
with Kant, confine him. On the one hand, Sticker is right to want a more expansive
account of rationalization than the one currently on offer in existing Kant scholar-
ship. Anyone at all convinced, in ordinary life, of our talents for self-deception, as well
as our ability to get so many things wrong in moral matters, will want to find as
expansive an account of rationalization as possible in Kant. On the other hand, read-
ers may wonder how far Sticker can really push a Kantian account of rationalization.
As Sticker himself notes, rationalization against the moral law can never be ‘all-
encompassing’ (p. 42). To quote: ‘An ideology is not adopted instead of the moral
law, but as an addition’ or ‘modification’ (p. 42; Sticker’s emphasis). But does it make
sense to think of Garve’s eudaimonism as an ‘addition’ to the categorical imperative?
Or, consider another fascinating example from the very end of Sticker’s book, namely
a moral ideology according to which our duty to be philanthropic is so demanding
that we can lie, cheat and steal in the name of benevolence (p. 55). Such an extreme
morality admittedly contains vestiges of a Kantian conception of duty insofar as it
acknowledges the importance of helping others. But I am less confident than
Sticker that this form of altruism would count as a distortion of morality that only
‘adds’ to our representation of the moral law. Nonetheless, Sticker’s challenge to
Kantians to widen the scope of rationalization is a well-taken one that anyone writing
on self-deception in Kant will have to wrestle with. And overall, his book is a first-rate
philosophical work and an extremely important contribution to the field.

Laura Papish
George Washington University
Email: laurapapish@gwu.edu
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This fascinating collection translates into English, mostly for the first time, a range of
German works on freedom dating from 1786 to 1800. They illuminate Kant’s early
reception as well as his philosophical development during the period. The volume
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is also of much interest for those working on German idealism, highlighting the
importance of Reinhold for Fichte and Schelling and setting all three within a broader
discussion that also includes lesser known figures. Two central and complex topics are
the role of self-consciousness in the epistemology of freedom, and the relationship
between the will and pure practical reason. These are distinctively post-Kantian
debates, presupposing developments such as transcendental apperception while usu-
ally departing from the letter of Kant’s works.

When it comes to some basic metaphysical questions, however, we find many
thinkers in broad agreement with Kant. The texts by Fichte, A. L. C. Heydenreich,
K. H. Heydenreich, Jakob, Reinhold, and Schelling all endorse agent-causal libertarian
freedom: an ability to do otherwise that is not fully determined by causes and laws. At
the same time, they regard determinism among appearances as real and no ‘illusion’,
including in the crucial case of human agents insofar as they appear (p. 260; cf. A535–
7/B563–5). In accepting both transcendental freedom and the empirical reality of
determinism, all six can be seen as transcendental idealists in a broad sense, even
if Fichte and Schelling seek to place idealism on quite different foundations from
Kant’s (pp. 209–10, 260). The aforementioned controversy over how will and practical
reason relate also allows for varying conceptions of libertarian freedom. Reinhold, for
example, maintains that even what Kant called der reine Wille is radically independent
from pure practical reason (pp. 98–9; cf. CPrR, 5: 31; 5: 55;MM, 6: 213). This is not Kant’s
view, though he does seek to avoid the threat motivating Reinhold’s position, namely
that practical reason might itself undermine freedom by efficient-causally determin-
ing the will (CPrR, 5: 28–9; 5: 86; 5: 98; cf. pp. 242–5).

The major positive alternative to libertarianism defended here is broadly
Leibnizian or Wolffian compatibilism, found in the selections from Abicht, Schmid,
Schwab, Snell and Ulrich. Forberg is unusual in arguing for non-Leibnizian compati-
bilism, but as discussed below, his position is problematic. Many of the argumentative
moves appear strikingly pre-Kantian, in that they continue in the spirit of earlier
rationalist objections to libertarian free will (pp. xix–xx), while doing little to dispel
Kant’s complaints that Leibnizian compatibilism is only ‘subterfuge’ and ‘quibbling
about words’ (CPrR, 9: 96). Fichte suggests, with some justice, that his contemporaries
recapitulate ‘what has already been said’ on these topics (p. 207). Of course, old objec-
tions to libertarianism may still be sound. And even the lesser known figures in the
volume display a number of philosophical virtues. They carefully define terms and
distinguish metaphysical issues from questions of epistemology and imputation.
We also find some sensitive readings of Kant, as in Schmid’s taxonomy of different
kinds of law (pp. 65–7).

Most of these critics – as well as Creuzer and Maimon, who withhold final judge-
ment on the free will question – advance basically the same central objection against
libertarian freedom. They begin by assuming that free will must be a causal power.
Libertarian free action, they continue, must be groundless, lawless or both. Some crit-
ics then proceed directly to the key claim that every causal power’s activity requires
strict determination by grounds or laws, such that libertarian freedom (as they under-
stand it) is ruled out. This claim is taken as a conceptual truth, or as following from an
indubitable principle of sufficient reason (pp. 136, 174, 219, 221; Deligiorgi 2021). The
possibility of denying it, as Duns Scotus did, is not taken seriously. A variant of the
argument contends that groundlessness and lawlessness independently or jointly
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entail chance, and that chancy causal powers are in turn self-contradictory or at least
metaphysically impossible (pp. 11, 78, 169–71). These texts place little emphasis on
the worry that chance is incompatible with agential control and hence with free will,
though the problem is sometimes in the background (p. 12; Deligiorgi 2021: 36–7), and
was certainly known at the time (Schierbaum 2020).

Elsewhere in the volume, defenders of libertarian freedom seek to undercut the
objectors’ key claim about causal powers. These responses urge, first, that the con-
ceptual truths in question do not cover all conceivable causal powers: they may for
example apply only to causal powers of appearances (p. 109). Second, the principle of
sufficient reason is argued to be limited in scope (pp. 46, 188, 209). Such scope restric-
tions were commonplace before Kant – for one example, see Crusius (1743) – but here
their justification typically rests on transcendental idealism and Kant’s defence of it.
For Fichte, ‘the true spirit of the Critical philosophy’ is expressed by a restriction of
the principle of sufficient reason, such that no further reason can be given for tran-
scendentally free actions (p. 209). Fichte excludes another application of the principle
by denying that appearances are directly caused by transcendentally free actions.
Free actions are nevertheless causes in some sense, and indirectly determine appear-
ances through the mediation of a ‘higher law’ (which may be divine), so room is left
for moral imputation (p. 210).

Both sides usually agree that, if transcendental freedom were to exist, it would be
theoretically ‘incomprehensible’, such that little is left to discuss from a theoretical
perspective other than questions of logical or metaphysical possibility (p. 221). This
also seems to be Kant’s considered view. It is clearly expressed in a 1788 review of
Ulrich’s Eleutheriology, written by C. J. Kraus but drawing on notes sent by Kant, where
freedom is repeatedly deemed a ‘mystery’ (Geheimnis) (8: 453–4). Creuzer complains
about this situation, alleging a rational ‘demand’ for freedom’s theoretical compre-
hensibility (p. 169). One Kantian reply would be that such a demand is defeasible.
But complications arise from Kant’s own suggestions – which were highly influential
even if he later retreated from them – that the pure theoretical faculties provide inde-
pendent evidence for our transcendental freedom (see Groundwork, III; Refl, 18: 176; 18:
183; 8: 14).

The libertarians in the volume sometimes try to say more about how transcenden-
tally free agents might ground their actions. Reinhold asserts in reply to Schmid, for
example, that each ‘person’ has a ‘capacity of self-determination as ground’ (p. 110).
What he seems to be saying is that, even if the capacity in question is what he calls an
‘either/or’, it can nevertheless ground fully determinate consequences, such that
free actions are not brute or ungrounded (p. 111). It is unclear how much this adds
to our theoretical comprehension of freedom, however. Meanwhile, Fichte and
Schelling aim to use self-activity or self-determination to ground or elucidate
the moral law itself. For Fichte, self-activity ‘appears as the moral law’, while also
‘solely’ determining agents’ ‘intelligible character’ (pp. 209–10; see also Fichte
1964–: I, 2, 23). Schelling takes ‘the meaning of : : : the moral law’ to consist in
the mind’s ‘pure activity’ and self-determination (p. 252). Yet it remains elusive pre-
cisely how either philosopher understands self-determination, or how it could be a
source of moral content.

Atemporal agency is another prominent theme. Like some of Kant’s recent readers,
Pistorius takes ‘a beginning’, and therefore temporality, to be contained in the
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concept of free action (p. 6). Agency without time, he concludes, is a nonstarter. At the
opposite extreme, Forberg thinks atemporal agency on its own can solve key puzzles
about freedom. His position combines an undemanding compatibilism with a kind of
transcendental idealism. Atemporality is not just a necessary condition for freedom,
but sufficient to dispel all general barriers to it, because a lack of control over the past
is the ‘sole obstacle’ to an agent’s freedom (p. 183). Forberg’s atemporal agents are
therefore free even if they turn out to be determined by external causes. For at least
in principle, these agents have the power to ‘prevent’ foreign factors from exerting an
influence, whereas changing the past is not in their power (p. 183).

At this point Leibnizian compatibilists, who require finite free agents to be inde-
pendent of non-divine external causes, could raise an obvious objection. External
grounds, even if they are not in the past, can still undermine my freedom in ways
I am unable to prevent. If an evil demon manipulates all my actions, I am not free,
whether or not these actions occur in time, and even if it is logically possible for me to
prevent this interference. Kant, for his part, thinks that to conclusively dispel possible
defeaters of freedom that do not stem from spatiotemporal nature – notably, theo-
logical determinism – one would need to go far beyond the basics of transcendental
idealism (CPrR, 5: 100–3; Rel, 6: 142; MPT, 8: 264). Oddly enough, the Leibnizians in the
volume are not always clear on this point, as when Ulrich seems to concede that if one
merely grants the existence of atemporal agents to Kantians, then their account of
freedom becomes ‘irrefutable’ as well (p. 13).

The compatibilist critics also tend to confidently set forth their own definitions of
‘freedom’ and related terms, with little regard to alternatives. For example, Ulrich
lays out three ‘meanings’ of ‘freedom’ and, without giving an argument, presents
these definitions as jointly complete (pp. 22–3). But incompatibilists would surely
deny that they give sufficient conditions for freedom. Abicht does at least acknowl-
edge the ‘common’ libertarian sense of ‘freedom’, but quickly asserts that ‘we
must : : : find a better meaning’ for the term, one friendly to compatibilists
(p. 136). Snell, for his part, offers a psychological and subjective gloss on traditionally
libertarian language: if agents are unaware of any constraint, then they ‘could have
acted otherwise’ (p. 39). And whereas A. L. C. Heydenreich and Creuzer follow Kant in
connecting libertarian freedom to what is under our ‘control’ (Gewalt) (pp. 44, 176;
CPrR, 5: 94), some of the compatibilists define agential control as mere independence
from external finite causes, such that control and determinism can coexist (pp. 17, 86).
As Maimon notes, such moves seem to only change the topic (p. 213).

Noller and Walsh provide not only clear and reliable translations but an extensive
critical apparatus, including a chronology, glossary and brief biographies. In a sub-
stantive introduction, the editors lay out helpful distinctions among meanings of
‘freedom’, survey the secondary literature, and provide historical context. Given that
the translations are said to be based ‘in general’ on original texts or facsimiles, one
small complaint is that there is little discussion of different editions and divergences
between them (p. x). The Schelling essay appearing here was published twice in 1797,
for example, and the editors translate the second edition without further comment.
Also unfortunately absent, for the most part, are references to standard editions of
Fichte, Reinhold and Schelling (critical editions of Reinhold are mentioned only as
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part of the secondary literature). But these minor issues do not detract from the
importance of this volume, which provides Anglophone readers valuable resources
from an era of startling innovation in practical philosophy.

Aaron Wells
Universität Paderborn
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Kant’s theory of the state has invited numerous interpretations of the foundation and
limits of state power, both in internal and external affairs. These texts focus primarily
on Kant’s prohibition of revolution, the theory of passive citizenship and the limits of
individual freedom, the democratic peace theorem and the Kantian just war theory.
Vaha’s book incorporates all the elements and theories mentioned above to facilitate
her Kant-inspired argument that all states, regardless of their inner constitution, have
moral standing and thus are not only duty-holders but also right-bearers. It presents a
novel approach to the topic of state theory in Kant scholarship and is, therefore,
worth serious consideration. Moreover, the reader gains a refreshing view of
Kant’s political philosophy and is also introduced into the debate on the moral stand-
ing of the state in the theory of international relations.

As Vaha outlines in the introduction, the question of the state’s moral standing and
moral agency has been raised within the discipline of international relations since the
1990s amid humanitarian catastrophes, whose perpetrators were often sovereign
states. The internationally acknowledged principle of non-interference has been
put to trial as failing to protect the rights of individuals in the face of human rights
violations. This debate focused on the moral (along with legal) agency of sovereign
states and their moral responsibility while denying them moral standing along with
certain inviolable rights, often connected to the idea of a state’s sovereignty over its
population. Vaha’s approach in the book is to examine this issue through the Kantian

Book Reviews 677

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1369415422000401 Published online by Cambridge University Press

mailto:wells@mail.upb.de
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1369415422000401

