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Introduction

Traditionally, complementary theses did not get published. Yet the
“translation, with introduction and notes” of Anthropology from a
Pragmatic Point of View comprised Foucault’s complementary thesis.
Before it could be submitted to the jury, Foucault had to secure a
publisher for Histoire de la folie, his main doctoral thesis—such were
the rules prior to 1968. The difficulties Foucault encountered have
been documented.! Moreover, the jury, which included Jean Hyp-
polite and Maurice de Gandillac, encouraged Foucault to detach his
edition of the translation from the commentary, in which they saw
the beginnings of an autonomous essay that could be developed fur-
ther. This, prompting the well-known furor, is what Foucault did:

that essay became Les Mots et les choses.

The research for the complementary thesis was undertaken between
1959 and 1960 in Hambourg, a town close to Rostock (where Kant’s
manuscripts are held), where Foucault was the director of the Institut
Frangais. On many occasions, he notes the variations between these
manuscripts and the Nicolovius edition. Still, there is no guarantee
that this great excavator of archives worked directly with the manu-
scripts themselves. In the short introduction published with his
translation in 1964,? Foucault notes that the main variations are in the
edition of Kant’s work published by the Prussian Academy, which he
was using.’ His other sources can be found in the eleven volumes of

the 1922 Cassirer edition that he owned, purchased in Germany.



The “geological depth” of Kant’s text—which, over twenty-five
years, accompanied the gestation of his critical thinking—is ques-
tioned on the basis of the categories of “genesis and structure,” in
homage to Hyppolite’s important work on Hegel’s Phenomenology
(Hyppolite was the supervisor of the thesis). Yet only the beginning
and the end of Foucault’s text respond to these categories; the heart
of the essay appeals to the—Heideggerian—category of repetition.
Neither a conclusion to nor a part of Kant’s critical enterprise,
Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View establishes a conformi-
ty between empirical anthropology—as it stood in the eighteenth
century—and critical philosophy. Foucault’s research is in fact
bound up with what, for him, had been a key question since the
1950s, one already denounced by Husserl: the growing anthropolo-
gization of philosophy, from which the Heideggerian thinking that
is never cited here, but which is nevertheless very much present, per-

haps does not emerge unscathed.

Already in “Connaissance de ’homme et réflexion transcendantale,”
a course taught at the University of Lille in 1952-3—97 hand-
written pages, the oldest philosophical text of Foucaults to have
been preserved—Foucault goes back over the destiny of the anthro-
pological theme in nineteenth century philosophy: Kant, Hegel,
Feuerbach, Marx, Dilthey, Nietzsche. Of Kant’s works, he discusses
only the short text of the Logic, which G.B. Jische published in
1800 with Nicolovius.

From 1952, Foucault was rereading “the great Chinaman of
Konigsberg [who] was only a great critic”™ through Nietzsche, and,
from 1953, Kant and Nietzsche through Heidegger. The 1954 pref-
ace to Binswanger’s book’ and the “Anthropological circle,” the last

chapter of Histoire de la folie attest to this. When, in 1964, following
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Georges Canguilhem’s advice, he approached Vrin with his transla-
tion, he was in a position to announce (in a note) a forthcoming
study of the “relationship between critical thinking and anthropo-

logical reflection.”

It was only in 1963, after having spent a long time contemplating
Las Meninas in the Prado, that he had glimpsed the outline of a
history of the transition from the age of representation to the age
of anthropology. To have published his thesis, which announced
this transition but was still ignorant of the method, would have
been counterproductive. It was in a recent configuration of
knowledge—knowledge of production, of the living and of lan-
guages—and not in the destiny of modern philosophy that he now
situated the emergence and the likely disappearance of the figure
of man that emerged in the eighteenth century as an empirico-

transcendental doublet:

It is probably impossible to give empirical contents transcen-
dental value, or to displace them in the direction of a
constituent subjectivity, without giving rise, at least silently, to
an anthropology—that is, a mode of thought in which the
rightful limitations of acquired knowledge (and consequently
of all empirical knowledge) are at the same time the concrete
forms of existence, precisely as they are given in that same

empirical knowledge.®

Why publish this text? And so late? We have just evoked Foucault’s
reasons for not doing so in 1964. The readers who occasionally
consulted the typed manuscript deposited—Iike all theses—and

accessible, hence public, in the Bibliotheque de la Sorbonne
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(classmark W 1961 (11) 4°) expressed their surprise at its non-
publication. For Foucault, then, it was an occasion to bemoan the
lack of literary agents in France.

Since his death, the thesis has, in its turn, been the object of a
number of theses and translations, many of which are available on
the Web.

Typing errors and obscure passages due to the reproduction of
Foucault’s handwritten corrections have generated much confusion.
The practice adopted for the publication of the lectures at the College
de France has been repeated here: an editorial committee for an
authoritative edition at Vrin, a publishing house which Foucault liked

to keep company with, where he hoped to publish his translation.

—Daniel Defert, Frangois Ewald, Frédéric Gros
October 2007
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Note on the text and translation

What follows is a translation of Michel Foucault’s Introduction 4
" Anthropologie” de Kant. The Introduction, together with his trans-
lation of Immanuel Kant’s Anthropologie in pragmatischer Hinsicht
(1798), constituted his secondary doctoral thesis (the principal thesis
being Madness and Civilization), which was supervised by Jean
Hyppolite and submitted to the University of Paris, Sorbonne on
May 20, 1961. The translation is based on the copy held at the
Bibliotheque de la Sorbonne, University of Paris, and on the recent
Vrin edition (Paris, 2008).

The Introduction comprises 128 typed pages. Due to smudgings
and crossings-out, some of the typed words are illegible. We have
indicated in a footnote wherever this introduces an ambiguity with
regard to the meaning of text; all other typing errors have simply
been corrected. So as to give a sense of the text as a work in progress
—a work which Foucault would never prepare for publication—we
have translated Foucaults own footnotes, along with a number of
handwritten notes and corrections, as they appear in the original.
Foucault’s footnotes are indicated by asterisks; in square-brackets,
we have completed, or sometimes corrected, the bibliographical
information he provides; all further editorial notes are numbered.

Foucault was using two editions of the complete works of Kant:
the Academy Edition, the first volume of which was published in
1907, but also Immanuel Kants Werke (1912-21) edited by Ernst

Cassirer.' Foucault introduces Kant's Anthropologie into his own text
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in three different ways: by citing directly from the German, by
quoting from his own translation (Anthropologie du point de vue
pragmatique was published by Vrin in 1964)? or by silently para-
phrasing the German and, when doing so, frequently shifting the
empbhasis of what is nevertheless still, recognizably, a passage from
Kant. These three levels of insertion present the translator with a
dilemma. In the name of homogenization, one strategy would be to
bring all of the direct citations of Kant in line with the latest English
translation. And, to a certain extent, this is what we have done.
Kant’s Anthropology has been translated three times into English,
most recently by Robert Louden in 2006. The latest version is not
without its own layers of sedimentation: as Louden notes, his trans-
lation builds on the two earlier versions, which appeared in 1974
and 1978; it is based on the 1800 edition of a text published two
years before, itself the culmination of a project apparently begun in
1772.> Wherever Foucault cites directly from the German, we have
referred the reader to Louden’s translation and to the other volumes
in The Cambridge Edition of the Works of Immanuel Kant; where
Foucault refers to a text which has not been translated into English,
we have provided references to the Academy Edition. Foucault fre-
quently cites from his own translation, and when he does so he is
evidently referring to the 347 typed pages that, together with the
Introduction, completed his secondary thesis, and which are also
held at the Bibliothe¢que de la Sorbonne. As one might expect, the
pagination of the typed translation differs from that of the Vrin edi-
tion. Because the typed copy is effectively inaccessible, we have
replaced Foucaults pagination and referred the reader directly to
Louden’s translation. Since the Cambridge edition of Kant’s works
also includes the pagination of the Academy Edition, they can also

be checked in the English translation.
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However, to systematically move from the German directly
into English would be to bypass the important detour that Kant’s
text makes via French—by way of a translation which the examiners
of Foucault’s secondary thesis deemed to be “correct but not suf-
ficiently subtle.”® Wherever appropriate, we have drawn on the
accepted Kantian lexicon in English; in the name of variance,
though, we have also at times sought to register, in English, this
passage through French: the circuitous journey that Kant's—for
Foucault, irreducibly—German text underwent before reappearing
here, at yet another remove from its source. This, after all, is not a
translation of Kant’s Anthropologie, but a translation of Foucault’s
Introduction i I Anthropologie” de Kant, and to consistently render,
for example, Mensch as “human being,” would be to disturb the
processes of layering and superimposition at work in the original—

Foucault writes homme.

— Kate Briggs and Roberto Nigro
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Introduction to Kant’s Anthropology

A note in the Anthropology* indicates that Kant had been delivering
his series of lectures for some thirty years before the text was prepared
for publication; the lectures in anthropology took up the winter
semester, while the summer semester was set aside for physical geog-
raphy. In fact, that figure is not quite right: by 1756, Kant was already
teaching geography; the lectures in anthropology, however, were
probably not begun before the winter of 1772-1773.=

The publication of the text we are all familiar with coincided
with the end of the semester and with Kant’s definitive retirement
from teaching. The 1797 edition of Neues deutsches Merkur makes
a brief mention of the news received from Konigsberg: “Kant pub-
lishes his Anthropology this year. He'd been keeping it under wraps
because, of all his courses, anthropology was the most popular.
Now that he’s no longer teaching, he no longer has any scruples
about making the text public.”*** Though Kant must have agreed
to let his programme of teaching appear on the course prospectus
for summer 1797, he had already publicly, if not officially,

announced that “due to old age,” he “no longer wanted to lecture

* Anthropology, Preface, p. 6.

** See E. Arnoldt, Kritische Excurse (1894), p. 269 ff. [Emil Amoldt, Kritische Fxcurse
im Gebiete der Kant-Forschung, Konigsberg, F. Beyer.]

*** Vol. II, p. 82. Quoted by O. Kiilpe. Kants Werke (Academy Edition, VII, p. 354).
[See Der Neue Teutsche Merkur, Vol. 11, 1797. Oswald Kiilpe edited the Anthropology in
Volume 7 of the Academy Edition.]
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at the University.”* The course having been definitively cancelled,
he resolved to have the text printed.

We know nothing, or virtually nothing, about the different
versions of the text that existed prior to the final draft. After Kants
death, Starke published two collections of his students’ and auditors’
notes.** Neither of these works, however, can be relied upon; it is hard
to have confidence in notes that were published thirty-five years after
Kants death.’ That being said, the second volume does contain an
important element which is not included in the text Kant published:
a chapter entitled “Von der intellectuellen Lust und Unlust.”* According
to Starke, the manuscript of this chapter got lost when Kant posted it
from Konigsberg to the printers at Jena. In fact, there is nothing in
the manuscript held in the Rostock library to suggest that a fragment
is missing. It is more likely that Kant did not want to make room in
the published work for a text which had already been delivered as a
lecture. If Starke’s first volume has a better claim to our attention, it
is because of its specification of the dates: the notes collected in that
volume were taken during the winter semester of 1790-1791,* which
suggests that, on two points relating to the conception and to the very
structure of the Anthropology, a change must have occurred between
the year 1791 and the final draft of the manuscript.***

* Quoted by Kiilpe, (ibid). See E. Arnoldt: Beitriige zu dem Material der Geschichte von
Kants Leben [Berlin, Bruno Cassirer, 1909.}

** [Immanuel| Kants Anweisung zur Menschen und Weltkenntniss [Nach dessen Vorlesun-
gen im Winterbalbjahre 1790-1791, edited by Friedrich Christian Starke] (Leipzig
1831); [Immanuel] Kants Menschenkunde, oder philosophische Anthropologie [Nach
handschriftlichen Vorlesungen, edited by Friedrich Christian Starke] (Leipzig, 1831). [See
Friedrich Christian Starke (ed.), fmmanuel Kants Menschenkunde, Georg Olms, Verlag,
Hildesheim—New York, 1976.]

*** See below, p. 70.
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Of a text elaborated over a period of twenty-five years, a text
which, as Kant’s thinking was taken in new directions, must have
undergone any number of transformations, we have only one ver-
sion: the last. The text is given to us already weighed down with
sedimentation, having closed over the past in which it took shape.
Those twenty-five years—which saw the early researches come to
their conclusions, the inception of the critique, the formation of
Kantian thought in its tripartite equilibrium, the long-awaited
elaboration of a system that could withstand attack from the
Leibnitian return, Schulze’s scepticism or Fichte’s idealism—are
all buried deep within the text of the Anthropology. And so it goes
on, there being no external or reliable criteria available that
would offer the means to date any of the layers that give its geo-
logical depth.

Still, it would not be uninteresting to discover what fixed coef-
ficient the Anthropology shares with the critical enterprise. In 1772,
was there already, perhaps even subsisting in the very depths of the
Critique, a certain concrete image of man which no subsequent
philosophical elaboration would substantially alter and which
emerges at last, more or less unchanged, in Kant’s last published
text? Moreover, if that image of man managed to reap the rewards
of the critical experience and yet, for all that, still not be subject to
any distortion, is this not because it had—if not quite organized and
determined that experience—then at least indicated the direction it
might take, acting as its secret guide? The Critigue would therefore
have been inclining toward the Anthropology from the beginning,
and would in some obscure sense be concluded by it. But it is also
possible that key elements of the Anthropology were modified as the
critical enterprise progressed. In which case, if an archaeology of the

text were possible, would it not reveal the genesis of a “homo criticus,”
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the structure of which would be essentially different from the image
of man that went before? Which is to say that, in addition to its par-
ticular role as a “propaedeutics” to philosophy, the Critigue would
have also played a constitutive part in the birth and the develop-
ment of the concrete forms of human existence. Hence there would
be a certain critical truth to man, a truth born of the critique of the
conditions of truth.

But let us not hope for conclusive answers to such unequivocal
questions. The text of the Anthropology is given to us in its final
form. Four series of indications will guide our investigation, all of

which are incomplete:

a) The notes or Reflexionen pertaining to the anthropology that
were collected in the Academy edition with a view to determining
their date.* It is worth repeating that only a very few of these frag-
ments are long enough to offer a sense of what the Anthropology
might have looked like at any given moment, and while the dates
are prudently only given as approximations, the organization of
the fragments follows the model of the 1798 edition on the
assumption that it had gone unchanged since 1772. In such con-

ditions, only changes made to the detail of the text are discernible.

b) The Academy edition of the Collegentwiirfe divides the notes
into two sections: one deals with the years 1770-80, the other with

* Prussian Academy Edition, vol. XV. [Anthropologie, in AA, Bd. XV, 1 and 2, which
contains reflections on Baumgarten’s Psychologia Empirica as well as drafts for the lecture
course from the 1770s and 1780s. Some of these fragments are translated in Notes and
Fragments, The Cambridge Edition of the Works of Immanuel Kant, Cambridge Universi-
ty Press, 2005, chapter 5.]
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the period 1780-90.* Despite difficulties similar to those presented
by the Reflections, comparison of these texts with the 1798 version
suggests that there had been a major shift in the meaning of the
Anthropology, or in the center of gravity of the work (in the Colle-
gentwiirfe, much more weight is given to the themes of history,

citizenship, and cosmopolitanism).’

¢) Comparison with the texts from the precritical period and with
those texts more or less contemporaneous with the final draft of the
Anthropology. This should enable us to isolate those elements that
went absolutely unchanged from the very first lectures to the pub-
lished version. On the other hand, there can be no doubt that some
of the problems with which Kant was preoccupied around the years
1796-1798 had an impact upon the definitive text; in that sense, a

number of themes in the 1798 text were recent additions.

d) Comparison with other texts in the field of anthropology of the
same period. For instance, certain similarities with Baumgarten’s®
Psychologia empirica, which Kant had read very early on, give an
unequivocal indication of which elements of the Anthropology
remained constant; on the other hand, other works in the field,
along with C.C.E Schmidt’s Empirische Psychologie,* reveal which
* Ibid. vol. XVI. [In fact, the reference is to Fntwiirfe zu dem Colleg iiber Anthropologie
aus den 70er und 80er Jabhren, in AA, Bd. XV, 2 (zweite Hilfte), pp. 655-899. See Notes
and Fragments, op. cit, chapter 5.]

** See Kant's notes to Pyychologia empirica, in vol. 15 of the Academy edition. [Erliuterungen
zur Psychologia empirica in A. G. Baumgartens Metaphysica, in AA, op. cit., vol. XV, 1, pp. 3-54.]
*** lena, 1790. [Carl Christian Erhard Schmid, (1761-1812), Professor of Philosophy
and Theology at Iena, author of Empirische Psychologie, Iena, Crocker, 1791.]
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elements must have been added later. But here, once again, we have
to be careful: it is often impossible to determine whether Kant was
drawing on a book that had already been published or whether the
author of that book had borrowed such and such an element from
Kant’s written doctrine or his lectures (as they were disseminated by
the students’ notes), that we rediscover in the Anthropology, its place
of origin. It would seem, for example, that Ith was fully acquainted
with all of Kant’s works (which he often quotes in his Versuch einer’

Anthropologie)*; Schmidt also refers to it.*

But all this cross-checking barely manages to scratch the surface; the
central issue—the relationship between anthropology and critical
thinking—remains untouched. Yet, however inconclusive it may be,
this evidence should not be overlooked: by comparing what it teaches
us with the texts of the Anthropology and those of the Critique, we
should be able to see how Kant’s last work engages with the series of
precritical researches, with the whole of the critical enterprise itself
and with the group of works that, in the same period, sought to define
a specific type of knowledge of man, as well as how, in a paradoxical
fashion, those three levels of engagement make the Anthropology con-
temporary with what came before the Critigue, with what the
Critigue accomplishes, and with what would soon be rid of it.

For this reason, it is impossible to make a clear distinction
between the genetic perspective and the structural method in the
* Ith refers to Kant I, on p. 12; II, on pages 135, 146, 169, and 341. [Johann Samuel
Ith from Bern, (1747-1813), Versuch einer Anthropologie oder Philosophie des Menschen,
in zwei Theilen, Bern, Emanuel Haller, 1794-1795; See first part, p. 12; second part,
pp. 135, 146, 169, and 341.]

** Schmid cites Kant I, p. 22. [See Empirische Psychologie, op. cit.]
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analysis of this work: we are dealing with a text which, in the thick-
ness of its many layers, its definitive presence and the particular
balance of its elements, is contemporary with each phase of the
movement that it concludes. Only a genetic study of the whole of
the critical enterprise, or, if not that, then a reconstruction of the
movement of the whole, could register the finality of the form in
which it was achieved and dissolved. Conversely, if the structure of
the anthropologico-critical relations could be precisely defined,
then only this could uncover the genesis which was to culminate in
that final stability—or penultimate, if it is indeed the case that the
Opus Postumum was already making the first steps on the ground,

at last regained, of transcendental philosophy.

Let us first deal with the question of dates. A number® of different
clues give a fairly accurate indication of when Kant wrote the final
draft of the Anthopology, which was published by Nicolovius in
October, 1798:

1) In a letter to Christoph Wilhelm Hufeland, written in the

last fortnight of March 1797, Kant thanks his correspondent for
sending the book he had just received: the Makrobiotik oder die
Kunst das menschliche Leben zu verlingern (Jena, 1796).° Kant
promises to read the book slowly: “both so that he might conserve
his appetite and be sure to grasp the bold and uplifting ideas on the
strength of the moral disposition which animates physical man,
which he intended to make use of in the Anthropology.”
* Kants Werke (Cassirer X, p. 299). [Briefe von und an Kant, in Immanuel Kants Werke,
edited by Ernst Cassirer, Berlin, B. Cassirer, 1912-1921; vol. IX: 1748-1789; vol. X:
1790-1803. See the letter to Hufeland dated “nach d. 15. Mirz 1797, [740] (704), in
AA, vol. XII, pp. 148-149.]
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2) By September 20th, 1797, work on the Anthropology was far
enough advanced for Kant’s circle of friends and correspondents to
begin looking forward to a new book. “Your Anthropology will be
received with great pleasure,” wrote Biester; and, probably on the
assumption that the final draft was already complete, he added:
“How wonderful that you'll be sending your text to the printers by
the end of the year—we've all been looking forward to reading it
for such a long time.”

3) On the 5t November of the same year, Tieftrunk wrote to
ask if there was any news on the book, expressing some surprise
that it hadn’t yet appeared: “The public is expecting an Anthropology
from you; will it be published soon?”**

4) In fact, it is hard to know for sure whether or not the final
draft was finished at this point. Kant may have been preoccupied
with going over the proofs of the Conflict of the Faculties** but his

correspondence shows him to be equally eager for any feedback on

* Kants Schriften, ([illegible word, probably “Ak”], Ill, p. 217). [See also AA,
Briefwechsel: Dritter Band, vol. X1, the third volume of Kant’s correspondence in the
Academy Edition. See in particular letter 778 [739], p. 202. In the Vrin edition,
Foucaulr quotes from the Cassirer edition of Kants Werke, vol. X, which does not
include all of Kant’s letters.]

** Ibid. [See AA, op. cit., vol. XII, letter 787 [748], p. 219. Fragments of this letter are
published in Immanuel Kant, Correspondence, translated and edited by Arnulf Zweig, in
The Cambridge edition of the works of Immanuel Kant, Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, 1999, pp. 529-534.]

*** See Kants Werke (Cassirer, X, p. 346, p. 348). [See “Letter to Friedrich
Nicolovius,” May 9, 1798, n° 208 [807], in Kant, Correspondence, op. cit., pp.
546-547 and “Brief an Carl Friedrich Staiidlin,” July 1, 1798, n° 811 [772] in A4A4,
vol. XI1, op. cit., p. 248.]
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the Anthropology. When, in a letter written on October 13th, 1797,
Kant alludes to the possibility that he might be dying, he suggests
that Tieftrunk'' read the two texts that Professor Gensichen'? was to
look after. One was finished—and had been for two years—the
other was almost complete.* It is extremely unlikely that these man-
uscripts had anything to do with the Anthropology—the term
Abbandlung'® would not usually be used to refer to a text of such
length. In fact, Kant is alluding to two sections of the Conflict of the
Faculties. Should we therefore presume that the work on the final
draft of the Anthropology [had not yet begun?]”® Or, on the contrary,
that it was already complete and on its way to the publishers?

5) Schéndorffer'® makes much of the fact that, in the manuscript
of the Anthropology, Dr. Less" is not identified by name: in the
section on Albrecht Haller, he is referred to only as a “well-known
theologian and ex-colleague (of Haller’s) from the university,” while
in the published text he is named as Dr. Less.** Since Dr. Less died in
1797, we can assume that Kant had not wanted to refer to him by
name while he was still living; it follows, then, that the news of his
death must have reached him in the stretch of time between the com-
pletion of the manuscript and when it was sent to the printer.

6) Both more important and more convincing is the fact that
a number of passages from the manuscript found their way, more
or less unchanged, into the published text. Von der Macht des Gemiits
durch den blossen Vorsaiz seiner krankbaften Gefiible Meister zu sein—

* Kants Werke, (Cassirer X, p. 329). [See “Letter to Johann Heinrich Tieftrunk,” October
13, 1797, in Emmanuel Kant, Correspondence, op. cit., pp. 527-528].
** Anthropology, p. 22.
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this text makes up the third section of the Conflict of the Faculties.”
In a letter dated April 17th, 1797, Kant talks abour the theme of the
book as if it had suddenly occurred to him. He had just entered his
seventy-forth year and, happily, had so far been spared any kind of
illness; it is this which prompts him to speak of “psychologische
Arzneimittel.” It is a fact that his previous letter to Hufeland (writ-
ten at the end of March)® makes no mention of it. It was his reading
of the Makriobiotik that was decisive, as the “Response to Hufeland”
which opens the Von der Macht des Gemiits indicates.” That text was
published in the Journal der praktischen Arzneikunde und Wun-
darzneikunst (4te Stiick, V Band. 1798),” along with others texts
lifted from the Anthropology. We can therefore assume that the
final draft had been or was almost complete by the time Kant wrote
the article for Hufeland’s periodical.

7) A note in the printed text refers to Von der Macht des
Gemiits.» Now, this note does not appear in the manuscript held at
* Kants Werke, Cassirer, X, p. 300. [See “Letter to Christoph Wilhelm Hufeland,” April
19, 1797 in AA, XII, op. cit. p. 157-158. The letter Foucault is referring to is dated
April 19th, Psychologisches Arzneimittel (Psychological Drug), p. 158.]

** [t essentially has to do with a passage of the manuscript at § 26, where sleep is defined
as a relaxation of the muscles and waking as a condition of strain and contraction. The
proof of this is that when a man who has only just been woken up is measured stand-
ing up, he is found to be “about half an inch” taller than the same man measured after
having lain awake in bed for a while. [See Anthropology, p. 58.]

*** Anthropology, p. 106. [In a note in the draft of his translation Foucault cites: Von der
Macht des Gemiits seiner krankbaften Gefliblen Meister zu sein (1798). See Part Il of The
Conflict of the Faculties, (op. cit.), entitled “On the Power of the Mind to Master its
Morbid Feelings by sheer Resolution,” pp. 313-327.]
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Rostock, which leads us to presume that, at the time he wrote it,
Kant had not yet finished—and perhaps had not even begun—work
on the article meant for Hufeland.

8) As others have remarked, a note in the margin of the manu-
script refers to a work by Hearne, two German translations of which
were published in 1797. Kant must therefore have read them in the
second half of that year, once the manuscript was finished. But,
once again, we should bear in mind that Kant had already cited
Hearne in Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason.* It is there-
fore possible that the note was a recollection and an addition.

All of this information indicates a fairly precise date: Kant
must have been putting the final touches to the manuscript of the
Anthropology in the first half of 1797—perhaps in the first three
or four months of that year. It seems that the sudden flash of
inspiration which gave rise to Von der Macht did not interrupt
work on a draft which was already in its last stages, though it is
likely that it delayed the printing and the final corrections. It was
once Von der Macht was finished and perhaps even sent off to
Hufeland that the last changes to the Anthropology were made
(passages that appeared twice were cut out, references were
* Cf. Kants, Werke, Ak., p. 354, fn.1. [See Oswald Kiilpe’s footnote in Anthropologie,
AA, vol. VII, op. cit., p. 354. See also “Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason
and Other Writings,” translated by George Di Giovanni, in Religion and Rational The-
ology, op. cit., p. 80, and Samuel Hearne, A Journey from Prince of Wales Fort in Hudson’s
Bay to the Northern Ocean, Londres, Cadell, 1795 (Hearne’s Reise von dem Prinz von Wal-
lis-fort an der Hudsons-Bay bis zu dem Eismeere, in den jahren 1769 bis 1772. Aus dem
englischen iibersetzt. Mit anmerkungen von Jobann Reinhold, Berlin, Vossische buch-
handlung, 1797). Samuel Hearne (1745-1792), was an English seaman in the service
of the Hudson Bay Company.]
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added), and either instructions were given to the printer or the

corrections were made directly on the proofs.

In itself, the exact date of the text is neither entirely without interest
nor is it altogether conclusive. It acquires its meaning—and shows the
extent to which it is meaningful—only if we consider the text, as it
was at this point in time, alongside both texts written in the same
period as well as those contemporaneous with the first lectures in
Anthropology. 1f we accept that the text’s origins lie in 1772, sand-
wiched between Kants Inaugural Dissertation of 1770 and the On the
Various Races of Mankind,* then we see that the Anthropology emerged
over the course of the years which appear to have brought the
precritical period to a close and heralded the Copernican revolution.

One thing, in any case, is certain: the text published in 1798 fits in
easily with a number of different writings from the precritical period:

a) Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and the Sublime
(1764). The similarities between this text and the Anthropology have
already been carefully and precisely detailed by R. Kempf.* They are
worth noting for the analysis of the temperaments. To be sure, from
time to time, the angle adopted in the two texts is completely differ-
ent: in the Observations, the take on the temperaments is structured
around the problem of moral feeling, their classification having been
taken as given; the description in the Anthropology, on the other
hand, is determined by a kind of deduction of the temperaments,
* Observations sur le beau et le sublime, translated by R. Kempf, (Paris 1959). [E. Kant,
Observations sur le sentiment du beau et du sublime, Paris, Vrin, 1953, 1992, ibid., pp.
IX—XV. See Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and Sublime, translated by John T.
Goldthwait, Berkeley and London, University of California Press, 2003.]
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which takes as its starting point the patterns of tension and release of
activity and of feeling.* Nevertheless, the content is surprisingly sim-
ilar, even down to the expressions and the choice of words. On the
topic of the choleric temperament, for example, we read in the Obser-
vations that: “sein Wohlwollen ist Hoflichkeit, seine Achtung
Zeremonie™*; and in the Anthropology: ‘er ist hiflich aber mit Zere-
monie.” There are similar coincidences around the discussions of the
male and female character,*** as well as of the distinctive traits that
characterise the different nationalities.»* All of which clearly indi-
cates the distant origin of the text, the permanence of those elements
which the passage of time left quite literally untouched.

b) An Essay on the Maladies of the Mind (1764). Here, again,
there are many common elements: the distinction™*** between
* Anthropology, pp. 186 and ff.

** Beobachtungen, Cassirer, vol. 11, p. 260 and ff. [In Kants Werke, edited by Ernst Cas-
sirer, vol. II, Berlin, 1912. “Sein Wohlwollen ist Hoflichkeit, seine Achtung Zeremonie,
seine Liebe ausgesonnene Schmeichelei,” Beobachtungen iiber das Gefiib! des Schonen und
Erbabenen, in AA, vol. 11, Vorkritische Schriften 1757-177, p. 223. “His benevolence is
politeness, his respect ceremony, his love excogitated flattery,” Observations on the Feel-
ing of the Beautiful and Sublime, op. cit., p. 69.] Anthropologie, p. 189. [“He is avaricious
so as order not to be stingy; polite, with ceremony,” ibid.]

*** Beobachtungen, ibid., p. 269 and ff. [in AA4, vol. II, p. 228 and ff. Observations on
the Feeling of the Beautiful and Sublime, op. cit., p. 76 and fI.] Anthropologie, p. 204 and
ff. {The Character of the Sexes].

**¥% Beobachtungen, ibid., p. 286 and ff. [In AA, vol. 11, p. 243 and ff. Observations on
the Feeling of the Beautiful and Sublime, op. cit., p. 97 and ff.] Anthropology, p. 213 and
ff. [The Character of the Peoples].

x*xxx Versuch. Cassirer. 11, pp. 304~305. [See Versuch iiber die Krankbeiten des Kopfes, in
AA, Bd. 11, op. cit., p. 263.] Anthropology, p. 96 and ff.
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Torbeit and Narrbeit. “Der Tor ist nicht weise, der Narr ist nicht
klug”;* the distinction between the illnesses of weakness (Obn-
macht), and those of perturbation (Verkebrtheit) reappears in the
Anthropology, its meaning unchanged, as the opposition between
mental deficiencies (Gemiitsschwiiche)* and mental illnesses (Gemiit-
skrankbeiten). It is however worth noting that certain types of
madness which, in the Anthropology, come under deficiencies
(Dummbeir,’ Albernbeit,” Jorheif'®) are in the Essay put to one side
and as it were devalorised with regard to the real illnesses deserving
of our sympathy; they are described as “diese ckelbafte Krankbheiten.”*
On the other hand, in the Anthropology the important distinction
between the major mental illnesses, while formulated in the same
terms as those of the earlier Essay, is now given a radically different
meaning. The Essay’s classification is simple: the Verriickung alters the
concepts of experience, and this gives rise to illusions, as in
hypochondria=*; delirium (Wabnsinn) affects judgement, as in the
case of the melancholic=*; finally, dementia (Wahnwitz) impacts on
reason and its capacity to make judgements.*** In the Anthropology,
this classification has been modified: its organizing concepts are
* Ibid., pp. 306-307. [Versuch iiber die Krankheiten des Kopfes, in AA, vol. 11, p. 263:
“Ich theile diese Krankbeiten zwiefach ein, in die der Obnmacht und in die der
Verkehrtheir” (1 divide these diseases up into two categories: unconsciousness and
wrongness”). See Anthropology, pp. 98—111: B. On Mental Deficiencies in the Cognitive
Faculty; C. On Mental lllnesses.]

** Ibid., p. 304. [Versuch iiber die Krankbheiten des Kopfes, in AA, vol. 11, p. 260. “diese
ckelhafie Krankbeiten: repulsive illnesses.”]

“** Ibid., p. 309. [In A4, vol. 1L, p. 265.]

=% Ibid., p. 312. [In A4, vol. 11, p. 268.]

% 1bid., p. 313. [In A4, vol. 11, p. 268.]
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those relating to possible experience, while the notions of amentia,
dementia, insania, and vesania* are bracketed under the general head-
ing of alienation (Verriickung), as they are in Sauvage, or Linné. The
affinity between the text of the Anthropology and that of the Essay is
still obvious, but here we have a clearer indication of how the text
was made to fit with the critical discoveries and the scientific devel-
opments of the time.

c) It is also worth noting the echo* of a text from 1771, in
which Kant acknowledges a dissertation by Moscati:> “Von dem
korperlichen Unterschiede zwischen der® Struktur der Tiere und
Menschen.” Twenty-six years on, Kant evokes the difficult and, in
his eyes, futile problem of primitive man’s upright posture.

d) Of the Different Human Races (1775).* The Anthropology
grants less than a page to the problem dealt with in the Esszy, and
simply refers the reader to a text by Girtanner, who had recently
provided a summary of Kant’s ideas in his dissertation: “Uber das
kantische Prinzip fiir die Naturgeschichte.”* But Of the Different

Human Races concludes with a brief paragraph*=* which is important

* Anthropology, pp. 109-110. [Madness; insanity; delirium; lunacy.]

** Anthropology, p. 226.

*** Gorttingen, 1796. [Christ. G. Girtanner, a Professor at Géttingen, Uber das kantis-
che Prinzip flir die Naturgeschichte, Géttingen, Vandenhoeck, 1796. See also Kants
Bestimmung des Begriffes einer Menschenrassem in Ernst Cassirer, Anthropology, vol. 8,
pp. 91-106.]

¥*xx Cassirer vol. II, pp. 459-460. [AA4, vol. 2, p. 443: “Die physische Geographie, die
ich hierdurch ankiindige, gehirt zu einer ldee, welche ich mir von einem niitlichen
akademischen Unterricht mache, den ich die Voriibung in der Kenntnis der Welt nennen
kann.” (“The physical geography which I hereby announce, is part of an idea which I
have about useful academic teaching, which I might call the preliminary practice to the

knowledge of the world.”)]
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for our understanding of the place given to Anthropology in the
organization of knowledge. Of the Different Human Races was
intended to get the first lecture in physical geography of the summer
semester 1775 “under way”—and in this sense it belongs to that
discipline. But geography is not an end in itself, it does not simply
refer to itself: as an exercise, it serves as a preliminary introduction
to the knowledge of the world (Weltkenntniss) that in the Anthro-
pology Kant would later make synonymous with a knowledge of
man. This constitution of a Weltkenntniss has two specific features:

1) It should furnish “all acquired knowledge and skill™ with a
pragmatic element, in such a way that, it serves not only to con-
tribute to our schooling,” but also works as a tool to help organize
and guide our concrete existence.*

2) To do so, the two domains in which knowledge is exer-
cised—Nature and Man—must not be taken to be big themes,
about which we might occasionally make a few impassioned
remarks; rather, they should be conceived in cosmological terms;
that is, in relation to the whole of which they are a part, and with-
in which they take their place and situate themselves (darin ein
jeder selbst seine Stelle einnimmtz).»

These themes are close to those mentioned in the Introduction
and the last pages of the Anthropology. But, while the thematic con-
tent might remain constant (the prevalence of the pragmatic
element, the concern that knowledge should consider the world as
a unified whole), the texts are structured differently: physical geog-
raphy and anthropology are no longer set alongside one another as
* The phrase is repeated as such at the beginning of the Anthropology, p. 3. [*All cultural
progress ... has the goal of applying this acquired knowledge and skill for the world’s use.”
Anthropology, p. 3.]
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the two symetrical halves of the knowledge of the world articulated
on the basis of an opposition between man and nature; the task of
directing us toward a Weltkenniniss is now the sole responsibility of
an anthropology which encounters nature in no other form than that
of an already habitable Earth (Erde). As a result, the notion of a cos-
mological perspective that would organize geography and
anthropology in advance and by rights,* serving as a single reference
for both the knowledge of nature and of the knowledge of man,
would have to be put to one side to make room for a cosmopolitical
perspective with a programmatic value, in which the world is envis-

aged more as a republic” to be built than a cosmos given in advance.

At the other extreme of the Kantian oeuvre, the Anthropology is
contemporary with a certain number of texts which, when taken
together, help to determine when the final draft was completed—
or, at least, to establish which were the last additions. Holding on
to both ends of the thread in this way, we are perhaps better
equipped to tackle an issue that is at once historical and structur-
al, and which is apparent both in the chronology of the texts and
in the architectonics of the oeuvre as a whole: the fact, that is, of
the contemporaneity of the critical thinking and the anthropolog-
ical reflection.

What, then, were the issues preoccupying Kant as he prepared
the text for publication—this text, so archaic in its concerns, and

so remotely rooted in his oeuvre?
1) The final installment in the correspondence with Jakob Sigismund

Beck.”® The last letter of philosophical interest that Kant wrote to

Beck is dated July 15%, 1794. It deals with what Beck called the
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Beilegung—the relating of a representation, as a determination of
the subject, to an object distinct from it, by which means it
becomes cognition.”” Kant makes the point that the representation
does not “befit” the object but that a relation to something else
befits the representation, whereby it becomes communicable to
other people.® He also stresses that grasping (apprehensio) a given
multiplicity and its reception in the unity of consciousness (apper-
ceptio) amounts to the very same thing as the representation of a
composite that is possible only through composition.* And it is
only from the point of view of this composition that we can com-
municate with one another: in other words, we are able to
communicate with one another because of this composition, it is
its relationship to the object that renders the representation valid
for everyone and everywhere communicable; which does not mean
we are exempt from producing the composition ourselves. The
major themes of the Critigue—the relation to the object, the syn-
thesis of the manifold, the universal validity of representation—are
in this way directly related to the problem of communication. The
transcendental synthesis is only ever given as balanced in the pos-
sibility of an empirical division manifested in the double form of
agreement ( Uéereimtimmung) and communication (Mitteilung). In
what only appears to be a contradiction, the fact that a representa-
tion can be assigned to more than one thing, and that such
multiplicity is not already given as bound up in itself, is what
ensures that one representation can always be exchanged for another:
“Wir konnen aber nur das verstehen und anderen mitteilen, was

wir selbst machen konnen.”*

* Cassirer, X, pp. 248-249. {In Correspondence, op. cit.: “But we can only understand and

communicate to others what we ourselves can produce,” p. 482.]
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There the philosophical correspondence with Beck ends. “I
notice,” writes Kant in conclusion to his letter, “that I do not even
entirely understand myself”; he goes onto express his hope that a
mathematician such as Beck might be in a position to shed a sufh-
ciently bright light on “this simple, thin thread of our cognitive
faculty.”® The dialogue with Beck would not be renewed in his
lifecime, but it did, in fact, continue—in one direction at least. For
Beck would write three more letters to Kant. The first is once again
concerned with the problem addressed in the last letter: the syn-
thetic unity of consciousness, representation which has no link to
the object outside the act of representation itself.x The second
considers two themes**: on the one hand, the irreducibility of sen-
sibility and understanding (Is the object that affects the senses a
thing in itself or phenomenon?® Can understanding be applied to
objects without the condition of sensibility? Is the role of sensibil-
ity to affect the subject and of understanding to relate that
subjective sensation to an object?); on the other, the relationship
between theory and practice (In practical awareness, is man, who
raises himself above nature, still a Naturgegenstand?).* Finally,
along with the problem of the original activity of understanding,
the third letter considers the Fichtian error of never distinguishing
between practical and theoretical philosophy.=* To all of this, Kant
gave no reply—or at least not directly. A brief missive to Tieftrunk
* Letter dated September 16th, 1794. Cassirer, vol. X, pp. 251-252. [In A4, vol. X,
Letter 639 (604), pp. 523-525; not translated in Correspondence.]

** Letter dated June 20th, 1797. [In A4, vol. X, letter 754 (717), pp. 162-171; in Cor-
respondence the letter has been cut, pp. 512-515.]

*** Letter dated June 24, 1797. Cassirer, vol. X, pp. 310-313. [Correspondence, pp.
517-520, see especially pp. 518-519.]
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alludes to his difficulties with Beck;* the real response, however, is
to be found in the Anthropology, partly in the published text, and
partly in a long passage in the manuscript which was omitted from
the final version.

a) It is important to note the range and the consistency given
to the realm of sensibility in the published text. To be sure, a fac-
ulty of apprehension (Auffassungsvermaigen) exists which seems to
act in productive capacity with regard to sensibility, in that it is
capable of generating intuition (die Anschauung hervorzubrin-
gen).® Here, though, we are dealing with understanding
considered as a faculty of cognition in general.* But, taken in the
narrower sense, understanding is opposed to sensible intuition
which remains absolutely irreducible to it to the extent that imag-
ination as the reproductive faculty is organized on the basis of the
originary and insurmountable productivity of sensible intu-
ition.** But this does not mean that the faculty of primary
productivity—which understanding can neither reduce or con-
struct—is any less fundamentally linked to the subject through
the a priori forms of intuition. The opposition between under-
standing and sensibility does not threaten the unity that Beck,
insisting on their identity, would call “das Erfahrende.”” “Ich als
denkendes Wesen bin zwar mit mir als Sinnenwesen ein und das-
selbe Subject.”***

In the Anthropology, Kant is also careful to distinguish

between inner sense and apperception. The one is defined as

* Anthropology, p. 26 ft.
** Ibid., p. 60.
*** Ibid., p. 33. [“It is true that I as a thinking being am one and the same subject with

myself as a sensing being.”]

v AnThronoiogy

A



consciousness of what man does; the other as consciousness of
what he feels.* These definitions overlap with those of the Cri-
tigue, but there is nevertheless a difference. Apperception, which
in the Critique is reduced to the simplicity of an “I think,”* is
here related to the originary activity of the subject, while inner
sense—which in the Critique was analysed on the basis of the a
priori of time**—is given here in the primitive diversity of a
“Gedankenspiel ”+** that operates beyond the mastery of the sub-
ject, and which makes of inner sense more the sign of an initial
passivity than a constituting activity.

b) In the unpublished text, Kant expands in more detail on the
problem of self-cognition.” Inner sense, thus defined as empirical
consciousness, cannot perceive the ‘I’ other than as an object—the
‘T observed which is now taken to be the /nbegriff * of the objects
of inner perception. Apperception, on the other hand, is defined—
in a sense much closer to that of the Critique—by intellectual
self-consciousness;’ it thus refers neither to any given object, nor
to any intuitive content. It has to do with nothing other than an
act undertaken by the determining subject, and to this extent
belongs not to Psychology, nor to Anthropology, but to Logic.
Whence the great danger, evoked by Fichte, of the subject dividing
into two forms of subjectivity that would no longer able to com-
municate with one another other than on the unequal footing of
* Ibid.

** The Paralogisms of Pure Reason [in French in the text], Cassirer, vol. III, p. 272 and ff.
[See L. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, translated and edited by Paul Guyer and Allen W.
Wood, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1998, p. 409 and ff]

*** Refutation of Idealism [in French in the text], ibid. p. 200. [Critique of Pure Reason,
op. cit., p. 326.]

x*xx Anthropology, p. 32.
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subject to object.* This, Kant acknowledged, is a “great difficulty.”
Still, we should bear in mind that what is in question is not a “dop-
peltes Ich,” but a “doppeltes Bewusstsein dieses Ich.”* Thus the T
preserves its unity, and if, at times, it presents itself to consciousness
as something perceived and, at others, in the form of a judgement,
this is because it is self-affecting; being, in one and the same gesture,
both “das bestimmende Subjekt” and “das sich selbst bestimmende
Subjekt.” In this way, a sensibility irreducible to understanding man-
ages to avert the danger of the division of the subject. There is no
need to bracket the whole of the field of experience under the gen-
eral heading of understanding, nor to make understanding the
Erfabrende par excellence, nor, finally, to put the orginary form of
“Verstandes-Verfahren” into categories—all extreme solutions which
Beck, impressed by his reading of Fichte, thought it necessary to
implement if the division of the Kantian subject was to be avoided.

BecK’s letters, which Kant received just as he was completing the
draft of the definitive text of the Anthropology (or very shortly
before), are at the origin of those responses that can be discerned
both in the manuscript and the published work. It is possible that
those passages were omitted from the published text because they
looked too much like reponses to Beck, and to the problems he
raised, to be included in an Anthropology in the proper sense. At the

same time, however peripheral it may have been, the debate with

* Fichte, Zweite Einleitung in die Wissenschafislehre (Simtliche Werke, 1., p. 457 and ff)
[J.G. Fichtes Werke, herausgegeben von Emmanuel Hermann Fichte, vol. 1, de Gruyter,
Berlin, 1971. See J.G. Fichte, Science of Knowledge with the First and Second Introduc-
tions, edited and translated by Peter Heath and John Lachs, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, 1982, p. 33 and ff]

** Anthropology, p. 30 and ff. [fn 24: “a double I” and “a doubled consciousness of this
I” p. 31.]

"
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Beck enabled Kant to define the space in which an anthropology, in
general, could occupy: a space in which self-observation bears not
upon the subject as such, nor upon the pure ‘T’ of the synthesis, but
upon “a ‘T’” that is object and present solely in its singular phenonemal
truth. But this “T’-object,” given to sense in the form of time, is no
stranger to the determining subject; for it is ultimately nothing more
than the subject as it is affected by itself. Far from the space of anthro-
pology being that of the mechanism of nature and extrinsic
determinations (in which case it would be a “physiology”), it is entire-
ly taken over by the presence of a deaf, unbound, and often errant
freedom which operates in the domain of originary passivity. In short,
we see a field proper to anthropology being sketched out, where the
concrete unity of the syntheses and of passivity, of the affected and the
constituting, are given as phenomena in the form of time.

But locating the place of anthropology in this way is possible
only from the point of view of transcendental reflection. We can
therefore see why Kant gave up the idea of publishing a text so for-
eign, if not to the problem of anthropology, then certainly to its
own particular level of reflection. The Anthropology should only
contain that which pertains to its own level: the analysis of the con-
crete forms of self-observation. But, if we look at them together,
the unpublished and the published texts constitute two different
layers of a unified thought process which, in a single move,
responds to Beck, wards off the Fichtian danger, and outlines, or as

it were hollows out, the possible place for an anthropology.

2) The discussions on the subject of the metaphysics of Law. Since the
sixteenth century, juridical thought has been concerned either
with defining the individual’s relationship to the State in its gen-

eral form or the relationship between the individual and the thing
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in the abstract form of property. But here we have, in the second
half of the eighteenth century, an investigation into the forms of
ownership amongst individuals in the concrete and particular forms
of the couple, the family group, the home, and the household: how
can civil society, which is presupposed by the bourgeoisie both as its
foundation and its justification, be divided into discrete units which
no longer have anything to do with the feudal model but which are
solid enough to withstand its final dissolution? Christian Gottfried
Schiitz®> was concerned to find, reading Kants Meztaphysics of
Morals,”> ownership amongst individuals so closely modeled on the
main forms of rights over things. Indeed, Kant makes room for
these forms of ownership in a section entitled “Von dem auf
dingliche Art personlichen Recht,” which is divided into three
parts according to the three types of aquisition: a man acquires
(erwirbt) a wife; a couple acquires children; a family acquires domes-
tics.* Now, Schiitz refused to accept that in matrimony “the woman
becomes a thing which belongs to the man”;* the kind of satisfac-
tion which a man can gain from his wife in the context of a marriage
prevents her from being reduced to such a primitively simple status;
the objectification of the other only has any truth in cannibalism:
marriage and the rights that it accords do not make people into “res
fungibiles.” The same goes for servants, who could only be consid-
ered things if their capture, and the right to capture them, were
written into the fundamental rules of civil society. In short, the
problem which Schiitz identifies in its various forms comes down to
the constitution of these concrete little islands in bourgeois society

which are recognised neither by the rights of the people nor by the

* Die Metaphysik der Sitten, Cassirer, vol. VII, p. 80 and ff. [The Metaphysics of Morals,
op. cit,, § 23, p. 426.]
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right to the ownership of things: spontaenous syntheses that neither a
theory of contract, nor an analysis of appropriation can quite account
for; fringes of the law where domination is neither of the order of
sovereignty nor of ownership.

In a letter to Schiitz dated July 10%h, 1797—written at the
time when he was probably finishing the final draft of the Anthro-
pology—Kant responds to the two objections put to him: the
mutuum adjutorium of sexual relations is the necessary legal con-
sequence of marriage, which is to say that objectification in the
relationship between a man and a woman is not a fact which
founds the law but a fact which arises from a state of law, a state
of law which is contested only if that fact occurs outside of the
law; falling beyond or falling short of the bounds of marriage, the
libertinage of a Freidenker amounts to the same thing, all that
changes is its anthropological form. But, conversely, if the moral
significance of sexual relations changes dramatically according to
whether or not they take place within the juridical structure of a
marriage, the content of the act itself remains the same; one part-
ner becomes a thing for the other, an adjutorium of his pleasure.
The law authorises the fact: but, in so doing, it does not alter the
content, which remains unchanged.

The same goes for the relationship with servants: evidently we
are dealing here with people, but from a juridical point of view the
relationship is one of ownership. That someone has another person
in his possession represents a jus in re:* the servant—in contrast to
a man who works in the day and goes home at night—is an inte-
gral part of the Hauswesen.”” The law might treat the person as a
thing; it does not follow, however, that the person has become a
thing; rather, it establishes a relationship between two people that

is of the same order as that between a person and a thing. In his
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objections, Schiitz confuses the moral perspective with the legal per-
spective, the human being with the subject of the law—a distinction
which Kant rigorously reinstates in his response.*

Nevertheless, SchiitZs objection goes to the very heart of the
anthropological concern, which is itself a point of convergence and
divergence between law and moral principle. The Anthropology is prag-
matic in the sense that it does not conceive of man as belonging to the
moral republic*® of souls (which would make it practical), nor to a civil
society made up of legal subjects (which would make it juridical );
instead, man is considered to be a “citizen of the world,” as belong-
ing, that is, to the realm of the concrete universal, in which the legal
subject is determined by and submits to certain laws, but is at the same
time a human being who, in his or her freedom, acts according a uni-
versal moral code. To be a “citizen of the world” is to belong to a realm
that is as concrete as an ensemble of precise juridical rules, themselves
as universal as moral law. Thus, to say that anthropology is pragmatic,
and to say that it envisages man as a citizen of the world, effectively
amounts to saying the same thing. In such conditions, it falls to
anthropology to show how a juridical relationship of the order of a
possession, which is to say a jus rerum, manages to preserve the moral
kernel of a person construed as a free subject. To preserve it, though
not without compromising it at the same time.

Such is the paradox of the relations between men and women
as they are described in the Anthropology**: in her natural state, a
woman is nothing more than a Haustier,” a domestic animal; yet,

already in primitive polygamy, a game is initiated whereby, even if
* Letter dated June, 10t 1797. Cassirer X. p- 314-316. [In A4, vol. X11, 761 (724), pp.

181-183.]
** Anthropology, p. 204 and ff.
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women are objectified, the possibility of them arguing amongst
themselves, of rivalry or coquetery, makes the owner into the object
of their struggles; the ruses of the harem soon managed to substi-
tute the arbitrary rule of the master for his arbitrary submission to
whoever happens to be the mistress this time around. The monog-
amous structure of civilised society does not liberate woman from
her status as a possession, far from it: her infidelity, which nullifies
the relationship of ownership, actually authorises the man to
destroy the object of the relation now rendered void: that is, he is
authorised to kill the woman. But jealousy, as a violent form of
interaction which objectifies a woman to the point where she can
simply be destroyed, is also a recognition of her value; indeed, only
the absence of jealousy could reduce a woman to a piece of mer-
chandise, where she would be interchangeable with any another.
The right to be jealous—to the point of murder—is an acknowl-
edgement of a woman’s moral freedom. Now, the first claim of this
freedom is to escape the consequences of such jealousy; if a woman
is to prove that she is something more than a thing, she has to
incite a form of jealousy that is powerless in the face of the irre-
pressible exercise of her freedom; hence the introduction of
gallantry within the law of monogamy, which serves to strike a bal-
ance between the jus rerum whereby a wife is owned by her
husband, and the moral law whereby everyone is a free subject. To
strike a balance is however not the same as reaching an end, nor
does it follow that things are balanced equally. For gallantry is
nothing more than a muddle of pretensions: the man’s, to restrict
the woman’s freedom by marrying her; the woman’s, to exercise her
power over the man in spite of marriage. Thus a whole network of
relations are woven together, where neither the law nor morality are

ever present in their pure states, but where their intersection creates
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the space in which human action is played out; this is its concrete
latitude. This is not the level of fundamental freedom, nor that of
legal rule. What emerges is a sort of pragmatic freedom which is all
about pretensions and ruses, dishonourable intentions and dissim-
ulation, secret attempts to gain control, and compromises reached.

No doubt Kant had all of this in mind when, in the Preface to the
Anthrapology, he states as his object what man makes of himself—or
can and should make of himself—as a free-acting being (“freihandel-
ndes Wesen”):* the commerce of freedom with itself, finding itself
restricted by the movement by which it is affirmed; manipulation,
where the negotiations of exchange are never interrupted by the
straightforward recognition of value. Treating man as a “freibandelndes
Wesen,” the Anthropology uncovers a whole zone of “free-exchange,”
where man trades his second-hand freedoms, connecting with others
by way of an unspoken and uninterrupted commerce which ensures

that he is at home anywhere on earth. A citizen of the world.

3) The correspondence with Hufeland and the third section of the Con-
flict of the Faculties. The letters Kant wrote while working on the
final draft of the Anthropology show that, in truth, he was less pre-
occupied by the problems of critical thought—problems which, as
he grew older, he was aware of no longer being able to fully grasp—
than by a certain form of interrogation in which old age is surprised
by and becomes a question in itself: What to make of old age, where
one is no longer capable of grasping the subtleties of transcendental
thought, and yet still seems to be capable of warding off all kinds of
illness? Is this a prolongation of life or its end? Does this age of rea-
son imply a mastery over the precariousness of life? Time is running
out, the end is approaching, regardless of anything we might do—

could this irrepressible movement somehow be controlled or
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bypassed by an active synthesis of reason, which would bring it
under the impassive rule of wisdom? This is the third time that the
problem of passivity and time is seen to be overshadowing the
preparation of the definitive version of the Anthropology.

This problem intersects with a text published by Hufeland,
entitled “Makrobiotik oder die Kunst das menschliche leben zu
verlingern.”* The text belongs to a whole movement in German
medicine illustrated by the work of Reil®® and Heinroth:** a huge
anthropological drive to adapt the observation of illnesses to a
metaphysics of evil, and to discover by which shared gravitational
pull the collapse into pathological mechanism overlaps with free-
dom’s fall into sin.** Hufeland’s text, although not quite as radical,
is nevertheless in the vicinity of these ideas. For the text, though
showing a degree of restraint, is like the pragmatic mirror image of
the same ideas: for Hufeland it is a question of “offering moral
treatment of physical symptoms” and of demonstrating that “a cul-
ture of morality is indispensable to the physical health of human
beings.”*** Here, in a single stroke, that moralising medicine which,
in the tradition of Rousseau, had been a dominant force at the
close of the eighteenth century, is realized and its meaning over-
turned. In this new ethical physiology, the link between health and
virtue is not one of natural immediacy, as it was for Tissot, but is
given through the universal mastery of reason. Health is the visible
plane of an existence where the organic totality is dominated,
without remainder and without opposition, by a form of rationality
* Iena, 1796. [Jena, op. cit.]

** See Heinroth, Reil and soon [lllegible words] Hoffbauer.
*** Letter from Hufeland to Kant, Cassirer, vol. X, pp. 294-295. [Letter 728 (693),
dated December 12th, 1796, in A4, pp. 136-137.]
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that, beyond any division, is at once ethical and organic; it is the
playground of freedom—the space in which freedom can play, but
precisely a space that is only constituted by its game. And if in the
“pathos” of illness there is something which links it to the passions,
it is no longer due to its being too far removed from the calm world
of nature, but because of a dip in the spiritual arc of freedom:
determinism—{reedom unbound-—is not quite a cause, but nor is
it simply an effect of illness: it is the very process by which illness
produces itself, that is to say the process by which organic ratio-
nality dismantles itself and, in the sin, renounces its freedom. It is
therefore in the good use of freedom that the possibility of “das
menschliche leben zu wverlingern™® takes hold, keeping the
mechanics of the body from the sinful fall into mechanism.

This new orientation in medicine—soon to become the philos-
ophy of nature—acknowledges its kinship with Kantianism.
Hufeland concedes this unreservedly in a letter dated December
12th, 1796, where he tells Kant that has posted him a copy of his
Makrobiotik. Sending Kant a copy was doubly justified—first, by
the fact that Kant was living proof of how it is possible to conserve
one’s vitality in old age, even in whilst undertaking the most stin-
gent spiritual labours; second, because his oeuvre authorises a
knowledge of man which is, at bottom, the veritable anthropology.*

When Hufeland’s letter and book arrived—they had been quite
considerably delayed, finally reaching him in the middle of March
1797+—Kant was interested in the very same problem. He set
about reading Hufeland’s book carefully—and slowly, as he wanted
to be sure to have fully understood the author’s ideas if he was to
* Letter from Hufeland to Kant, Cassirer, vol. X, p. 294. [In A4, vol. XII, pp. 136-137.]
** Letter from Kant to Hufeland. Cassirer vol. X, p. 299. [In A4, vol. XL, pp. 148-149.]
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make use of them in his Anthropology. About three weeks later,
Kant wrote a letter to Hufeland, telling him everything about his
most recent project (“Mir ist der Gedanke in den Kopf gekommen”)*
to write a Regimen “on the topic of the power exercised by the mind
over morbid bodily sensations.” He meant to send the work to
Hufeland, despite the fact that the book would not be a medical
one, but more a reflection on his own personal experience. Kant
would make two uses of the Regimen: he sent it to Hufeland, who
was also given permission to publish it in his Revue, either in full
or in part, with an introduction and commentary**; it was also to
become the third part of the Conflict of the Faculties-*—thereby
creating a systematic whole which would study the relationship
between the Faculty of Philosophy and the three others. Thus a
philosopher’s personal contribution to the medical enterprise, to
come up with a Regimen, comes to signify, simultaneously and
without having undergone any modification, the debate and the
division between medical science and philosophical reflection over
how to define the everyday art of healthy living.

In actual fact, what dominates the text is not of the order of a
debate. While the resolution of the “conflict” between the faculties
of philosophy and theology called for nothing less than a “Friedens-
abschluss,” the relations between philosophy and medicine were,
at the outset, placid. Medical prescription and philosophical pre-

cept fit together spontaneously in the logic of their nature: a moral

* Ibid.

** Letter to Hufeland dated February 6th, 1798. Cassirer, vol. X. p. 340. [Correspon-
dence, op. cit., p. 543.]

*** See Letter to Nicolovius dated May 9th, 1798. Cassirer, vol. X, p. 345. [Correspon-
dence, op. cit., pp. 546-547.]
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and practical philosophy is a “Universal medizin” in the sense that,
while it cannot meet all needs or serve all purposes, no prescription
is written without one. The fact is, with regard to medicine, a
moral and practical philosophy is the universal negative (it excludes
illness)—which means, with regard to the Regimen, it serves as the
universal positive (it defines the laws of preservation in the play of
health). Philosophy is the element of universality against which the
particulars of medical prescription are always measured: it forms its
unprescribable horizon, taking in both health and illness. To be
sure, this precedence is masked by the immediacy of human wish-
es: when we wish for a long and healthy life, only the first of those
wishes is unconditional: a sick man pleading for delivrance in death
always calls for a reprieve when the moment finally comes; but
what is unconditional in the register of the wish takes second place
in life: no one dies a natural death when in good health—we might
not feel ill, but still, illness is there. Illness is the indispensable “seed
of death.” The art of prolonging life is therefore not about scoring
a victory over the absolute of death in the comprehensive mastery
of life; it is, at the very heart of life, the measured and relative art
of managing the relationship between health and illness.

The meaning of this art is perhaps not best expressed in the idea
of “the mind’s control over pathological sensations.” For, sensations
being what they are, only their intensity, and the amount of time we
spend thinking about them, can be controlled: hypochondria is a
form of delirium not in the sense that the “Krankbeitsstoff ” had failed
it, but in the sense that the imagination projects the play of its illu-
sions upon it and its simple reality. As for the illnesses themselves,
* Der Streit der Fakultiten. Cassirer, VIL. pp. 412—414. [ The Conflict of the Faculties, op.
cit., pp. 314-315.]
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they are susceptible to the mind’s control only if they take the form of
spasms.* As for the whole of eighteenth century medicine, spasm here
does not refer to the involuntary contraction of a hollow organ but,
more generally, to all forms of inhibition and acceleration (the former
being only the paradoxical effect of the latter) in the natural and reg-
ular movements of the organism. Over these movements, or rather
over any changes in these movements, the mind has the power to rein-
troduce equilibrium: the master of his own thought process is also the
master of this vital movement which is its organic and indispensable
complement. If the mind were immobile, then life would go to
sleep—which is to say that it would die (only it is only because we
dream that we are kept from dying in our sleep); and if the movement
of life risks being thrown off balance, or getting jammed up in a
spasm, then the mind must be able to restore it to its proper mobility.
Between the text Kant sent to Hufeland and the Anthropology
there is direct communication: they are on the same level. Apart
from the last two paragraphs, every other paragraph of Vor der
Machr+ engages with a theme that is also dealt with in the Anthro-
pology: hypochondria, dreams, eating and digestive problems,
reflections on what time of day is most conducive to thinking. A
long passage on sleep was even deleted from the manuscript of the
* Anthropology because it repeated material from the Conflict of the
Faculties. Written at the same time, the two texts issue from the
same vein of thought.
* Ibid., p. 427. [The Conflict of the Faculties, op. cit., p. 324.]
** The first is devoted to the “Vorsarz im Atemziehen,” the second to “Angewobnbeit des
Atemziehens mit geschlossenen Lippen.” [See The Conflict of the Faculties, op. cit., § 5: On
Overcoming and Preventing Pathological Seizures by a Resolution Concerning Breathing and

S 6: On the Results of this Habit of Breathing with Closed Lips, pp. 323-324.]
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The research undertaken for Hufeland must have helped Kant
to resolve one of the problems that had been hanging over the
Anthropology: how to articulate an analysis of what the homo natu-
ra is on the basis of man defined as a free subject. In the
Collegentwiirfe from 1770-1780, the problem is conceived either
in terms of a separation: “1. Kenntniss des Menschen als Naturdinges;
2. als sittlichen Wesen,” or as a circular argument: “Weltkentniss ist
1. Naturkenntniss; 2. Menschenkenntniss; aber der Mensch hat auch
eine Natur.”*®® In the later fragments, we see the solution being
sketched out in terms of a “usage” (Gebrauch), but the content and
the possibility of such a solution remains unclear: “Die Men-
schenkenntniss hat die Idee zum Grunde dass wir die Natur zu
unseren Absichten am besten brauchen kénnen.”** It was not until
the Conflict of Faculties and the draft produced in 1797 that the
precise meaning of this Gebrauch would emerge. Here, we see how
the body’s movements, however conditioning they may be (of life
and death, awakening and sleeping, thinking and not thinking),
can nevertheless be mastered by the movements of the mind when
exercised freely. The theory of “spasms” showed how the passive
and spontaneous syntheses of the body could be repeated and
rectified in the voluntary movements of the mind. These, however,
will never achieve their ends, withdrawing into a sovereignity
* Kants Werke, Ak. XV, 2te Hilfte, p. 660. [ Collegentwiirfe aus den 70er Jabren, in AA,
vol. XV: “Knowledge of the World is: 1. Knowledge of nature; 2. Knowledge of Man;
but man has a Nature, t0o.”]

** Ibid., p. 801. [Collegentwiirfe aus den 80er Jabren, in AA, vol. XV: “Die Men-
schenkenntniss als Weltkenntniss hat die ldee zum Grunde dass wir die Natur zu unseren
Absichten am besten brauchen kinnen...”: “The knowledge of man as knowledge of the

world is grounded in the idea that we can use nature for our will at the best...”]
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that would rule over death. And old age is the sign of this, the
necessary decline of that mastery into the spontaneity of the pas-
sive syntheses. Old age is not an illness; rather, it is the state in
which illness can no longer be mastered—where time, once

again, is in control.

We should pause for a moment. And, out of a methodological
concern, pretend to read the Anthropology as if the Critique did
not exist—which is what the text itself invites us to do; at no point
does the 1798 draft presuppose the existence of the Critigue.
Could it be that the text engages only with the actuality of the
system of the postcritical period, and is simply weighed down by
memories of the precritical period? A certain number of themes,
in any case, were already in place.

1) It was not the aim of the anthropological thinking to bring
an end to the definition of a human Wesen in naturalist terms: the
Collegentwiirfe from 1770-80 were already saying that “Wir unter-
suchen hier den Menschen nicht nach dem was er naturlicher
Weise ist.”* But the Anthropology of 1798 transforms this decision
into an ongoing method, a resolute readiness to follow a path
which, it is clear from the outset, would never lead to the truth
of nature. The initial objective of Anthropology is to be an
Erforschung: an exploration of an ensemble never graspable in its
totality, never at rest, because always taken up in a movement
where nature and freedom are bound up in the Gebrauch—one of

the meanings of which is given in the word “usage.”

* Kants Werke, Ak., T. XV, 2, p. 659-660. [In A4, vol. 15, part 2: “Our search for Man

here is not for what he is in a natural way.”]
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2) The object of study, then, is not memory as such, but the use
made of it.* Not the description of what man is but what he can
make of himself. This theme had no doubt been, from the begin-
ning, the very seed of anthropological reflection, as well as the
mark of its singularity: “wir untersuchen hier den Menschen... um
zu wissen was er aus sich machen und wie man ihn brauchen
kann.” Such is the programme as it is defined in the Collegen-
twiirfex~ In 1798, it has been doubly modified. Anthropology is no
longer interested in finding out how “man can be used,” but “what
can be expected of him.”*** Moreover, it will investigate what man
“can and should” make (k2nn und soll) of himself. Which is to say
that the notion of wusage is wrenched from the level of technical
actuality and placed within a double system: of obligation asserted
with regard to oneself, and of distance respected with regard to
others. Usage is inscribed within the text of a freedom postulated
as both singular and universal.

3) The “pragmatic” character of Anthropology is thereby defined:
according to the Collegentwiirfe, “Pragmatisch ist die Erkenntnis
von der sich ein allgemeiner Gebrauch in der Gesellschaft machen
lisst.” The pragmatic character was therefore nothing more than the
useful universalized. In the 1798 text, however, it is now a certain
kind of connection between the Kinnen and the Sollen. A connec-
tion that Practical Reason guaranteed a priori in the Imperative, and
* See Anthropology, Preface, pp. 3—4.

** Kants Schriften. Ak. XV, 2—pp. 659-660. [In AA4: “Our investigation of Man...aims
at knowing what he can make of himself and how he can be employed.”]

*** Anthropology, p. 2 [No number page is indicated; but see Anthropology p. 3.]

xaxx Kants Schriften, Ak, XV. 2. p. 660. [“Knowledge is pragmatic if a general social use

can be made out of it.”]

52 / Introcuction 10 Kant's Anthronsiogy



which in anthropological thinking is ensured by the concrete move-
ment of daily exercise: by the Spielen. This notion of Spielen is
singularly important: man is nature’s play*; it is the game that he
plays, and is played by it; if he is sometimes played with—as when
his senses are deceived—it is because he is playing the victim** of the
game, despite it being within his power to be in control, to take
back control by feigning his intention. In this way, the game
becomes a “kiinstlicher Spiel” and the show he puts on receives its
moral justification.** Anthropology thus develops on the basis of
this dimension of human exercise that goes from the ambiguity of
the Spiel (game-toy) to the indecision of the Kunst (art-artifice).

4) The book of daily exercise. Not a theoretical book or a
school textbook. In a text from the years 178090, this opposition
is formulated clearly: “Alle Menschen bekommen eine zwiefache
Bildung: 1. durch die Schule; 2. durch die Welt.”** This opposi-
tion takes form in anthropological teaching—which, after all,
amounts to a kind of schooling—thus giving rise to a fundamental
tension: the progress of culture, in which the history of the world
is summarised, constitutes a school which leads from itself to the
knowledge and the practice of the world.** The world being its
own school, the aim of anthropology is to situate man within this
instructive context. It will therefore be both, indissociably: the
analysis of how man acquires the world (his use, rather than his
* Anthropology, pp. 4-5.

** Ibid. [A note is crossed out]

*** Ibid. [A note is crossed out, probably p. 5 and ff]

wes Kants Schrifien, Ak., XV. 2, p. 799. [In AA. “All human beings receive a twofold
education: 1. through school. 2. through the world.”]

x*xxx Anthropology, p. 4.
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knowledge of it), which is to say how he manages to take his place
in the world and participate in the game: Mitspielen;”® and, at the
same time, the synthesis of the prescriptions and rules that the
world imposes on man, which train him, readying him to take con-
trol of the game: das Spiel verstehen.x Anthropology is therefore
neither a history of culture nor an analysis of its successive forms,
but the practice, at once immediate and imperative, of a culture
already given in advance. It teaches man to recognise, within his
own culture, what the world teaches him. It has a kinship with
Wilhelm Meister™ to the extent that here, too, we find that the
World is a School. Yet what in Goethe’s novel, and in all of the
Bildungsromane, is repeated over the length of a whole story, in the
Anthropology is repeatedly given in the imperious, present, and
forever renewed form of daily application. Time rules here, but in
the synthesis of the present.

Here then are a few landmarks, on the same latitude as the
Anthropology, which indicate its particular gradient. Initially, as the
Collegentwiirfen attest, it developed in what was the accepted divi-
sion between nature and man, freedom and use, school and the
world. Now, however, its equilibirum is to be found in the recog-
nition of their unity—a unity which is never again called into
question, at least not on the anthropological level. It explores a
region where freedom and use are already bound together in the
reciprocity of a usage, where what one can do and what one must
do belong together in the unity of a play which measures the one
against the other, where the world becomes a school on the basis of
the prescriptions of a culture. We are touching on the essential

point: in Anthropology, man is neither a homo natura, nor a purely

* Antropology. Vorrede [Preface], p. 4.
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free subject; he is caught by the syntheses already operated by his
relationship to the world.

But could the 1798 text have said that which was not yet said
in the Collegentwiirfe if the discourse of the Anthropology had

remained foreign to the labor and the language of the Critique?

Something of the knowledge of the world is thus bound up in this
knowledge of man which is anthropology. “Weltkenntniss ist Men-
schenkenntiss,” as a fragment from the 70-80 period affirms.* The
preface to the 1798 text assigns itself the object of man as a citizen
of the world, le Welthiirger.

And yet, with the exception of the very last pages, the Anthro-
pology rarely seems to privilege the theme of man living in the
world, of man establishing, through the cosmos, his rights, duties
and reciprocities, the limits and exchanges of his citizenship. This
lacuna is far more apparent in the published text than in the
Nachlass fragments. The majority of the analyses, and virtually all
of those which appear in the first part of the book, are undertak-
en not in the cosmopolitical dimension of the Welt, but that
other—interior—dimension of the Gemiit.”' By the way, in this
respect the angle of Anthropology is the same as that already
adopted by Kant when, on the basis of an encyclopaedic organi-
zation, he revealed the link between the three Critigues: “Die
Vermogen des Gemiits lassen sich nidmlich insgesamt auf folgen-
den drei zuriickfithren: Erkenntnissvermdgen, Gefiihl der Lust
* Kants Schrifien, Ak. XV. p. 659. [In AA. “Knowledge of the world is the knowledge of
man.”]

** Anthropology, p. 4. [“citizen of the world.”]
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und Unlust, Begehrungsvermégen.” If it is indeed the case that
the Gemiit that is in question in the Anthropology is the principal
element of Kant’s exploration, then we are justified in asking a
number of questions:

1) How does the study of the Gemiit involve knowledge of man
as a citizen of the world?

2) If the fundamental and irreducible faculties of the Gemziir dic-
tate the organization of the three Critiques, and anthropology is, for its
part, an analysis of the Gemiit, then what is the relationship between
anthropological knowledge and critical thought?

3) What distinguishes the investigation of the Gemiir, and its
faculties, from psychology, whether rational or empirical?

The texts of the Anthropology and of the Critique of Pure Rea-
son appear to reply to the last question directly—although they do
not give the whole of the answer.

We are familiar with the distinction established in the Archi-
tectonic between rational and empirical psychology.”? The first
belongs to pure philosophy, hence to metaphysics, and so is distin-
guished from rational physics, as the object of inner sense is
distinguished from the object of outer sense. As for empirical psy-
chology, there is a long tradition of placing it within metaphysics;
* Kritik der Urteilskraft. Cassirer V. p. 225. [ Erste Einleitung in die Kritik der Urteilskraf,
in Immanuel Kants Werke in Gemeinschaft mit Hermann Cohen, Artur Buchenau, Otto
Buek, Albert Gérland, B. Kellermann—herausgegeben von Ernst Cassirer, verlegt bei
Bruno Cassirer, Berlin, Bd. V, 1914. See First Introduction, in Immanuel Kant, Critigue
of the Power of Judgment, edited by Paul Guyer, translated by Paul Guyer and Eric
Matthews, Cambridge University Press, 2000, p. 44: “The faculties of the mind, name-
ly, can all be reduced to the following three: faculty of cognition; feeling of pleasure and

displeasure; faculty of desire.”]
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more importantly, the recent failures of metaphysics have given rise
to the belief that the solution to its irresolvable problems were hid-
den in psychological phemonena pertaining to an empirical study
of the soul; in this way, psychology seized upon a lackluster meta-
physics in which it had already claimed an unwarranted place. In
no circumstances can empirical knowledge provide the principles
or shed light on the fundaments of a knowledge issued from pure
reason which is, as a consequence, entirely a priori. Empirical psy-
chology must therefore be separated from metaphysics, to which it
is foreign. If however such a separation can not be performed
straight away, it is because anthropology had to ready psychology
for its integration into an empirical science of man, which would
then serve as the counterpoint to an empirical science of nature. In
this abstract organization, everything seems clear.

And yet, the Anthropology, at least in the version available to us,
leaves no room for any kind of psychology whatsoever. It explicitly
refuses psychology by focusing on the Gemiit, and not the explo-
ration of the Seele. But what is it that differentiates the two?

a) From a formal point of view, psychology postulates an equiv-
alence between inner sense and apperception, and thus fails to
recognise their fundamental difference: apperception is one of the
forms of pure consciousness, and is therefore without content,
defined only by the 7 think; inner sense, on the other hand, refers
to a mode of empirical knowledge, that which enables us to appear
to ourselves in an ensemble of phenomena linked by the subjective
condition of time.*

b) From the point of view of content, psychology cannot

avoid getting caught up in the questions of difference and identity:

* Anthropology, p. 23 and note.
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Does the soul remain the same across time? Is the soul, which
makes of itself a condition of experience, affected by experience,
by the necessarily temporal sequencing of phenomena?* In other
words, is the entire reality of the soul given in the dispersion of
phenomena or, on the contrary, in the nonempirical solidity of a
substance? So many questions which together show, in a variety
of different lights, the confusion between the soul (a metaphysi-
cal notion of a simple and immaterial substance), the ‘I think’
that is pure form, and the ensemble of phenomena that appear to
inner sense.

These texts of the Anthropology can be placed in a direct line of
descent from the Transcendental Dialectic.”> What they denounce is
precisely that “inevitable illusion” which the paralogisms acknowl-
edge as such: in our definition of the particular object that is the
soul,** we make use of the simple representation of the ‘I, one that
is devoid of any content. However, we should note that the par-
alogisms concern only rational, and not empirical, psychology,
which leaves the possibility of a “species of the physiology of
inner sense” open—the content of which would depend upon the
conditions of all possible experience.*** On the other hand, ratio-
nal psychology can and must subsist as a discipline, allowing us

to escape both materialism and spiritualism, beckoning us away

* Anthropology, p. 29 and ff.

** Kritik der reinen Vernunft. Cassirer IIL. p. 276. [The Critique of Pure Reason, op.
cit., p. 414].

*** Ibid., p. 277. [The Critique of pure reason, op. cit., p. 415. In the Cassirer edition
it reads: “welche eine Art der Psychologie des inneren Sinnes,” while in Academy Edition
we have: “welche eine Art der Physiologie des inneren Sinnes.” Foucault is refering to the

word Physiologie].
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from this speculation and “zum fruchtbaren praktischen Gebrauch.”
As a result, and even though it appears to target all possible forms
of psychology, the Anthropology dismisses only that which had
already been denounced in the Critique of Pure Reason. Without
stating it explicitly, it is with regard to rational psychology that the
Anthropology keeps its distance.

What then is the relationship between anthropology and the
two further possibilities which this leaves open—an empirical
psychology and a discipline orientated toward practical applica-
tion? Does the Anthropology maintain the virtuality of these still
virtual disciplines, keeping them close by but devoid of content,
or are they taken up in its own movement—or, alternatively, are
they too rejected, and made impossible by the realization™ of the
anthropological program? Two things, at least, are certain: there
is nothing in the text of the Anthropology to indicate that an
empirical psychology or a rational psychology in the form of a
“discipline” could be found elsewhere, whether outside or in the
environs of the Anthropology itself: there is no indication of a vic-
inal exteriority. But, on the other hand, there is not one element,
section, or chapter of the Anthropology which can be identified
with the discipline that the Dialectic had forseen or with the
empirical psychology glimpsed from the summit of the Method-
ology.”” Must we therefore conclude that the Anthropology
constitutes, by a shift in perspectives, both that transcendental
discipline and that empirical knowledge? Or, on the contrary,
that it has made both impracticable, ensuring that neither will
ever get started?

* Ibid., p. 286. [The Critique of pure reason, op. cit., p. 452: “toward fruitful practical uses.”]
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It is the Gemiit™ itself that we must now interrogate. Is it, or
is it not, of the order of psychology?

It is not Seele.”” On the other hand, it both is and is not Geist.”
Though discrete, the presence of Geist in the Anthropology is nev-
ertheless decisive. In fact, the brief definition provided does not
appear to promise much: “Geist ist das belebende Prinzip im Men-
schen.” A banal sentence, which, in its trivality, sustains the
commonplace expression: “Eine Rede, eine Schrift, eine Dame der
Gesellschaft ist schon; aber ohne Geist.”* To be attributed with
Geist, a person has to arouse interest: “durch Ideen.”** A little fur-
ther on, Kant repeats all these suggestions, knitting them together
into a single and enigmatic definition: “Man nennt das durch
Ideen belebende Prinzip des Gemiits Geist.”****

Let us take our time over the choice of words. We are dealing
with a Prinzip. Not with a Vermdgen™ such as memory, attention,
or knowledge in general. Nor with one of those powers (K7ifte)
which Kant talks about in the Introduction to the Critique of
Judgement.»=+ Nor, finally, is this a simple representation like the
“I pure” from the first Critique. Principle, then: but is it a deter-
mining or a regulating principle? Neither the one nor the other, if
are to take the “vitalization” that is attributed to it seriously. Might
* Anthropology, p. 120. [“Spirit is the animating principle in the human being.”]

** Ibid., p. 120. [“One says that a speech, a text, a woman in society, etc. are beautiful
but without spirit.”]

*** Ibid., p. 120. [“By means of ideas.”]

***% Anthropology, p. 142. [“The principle of the mind that animates by means of ideas
is called spirit.”]

*x*xx Kants Werke. Cassirer V, p. 189. [ The Critique of Judgement, op. cit., p. 12: Krifte

is translated as “powers.”]
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there therefore be something in the Gemiir—in the way it orients
experience, or in its virtual totality—which allies it to life and
which has to do with the presence of the Geist? Here, a whole new
dimension is opened out: the Gemiit is not only organized by and
armed with the powers and faculties that divide up its domain; the
great tripartite structure, which seemed to be given its definitive
formulation in the Introduction to the Critique of Judgement, did
not manage to contain that which, of Gemiit, can appear in expe-
rience. Like every living being, its lifetime is not indifferently
dispersed and scattered; it has its own path to follow; something
in it projects it into, without however it being enclosed within, a
virtual totality.

In actual fact, we are given no clear indication as to what this
principle might consist in. But what it is possible to grasp is how
this “vitalization” takes place, the movement by which Geist gives
the mind the figure of life. “Durch Ideen” says the text. What does
this mean? How can “the idea of a necessary concept of reason,”
which Kant understands as “one to which no congruent object can
be given in the senses,” give life to the mind? This could easily be
misinterpreted. We might well think that, in its originary temporal
dispersion, the Gemiit directs itself toward a totalization that would
be effected in and by the Geist. The Gemiit would thus owe its life
to this distant, inaccessible, and yet efficient presence. But if that
were the case, then the Geist would be defined from the outset as a
“regulating” principle and not as a “vitalizing” principle. Further-
more, it would mean that the whole thrust of the Anthropology
* Kritik der reinen Vernunfi. Cassiter 111, p. 264. [The Critigue of pure Reason, op. cit.,
p- 402: “By the idea of a necessary concept of reason, I understand one to which no con-

gruent object can be given in the senses.”]
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would no longer be tending toward the theme of man living in the
world, man as a resident of this cosmopolitical republic with all the
duties and rights that are associated with it. Instead, it would be
oriented toward the theme of a Geist that, little by little, envelops
man—and, with him, the world—with its imperious cloak of spir-
itual sovereignity. It is not the idea of a Geist which guarantees the
regulation of the empirical diversity of the Gemiit, promising it
never-ending life.

The “durch Ideen” which interests us therefore has another
meaning. The important paragraph of the Critique entitled: “On
the Final Aim of the Natural Dialectic of Human Reason” sheds
light on the role that ideas play in the organization of the concrete
life of the mind. For it is in effect that, liberated from its transcen-
dental use and the illusions that it cannot help but give rise to, the
idea acquires its meaning in the plenitude of experience: there, it
anticipates a schema that is not constituting but which opens up
the possibility of objects.” It does not reveal the nature of things in
an “ostensive” gesture; rather, it gives an advance indication of how
nature can be sought.** At last demonstrating that the edge of the
universe is beyond the horizon of knowledge, it engages empirical
reason in the serious task of an infinite labour.*** In other words, as
long as it is experience itself which provides the idea with its field
of application, it enters the mind® into the mobility of the infinite,
endlessly impelling it “to procede still further,”® though still man-
aging to avoid losing it in an indepassable dispersion. Thus,
empirical reason never reposes idly on the given; and the idea, by
* Kritik der reinen Vernunft. Cassirer 1, p. 459. [ The Critique of pure Reason, op. cit., p. 607.]
** Tbid., p. 457 [p. 606].

*** Ibid., p. 461 [p. 609].
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linking it to the infinite and, at the same time, denying it the infi-
nite, gives it /ife in the realm of the possible. Such then is the
function of the Geist: it does not organize the Gemiit in such a way
that it is made it into a living being, or into the analogon of organic
life, or indeed into the life of the Absolute itself; rather, its function
is to vitalize, to engender, in the passivity of the Gemiit, which is
that of empirical determination, a teeming mass of ideas—the mul-
tiple structures of a totality in the process of becoming that make
and unmake themselves like so many of the half-lives that live and
die in the mind. Thus the Gemiir is not simply “what it is” but
“what it makes of itself.” And is this not precisely the area of inquiry
that the Anthrolopogy defines as its field of investigation? To which we
only need add that what the Gemiir has to make of himself is “the
greatest possible empirical use of reason™—use that is to be the
greatest possible thanks to the “durch Ideen.” The movement which,
in the Critigue, gave rise to the transcendental mirage is extended
and prolonged in the Anthropology in the form the empirical, con-
crete life of the Gemiit.

From this, a number of consequences arise.

a) The only possible anthropology is that where, rather than
being tied to the passivity of phenomenal determinations, the Gemiit
is instead animated by the work of ideas on the level of the field of
experience. The Geist is therefore the principle, in the Gemiit, of a de-
dialecticized, nontranscendental dialectic oriented toward the
domain of experience and playing an integral part in the play of phe-
nomena itself. It is the Geist which offers the Gemiit the freedom of
the possible, stripping it of its determinations, and providing it with

a future which it owes to nothing but itself.

* Kritik der reinen Vernunfs. Cassirer. HI. p. 461. [Critique of pure reason, op. cit., p. 609.]
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b) We now understand that anthropology renders an empirical
psychology impossible, as well as a knowledge of the mind® that
could be developed entirely on the level of nature. Without the
“belebendes Prinzip,” it would only ever have access to a mind that
is asleep, inert, dead—which would make it a “physiology” minus
the life. The Preface to the 1798 text attests to this: the possibility
of a nonpragmatic anthropology is acknowledged in theory, as
having a place within the general system of knowledge of man. But
while it is announced in the name of a structural symmetry, as a
content of knowledge it is rejected: the study of memory as a sim-
ple fact of nature is not only futile, it is impossible: “All theoretical
speculation about this is a pure waste of time.”* The presence of the
Geist and, with it, this dimension of freedom and of totality which
transcends the Gemiit, ensure that the only true anthropology is a
pragmatic anthropology, where each fact is placed within the open
system of Konnen and Sollen. And Kant only wrote one kind.

c¢) Given these conditions, might not the Geisr have something
to do with this enigmatic “nature of our reason,”** which is also in
question in the Dialectic and the Methodology of Pure Reason? An
unsettling notion. The movement of the Critique, having reached its
summit, would seem to be sent abruptly back in the direction of the
empirical, toward a realm of facts where man would be entirely
given over to the most originary form of passivity. All of a sudden,
the transcendental would be relieved of its duties, and the condi-
tions of experience finally be brought back to the originary inertia
* Anthropology, Preface, p. 3.

** Kritil der reinen Vernunft. Cassirer. 111. p. 456 and p. 536. [The reference mark to this
footnote is not indicated in the text, but in all likelihood it refers to this point. See 7he

Critique of Pure Reason, op. cit., p. 605 and p. 673.]
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of a nature. But does this “nature of our reason” play the same role
here as the nature of human understanding in Hume, that of the
first explanation and the final reduction? For the moment, let us
simply note a structural analogy between this “nature” that urges
reason “to venture to the outermost bounds of all cognition by
means of mere ideas in a pure use,”* without itself containing “orig-
inal deceptions and semblances™* (is this not, after all, nature pure
and simple?), and the concrete life of the mind as it is described in
the Anthropology. For it, too, is animated by a spontaneous move-
ment which repeatedly exposes it to the danger of being played by
its own game, but which is always played in an initial innocence.
Both are always on the point of losing, and breaking free from,
themselves but in their proper movement remain nevertheless, “the
highest court of appeal for all rights and claims.”**

d) If this analogy is well-founded, we are justified in asking
whether the Geist, which emerges within the confines of anthro-
pological reflection, is in fact secretly indispensable to the
structure of Kantian thought; something like the seed of pure rea-
son, the deep-rooted origin of its transcendental illusions, the
infallible judge of its return to its legitimate domain, the principle
of its movement within the empirical field where the faces of truth
ceaselessly appear one after another. The Geisr would be that orig-
inary fact which, in its transcendental version, implies that the
infinite is never present, but always in an essential retreat; and, in
its empirical version, that the infinite is what animates the move-
ment toward truth and as the endless succession of its forms. The
*Ibid., p. 536. [The Critique of Pure Reason, op. cit., p. 673.]

**1bid., p. 456. [The Critique of Pure Reason, op. cit., p. 605.]
*** Ibid., p. 456. [Ibid.]
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Geist is at the root of the possibility of knowledge. And, because
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