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Kant’s Compatibilism
GONG Rui

(School of Humanities, China University of Political Science and Law)

Abstract: There are two interpretative approaches to Kant'scompatibilism, which respectively
correspond to two sorts of interpretation of transcendental idealism. One is “two worlds”

’ interpretation

interpretation represented by Allen Wood, and the other is “two perspectives’
represented by Henry Allison and Hud Hudson. But these interpretations miscomprehend the
essentials of Kant’s argument. The first part states that Kant held a kind of the empirical causal
principle, which is at least conceptually nonexclusive to the idea of free will. The analysis in this part
is partly devoted to the consequence argument suggested by Van Inwagen. The second part analyzes
Kant’s conception of action according to Kant’s thesis that the action is based on the intellectual
cause, and the essence of action is not the consequence of action as phenomenon. Thus, the freedom
of action and the necessity of nature can be reconciled in Kant’s transcendental idealism. The second
part also specifically refutes Hudson’s explain of Kant’s theory of action and briefly compares Kant
with Donald Davidson’s theory of action. Combining with the concepts of “intellectual character” and
“empirical character”, the third part encapsulates Kant’s theory of compatibility into the proposition
of “I determinate the determinations which determinate me”. Integrated with some important notions
such as “starting by self”, “timelessness”, “the ability to do alternative things” and “imputation”,
this part also gives a detailed account of the significance of Kant’s theory. The result shows that Kant
provided a powerful and detailed solution to the puzzles that baffled philosophers who speculated on
the compatibility between freedom and nature, and this solution may also be the most easily accepted
program.

Keywords: compatibilism, empirical causation, action, intellectual cause, intellectual

character, empirical character
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