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Vorwort

Der dreizehnte Band des Internationalen Jahrbuchs des Deutschen Idealismus/International Yearbook of German Idealism ist dem Thema Begehren/Desire gewidmet. Wir danken Gertrud Grünkorn für die Zusammenarbeit und die Unterstützung bei dem Band. Den Autorinnen und Autoren und den Rezensentinnen und Rezensenten danken wir für ihre Beiträge.

Unser Dank gilt außerdem auch diesmal wieder Jaroslaw Bledowski und Anne Mone Sahnwaldt für die kompetente redaktionelle Betreuung des Bandes. Danken möchten wir auch allen, die uns mit ihrem Rat beiseite gestanden haben, insbesondere Karl Ameriks und Rachel Zuckert.

Der nächste Band, Band 14, wird dem Thema Deutscher Idealismus und die Rationalisten gewidmet sein.

Dina Emundts (Berlin) und Sally Sedgwick (Chicago)



Preface

The thirteenth volume of the International Yearbook of German Idealism is dedicated to the theme Desire. We thank Gertrud Grünkorn for her invaluable assistance in producing the volume. We are of course grateful to the authors of the volume’s papers and book reviews. Karl Ameriks and Rachel Zuckert provided useful guidance at various points; we therefore wish to express our appreciation to them as well. Finally, we are once again indebted to Jaroslaw Bledowski and Anne Mone Sahnwaldt for their excellent editorial assistance. The theme of Volume 14 will be German Idealism and the Rationalists.

Dina Emundts (Berlin) und Sally Sedgwick (Chicago)



Dina Emundts/Sally Sedgwick

Einleitung

Die Beiträge des dreizehnten Bandes des Internationalen Jahrbuchs des Deutschen Idealismus/International Yearbook of German Idealism widmen sich dem Thema Begehren/Desire im Deutschen Idealismus. Dieses Thema lädt sowohl zu grundlegenden Fragen als auch zu Einzeluntersuchungen bei den Philosophen ein, und beidem sind die Autorinnen und Autoren in diesem Band nachgegangen.

In fast allen Beiträgen kann man sehen, dass es zufolge der eigenen philosophischen Einschätzung der Autorinnen und Autoren wichtig ist, Begehrungen und Gefühlen eine essentielle Rolle zuzusprechen, und dass sie es als Defizit ansehen, wenn eine philosophische Theorie dies nicht leisten kann. Diese Wertschätzung emotionaler und leiblicher Aspekte unseres moralischen Lebens entspricht wahrscheinlich einer heute insgesamt in der Philosophie vorherrschenden Tendenz und steht im Hintergrund der systematisch ausgerichteten Auseinandersetzung mit der klassischen deutschen Philosophie. Vor diesem Hintergrund wird die Frage, inwiefern Kant hier als Negativfolie angesehen werden muss oder selbst einen fruchtbaren Beitrag liefert, virulent. Die Beiträge in diesem Band vermitteln einerseits tendenziell das Bild, dass Kant selbst dazu in der Lage ist, diesen Aspekten menschlicher Natur eine essentielle Rolle in der Moralphilosophie zuzusprechen. Andererseits wird in einigen Beiträgen auch deutlich, dass zumindest Hegel und Schelling sich in damit verbundenen Aspekten als Alternative zu Kant verstanden haben. Es ist, so könnte man vielleicht zusammenfassend sagen, nach Einschätzung unserer Autorinnen und Autoren nicht so fraglich, ob man Begehren eine wichtige und auch positive Rolle zusprechen muss. Vielmehr ist strittig, wie diese Rolle genau umzusetzen ist. Zu dieser Frage geben die Beiträge unseres Bandes in verschiedenen Aspekten in der Auseinandersetzung mit Philosophen der klassischen deutschen Philosophie verschiedene wegweisende Antworten.

Alix Cohen und Paul Guyer beschäftigen sich grundlegend mit der Rolle, die Begehren und Gefühle in Kants Moralphilosophie spielen können und müssen. In beiden Abhandlungen wird dafür argumentiert, dass in Kants Moralphilosophie, anders als oft angenommen, Begehren und Gefühlen eine essentielle Rolle spielen. Damit etablieren sie eine Auffassung, der zufolge Kants Moralphilosophie weniger formal und kognitiv ist als oft behauptet. Sie ermöglichen es darüber hinaus aber auch, eine klare Kontinuität zwischen Kants früheren und späteren Schriften zur praktischen Philosophie zu sehen. Cohens und Guyers Thesen dazu, wie Kant emotionalen Aspekten Rechnung tragen kann, sind allerdings mit Blick auf die Frage der Metaphysik der Moral unterschiedlich und wohl sogar alternativ zu verstehen.

Alix Cohen untersucht in ihrem Beitrag „Kant on Moral Feelings, Moral Desires and the Cultivation of Virtue“ die Verbindung von Begehren und Tugend. Sie tritt der oft vertretenen Auffassung entgegen, dass es für Kant mit Vernunft und Begehrungsvermögen zwei Quellen gibt, die uns motivieren. Stattdessen entwickelt Cohen die These, dass Gefühle für Kant die einzige Quelle für Motivationen sind. Es kann daher auch nicht nur der Wille tugendhaft sein, sondern Begehren und Gefühle können dies in gewisser Hinsicht auch sein. Weiterhin schlägt Cohen vor, dass Kant auch auf die These verpflichtet ist, dass unsere tugendhafte Praxis den Willen beeinflussen kann. Indem unsere tugendhaften Anlagen gestärkt werden, kann tugendhaftes Wollen generiert werden.

Paul Guyer fordert mit seinem Beitrag „Moral Worth and Moral Motivation: Kant’s Real View“ diejenigen heraus, die Gefühlen bei Kant keine kausale Rolle zugestehen. Gegen Barbara Herman und andere, die argumentiert haben, dass der einzige Bestimmungsgrund bei moralischen Handlungen der kategorische Imperativ sei, verteidigt Guyer die These, dass auch Gefühle notwendige Bedingungen für moralische Handlungen sind. Guyer zufolge vertritt Kant auf dem phänomenologischen Level eine Hobbesianische Theorie der Motivation. Kant ist daher, so Guyer, zu der These verpflichtet, dass es keine moralisch wertvollen Handlungen gibt, die nicht mit moralischen Gefühlen verbunden sind. Das moralische Gesetz bedeutet nicht nur eine Limitierung unserer Gefühle, sondern kann auch die richtigen moralischen Gefühle generieren, nämlich die, die verlässlich zu moralischen Handlungen führen.

Federica Basaglia behandelt in ihrem Beitrag „Kants Definition von Begehrungsvermögen und sein Verständnis vom tierischen Leben“ ein spezielleres Thema, nämlich die Frage, welche Rolle das Begehrungsvermögen für Kants Thesen dazu hat, was der moralische Status von Tieren bzw. unseren Handlungen Tieren gegenüber ist. Eine ihrer grundlegenden Thesen lautet, dass Kant Tieren den Status von Personen absprechen will, dass er sie aber dadurch keineswegs zu Sachen degradieren muss, weil er die Unterteilung in Personen und Sachen als nicht vollständig ansieht. Um zu einem angemessenen Verständnis von Kants Einschätzung der Tiere zu kommen, untersucht Basaglia Kants Verständnis des tierischen Lebens, und hierbei spielt das Begehrungsvermögen eine entscheidende Rolle, weil es zu den Vermögen zählt, die Menschen und Tiere gemeinsam haben.

Andreas Schmidt und Allen Wood beschäftigen sich in ihren Beiträgen mit Begehren bei Fichte. Sie stellen jeweils eine Gesamtkonzeption von Fichte dar, so dass sich das Begehren als etwas zeigt, dass in dieser Gesamtkonzeption eine spezifische Rolle einnimmt. In beiden Beiträgen kann man gut sehen, wie bei Fichte mit dem Thema Begehren das Thema des Verhältnisses von theoretischer und praktischer Philosophie verbunden ist und wie wichtig die Unterscheidung von transzendentaler und empirischer Philosophie ist.

Andreas Schmidt schlägt in seinem Beitrag „Streben und Trieb. Zur Demarkationslinie zwischen Transzendentalphilosophie und Anthropologie in Fichtes Wissenschaftslehre“ zunächst vor, dass Fichte mit dem Gedanken des unendlichen Strebens die Idee von Kants höchstem Gut aufgegriffen habe. In den zwei folgenden Teilen ist das leitende Thema die wichtige Frage, wie bei Fichte Streben und Trieb in der transzendentalphilosophischen und in der empirischen philosophischen Theorie entwickelt werden. Im zweiten Teil wird dargestellt, wie Fichte in der Sittenlehre von 1798 der Theorie des Strebens eine Trieblehre an die Seite stellt, die als eine transzendentale Anthropologie anzusehen ist. Im dritten Teil werden Probleme der Abgrenzung der Begriffe und Theorien von Streben und Trieb diskutiert.

Allen Woods Abhandlung „Drive, Desire and Volition in Fichte“ beginnt mit einer Darstellung von Fichtes Transzendentalphilosophie und konzentriert sich dann auf das Thema Volitionen. Besonders stellt Wood heraus, dass Freiheit für Fichte die Freiheit eines endlichen körperlichen Wesens meint, das nach Harmonie mit dem Nicht-Ich strebt. In dem Essay werden dann verschiedene Formen dieses Strebens unterschieden und untersucht. Das Streben kann, zum Beispiel, die Form des Strebens nach dem Ethischen annehmen oder das Streben nach der Befriedigung unserer natürlichen Bedürfnisse sein, welches dann für Fichte das Begehren darstellt. Es ergibt sich auf diese Weise eine systematische Theorie des Strebens, in der das Begehren einen Platz hat. Begehren ist für Fichte etwas Natürliches, das in der körperlichen Natur wurzelt, dennoch aber eine notwendige Komponente des ethischen Strebens ist.

Christoph Halbig widmet sich in seinem Aufsatz „,Das Recht […], sich befriedigt zu finden‘ (RPh § 124). Überlegungen zur Bedeutung der affektiven und konativen Dimension des Menschen für Hegels Normativitätstheorie und Ethik“ der Frage, auf welche Weise Hegel affektive Dimensionen des menschlichen Lebens in seine Philosophie integriert. Halbig entwickelt die These, dass Hegel zwar die Ressourcen für eine Philosophie hat, in der Gefühlen eine wesentliche Rolle zukommt und dass angesichts Hegels kritischer Auffassung von Kant zu erwarten wäre, dass Hegel diese Ressourcen auch ausschöpft, dass er dies aber überraschenderweise zumindest nicht dort macht, wo es besonders nahe liegen würde: bei der Konzeption der Tugenden bzw. in der Form einer Tugendlehre. Hegel hat, so Halbig, letztlich selbst keinen reichen Begriff von Tugend entwickelt und damit einer solchen Einbindung der Gefühle keine positive Rolle zugewiesen.

Ulrich Pothast arbeitet in seinem Aufsatz „The Role of Desire in Schopenhauer’s View of Human Life“ heraus, dass für Schopenhauer Begehren das Primäre ist und auch gegenüber dem Intellekt diese Rolle einnimmt. Hierbei wird die metaphysische Theorie des Willens als Grund von allem dargestellt und zugleich analysiert, wie dieser sich phänomenologisch in dem menschlichen Wünschen, die keine wahre Befriedigung finden können, aufdecken lässt.

Pothast stellt in seinem Aufsatz immer wieder kritische Fragen – zum Beispiel warum es keine Existenzweise jenseits des Wollens gibt; warum Wollen so negativ konnotiert ist und wie man Leiden beim metaphysischen Willen zu denken hat (da die menschlichen Phänomene hier kaum passen können); er kommt bei den subtilen Antworten zu diesen Fragen aber auch zu dem Ergebnis, dass viele der entsprechenden Thesen Schopenhauers nicht weiter begründete Setzungen sind. Die Bedeutung und auch der Einfluss von Schopenhauers Annahmen zum Unbewussten (unbewussten Wünschen etc.) wird herausgearbeitet und Schopenhauers Auffassung Platonischer Ideen, die Rolle der Kunst und die Selbstverneinung transparent gemacht.

Judith Norman untersucht in ihrem Beitrag „The Question of Romantic Desire“ den Charakter des Begehrens oder Sehnens (desire) in der deutschen Romantik. Sie bezieht sich hierfür auf das zentrale Organ der deutschen Romantik, das Athenaeum. Es soll gezeigt werden, dass der Begriff des Sehnens hier nicht die Konnotationen hat, die oft angenommen werden. Weder ist eine Sehnsucht nach einem verlorenen Paradies gemeint, noch geht es um ein gerichtetes Sehnen nach etwas Unerreichbarem oder Jenseitigem. Die Pointe von Normans Vorschlags liegt in der Entwicklung eines neuen Begriffs des Sehnens oder Begehrens (desire): Sehnen oder Begehren ist eine produktive, experimentelle und revolutionäre Lebensform.

Dass sich das Thema Begehren dazu anbietet, grundlegende Fragen zur Moralphilosophie oder zur philosophischen Konzeption insgesamt zu stellen, hat sich in diesen Beiträgen auf verschiedene Weise gezeigt. Außerdem eignet sich dieses Thema auch, um Positionen dieser Zeit in eine Diskussion miteinander zu bringen und die Frage zu beantworten, wie sich die Philosophen nach Kant auf Kant beziehen. Auch dies hat sich beispielsweise in den Beiträgen von Schmidt und Halbig schon angedeutet. In den letzten drei Aufsätzen des Bandes wird dies explizit so aufgenommen, dass Gemeinsamkeiten und Unterschiede zur Diskussion gestellt werden können.

Thomas Khurana stellt in seinem Aufsatz „The Self-Determination of Force: Desire and Practical Self-Consciousness in Kant and Hegel“ das Thema Begehrungsvermögen bei Kant und Hegel dar. Er vertritt die These, dass Kant und Hegel mit Blick auf das Verhältnis von Begehren und Wille oder praktischer Vernunft im Wesentlichen übereinstimmen. Selbstbestimmung bedeutet bei beiden, dass man sich reflexiv auf seine Begehrungen bezieht. Hegels Behauptung in der Phänomenologie, dass Selbstbewusstsein ‚Begehren überhaupt‘ ist, ist daher nach Khurana keine Abwendung von Kant, sondern steht in Harmonie mit der Kantischen Einsicht, dass die praktische Vernunft sich durch ihren Bezug auf die sinnlichen Begehrungen bestimmt.

Ludwig Siep widmet sich in seinem Aufsatz „Begehren, Autonomie und Gerechtigkeit“ der Geschichte des Begriffs „Begehren“. Er versteht die Theorien von Kant bis Hegel zu Begehren, Autonomie und Gerechtigkeit als Antworten auf ein systematisches Problem, das sich uns allen stellt, insofern tendenziell eine Autonomiegefährdung durch das Begehren besteht. Für die Antworten, die sich in der klassischen deutschen Philosophie finden, ist der Begriff der Subjektivität der entscheidende Schlüssel. Begehren wird in der klassischen deutschen Philosophie nicht der Autonomie entgegengesetzt, sondern ist eine Form von Selbstbewusstsein. Dies gilt, wie Siep zeigt, auch schon für Kant. Ebenfalls findet sich schon bei Kant die Idee, dass die Ausuferung des Begehrens durch rechtliche und institutionelle Rahmenbedingungen verhindert werden müsse. Diese Gedanken greift nach Siep zunächst Fichte und dann (in anderer Form) Hegel auf. Diese Antworten werden von Siep am Ende unter der Perspektive ihrer heutigen Anschlussfähigkeit kritisch betrachtet. Gerade vor diesem Hintergrund scheinen die Gemeinsamkeiten innerhalb der Klassischen Deutschen Philosophie groß zu sein.

Bei Sebastian Gardners Darstellung der klassischen deutschen Philosophie werden die Unterschiede der Positionen stärker herausgestellt. Die grundlegende These des Aufsatzes „The Desire of the Whole in Classical German Philosophy“ ist, dass wir das Anliegen der klassischen deutschen Philosophen so verstehen sollten, dass sie Antworten finden wollten auf Kants Frage, wie wir Freiheit und Natur verbinden können, und dass bei der Beantwortung dieser Frage das Sehnen (desire) nach einer Einheit eine wesentliche Rolle spielt. Eine zentrale Figur für Gardner ist Friedrich Schiller, dessen Briefe zur ästhetischen Erziehung sich kritisch mit Kants Trennung von theoretischer und praktischer Philosophie auseinandersetzen. Schiller entwickelt nach Gardner die These, dass wir uns nach einer nicht relationalen Einheit sehnen, die nicht Produkt einer Harmonisierung von Teilen sein kann. Das ‚Selbst‘ stellt für Schiller auch eine solche Einheit dar, denn unsere verschiedenen formalen und materialen Wünsche gründen in einer Einheit, die kein Aggregat ist. Nach der Darlegung von Schillers Konzeption werden die Reaktionen von Herder, Fichte, Schelling und Hegel auf Kant und Schiller in den Blick genommen. Während Fichte meint, dass mit dem richtigen Verständnis von Kant das Problem der Lücke zwischen theoretischer und praktischer Philosophie nicht besteht, sind Hegel und Schelling mit Schiller der Meinung, dass man diese Lücke sehen und überwinden muss.

Den Band schließen die Buchbesprechungen von Markus Kohl, Michael Nance, Daniel Sutherland, Allen Speight und Robert Seymour zu Büchern zur klassischen deutschen Philosophie ab.



Dina Emundts/Sally Sedgwick

Introduction

The papers of this thirteenth volume of the International Yearbook of German Idealism are dedicated to the theme of desire in German idealism. This theme raises fundamental philosophical questions, and it stimulates engagement with the specific philosophers our authors discuss. In nearly all these essays, our authors agree on the philosophical importance of desires and feelings, and judge those philosophical systems to be deficient that award desires and feelings too little importance. In stressing the value of the emotional and physical aspects of moral life, our authors reflect an attitude or preference that dominates contemporary philosophical discussions. Our authors bring this preference to their discussions of classical German philosophy, and many assess Kant’s philosophy with this preference in mind. Our contributors tend to agree that, perhaps despite appearances, even Kant awards desire an essential role in his moral philosophy. Some of our authors argue, however, that at least Hegel and Schelling understood themselves to depart from the Kantian view of desire in significant respects. Although in general our authors agree on the importance of awarding desire a positive philosophical role, there is disagreement about the precise nature of this role. In their engagement with the classical German philosophical tradition, the essays of this volume offer various treatments of this issue.

Alix Cohen and Paul Guyer provide in-depth examinations of the role desires and feelings can and must play in Kant’s moral philosophy. Both argue that, given the essential role Kant awards desires and feelings, his moral theory is less formal and cognitive than is often supposed. Both suggest that it is possible to discover continuities in the early and later Kantian texts in practical philosophy. Cohen and Guyer differ, however, in exactly how they each characterize the emotional or affective elements of Kant’s position, especially in their respective treatments of his metaphysics of morals.

In her contribution “Kant on Moral Feelings, Moral Desires and the Cultivation of Virtue”, Alix Cohen considers the connection between desire and virtue in Kant. She challenges the view that, on his account, there are two separate sources of motivation: reason and desire. Cohen argues instead that Kant holds that there is only one source of motivation, namely feeling, which is the source of all our desires. This thesis has the implication, in her view, that moral willing no less than non-moral willing is motivated by desire. It is thus not the case, she argues, that for Kant only the will can be virtuous; desires and feelings can in a certain respect be virtuous as well. Cohen furthermore suggests that Kant is committed to the thesis that the practice of virtue can itself influence our willing. It can strengthen our virtuous disposition, and in doing so, generate in us further instances of virtuous willing.

In “Moral Worth and Moral Motivation: Kant’s Real View”, Paul Guyer challenges those who contend that Kant awards feeling no causal role in moral action. Against Barbara Herman and others who argue that commitment to the moral law is the sole determining ground of action, for Kant, Guyer defends the thesis that Kant holds that feelings are necessary conditions of moral action. According to Guyer, Kant is committed to a Hobbesian theory of motivation at the phenomenological level. The proximate cause of all action, on the Kantian account, is either moral or pathological feeling; and there can be no moral worthy action in the absence of certain dispositions such as (moral) love for others and respect for the moral law. The moral law, on Guyer’s interpretation of Kant, does not just serve to limit our feelings. It can also generate in us the right kind of feelings, namely feelings that reliably produce moral actions.

Federica Basaglia’s contribution explores the significance of Kant’s treatment of desire for his view of the moral status of animals and our treatment of them. It is a principal thesis of her paper, “Kants Definition von Begehrungsvermögen und sein Verständnis vom tierischen Leben”, that although Kant denies animals the status of persons [Personen], he by no means degrades them to the status of things [Sachen]. The two categories, on Basaglia’s reading of Kant, are not exhaustive. In the service of offering an accurate representation of Kant’s treatment of animals, Basaglia takes a careful look at his understanding of animal life and of the important role he assigns desire in animal life. She emphasizes that, for Kant, desire is one of the capacities that humans and animals share.

The papers of Andreas Schmidt and Allen Wood consider Fichte’s treatment of desire. Each author is concerned to identify the specific role desire plays in Fichte’s philosophy as a whole. Each gives us an account of the way in which the theme of desire is for Fichte closely tied to his understanding of the relation between theoretical and practical philosophy. Schmidt and Wood in addition emphasize the importance for Fichte of distinguishing transcendental and empirical levels of philosophical inquiry.

In “Streben und Trieb. Zur Demarkationslinie zwischen Transzendentalphilosophie und Anthropologie in Fichtes Wissenschaftslehre”, Andreas Schmidt suggests, first, that the Fichtean thought of infinite striving is inspired by Kant’s idea of the will striving to achieve the highest good. In the two following sections of his paper, his main interest is to determine how Fichte develops the notions of striving [Streben] and drive [Trieb] in his transcendental-philosophical and anthropological theories. In his second section, Schmidt proposes that, in the Sittenlehre of 1798, Fichte adds to his theory of striving a doctrine of drives that is to be regarded as belonging to transcendental anthropology. In the third section of his paper, Schmidt discusses problems connected with the proper demarcation of the concepts and theories of striving and drive.

Allen Wood’s paper, “Drive, Desire and Volition in Fichte”, begins with a general overview of Fichte’s transcendental philosophy and then focusses attention on the theme of volition. Wood places special emphasis on the fact that the freedom of the ‘I’ is for Fichte that of a finite, embodied being that strives for harmony with the ‘not-I’. The essay explores various forms this striving [Streben] or drive [Trieb] may take. It may take the form, for example, of the drive to become ethical (to realize our spiritual nature). Or, our striving may have as its object the satisfaction of our natural needs. According to Wood, this latter form of striving is desire [Begehren]. Desire, for Fichte, is thus a natural drive rooted in the self’s material and embodied nature. It is nonetheless a necessary component of ethical willing.

In his paper, “‚Das Recht […], sich befriedigt zu finden‘ (RPh § 124). Überlegungen zur Bedeutung der affektiven und konativen Dimension des Menschen für Hegels Normativitätstheorie und Ethik”, Christoph Halbig considers the way in which Hegel integrates affective dimensions of human life in his philosophy. Halbig develops the thesis that Hegel has the resources for a philosophy in which feelings play an essential role, and we would indeed expect Hegel to exploit these resources in light of his critique of Kant. Halbig argues that Hegel does not do so, however, and that this is especially surprising in the context of his doctrine of virtue. According to Halbig, Hegel does not in the end give us a rich concept of virtue. Like Kant, he does not sufficiently integrate the affective dimensions of human life into his system.

Ulrich Pothast’s contribution, “The Role of Desire in Schopenhauer’s View of Human Life”, emphasizes the respect in which it is not thinking or sensing that are fundamental to consciousness, for Schopenhauer, but desire. On Pothast’s account, Schopenhauer holds that the metaphysical (versus empirical or phenomenal) will is the ultimate ground or substance of every being. It makes itself felt in human self-awareness as desire. We may experience brief satisfaction of our desires, but satisfaction soon leads to boredom, which in turn stimulates in us new desires and hence more suffering. Pothast raises a number of critical questions in his essay. He asks, for instance, what Schopenhauer could mean in asserting that the metaphysical will exists only outside the sphere of phenomena. Why, furthermore, does willing for Schopenhauer always involve suffering? Pothast in addition explores Schopenhauer’s views on the unconscious, as well as his ascetic prescriptions for freeing ourselves from life’s “pendulum between pain and boredom”.

In “The Question of Romantic Desire”, Judith Norman considers the character of desire [Begehren] or longing [Sehnen] in German romanticism. Drawing her evidence primarily from the central journal of German romanticism, the Athenaeum, Norman suggests that the Romantics’ concept of desire does not have the implications often associated with it. In the writings of the Athenauem, desire is neither a nostalgia for a lost paradise, nor a forward-looking and goal-oriented longing for an unachievable and transcendent alternative to the perceived fragmentation and alienated state of the present. Norman argues that, for the Athenauem romantics, desire is instead a productive, experimental and revolutionary life form.

As the above-mentioned essays demonstrate, the theme “desire” invites fundamental questions not just about moral philosophy but about philosophy in general. The theme provides an opportunity to compare philosophical positions of this specific philosophical period; it also suggests a way to pose questions about the relation of the German idealists to Kant (a relation treated especially in the papers by Schmidt and Halbig). The final three essays of this volume set out to assess more explicitly the extent to which some of the German idealists agree with and depart from Kant.

Thomas Khurana’s paper is a comparative study of Kant and Hegel on the faculty of desire. In “The Self-Determination of Force: Desire and Practical Self-Consciousness in Kant and Hegel”, Khurana argues that the two philosophers substantially agree on the relation of desire to the will or practical reason. Both Kant and Hegel are committed to the thesis that desire and practical reason are not radically distinct, and that practical reason is, as Kant says, a“higher faculty of desire”. According to Khurana, Hegel’s remark in the Phenomenology that self-consciousness is “desire itself” is not a repudiation of Kant. Instead, it harmonizes with the Kantian insight that our higher or rational desires emerge out of a self-conscious grasping of the truth (and limitations) of our lower, sensible desires.

Ludwig Siep’s essay, “Begehren, Autonomie und Gerechtigkeit”, is a discussion of the history of the concept “desire”. Siep understands theories from Kant to Hegel on desire, autonomy and justice as answers to a systematic problem that presents itself to all of us insofar as we consider desire to be a threat to our autonomy. For Siep, the decisive solution offered by classical German philosophy is given in the concept of subjectivity. In classical German philosophy, desire is not opposed to autonomy but is indeed a form of self-consciousness. On Siep’s account, this is Kant’s view as well. We also find in Kant the idea that the effects of desire need to be limited by legal and other institutional constraints. Siep suggests that these Kantian ideas are first taken up by Fichte and then (in different form) by Hegel. His essay ends with an evaluation of classical German approaches to desire from a contemporary perspective. From that perspective, Siep argues, we can see significant similarities in the German idealists’ approaches to desire.

In “The Desire of the Whole in Classical German Philosophy”, Sebastian Gardner argues that we should understand the concern in classical German philosophy with the problem of the desire of the whole as an effort to be truer than Kant himself was to a “platonic dimension” of his formalism. Gardner considers responses of Schiller and other German idealists to Kant’s effort to harmonize freedom and nature. Schiller complains in his Letters on Aesthetic Education, for example, that Kant cannot give us an account of the unity of the various “I’s” of his theoretical and practical philosophy or of our various kinds of aims and desires. Kant’s system requires these oppositions as a matter of constitutive necessity. But according to Schiller, each of us desires a non-relational unity, that is, a unity that cannot be a matter of harmonizing distinct parts. Gardner goes on to explore reactions to Schiller and Kant of Herder, Fichte, Schelling and Hegel. Fichte is persuaded that if we read Kant correctly, we discover that his system does not imply a problematic gap between freedom and nature. Hegel and Schelling are more sympathetic to Schiller’s critique of Kant, on Gardner’s account. Moreover, they suggest ways of overcoming weaknesses in Schiller’s account of our desire for the whole.

The volume concludes with reviews of books on classical German philosophy by Markus Kohl, Michael Nance, Daniel Sutherland, Allen Speight and Robert Seymour.
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Alix Cohen
   
Kant on Moral Feelings, Moral Desires and the Cultivation of Virtue1

Abstract. This paper argues that contrary to what is often thought, virtue for Kant is not just a matter of strength of will; it has an essential affective dimension. To support this claim, I show that certain affective dispositions, namely moral feelings and desires, are virtuous in the sense that they are constitutive of virtue at the affective level. There is thus an intrinsic connection between an agent’s practice of virtue and the cultivation of her affective dispositions.

In diesem Beitrag wird für die These argumentiert, dass für Kant – anders als oft behauptet – Tugend nicht nur eine Frage der Stärke des Willens ist, sondern wesentlich auch eine affektive Seite hat. Zur Stützung dieser These wird aufgezeigt, dass bestimmte affektive Dispositionen wie moralische Gefühle und Wünsche deshalb tugendhaft sind, weil sie auf einer affektiven Ebene konstitutiv für Tugend sind. Es gibt also eine intrinsische Verbindung zwischen den Handlungen aus Tugend und der Kultivierung der affektiven Dispositionen des Handelnden.

Introduction

Kant defines virtue in terms of strength of will: “Virtue is the strength of a human being’s maxims in fulfilling his duty […], the will’s conformity with every duty, based on a firm disposition” (MM 524–525 [Ak. 6, 394‒395]).2This conception of virtue is usually understood by contrast with the Aristotelian view according to which virtue is the result of training ourselves to feel and desire in particular ways.3According to this standard story, virtue, for Kant, is a matter of will, not of affective states.4 Yet in contrast with this view, I will argue that on Kant’s account, certain affective dispositions, namely moral feelings and desires, are intrinsically virtuous in the sense that they are constitutive of virtue at the affective level. In this sense, contrary to what is often thought, virtue for Kant is not just a matter of strength of will; it has an essential affective dimension.

To support this claim, the first section begins by examining the relationship between the faculty of feeling and the faculty of desire. I suggest that we do not have two distinct sources of motivation (reason vs. desire) but one, the faculty of feeling, which gives rise to desires. On this basis, the second and third sections argue that the relationship between feeling and desire is the same in moral as in non-moral motivation. While section 2 focuses on the motivational role of the faculty of feeling, section 3 turns to the relationship between feeling and desire in moral willing. I show that insofar a desire is a representation accompanied by a feeling of pleasure, a moral desire is the representation of an obligatory end accompanied by a feeling of moral pleasure. This claim is crucial for the possibility of virtuous affective states since it suggests that moral feelings and desires are constitutive of moral willing. Finally the fourth section turns to the claim that there is an intrinsic connection between the practice of virtue and the cultivation of certain affective dispositions. As I argue, through its effect on feeling and desire, virtuous willing generates and enhances affective dispositions that are themselves intrinsically virtuous for they can only follow from virtue as its affective consequence.


1The relationship between desire and feeling

While it is often underappreciated, Kant holds a tripartite view of the mind according to which our mental powers are constituted by three faculties: the faculty of cognition, the faculty of desire and the faculty of feeling.5 Each faculty gives rise to different kinds of mental states and has a distinct function in the general economy of the mind.6 Without getting into the details of Kant’s account, what is crucial for the purpose of my argument is that this conception of the mind has important implications of our understanding of his account of desire. Although commentators often assimilate desires with feelings, affective states can take one of two forms, depending on whether they originate from the faculty of desire or the feeling of pleasure and pain.7 There is thus a distinction between the order of desire and the order of feeling.

According to Kant, a desire is an “impelling cause […]” (LM 64 [Ak. 28, 254]). It urges me toward an action: “A desire, as a striving (nisus) to be a cause by means of one’s representations, is still always causality, at least within the subject” (MM 492 [Ak. 6, 356‒357]). Desires provide me with incentives to act in particular ways. “Habitual sensible desire[s]” (A 353 [Ak. 7, 251]) are what Kant calls inclinations (Neigungen): they are dispositions to have certain desires.8 Having an inclination means that I am prone to particular kinds of desires. But neither inclinations nor desires determine me, they merely influence me since I have an executive power of choice (Willkür). This capacity enables me to choose whether or not to act on an impelling cause. Once I have made my choice, the desire becomes an active desire – the activity of willing that a particular object be realised: “The faculty of desire (Begehrungsvermögen) is a being’s faculty to be by means of its representations the cause of the reality of the objects of these representations” (CPrR 180 [Ak. 5, 50]). An act of will is thus the cause of the reality of the object of the desire I have chosen.

The faculty of desire in accordance with concepts, insofar as the ground determining it to action lies within itself and not in its object, is called a faculty to do or to refrain from doing as one pleases. Insofar as it is joined with one’s consciousness of the ability to bring about its object by one’s action it is called choice (Willkür). (MM 374‒375 [Ak. 6, 213])

The power of choice is the executive dimension of the faculty of desire.9 There is thus a prima facie distinction between what is in effect the causal power to realise the object of my desires and inclinations, namely the faculty of desire, and what has a causal influence on the power of choice, namely desires and inclinations. All desires and inclinations are caused by feelings: “all inclination and every sensible impulse is based on feeling” (CPrR 198 [Ak. 5, 72]).10 Feelings designate the relation between the subject and the object as (potentially or actually) pleasurable or painful, and trigger a desire to either realize or avoid the object.

[I] desire or abhor nothing which is not based on pleasure or displeasure. For that which give me no pleasure, I also do not want. Thus pleasure or displeasure precedes desire or abhorrence. (LM 247 [Ak. 29, 877‒878])11

The pleasure taken in a representation triggers a sensible desire for the object that is represented. The pleasure is thus the cause of the desire – its immediate cause. For instance, I have an inclination for gin and tonic, which explains why when I see a gin and tonic, I have an anticipatory feeling of pleasure followed by a desire to drink it. In this sense, Kant’s understanding of desire is much like our everyday notion of it: I have a desire to drink because I feel like drinking – the thought of the drink gives me an anticipatory feeling of pleasure that gives rise to a desire.

On this basis, the account of the relationship between feeling and desire just delineated may seem to apply only to the case of non-moral motivation. For it might be thought that in the case of moral action, the power of choice must be motivated by reason alone.12 However, the aim of sections 2 and 3 is to argue that the relationship between feeling and desire is the same in moral as in non-moral motivation; that is, moral willing, just like non-moral willing, involves being motivated by a feeling and acting on a desire. This claim is crucial for making room for the possibility of virtuous affective states, for it will allow me to conclude that their supposed impossibility is based on a misunderstanding of the relationship between feeling and desire in Kant’s account of moral motivation.


2The function of feeling and the feeling of respect

The argument defended in this section starts from a conception of feeling that I have begun to develop in previous work.13 Here I will simply lay out features of this view without trying to defend it in any detail. My account of feeling will thus be rather sketchy, but its sole purpose is to argue against the claim that for Kant moral motivation is based on reason and non-moral motivation is based on feeling and desire. On my reading, we do not have two distinct sources of motivation; we only have one, the faculty of feeling, which gives rise to desires.

Kant defines the feeling of pleasure and pain in terms of the promotion and hindrance of life: “Pleasure is the representation of the agreement of an object or of an action with the subjective conditions of life” (CPrR 144 [Ak. 5, 9n]). While this statement is not as clear as it could be, what it means is that the function of the faculty of feeling is to enable an agent to track and evaluate her activity and its conditions – its function is orientational.14 On this basis, we can make sense of the painfulness of feelings of pain and the pleasantness of feelings of pleasure in light of the fact that they manifest the negative or positive effects of a representation upon the subject and her potential for activity. Anything that inhibits her potential for activity is painful while everything that facilitates it is pleasurable. The function of feeling is thus to make her aware of the representations that promote and those that hinder activity: “Life is the inner principle of self-activity. […] Only active beings can have pleasure and displeasure. Subjects that are active according to representations have pleasure and displeasure” (LM 63 [Ak. 28, 247‒248]).

According to Kant, feelings can be oriented either towards objects, or towards the subject. This is due to the fact that each faculty of the mind has a higher and lower sub-faculty. Whereas the lower faculties passively receive representations from objects, the higher faculties are themselves sources of representations. In the case of the faculty of feeling, its higher faculty is concerned with the subject, its lower faculty with objects.

The lower faculty of pleasure and displeasure is a power to find satisfaction or dissatisfaction in the objects which affect us. The higher faculty of pleasure and displeasure is a power to sense a pleasure and displeasure in ourselves, independently of objects. (LM 48‒49 [Ak. 28, 228])

Insofar as lower feelings are object-based, when a sensible feeling of pleasure is prompted by the representation of an object, it triggers a sensible desire, as was spelt out in the preceding section: “inclination is thereby aroused” (CJ 93 [Ak. 5, 207]).15 By contrast, higher feelings are subject-based in the sense that they manifest the state of the subject’s mental agency.16

The feeling of respect for the moral law is one of these higher feelings – or rather, it is two of these feelings, for although this is not always sufficiently noted, the feeling of respect consists in both a feeling of pleasure and a feeling of pain. The polarized nature of the effects of the moral law on the faculty of feeling can be accounted for by the fact that it promotes the activity of one of our capacities while hindering that of another. On the one hand, the feeling of pain can be explained by the fact that the moral law is effectively an “infringement upon all inclinations insofar as they could be opposed to that law” (CPrR 199 [Ak. 5, 72]). Since anything that hinders agency triggers a feeling of pain, I am conscious of the representation of the law and its categorical demands as an inhibition of my sensible inclinations, which causes a feeling of pain: “we can see a priori that the moral law as determining ground of the will, by thwarting all our inclinations, must bring about a feeling that can be called pain” (CPrR 199 [Ak. 5, 72–73]). On the other hand, since anything that furthers agency triggers a feeling of pleasure, the feeling of respect consists in a feeling of pleasure that manifests the capacity to determine myself rationally and thus independently of pathological incentives: “so far as I am conscious of this freedom in following my moral maxims, it is the sole source of an unchangeable contentment” (CPrR 234 [Ak. 5, 117]).17

While the feeling of respect is a feeling like any other insofar as it “is an effect on feeling”, it is essential to the preservation of its “peculiar” status that it is preceded by the moral law (CPrR 201 [Ak. 5, 76]).

Pleasure that must precede one’s observance of the law in order for one to act in conformity with the law is pathological and one’s conduct follows the order of nature; but pleasure that must be preceded by the law in order to be felt is in the moral order. (MM 511 [Ak. 6, 378])18

The autonomy of the act of will is guaranteed by the fact that the feeling of respect is a rational feeling – a feeling that is caused by practical reason.19 As Kant notes, while “every influence on feeling and every feeling in general” is “pathological”, the feeling of respect is “practically effected” rather than “sensibly effected”: “the incentive of the moral disposition must be free from any sensible condition […] on account of its origin, [respect] cannot be called pathologically effected” (CPrR 201 [Ak. 5, 75]). What distinguishes the feeling of respect from all feelings “received by means of influence” is that it is “a feeling self-wrought by means of a rational concept and therefore specifically different from all feelings of the first kind [i. e., sensible feelings]” (G 56 [Ak. 4, 401]). In contrast with pathological feelings, respect is a feeling that is autonomously generated by reason and thus independent from any sensible cause. As such, it can legitimately function as an incentive for the moral law: “respect for the moral law […] must therefore be regarded as a subjective ground of activity – that is, as the incentive to compliance with the law” (CPrR 204 [Ak. 5, 79]).

Yet by emphasising that the feeling of respect is a rational feeling, one may object that I am in effect reintroducing a twofold conception of motivation according to which some feelings are rationally generated whereas others aren’t. If so, this may seem like a concession to those who believe that Kant is committed to the claim that there are two distinct bases for motivation, namely reason and desire.20

As already pointed out, on Kant’s account, all acts of will have subjective grounds based on feelings, even those motivated by the moral law. Of course, the pleasure at play in the agreeable and the moral do not belong to the same level – the former is lower while the latter is higher. But they both belong to the same faculty, the faculty of feeling, and they are both practical pleasures in the sense that they are both “necessarily connected with desire” (MM 374 [Ak. 6, 212]). On the one hand, the power of choice is always free to act for the sake of the moral law since it is necessarily motivated by practical reason through the feeling of respect for the law. On the other hand, sensible inclinations motivate us insofar as feelings have an influence on our power of choice but do not determine us to act accordingly. Thus on my reading of Kant, we do not have two distinct motivational sources of motivation (either reason for moral action, or desire for non-moral action); we only have one, the faculty of feeling, which motivates the power of choice in the same fashion in both moral and non-moral motivation: “Every determination of choice proceeds from the representation of a possible action to the deed through the feeling of pleasure or displeasure.” (MM 528 [Ak. 6, 399]) However, a full defence of this claim requires that I show that any choice, whether moral or not, is not just motivated by a feeling, it also involves acting on a desire. The following section will explore this claim.


3The relationship between feeling and desire in moral willing

On my reading, acting morally does not entail that we do not act on a desire. We do, but it is a pure moral desire rather than a natural desire that arises from sensible feeling.21

[I]f a pleasure can only follow upon an antecedent determination of the faculty of desire it is an intellectual pleasure, and the interest in the object must be called an interest of reason […]. Although where a merely pure interest of reason must be assumed no interest of inclination can be substituted for it, yet in order to conform to ordinary speech we can speak of an inclination for what can be an object only of an intellectual pleasure as a habitual desire (habituelles Begehren) from a pure interest of reason; but an inclination of this sort would not be the cause but rather the effect of this pure interest of reason, and we could call it a sense-free inclination (sinnenfreie Neigung). (MM 374 [Ak. 6, 212–213])

Moral desires follow from moral feeling understood as the capacity to be moved by the moral law: “we have […] a susceptibility on the part of free choice to be moved by pure practical reason (and its law), and this is what we call moral feeling” (MM 529 [Ak. 6, 400]).22 Thus acting on a moral desire is acting for the sake of the moral law insofar as the incentive of our action is a moral feeling.23 On this basis, in accordance with Kant’s definition of desire, a moral desire is the representation of an end accompanied by a moral feeling. But just as natural desires, it still needs to be incorporated into a maxim in order to move an agent to act.24 Desires, even moral ones, do not determine the power of choice. Rather, they represent certain ends we can choose to adopt or not. In the case of moral desires, however, the ends they represent are not ordinary ones; they are ends that are also duties.25 For they are grounded on the moral law: “it is not a question here of ends the human being does adopt in keeping with the sensible impulses of his nature, but of objects of free choice under its laws, which he ought to make his ends” (MM 517 [Ak. 6, 385]). Thus although this point is often misunderstood, the fact that these ends are grounded on the moral law does not entail that our pursuit of them is motivated by something other than a desire.26 On the contrary, on my reading, insofar as to desire something is to have a representation of it accompanied by a feeling of pleasure, a moral desire is the representation of an obligatory end accompanied by a feeling of moral pleasure.

To flesh out our understanding of moral desires and their relationship with moral feelings, let’s examine the case of a moral action that is the realisation of an obligatory end, namely the duty of beneficence, which is the duty “to promote according to one’s means the happiness of others in need, without hoping for something in return” (MM 572 [Ak. 6, 453]). On my reading, acting on the duty of benevolence involves a moral desire for others’ well-being – what Kant calls “an aptitude of the inclination to beneficence in general” (MM 351 [Ak. 6, 402]). This inclination consists in the representation of the end of the duty of beneficence, namely the happiness of others, accompanied by a moral feeling of pleasure, namely the feeling of love of others. Insofar as it is the desire to realise an end that is also a duty, acting on it amounts to realizing one of our duties, namely the duty to promote “the happiness of other human beings, whose (permitted) end I thus make my own end as well” (MM 519 [Ak. 6, 388]). It is in this sense that our desire for others’ well-being is a moral desire, both in terms of its incentive, the moral feeling of love of others, and in terms of its end, the end of the duty of benevolence, the happiness of others.27 Although there is no space to do so here, a similar analysis can be given for the other end that is also a duty, namely the duty to make our own perfection our end.28 The moral desire for my own perfection consists in the representation of its end accompanied by the moral feeling of respect for myself. As Kant writes, “Love and respect are the feelings that accompany [begleiten] the carrying out of these duties” (MM 568 [Ak. 6, 448]). Moral feelings are associated with the realisation of these duties insofar as they provide incentives for it and generate desires to realise the ends they represent.

Yet one may object that these feelings and desires cannot replace the feeling of respect, that we cannot act on them and still act from duty. For Kant seems to state clearly that desires and inclinations cannot generate moral maxims: “Even an inclination to what conforms with duty (e. g., to beneficence) can indeed greatly facilitate the effectiveness of moral maxims but cannot produce any” (CPrR 235 [Ak. 5, 118]). However, in this passage, the inclination to beneficence Kant refers to merely “conforms with duty”. It is thus a sensible desire based on a pathological feeling rather than a moral desire that is constitutive of acting from duty. By contrast, when we choose to act on the moral desire to promote the happiness of others, not only do we have the moral feeling of love of others as the incentive29, we do so for duty’s sake since the end the desire represents is an end that is also a duty, namely the duty of beneficence. In this sense on the interpretation put forward in this section, when we act from duty, the ground of the power of choice (Willkür) remains practical reason (Wille) and its incentive (Triebfeder) remains moral feeling (moralisches Gefühl). But insofar as this feeling generates a moral desire (Begierden) to realize our obligatory ends, moral willing is nothing but choosing to act on the moral desire to realise certain ends because they are duties. This claim is crucial for the possibility of virtuous affective states, for it suggests that certain affective states, namely moral feelings and desires, are constitutive of moral willing. What remains to be shown, however, is that there is an intrinsic connection between moral willing and these affective dispositions.


4The intrinsic connection between the practice of virtue and affective dispositions

To support the claim that there is an intrinsic connection between moral willing and our affective dispositions, we need to examine the effect of the practice of virtue on the faculties of feeling and desire. For as I will argue, insofar as these effects can only follow from virtue as its affective consequence, they are intrinsically virtuous in the sense that they are constitutive of virtue at the affective level.

To make sense of this claim, let’s return to our discussion of the duty of benevolence. According to Kant, acting on the duty of benevolence generates a feeling of love for the person helped: “Beneficence is a duty. If someone practices it often and succeeds in realizing his beneficent intention, he eventually comes actually to love the person he has helped” (MM 530–531 [Ak. 6, 402]). The repeated practice of the duty of benevolence generates and cultivates a feeling of pleasure in the well-being of the person helped: “Benevolence is satisfaction in the happiness (well-being) of others” (MM 571 [Ak. 6, 452]). This feeling of satisfaction arises because of our moral capacity for the feeling of love of human beings. By contrast with pathological love, it belongs to our “moral endowments” (MM 528 [Ak. 6, 399]).30 Moreover, the practice of benevolence also generates a desire for more benevolence: “do good to your fellow human beings, and your beneficence will produce love of them in you (as an aptitude of the inclination to beneficence in general)” (MM 531 [Ak. 6, 402]).31 By acting benevolently out of duty, we strengthen our feeling of love for others, our desire to realise their happiness and thus our inclination to beneficent actions in general. On my reading, these benevolent feelings and desires are intrinsically virtuous. For they can only follow from virtue as its affective consequence.

To make sense of the claim that the affective dispositions that are the effect of virtuous willing are themselves virtuous, let’s turn to Kant’s discussion of the feeling of moral contentment. According to Kant, this feeling follows from virtue, that is habitually willing for duty’s sake: “contentment with oneself” (Selbstzufriedenheit) “must necessarily accompany consciousness of virtue” (CPrR 234 [Ak. 5, 117]).32 While I cannot get into the details of Kant’s account here, what matters for my argument is that the feeling of moral contentment only occurs as the effect of virtue.

I [Kant] must assume [a person] beforehand to be righteous and obedient to the law, i. e., to be one in whom the law precedes the pleasure, in order for him subsequently to feel a pleasure of the soul in the consciousness of his well-conducted course of life. (TS 436 [Ak. 8, 395])

The feeling of moral contentment cannot exist prior to virtuous willing; it can only follow from it.33 Moreover, it is not the result of one-off moral willing but rather the result of repeated moral willing, i. e., the exercise of virtue: “I certainly do not deny that frequent practice in conformity with this determining ground can finally produce subjectively a feeling of satisfaction with oneself” (CPrR 171 [Ak. 5, 38]).34 Moral contentment cannot be expected after the performance of a single act but only after one is “at least half way” moral (CPrR 171 [Ak. 5, 38]). It is the sign that one has already to some extent acquired a virtuous disposition. There is thus an intrinsic connection between the practice of virtue and the feeling of moral contentment.

On my reading, there is a similar connection between moral willing and the benevolent feelings and desires under consideration: these affective dispositions manifest our virtuous disposition. Their occurrence signals its presence since they can have no cause other than virtuous striving, just as moral contentment can only be caused by virtue. As reliable signs of our virtuous disposition and its strength, they manifest our moral striving. This suggests that the affective dispositions generated by virtuous willing are themselves virtuous insofar as they can only follow from virtue as its affective consequence. Furthermore, insofar as they are in effect constitutive of virtue at the affective level, their cultivation enhances our moral striving itself. For strengthening our inclination to virtue in general reduces the influence of non-moral inclinations. The stronger our moral inclinations, the weaker, in relation, our sensible inclinations become. Thereby we become less susceptible to temptation.

Impulses of nature, accordingly, involve obstacles within the human being’s mind to his fulfillment of duty and (sometimes powerful) forces opposing it […]. Now the capacity and considered resolve to withstand a strong but unjust opponent is fortitude (fortitudo) and, with respect to what opposes the moral disposition within us, virtue (virtus, fortitudo moralis). (MM 513 [Ak. 6, 380])

In this sense, the practice of virtue is intrinsically connected to the agent’s affective dispositions: they manifest as well as enhance her moral striving.


Conclusion

This paper set out to show that contrary to what is often thought, virtue for Kant is not just a matter of strength of will but has an intrinsic affective dimension. As I have argued, certain affective dispositions, namely moral feelings and desires, are intrinsically virtuous in the sense that they are constitutive of virtue at the affective level. They actively contribute to the strength of our ongoing commitment to the moral law and thus to our moral striving. To support this claim, I have shown that for Kant we do not have two distinct sources of motivation (reason vs. desire) but one, the faculty of feeling, which gives rise to desires. Since to desire something is to have a representation of it accompanied by a feeling of pleasure, a moral desire is the representation of an obligatory end accompanied by a moral feeling. As a result, the supposed impossibility of virtuous affective states is based on a misunderstanding of the relationship between feeling and desire in Kant’s account of moral motivation. Just as non-moral willing, moral willing involves being motivated by a feeling and acting on a desire. On this basis, I have concluded that our practice of virtue is intrinsically connected to our affective dispositions: they manifest as well as enhance our moral striving. It is in this sense that our affective dispositions and their cultivation are an essential part of leading a virtuous life.35
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Moral Worth and Moral Motivation: Kant’s Real View

Abstract. Authors such as Barbara Herman have argued that Kant should be understood as modeling moral motivation by the idea of a choice or commitment to a fundamental maxim rather than through the idea of some sort of desire or feeling in favor of the morally preferred action outweighing or overwhelming inclination in favor of some alternative. I argue that this approach fails to do justice to Kant’s own two-level approach to moral motivation, on which the choice of the moral law as one’s fundamental maxim expresses itself through the cultivation of feelings that can outweigh contra-moral inclinations. Kant builds this model upon his transcendental idealism, of course, but we could jettison his metaphysics and still have a better model of moral motivation.

Autoren wie Barbara Herman haben argumentiert, dass man Kant so verstehen sollte, dass die moralische Motivation durch die Idee einer Wahl oder einer Zustimmung zu einer fundamentalen Maxime modelliert wird und nicht durch die Idee einer Art von Wunsch oder Gefühl für die moralisch bevorzugte Handlung, die Neigungen für Alternativen überwiegen oder verdrängen. In diesem Aufsatz wird argumentiert, dass man auf diese Weise Kants Zwei-Ebenen-Auffassung einer moralischen Motivation nicht gerecht werden kann, der zufolge die Wahl des moralischen Gesetzes als seiner fundamentalen Maxime sich durch die Kultivierung von Gefühlen, die die kontra-moralischen Neigungen überwiegen, ausdrückt. Kant baut bei diesem Modell natürlich auf seinem transzendentalen Idealismus auf, aber wenn wir seine Metaphysik über Bord werfen, haben wir damit ein besseres Modell für moralische Motivation.

1Hard-Hearted Morality?

I return to the hoary question whether Kant’s conception of moral worth, succinctly expressed in the statement that “What is essential to any moral worth of actions is that the moral law determine the will immediately” (CPracR, Ak. V, 71),36excludes any causal role for inclination or feeling in behalf of the morally requisite action in the motivation of the agent, or even the mere presence of such inclination. The assumption, and objection, that Kant’s conception of moral worth does preclude any such feeling is often associated with a famous distich by Friedrich Schiller, published in 1796:

Scruples of Conscience

I like to serve my friends, but unfortunately I do it by inclination And so I am often bothered by the thought that I am not virtuous.

Decision

There is no other way but this! You must seek to despise them And do with repugnance what duty bids you.37

But the objection had already been raised, a decade earlier, before the ink in Kant’s Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals was even dry, by Gottlob August Tittel in his ill-tempered screed On Mr. Kant’s Moral Reform. Tittel had written: “In the case of a good will, the human being always acts from duty. Thus – not on account of any use. Also […] contrary to his inclination, only because it is his duty to act, as for example an unhappy person preserves his life without loving it.”38Actually, Tittel continues in a way that is not completely at odds with Kant’s real view of moral worth, but I will return to that later. For now, I’m just using him to document the antiquity of my opening question.
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