then, and from my window I
looked at the starry sky, especially the Milky Way. I wrote down on a
quarto sheet the idea that occurred to me then, that the Milky Way
could be viewed as an ecliptic of the fixed stars, and it was this note I
had before me when I wrote the Letters in 1760. In 1761 I heard in
Niirnberg that an Englishman had had similar thoughts a few years
before,'® which he had had printed in letters to other Englishmen, but
I was told that these ideas were quite undeveloped and the translation
that someone in Nirnberg had begun had not been completed. I
answered that the Cosmological Letters would not arouse interest until
perhaps some future astronomer discovers something in the sky that
cannot be explained in any other way. And then, if the system will have
been verified  posteriori, the lovers of Greek literature will come and
labor without rest until they can prove that the whole system was
already known to Philolaus or Anaximander or some Greek wise man
or other and that it has only been rediscovered and polished up in
more recent times. For these people can find everything among the
ancients, as soon as you tell them what to look for. I am more sur-
prised, however, that Newton did not stumble on the idea, since he did
think about the gravitational attraction of the fixed stars.

I have a number of wishes, dear sir. One of them I shall not express,
since I don’t know whether and how far the present constitution of
things will let it be so. However, I can say that the wish is not mine
alone. The other thing is that it would be very pleasant, if tme and
your affairs allow it, to exchange letters with you. Cosmology, meta-
physics, physics, mathematics, belles-lettres, and their principles, and
so on, in short, every quest of new ideas, and every occasion that I
might be of service to you. We have heretofore hit upon almost the
same investigations without knowing it. Would we not make better
progress by advising one another in advance? How easily one reaches
agreement in the consequences when one is agreed in the starting
points, and how emphatic one can then be! Wolf has brought approx-
imately half of the method of mathematics into philosophy. The other
half remains to be worked on, so we know what to strive for.

I'am honored to be, with sincere respect, dear sir, your most devoted
servant.

J. H. Lambert
Professor and member of the Royal Academy of Sciences
Berlin, the 15th of November, 1765
In the Bethgenschen house at the corner of CronenstraBe and Schinkenbriicke.
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Johann Heinrich Lambert (1728-77), renowned mathematician and philoso-
pher. A draft of this letter, differing from it considerably, may be found in Ak.
13:28-30. It contains further remarks on Lambert’s conception of how a re-
form of metaphysics should proceed. His detailed suggestions are reiterated in
his letter to Kant, Feb. 3, 1766, Ak.[37], below.

Gotthilf Christian Reccard (1735-98) came to Kénigsberg from Wernigerode
in 1765 as professor of theology and pastor of the Sackheimer Church. In 1775
he became director of the Collegium Fridericianum.

Johann Georg Sulzer (1720-79), aesthetician, a follower of Christian Wolff
and member of the Berlin Academy of Sciences, was one of the men to whom
Kant sent his 1770 Inaugural Dissertation for review. See his letter to Kant of
Dec. 8, 1770, Ak. [62], containing remarks on Kant’s theory of space and time.
His publications included Aligemeine Theorie der schinen Kiinste (Leipzig, 1771~
4) and a two-volume collection of articles, Vermischte philosophische Schriften
(1773)-

Der einzig mogliche Beweisgrund zu einev Demonstration des Daseins Gottes, 1763,
Ak. 2:63-163.

Newes Organon oder Gedanken tiber die Erforschung und Bezeichnung des Wabren
und dessen Unterscheidung vom Irrthum und Schein (New Organon, or thoughts
on the discovery and designation of truth and its differentiation from error and
appearance; Leipzig, 1764).

Anlage zur Architektonic oder Theorie des Einfachen und des Ersten in der philoso-
phischen und mathematischen Erkenntniss (Outline of architectonic, or theory of
the simple and primary elements of philosophical and mathematical knowl-
edge) (Riga, 1771).

Johann Jakob Kanter (1738-86), bookseller and publisher in Konigsberg. He
published a weekly newspaper, Konigsberger Gelebrte und Politische Zeitungen,
and had contact with the leading intellectuals in Kénigsberg. At one time Kant
lived in Kanter’s house.

See Ak. 2: 68 hl f., the preface to Kant’s The Only Possible Argument in Support
of # Demonstration of the Existence of God, in which a footnote refers to his earlier
Universal Natural History and Theory of the Heavens (Allgemeine Naturgeschichtel
und Theorie des Himmels; Konigsberg and Leipzig, 1755) and to Lambert’s
agreement, in the latter’s Cosmologische Briefe (1761) with Kant’s ideas on the
formation of the world, the Milky Way, and the fixed stars. Kant’s Universal
Natural History was published in 1755, but the publisher went bankrupt just as
the book came out. As a result, Kant’s theories, specifically the nebular hypoth-
esis, were not well known to Lambert and other physicists. Laplace, 41 years
later, does not mention Kant’s book.

Cosmological Letters on the Establishment of the Universe (Kosmologische Briefe iiber
die Einrichtung des Weltbaues; Augsburg, 1761).

An Original Theory and New Hypothesis of the Universe, by Thomas Wright of
Durham (1750). Kant credits this work with stimulating his own composition
of the Universal Natural History. Kant knew of Wright's ideas from a 1741
review of the book in 2 Hamburg newspaper.
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10 [34] (32)
To Johann Heinrich Lambert.

December 31, 1765.

Dear Sir:

Nothing could have been more welcome and pleasant for me than
to receive the letter with which you have honored me; for, in all
sincerity, I hold you to be the greatest genius in Germany, a man
capable of important and enduring contributions to the investigations
on which I too am working. I beg you also not to think me negligent
for my delay in answering. Herr Kanter, whom I informed of your
proposal, asked me to postpone my letter until he might indicate his
final decision to you in a letter of his own. He recognizes very well the
significance of an association with such a distinguished writer as you,
and he is willing enough to undertake the publication. But he would
like to postpone it, since he does not have enough time before the
Easter book fair and he is overwhelmed with other commitments. He
has gone into partnership with his former employee, Herr Hartknoch,
who managed his affairs in Riga till now, and he has assured me that
he will send you his explanation of the matter just mentioned right
away.

It is no small pleasure for me that you have noticed the fortunate
agreement of our methods, an agreement that I have often observed in
your writings. It has served to increase my confidence, since it is a
logical confirmation that shows that our methods satisfy the touchstone
of universal human reason. I value greatly your invitation to share our
plans with each other, and since I feel highly honored by this proposal
I shall not fail to make use of it. For unless I deceive myself I think I
have finally reached some conclusions I can trust. But the talent one
sees in you, dear sir, combining an exceptional acuteness for details
with a breadth of vision of the whole, is universally admitted, so that
your willingness to join your powers with my paltry endeavors allows
me to hope for important instruction, for myself and perhaps for the
world as well.

For a number of years I have carried on my philosophical reflections
on every earthly subject, and after many capsizings, on which occasions
I always looked for the source of my error or tried to get some insight
into the nature of my blunder, I have finally reached the point where I
feel secure about the method that has to be followed if one wants to
escape the cognitive fantasy that has us constantly expecting to reach a
conclusion, yet just as constantly makes us retrace our steps, a fantasy
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from which the devastating disunity among supposed philosophers also
arises; for we lack a common standard with which to procure agree-
ment from them. Now, whatever the nature of the investigation before
me, I always look to see what it is I have to know in order to solve a
particular problem, and what degree of knowledge is possible for a
given question, so that the judgment I make is often more limited but
also more definite and secure than is customary in philosophy. All of
my endeavors are directed mainly at the proper method of metaphysics
and thereby also the proper method for philosophy as a whole. Apro-
pos, I must tell you, dear sir, that Herr Kanter, in true bookseller’s
fashion, did not hesitate to announce the title, somewhat distorted,! in
the Leipzig catalog when he heard from me that I might have a work
with that die ready for the next Easter book fair. I have, however,
departed so widely from my original plan that I now want to postpone
this book a little while, for I regard it as the culmination of my whole
project. My problem is this: I noticed in my work that, though I had
plenty of examples of erroneous judgments to illustrate my theses
concerning mistaken procedures, I lacked examples to show in concreto
what the proper procedure should be. Therefore, in order to avoid the
accusation that I am merely hatching new philosophical schemes, I
must first publish a few little essays, the contents of which I have
already worked out. The first of these will be the “Metaphysical Foun-
dations of Natural Philosophy” and the “Metaphysical Foundations of
Practical Philosophy.”? With the publication of these essays, the main
work will not have to be burdened excessively with detailed and yet
inadequate examples.

The moment for ending my letter has arrived. I shall in the future
have the honor of presenting you, dear sir, with parts of my project,
and I shall request your very respected judgment.

You complain with reason, dear sir, of the eternal trifling of punsters
and the wearying chatter of today’s reputed writers, with whom the
only evidence of taste is that they talk about taste. I think, though, that
this is the euthanasia of erroneous philosophy, that it is perishing amid
these foolish pranks, and it would be far worse to have it carried to the
grave ceremoniously, with serious but dishonest hairsplitting. Before
true philosophy can come to life, the old one must destroy itself; and
just as putrefaction signifies the total dissolution that always precedes
the start of a new creation, so the current crisis in learning magnifies
my hopes that the great, long-awaited revolution in the sciences is not
too far off. For there is no shortage of good minds.

Professor Reccard,® who pleased me with his kind visit and also with
your honored letter, is well liked here and universally respected as he
deserves to be, though certainly there are few people able to appreciate
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his full worth. He sends his regards, and I am, with the greatest respect,
dear sir,
your most devoted servant,
I. Kant

P.S. As I had finished this letter, Herr Kanter sent over the letter he
owes you, which I am enclosing.

1 As Lambert’s letter, Ak.[33], indicates, the announced title was Eigentliche
Methode der Metaphysic, i.e., “The Proper Method of Metaphysics.”

2 “Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde der natiirlichen Weltweisheit, und die metaph:
Anfangsgr: der praktischen Weltweisheit.” Kant’s Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde
der Naturwissenschaft did not in fact appear until 20 years later, in 1786. No
“metaphysical foundations of practical philosophy” was ever published by
Kant. See L. W. Beck, Commentary on Kant’s Critigue of Practical Reason (Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1960), ch. 1, for a full account of Kant’s
plans, and changes of plans, for a book on the foundations of ethics.

3 Gotthilf Christian Reccard (1735-98), professor of theology in Konigsberg.
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1 {371 (35)
From Johann Heinrich Lambert.

February 3, 1766.

Dear Sir,

I am in every way obliged to you for your most treasured letter of
December 31 and should like especially to render my sincerest thanks
for your efforts in connection with Herr Kanter. If it suits him I should
be very pleased to see him here at Easter and to make the necessary
appointments with him. I shall also have various matters to discuss with
him in connection with the calendar revision that I have undertaken
for the Academy. Might I beg you, sir, to inform Herr Kanter of all
this when you have time. I have nothing else to say in answer to his
letter. But do think up ways in which, perhaps because of my location
[in Berlin], I can be of service to you, so that I shall not remain your
debtor.

There is no denying it: whenever a science needs methodical recon-
struction and cleansing, it is always metaphysics. The universal, which
is supposed to reign in that science, leads us to suppose ourselves
omniscient, and thus we venture beyond the limits of possible human
knowledge. I think this shows that if we want to avoid omissions,
premature inferences, and circular reasoning, we had better work
piecemeal, demanding to know at every step only what is capable of
being known. I think it has been an unrecognized but perennial error
in philosophy to force the facts and, instead of leaving anything unex-
plained, to load up with conjectures, thus actually delaying the discov-
ery of the truth.

The method that your writings exhibit, sir, is undeniably the only
method that one can use with security and progress. I see it approxi-
mately as follows (and this is also how I set it forth in the last part of
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my Dianoiologie.! First, I write down in short sentences whatever occurs
to me, and in just the order that it occurs to me, be it clear or
conjectural or doubtful or even in part contradictory. Second, I con-
tinue until it looks as though something can be made out. Third, I
consider whether the contradictory propositions can be made consis-
tent by limiting or more closely determining them . .. ?

But I wanted to make some more general remarks. The first con-
cerns the question whether or to what extent knowing the form of our
knowledge leads to knowing its matter. This question is important for
several reasons. First, our knowledge of the form, as in logic, is as
incontestable and right as is geometry. Second, only that part of meta-
physics that deals with form has remained undisputed, whereas strife
and hypotheses have arisen when material knowledge® is at issue.
Third, the basis of material knowledge’ has not, in fact, been ade-
quately shown. Wolf assumed nominal definitions and, without notic-
ing it, shoved aside or concealed all difficulties in them. Fourth, even
if formal knowledge: does not absolutely determine any material
knowledge, it nevertheless determines the ordering of the latter, and
to that extent we ought to be able to infer from formal knowledge
what would and what would not serve as a possible starting point.
Fifth, a knowledge of form can also help us to determine what belongs
together and what must be separated, and so on.

In thinking over these relationships of form and matter I arrived at
the following propositions, which I only want to list here.

1. Form gives us principles, whereas matter gives us axioms and pos-
tulates.

2. Formal knowledge must begin with simple concepts, which, just
because these are in themselves simple, cannot as such contain
any inner contradiction, and which are in themselves conceivable?
and free of contradiction.

3. Axioms and postulates actually contain only simple concepts. For
complex concepts* are not conceivable a priori in themselves. The
possibility of combining’ must first of all be derived from the
principles? and postulates.

4. Either no complex concept is conceivable or the possibility of
combining must already be conceivable in the simple concepts.

5. The simple concepts are singular concepts. For genera and spe-
cies contain the fundaments divisionum et subdivisionum within
them and, just for that reason, are more highly complex the more

“ Materie unsers Wissens * Materie

die Form < fiir sich gedenkbar
© zusammengesetze Begriffe f Zusammensetzen

& Grundsiitzen
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From Johann Heinrich Lambert. February 3, 1766

abstract and universal they are. The concept of “thing,” ens, is of
all concepts the most complex.

6. According to the Leibnizian analysis, which proceeds by way of
abstraction and analogies, one arrives at more highly complex
concepts the more one abstracts, and for the most part, at nominal
relational concepts that concern the form more than the matter.

7. On the other hand, since form consists of nothing but relational
concepts, it can provide nothing but simple relational concepts.

8. Accordingly, the really objectively simple concepts must be found
by a direct inspection” of them, that is, we must, in good anatom-
ical fashion, assemble all the concepts and let each one pass
through inspection, in order to see whether, when we ignore all
the relations of a given concept to other concepts, there are
several concepts included in it or whether it is indeed simple.!

9. Simple concepts are like space and time, that is to say, totally
different from one another, easily recognizable, easy to name,
and practically impossible to confuse, if we abstract from their
degrees and concentrate only on their kind/ And thus I believe
that not a single one of those concepts remains unnamed in our

language.

With these propositions in mind I have no hesitation in saying that
Locke was on the right track when he sought the simple elements in
our knowledge. But we need to eliminate the distortions caused by
linguistic usage. For example, there is an undeniably individual, simple
something in the concept of extension — something that is not found in
any other concept. There is something simple in the concepts of dura-
tion, existence, movement, unity, solidity, and so on, something belonging
uniquely to each of these concepts, that can readily be distinguished in
thought from the many relational concepts that may accompany them.
Axioms and postulates that lay the groundwork for scientific knowledge
are also indicated by these simples and are all of the same type as
Euclid’s.

The other remarks I wanted to make concern the comparison of
philosophical and mathematical knowledge. I realized that where math-
ematicians have succeeded in opening up a new field that philosophers
previously thought they had constructed in its endrety, the mathema-
ticians not only had to reverse everything the philosophers had done
but also had to reconstruct everything on simple foundations, so much
so that philosophy was entirely useless and contemptible to them. The
single condition that only homogeneous elements can be added implies

b Anschauen ' einformig
7 Quale
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From Johann Heinrich Lambert. February 3, 1766

that all philosophical propositons whose predicates do not apply uni-
formly to their subjects are rejected by the mathematician. And there
are entirely too many such propositions in philosophy. A watch is
called “gold” when even the casing is hardly made of gold. Euclid does
not derive his elements from either the definition of space or that of
geometry but begins instead with lines, angles, and so on, the simple
elements in the dimensions of space. In mechanics, we make little use
of the definition of motion; rather, we immediately consider what accoms-
panies motion, viz., a body, the direction, velocity, time, force and
space, and then we compare these things with one another in order to
discover principles. 1 have been led to the conclusion that as long as a
philosopher does not carry his analysis of measurable objects to the
point where the mathematician can find unities, measures, and dimen-
sions he must surely still be hanging on to some confusion, or at least
the predicates of his propositions do not apply uniformly to the sub-
jects.

I await impatiently the publication of both your “Foundations of
Natural Philosophy” and the “Foundations of Practical Philosophy”
and I agree entirely that a genuine method commends itself most
effectively when displayed in actual examples, since one can then illus-
trate it with individual cases, whereas it might well be too abstract
when expressed logically. But once the examples are there, logical
remarks about them become highly serviceable. Examples perform the
same job that figures do in geometry, for the latter, too, are actually
examples or special cases.

I close now and want to assure you that our continued correspon-
dence would be exceptionally pleasing to me. I remain most eagerly at
your service, sir,

Sir most devoted servant,
J. H. Lambert
Berlin
At the corner of Cronenstrafie and Schinkenbriicke in the Bethgenschen house.

1 Lambert, Neues Organon 1, 386-450. Lambert’s account of his method is
lengthy. He warns against hasty generalization and the overlooking of ambi-
guities and urges that philosophical investigations begin with “simple” rather
than “complex” things.

2 Lambert’s summary of his 13-step “Allgemeine der Methode” would, as he
admits, be clearer if examples were offered. As it stands, the method is no more
than an exhortation to look out for ambiguities, inconsistencies, and “Disson-
anzen” in composing one’s metaphysical theory.
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To Moses Mendelssohn. February 7, 1766

12 [38] (36)
To Moses Mendelssohn.!
February 7, 1766.

Dear Sir:

There is no need for fashionable circamlocutions between two per-
sons whose ways of thinking are, because of the similarity of their
intellectnal concerns and the mutuality of their principles, in such
agreement. I was so happy to receive your gracious letter? and I accept
with pleasure your proposal that we continue our correspondence.
Herr Mendel Koshmann brought me the Jewish student Leo and your
recommendation of him. I was glad to assist him and allow him to
attend my lectures. But a few days ago he came to me stating that he
wished to take advantage of the opportunity afforded by an available
Polish supply wagon and take a little trip to visit his relatives, and that
he planned to be back sometime around Easter. It seems that he has
made himself somewhat unpopular with the local Jewish community
by neglecting some of the required observances. I take it that you will
give him the instruction he needs to have for the future, in anticipation
of which I have already given him some prudential reminders.

I have sent you via the postal service some daydreams® and I humbly
request that, after retaining a copy for yourself, you be kind enough to
have the remaining copies conveyed to Court Chaplain Sack, High
Consistory Councillor Spalding,* Provost Siismilch, Prof. Lambert,
Prof. Sultzer and Prof. Formey. It is as it were a casual piece, contain-
ing not so much a working out of these questions as a hasty sketch of
the way they ought to be considered. Your judgment in these and other
matters will be highly treasured.

It would please and profit me to hear news of the intellectual life
and the bright people in your area. I wish that I for my part could offer
you something entertaining and [ am

with sincere respect, sir,
your most devoted servant,
I. Kant

1 Moses Mendelssohn (1729-1786), the renowned German Jewish philosopher,
often identified with the so-called Popular philosophers of the period. He was
important politically and socially for his advocacy of the separation of church
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To Moses Mendelssohn. April 8, 1766

and state and his defense of freedom of conscience. His philosophical connec-
tion with Kant came via the so-called pantheism controversy and Mendels-
sohn’s attempt to provide rationalistic proofs for the existence of God and the
immortality of the soul. The latter argument is examined and attacked by Kant
in the Paralogisms section of the first Critigue.

On Mendelssohn, see inter alia Alexander Altmann, Moses Mendelssobn, A
Biographical Study (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1973);
Lewis White Beck, Early German Philosophy (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1969), especially chs. XIII and XIV; and Frederick Beiser, The
Fate of Reason (Cambridge, Mass., and London: Harvard University Press,
1987), chap. 3.

2 The letter, obviously dating from sometime before Feb. 7, is not extant.

3 Kant refers to his gift as “einige Triumerei” playing on the actual title of his
book, Triume eines Geistersehers, evliutert durch Triume dev der Metaphysik
(Dreams of a Spirit-seer explained by Dreams of Metaphysics; Konigsberg, 1766).

4 Friedrich Samuel Gottfried Sack (1738-1812) and Johann Joachim Spalding
(1714-1804) were two prominent liberal Protestant theologians. Spalding, pas-
tor of the Nikolaikirche in Berlin, gave up his ecclesiastical position in 1788,
following the religious censorship edict issued by Wollner, the Minister of
Spiritual Affairs under the anti-Enlightenment monarch Friedrich Wilhelm IL.

13 [39} (37)
To Moses Mendelssohn.

April 8, 1766.

Dear Sir,

For your kind efforts in forwarding the writings I sent you, I again
send my sincerest thanks and my readiness to reciprocate in any way
that I might be of service.!

The unfavorable impression you express? concerning the tone of my
little book proves to me that you have formed a good opinion of the
sincerity of my character, and your very reluctance to see that character
ambiguously expressed is both precious and pleasing to me. In fact,
you shall never have cause to change this opinion. For though there
may be flaws that even the most steadfast determination cannot eradi-
cate completely, I shall certainly never become a fickle or fraudulent
person, after having devoted the largest part of my life to studying how
to despise those things that tend to corrupt one’s character. Losing the
self-respect that stems from a sense of honesty would therefore be the
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To Moses Mendelssohn. April 8, 1766

greatest evil that could, but most certainly shall not, befall me. Al-
though I am absolutely convinced of many things that I shall never
have the courage to say, I shall never say anything I do not believe.

I wonder whether, in reading this rather untidily completed book,
you noticed certain indications of my reluctance to write it. For since I
had made some inquiries after learning of Swedenborg’s visions first
from people who knew him personally, then from some letters, and
finally from his published works, I knew that I would never be at peace
from the incessant questions of people who thought I knew something
about this subject undl I had disposed of all these anecdotes.

It was in fact difficult for me to devise the right style with which to
clothe my thoughts, so as not to expose myself to derision. It seemed
to me wisest to forestall other people’s mockery by first of all mocking
myself; and this procedure was actually quite honest, since my mind is
really in a state of conflict on this matter. As regards the spirit reports,
I cannot help but be charmed by stories of this kind, and I cannot rid
myself of the suspicion that there is some truth to their validity, re-
gardless of the absurdities in these stories and the fancies and unintel-
ligible notions that infect their rational foundations and undermine
their value.

As to my expressed opinion of the value of metaphysics in general,
perhaps here and again my words were not sufficiently careful and
qualified. But I cannot conceal my repugnance, and even a certain
hatred, toward the inflated arrogance of whole volumes full of what are
passed off nowadays as insights; for I am fully convinced that the path
that has been selected is completely wrong, that the methods now in
vogue must infinitely increase the amount of folly and error in the
world, and that even the total extermination of all these chimerical
insights would be less harmful than the dream science itself, with its
confounded contagion.

I am far from regarding metaphysics itself, objectively considered,
to be trivial or dispensable; in fact I have been convinced for some time
now that I understand its nature and its proper place among the disci-
plines of human knowledge and that the true and lasting welfare of the
human race depends on metaphysics — an appraisal that would seem
fantastic and audacious to anyone but you. It befits brilliant men such
as you to create a new epoch in this science, to begin completely afresh,
to draw up the plans for this heretofore haphazardly constructed disci-
pline with a master’s hand. As for the stock of knowledge currently
available, which is now publicly up for sale, I think it best to pull off
its dognatic dress and treat its pretended insights skeptically. My feel-
ing is not the result of frivolous inconstancy but of an extensive in-
vestigation. Admittedly, my suggested treatment will serve a merely
negative purpose, the avoidance of stupidity (stwititia caruisse),® but it
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To Moses Mendelssohn. April 8, 1766

will prepare the way for a positive one. Although the innocence of a
healthy but uninstructed understanding requires only an orgenon in
order to arrive at insight, a katharticon [cathartic] is needed to get rid
of the pseudo-insight of a spoiled head. If I may be permitted to
mention something of my own efforts, I think I have reached some
important insights in this discipline since I last published anything on
questions of this sort, insights that will establish the proper procedure
for metaphysics. My notions are not merely general ones but provide a
specific criterion. To the extent that my other distractions permit, I am
gradually preparing to submit these ideas to public scrutiny, but prin-
cipally to yours; for I flatter myself that if you could be persuaded to
collaborate with me (and I include in this your noticing my errors) the
development of science might be significantly advanced.

It suffices for my not inconsiderable pleasure that my superficial
little essay will have the good fortune to entice “Basic Reflections™*
from you on this point, and I regard it as useful enough if it occasions
deeper investigations in others. I am sure that the main point of all
these considerations will not escape you, though I could have made it
clearer if I had not had the book printed one page at a time, for I could
not always foresee what would lead to a better understanding of later
pages; moreover, certain explanations had to be left out, because they
would have occurred in the wrong place. In my opinion, everything
depends on our seeking out data for the problem, how is the soul present
in the world, both in material and in non-material things. In other words,
we need to investigate the nature of that power of external agency in a
substance of this kind, and the nature of that receptivity or capacity of
being affected, of which the union of a soul with a human body is only
a special case. Since we have no experience through which we can get
to know such a subject in its various relationships (and experience is
the only thing that can disclose the subject’s external power or capac-
ity), and since the harmony of the soul with the body discloses only
the reciprocal relationship of the izner condition (thinking or willing)
of the soul to the outer condition of the material body (not a relation
of one external activity to another external activity) and consequently is
not at all capable of solving the problem, the upshot of all this is that
one is led to ask whether it is really possible to settle questions about
these powers of spiritual substances by means of a priori rational judg-
ments. This investigation resolves itself into another, namely, whether
one can by means of rational inferences discover a primitive power, that
is, the primary, fundamental relationship of cause to effect. And since
I am certain that this is impossible, it follows that, if these powers are
not given in experience, they can only be the product of poetic inven-
ton. But this invention (an heuristic fiction or hypothesis) can never
even be proved to be possible, and it is a mere delusion to argue from
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To Moses Mendelssohn. April 8, 1766

the fact of its conceivability (which has its plausibility only because no
impossibility can be derived from the concept either). Such delusions
are Swedenborg’s daydreams, though I myself tried to defend them
against someone who would argue that they are impossible; and my
analogy between a real moral influx by spiritual beings and the force of
universal gravitaton is not intended seriously; it is only an example of
how far one can go in philosophical fabrications, completely unhin-
dered, when there are no dats, and it illustrates how important it is, in
such exercises, first to decide what is required for a solution of the
problem and whether the necessary data for a solution are really avail-
able. If, for the time being, we put aside arguments based on fitingness
or on divine purposes and ask whether it is ever possible to attain such
knowledge of the nature of the soul from our experience — a knowledge
sufficient to inform us of the manner in which the soul is present in
the universe, how it is linked both to matter and to beings of its own
sort — we shall then see whether birth (in the metaphysical sense), /ife,
and death are matters we can ever hope to understand by means of
reason. Here we must decide whether there really are not boundaries
imposed upon us by the limitations of our reason, or rather, the limi-
tations of experience that contains the dats for our reason. But I shall
stop now and commend myself to your friendship. I beg also that you
convey to Professor Sultzer my particular respect and the desire to
hear from him. I am, most respectfully,
Your most devoted servant,
I. Kant
Konigsberg

1 This letter is a reply to Mendelssohn’s letter, not extant, of some time between
Feb. 7 and Apr. 8. On the former date, Kant replied to another letter of
Mendelssohn’s (also not extant). See letter Ak.[38] above, in which Kant ex-
presses his pleasure at the prospect of a correspondence with Mendelssohn and
asks him to forward some copies of Kant’s Tradime eines Geistersebers to various
people. He asked for Mendelssohn’s opinion. As is evident from Kant’s reply
to Mendelssohn in the present letter, it was not the opinion for which Kant
had hoped. Mendelssohn was offended by what he took to be the tone of
Kant’s essay, “between jest and earnest.”

2 In his discussion in the Allgemeine deutsche Bibliothek IV, 2, 1767, p. 281, Men-
delssohn wrote: “The jocular profundity with which this litde book is written
leaves the reader for a time in doubt whether Herr Kant intended to make
metaphysics ridiculous or spirit-seeing credible.”

3 Horace, Epistie I, 1, 41hl £. “Virtus est vitium fugere et sapientia prima stultitia

92



To Moses Mendelsschn. April 8, 1766

caruisse” (It is the beginning of virtue and wisdom to flee from vice and free

oneself from folly).
4 A reference to Mendelssohn’s Phaidon (1767). In the second dialogue, Men-
delssohn argues that a material thing cannot think.
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14 [40] (38)
To Johann Gottfried Herder.!

May o, 1768.

Reverend, esteemed Sir,

I seize this opportunity to express to you the respect and friendship
which my customary negligence in letter writing might otherwise have
made you doubt. It is with a certain vanity that I observed the discrim-
inating approbation which your recent essays® have received from the
public, even though they are entirely your own achievement and owe
nothing to my instruction.? If criticism did not have the unfortunate
tendency to make a man of genius timorous, and if nicety of judgment
did not make self-approval so difficult, I would venture the hope, based
on the fragments I have from you,* that I might live to see you become
in time a master of that sort of philosophical poetry in which Pope
excels. Observing the precocious development of your talents I antici-
pate with pleasure the time when your fertile mind, no longer so
buffeted by the warm winds of youthful feeling, will achieve that gentle
but sensitive tranquility which is the contemplative life of a philoso-
pher, just the opposite of the life that mystics dream about. I look
forward to that epoch of your genius with confidence — confidence
being a frame of mind that is most beneficial both to its possessor and
to the world; it is a frame of mind that Montange [sic] possessed hardly
at all and Hume, as far as I know, exemplifies to the highest degree.’

As for my own work, since I am committed to nothing and with
total indifference to my own and others’ opinions, often turn my whole
system upside down and observe it from a variety of perspectives in
order finally perhaps to discover one which I can hope to point me in
the direction of the truth, I have, since we parted, exchanged many of
my views for other insights. My principal aim is to know the actual
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pature and limits of human capacities and inclinations, and I think I
have finally more or less succeeded as far as ethics is concerned. I am
now working on a Metaphysics of Ethics in which I fancy I shall be
able to present the evident and fruitful principles of conduct and the
method that must be employed if the so prevalent but for the most
part sterile efforts in this area of knowledge are ever to produce useful
results. I hope to be finished with this work this year, unless my fragile
health prevents it.

Please give my best regards to Herr Behrens® and assure him that
one can be very loyal in friendship even if one never writes about it.
Herr Germann’ who is forwarding this letter to you is a well brought
up and diligent man who will know how to profit from your kindness
and who will make a capable student in the Riga school# I am respect-
fully

your most devoted friend and servant,
I. Kant
Konigsberg
the gth of May
1767°

1 Johann Gottfried Herder (1744-1803), the distinguished writer and philoso-
pher. He was Kant’s student in 1762—4 but became one of the leading Sturm
und Drang opponents of “Kantian rationalism” and of academic philosophy
generally. It is probable that Herder’s eventual antagonism to Kant was fos-
tered by Hamann, whom Herder came to regard with great respect.

Kant's dislike of Herder’s philosophical development may be seen in his
reaction to Herder’s Alteste Urkunde des Menschengeschlechts (1774), which Kant
discusses in an exchange of letters with Hamann (see Ak.[86], [87] and [88],
below) and in Kant’s published review of Herder’s Ideen (Ideas for a Philosophy
of the History of Mankind). Herder’s Gotr. Einige Gespriche (1787) also elicits a
critical comment from Kant. See his letter to Jacobi, Ak. [38¢] below, where
he calls Herder “this great sleight of hand artist” (“dieser grosser Kiinstler von
Blendwerken”). Herder’s 1799 Eine Metakritik zur Kritik der reinen Vernunft
(Part 1 of his Verstand und Erfabrung) was criticized by Kant’s disciple Kiesew-
etter as “‘Herderish babbling, unworthy of refutation.” Cf. Ak.[848].

2 Herder's Uber die neuere deutsche Litteratur (Fragments concerning recent
German literature; Riga, 1767).

3 Herder studied medicine and then theology in Konigsberg, 1762-4; Kant
allowed him to attend his lectures gratis and to read some of his unpublished
manuscripts.

4 Kant must refer here to Herder’s poem written while he was Kant’s student.
Herder had tried to put some of Kant’s ideas into verse. This so pleased Kant
that he recited them to his class.
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5 Kant’s sentence, with the phrase, “eine Gemiitsverfassung . . . worin Montange
den untersten und Hume . . . den obersten Platz einnehme,” is syntactically
ambiguous and somewhat perplexing to translate, since “untersten Platz”
sounds disparaging. Taking “frame of mind” (Gemiitsverfassung) to refer to
“confidence” (Zuversicht) rather than to the “tranquility” (Rube) praised in the
previous sentence is more in keeping with Kant’s ostensible aim, viz., to com-
mend both Montaigne and Hume to Herder. So Herder interprets him, in his
responding letter. Vorlinder and Cassirer remark that Kant was especially
taken with Montaigne in this period. Cf. K. Vorlinder, fmmanuel Kant, Der
Mann und das Werk, 1, 173. Nor did Kant’s respect for Montaigne lessen as he
reached old age. In a 1793 letter to his publisher Lagarde, Ak. [593], Kant asks
that a copy of a German translation of Montaigne be sent to him in place of
copies of the Critique of Judgment that Lagarde owed him. It is therefore highly
unlikely that Kant meant “den untersten Platz” to be pejorative.

6 Johann Christoph Berens, a merchant in Riga and a good friend of Kant’s. See

notes to Hamann’s letter to Kant, July 27, 1759.

Alberecht Germann, a student, matriculated in Kénigsberg, Apr. 1763.

Herder held a teaching position at the cathedral school in Riga.

Kant wrote “1767” but the correct date must be 1768 since Germann, men-

tioned in the letter, did not go to Riga undil then.
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15 [41] (39)
From Johann Gottfried Herder.

November 1768.

10:75 Noble Herr Magister,
Treasured teacher and friend,

I hope and trust that you have too kind an understanding of my way
of thinking to interpret my previous silence as slackness or something
even worse. It is only my incredibly burdensome work, a huge number
of distractions, and particularly that “uneasiness of soul”* which Locke
regards as the mother of so many enterprises but which for me has
been the mother of a paralyzed inactivity, from which I am just now
beginning to emerge.

I cannot tell you how much joy your letter gave me. My teacher’s
remembrance of me, the friendly tone of your letter, its contents — all
these added up to a gift, quite unlike any of the letters I often get from
Germany, even from the worthiest people, or even from as far away as
Switzerland. Your letter was all the more precious to me since I know
your disinclination to letter-writing (a trait I seem to have inherited
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from you somewhat). But how silly of me to try to enumerate the
grounds of my pleasure!

It is so kind of you to describe my authorship in terms that I myself
would not think of using. I regard it as little more that a youthful first
step, one that certainly has done me no harm or on the whole any
dishonor, but which for several reasons I wish I could take back. Not
that what I wrote was irresponsible; what troubles me rather is mainly
that my name has become so associated with this work and is bandied
about by so many people that your good landlord and my good friend
Herr Kanter,? has, through a series of events, unintentionally played
me a dirty trick, since he was the first cause of this notoriety. My firm
resolve, and I say this calmly and deliberately, was to publish every-
thing anonymously until I could surprise the world with a book that
would be worthy of my name. For this and no other reason did I hide
myself behind the floral fagade of an ornate style of writing, a style that
is not really my own, and publish fragments that are insufferable if not
taken as mere preludes.

As far as it is up to me, I shall continue to be silent and anonymous.
But how can I help it that the impetuous kindness of my friends has
spoiled my plan? You, my friend, must be one of those who know that
materials of the sort contained in my previous little volumes are not
supposed to be the final resting place of my Muse. Yet why shouldn’t I
apply my little bit of philosophy to the fashionable topics of this third
quarter of a century, if that application (or so I flatter myself) could
promote a healthy philosophy in so many ways? I don’t know to what
extent philology and criticism and the study of antiquity would have to
be cut back if philosophers themselves were to philologize and criticize
and study the ancients. But what a pity it is that in Germany this word
is starting to become almost a term of abuse and that the sort of
sciences that are becoming popular are those in which the most unphi-
losophical heads can chatter away.

But there I go again, writing almost like an art critic and a fragmen-
tist, so let me stop abruptly.

My cherished friend, the path which you recommend for my future,
to follow Montaigne, Hume and Pope, is (except for a slight detour) at
least the one that my Muse desires, even if the hope of joining that
company is too flattering. I have spent many sweet and lonely hours
reading Montaigne, reading with that quiet reflexion which one needs
if one is to follow his shifting moods and see each of his stories, one
after the other, and each detached and flowing thought which he
reveals, as either a product of nature or as an artful experiment of the
human soul. What an achievement it would be for someone to discuss
Baumgarten’s rich psychology® with the wisdom of a Montaigne! I was
less patient with Hume, since Rousseau still enthralled me, but now
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that I have gradually come to see that, whatever else might be the case,
human beings are social animals, I have learned to appreciate Hume as
well, he who can be called in the true sense a philosopher of human
society. And I took up British history at school mainly because I wanted
to work through the historical writings of this greatest modern history
writer. It makes me angry that his new History of England has fallen
into the hands of such a semi-competent translator who is very inac-
curate even if he leaves us half-informed, here and there.*

But why do you mention only two people and forget a third name,
my dear philosopher, one whose human wisdom and social temper are
just as great? The friend of our old Leibniz who owes so much to him
and whom he loved to read — the philosophical scoffer whose laughter
contains more truth than do other people’s coughs and spittde — in
short, Lord Shaftesburi [sic].° It is a sickness that his moral philosophy
and his investigations of virtue and recently his essays on enthusiasm
and temper have been taken up by such mediocre minds, people who
almost make him seem disgusting, among whom I reckon particularly
that most recent translator with his mishmash of long and absurd
refutations. But apart from the fact that his criterion of truth — to be
worthy of ridicule — seems itself to be ridiculous, this author is such a
favorite of mine that I would love to hear your opinion of him as well.

Do let that obscure, rough poem of mine die in the night. It is less
likely that one will find any Pope in it than that our Lindner® will
become another penetrating Aristotle and Schlegel’ the model of ur-
banity.

You send me news of your forthcoming Moral [Philosophy]. How I
wish it were finished. May your account of the Good contribute to the
culture of our century as much as your account of the Sublime and the
Beautiful have done. On the latter topic I am currently reading with
pleasure a work by a very philosophical Britisher, which you can get in
French as well. T just happen to have the book in front of me, Recherches
philosophiques sur Porigine des Idées, que nous avons du Beau et du Sublime.®
He presses his analysis in many places, whereas you on many pages are
inclined to generalize and draw contrasts among our observations; it is
a pleasure to see two such original thinkers each pursue his own path
and in different ways meet each other again.

There are so many things I would tell you if I thought you would
have the patience to answer me. Misgivings about several of your
philosophical hypotheses and proofs, especially when you touch on the
science of the human, are more than speculations. This human philos-
ophy is my favorite occupation as well, for I assumed my spiritual office
for no other reason than that I knew (and I confirm it every day with
new experience) that under the conditions of our civic constitution I
could use this position most effectively to bring culture and human
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