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118 Buchbesprechungen

obligatory. In turn, the means to such cultivation is likewise obligatory and in this
respect, then, my perfection of my powers is an obligatory end” (129). This Kant
himself argues in The Metaphysics of Morals’, when he says: “It is one's duty to push
the cultivation of his will up to the purest virtuous disposition, in which the law is at the
<ame time the incentive of one’s actions which are in accordance with duty, and is
obeyed from duty” (387). The latter stricture has important implications, for it means
that no set of correct maxims can be derived from the categorical imperative in an a
priori or axiomatic fashion; the categorical imperative is regulative, not constitutive, of
our wills. Consequently, it must always remain problematic. Like regulative reason
generally, it sets before us a task, not an accomplishment.

The moral law, Cox argues, provides the a priori structure of empirical practical
reason. It thus requires freedom. But if we suppose the freedom of the moral subject,
does it not follow that he must be noumenal, not phenomenal? Certainly this
conclusion has been adopted by defenders of the C/N view. Cox disagrees: “Kant .,
attempted to work out a notion of human agency in which it is understood as being
related both to the realm of the noumenal and the phenomenal and yet still being itself
of a third distinct kind” (173). Yet how can will be both pure and empirical? Its purity,
Cox explains, derives from its determination always to will rightly, not from s
isolation from sensibility: “[The will] cannot determine itself entirely apart from
sensuous impulses because without the latter there is no material for synthesis and thus
no activity of the human will. However, the rules according to which sensuous
impulses are combined can be determined by the human will and in legislating these
entirely in accordance with a principle derived from itself, the human will can achieve
an autonomy of self-legislation™ (180). Sclf-legislation, however, cannot occur for a
phenomenal self — nor for a noumenal self. Commentators, Cox declares, rightly note
that the phenomcnal is the realm of objects, but wrongly infer that the noumenal is the
realm of the subject’s activity in which synthesis through judgments occurs. In fact,
however, judgments are not of objects, but are activities: “The point is that judgments
occur in neither the phenomenal or noumenal realm, they are neither things in
appearance nor things in themselves because they are not things at all. They are not
objects but activities of the subject” (190).

The moral agent, therefore, finds himself as neither phenomenal nor noumenal
object; rather, he is a subject who synthesizes through acts of judgment. If the will did
not partake of the a priori character of a noumenal will, it would not stand under the
moral law and have it be categorically regulative; if it did not partake of the empirical
character of an animal will, it would lack all sensuous impulse and the moral law
constitutive of it would compel it to act morally. In so far as the will expresses the
subject, then, the will stands at the crossroads. So the will belongs toa third ontologica
kind, a kind, Cox confesses, only hinted at by Kant.

Cox’s overall interpretation of Kant, his “re-constructed” Kant, has m
recommend it. Yet it would have been far better, I think, to have written 2 d:ffgrﬂf‘
book, a book taking Kant as its inspiration but not as its text. For in the end, Cox?
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interpretation strays too far from textual evidence. Despite its onsiderable ment 45

much 1o

=11 a0 ‘n
2 Immanuel Kant, The Metaphysics of Morals, Part I, translated by James W Elling

(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1983), 387.
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ey :;gs::)f I.(an!t s thought and despite specific interpretations of Kant's often
emingly inconsistent remarks, its distortions undermine its credibility as

an interpretation."” i
Hans Oberdick, Swarthmore/Pennsylvania
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