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Abstract

Henry E. Allison is doubtless one of most important Kant-interpreters in the
contemporary English-speaking world. He has studied Kant’s Philosophy for over 30
years since his trandation of The Kant-Eberhard Controversy in 1973. His interests
cover the whole range of kantian philosophy, including: (1) theoretical philosophy
(Kant’s Transcendental Idealism, 1983), (2) practical philosophy (Kant’s Theory of
Freedom, 1990), (3) aesthetics (Kant s Theory of Taste: A Reading of The Critique of
Judgement, 2001). There are many merits of his discourses on Kant’s philosophy.
Firstly, he tries to use more precise terminology to reconstruct Kant’s argument in
such a way that makes modern reader accessible. Secondly, in his writing, he
reviews amost all the important relevant literatures with regard to his Kant’s
interpretation. Thirdly, he claims that Kant’s philosophy should not be treated as the
problem of history of philosophy, but as a viable philosophical system. On this
account, his interpretations stand always in center of various controversies, and get
many critics from Kant’s expert.

His interpretation of Kant’s theory of freedom will be subject of this project,
which may be the most criticized by the others. He divides Kant’s theory of freedom
into two different periods, namely the period of semi-critical mora theory around
1781 and the mature theory in second Critique. In the first part of Kant’s Theory of
Freedom, Allison tries to develop the first period of Kant’s theory of freedom based
on the texts of first Critique. His main thesis is following: In this period, Kant tries
to construct a theory of rational agency based on the concept of practical freedom. In
the third part of Kants Theory of Freedom, Allison argues further that Kant
developed new theory of freedom in order to justify the use of practical freedom, and
the center of this justification lies in the concept of transcendental freedom. Allison
clam that Kant failed to solve the problem of transcendental freedom in
Groundwork, but succeeded in second Critique. He called Kant’s argument
“Reciprocity Thesis”.

Two subjects will be researched in this project: (1) what kind of arguments has
Allison offered for Kant’s theory of freedom? (2) what kind of arguments has been
offered by his critics? Besides, | will survey both sides impartially and give my own
comments.

Keyword: practical freedom, transcendental freedom, categorical Imperative,
rational agency, reciprocity thesis
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G ﬂm PR BATBEAY PEPELEARRER - BT A AR
PIpE > A2 R r ¥ - BIRALEE— S (ustify)isB RA? F a3y 33
FiEBRE A - FFUFEERAFNRMNET L cQREEFEI DT R
WFEL o b P AR E AR LSRR ﬂﬁf%mikﬂw ? Reath 335 17 41
;15'75— BreFEpd ﬁk,af;t$(th|cker)mi5€%a d PEE #ZfRATS BRI B
N Y - BREBRABRKERY { iR OmL— BEAZHZpd ppReEa
g Ea p e %k plang & (anautonomous law-giving will, Reath 1993,427) » % %
A b ARt AR o
e 4] 3 Reath e0% - Bhw 4.1 Reath sife3maz = & T4 P g
{7 5 RREE FES R (orden) AR F 0 it de 2 b oo R B AR
P EREEHEOTR P RALRE LESNE LR wﬁnﬁ?— Fé (first
order)m/%v Pl TR 15 A% - ri(second orden) R P v BB F & ES
(Allison 1996, 115) < B v % = BE - Bk~ hd oh > L7 5 'fff B ELEED
FEADFRT G PAEY BRALKD D BN m%é R AR
P EEATRNPES Y RT A AP RGP R R T LA

11



e % f2 135 (Allison 1996, 116) iz ¥ ¥ T 2 — T 4 A i JRo 3t Reath
poedRanfEi A S WA GRS R A ] a0 B R R R Reath
BEH-Bpe 2Rl inaFliiaoEs TR Lgkpd > 2d 3
HR-BAEDRIINP P PELSENFARDRNZT oA LR R AR
;]1]% - ‘?

e ] A “f TR R P BREREL Y b ARMHE L B
#1991 & en- A '—ﬁ«;@*“”"; Fdeme - BEREDTH (“On the
Presumed Gap in the Derivation of the Categorical Imperative”) - f¢ 41 & s # Bruce
Aune (Kant s Theory of Morals 1979) 12 2 Allen Wood (Hegel s Ethical Thought 1990)

SRR EERE FH& el g LNl gEART g - B R B
2pz o Pl AiEE 2 ¢ 4% > Aune fr Wood #3eh% B B4 (F 75
THEAR) s FALRET REA(F P H) P R AR R ER

FHEA 200 B AR A IR0 F Aune fr Wood #73 i F £ (Allison 1996,
144) - Aune #5 it shZ Hfo Wood # = — $k c Auneshz M It g (GEARTS L B A #HD)
- &P - ﬁia"z‘nifw’?‘ F ')%?%14”‘@1 P Es TRl TS SNy - B REE
LN REG - BT F5 Sy i Pl4p 242 (conformity of actions to
universal Iaw assuch) KR BAH R FRE N TZ 4 Nl ekt r%ét
A g N R AFFIAPRELL-FL B FRNE R BEPF
# | (I ought never to act except in such a way that | can also will that my maxim
should become a universal law); Wood B35 P chZz B NI s 87 b a3 4
Fedt b iR Z AN RELZOD- AEF - BEEG G Fye R Ay e
Rl 25 (22— faery 7 RiLF FEHA 5 o HEA BRI R o ﬁf&ﬂﬂa
2 “LF'“ﬂ s t/!uﬁ’i%— BREDERZTENY - BL A SRR~
BEH e PH&HER S BRAA(F - #) ve & TR@EAHE Tk 5 A
F- BRAAEEMEaGER] > 23 4 N - i K 7 e X 1154 Aune b'“ra‘;q A1 e
J2p # - (conformity) 3] 4 i i B ch5 R4 (Allison 1996, 150) - F@ 41| #3235 Wood #
MenZ AR Y B LA o 3G BT E AR - BEH PEM
N H WG ez Pl4g = B 5 3 HIE E%“'fﬁ*&i‘i‘?’ T H h EAL A
B pod LG A Tt DR B e $E R ] e indl i o Wood 7 1997 & $t (R
Awmfepd B GITTBTE2HGY ) HFFELRG S v i BN AL
FIP s cnz F L BAARRE LA ARRE DR AT L - R4 p L
w7 & e 7 1 (Wood 1997, 604) -

Pl 42 Wood £ 4 e ¥ — Bddd £ 4 1998 2 en (B~ 7 ) ® > J. Marina
FE-REF TRAE S AN AT P EL T, ( “Kant s
Derivation of the Formula of the Categorical Imperative: How to Get it
Right” ) o < ¢ s Allison (g (AT B AH) ¥ 2B 3 Mo
HEL P @ (% - 2)) g P E & g0 Marina 3 % > E\"ﬁ;ﬁﬁﬁ %3
ML e R E A B
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ol G B AT IR 2 e BB R e B Y
FPABHERATE 20 P2 E- BINL cRPHENERRB AL
ke DA% A | (transcendental Idealism)i® i — B % 5L E4L
pd G2 FRAEEY TARBEALG  BAzanol g%k, 8 T2E% ) »iF
A nFEE L LA M -

ThERELAG B Tsmkd 2 TIPH | B ie AR 07 B iRE

FEFPHEEKREO- B » R B a2l FRERES BHEE ks (D)
BRHLEFET FREH e (2)F f8k Lzl o2 fra o
Mot izz BE G ﬁ,ﬂ’f‘ijfa—‘ rﬂ?[f% M xz‘éijﬁ’mp 2o P iz s B2

ek & ’*rs;rsg’ug(ﬁa«'m&ﬁ m;fn@’f’f*— RN R IS
B A RAGRROL P 0 2 ERAM R T A5 T e R
kg i E{MWJmgm;éaﬁ_gf&ﬁvfg&ffé@ BRIt F LT P AR
B o
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