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(1991), for example, infamously argued that at timedutism has discombted many of his scholarly inter-
a people is unbt to govern itself due to character Rawseters, who have responded in diverse W&ame,
that can only be remedied by an accumulation o$uch as Cavallar, see this defense as but a temporary
needed democratic virtues under an enlightene@berration (Oa short-lived love-affai.in the
despot, whether domestic or foreign, after whichl7800s0O) from an otherwise consistent record of hos-
cdlective self-rule becomes possible. Alexis délity towards OEnlightened AbsolutismO (1993, 105).
Tocaueville (2003) similarly explored the conditions Other scholars, like Beiser, take the contrary position
under which democratic governments can be createitat OKant betrayed the radical insights behind his cri-
and sustained in his celebraf@emocracy in Ameri¢a  tique of reason and compromised with the status quoO
Someone familiar with Immanuel Kant largelyover his entire career (1992, 53). Even KantOs more
through the writings of neo-Kantians such as Rawlsympathetic interpreters, such as Cronin (2003, 53)
might reasonably believe that, in contrast to Mill andand Williams (1983, 137), regard his political ideals
Tocaueville, Kant wrote little on this topic, but such as at least in part the result of an unprincipled
an inference would be mistaken: Kant wrote extenaccommodation with late eighteenth-century Pruss-
sively on democratization in his essays on historian political reality. Other elements of my reading are
and politics. Somewhat like Mill, Kant believed thatalso controversial: Cronin (2003, 70D71) and others
the transition to a representative democracy will takbave denied that KantOs lifelong commitment
place under the enlightened rule of an absolutéo republicanism implies support for democratic
monarch, one who will lead his people from a state dfistitutions, and Rosen (1993, 127) has questioned
minority (i.e., the inability to think for oneself the idea that monarchical self-interest can motivate
without the guidance of another) to full intellectual the individual steps necessary to effect a democratic
and political self-government. Such a monarch wilkransition.
discharge this task by maintaining public order, pro-  Against these interpretations, | will argue in this
tecting civil liberties such as freedom of the press, pradaper that KantOs support for enlightened absolutism
moting (or at least not hampering) public education,was a continual feature of his political thought and
and gradually ceding legislative power to representdidlly consistent with the rest of his practical philoso-
tive institutions on matters of war, taxation, etc.phy. At the same time, though, | will show that Kant
Finally, he will be motivated to do these thingsN believed such rule should be merely transitional, a way
which are wholly contrary to his long-run interestsN station on the route to the only kind of government
by the exigencies of geopolitical competition: toconsistent with rightyviz a republic, by which Kant
strengthen his society for such competition and secuf@eant a representative democracy with separation
the Pnancing that he needs for military campaigns, hef powers. A careful reading of his essay OWhat is
will gradually have to enlighten and empower his owrEnlightenment?O within the context of his other writ-
people. Though each step in this process will be in thiggs indicates that while his support for enlightened
short-run interest of the monarch, it will lead to his absolutism was sincere, he believed that such rule
political disempowerment in the long run, turning was enlightened only insofar as it was ultimately
him into a limited, constitutional monarch con- séf-extinguishinga process made possible by the
strained by a democratic legislature. myopic self-interest of the monarch. Much like
As this synopsis suggests, Kant presented lsaursen (1996), | discover subversive undercurrents
remarkably nuanced theoretical account of how &eneath the relatively placid surface of this essay, but
democratic transition might take place, the richness divhereas Laursen bnds them in KantOs _vocabulary of
which has not been appreciated by previous intercpublicO Publikum) and Opublicity®(blicitS), | Pnd
preters. My paper, by detailing this account, willthem in KantOs description of enlightened absolutism
provide a compelling example of nonideal theorizingtself.
that is sadly missing from Rawls® neo-Kantian theory Exposing these undercurrents will require a
and contemporary political theory more generally, butcareful reading of not only the enlightenment essay
need not be. but also KantOs other writings. As we shall later see,
My reading of KantOs nonideal political theory isarguments made in this essay recur in his later writ-
for a number of reasons, controversial. The idea that

a great German liberal like Kant would defend absdBeiser (1992, 15D18), in his magisterial study of early-modern
German political thought, categorizes Kant together with Schiller,
Humboldt, Jacobi, and Forster as liberals: each of them was a sup-
®His writings on liberal empire, which are less coherent than thosgorter of personal liberty, a nonpaternalistic state, and individual
of Mill, are explored by Pitts (2000) and Welch (2003). self-realization.



ings but in a more complete form; consequently, theydowardiceO are the primary reasons for our minority,
shed light on the meaning of the earlier versions. Thithose who guide us (priests, doctors, ofbcers, tax-ofp-
inference might seem unwarrantedNKant may havecials) have an interest in maintaining and reinforcing
meant something entirely different by his earlier arguit. How, then, are we to surmount such obstacles and
ments, as his political beliefs and assumptions surefichieve enlightenment? Kant discusses three possible
ewlved over time as he matured as a thinkerNbut evipaths to enlightenment, although two of them turn
dence from Kant®@sRexionerirom the 1770s and his out to be false ones. The brst path requires each indi-
lectures on natural law from the winter semester ofidual to overcome immaturity through his own
1784 (which is contemporaneous with the publicatioreffort, but Kant argues that the Oprecepts and formu-
of the enlightenment essay) indicate that Kant@ssO$atzungen und Formgthat weigh us down are
mature political theory was basically in place by thiko heavy to be removed by individual initiative
time (Beiser 1992, 32D33; Cronin 2003, 53D54n). TladoneNexcept for a talented few who succeed Oby their
Rechtslehi®sate release (in 1797) was a consequencsvn cultivation of their spirit in extricating them-
of KantOs other intellectual commitments taking priselves from minority.O0 The second path is through
ority; the resulting work, long in the making, is almostviolent revolution against our guardians, but Kant
entirely a Ocompilation of old lecture notesO (Kuehhelieves that such a short cut to enlightenment will
2001, 393D94, 396). Therefore, we can reasonaligver produce Oa true reform in oneOs way of thinking;
assume that KantOs political thought changed littlastead, new prejudices will serve just as well as the old
between the early 1780s and late 1790s and that all biges to harness the great unthinking massesO {8:36).
writings in this period reRect (more or less clearly and  After warning against these two false paths to
completely) the same underlying political theory.  enlightenment, Kant points to a third path. Unlike the
| will proceed as follows. In the brst section of myprst path, which counsels individualism, it recognizes
paper, | will offer a detailed exegesis of the enlighterthat it Ois more possibl. .that a public should
ment essay. This exegesis will raise two importaeinlighten itselfO collectively; unlike the second path,
questions. First, to what form of self-government arevhich promises a quick Px, it realizes that Oa public
men being led, i.e., what is the nature of Kantiarcan achieve enlightenment only slowlyO To identify
republicanism? Second, what would motivate arthis path, Kant says, we must determine Owhat sort of
absolute monarch to undermine his own rule in thisrestriction hinders enlightenment, and what sort does
way? | will address these questions in the second amot hinder it but instead promotes it.O Contrary to the
third sections of the paper, resgively. Finally, | will customary liberal prescription, Kant suggests that the
respond in the fourth section to two potential objec-Gpublic useof oneOs reasonO must be perfectly free,
tions: namely, that interpreting Kant as a defender ofvhile the @rivate usef oneOs reasonO may reasonably
enlightened absolutism turns him into either a consebe subject to controlNindeedmust be subject to
guentialist or a paternalist. control in order for the public use of reason to Bour-
ish and for enlightenment to be achieved, as we shall
. « . see (8:36D7).
An Exegesis of “What is But what does Kant mean by these terms? The
Enlightenment?” private use of reason is that use of reason that we make

Kant begins his essay by debning Oenlightenmeniéical order by abbreviation, including the English translation

(AufkiSruny as Othe human beingOs emergence fréﬁgg Jg)’ce;g‘ teCX_C't_F = C?“;eStt_Of |th|§ Fa&lgggsalnégé%%)

. . R A CPIR = Critique of Practical Reas , ;
his s_elf—_lncurr_ed minority,0 \Wher_e_ Ominority MM = Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Md896, 37D108);
(UnmYndigke)tis debned as an Oinability to make usgH = lidea for a universal history with a cosmopolitan purpose®

of oneOs own understanding without direction fron{1970, 41D53MM = Metaphysics of Moralgonsisting of the

< . > ; = ehtslehr¢Doctrine of Right] and thélugendlehrgDoctrine of
anotherO (WIE 8.35)Th0ugh our own OlazinessO ancsirtue]) (1996, 353D604pP = Odward perpetual peaceO (1996,

311b52)Rel = Rdigion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason
. . o 1998b, 31D192)&P = GDn the common saying: That may be
7 A
fRéereEpis LO Kant W'Icli consist Olf ) .apbrebw‘atlon.s for the work arrect in theory, but it is of no use in practiceO (1996, 273D310);
rom which they were drawn (unless it is obvious in context) andy e _ g answer to the question: What is enlightenment?® (1996,

o the_ r_elevant volume and page references to the standard Cr_iE?LDZZ)' anilVOT =OWhat does it mean to orient oneself in think-
cal edition of Kant (1900D). The only exception made to th'?ng’?() (i998b 1D14)

system will be for references to @réique of Pure Reas(®98a), 3

where the supplemental references will be to pages in the pPPswill return to KantOs hostility to political revolution below; it is
(1781 or OAO) and second (1787 or OBO) editions of the work. Whabnsistent feature of his practical philosophy. See, for example,
follows is a complete list of the abbreviations | will use, in alphaT&P 8:297D305, MM 6:318D23, and Rel 6:122.
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in our capacity as members of social hierarchies; it &sthis passage suggests, freedom of thought requires
empirical practical reason (specibcally, precepts d@feedom of the press, without which the former would
skill) for the achievement of ends given to us by oube endangered; as Kant asks elsewhere, Ohow much
superiors (GMM 4:415). Thus, soldiers cannot and how correctly would wikink if we did not think
Oagage openly in subtle reasoning about [the] approas it were in community with others to whom eam-
priateness or utilityO of the orders they receive, buhunicateour thoughts, and who communicate theirs
must simply obey them; citizens must not argue witho us!O (WOT 8:144).
the tax collector over their tax bills, but must quietly = The second necessity dducationIn both this
discharge their obligations; and priests cannot attackwork and Oldea for a Universal History,O Kant treats
church doctrine in the midst of communion, but must education as something that a public creates for itself,
carry out their duties as required by their ofpces (WIBIf only it is left its freedomO (WIE 8:36). As he puts it
8:37D8). Such obedience is required to maintain social the latter essay, while Othe worldOs present rulers
order and to achieve important public ends, so ouhave no money to spare for public educational insti-
superiors in these hierarchies are justibed in punishutions or indeed for anything which concerns the
ing us when we refuse to exercise our martial, ecclesiorldOs best interests (for everything has already been
astical, or other skills for communal purposes. calculated out in advance for the next war), they will
The public use of reason, on the other hand, is thatonetheless bnd that it is to their own advantage . ..
use of reason that we make in our capacity as memberst to hinder their citizensO private efforts in this
of learned society; the highest form of such reason @irection, however weak and slow they may beO (IUH
pure reason, whether theoretical or practical, whicl8:28)!* Howeve, in The Contest of the Facultjrsb-
examines the foundations of science and mathematicshed 15 years later, Kant suggests a much more pos-
politics and religion. Kant says that each person mative educational role for political rulers. He says there
consider himself a Omember of a whole commonthat Othe education of young people in intellectual and
wealth, even of the society of citizens of the worldO whmoral cultureO cannot hope to succeed Ounless it is
Oin his capacity [as] a schola. by his writings designed on the considered plan and intention of the
addresses a public in the proper sense of the worti@hest authority in the state, then set in motion and
(8:37). As literate individuals, we can step outside ouronstantly maintained in uniform operation there-
roles as members of social organizations and particafterO Kant admits, however, that such administration
pate in learned society, where we are free to discuss aiah be expected from political rulers Oonly . ..
to criticize. Thus, for example, while a soldier is nothrough their negative wisdom in furthering their
allowed to Oengage openly in subtle reasoning® aboun ends,0 a theme to which | will return below (CF
his orders, he may offer his thoughts to the publi@:92D93)?
regarding military matters on his own time, in print. Intellectual freedom and education are necessary
Kant repeatedly emphasizes that what is needdulit not sufbcient for enlightenment; in addition, Kant
for the public use of reason to Bourish and for enlightarguescivil unfreedonis required, a Pnding he admits
enment to be achieved is, brst and foremost)lec- is Oparadoxical.O By civil unfreedom, he appears to
tual freedomPublic reasonOs very existence dependsean the restrictions on the private use of reason pre-
on free and open inquiry, as Kant arguesTime viously discussed along with the political means to
Critique of Pure Reason: enforce themNspecibcally, a Owell-disciplined and

Reason must subject itself to critique in all its undertakNUMmerous army ready to guarantee public peaceO as

ings, and cannot restrict the freedom of critique through

any prohibition without damaging itself and drawing

upon itself a disadvantageous suspician The very HKant may have in mind here Frederick the GreatOs ill-funded

existence of reason depends upon this freedom, Whicfé?ﬂJGSSSigttempt to create a universal primary education system in

has no dictatorial authority, but whose claim is neve
anything more than the agreement of free citizens!t has been suggested tfidte Contest of the Faculigsnore
each of whom must be able to express his reservatiof®stile to absolutism than earlier works, which if trueNmight call
indeed even hisvetg without holding back. into question my claim in the introduction that KantOs political
(A738D39/B766D67) theory changed hardly at all between the early 1780s and late
1790s. Kant is certainly more openly critical usienlightened

9Cf. Cronin (2003, 56D57) and Schmidt (1989, 288), who Segbsolutism in this work than in previous ones (e.g., 7:80).

private reason as being reason valid for the realm of contractuE'lOV\.’e/er' th‘."‘ WOI’k.I_S in other respects ent!rely consistent .W't.h.h's
relations earlier political writings, especially regarding the impermissibility

of revolution, the necessity of top-down reform by an enlightened
1OQn the relationship between public reason and free inquiry, semiler, and the desirability of mass education and enlightenment
O®Mleill (1989, 28D50). (7:86n, 8788, 89D91, 92D93).



wdl as an enlightened absolute monarch to govern to expand to its full capacity. Thus when nature has
(WIE 8:41). Kant is not clear about why civil freedom unwrapped, from under this hard sheligrten HYIlg
would set up Oinsurmountable barriersO to intellectual € Seed Heim for which she cares most tenderly,
freedom and therefore enlightenment, but his reasons namely the propensity and calling toink freely, the
. X X ' latter gradually works back upon the mentality of the

are not difpcult to discern. The intellectual freedom pegple (which thereby gradually becomes capable of
that Kant endorses is a wide-ranging one, embracing freedonin acting) and eventually even upon the princi-
art, science, religion, and even legislation, but the crit- ples ofgovernmentvhich Pnds it probtable to itself to
ical public culture that this freedom makes possible is réat the human beingyho is now more than a machine
by its very nature subversive, leading its participants in keeping with his dignity. (8:41942)
to question and criticize the Oprecepts and formulasthis rich, somewhat obscure passage needs to be care-
that buttress the authority of doctors, priests, and ofbPfully unwrapped itself; | believe it holds the key to
cas of the law. Without an enlightened absoluteKantOs theory of enlightened absolutism. Attend brst
monarch at the head of a Owell-disciplined antb the botanical imagery. Kant describes civil unfree-
numerous army,0 such criticism might threaten thelom (i.e., enlightened but militarily powerful absolute
vay public order that facilitates the long and labori-monarchy limiting the private use of reason) as a
ous exploration of ideas needed for enlightenment; ithard shellO that safeguards our Opropensity and
might even provoke a popular uprising that wouldcalling tothink freely,O which he describes as a OseedO
harness an insufbciently enlightened public with Onew need of development. This shell, hard but capa-
prejudicesO as pernicious as the old ones they replacéalis, Oprovides a spaceO for the seed to grow and
(8:36). mature; this space is intellectual freedom, and the

A republic, by contrast, would be incapable ofmaturation of the seed is the steady process of enlight-
providing this kind of external discipline. Its natural enment that culminates in our intellectual majority.
responsiveness to the preferences and passions ofAtggerminating seed soon presses against its shell,
semi-enlightened citizenry would lead it to censohowever, and the pressure gradually builds; this pres-
ideas that its citizens found threatening or offensiveure is symbolic of the tension between argument and
and to respond inadequately to outbreaks of lawles®bedience that | discussed above. This tension is
ness. This is why Kant argues that an enlightenaesolved when the seed is OunwrappedO by OnatureO:
absolute monarch Ocan say what a free state may tiwt shell, weakened by time and weather, is slowly
dare to sayArgue as much as you will and about whaenetrated and disintegrated by the germinating seed,
you will; only obe@¥8:41) Just as our interlocutors in which no longer needs its protection. The metaphor
learned society provide a guidance that differs in kingg most complexNand subversiveNat precisely this
from that offered by our guardians, so the enlightenegoint. If the shell is indeed civil unfreedom, then
monarch imposes a constraint that differs in kindits penetration and disintegration suggests that an
from that imposed by unenlightened rulers, who offerenlightened people attains not merely freedom in
nothing but Opersonal despotismdan . avaicious  thinking but also Ofreedom in acting,0 i.e., it assumes
or tyrannical oppressionO (8:36). responsibility for its own governance. Intellectual self-

As | just indicated, however, a tension existsgovernment, which is facilitated by a critical public
between argument and obedience, a tension thatulture Bourishing under the protection of an enlight-
motivates Kant to endorse enlightened absolutism bugned absolute monarch, becomes a prelude to and
that promises to greaten with time. As a people gropwreparation for political self-government. Nature
increasingly enlightened, their hostility to establishedqwhich is itself used as a metaphor for providence
authority and its ideological supports will grow agVorsehunpin KantOs other writings, notably OPerpet-
well: the Oprecepts and formulasO formerly offered hyal PeaceO [8:360D63]) makes this transition possible,
their guardians will seem increasingly hollow andut the details are difpcult to infer from the metaphor
inadequate, and they will begin to question the legititself: a shell may passively submit to disintegration
imacy of rule that is not subject to the same matur®y a germinating seed, but why would an absolute
public reason that governs the world of ideas. Kantmonarch allow himself to be displaced by his enlight-
indeed recognizes this dialectical tension and hints aned subjects, who are now able to govern themselves?
a resolution in the last sentences of his essay: In fact, why would he ever allow, much less encour-
age, his own subjects to grow into such a threat to

A greater degree of civil freedom seems advantageous, 19 _! . :
a peopleDs freedom syfiit and nevertheless puts up begin with? Kant suggests in the above passage that a

insurmountable barriers to it; a lesser degree of thgovernment may bnd the adoption of political prin-
former, on the other hand, provides a space for the latteciples more consistent with human dignity Oprobtable
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to itselfO; in other words, self-interest may motivate anf the machine® (WIE 8:37). Therefore, to say that
absolute monarchOs early support for enlightenmentan is @ow more than a machiis to say that an
and his eventual acquiescence in representative inséinlightened man is capable of service in institutions
tutions, a possibility to which | will return below. other than social hierarchies and is capable of reason
Additional support for my reading of this botan- beyond the limited, functional private reason proper
ical imagery is provided by Kant himself in a strikinglyto such hierarchies, which is exempliped by Oprecepts
similar passage in his 1793 bdedigion within the and formulas, those mechanical instruments of a
Baundaries of Mere Reasionwhich he uses gestation rational use, or rather misuse, of his natural endow-
imagery to describe Othe continuous development afentsO (8:36). In other words, manOs capacity for a
the pure religion of reasomdnen Vernuftreligidrout  publicuse of reason marks him out as a potential par-
of its present still indispensable shel¥]I§O of his- ticipant not only in the cosmopolitan society of men
torical faith: of letters but also in the critical political culture of a
The integumentsHYller] within which the embryo is S€lf-governing people. To deny this potential, as Kant
prst formed into a human being must be laid aside ifn his work OPerpetual PeaceO accuses the cynical
the latter is to see the light of day. The leading-string oDmlitical moralistO of doing, involves Othrowing
holy tradition, with its appendages, its statutes anchuman beings into one class with other living
observances, which in its time did good service, becomg, -hines® (PP 8:378). To afPrm it, on the other hand,
bit by bit dispensable, yea, Pnally, when a human bem% to acknowledge manQOs aptitude for an active, repub-
enters upon his adolescence, turn into a fetter. (Rel 6:12F, o X o ) S
135) lican citizenship, which is the ultimate way in which

L . . . enlightenment Oeventually even [works back] upon
Historical faiths, which divide men from one anotherthe principles ofjovernmer®

with their different holy texts and statutes, can only
lay claim to being true faiths by serving as a OvehicleO

for the pure religion of reason, which is a moral reli- Kantian Republicanism
gion, i.e., a religion of Ogood life-conduct,O not of

rlt_ual observange (6:123, 17ODl)..Th|_s moral religiofyp i the nature of the republicanism Kant gestures
will gradually displace the echeS|ast|ch elements ard in the concluding sentences of his enlighten-
the historical faiths, including not merely Ostatutes angd . .« essay? | suggested in the introduction that
observancesO but even religious hierarchy itself: Ofag i, rep.ublicanism requires a representative
degrading distinction betwedaity andclergyceases, 4emacracy with separation of powers, but this claim

and equality springs from true freedom, yet WithOUtis not uncontroversial. Cronin (2003, 70b71) and Ker-
ar;]grﬁh%/, f?]r each Ob?g S dtt;e Im(th? §tg_t;1;ozry _I‘?E_e) sting (1993, 25D28), for example, argue that a separa-
which he has prescribed for himse J6:122). 'S" tion of powers between the legislative and executive
vision of co-legislation of the moral law by a priest- o, ohes s sufpcient for Kantian republicantém.
hood of all believers has subversive implications fthiS reading of Kant is a reasonable one, as the rele-
rellgll_on and politics. he | £ th iah vant passages can be interpreted in a variety of ways,
& us return to the ‘:ISt sbentences Odt e enlightyq | i argue that a separation of powers is neces-
enment essay excerpted above, Attend now o t ry but not sufbcient for Kantian republicanism by
mgchanlstlc Imagery at the close O,f the passage. Ha(ﬂ“?ering a different reading of these passages and
Rass suggests that th's.'s. an aIIu3|o_n to _:]ullen Offr&¥hers. I will then argue that a Kantian republic must
de Is_ MettrieOs ma2ter|allst|c doctrllne Lrhﬁlomrr]ng have a representative legislature chosen by a restricted
Mac]c ine(Kant 1970,h 74n7Y. I']fc mayha SO though be o6 ciorate of OactiveO citizens, a point that Kant makes
a reference to another use of mechanistic Imagery ,q,qhout his political writings but most clearly in
the essay, which is in the midst of KantOs d'SCUSS'OﬂI‘?é Reehtslehrel will also show that the resulting
the privateuse ,Of reason. He says there thf"‘_t a Soc'ﬂhixed constitution, while plausibly characterized as
hierarchy serving public ends (e.g., the military, thea democratic one, differs in important ways from

church, etc.) is like a OmechanismO and that when 80 own mass democracies, esiplly with respect to
individual serves in such a hierarchy he acts as Opart

MKersting has argued elsewhere, though, that Kantian republican-

ism does require representative democracy: see Kersting (1992a,
¥Even nonmaterialistic doctrines can turn man into a machine, 152, 161; 1992b, 361). Moreover, the cited passage\ifdrige-
however, as Kant indicates in the sec@nitique when he com-  ordnete Freiheff.993) shows that this sufbciency condition does
pares Leibnizian freedom to that of a OturnsBiafenwend¢® little to guarantee conformity between resulting legislation and the
(CPrR 5:97). general will.



the nature of the executive and the extent of théaxonomy of forms of state is about who should have
franchise”? executive powera(isfYhrenden/exekutive Ge\wiadt.,
Cronin and Kersting ground their argument on acontrol the government Regérung. This strongly
distinction Kant makes in OPerpetual PeaceO betwesmgests that the distinction between the form of sov-
two ways of categorizing states: the brst is Oaccordergignty and the form of government is in reality a dis-
to the different persons who have supreme powslinction between who controls the executive and how
within a state,O which Kant labels the Oform of sovethe executive exercises its authority. This interpreta-
eigntyO Fam der Beherrschunglso translatable as tion receives support from both within the essay and
Obrm of mastery or controlO); the second is Oaccordutside it. First, in the paragraph immediately pre-
ing to thewaya peoplés governelly its head of state, ceding the one containing the forms of state, Kant says
whoever this may be,0 which Kant calls the Oforthat Othe consent of the citizens of a [republican] state
of governmentOFormder Regierupd® Sovereignty is required in order to decide whether there shall be
(thus debned) can take three subforrastocracy, war or not @nd it cannot be otherwise in this constitu-
aristocracgnddemocracfthe power of prince, nobil-  tion)O (8:350; emphasis added). What kind of consent
ity, and people, respectively); government, on thds he picturing? In thRechtslehrée puts it more pre-
other hand, can take two subformspublicanism cisely: republican citizens Omust therefore give their
(Othe separation of the executive power (the goverfree assent, through their representatives, not only to
ment) from the legislative powerQ) addspotism waging war in general but also to each particular dec-
(Othe high-handed management of the state by lakaration of warO (MM 6:345D46). Kant is indicating
that the regent has himself givenO) (PP 8359Mhe here that republicanismequires representative dem-
separation of powers is clearly a necessary conditiatratic legislature to approve military actioter alia
for republicanism here, perhaps even the primary oneConsequently, KantOs relative indifference to the form
The stronger claim that it is a sufbcient conditionof sovereignty is an indifference to the form of the
hinges on the relative indifference Kant shows to thexecutive, not of the legislature. Second, nowhere in
form of sovereigntyNexcept for democracy as it washe discussion of forms of state in OPerpetual PeaceO
practiced by the Oancient republicsO (such as Atherddes Kant use the German wdsduverSiOsover-
which Kant considers necessarily despotic becausignO), which he later uses as a technical term for a
it combines executive and legislative functions in aovereign legislature in tiRehtslehrehe therefore
single assembly of all citizens (8:351D53, 378). If ieaves unspecibed the identity of the Osupreme powerO
set aside this one exception, though, Kant does segiM 6:313):® Finally, Kant says in thRechtslehre
to believe that any form of sovereignty can in princi-during a discussion of the executive, that Oa govern-
ple be consistent with republican government. If thisment [Regérung that was also legislative would have
is so, then how can it be true (as | claim) that a Kantiato be called despoticO (6:316). Once again, this sen-
republic requires representative democracy? tence emphasizes that despotism and republicanism
We should note that Kant denotes sovereigntyare attributes of the executive: does the executive,
here with assorted German words/phrases (Osupremsgardless of who controls it, arrogate to itself legisla-
powerO ¢berste  Staatsgewalt OsovereigntyO tive authority? In summary, what Kant is saying in this
[BeherrschurigOsovereign powerBdrrschgewall,  passage of OPerpetual PeaceOis that any variety of exec-
etc.), none of which indicate whether he is speakingtive (apart from an Athenian-style assembly) can in
of the executive power, the legislative power, or bothprinciple be consistent with republicanism; this leaves
Moreover, the entire discussion following the originalopen the question of whether the same can be said for
the form of the legislaturg.

®0Other scholars have also argued that Kantian republicanism
involves these two criteria (representative democracy and separg- . ) .

tion of powers), including Cavallar (1993, 120), Williams (1983, §Gregor points .OUth.'n a foo(tfgote h%re, tglo_ugh,dthat Kgnt 'Sh not
216; 2003, Chapter 6), and Rosen (1993, 33D39). With the partidfy consistent in his use dbouverSmnd introduces Osuch a
excaption of Williams, however, these authors do not make theirva”ety of terms that it is not always clear which of the three

. . . ~ " iting<d thorities [i.e., the executive, legislature, or judiciary] is under
case with a detailed textual analysis of KantOs political writing 4 -
will do so in this section. discussionO (Kant 1996, 457).

éﬁA skeptical reader might point to 151 of Rechtslehréo prove

Western political thought: see, for example, Aristotle (1984, 9499§gh§rW|se, as It appears to k?e pa_rallel In structure to the passage

[1278bD1279b]). in OPgrpetuaI PeaceO a}nq is quite explicitly apout the Igglslatlve
sovereign $ouver9nbut it in fact reinforces my interpretation.

YCf. Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1997, 67n, 82D99 [Book I, Chagtast, Kant makes a key distinction in ©51 that he does not make

6; Book I, Chapters 1D6]). in OPerpetual PeaceO betweemwacratand amonarch(the

*This distinction (suitably generalized) has long been a staple



O

Asthe above passage on war approval indicate:322)*° KantOs motto, as always, is reform not
however, Kant is hardly indifferent to the form of therevolution?
legislature: he supports a representative democratic The mixed republican constitution that Kant
legislature with power over war, taxation, and even thenvisions can reasonably be characterized as a repre-
executive branch itself, however it is constitutedNor sentative democracy, but two caveats are required.
so | will argue. Kant lays out his views regarding thEirst, as noted above, Kant leaves open the nature of
legislative branch most clearly in tRechtslehreHe  the executive, but he expresses a clear preference for
says there that Osovereign§@ugerSnitbtresides in  monarchy, as a king is in a better position to plan and
the Operson of the legislatorO and moreover that Olatgtitute the reforms required to bring a constitution
islative authority can belong only to the united will ofinto conformity with republican principlesNa posi-
the peopleO (6:313). The OactiveO citizens of a reputio we might have expected Kant to take, given his
are described as those with an Oequal right to vatapport for enlightened absolutism (PP 8:3%8)en-
within this constitution® and Othe right to managéralized administration might also be advantageous in
the state itsél . . [to] organize it or to cooperate for establishing clear lines of authority and responsibility
introducing certain lawsO (6:314D15). Does this medar the execution of laws; the dangers that are com-
that Kant, like Rousseau, was an advocate of direpotonly associated with such a concentration of
democracy? Not at all. Kant goes on say that citizeasithority would be counterbalanced by the legisla-
are Orepresented by [their] deputies (in parliament)@reOs power to depose, reform, or otherwise constrain
and Oact through their delegates (deputies),O i.e., théie executive. This being said, Kant offers no reason
political agency is expressed by voting for and other-
wise trying to infBuence their legislative representa-
tives (6:319, 341). As noted above, the legislature c&on censorship of religious and political writings under Freder-
grant or withhold war-making powers from the exec-ick the Great and his immediate successor, Frederick William 1,

A . Cavallar (1993, 112b14, 117P18) as well as Beiser (1992,
utive; it also has power of the purse: Othe people ta%%). KantOs relationship with Frederick the GreatOs minister of

itself, since the only way of proceeding in accordancate and head of ecclesiastical affairs, the liberal K. A. F. von
with principles of right in this matter is for taxes to Zedlitz, was extremely close, but he ran into problems with von

: : = . litzOs reactionary successor, J. C. WSlIner. Kant was censured
b? levied by those depqtlzed by .the pequeO (Q'Bzfz’c?r!'jhis religious writings and threatened with Ounpleasant meas-
Finally, and mOSt radlcal'ly (given h"s polltjcal ures for [his] continued obstinacyO; he consequently promised to
context), Kant gives the legislature the right to Otakerite no further on religious matters, a promise he kept until the

the rulerOs [executiveOs] authority away from higgath of Frederick William Il'in 1797. For more details, see Kuehn
depose him, or reform his administration. But it (2001, 378982, 404).

cannot pun|sh h|m (and the Say|ng common |n 20n Kantf)s reformism, see Williams (2003, 183988) Kantf)s

. . . support for representative democracy is occasionally called into
England, that the king, i.e., the supreme eXecu'[lvéuestion by reference to his essay OTheory and PracticeO (esp.

authority, can do no wrong, means no more thans:294997). Kant says there that in a rightful constitution each
thiS)O (6:317; cf. Riley [1983, 106D107]). Given hpitizen is a OcolegislatorO that laws are to be endorsed by Othose

: ; ; legated to do so as representatives of the people,O etc.; in short,
experience with the Prussian censors, such an assﬁg develops a representative democratic system that seems identi-

tion may strike the reader as quite bold, bordering oRg| o the one developed in tRechtslehren contrast to the latter
reckless, but Kant does rule out punishment of thevork, howewer, Kant goes on to say that Oit is by no means neces-

monarch (no doubt with Louis XVI in mind), and he S&/YO that this system Obe presupposed as .a fitcis instead
' only an ideaof reason. . .O Ishis treatment of representative

later stresses that the people can only Oleggiyhe democracy as a merely hypothetical constraint on the will of the
executive authority and its representatives (the ministegislator consistent with what Kant says in Rahtslehr2 Yes,
ter) by means of its representatives (in parliament)@ecause Kant is speaking in OTheory and PracticeO about citizens
(or rather their representatives) voting on the Obasic lawO or Oorig-
inal contract,O not on regular legislation. This consent to the orig-
inal contract is indeed entirely hypothetical, though it does impose
moral constraints on the behavior of legislators and (more impor-
T . : n(T:§ntly for our purposes) does point the way toward a true repub-
him); this difference between the two texts is explained (on My \vhare the general will is made legislatively sovereign through
|nterprc_etat|on)_ by the fact th"’.‘t Kant was S'”?p'.y not talking abOUtrepresentative democracy: as Kant says a bit later in the essay, the
the legislator in the latter, which made the distinction superf3uou ower of the people via their legislators to veto or approve war

Secor_1d, Kant comes to an entirely dif_ferent conclusion i_n 25 hvhich I discussed above) Onecessarily presupposes the realization
than in OPerpetual PeaceO about which form of sovereignty s« -+ idea of the original contractO (8:311).

most conducive to despotism: in the former, it is autocracy,

whereas in the latter, it is democracy. Again, this difference can B&ant also notes that an absolute monarch is Ostronggr rela-
readily explained by the fact that Kant is talking about the legislaion to external enemiesO than other kinds of executive, i.e., abso-
tor in the former text and the executive in the latter one. See MNutism offers military advantages under dangerous international
6:338D39. conditions (PP 8:373).



why, once a republic has been achieved, the monarchyasons just given? The only answer seems to be the
could not be made elective or even transformed intprejudice against women that Kant unfortunately
a limited-term president, indirectly or perhaps shared with his contemporaries, one that has no basis
directly elected by the peopgfe. whatsoever in his critical philosopty.

Second, Kant believes that the vote should be
limited to OactiveO (rather than OpassiveO) citizens. He ..
debnes an active citizen as one who is Oindependent,O The Problem of Motivation
i.e., capable of Oacting from his own choiceO and there-
fore not dependent Oupon the will of othersO (MMNVe have seen in the previous two sections that,
6:314D15). By this debnition he apparently intendaccording to Kant, an absolute monarch is best placed
to exclude from the franchise whoever is personallyo lead his society to intellectual enlightenment and
dependent upon others for his Opreservation in exisepublican government, i.e., a representative democ-
tence (his being fed and protected),O whether througtacy with a separation of powers. Given that absolute
employment or familial dependency (e.g., wives andionarchy is despotic by debnition (though it might
children) (T&P 8:295D96}%. Although he does not govern in a republican spirit), the move to republican
discuss his reasons for restricting the franchise in thgpovernment must involve the creation and gradual
way, he seems to believe that passive citizens woechpowerment of a popular legislative assembly, one
be unduly inBuenced by those upon whom they ar¢hat will accumulate powers over taxation, war, and
dependent; allowing them to vote would thereforeeven the monarch himself (cf. Williams [1983, 176,
undermine the integrity of republican governance by217]). The monarch has a moral duty to facilitate this
effectively giving multiple votes to employers, hustransition to intellectual and political self-govern-
bands, and fathersNthough a secret ballot couldnent, as Kant says clearly in fRRehtslehre
surely reduce this kind of _inBuen%feFrom our own The spirit of the original contractafima pacti origi-
perspective, such restrictions on voting may seem narii) involves an obligation on the part of the consti-
reactionary. In fairness, however, we should note that tuting authority to make the kind of government suited
Kant also says that the Onatural laws of freedom andto the idea of the original contract. Accordingly, even if

B i ~ ; this cannot be done all at once, it is under an obligation
% N eq&?“tyo reqUIre thaé[-?anytone can \;\(ork his v(\{)ay up to change the kind of government gradually and contin-
rom this passive condition 1o an active oneu 1.e., ually so that it harmonizes in its effect with the only con-
anyone who can escape personal dependency (Dystitution that accords with right, that of a pure republic.

becoming an independent artisan, yeoman farmer, ... Any true repulic is and can only be a system repre-
etc.) is entitled to the franchise (MM 6:3¥5No senting the people, in order to protect its rights in its
individuals are permanently excluded from the fran- name, by all the c_:itizens united and acting through their
chise except women, an exception that is deeply puz- d€/égates (deputies). (6:340541)
zling on KantOs own terms. Why, for example, woulMoreover, the monarch is authorized to guide this
an independently wealthy widow, free from all per-transition by dex permissivdre may defer the insti-
sonal dependence (both economic and familial), notution of a government fully consistent with right
have had a rightful claim to the franchise for theQuntil the people gradually becomes susceptible to the
inBuence of the mere idea of the authority af la .
and thus is found bt to legislate for itselfO; such a delay

20n the possibility of an elected executive in Kant®s scheme, Bedst be allowed Olest implementing [self-rule] pre-
Williams (1983, 176).

ZKant includes civil servants among the active citizenry, despite
the fact that they are in an employment relationship with the state,
Rosen (1993, 38) bnds this exception arbitrary, but employees o i s p . :
an impersonal bureaucracy with civil-service protections mighf/oman or a child is a OnaturalO reason for denial of the franchise,

not be Opersonally dependent® upon anyone. Of course, Prussiifi Ne does not elaborate (8:295). His attitude toward women is
civil servants in KantOs timerepersonally deendent on an strangely conRicted: at times he can be comically hostile (as in his

absolute monarch, but such an exception might still be justipaplBOrtrayal of the sexually voracious woman in the appendix of the
in a Rehtsstaat ehtslehrg but at other times he can be surprisingly egalitarian

in his attitude (as in his analysis of marriage in Raehtslehre
®Rosen (1993, 38D39) concurs in this interpretation. where he says that Othe relation of partners in a marriage is a rela-
ion of equalityof possession, equality in their possession of each

. . . ~ - tl,
*This is consistent with KantOs general hostility to any form %t?her aspersons . . .and also equality in their possession of mate-

hereditary privilege: Oevery member of a commonwealth must b, goodsO). See MM 6:278, 359D60, as well as Herman (1993a).
allowed to attain any level of rank within it (that can belong to a ' '

subject) to which his talent, his industry and his luck can take him&On the moral duty of a monarch to promote republicanism and
(T&P 8:292). On this point, see Kersting (1993, 381D83). govern in its spirit, see Kersting (1993, 430).

n Oheory and Practice O Kant says that the status of being a
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maturely counteract its very purpose,O as discussétlis kind of economic reform may be indirectly
above (PP 8:347D48, 3728573). related to intellectual freedom, however. Such freedom
Ewen if absolute monarchs were uniquely situatedis not exercised in a vacuum: it requires access not only
authorized, and morally obligated to make this tran-to oneQOs fellow scholars in a cosmopolitan society of
sition occur, however, whahaterialincentive would letters but also to material goods (such as books and
they have to do s?Why would they create an periodicals) and leisure time. To the extent that such
enlightened populace (by allowing intellectualreform increases per-capita income, it will improve
freedom and perhaps even promoting public educaaccess to these goods and consequently act as an
tion) that would seek to undermine their rule and oblique support for intellectual freedom and enlight-
limit their power? As Kant suggests hopefully at thenment.
end of his enlightenment essay and argues more Other internal reformaredirectly related to intel-
explicitly in his other writings, self-interest may moti- lectual freedom, though, as Kant points out in the fol-
vate an absolute monarchOs early support for enlighdwing passage from the essay:
enment and eventual acquiescence in democratic pegyrictions placed upon personal activities are increas-
institutions. The demands of military and economic ingly relaxed, and general freedom of religion is granted.
competition with other states may compel monarchs And thus, although folly and caprice creep in at times,
to adopt a sequence of policies over time that, while enlightenmengradually arises. It is a great benept which

individually sensible, jointly contribute to their own e human race must reap even from its rulersO self-
o . seeking schemes of expansion, if only they realize what
political emasculatiof

RN i i p is to their own advantage. But this enlighteninen
_ Kant says in Oldea for a Universal HistoryO that myst gradually spread upwards towards the thrones and
Qhe mutual relationships between states are already scewen inBuence their principles of government. Vehil .
sophisticated that none of them can neglect its inter- the worldOs present rulers have no money to spare for

; < s Pnd that is to their own advantage at least not to hinder
relation to the others.O In other words, geopolitical their citizensO private efforts in this directian (8:28;

concerns cause state leaders to engage in internal g g:41p42)

reform as a means of strengthening their societies for
various forms of international competition. Some of Unfortunately, Kant does not say here why freedom of

these internal reforms are ndirectlyrelated, at least, '€ligion and freedom of thought more broadly, as well

to intellectual freedom. For example, Kant suggest@S tolerance of (if not support for) citizensO efforts
that restrictions on commerce are a threat to thd® €ducate themselves, are to the advantage of Oself-

Ovitality of businessO and should therefore be elin§€€KINgO rulers, but once again his reasons are not

nated by ambitious rulers, who presumably need gifPcult to infer. To begin, religious toleration may
large tax base for their military adventures (8%27). Promote social peace, thus freeing up state resources
(especially military ones) for other uses; moreover, it

may secure the loyalty of oppressed but economically

*Far more on the concepts oflex permissivand of Oprovisional powerful religious minoritie® More generally,
rightO provisorisch Reghsee MM 6:223, 247, 256D57, 329. Also

see Ellis (2005), Flikschuh (2000, Chapters 4 and 5), and shalg€dom of thought and the education to make it
(2005). effective, by fostering a critical public culture and an

%0n the role of prudential self-interest in the advance of repub-_enllghtened citizenry, enlists the talents of the pgople
licanism, see the exchange between Ludwig (1997) and Braridt the reform process. As noted above, Kant believed
(1997). that freedom of the press should be broad, including
sReaders familiar with Kant®s philosophy of history will immedi-matters scientibc, religious, and legislative (WIE 8:41).

alfely recolgni_ﬁef the patT | amhabout |t0 take. Gfi\_/e_n theéi_mit?tionlfl'he critical public culture that results will therefore be
of space, | will focus only on those elements of it immediately rel, ; ; ; ;
ewvant to the task at hand. For more comprehensive examination"é1 rich source of new ideas for improving the efbciency
of his philosophy of history as it is developed in his political and

historical works and in hi€ritique of Judgmengee Yovel (1980)

and Galston (1975). On the politics of KantOs philosophy of

history, see Knippenberg (1993, especially 160D66). these two objectives seemed inextricably linked, since not only did

N ower depend on wealth; wealth, and indeed mere existence, were
%Also see Behrens (1985, 116D51). Behrens notes that Oat any@ s ingecure without power to defend themO (117).

moment the pursuit of power and the pursuit of prosperity were

likely to be mutually exclusive, since power demanded expendtCavallar (1993, 115) suggests this may have been Frederick the
ture for military purposes which accounted for nearly three-quar-GreatOs primary reason for tolerating diverse sects. His grandfather
ters of government revenue in every major country and therefor&rederick 10s admission of thousands of persecuted but industri-
involved, among other things, a high level of taxation whichous French Huguenots may have provided a model; see Behrens
reduced the general standard of living. In the long run, however(1985, 123D24).



of public institutionsNa desirable state of affairs for eignty to its original owner (the people) reduces the
an ambitious, expansionist ruler. monarch to a mere executive, an Oorgan of the sover-
AsRosen has noted, though, these initial roundseign,O who can now be rightfully deposed or otherwise
of reform can at best take a society only partwagonstrained by a popular legislature, as noted above
toward republican governance: economic and intel{6:319).
lectual freedom can help create a prosperous and By a series of policy innovations, each tactically
enlightened populace that is prepared for politicasound, an absolute monarchy (or more likely a
self-rule, but political reforms are needed to realizelynasty) thus engineers its own downfall and the cre-
such self-rule, and these are difbcult to square with traion of a republic. Moreover, this end is (or at least
self-interest of an absolute monarch. Thus Rosen goean be) accomplished without any violations of right,
on to claim that monarchical self-interest cannot takevhich would inevitably occur in a revolution (T&P
Kant any further and that he therefore falls back 08:2989304, MM 6:318D23). Whatever one thinks of
Qhe vague hope that Oeducation® will ultimatelye likelihood of such a sequence of events unfolding,
provide the solution: only when rulers receive theKantOs theoretical accomplishment here is impressive
right moral education will there be sustained progresand largely unnoticed: he has shown how republican-
toward . . . a fully jist republican stateO (1993, 127; cfism might emerge from absolute monarchy in a
Plato 1991, 153 [473cbd]). One can imagine reasomsanner fully consistent with both justice and the
however, why an absolute monarch might set up repshort-run interests of the regent himselfNthe immac-
resentative institutions, albeit initially weak, advisoryulate conception of a republic, in short, unsullied by
ones. For example, he might create them to learn thevolutionary violence or monarchical resistarte.
views of his subjects and to provide a venue for the
peaceful expression of grievances. Kant even suggests . ..
a reason why actual powers might be ceded to them: Two Potential Objections
the need for money. The very geopolitical competition
that forces rulers to implement the initial rounds ofl should now address two likely objections to my
internal reforms may compel them to make politicaldepiction of Kant as an advocate of enlightened abso-
reforms as a way to extract additional resources frorutism. The brst is that this portrayal paints Kant
the people without sparking serious opposition; theas a consequentialist: under my interpretation, Kant
British parliament and other countriesO representativeelieves that republicanism should be postponed until
assemblies gained much of their power as a consafter a people has become enlightened because its
guence of monarchical penury (North 1990, 113).premature practice would have a negative conse-
Kant himself offers Louis XVI and his convocation ofquence Yiz. it would be self-defeating). Given that
the Estates General in 1789 as an example: KantOs practical philosophy is considered the paradig-
A powerful ruler in our time therefore made a veryma_‘tiC gxqmple of nonconsequentialism, my in'terpre—
serious error in judgment when, to extricate himselftation is instantly suspett.The problem identibed
from the embarrassment of large state debts, he left it there is not unique to Kant, however, but faces any
the people to take this burden on itself and distribute ithonconsequentialist theory that has a nonideal com-
as it S,a‘{" 't:;]t(?afoécfhE%;hﬁa'r‘fgsis':ct)ig’gn?mh_?r:i% ”;t(;';ﬁ”t onent: because nonideal theory is about not only
came into : wi - - " :
taxation of sut[))jec?s but also with regayrd to thg govern:%tlng und.e.r non!deal conQ|t|ons but also generatlr_]g
ment, namely to prevent it from incurring new debts id€al conditions, it seems inescapably consequential-
by exravagance or war. The consequence was that thst, for attaining ideal conditions is one of the desired

monarchOs sovereignty wholly disappeared (it was na@sults or consequences of our actions under such a
merely suspended) and passed to the people, to whog@eory_

legislative will the belongings of every subject became

subjected. (MM 6:341)

3

; ; ~ #Nozick (1974) similarly tried to show how a minimal state could
Thus, contra Rosen, it can be in the short-run SeIfemerge by way of an Qinvisible-handO process that violates no indi-

interest of a monarch to empower the people legislaidual rights. His argument was sharply criticized by the anarcho-
tively. Myopia is apparently key here, for as Kant notesapitalist Rothbard (1977).

Oarepublic, once established, no longer has to let théothers have accused Kant of consequentialism, including Sidg-
reins of government out of its hands and give thenwick, who maintains that KantOs argument for an imperfect duty
over again to those who previously held them andf benebcence (GMM 4:423) relies illegitimately on prudential

. . LT . considerations. See Sidgwick (1907, 389n) as well as the persua-
could again nullify all new institutions by their e reply by Herman (1993b, Chapter 3), who offers a nonpru-

absolute choiceO (MM 6:341). The return of soverdential interpretation of KantOs argument.
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To be more concrete, consider RawlsO theory efilightened citizenry), that provides both the imme-
justice, which is also nonconsequentialist and has diate motivation and a model for principled political
nonideal component. Speaking of the basic libertieaction. Action that advances enlightenment but vio-
that form such an important part of his theory, Rawlslates the spirit of republicanism (e.g., censoring the
says that Oit is only when social circumstances do repression of popular prejudices in the media), on the
allow the effective establishment of these basic rightsher hand, cannot be given such a nonconsequen-
that one can concede their limitation; and even theialist justiPcation.
these restrictions can be granted only to the extent The second, related objection is that my reading
that they are necessary to prepare the way for the tinoé Kant turns him into a paternalist. In the introduc-
when they are no longer justibPedO (1999b, 132 arion, | noted that enlightened absolutism requires
139). In other words, restrictions on the basic libertiesubjects to remain (temporarily) in a state of political
that are allowed under nonideal conditions are onlyminority (UnmYndigke)t with the absolute monarch
justibped insofar as they help to bring about ideal corbehaving as a benevolent parent preparing his minor
ditions, after which the ideal theory (the special conehildren for political adulthood. But in OTheory and
ception of justice) will apply and the restrictions will Practice,O Kant is adamant thap@&rnalistic govern-
be removed. Notice, however, the consequentialignent (imperium paternaleh which the subjects, like
quality of this claim: an action (restricting basic liber-minor children. .. are constined to behave only
ties) is justiPed only insofar as it leads to good resulp@ssively . .is the greatestdespotismthinkableO
(achieving ideal conditions). The tension between #3:290D91; cf. MM 6:316D17). How can these
nonconsequentialist ideal theory and a consequentiakpparently contrary views about paternalism be
ist nonideal theory is therefore present in RawlsO waréconciled?
as well. The answer lies in KantOs understanding of pater-

This paper is not the place to try to resolve suchmalistic government. Such a government has two
difbcult issue, which has preoccupied many eminentlosely connected characteristics. First, it focuses all of
Kantians, but | can at least point the way towards #s attention on thehappines®f its subjects rather
resolution for the enlightened absolutism cs&s than on their inchoate capacity for the rightful exer-
noted above, an absolute monarch ruling an uneneise of freedom; moreover, it maintains them in a state
lightened populace cannot conform to theterof  of dependence as submissive recipients of pleasure,
republicanism, because under such conditions idispensed at the whim of the ruler. Second, it tries to
would be self-defeating: an unenlightened people ignpose itsown concept of happiness on subjects
incapable of governing itself, and a premature repubrather than advancing theirs: they must ®wai
licanism would dissolve in censorship, outbreaks ofipon the judgment of the head of state as to how they
lawlessness, and the replacement of old prejudicetould b&éappyO (T&P 8:291). The subjects of pater-
with new ones. As Kant repeatedly emphasizegalistic government are therefore doubly passive by
however, a monarch can rule in thgirit of republi-  design: passive both in their enjoyment of happiness
canism under such conditions by respecting intellecand in their conception of it.
tual freedom, the rule of law, and the independence KantOs vision of enlightened absolutism has
of the judiciary, by consulting citizen assembliesnothing to do with paternalistic government so
by refraining from territorial expansion, etc. (PP understood. In it, an absolute monarch is led (whether
8:352D53, 372; MM 6:340). This OaspirationalO reputny his own conscience or, more likely, by the cunning
licanism can be justiPed instrumentally, as a means td history) to establish a rightful constitution, i.e., a
popular enlightenment, but need not be: it can also beepublic, in which citizens jointly exercise sovereignty
justibed noninstrumentally as the closggproxima- and each pursues his own happiness Oin whatever
tion to the political idealNa republic of free, equal, way seems best to him, provided he does not infringe
and independent citizensNthat is possible under nonupon that universal freedom in conformity with
ideal conditions. Such a justiPcation is nonconselaw and hence upon the right of other fellow subjectsO
guentialist because it is the political ideal itself, not th€T&P 8:298). Republican citizenship is active, not
desirable consequence of approximatingviz.(an  passive: active in its use of political power and active

in its pursuit of a happiness freely conceived but
consistent with right. Enlightened absolutism for

) o Kant is therefore not a coercive eudaimonism
*These preoccupied Kantians include Herman, Korsgaard, an

Schapiro. In this paragraph | follow the approach of Schapiro8Ut rather a political philosqphy of development, one
(1999, 2003, 2005). that rejects mass pacibcation in favor of the gradual



realization of popular independence and selfthere are many points of contact between his nonideal
government’ theory and prominent accounts of democratic transi-
tions in the comparative-politics literature. For
. example, Huntington has claimed that the brst phase
Conclusion of political modernization requires the concentration
of political power for purposes of reform, whether
| have argued in this paper that Kant in his politicain the hands of a traditional monarch or a military
writings traces a path from absolute monarchy taegime, and he has also pointed out that Oexternal
republican government. This transition begins withthreats and conficts furnished the principal impetus
an enlightened ruler at the head of a powerful milito innovation and centralizationO in absolute monar-
tary, one who simultaneously allows open publichies (1968, 145D46, 154, 164, 203, 222)Nboth claims
debate on matters scientibc, religious, and politicalve have encountered before in Kant. OODonnell
but restricts the private use of reason within socia2000) has argued that stable democratic self-govern-
hierarchies for the sake of public order and othement has resulted from a long process of legal,
important communal ends. This blend of intellectualeconomic, and political liberalization under nonde-
freedom and civil unfreedom makes possible the comocratic regimes and that the associated development
lective enlightenment of a population, which is thenof individual agencfa moral and intellectual enlight-
prepared for both intellectual and political self-gov-enment he associates with autonomy and responsibil-
ernment. The ruler who pursues this path is notty for oneOs choices) has helped make such
merely discharging a moral obligation to his peopleelf-government possibfelR scholars who study the
but also strengthening his society for economic andemocratic-peace hypothesis frequently make refer-
military competition with other nations. This compe- ence to KantOs essay OPerpetual PeaceO; those compar-
tition willNif all goes according to natureOs planN ativists who investigate democratic transitions might
compel this same ruler gradually to cede sovereigiikewise Pnd inspiration in his other contributions to
power to a popular legislature for the sake of his shorpolitical theory and the philosophy of histofy.
run Pnancial needs. In this way a pure republic
emerges, one characterized by a separation of powers,
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Habermas [1998]), would be greatly enriched by &/aughan, and the other participants in workshops
reexamination of KantOs writings on politics andat Stanford University, UC-Berkeley, UC-Davis, and
history. His theory of democratization, despite itsGeorge Mason UniversityOs Institute for Humane
many contentious claims, offers a useful starting poinBtudies for their helpful comments and suggestions. |
for reRections on how to make real-world practiceslso thank the editor of JOP and three anonymous ref-
and institutions consistent with rightNa mode of the- erees for their insightful counsel.
orizing made all the more pertinent by recent geopo-
litical upheaval. Manuscript submitted 18 October 2005

Political theorists are not the only scholars whoManuscript accepted for publication 20 December 2005
would benebt from such a reexamination, though, as

38 H a . .
pahaps unsurprisingly, Kant appears to reject Opaternalistic g(iéln this paper, OODonnell uses a model of agency broadly inspired
i

O] ; I h d devel y Kant and several other Enlightenment thinkers to explore the
ernmentQ irparentingas well: parents have a duty to develop ang,.oqngitions of democratic self-government (37D44). Unfortu-

educate their child, both morally and OpragmaticallyO (i.e., ately, much of this material was dropped from the published
anticipation of his vocation), in order to prepare him to be O G’SiOl:l of the paper (O®Donnell 2001).

citizen of the world,© which entails independence from his parents.
Kant makes no mention whatsoever of happiness in this contex?‘?MicpaeI Doyle is one IR scholar who systematically engages
See MM 6:280D82. KantOs textsNsee, for example, Doyle (1983).
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