IMMANUEL KANT

Correspondence

The purpose of the Cambridge Edition is to offer translations of the
best modern German editions of Kant’s works in a uniform format
suitable for Kant scholars. When complete, the edition will include all
of Kant’s published writing and a generous selection of his unpublished
writings such as Opus postumum, handschriftliche Nachlass, lectures, and
correspondence.

This is the most complete English edition of Kant’s correspondence
that has ever been compiled. The letters are concerned with philosoph-
ical and scientific topics, but many also treat personal, historical, and
cultural matters. On one level the letters chart Kant’s philosophical
development. On another level they expose quirks and foibles, and
reveal a good deal about Kant’s friendships and philosophical battles
with some of the prominent thinkers of the tme: Herder, Hamann,
Mendelssohn, and Fichte.

What emerges from these pages is a vivid picture of the intellectual,
religious, and political currents of late eighteenth-century Prussia, in
which there is much to be learned about topics such as censorship, and
the changing status of Jews and women in Europe.

Among the special features of this volume are: a substantial intro-
duction, detailed explanatory notes, a glossary, and biographical
sketches of correspondents and a considerable number of people re-
ferred to in the letters.

This major endeavor will be of importance not only to Kant scholars
but also to historians of the Enlightenment and of eighteenth-century
Prussia.






THE CAMBRIDGE EDITION OF THE WORKS
OF IMMANUEL KANT

General editors: Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood

Advisory board: Henry Allison
Reinhard Brandt
Ralf Meerbote
Charles D. Parsons
Hoke Robinson
J. B. Schneewind

Theoretical Philosophy, 17551770
Critique of Pure Reason
Theoretical Philosophy after 1781
Practical Philosophy
Critique of Fudgment
Religion and Rational Theology
Anthropology, History, and Education
Natural Science
Lectures on Logic
Lectures on Metaphysics
Lectures on Ethics
Opus postumum
Notes and Fragments
Correspondence






IMMANUEL KANT

Correspondence

TRANSLATED AND EDITED BY

ARNULF ZWEIG

5.2 CAMBRIDGE
% UNIVERSITY PRESS




PUBLISHED BY THE PRESS SYNDCATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE
The Pitt Building, Trumpington Street, Cambridge, United Kingdom

CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS
The Edinburgh Building, Cambridge ce2 2ru, UK http://www.cup.cam.ac.uk
40 West 20th Street, New York, Nv 1oo11-4211, USA  http://www.cup.org
10 Stamford Road, Oakleigh, Melbourne 3166, Australia

© Cambridge University Press 19gg

This book is in copyright. Subject to statutory exception
and to the provisions of relevant collective licensing agreements,
no reproduction of any part may take place without
the written permission of Cambridge University Press.

First published 1999
Printed in the United States of America
Typeface Janson Text 10/12 pt. System DeskTop Pro,,,® [BV]

A catalog record for this book is available from
the British Library.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Kant, Immanuel, 1724-1804.

[Correspondence. English. Selections]
Correspondence / Immanuel Kant ; translated and edited by Arnulf
Zweig.

p. cm. - (The Cambridge edition of the works of Immanuel
Kant)

ISBN 0-521-35401-3 (hb)

1. Kant, Immanuel, 1724-1804 — Correspondence. 1. Zweig, Arnulf.
II. Title. IIL Series: Kant, Immanuel, 1724-1804. Works.
English. 1992.

B2797.44 1999
193 ~ de21
[B] 98-30476

ISBN O §21 35401 3 hardback



Contents

General Editors’ Preface

Acknowledgments

Introduction

IX
12

13

14
15

Letters before 1770

1749
To Leonhard Euler, August 23, 1749 [-]

1759
From Johann Georg Hamann, July 27, 1759 [11]

To Johann Gotthelf Lindner, October 28, 1759 [13]
From Johann Georg Hamann, 2 letters, dates uncertain,

1759 [14/15]
From Johann Georg Hamann, late December, 1759 [17]

1762
From Maria Charlotta Jacobi, née Schwinck, June 12, 1762

[25]

1763
To Johann Heinrich Samuel Formey, June 28, 1763 [27]
To Charlotte von Knobloch, August 10, 1763 [29]

1765
From Johann Heinrich Lambert, November 13, 1765 [33]
To Johann Heinrich Lambert, December 31, 1765 [34]

1766
From Johann Heinrich Lambert, February 3, 1766 [37]
To Moses Mendelssohn, February 7, 1766 [38]
To Moses Mendelssohn, April 8, 1766 [39]

1768

To Johann Gottfried Herder, May g, 1768 [40]
From Johann Gottfried Herder, November, 1768 [41]

vii

page xv

45
47
55

57
61



16

17
18
19
20
21
22

23
24

25

26

27
28
29
30
31
32

33
34
35

37

39
40
41

42
43

Contents

1769
To Simon Gabriel Suckow, December 15, 1769 [47]

Letters 1770-1780

1770
To Johann Heinrich Lambert, September 2, 1770 [57]
From Marcus Herz, September 11, 1770 [58]
To Marcus Herz, September 27, 1770 [59]
From Johann Heinrich Lambert, October 13, 1770 [61]
From Johann Georg Sulzer, December 8, 1770 [62]
From Moses Mendelssohn, December 25, 1770 [63]

1771
To Marcus Herz, June 7, 1771 [67]
From Marcus Herz, July 9, 1771 [68]

1772
To Marcus Herz, February 21, 1772 [70]

1773
To Marcus Herz, late 1773 [79]

1774
To Johann Georg Hamann, April 6, 1774 [86]

From Johann Georg Hamann, April 7, 1774 {87]
From Johann Georg Hamann, April 8, 1774 [88]
From Johann Caspar Lavater, April 8, 1774 [90]

To Johann Caspar Lavater, April 28, 1774 [99]

To Johann Caspar Lavater, after April 28, 1774 (100}

1776
To Christian Heinrich Wolke, March 28, 1776 [109]
To Johann Bernhard Basedow, June 19, 1776 [110}
To Marcus Herz, November 24, 1776 [112]

1777
To Marcus Herz, August 20, 1777 [120]

1778
To Johann Gottlieb Immanuel Breitkopf, April 1, 1778 [133]
To Marcus Herz, early April, 1778 {134]
To Marcus Herz, August 28, 1778 [140]
To Marcus Herz, October 20, 1778 [141]
From Marcus Herz, November 24, 1778 [143]

1779
To Marcus Herz, January, 1779 [145]

To Marcus Herz, February 4, 1779 [146]

eee

I0I

107
109
I12
113
120
122

126
128

132

139

142
144
147
149
152
154

156
158
I59

162

165
166
168
170
171

173
174



45

47

48

49
50
51
52
53
54
S5

57

58
59

60
61
62

69
70
7I
72
73
74
75

77

Contents

Letters 1781-178¢g

1781
To Marcus Herz, May 1, 1781 [164]
To Marcus Herz, after May 11, 1781 [166]
To Johann Erich Biester, June 8, 1781 [168]
To Johann Bernoulli, November 16, 1781 [172]

1782
From Johann Heinrich Kant, September 10, 1782 {180]

1783

From Moses Mendelssohn, April 10, 1783 [190]
From Christian Garve, July 13, 1783 [201)

To Christian Garve, August 7, 1783 [205]

To Moses Mendelssohn, August 16, 1783 [206]
From Johann Schultz, August 21, 1783 [208]
To Johann Schultz, August 22, 1783 [209]

To Johann Schultz, August 26, 1783 {210}
From Johann Schultz, August 28, 1783 [211]

1784
To Friedrich Victor Leberecht Plessing, February 3, 1784
[218]
To Johann Schultz, February 17, 1784 [221]
From Friedrich Victor Leberecht Plessing, March 15, 1784
[226]
From Friedrich Victor Leberecht Plessing, April 3, 1784 [228]
To Theodor Gottlieb von Hippel, July 9, 1784 [232]
From Christian Gottfried Schiitz, July 10, 1784 [233]

1785
From Christian Gottfried Schiitz, February 18, 1785 [237]
To Christian Gottfried Schiitz, September 13, 1785 [243]
From Moses Mendelssohn, October 18, 1785 [248]
From Johann Erich Biester, November 8, 1785 [251]
From Christian Gottfried Schiitz, November 13, 1785 [253]
To Christan Gottfried Schiitz, late November, 1785 [256]

1786
From Christian Gottfried Schiitz, February 17, 1786 [259]
To the Philosophical Faculty, February 20, 1786
From Marcus Herz, February 27, 1786 [260]
From Ludwig Heinrich Jakob, March 26, 1786 [264]
To Johann Bering, April 7, 1786 [266]
To Marcus Herz, April 7, 1786 [267]
From Friedrich Gottlob Born, May 7, 1786 [269]
To Ludwig Heinrich Jakob, May 26, 1786 [273]
From Johann Erich Biester, June 11, 1786 [275]

ix

179
180
182
185

188

190
191
195
201
204
206
207
209

212
214

216
218
221
222

226
228
230
232
234
237

240
241
242
245
249
251
252
254
255



78
79
8o
81
82
83

89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97

99

100
I0I

102
103

104

105
106

107

108
109

Contents

1787
To Christian Gottfried Schiitz, June 25, 1787 [300]
To Ludwig Heinrich Jakob, September 11 [?], 1787 [303]
From Carl Leonhard Reinhold, October 12, 1787 [305]
From Johann Cristoph Berens, December §, 1787 [310]
To Marcus Herz, December 24, 1787 [312]
To Carl Leonhard Reinhold, December 28 and 31, 1787 [313]

1788
From Carl Leonhard Reinhold, January 19, 1788 [318]
To Carl Leonhard Reinhold, March 7, 1788 [322]
From Christian Gottfried Schiitz, June 23, 1788 {330]
From Meyer, September 5, 1788 [333]
To Johann Schultz, November 25, 1788 [340]

1789
From Heinrich Jung-Sdlling, March 1, 1789 [346]
To Heinrich Jung-Stilling, after March 1, 1789 [347]
From Marcus Herz, April 7, 1789 [351]
From Salomon Maimon, April 7, 1789 [352]
From Johann Benjamin Jachmann, April 15, 1780 [354]
To Carl Leonhard Reinhold, May 12, 1789 [359]
To Carl Leonhard Reinhold, May 19, 1789 {360]
To Marcus Herz, May 26, 1789 [362]
From Johann Heinrich Kant, August 21, 1789 [373]
To Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi, August 30, 1789 [375]
To Johann Wilhelm Andreas Kosmann, September, 1789
(3771
From Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi, November 16, 178¢ [389]
From Johann Gottfried Carl Christian Kiesewetter,
December 15, 1789 [394]

Letters 1790-1794

1790
To Johann Gottfried Carl Christian Kiesewetter, February g,
1790 [405a]
To Ludwig Ernst Borowski, between March 6 and 22, 1790
[411]
To Johann Gottfried Carl Christian Kiesewetter, March 235,
1790 [413a]
To Frangois de la Garde, March 235, 1790 [414]
To Johann Gottfried Carl Christian Kiesewetter, April 20,
1790 [419]
From Johann Gottfried Carl Christian Kiesewetter, April 20,
1790 [420]
From Ludwig Heinrich Jakob, May 4, 1790 [426]
From Salomon Maimon, May g, 1790 [427]

261
262
264
268
270
271

274
277
278
281
283

287
289
291
293
295
296
303
311
316
318

321
322

326

335
337

339
341

343
344

347
350



110
III
112
113

114

115
116

117
118

119

120
121

» 122
. 123

124
12§
126
127
128

129

130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
< 143
144

145
146
147
148
149
150

Contents

From Salomon Maimon, May 15, 1790 [430}
To Johann Friedrich Blumenbach, August 5, 1790 [438]
To Abraham Gotthelf Kistner, August § [?], 1790 [439]

To August Wilhelm Rehberg, before September 25, 1790

[448]
From Abraham Gotthelf Kismer, October 2, 1790 [451]

From Johann Benjamin Jachmann, October 14, 1790 [452]

To Johann Friedrich Reichardt, October 15, 1790 [453]

1791
To Christoph Friedrich Hellwag, January 3, 1791 [461]
To Johann Friedrich Gensichen, April 19, 1791 {466}

From Johann Gottfried Carl Christian Kiesewetter, June 14,

1791 [474]
From Maria von Herbert, August, 1791 [478]

From Ludwig Ernst Borowski, August [?] 1791 [479]
From Johann Gottlieb Fichte, August 18, 1791 [482]
From Johann Gottlieb Fichte, September 2, 1791 [483]
To Ludwig Ernst Borowski, September 16, 1791 [485]
From Salomon Maimon, September 20, 1791 [486]

To Karl Leonhard Reinhold, September 21, 1791 [487]
To Jacob Sigismund Beck, September 27, 1791 [488]
To Jacob Sigismund Beck, November 2, 1791 [496]
From Jacob Sigismund Beck, November 11, 1791 [499]

1792
To Jacob Sigismund Beck, January 20, 1792 [§00]
To Johann Heinrich Kant, January 26, 1792 [503]
To Johann Gottlieb Fichte, February 2, 1792 [504]
From Johann Heinrich Kant, February 8, 1792 [505]
From Johann Gottlieb Fichte, February 17, 1792 [506]
To Christian Gottlieb Selle, February 24, 1792 [507]
From Johann Erich Biester, March 6, 1792 [508]
To Maria von Herbert, Spring, 1792 [510]
From Jacob Sigismund Beck, May 31, 1792 [515]
From Johann Erich Biester, June 18, 1792 [518]

To Prince Alexander von Beloselsky, Summer, 1792 [519]

To Jacob Sigismund Beck, July 3, 1792 [520]
To Johann Erich Biester, July 30, 1792 [522]
From Johann Gottlieb Fichte, August 6, 1792 [523]

To the Theological Faculty in Konigsberg, late August, 1792

[526]

From Jacob Sigismund Beck, September 8, 1792 [527]
To Rudolph Gottlob Rath, October 16, 1792 [536]

To Jacob Sigismund Beck, October 16 {17], 1792 {537]
To Ludwig Ernst Borowski, October 24, 1792 [540]
From Jacob Sigismund Beck, November 10, 1792 [545]
From Salomon Maimon, November 30, 1792 [548]

351
354
355

356
359
361

370

372
375

377
379
380
381
382
386
387
389
391
394
396

398
401
402
404
406
407
409
411
414
416
417
420
422
423

425
426
433
434
436
438
440



151
152

153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162

163
- 164
165
166

167
168

170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181

182
183
184
185
186

Contents

To Jacob Sigismund Beck, December 4, 1792 [549]
"To Johann Benjamin Erhard, December 21, 1792 [552]

1793
From Maria von Herbert, [January] 1793 [554]

From Johann Benjamin Erhard, January 17, 1793 [557]

To Elisabeth Motherby, February 11, 1793 [559]

To Carl Spener, March 22, 1793 [564]

To Abraham Gotthelf Kiistner, May, 1793 [572]

To Carl Friedrich Stiudlin, May 4, 1793 [574]

To Matern Reuf}, [May, 1793] [575]

To Friedrich Bouterwek, May 7, 1793 [576]

To Johann Gottlieb Fichte, May 12, 1793 [578]

From Johann Gottfried Carl Christian Kiesewetter, June 15,
1793 [580]

To Jacob Sigismund Beck, August 18, 1793 [584]

From johann Gotdieb Fichte, September 20, 1793 {591]
From Johann Erich Biester, October 3, 1793 [596]

From Johann Gottfried Carl Christdan Kiesewetter,
November 23, 1793 [605]

From Salomon Maimon, December 2, 1793 [606]

To Johann Gottfried Carl Christian Kiesewetter,
December 13, 1793 [609]

From Johanna Eleonora Schultz, December 22, 1793 [612]

1794
From Maria von Herbert, early 1794 [614]

To Karl Leonhard Reinhold, March 28, 1794 [620]
To Johann Erich Biester, April 10, 1794 [621]

To Johann Erich Biester, May 18, 1794 [625]

From Jacob Sigismund Beck, June 17, 1794 [630]

To Jacob Sigismund Beck, July 1, 1794 {634]

From Friedrich August Nitsch, July 25, 1794 [636]
From Friedrich Wilhelm II, October 1, 1794 [640]

To Friedrich Wilhelm II, after October 12, 1794 [642]
To Francois Théodore de la Garde, November 24, 1794 [643]
To Carl Friedrich Stiudlin, December 4, 1794 [644]
From Samual Collenbusch, December 26, 1794 [647]

Letters 1795-1800

1795
To Friedrich Schiller, March 30, 1795 [656]

To Carl Leonhard Reinhold, July 1, 1795 [668]

To Samuel Thomas Soemmerring, August 10, 1795 [671]
To Samuel Thomas Soemmering, September 17, 1795 [679]
To Johann Gottfried Carl Christian Kiesewetter, October 15,

1795 [683]
From Sophie Mereau, December, 1795 [689]

xii

450
453
455
456
457
458
459
461
462

463
464
465
467

468
470

471
472

474
476
477
478
479
481
483
485
486
489
490
493

497

499
500
5ot

502
503



188
189
190

191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200

. 201

202
203

204
20§
206
207
208
209
210
211
212

213

214
215

Contents

1796
From Matern Reuf}, April 1, 1796 [699]
From Conrad Stang, October 2, 1796 [715]
To Johann Heinrich Kant, December 17, 1796 [731]

1797
To Johann August Schlettwein, May 29, 1797 {752]

From Jacob Sigismund Beck, June 20, 1797 {754]

From Johann Heinrich Tieftrunk, June 20, 1797 [755]
From Jacob Sigismund Beck, June 24, 1797 [756]

To Christian Gottfried Schiitz, July 10, 1797 {761]

To Johann Heinrich Tieftrunk, July 12, 1797 [762]
From Christian Weiss, July 25, 1797 {764]

To Jacob Axelson Lindblom, October 13, 1797 {783]

To Johann Heinrich Tieftrunk, October 13, 1797 {784]
From Johann Heinrich Tieftrunk, November §, 1797 [787]
To Johann Gottlieb Fichte, December, 1797 [789]

To Johann Heinrich Tieftrunk, December 11, 1797 [790]
From Marcus Herz, December 25, 1797 [791]

1798
From Johann Gottlieb Fichte, January 1, 1798 {794]
To Johann Schultz, January 9, 1798 [795]
To Christoph Wilhelm Hufeland, February 6, 1798 {796]
To Johann Heinrich Tieftrunk, April 5, 1798 {805]
To Friedrich Nicolovius, May 9, 1798 [807]
From John Richardson, June 21, 1798 [808]
From Christian Garve, mid-September, 17¢8 [819]
To Christian Garve, September 21, 1798 [820]

To Johann Gottfried Carl Christan Kiesewetter, October 19,

1798 [821]
From Johann Gottfried Carl Christian Kijesewetter,
November 25, 1798 [827]

1800
To Friedrich Nicolovius, April 2, 1800 [855]
To Johann Gottfried Carl Christian Kiesewetter, July 8,
1800 (867]

Public Declaration concerning Fichte’s Wissenschaftslebre,
August 7, 1799

Biographical Sketches
Glossary
Index of Persons

xiii

505
506
508

510
512
516
517
520
523
524
526
527
529
534
536
539

541
542
543
544
546
547
549
(12

553

554

557

557

559

563
617

633






General Editors’ Preface

Within a few years of the publication of his Critigue of Pure Reason in
1781, Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) was recognized by his contempo-
raries as one of the seminal philosophers of modern times — indeed as
one of the great philosophers of all time. This renown soon spread
beyond German-speaking lands, and translations of Kant’s work into
English were published even before 1800. Since then, interpretations
of Kant’s views have come and gone and loyalty to his positions has
waxed and waned, but his importance has not diminished. Generations
of scholars have devoted their efforts to producing reliable translations
of Kant into English as well as into other languages.

There are four main reasons for the present edition of Kant’s writ-
ings:

1. Completeness. Although most of the works published in Kant’s life-
time have been translated before, the most important ones more than
once, only fragments of Kant’s many important unpublished works
have ever been translated. These include the Opus postumum, Kant’s
unfinished 7agnum opus on the transition from philosophy to physics;
transcriptions of his classroom lectures; his correspondence; and his
marginalia and other notes. One aim of this edition is to make a
comprehensive sampling of these materials available in English for the
first time.

2. Availability. Many English translations of Kant’s works, especially
those that have not individually played a large role in the subsequent
development of philosophy, have long been inaccessible or out of print.
Many of them, however, are crucial for the understanding of Kant’s
philosophical development, and the absence of some from English-
language bibliographies may be responsible for erroneous or blink-
ered traditional interpretations of his doctrines by English-speaking
philosophers.

3. Organization. Another aim of the present edition is to make all
Kant’s published work, both major and minor, available in comprehen-
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General Editors’ Preface

sive volumes organized both chronologically and topically, so as to
facilitate the serious study of his philosophy by English-speaking
readers.

4. Consistency of translation. Although many of Kant’s major works have
been translated by the most distinguished scholars of their day, some
of these translations are now dated, and there is considerable termino-
logical disparity among them. Our aim has been to enlist some of the
most accomplished Kant scholars and translators to produce new trans-
lations, freeing readers from both the philosophical and literary pre-
conceptions of previous generations and allowing them to approach
texts, as far as possible, with the same directness as present-day readers
of the German or Latin originals.

In pursuit of these goals, our editors and translators attempt to
follow several fundamental principles:

1. As far as seems advisable, the edition employs a single general
glossary, especially for Kant’s technical terms. Although we have not
attempted to restrict the prerogative of editors and translators in choice
of terminology, we have maximized consistency by putting a single
editor or editorial team in charge of each of the main groupings of
Kant’s writings, such as his work in practical philosophy, philosophy of
religion, or natural science, so that there will be a high degree of
terminological consistency, at least in dealing with the same subject
matter.

2. Our translators try to avoid sacrificing literalness to readability.
We hope to produce translations that approximate the originals in the
sense that they leave as much of the interpretive work as possible to
the reader.

3. The paragraph, and even more the sentence, is often Kant’s unit
of argument, and one can easily transform what Kant intends as a
continuous argument into a mere series of assertions by breaking up a
sentence so as to make it more readable. Therefore, we try to preserve
Kant’s own divisions of sentences and paragraphs wherever possible.

4. Earlier editions often attempted to improve Kant’s texts on the
basis of controversial conceptions about their proper interpretation. In
our translations, emendation or improvement of the original edition is
kept to the minimum necessary to correct obvious typographical errors.

5. Our editors and translators try to minimize interpretation in
other ways as well, for example, by rigorously segregating Kant’s own
footnotes, the editors’ purely linguistic notes, and their more explana-
tory or informational notes; notes in this last category are treated as
endnotes rather than footnotes.

We have not attempted to standardize completely the format of
individual volumes. Each, however, includes information about the
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context in which Kant wrote the translated works, a German-English
glossary, an English-German glossary, an index, and other aids to
comprehension. The general introduction to each volume includes
an explanation of specific principles of translation and, where neces-
sary, principles of selection of works included in that volume. The
pagination of the standard German edition of Kant’s works, Kant’s
Gesammelte Schriften, edited by the Royal Prussian (later German)
Academy of Sciences (Berlin: Georg Reimer, later Walter de Gruyter
& Co., 1900-), is indicated throughout by means of marginal numbers.
Our aim is to produce a comprehensive edition of Kant’s writings,
embodying and displaying the high standards attained by Kant schol-
arship in the English-speaking world during the second half of the
twentieth century, and serving as both an instrument and a stimulus
for the further development of Kant studies by English-speaking read-
ers in the century to come. Because of our emphasis on literalness of
translation and on information rather than interpretation in editorial
practices, we hope our edition will continue to be usable despite the
inevitable evolution and occasional revolutions in Kant scholarship.

PaurL Guyer
ALLEN W. Woob
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Introduction

ARNULF ZWEIG

Kant’s century cultivated letter-writing as an art form. In an age long
before telephones, letters were often a necessity even for casual com-
munication with friends and neighbors. But many supposedly private
letters were clearly intended for the reading public, and many writers —
scientists, philosophers, biographers, novelists — used the medium of
letters to present their work. Lessing and Lichtenberg published “let-
ters” on art, Euler and Lambert on physics, Reinhold and Schiller on
philosophy and literature. Goethe, F. H. Jacobi, and Rousseau com-
posed Briefromanen, novels in the form of letters, and one of Kant’s
first biographers, R. B. Jachmann, employed the format of “letters to a
friend” to depict Kant’s life and personality. Important literary feuds
and exchanges such as the so-called pantheism controversy between
Moses Mendelssohn and Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi were carried on, at
least in part, in the style of personal correspondence.!

One might therefore expect Kant too to have written his letters with
an eye to posterity, composing them with polished elegance and preci-
sion. But that was not the case. Kant’s private letters were indeed
private.? Most of them were written hastily, often after much procras-
tination, and usually in response to some specific question, obligation,
or business — a recommendation for a student, a letter of introduction
for some traveler, instructions to a publisher,’ sometimes simply a
polite acknowledgment of someone else’s letter a year earlier or an
expression of thanks for a shipment of his favorite carrots and sausages.
Direct, humorless, unadorned by any flights of literary imagination,
the letters seldom manifest any sense of pleasure on the part of their
author, who clearly regarded letter-writing as a chore and a distraction
from more serious work. Though some letters do have significant
philosophical content, on several occasions he explicitly refused to
allow them to be published, even those addressed to a correspondent
of stature such as Moses Mendelssohn or the scientist-philosopher
J. H. Lambert.*

A good many of the extant letters, it must be admitted, are devoid
of philosophical, historical, or biographical interest. Yet a considerable
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number are either philosophically rewarding or fascinating and treas-
urable for non-philosophical reasons. Some show the origin of Kant’s
problems and the evolution of his thinking, the Entstebungsgeschichte or
working out of the Critical Philosophy. Some reveal aspects of Kant’s
personality and character, and that of his contemporaries. Others, im-
portant for an understanding of Kant’s place in the history of philoso-
phy, show Kant’s response — and sometimes his lack of response - to
questions raised by his disciples and critics. Their questions and astute
criticisms — and misunderstandings ~ often parallel those voiced in our
own times.

Since Kant corresponded with some of the leading thinkers of his
day and with people close to centers of political power and ferment,
his correspondence sometimes provides a perspective not only on phil-
osophical and scientific debates — debates over the possibility of a priori
knowledge, the nature of space, time, and matter, the possibility of
vindicating religious beliefs — but also on important cultural and politi-
cal conflicts of the late eighteenth century: the struggle over religious
censorship, academic freedom, freedom of conscience, and, more gen-
erally, the competition between defenders of “reason” and the Enlight-
enment on the one hand and their various antagonists - political reac-
tionaries, romantic visionaries, religious zealots, and Sturm und Drang
champions of faith and feeling — on the other. Occasionally the letters
offer eyewitness accounts of political tarmoil. A former student writes
to Kant of the chaos he sees in his travels through France, a year after
the fall of the Bastille;’ another reports on the marital and spiritualist
escapades of Friedrich Wilhelm II in Berlin.® We observe also the
embattled enlighteners’ frustration and loss of power in the last decade
of the eighteenth century, under pressure from religious zealots, polit-
cal reactionaries, and young romantics committed to “the disease of
feeling,”” or to what Kant derides as Schwirmerei.?

I. THE LETTERS

History of the Letters’ Publication®

Ignoring his wishes, Kant’s friends and disciples began to gather up
and publish his letters almost from the moment of his death, and the
task of assembling and editing them continued for over a century.
Kant’s friend L. E. Borowski included a few letters in his 1804 biogra-
phy,'® as did F. T. Rink, Kant’s erstwhile dinner companion and editor
of some of his lectures.!! A colleague of Kant’s in Dorpat, G. B. Jische,
who edited and published Kant’s lectures on logic in 1800, attempted
to recover Kant’s letters from various correspondents, asking that they
be sent to Kant’s publisher Nicolovius in Konigsberg. But these letters
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did not appear in print until Karl Morgenstern obtained Jische’s col-
lection and published some of it in the Dérptischen Beitriigen. Others in
the nineteenth century brought out partial collections, e.g., F. Sintenis
in the Altpreufische Monatsschrift. in 1878. A study of Kant’s remarkable
correspondence with Maria von Herbert — remarkable for its human
interest and for Kant’s moralizing — appeared there in 187¢. Kant’s
correspondence with one of his ablest students, J.S. Beck, letters
which, along with Kant’s letters to Marcus Herz, contain the deepest
philosophical discussions to be found in the correspondence, was pub-
lished by Reicke, Dilthey, and Diederichs in 1885.12

In 1900, the Prussian Academy (Koniglich Preufischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, abbreviated “Ak.” in this volume) published the first
two volumes of what we refer to as the Akademie edition of Kant’s
Briefwechsel. A third volume appeared in 19o2. Since Reicke, the editor,
died in 1905, the preparation of a fourth volume, containing explana-
tory notes, alternative drafts, and a truly impressive amount of back-
ground material, the volume which was to become Volume 13 of the
complete Akademie edition, was taken over by Paul Menzer and Rose
Burger. These scholars worked for the succeeding two decades until,
in 1922, they were able to bring out all four volumes, Ak. 10-13,
including additional letters that had come to light after the 1910 print-
ing.13

While acknowledging that the publication of Kant’s letters, espe-
cially those disclosing intimate personal matters (such as Kant’s diges-
tive problems and constipation or his unflattering opinions about sup-
posedly close friends) would not have met with Kant’s approval, the
editors of the Akademie edition, aiming at scholarly exhaustiveness,
included every available letter, draft, or scrap of correspondence they
could find. The resulting Volumes 10-13 of the Akademie edition
contain over 2200 pages, 9o3 letters or fragments of letters, 288 from
Kant, 621 to Kant, and over 600 pages of explanatory notes. It is this
1922 edition that is the principal source for the present translation,'*
as it was for the translator/editor’s 1967 anthology, Kant’s Philosophical
Correspondence: 1759—99.

The Selection of Letters

The present collection more than doubles the number of letters in the
editor/translator’s earlier volume."s The collection aims to include all
letters from Kant that have substantial philosophical content along
with most of the letters addressed to Kant that are philosophically
noteworthy. In addition to the correspondence with Herz and Beck
already mentioned, the most important letters of strictly philosophical
interest from Kant are those addressed to Johann Caspar Lavater,
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Johann Schultz, Karl Leonhard Reinhold, Christian Gottfried Schiitz,
and Johann Heinrich Tieftrunk. Letters to Kant, from these and some
other correspondents, show how Kant’s doctrines and arguments were
understood or misunderstood. Some letters have been included because
they reveal strikingly and sometimes amusingly the joys and sorrows of
academic life in Kant’s day — not so different from our own - its fads,
academic rivalries, competition for students and promotions, etc. We
see Kant’s students, worshipful disciples, and hostile critics as they
reveal themselves or are gossiped about by their peers. Some letters,
from strangers, show how Kant was perceived — often reverentially, but
sometimes belligerently — by readers who were not necessarily scholars
or philosophers. Jung-Stilling, for example, renowned as a cataract
surgeon and writer of devotional poetry, thanks Kant for restoring his
religious faith and saving him from the despair engendered by deter-
minism, while another physician, Samuel Collenbusch, challenges Kant
to explain how his moral philosophy differs from that of the Devil!

A few of the people who make an appearance in these letters are
familiar names in the history of philosophy: Fichte, Herder, and Moses
Mendelssohn, for example. Others, such as J. S. Beck, Hamann, and
Lambert, were also significant thinkers in their own right. Some im-
portant literary contemporaries of Kant — Goethe, for example — are
not represented at all, while others such as Wieland and Schiller did
correspond.with Kant but only in businesslike tones. Many correspon-
dents — Maria von Herbert, Marcus Herz, Salomon Maimon, Carl
Leonhard Reinhold, Johann Schultz, to mention only a few, might well
be forgotten but for their connection to Kant. Quite apart from their
philosophical importance or unimportance, however, they are interest-
ing thinkers and interesting people — some of them blessed or cursed
with lives and thoughts full of drama and spiritual turbulence, some-
thing that cannot be said of Kant’s own. Letters from or about promi-
nent intellectual and literary figures — Jung-Stilling, Lavater, Sophie
Mereau, Swedenborg, Jacobi, Lichtenberg, Kistner, various members
of the Berlin Academy — enable us to see Kant in the context of the
cultural life of his era.

Otto Schondorffer remarked in his Preface to the Philosophische Bib-
liothek collection of Kant’s letters, “Every selection has something sub-
jective about it.”'6 Schéndorffer was explaining his own choice of let-
ters from the Akademie edition, but his observation holds for the
present collection as well. Not all of the letters selected here can be
justified as “objectively” significant. The editor’s “subjectivity” shows
itself in the inclusion of some letters and persons — e.g., a business
letter asking that the Jew Isaac Euchel be permitted to teach Hebrew
at the university, a letter from Kant’s sister-in-law thanking him for his
gift of an instructional book on housewifery, a letter from the poet

4



Introduction

Sophie Mereau, soliciting Kant’s contribution to a new literary journal
— that may be intrinsically unimportant and were very likely deemed
unimportant by Kant himself. Yet these seemingly trivial letters, and
some offhand remarks by Kant in other letters, are of interest to a late
twentieth-century reader for reasons that Kant and his contemporaries
could not have foreseen: they tell us something about the equivocal
position of women and Jews in the “enlightened” Prussia of Kant’s
time, the mixture of tolerance, paternalism, and contempt for them
displayed by Kant, his friends, and his opponents.'” A casual anti-
Semitic comment by Kant, on the one hand, his affection for Marcus
Herz and recommendation of Euchel, on the other, point unwittingly
to Kant’s own inconsistent attitudes toward the Jews he encountered:
respect for emancipated, “enlightened” Jews (as long as they remained
appropriately deferential) but disdain and repugnance for the assertive
Jew whose academic or commercial ambitions, allegiance to orthodox
religious practices, or lack of civility makes him “the vampire of soci-
ety.”'® Letters, biographical sketches, and editorial notes concerning
Jewish intellectuals such as Mendelssohn, Herz, Maimon and Euchel,
as well as non-Jews who supported or mocked them — the philo-Semitic
Eberhard on the one hand, the anti-Semitic Lavater on the other — are
historically and in a broad sense philosophically interesting, quite apart
from their metaphysical and epistemological discussions, especially to
a post-Holocaust reader.

Some letters, trivial or routine in themselves, reveal something
about the status of women in Kant’s thinking and in Kant’s world.
Sophie Mereau and Maria von Herbert are not important names in the
history of philosophy, but their letters — and Kant’s reaction to them —
are moving and revealing. We observe or can infer Kant’s ambivalence
about the advancement of women, especially intellectual, imaginative
women, an ambivalence surprising in a philosopher renowned for
championing universal “respect for persons.” We see also, especially in
his letter to Maria Herbert, what Kant really respects and values in
human beings and in human life. The insights into Kant’s Weltanschau-
ung that we obtain from these letters are not perhaps different from
those we could distill from his ethical writings, but here they are
presented in concrete, personal terms, as one human being speaking to
another.

II. KANT’'S LIFE AND CAREER

Kant’s Family

Kant was born on April 22, 1724, in Konigsberg, East Prussia, a city
now under Russian rule and renamed Kaliningrad. His family, stem-
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ming originally from Scotland, was poor but not destitute: Kant’s
father was a harnessmaker. His contribution to Kant’s early education
was an insistence on work, honesty, and especially the avoidance of
lies. Kant’s mother played perhaps a more active role in his upbringing,
inspiring a respect for his parents’ religion — a version of Pietism that
rejected the intellectualism, formal ceremonies, and devotional obser-
vances of orthodox Lutheranism!® and instead encouraged prayer,
moral earnestmess, and the seeking of a personal, heartfelt relation to
God through a conversion experience or “rebirth” that would trans-
form one’s life. Though Kant’s attitude toward Pietism became at least
ambivalent if not altogether hostile, some of the uncompromising se-
verity of his later moral philosophy, the demand that human beings
strive for “holiness,” must certainly be attributed to Frau Kant’s in-
struction and example. Kant’s family was not an emotionally close one,
at least on his part. As we might expect, the sense of obligation took
the place of warmth. According to his friend and biographer Borowski,
Kant often expressed gratitude and respect for his parents. “Never, not
a single time, did I hear from my parents an improper word, or see
them behave unworthily,” he told Borowski. In a letter to Kant’s
brother, late in their lives (December 17, 1796, Ak. [731]), Kant speaks
of fulfilling the “duty of gratitude” to their parents for the good
upbringing he and his siblings had received.

Kant’s four siblings were all younger than he; an older sister, Regina
Dorothea, born 1719, is listed in the family album but nothing further
is known of her. The three remaining sisters supported themselves as
servants until they married. The oldest, Maria Elisabeth, born January
2, 1727, married a shoemaker named Christian Kréhnert. He divorced
her in 1768, whereupon Kant supported her with an annual stipend
until her death in the summer of 1796. She was for many years an
invalid. On her death, Kant doubled this stipend, to provide for her
children and grandchildren. Another sister, Anna Luise, born February
1730, died in January 1774. Her husband, Johann Christoph Schultz,
was a toolmaker. Kant’s youngest sister, Katharina Barbara, born Sep-
tember 1731, was married to a wigmaker named Teyer or Theuer. She
died in 1807, having been well maintained by Kant in an old people’s
home, St. Georgs-hospital, for fifteen years. One biographer reports
that she was a capable woman who helped take care of Kant in his last
days. All the sisters appear to have been illiterate (they signed their
names with an X). Kant had little to do with them and did not often
speak of them, though they lived in the same town.?® Their “lack of
culture” made conversation unsatisfactory to him, though, according
to his biographers, he was not ashamed of them. (He may have been
angered, Karl Vorlinder conjectures, at their demanding more support
from him, in the early years of his professorship, than he could supply.)
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Nor was Kant ever close to his brother, Johann Heinrich Kant (1735-
1800). An early letter from him?' chides Kant for not answering his
letters. He tells Kant that he is going to write his own answer and send
it to Kant for Kant’s signature!

Johann Heinrich, from whom we have several letters, attended the
university and became a private tutor in Kurland, then rector of a
school in Mitau, 1775, and, in 1781, a county pastor in Altrahden. His
letters give us a nice picture of what that sort of life was like. He and
his wife, Maria, née Havemann, had five children. Although Kant seems
never to have met his sister-in-law or her children, he left them a
generous legacy. (He had earlier given 100 thaler to each of Kronert’s
children on the occasion of their marriages.)

Kant’s Education and Early Career

Very litde of Kant’s early life and thinking can be inferred from the
correspondence, but we have the reports of his friends and first biog-
raphers to provide a sketch.?? In 1732, when Kant was eight years old,
he was enrolled in the Collegium Fridericianum, where, his mother
hoped, young boys were taught to be not only clever but pious. He
remained until 1740 when he entered the university. The Latin in-
struction that he received at the Fridericianum must have been excel-
lent: Kant enjoyed reciting various Roman poets and essayists from
memory throughout his life. The rigorous religiosity of his teachers at
the Fridericianum, on the other hand, left him with an aversion to
organized religion that also remained a permanent part of his character.
He vowed he would never set foot inside a church again, once he had
graduated, and he seems to have kept this promise.

The director of the Fridericianum at that time, Franz Albert
Schultz, a follower of Christian Wolff, was also the Kant family’s
pastor. He became Kant’s patron, enabling him to attend the univer-
sity. Notwithstanding Kant’s dislike of church services, Kant initially
enrolled as a theology student, and he at least toyed with the idea of
becoming a pastor. According to Borowski (in the biographical sketch
that Kant himself read and generally approved) it was “weakness of his
chest” that discouraged him from such a career. (How serendipitous
for the history of philosophy that sermons required more lung power
than did lectures on epistemology!) Kant’s most important teacher at
the umiversity was another Wolffian, Martin Knutzen, who taught him
philosophy and mathematics and introduced him to the works of New-
ton. Kant also heard physics lectures from an ecclesiastical administra-
tor named Teske.?

For several years prior to his final examinations and certification as
a university lecturer, Kant’s impoverished circumstances forced him to
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take positions as private tutor in various households in and near Ké-
nigsberg. In 1755, he received his promotion to “Magister,” the Pri-
vatdozent status that licensed him to lecture but, apart from students’
fees, carried no salary. He supported himself by offering lectures on
logic, metaphysics, physics, mathematics, as well as natural law, ethics,
natural theology, anthropology (psychology), and physical geography.
We can infer how depressing this teaching schedule, and Kant’s pov-
erty, must have been to him from a remark in his letter to his friend
Lindner, October 28, 1759, Ak. [13]: “. .. I sit daily at the anvil of my
lectern and guide the heavy hammer of my repetitious lectures, always
beating out the same rhythm. Now and then I am sdrred up some-
where by a nobler inclination, a desire to extend myself somewhat
beyond this narrow sphere; but the blustering voice of Need immedi-
ately attacks me and, always truthful in its threats, drives me back to
hard work without delay...I make do finally with the applause I
receive and the benefits I derive from that, dreaming my life away.”

But for the so-called silent decade of 1770 to 1781, when Kant was
at work on the Critique of Pure Reason, the list of his publications grew
steadily from 1754 onwards (his first published essay was “Thoughts
on the True Estimaton of Living Forces,” 1747). Yet Kant remained
a lowly instructor for fifteen years. He applied for various professor-
ships but would not consider positions away from Konigsberg. On the
death of Martin Knutzen in 1756, Kant sought unsuccessfully to as-
sume his teacher’s position, Extraordinarius (i.e., associate professor) of
philosophy. In 1758 the professor of logic and metaphysics died, but
his position went to Friedrich Johann Buck, a more senior Privatdozent
than Kant. Kant might have had the professorship of poetry, vacated
by a death in 1764 - officials in Berlin inquired whether he was inter-
ested — but Kant felt that this was not his proper subject. While waiting
for the philosophy professorship he coveted, Kant took a job as assis-
tant librarian of the royal library in order to supplement his modest
income. Finally, in 1770, Buck vacated his chair in philosophy to
become Professor of Mathematics, and Kant, at age 46, received the
appointment, Professor of Logic and metaphysics.?* A year earlier, in
1759, Kant had received his first offer of a philosophy professorship,
but it came from Erlangen, not Konigsberg.?® The notes to Kant’s
reply to Suckow? (who had submitted the offer), provide the details of
Erlangen’s offer and of Kant’s efforts to obtain the Konigsberg ap-
pointment. Kant gives various reasons for his rejecting Erlangen: his
anticipating a position at home, his ties to his hometown and his circle
of friends and acquaintances, his concern about his weak health and his
need for physical and psychological repose, best found in his old home.
One additional reason is offered: his aversion to change.

We hear him speak again of his reluctance to move in a letter to
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Marcus Herz, April 1778, Ak. [134], some years after his promotion to
professor. Kant writes, “All change frightens me . ..” The phrase oc-
curs in the course of an insightful, even poetic account of his own
character and temperament: “You know that I am not much moved by
the thought of profit and applause on some grand stage. A peaceful
situation that just satisfies my need for a variable diet of work, reflec-
tion and social intercourse, a situation in which my spirit, hypersensi-
tive but in other respects carefree, and my body, more troublesome but
never actually sick, can both be kept busy without being strained - that
is all T have wanted and that is what I have managed to obtain. All
change frightens me, even one that might offer the greatest prospect
of improvement in my circumstances. And I think I must obey this
instinct of my nature if I am to spin out to greater length the thin and
delicate thread of life which the Fates have spun for me.”?’

Kant’s academic life during his remaining 34 years was, in contrast
to his philosophical career, routine. Relieved of financial hardship, he
gave up his post as librarian in 1772. In 1780 he was elected to mem-
bership in the academic senate. At various times, whenever it was his
turn, he served as dean or Dekan of the philosophical facuity. In 1786
and again in 1788 he became rector of the university, a position full of
tedious distractions from the thinking and writing that constituted his
real vocation. Academic honors came to him, but so too did reproaches
and denunciadons. In 1787 the Royal Academy of Sciences in Berlin,
which had recognized him as early as 1763 by awarding him second
prize, after Moses Mendelssohn, for his Inquiry concerning the Distinct-
ness of the Principles of Natural Theology and of Morals, made Kant a
corresponding member of the Academy. Ten years later, the Russian
Royal Academy of Sciences, in St. Petersburg, did the same, as did the
Accademia Italiana di Scienze, Lettere ed Arti in Siena in 1798. But in
Marburg a Kabinettsordre was issued, August, 29, 1786, forbidding lec-
tures on Kant’s philosophy in the university there? and from Berlin, in
October 1794, a command from Friedrich Wilhelm II condemning
Kant’s teaching and publishing on religion.?” The order accuses Kant
of “misusing his philosophy to distort and disparage many of the
cardinal and foundational teachings of the Holy Scriptures and of
Christianity,” and names Kant’s book, Religion within the Limits of
Reason Alone, as especially pernicious. On October 14, 1795, the King,
or rather his ministers Woliner and Hillmer, issued an order to the
academic senate in Konigsberg forbidding all professors to lecture on
Kant’s book.

With the death of Friedrich Wilhelm II in November 1797, Kant
felt himself released from his promise to conform to the censorship
edict. Promise keeping and obedience to authority were always two of
his firmly held principles, but, perhaps disingenuously, he found a way
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of interpreting his own words, “as your Majesty’s most loyal subject,”
that, whether sincere or not, overcame whatever misgivings he may
have had about again publicizing his views. The promise of obedience,
Kant claimed, had been a personal one, made to an individual, not to
the world. The previously censured work, Religion within the Limits of
Reason Alone, had appeared in 1793, a second edition, with a new
preface and many added notes, in 1794. Now Kant could publish his
final thoughts on religion,*® in The Conflict of the Faculties, published in
the fall of 17¢8.

I11. LETTERS BEFORE THE CRITIQUE OF
PURE REASON

Letters up to the Inaugural Dissertation

Kant’s letters before 1770 do not discuss his writings very much,
though some are at least mentioned. His early publications included a
number of scientific essays, the most famous of which is the Allgemeine
Naturgeschichte und Theorie des Himmels, (Universal natural history and
theory of the heavens, 1755) that anticipated Laplace’s nebular hypoth-
esis by 41 years.’! Kant’s “Only Possible Argument in Support of a
Demonstration of the Existence of God,”?? the informal “Observations
on the feeling of the beautiful and the sublime,” and the ant-
Swedenborg Dreams of a Spirit-Seer,** 1766, aroused the attention of
the Popularphilosopben in Berlin. Less so his essay on the concept of
negative magnitudes, 1763, but his essay on the different methodolo-
gies required by metaphysics and mathematics, “Inquiry concerning
the distinctness of the principles of natural theology and morality,”
was recognized by the Berlin Royal Academy as almost as worthy as
Mendelssohn’s prize-winning essay. While the correspondence before
1770 tells us little about Kant’s philosophical development — for that
one must read his letters to Marcus Herz from 1772 onward - there
are interesting exchanges with J. G. Herder and J. H. Lambert, the
former foreshadowing Herder’s subsequent alienation from his teacher,
the latter disclosing Kant and Lambert’s shared interests in the reform
of metaphysics and a certain commonality of approach to this project.
Herder, who had revered Kant while auditing his lectures, shows that
he is already at odds with the sober, unemotionally cool disposition of
his mentor, and Kant shows how little he appreciates the younger
man’s restless, independent mind. In his letter to Herder, Kant also
mentions making progress on “the metaphysics of morals,” a work
Kant hoped to complete within a year. (In fact Kant’s Groundwork to
the Metaphysics of Morals did not appear until 1785, the Metaphysics of
Morals not until 1797.)
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