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thank Wiss Hehn for her help, guldance and useful criti-
cism during the writing of uy thesis .

I want to thank Herrn FProf. Tr. H. Zeltner of
the Department of Philosophy of the University at Frlangen
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lectures on Kant.
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typing the manuscripbs.
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In order to facilitate the reading of the thesis,
reference to direct quotes from Kant's writings will
be given immediately after the quote.,

In referring to the Critique of Pure Reason I

am following the traditional method, the first edltion
belng referred to as "A", and the second as "B", I will
quote from N.K., Smith's translation. A quote from Kant's
Critique of Fractlcal Reason will be indicated by the

)

abbreviation "Pr.R." referring to the translation by

Le.W. Beck. "M.W." 1s the abbreviaticn I will use %o

refer to Kant's Fundamental FPrinciples of the Metaphysics

of Bthlcs translated by T,¥. Abbott. "C.J." will refer

to Kant's Qriticque of Judgement transiated by J.H. Bernard.

"R" is the abbreviation for Religion Within the Iimits

of Reason Alone translated by T.M. Greene and H.H. Hudson.

Erlangen, FedoTs

June, 1968
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I. INTRODUCTION

This thesis is an attempt to analyse the theo-
retical Idea of God as described in Kanbt's Gritique of

Pure Reason and the practlcal Postulate of God as gilven

in Kent's Critigue of Practical Reason, proving that for

Kant, these two ¢oncepts of God were in essence, identical.
Lest this be Jjust enother thesis where an apparent
problem is created, and then easily solved, it might be
well to very briefly outline this problem.
| Por Kant,qideas have a threefold meaning. Flrst
of all, the theory of Idsas forms the basis of the old
transcendental metaphysics, which Kant destroys in the

"Dialectice" of the Critique of Pure Reason. We shall not

be concerning ourselves with this meanlng because for
Kant, this kind of theoretical objective meaning of Ideas
is nonexistent and the result of an illusion.

Secondly, Ideas have meaning as regulative
principles of theoretical reason. They are a kind of
hypothesis assumed in the interest of extending our
scientific knowledge, and glving to this knowledge a

systematic unity essential to reason. This proper

1 Adickes, Kanb und die Als-Ob Prhilogophie 77
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theoretlcal use of Jdeas is considered in the "Dialectic®

of Kant's Critioue of Pure Reason.

Thirdly, these Ideas acqulre meaning as Postulates
of practical resson. Here they are postulated as condlitions
of the fulfillment of the highest good, the alttainment of
which is commanded by the moral law. This practical use
0of the Ideas i1s discussed in the "Dlalectic" of Kant's

Oritlique of Practical Reason.

We shall be concerned with the last two meanings
ageribed to the Idea. The problem is already seen in the
fact that the Ideas are called by a new name in their
practical use, The Ideas are used very differently in
each case. Thelr nature is very different. Thelr status
differs. 1In fact, the differcnces are so numerous, thab
the most obvious conclusion one comes to is that Xant is
speaking of two entlrely different concepts. This thesls
will disprove the latter conclusion. In analysing these
two concepts of God, I wish to prove thabt in gpite of
their differences, which will also be elaborated on. in
ny argument, there is an underlying unity.

In the course of my argument, a number of side
issues will be clarified at the same time. These are,
as 1t were, the by products of my thesis.

i@ will come to see Kant's own theory of the
nature and use of the concept of God.

We will also defend Kant's genius by showing that



he stays true to his epistemology and does not contradict
himgelf by first proving that God can't be an object of
knowledge, and then later reinstating him as knowable.

This is a very common criticism and is beautifully illus-
trated by the German writer, Heinrich Heine in an essay
describing the history of religion and philosophy in Germany.2

After the tragedy {of disproving Gadj comes tune
farce, Imnmameel Kanbt, t1ll now, has played the
paxrt of an unyielding philosopher; . . » bhe ruler
of the world swims senseless in his blood; there is
now no more sll-encompessing mercy, no fabtherly
kindness, no future reward for present privations;
the immortality of the soul lles in its last agonies
~ death rattles and groans - and old Lampe [Kant's
servant) stands by with his umbrella under his srm,
as a sorrowing spectator, the sweat of anguish and
tears running down his face, Then Immanusel Kant
takes pibty and shows that he is not only a great
philosopher but also a good man. He redonsiders
and half good-naturedly and helf-lronically he
says, '7ld Lampe must have a God, since otherwise
that poor man cannot be happy - but pesople ought to
be happy on earth - that is clalmed by practical
reason -~ Well, for all I ¢are, let practical reason
guarantee the existence of Gods' In the course of

- this argument Kant distinguishes between theoretlcal
and practical reason, and with the latter, as with
a magle wand, he resurrects the dead body of delsm
which theoretical reason had killed,

Heine claims that the sbove may explain Kent's
change. Pogsibly the change only is a result of fear
of censorship from Frederick Williem II, the religiously

orthodox ruler of that time. Possibly this was an ex~

2 Weine, Werke, VII, 308 £ (my translation)



pression of genuine belief. Possibly he had disproved

God theoretically only to show how necessary a belief

in God is. Heilne writes:5
He masy have behaved just as wisely as my friend
from Westfallen, who, after he had broken all the
Jlanterns on GrohnderstraBe in Gottingen, then gave
to us, who were standing there in the dark, a long
gpeech about bthe practical necessity of lantexns,
which he had broken theoretically only to show us
that we cannot see without them.

Another illustratlion of this sasme interprebation
of Kant is & peper where the author makes the absurd
comparigon of Kant with Iuther, clai@ing that Kant could
be considered the philosopher sf'Protestantism. "Kant,
indeed put God out of the front door of pure reason and
then let him in the back door of the practi@al_reasana“q

My thesis will destroy the basic essumption of
these illustrations, namely that Keant resurrected a God,
the knowledge of whom he has before denied. My bthesis
will prove that Kent maintained his "aguostic position"
in both of his Gritigue .

I hope to correct the above misconceptions and
misinterpretations of Kant, but these isspes will not
be considered directly butbt wlll be conclusions one could

draw from the context of my argument.

3 Heine, lerke, VII 309 (my translation)
4 TRichards, "Kantian Pnilosovhy and Christian Theology"
355,



I wish to draw attention to a few restrictions
of my argument. The main argument is restricted to a

consilderation of the Critlque of Pure Ceason and the

Gritigue_ of Practical Reason. References to Kant's

other writings will be made but only for the puriose of
clarifying his position in the first two Crltlaoues.

I will not consider Kant's epistemology which
is very iwportant for my thesis. For a thesis of this
sizge, a brief summary of this background would be all
that would be possible, and since this would be next Lo
ugselegs, I will leave it out entirely. Knowledge of
Rant's epistemology ls slmply assumed.

Although the concept of God iz only one of three
Ideas, I will restrict myself to thlis concept only, except
for a brief background to Kant's doctrine of Ideas, where
all the Ideas wlll be consldered., The Idea of freecdonm
will also be btouched on in so far as it is the basis
for the Idea of God.

I will not deal with Kant's treatment of the
classical arguments for the existence of God as glven

in the "Dislectic" of the Critioue of Pure Reason. I

wish rather, to concentrate on Kant's positive doctrine
of the concept of God.
Although a brief outline of the moral argument

will have to be given, I will not plve a detailed apalysis



of it nor evaluate it, as this would be a thesis all in
itsclf. Instead, I wish to concentrabte on the positive
doctrine of the Postulate of God, which is the conclusion
of the argument.
From time to time, I will draw attention to
topice which are ilmportant bubt not crucial for my thesis,
and which will have %o be dropped in order to cut down on
the length of the thesis.
he question before us throushout this thesls
will be; "Does the Idea of God in Kant's fivst Critique refer
to the same concept as the FPosbtulabe of God in the second
Critigue? In order to argue for the bésie identity of
these two concepts of God, I will in Ghépter II consider
how the concept of God arises in both of the Critioues.
In outlining the radically different approaches to the
concept of God, we will have discovered the problem
with which this thesis is cencerﬁed. Doean't the fact )
that XKant comes up wlth a concept of God in such a differ-
ent conbextb A
two distinct concepts of God? My thesis aims to prove
the contrary.
In Chapter ITI I will make a detalled comparison
and analyslis oi the use and nabture of the Idea and the
Postulate of God, arguing that beneath the differences

there is an underlying unity.



Chapter IV will give the basic arguments in
support of my thesis. I wlll also answer objJections

to my thesis and then draw my finel conclusions,



II ©OW DORS THE CONCEPT OF GOD ARISE?

A The Ides of God

1« What is Reason?

Kant distinguishes between three higher faculties
of knowledge. "These are: understanding, judgement, and
reason,” (B 169) The developement of this distinction
is not at all clearly given by Kant. Xanb does not
hold strictly to this division of the mind into facultles,
a claim which I will not prove in this thesls.

I believe there has been much unjust criticism
of Kent's doctrine of the faculties of the mind, enhanced
by & poor translation of the German texbt. "Erkenntnige
vermigen" and "Frkenntniskréfite" are both usually trans-
lated as "faculties of knowledge"., These words really
mean, "cognibive powers or abilities"., The mind performs
different functions which Kant isolated in order to give
a systematic treatment of knowledge., VYithout further
defending bant's distinetion, I wish to consider the
cognitive power of reason.

Reason, like the understanding, "can be employed
in a merely formal, that is, logical manner," as well

a8 in a transcendental manner, where it is in"itselfl



the source of certain concepts and principles". (B 355)
The logical employment of reason consists of inference,
"Reason, considered as the faculbty of a certain logical
form of knowledge, is the faculty of inferring i.e.
Judging mediately.” (B 536)

This is not immediate inference which Kant assigns
t¢ the understanding. In an.immediate inference the
concluglon follows directly from one premiss as, e.g.
'Some men are mortal' follows directly from, 'All men
are mortal'. (B %60)

In a mediate inference there is a major premlss,
@.. 'All men ara,mqrtal‘g as well as a minor premiss,
€afie 'All learned beings are men', from which the con-
clusion follows, e.g. 'All learned beings are mortal'.
(B360) Rant distinsuishes between three kinds of mediate
inferences; namely, one 1n which the major premiss is
hypethetic$l and one in which the major premiss is dig-
Junctive, and one in which the major premiss 1s cabegor~
icals

Kant claims that generally, a Judgement glven to
us as a conclusion "is set as a problem”., (B 361) That
is, if & judgement is given, we look for two other pre-
nisses from which it would follow as & conclusion. As
an example, let us look for the two premisuses from which

our Lormer major premise, 'All men are mortal' would
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follow as conclusion. 'The more general major premiss.
‘would now be, 'All animals are wortalt Then, if we add
the minor premiss, 'All men are animals! our conclusion

f:::llf:rw.m}1

Nlow we could again set up our 'problem' and
look for further premisses from which this new conclusion
would follow, - and so omn. "If the conditioned is given,
a repress in the series of all its conditions is seb us
a8 a btask," (B 526) In doing this, one can see that we
are striving for a certain ultimate premlss from which
all else follows., Thus we bring unity to our manifold
Judgements, "From this we see that in inference, reason
endeavors to reduce the varied and manifold kunowledge
obtained through the understanding to the smallest number
of principles (universal conditions) and thereby to
achieve in it the highest possible unity." (B 361)
"Understanding may be reparded as a faculty which secures
the unity of appearances by means of rules, and reason
a8 being the faculty which secures the unity of bthe rules
of uwndcrstaniing under principles.” (B 559)2

Je have discussed the logical employmenbt of

reason where it seeks "to find for the conditloned know-

ledge, obtained through the understanding, the unconditioned

1 K8rner, Kant 108
2 of. B 362-5, B 672



whereby its unity is brought to completion". (B 364)
Reason also has a trunscendentel employment where it
itself i3 the source of concepts and principles. These
principles ave really based on reason's logical employ-
ment. The above logleal maxim was merely a piece of
loglcal advice telling us what to do if we want to glve
systematic unity to our Judgements, It tellg us that
- to sccomplish this end, we must for every condition,
look for a fuwrther condition, continuing this procedure
in search for an ultimata condition whiech is the uncon~
ditiened. "It is important to note that this useful
maxim does not imply that there is any ultimete, uncon~
ditioned ccnditian;"5
anevér, the supreme transcendentsl principle
c¢laims that there is an unconditioned. It claims there
is & last member in the series of premisses. "Bub this
logical maxin can only become a principle of pure reason
through our assuming that if the condltioned is glwven,

the whole series of condlitions, subordinated to one

1

another - a serles which is therefore itselfi unconditioned

- i3 likewise given, that is, 18 contained ih the object

and 1ts connection." (B 364) Thus for each kind of

% Korner, Kant 109
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pyllogistic ilnference we will reach an unconditioned.
With each unconditioned, Kant identifies one transcen~

dental Ldea.

It can be shown how reason simply by the synthetic
employment of that very funetlon of which 1t makes
use in categorical syllogisms is necessarily brought
to the concept of the absolute unity of the thinking
subject, how the logical procedure used in hypothe-
tical sylloglsms leads to the Idea of the completely
unconditioned in a series of given conditions, and
finally how the mere form of the disjunctive syllo~
gism must necessarily involve the highest concept of
reason, that of a being of all beings., (B 392f)%

Fare reason thus furnishes the IJea for a
transcendental doctrine of the soul, for a transcen-
dental science of the world and finally for a trans—
cendental knowledge of God., (B %91f)

We wlll concern ourselves with the last of these Ideas.
It should be pointed out that these Ideas sre »
really formed from the categories. Kanbt has proved
that the basic concepts for thinking are the categories
and bthese must be used whether or not they apply to
experience.
We must recognize thabt pure and transcendental
concepts can issue only from the understanding.
Heason does not generate any concent. The most

it can do is to free a concept of undersbanding from
the unaveoidable limitations of possible experience

and g0 to endesavor to exbend it beyond the limits of the

empirical.(B 435)
The transcendental Ideas are thus . + « simply
categories extendsd to the unconditioned. (B 436)
For a given conditioned, reason demands on the
gide of the conditions , . ,» absolute totality,

and in so doing converts the cabegory into a transcen-

dental Idea. (B 436)2

4 Cfc B 5‘?9
5 cf. B 379, B 377
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Here it aight be well to briefly ask why reason
comes with these Ideas, Why does 1t proceed to the
unconditloned? Kant very simply and clearly states that
this lg simply a natural drive of reason, "Transcen-
dental Ideas are just as natural to it [reason) as the
categories are to understanding." (B 670) Reason begins
with necegsary principles and conditions of experience,
namely the categories. "Rising with their sid (since
it is determined to this by its own nabure) to ever
nigher, ever more remote conditiouns, it soon becones
aware that in this way « » » its work must always remain
incomplete; and it therefore finds itself compelled to
regort to principles which overstep all possible empliri-
cal employment,." (A, viif) Thus Kant gives a very sub-
Jeotive explanation tfor the "why" of this drlve to the
unconditicned, What this entalls, in terss of the

necessity of the Idea of God, we shall consider later,.

2. The Illusion of Ideas

What is an Tdea? Kant gives us a concise defini-
tion of such a transcendental concept of reason. It is
"the concept of the totality of the condlitlons for any
glven conditioned". (B 379) “his totality of conditions
is only made wnoscible by the unconditisned. This totality
i

[

always itself unconditioned. Thus, "a sure concept

of reason » . . i8 the concept of the unconlitioned



14

conceived as conbaining s ground of the synthesis of
the conditioned”., (B 379) "They are not arbitrarily
invented; they are imposed by the very nature of reason
itself, and therefore stand in necessary relation to
the whole employment of understanding.” (B 384)

In another nasgsage vhere Xant also seems Lo
be giving a deflnition of an Tdea, he says something
radically different. "I understand by Idea a nscegsary
concept of reason to which no corresponding object can
be glven in sense experience.” (B 383) Ideas are not
derived from expericence, as the apoéterisri concepts
are. They are not even applicasble to experience in
terms ol being conditions ol experience as the catego-
ries are., "Bub Ideas are even further removed from ob=-
Jeetive reality than are categories, {or no appearance
can be founi in which they can be represented in conc-
retbo." (B 59%) 1Ideas are neither spplicable #Ho nor
sbstracted from experience. Therefore, bthey have no
objective realil

The whole purvosc of the "Dialectic" 1s to show
that these Ideas cannot be objects of knowledge. "Enow-
ledge iﬂvelvés two factors; first, the concept, through
which an object in gemeral is bGhought (the category)
and secondly, the intuition, through which it 1s given."

(B 146) we can think a concept without an intultion,
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but we can have nc knowledge of it. "The only intultion
possible to us is sensible." (B 146) Thus, knowledge

can only be had of objects of sense experience. There-
fore, we cannot have knowledge of ITdeas which btranscend
experience, One of the main conclusions of the “Analytic"
is G show that knowledge is limited to whatlt is given

in experience., Fant also proves that synthebtic apriori
knowledre of the cabegories ls poscible because they
exoress "the formal conditions of a wnossible experlence”.
(B 666) The "deduction" or justiiicabtion of this as
knowledge, entalls proving that the categories relate

to experience by glving us conditlons of euperience.
Ideas, however, cannot give rise to knowledpe because
they are nelther given to us in experience, nor o

e

abate conditlons of excericnce, "No objective

ety

deduction such as we have been able teo give of the
catepories is stricily spealking, possible in the case
of bvhese iLranscondontal Ideas. " (B 393)6 Our inclina-
tion To bhink that we do heve tnowledse of ldeas, 1is
what Fant calls, "transcendental illusion".(B 349)

The illusion ocecurs exactly in cur inevitably
chansing the logical maxim of reason into a trangcenden-
7/

tal rprinciple of reason, There is nothing wrong in

6 cf. B6Y1 £, B 697 £
9 of. B 364
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reason's sesar h .ur an unconditioned. In fact, this

is necessary lor our understanding of the world. Where
we err, is when we say there really is an unconditioned.
This is an illusion because we are here asserting the
existence of somebthing of which we can have no experience
because il is transcendent. In the "Dialectlce" Kant is
concerned with destroying any claims to a knowledge of
such Ideas which was traditionally considered to be
possible.

However, Kant doesn't only destroy claims to
transcendent knowledge. I reason naturally comes up
with these Ideas, they must serve some useful purpesegg
Some sort of a "deduction of them must be possible,
however greatly (ag we admit) it may differ from that
which we have been able to give of the categories." (B697 f)
This deduction consists of showing how these Ideas can
be used as regulative principles promoting the systematic
unity of knowledge, so0 necessary to reason. It is this
pogitive doctrine that we will primarily concern ourselves
with. How is the Idea of God useful? What is its nature

and status? How does it compare with the Postulate of God?

3 he Idea of God
On the basis of the criteria of knowledce, Kant

rejects the traditional arguments for the existence of

8 ef, B 670 £.



17

God. "All atbtempts to employ reason in theology in any
merely speculative manner are altogether fruiltless and
by thelr very nature null and void." (B 664)

Kant goes on to say that we also cennot disprove
God's existence, for the very same reasons that we cane-
not prove it. "The same grounds which have enabled
us to demonsirate the inability of human reason to main-
tain the existence of such a belng, must sufflce to prove
the invalidity of all counter assertions." (B 669)

We simply cannot have knowledge of God because such a
concept transcends experlience.

But, man does in fact have a concept of a sup-
reme belng, This fact must be accounted for. Where does
man get Ghis Idea of God? There are three sgources which
exactly coincide with the traditional proofs for the
existence of God. All three sources have their basis
in reason's drive to unifly expsrienaé, Reagon follows
a natural course of developement, getiting this Idea first

from physico~theological considerations, then fiom coge-

However, it is the ontological considerations, or "“the
transcendental concept which in all such endegvors
narks out the goal that reason has sebt itself to attain®.

(B 619)

9 etf., B 618 £, B 657
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Reason expresses its true function in followlng
the logical principle of determination, this activity

10 Reason

being based on the disjunctive syllogism.
inevitably changes this into a transcendental principle
of complete determination where we "represent everything
as deriving its own posuibility from the share which
it possesses in this sum of all possibilities". (B 600)
Phis is thought to be the unconditioned condition of sll
particular predicates. This Yens reallssimn” is "there-
fore a transcendental Ideal which serves as basis for
the complete determination thot necessarily belongs to
all that exists., This Ideal is the supreme and complete
material condition of the posslbllibty of all that exists."
(B 604) Xont indicates the unliqueness of the Idea of
God by also calling it an "Ideal",

This in itself wouldn't be sufficlent to make
reason think this Ideal were resl, However, reason
"is impelled from another directlon to seek a resting
place in the regress from the conditioned which 1s

821
L&)

wiven, to the unconditioned". (B 612) Reason, "by its
very nature' is driven, upon seeing conbtingent existence,

to assume the existence of something which is uncon-

10 B 599, - 604
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ditionally néceSSary¢11

Reason ig then naturally driven
to unite this concept with that of sn "ens realissimun®
and thus arvives at a concept of & supreme being which
rust exist by absolute necessity.qg

Beason also, in its attem@t to give causal
explanations of nature, proceeds to an ultimate causality.
"ihis supreme cause we then proceed to regard as
absolutely necessery." (B 618) In so doing, we also
think it to be the most real being. Thus reeson gets
this cencept of od by starting with expericnce, butb
this is completed only when ontological conslidoretions
pre included,

If renson's natural inclination is taken o5 pProOve
ing the existence of God, we arec suffering from an 11llusion.
leason's error consists of moving from its lopical
employnent to a transcendental employment, LKant rejects
the latter as illusory. lowever, he wishes to show
how this Idea of God con serve a useiul function. Kant

» £

simply assuwes that 1i sone O TERTI0N,
it must have a proper use.
This Tdea of God arises again in a different

context, which is very closely related to the above

1 B o112
12 B o114 £,
13 3 670 £,
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considerations. The Idea ol God ig scen as the
ground of the Ldea of systematic unity, 8o essential
LO reanol.

Peason 1s nabturally driven to seck Ythe uncon-

o
l"'l'

ioned whereby its unity is brought Lo completion'.
(B 364) "irom Lhis we see that in inferencé reason
endeavors (o reduce the varie ani manisold knowledg
obtalned through the understanding to the smallest
number of principles (universal conditions) and there-
by to achieve in it the highest possible unity." (B %61)
Reason secures the unity ol rules of underatanding,
just as undzrstanding secures the unity of appearances
L The relation of reason's principles

gystematic unity with the transcend ntal unity of
appercepticn would be an inbteresting and fruitiul study,
but one which cannot be covered in thig thesi

The basic loglcal employment of reason is this

gseavch for the uncondltioned. FReason is always looking
for more baslc eyplanations oi piven phenomena. In
the world,

ras our knowl
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"Tf we consider in its whole range the knowledge
obtained for us by the understanding, we I{ind that what

is peculiarly distinctive of reason in its attitu.e to

14 B 359, B 672, B 692
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this body of snowledpe, is that it prescribes and secks
to achieve its systematlsation, that is, Lo exhibii the
connection of its parts in conformlty with a single
prineciple." (B 673) UFor Kant bthis sctiviby is the
essence of what 1t mesns to be rabional. "The law of
reason which requirves us bto seek for this unity, is a

recessary law, since without it we should have no reason

o

at all, and withoub reason no coherent employment of
the understanding, and in the absence of this no
sufficlent criterion of ewpirical truth.” (B 679)

Bound up with this logical principle of systematic
unity are three other principles. They are the principlés
of homogeneity, specification and continuity of farmsaqg
They are amercly expressions of the principle of systemabic
unity so I will deal only with the latter.

The logical principle however, is based on a
trangcendental vrinciple. Here we see the move already
described in connectlon with reason's drive to the uncon~
ditioned.ﬁé 1i reason works towards unity, it can only
do this succesasfully if there actually is unity in
nature. "It is indeed difficult to understand how

there can be a loglecal principle by which reason prescribes
the unity of rules unless we also presuppose a

15 B 682 £
16 pe 10 £

£
Loe
@
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transcendental principle whereby such a gsystematic
unlty is apriorli assumed to be necessarlly inherent
in the objects." (B 678)ﬂ7 In order to ensure the
rationality of reason's activity "we have no opblon
save bto presuppose the systematlic unity of nature as
objectively wvalld and necessary”. (B 679)

This activity of reason presupposes an Idea of

a whole unified gystem of knowledge based on a system
of nature, "a whole which is prior to the debterminate
knowledge of the paiy.s and which conbains the conditions
that determine apriori for every part its nosition and
relation to the other parts". (B 673) Nature is thus
agsumned not to be & mere aggregate, a summation of parts,
but a whole where the nature of the parts and thelr
relablion to each other arve predetermined by the whole.
This sysbem is the ideal of rationality, an ideal pre~
gupposed as real by virtue of the fact that reason works

.
- bowards unity.qa

This logical prianciple becomes btranscendontal

in another way. The gystematic unlty inherent in nature

presupposes a ground of this unity, nsmely, God, "If

sk
in connection with a transcendental theology, wc 8

first, whether there is anythlng distinct from the world,

17 cf. B 679, B 680, B 689
18 Cassirer, Kant's First Critique 338 ff.
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which contains the ground of the order of the world

and of its connection in accordance with universal laws,
the answer is that there undoubtedly is." (B 723 f)19
T"his is a "transcendental assumpbion® we make in order
to glve a "substratum of bthe greatest possible unity

of experience"., (B 706)

Kant feelsdthe only explenation of such & uni-
fied whole is that some intelligence or other has enter~
tained the Idea of the whole and caused all the parts
to be related te this whole. Systematic arrangement
must be arrangement by design. Systemabtisation is a ration-
al process. The notion of an integrated system is the
ideal of ratiorality. The implication of reason consl-

. dering nabture as redugible to a sysbem, is that nature

"is being treated as 1f it came under the Jurisdictilion

of an dinbelligence causing it to behave in a reasonable

manner", 20
fhis priunciple of systenatic unity really is

the telcological principle which Keant goes on to describe

in his Critigue of Judeement. This claim I won't o on
21

to defend now.

Reason's move from a logical to a transcendental

19 ef. B 703, B 705, B 707, B 709
20 Cassirver, XKant's Mrst Critlque, 344
21 c¢f. B 714, B 719, B O, B Y
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principle of systematic unity is unjustified. Reason
is hers going beyond the sensible world and thus cannot
have knowledge of such a principles, Reason is here suf-
fering from an imevitable illusion,
That this 1s so 1s verified when reason falls
to find the unity in the world it_has assuned to be there,
Kant frequently admlts that recason ean fail in its atbempt
to find unity.=e
Alsio, we cannot tell whebther this unity is nmerely
a subjective nced of reason or whether it really is to
be found in nature. It must be a matter of indifference
to us whether we say nature actually ls =& sysbtem or
whether reasson merely must agsume gystematic unity for

the sake of sclientific kﬂgwledgea3§

Thereiore, thls systematic unity is a mere Ideagj4
In fact, for Kant it is the rrime Idea, the others being
merely grounds of the Idea. The other speculative Ideas
seck "only to Formulate the command of reason' to view
all comnection in the world, "1n accordance with the
principle of a systematic unity". (B 714)

Because we cannot tell if this Idea of systematic

unity is subjective only, or whether it is objectively

22 B 716, B 722, B 728
23 B Y27
24 B 673, B 675, B 689, B 690, 3 691, B 709, B 720, B 723
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grounded in nature, it, with the help of the other ldeas,
is merely seb as a goal, as an endless problem which

we try to reaah.gS The ldea is a'selentific concept of
reason "which contains the end and the form of a whole
system, but which is seb as a problem for reaaon326

It is an Idea "which nowhere exists 1n concreto, but to
which, by many different paths, we endeavor to approxi-
mate”, (B 866) It represents the "logleal perfection
of knowledge", the rational ideal, Reason must pursue
its logical aetivity, with this goal befowe it, a poal
which is & mere Idea dnd must never be allowed o change
into a transcendentel assertion, The nature and use

of these Ideas, we wish to study furbher.

B. The Ebstu;ateroergg

1. What is Practical Reason¥
At times 1t may sound as 1f Kant considers prac-
tical reason to be distinct from theoretical reason,
but I don't think thié is hls position. Fractical reason
s slmply reason working with moral problems. KXant feels
1t ig possible to show the identity of practical reason

fwith the speculabtive reason in a common principle,

for it can ultimately be only one and the same reason

25 Zilian Die Ideen in Kant 34
26 B 860 ' ‘ '
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which has to be distinguished merely in ites application".
M.B. 8) "Now practical reason has the same cognitive
faculty for its foundation as the speculative, so far
as they are both pure veason.” (Pr.R. 92) Here we are
merely conslidering one and the same reason belng used
for different purposesg27 Pure reason has both a specu-
lative employment ag well as a practical employmentega
Reason cen be related to its obJects in two
ways, "elther as merely determining it and its concept
(which must be supplled from elsewhere) or as also making
it actual. The former 1s theorebtical, the latter is
practical kncwlédge of reason”. (B ix £) Objects of
experience arce to theoretical reason what objects of
practical reagon are to practical reason., In the
theoretlcal functlon of reasson, objects had tc bhe given
to the undergbanding by lnbultion, whereas practical
reason ltself produces objects, namely moral choices in
accordance wlth the moral law;gg In the practicel use of
reason, "reason deals with grounds deternining the will,
which 1s a faculty either of bringing forth objects
corresponding to conceptions or of determining itself".

(Pr.R., 15) Practical veason is the will.2C "The will

2? l;’I‘.R. 125

28 B 835

29 cf. Pr.R. 47 £.,, 68
BO PI'?Ri 57
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is @& faculty which can make an object real." (Pr.R. 62)
"The will is conceilved as the faculty of deberwming one-~
self to action in accordance with the conceptlon of
certain laws." (M.7, 54)54

tractical ressorn or the will is directed towards
ciicice in accordance with the moral law, Kant proves
that reason is actually practical by praviné %hat it
need not be deternined by desires. "This Analytiec proves
that pure reason can be practical, l.e, that of itself
and independently of everylhing empirical it can doter=
mine the will." (Pr.R, 45) That reason is practical,
is proved by the consciousness of the moral lew within
us¢52 Rkeason here, as in its theoretical function looks
for an uncenaitioned.55 FPraetical reasson produces the

3 "AS pure prac-

unconiitioned categorical lmperative.
tical reason 1t likewlse secks the unconditioned for
the practically co@ditioned (which rests on inclinations
and natural need) and this uncehdition@& i8 « « » SOUEhE
as the determining ground of the will." (Pr.R. 112)

Because we are influenced, though not determined by

desires, this luperative comes to us in the form of an

?)'1 Cfg F‘ﬁo:ﬁ:é 55

32 Pr.R. 125

3% Pr.R. 111 , M.E. 101
A4 Fre.i. 50 .
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obligation.?> A

perfect will worldn't experience
obligation, Yor us as finite rabional beings, such
holiness of will remains a practical idesl, a goal
towards which we Strive°56

Because the Postulabtes are based on the moral
law, it might be well to conslder che necesnity of the
moral law. Is the worsl law hypothetical for hant? I
chink not. The woral law is a fact. YThe consclousness
of this fundamental law may be called a fact of reason,"”
(irsRe 31) “The moral law is absolutely ﬂecessaryg57

Kant consilders the objection one wmight make by
introducing "a man who ls completely lndiifferent with
regard to moral laws". (B 85Y) Kant answers by claiming
that such an example cannot be produced. "Bven the
nost consummate villaln, has a sense of right and wrong,"
(MaBes 89) It secms to me that Kant mekes the presence
of this meral'law the very definition of rationality.
"ihe human mind (as, I likewise believe, must necessarily
be ithe case with every rational being) takes a natural
intorest in morality.” (B 857n) '"Here we have Lo do,
howevor, with a need of reason arising from an objective

deternlning ground of the will, i.e. the moral law, which

Pr.R. 32 f.
Pr.He. 53
B 851, B 856, B 661, B xxv

A NN
~3 gt



29

is necessarily binding on every rational belng."
(Pre.R. 14%n)§8 The overtirowing cf one's moral
principles would result in one's boecoming abhorrent
in one's own eyes.39 ‘his is apain verified when Kanb
gives us the second formulation of the categorical ime-
peratives "rational nature exists as an ond 1n ltself,"
(WMo iie 56) We may not be able to explaiun why or how the
moral law ls binding on rational beings, bub that it is,
remaing an uvndispubed factg4o
A moral princigle has a formal element as well
as a waterial elemﬁﬁt¢4q The formal element, which we
have discussed above, is the debtermnining ground of the
moral principle. The nmaterial element nust never be
nade the determining ground of the morel law as this
would make 1t a heteronomous principle,42 "The material
of a practical principle 18 the object of the will."™
(Pr,R. 26) Kant claims every volition must have an
Obj@@ﬁw45 "By a concept of an object of @ractical

reason, I understand the Idea of an object as an effect

38 cfe WaFe 91

33 B 85 This reminds us of a very sinilar passage,
B 479, where systematic unity becomes the deflni-
tion of rationality.

40 K,n, 98

44 Pr.it. 26

42 Pr.l. 26, 34, 35, 06

4% Pr.il. 34
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possible through freedom."(Pr.rR53) "The sole objects
of a practical reason are thusg those of good and evil."
(Pr.R. 60) However, there are mrny good things -nd so
there can be many objects of practical reasons

- The primary object of the will 1s the hichest
éeod‘ "Consequently, though the highest zood may be the
entire object of a vpure practical ‘reason, i.e. of a pure
will, 1t is st111l uot to be taken as the determining
ground of the pure will: the moral law alone must be
secn a8 the ground for making the highest sood ond
ites mealization or promotlon the obJect of the pure
wille" (PreR. 11%3) This is another element of practical
reagson's search for the uvunconditioned, Practical reason
not only seeks the unconditioned determining ground of
the will but this unconditlioned "is also sought as the
unconditioned totallty of the object of the pure prac—
tical ressoun under the name of the highest good." (Pr.R. 112)

Fant calls this an "Idea“-g44

Yhat the Idea of systemalic uni is Lo theore-

i
ed

G
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lcal reason, the Idea of the highest 004
tilecal reason. Both are unrealinszitlé ideals ior bthe
finite rational being. Both are necessary objects of

reason. Both are ideals set to us as unending tasks.4b

44 fr.R. 112 .
45 Zilian, Die Ideen in Kaut, 48 f,
cf. B 526, Pr.R. 148, 129
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Both are concepts of a ﬂwhole“f6

Because the Postulate of God is based on this
Idea of the highest good, we must further investigate
its conpection with the moral laws For Kant, these
were simply two sides of one coin. There is no condi-
tional relation between the two. Bach imoplies and is
implied by the other, "8ince, now, the furthering of
the hlghest good « « s+ is an apriorl necessary object
of our willl and ls inseparably related to the moral law,
the impossiblility of the highest good must prove the
falsity of the moral law.™ (Fr.R. 118) The law requires
the highest good ag its cbjecty47 The intercst of reason
in its "practical employment lies in the determination
of the will with respect to the final and perfect end,"
namely the highest good.(Pr.R. 124) <Lhe promotion of
the highest good is merely seen as the subjective effect
of the moral lawg48

The promotion of the highest good is considered

-g..
)

£

ag v, ofm
uvey v
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a duty Just as it is our o 0

<

50

The moral law was secon as absolutely necessary.

The promotion of the highest »ood is based on this sanme

51

apricri necessity.

46 B 673, ProR. 114

47 Pr.R, 140, 5

4.8 “rele ’“'1-69 ef. Pr.R. 126

49 Pr.R. 129, 148, 149n, 130, 134
50 B 851, B 856, B 661, B xxv

51 ProR. 417, 139, 151
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Yant is always careful to point out that the
determining ground of the will is the moral law alcne;gg
However, because the highest good is inseparably con-
nected to the moral law, one could just as well say
that the highest good too is the determiniug ground of
the pure will., XKant does this at one paint§55
I think it is wrong to critiecize Kent for in-
troducing a hedonistic element inbtco his ethics. At
54

least this is not his intention. {lant criticizes
the hedonists for first loocking for an object of the
will, and then waking tinls iato the deternining pround
ol the will.55 Kant avoids thls error because he
first makes the form of the law the debtermining ground
of the will, and then adds the highest good as a
necessary object of the lawﬁ56

The highest good consists of two elemente;
virtue or the worthiness to be heappy, and hapﬁiness.57
Thig 18 the necessary object of the will, a goal, an
ideal towards which we steive, bubt which actually can

never be reallzed by us in this world., The connection

bYe Pretise 113
5% Pr.R. 114
54  Schrader, Rant's Presumed Repullation 234
55 Pr.R. 66
56 Pr.R. 656, 113
7 Pr.R. 14, B o42
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between these two elements isn't analyticgﬁg If the
connection is synthetic an anbtlnomy results. Tilther

the desire for happiness must be the motive of morality
or virtue must be the eificient cause of happiness. The
fivst alternative is ruled out bedause hapinlness caunot
be the determining ground of the will. The second is
imposgsible because the world of nature is independent

of mar's willa59 There is injustice in the world. The

good man isn't always the happy mai.

The solution to the antinomy involves a correc-
Hion of the second alternstive. Yhe second part is
"false only if I assume existence in this world to be
the only wode of existence of a ratlonel beinz". (ireBRe 119)
The fulfillwent of the highest good is thus put beyond
shiia wvorld, It is an Idea whose complebion occurs in .
another world.

Is it necessary that this hirhest good be real~
ized? Obligatlion to promobe the highest good, for Kant,
ertails pogsibility of fulfillment. "Nevertheless, in
the practlical task

oL

of pure reason, l.e. in the necessary
endeavoyr aiter the highest good, such a connection is

N . ko Purther
postulated as necessary: we should see. U0 furfher the

hishest good (which therefore must be at least

58 Pr.Re. 117
59 A:‘:‘ol\]g ,‘i/}x"") .fl ] /129, .!3 (‘Z!)&j
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rossible)". (Fr.R., 129) "Now it was our duby bo promote
the highest good, and it is nobt merely our privilese
but necessity connected with Jdubty as a requisibte to
presuppose bhe possiblility of this highest so0d."{(IPr.R.
130) If the promotion of the highest good is one's
duty, one must then "presuppose" it pOH:lelitYa6ﬂ
But, how is this possible? It isn't poscible
frow a theoretical point of view., Its possibility will
requlre the presuppositlons of the conditions of its

fulrillnent, Bub the fulfillment of the hizhest good

ig itsell a presupp QSlLL0n561 e must assume its pogsi~
62

P W/ ; .
DLLLiLY. The possibllity of the highest good is a
Ything of faith', something which we must promobte in

conformity Go :lubty but which ls trenscendent theoreti-
cally and wust btherzfore be assumed,
"Palth « » « 18 the wmoral atbttitude of reason as
to bellef in that which is unattainable by theore~
tical cognition. It is thereforve the permanent
principl@ of the mind to assume as btrue on aecount
of the GbllﬁdtL)ﬂ in reference to it, that -
is necess. ry o presupoose as condition of i
hizhest moral final purpogse, althourh its pcﬁsi«
bility or impossibllity be alike impossible for us
UO sSee j..i. tOQ"(que ’(..‘ﬂ‘)

Pt such a system of self rewardling morallty 1s only

an Idea.” (3838 )

6U  Pr.R. M8, cfs Pr.R. 149n, 150
1 Pr.H. 148

62 L.l M990

3 5 Ceds 56“31
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the completion of this hipghest good lsu't objec—
tively real from & theoretical point of view. Iiere it
vensains problematical, However, from a practical point
of view we must assume it as rgal or else the whole . moral
law collapses. "The impossibility of the highest good
vust prove the faleity of the woral lew also.® (fr.R. 118)
Here we have a subjective need of reason Lo asswne as
miven, the Iuliillment Of‘& necessary object of the
moral law‘64
T believe it ds at this soint that a hypothebl-
col elemcnt enters into Kant's treatment, Neither the
cat@guriegl imperative nor its necegsary object arve
yrothetical, but’what is hypothetiecal, is the comple-
tion of the highest good. If the highest good is to
be inlfilled, then I must assume its possiblility and
the conditions for ites completion. These condltions

we mush now consider,

- Frs T L WPV T gmeds seou pewm A Vpnam A def . 1
2. The rostulsbes as Conditions of the

Kant glves us a conclse definiticn of a Postulate.
"By a Postulate of pure practlcal reason, I undersband
a theorvetical proposition which is not as such domone

atrable, but which is an inseparable corollary of an
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apriori unconditionally valid practical law." (Pr.R. 127)

A Postulate is an "inseparable corollary” of the moral

law because 1t is the condition of the realization of

the object of the moral law. "A need of pure reason

in 1%s speculative use leads only o hypothesls; that

of pure practical reason, to postulates.” (Pr.R., 147)

e have already seen how reagon in its theorebtical use

strives for the unconditioned bub, because this is

transcendent, this unconditioned must be properly seen

as @ kind of hypothesis, an ldesl which we strive to f

realize but which is in asctuality unrealizables TReason

aturally must assume this 1deal as complete and groun— :

ded in God. "This Idea of God is merely assumed as a |

.

condition of the realizatlon of the systematic unity
of nature wnlch reason also must assume and btowards
which reason 1s striving.

We have a very similar situabtion in the practi-
cal use of reason. Here reason sirives Hto fulfill the
unconditioned highest good, "A need of pure practical
reason, on the other hand, is based on a duty to make
some biing, (the highest good) the obhject of my wlll so
as to promote it with all my strength. In doing so, I
qugt presuprose its possibllity and also its conditions
which are God, frecdom and immortality." (Fr.0. 148)

The first Postulatve, is that of freedom. "For
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speculabtive reason, the concept of freedor was proble~

matic but not impossible." (FPr.l. %) "But thoush I

cannot know, I can yet think freedom." (B xxviili) This

Idea of freedom 1s now glven objective practical realitye65

This connectlon of the Postulate of freedom with the Idea

of freedom I will consider further in the last chapter,
The fact that reason is practical snd glves

rise to an urconditlonal law, proves that we aven't

detersined by the world of sense, which inplies that we

66 The principle of morality ils indep-nient

are free,
from all material of the law, i.e. from all desires.,
Thig is freedom in the negative scnse. Lhe principle

of worality determines cholce by the mere form of a
gliven universal law., This is freedom in the positive
sense;é? "hus freedow and unconditlonal practlcal

law reciprocally lmply esach other." (Fr.R. 29)

We know we are free on the baslis of our moral
expericnce.6$ Thus Kanbk psoes on Lo say that this free-
dom is & fact, just as consciousness of the moral law is
a fact.®? But it still isn't a theoretical fact. It

is a moral faclt, whose nature and reallty will be

65 Ir.R. 139, e¢f. Pr.k., 100, B xxvii n
26 Pr.il. 29, 137

67 Pr.ls 33, cf. IR, 4n

68 B 830

62 Cu.J. 321, Fr.R. 1
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elaborated on later, This moral fact is a Postulate.
Thus I feel Beck is wrong in distinguishing between
freedonm as a condibion of the moral law which is a faect,
and freedom as a Postulaﬁe.7Q Beck failed to see that
"faeticity" here is of a ?eﬁy different sort, than the
facts of real objective theoretical experience., That

this interpretation of LKant is the correct one is wveri-

71

fied by the fact that Xant still calls freedom an Ides,

- N "o
whose objective realilty cannot be ﬁncwn¢2

Kow 1 say every being that cannot act except under the
Idea of freedom is Just for that reason in a practical
point of view really free, that is o say, all laws
which arve inseparably connected with freedon have

the same force Ior him as if his will had been shown
to be free in itself by a proofl theoretically conclu-
glve « « » I adopt this wethod of assuning freedom
nerely as an Jdea which rational beings suproge in
their actions, in order to avoid the neceasity of
proving it in its theoretical aspeoct also, The
former is sufficient for my purpose. (¥.T, 80)

The latter would be impossiblel
Bant seems Lo atbtach wmore ilmportance to the
Fostulate of freedom than to the other Iostulates.

he concept of freedom, in so far as ibts reality

is proved by an apodeletic law of practical reason,
is the keystone of the whole archibtecture of the
syabtenr of pure reason snd even of gpeculabtive reason.
All obther concepts (those of God and immortality)

« » » now abttach themselves to the concept of free-
dom and galn, with it and through it, stability and
objective reality. (Fr.R, 3)

70  Beck, A Commentary, 207 f.
‘7"‘ 5)*1ajtr»¢ 9/‘, ;5, {)8
72 B xxix
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Freedom seems to be more basic, only however,if =e cone-
slder the form of the moral law. If we consider the
material of the woral law, whilch is inseparably related
to the form, than all three Postulates heve equal impor~

tance as conditionsg of the fulfillment of the W

rood. Also, 1f freedom and the uncondiitional practilical

?
law "reciprocally imply each other," the other Iostulates
can he gecn as based on Yhe moral law just as frecdom

ivss1f is a condition of the moral law.

.
The second Pogtulate 1s that of imma:tality,?5

Une element of the Ideal of the hishest ood is virtue

or vorthiness to be hagpy. Conmplcte virbue is never
attailned by finite man. It remains an ideal towards
which we strive, wut whose pos:ibllity we must asuune.
Therefore, we nust assume the conlition of such a reali-
gzation, ‘hich is lwmmortality of the soul.

The third Posbtulate concerns the existence of

tod. We have already considered che necessily of assum-

ing the posioibility of the realizabion of Lhe Lica of
the highest good. lowever, it isn't realizable in actu-

ality hecause nature is independent of man's will and

74

doesn't disbribute happiness in accordance with virtue.

V% Pr.R. 126 fF,
74 Pr.R. 118, 129
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For 1t to be realized, all men would have to be perfect

so that no injustice would occur, bubt this is obviously

not the case,’’
Nevertheless, in the practical task of pure reason,
i.e. in the necessary endeavor after the highest
good, such a connection is postulated as necessary:
we should seek to further the highest good (which
therefore must be at leagt possible). Therefore
also the existence 18 postulated of a cause of the
whole of nature, itself distinct from nature, which
conbains the ground of the exact colpncidence of
happiness with morality. (Pr.R. 129)

Iz a deduction of this Postulabte of God possible?
Obviously not! PFrom a theoretical point of view this
Postulate is transcendent and therefore illusory. Kant
doesn't see this &8 a theoretical proof of God's exis-
tence., "This moral argument does not supply any objec-
tively valid prooi of the Being of God," (C.J. 30Tn)

The highest good is a nmere Idea, the ground of whilch

we postulate in order to glve this Idea its proper effect
on morality., The Idea with its conditlion are assumed

in order bto give "effect and confirmation to the prac-
tical laws". (B 617) PFProving the usefulness of the
Postulate of God is & kind of deduction, but one, very

different from the deduction of the categories,

75 B 838
76 ¢f. B 839, CuJ. 301 £., Pr.R. 137 f.
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C. The Underlying Similarities

In showing the very different ways in which
these two concepts of God arise, it may seem that oy
thesis is already disproven. However, amid the differ-
ences, there are underlying similarities.

Both concepts of God arise from reason's search
for the unconditioned. This unconditioned is called a
"systematic unity" in both cases.77 Both concepts of the
unconditioned cannot be realized in experience. Thus,
both become an ideal, the striving towards which, is
given to us as a job.78

Both concepts of God are seen as the ground of
this unconditioned. They are assumed because reason must
complete this ideal, but we must never forget that this
completed unconditioned is merely an Idea.

Both concepts of God are called assumptions,
presuppositions and Ideas.

Thus we see that there are many similarities.
The differences are only apparent. Later we shall look

further into this underlying unity in order to prove

our thesis.

77 B 835
78 Zilian, Ideen in Kant 48




III A COMPARISON OF THE TWO CONCEPTS OF GOD

A. The Proper Use of these Two Concepts of God

Yy aim in this chapter is clearly given in a
quote from Kant's second Critique: "These concepts of
reason are now seen in transition to an altogether dif-
ferent use from that made of them in the Lirst Qritlaue.
Such a transition mekes necegsary a comparisoen of thelr
0ld and new employmeut, in order to disbtinguish clearly
the new path from the previous one and at the same time to
call attention to the connection between them." (Pr.R. 7)

The concepte Kant ls here referring to are the
Ideas of God, freedom, and immortality. From the above
quote, we can already see that there is a connection
between the Idea of God and the Ebgtulate of God, In
our comparisoﬁ, we want to investigate further the con-
nection between these two concepts of God and hope Lo
prove that they are in essence identical, even though

they appear te be different,

1. Regulative vs. Constitubtive

a) The Idea of God We have already seen what these

Tdeas are to be used for. Reason strives for unltye.
"Reagson unlfies the manifold of concepbs by means of

42



4%

Ideas, positing a certain collective unity as the goal
of the activities of the understanding." (B 672)

In connection with the furthering of this aim,
Kant mentions a supplementary aim very closely connected
to that of unity, namely the extension of ewmplrical op

sclentific krmwlt";(ilg’geaa’1

We wlsh now to consider how
these Tdeas are used to promote this aim., This 1ls best
done by a consideration of the repulative use of Tdess.

First we must clear up a2 confusion which results
from ¥anbt's ambiruous use of the terms "resulative" and
"eonsbitubive”, 2 Yant distincuishes between the consti~
tutive, mathemabtical principles, and the regulative,
dynanical principles of the un&erstandinggg I will not
consider in whalt way the dynsmical nrinciples are regu-
labive.

Jhat T wish o point out is that they are not
e-nlative in the sare way as Ideas are repulative.
Jhen comparing Tdeas boe these dyramical principles he
saye the latlber are consgbtltubive 1n respect of experi-

ence winlle the former are not.4 The dynandcal principles

ibility of expericnce while

g._.

are principles of the poss

&

at 3 53/, ¥aunt speciflfically states that a Jdialechical
ovrineiple is unot o principle of the possibility of
B 709, B &72, B 699

s

Blrd, Ramt’a Theory of Kﬁu&lgdﬁe 70 L.
; 5 206, B 692
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experience. Therefore, I conclude that the dynamlcal
principles are regulative in a different way from the
Ideas. Thus we must restrict ourselves to the regulative
use of the Ideas only.

What is the regulative principle? We have already
considered reason's natural loglcal activity in its search
Lfor the unconditioned which inevitably leads to the
asgsertion of a btranscendental princi?le, A regulative
principle is really a slightly btransformed transcendental
crinciple. It is a transcendental principle without its
transcendaental cleias. Instead of claiming that the
unconditioned is real and glven, the regulative principle
says it is a mere Idea which we try and reslize. One
could also say thet a repulative principle is merely the
logical mexim of reason with the addition of a goal
Tormulated as an ldea, but not as a given object,

Thug 1t is a principle of reason which serves as a

rule, postulating what we ousht to do In the regress,
but not anticipating whet is present in the object

as 1t is in ivself, prior to all regress, According-
ly, I entitle it a repulabtive pricnciple of reason,

to distingulsh it from the principle of the absolute
tobality of the series of conditlons, viewed as
actually present in the object (that is in the appear-
ances). (B 537)

A regulative priunciple of reason sinply tells
reason bto strive for the unity wiich it must assume as
an ldea. ‘he principle is "a problem for the understanding,

and therefore for the subject, leading it to undertake
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and to carry on, in accordance with the completeness
prescribed by the Idea, the regress in the series of
conditions of any gilven conditicned". (B 536) The Idea
of unity is Yset as a task". (B 536)

A repulabtive principle always assumes an Idea,
the supreme ldea of sysbtemstic unlty. Thus Kant usually
calls them, "repulative principles of systenatic unity“.§
The aim of the ro-ulative principle is to promote this
svaebematic uwpllty of which it has an Idea,G The regula~
tive enployment of reason has this systematic unity as
a goal, a "focus imagiﬂariug”a7

Kant considers an anology. Pure sarth, pure
wabter and pure alr aren't found anywhere in nature, Yeb
we require these pure concepts, supplied by reason to
debternine the share cach of these have in produclng
appearances. The Idea ol unity is a similar pure concept,
"lhege conespts of nature are not derived from nature;
onn the contrary, ve interrogate nature in accordance
with these Ideas, aud consider our knowledge as defecw
tive so long as 1t is not adequabte to them." (B 573 f.)

But, Glis Idea of systematic unity presupposes

, - I . - . a8
another lLdea, the Idea of God as ground of this unity.

B 6Y9, B 202

B8 o644, B 708, B 709
B o2

gee 1.20 £,
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The Idea of God as ground of this unity is inscparably
bound up with the Idea of systematic unity, which entalls
that a resulative principle of systematic unity, is at
the game time a regulabive prin-iple of the Tdesa of God.
¥Yont expresses this relation of the Idea of God
to the principle of systematlec unlty by caliing the Idea
of Cod Lthe "schema" of the regulstive principle. "This
trenscendentsl thing is only the schema of the regula-
tive priunciple by rhich reason, so far as lies in its
power, exbtends syotenatlic unity over the whole field
of experience." (B Vﬂc)g
Kant compares this to the schemata of understanding:

But the acts of the understanding are without the
gchemata of sensiblillity undetermined; Jjust as the
unity of reason is in itself undebtermined, as regards
the conditlons under which, and the extent to which,
the understanding ought to combine its concepts in
systematic fashion. But although we avre unable to
find in intuition a schema for the complete systematic
unity of all concepts of the understanding, an analo-
son of such & schema must necessarily allow of being
given » » » Thus the Idea of reason is an anslogon
of a schema of sensibility.’ (B 692 f.)

The schema of understanding is the wmedlator between the

10

catogories and appearances. The schema is the referen-

tial rule, making wposuible the application of the cate=~

gory to appearancesgqq

9 ef. B 693, B 698, B 702, B 707, B 725, B 861 f.
10 B 177 |
11 B 178
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Similarly, the ddea is to be a kind of schema, It
is the refervential rule of the resulative principle of
unity. “ibnout the Idea of God we couldn't apply the
principle of systemabtic unity to experience, Reason
necds a concrete concept of a ground of systematic unlity
in opder vo make This principle opsrabive in experience.
the Idea of God is the medlsbtor between the regulative
princl;le of unity and its empirical employment. Just
a8 bthe schema of & category could be sald to have one
foot in undersbtanding and one oot in sensibllity, so
the schema of the regulabive principle of unity can be
gaid to have one fool in reason and one oot in empipe
ical employment.

There is one basic difference bhetwesen the two
kinds ol schemp. "The application of the concepts of
the understauding to the schema of preason does not yield
knowledge of Tthe object iteself (as is the case in the
application of categories to the sensible schemata), bub
only & rule or principle ior the systematlic unity of all
employment of the understanding.” (B 693) fThe Idea of
God as a schema doesn't give us knowledge of God as an
object. It is an Idea only, an Idea which as a schema
makes pogslible the practical application of the Idea of
systenatic uriltys

why does the Idea of sysbematic unity need to be
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schematized? The Idea of systematic unity cannot operate
gelf-~guf iclently, when reason attempts to make pracitical
uge of it. We have already discussed the move from a
logical maxim to a transcendental principle, in which
reason assumes uni%y to be lnherent in néture, Kant
feels this move entalls a further assumpbtion that there
is a ground of this unlty in nature, and thus arises the
Idea of God, The important thing to notice here, is that
the Idea of God arises when the ITdea of systematic unity
ls applied Fo nature.

The Idea of systematic unity must be schematized
inrorder to become practically usefunl in the empirical
employment of reason. "If the greatest possible empiri-
cal employment of my reason rests upon an Idea (that of
systematically complete unity) + « « I shall not only
be entitled, but shall also be comstrained to reallze
this Idea that is, to posit for it a real object.” (B 705)
Why? This, "enables us to represent to ourselves other
objects in an indirect manner, namely in their systematic
unity, by means of thelr relation to this Tdea", (B 698)
It is in this way that the schema "extends systematic

unity over the whole field of experience". (8 ‘7’30)12

In order to become empirically useful, the Idea

12 cof. B 699, B 701 f., B 704, B 709, 5 727 £,
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of systematic unity needs objeectification in a creabor
figure. "The unity of reason 18 in itself undetermined."”
(B 693) Kant goes on to say that we cannot determine

1t aposteriorl in nature, and therefore reascon supplies
its own schema in the Idea of God. "Reason cannot think
this systematic unity otherwise than by glving to the
Tdea of this unity an object." (B 709) 17

We will later see that this stress on the pracs
tical need for introducine the schema of the Idea of God
is comparable to the practical need in worslity for a
Postulate of God,

Thus, the Idea of God, in its repulative use
consists of gulding reason, furthering its empirical
enployment, telling it to look upon the world ag'if it
were a systematic whole created by divine iﬂtelligeneegq4
The Idea of God, "seeks only to formmulate the command
of recason, that all comneetion in the world be viewed
in accordance with the principle of systematilc unity
- a5 1f all such connection had its source in one single

»

all-sufficicnt cause, It lg thus evident that reason
hes here no obther purpose that to vreseribe its own
fornal rule for the extension of its empirical employ-

mont.” (B 714)

13 of. B 647
14 B 700 £., B 713 ff.
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There seems to be a c¢lrele involved here. Reason,
by its very nabure postulates an Idea of God as the ground
of the systemsbic unlty of natﬁreg Thisg is to guide us
in finding systematic unity in nature. “1th this assump=
tlon ag bhasis, we go on to try to prove the existence
of an intelligent Cause which before we assumed, as a
nere Idea§15 Bub in doing this, the Tdes is performineg
its true regulative function in helvping us extend our
knowledpe of nature. Thus, in a sense it is true that
we are assuming the very thing we are trying to prove.
However, we can't accuse Kant of a circular argument
because the thing we are assuming is a pere Idea, and
the thing we are trylng to prove, will in fact never
be proven, It is our mere trying to prove the Idea,
that alrveady sccomplishes that which we wished to achieve
by assuming it,

Kant warns us not to change this regulative
principle lnto a constitutive principle, "I accordin-
ly maintain that transcendontsl Tdeas nsver allow of
any constitubtive euployment.”" (B 672}ﬂ6 A constitubive
principle debtermines an object. If the Idea of God

is taken constitutively, it would be baken as sonething

15 B 721
16 of. B 708, B 537
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objectively real. We caunot do thids becauvse the concent
of God is transcendent: It is thic kind of mebtaphysics
that Kant 1is so bent on destroying,

Kant considers two errors resulbting from btaklng
the ITdea of God csngtitutively.q7 The first result is
that reason is left without any wseful funetion. IfL we
acthually assert that God in his unsearchsable wilisdom

creabed the world, we would think that reason's search
For explanations was completéed and therefore cease look-
ing for further connections in nature, Instead, we
should merely ascsume The ground of systemaiic wolty in
the Tdea of God, and then twy Lo search for proof of
this Idea in nabture, This is the true resulabtive funce
tion of the Idea of God.

The second ervor resulbting from the ILdea of God
being used constitutively is that we thus "impose cnds
upon nabure, forcibly and Jdictatorially instead of pur

gulng Lhe wmore reascnable course of seavcnlng for thew

,,.

el

by the path of physiczl investization". (B 720) If we
sin with the assertion of a "supreme purposive being
ag the ground of all Ghings, the unity of nature 1s

really surrendered as beling quite foreign and accidental

1 B 717 EL.
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bo the nature of things and as not capable of being
kuown from its own unlversal laws. LThere then arises

a viclious clreley we are assuning just that very point
which is wmainly in dispute". (B 721) Instead, we wus
invesvigate nature looking for causal connections, there
by btrylng to prove :=n Author of Ghis purgosiveness we
find. "Whether this latter cnlerprise guccceed o nob,
the ldea remains always true in itsclf apd Justified

s

in its use, provided 1t be restricted bo The cowditions

&3

of a merely regulative principle." (B 722)

D) The Pogtulate of God There are two kinds of Tdeas

in Ranb's second Qriticue, both of which are constitubtive

rom Lthe perspective of o practical use, ®lrst of all

)

thore are the practical Ideas which are unending but
irn preincliple, renlizable tasks set us by moralit .
The prime example of a practical Jdea is the concept
of the nishest rond,

. . . 18

e use of practicel reason ig immanent.
flerein lies the major difference between theorebical
reassn and practical reason. Theorehical reason pets

the form of intuition (space ~nd time) from sensibility.

Practical reason suprlles lts own form, namely the form

186 Pr.R. 16

e e e



of the pr're will. "The elemontary practical concents
have as thelr foundation the Torm of a »ure will diven

in reason.”" (Fr.R. 68) Therefore, "the practical concert

0

apriori in relabtion to “he supreve nrinciple of freedonm
jromedlately become cognitions, not needing bto wait upon
intultions in order Hto acquire z meaning, Thie occurs

for the notevorthy reascon that ther bthemsolves produce

the reality of that to which they refer, (Hhe intention

]

of the wil11)"., (Pr.R. 68)q9 Practical reason "is

o
>

facnulty <ilther of bringiuns forth objects corresponding
to conceptlons or of determining ltself, i.e., 1ts caus=-
ality to effect such objects, (whether the physical
power is suflficlent bto this or not)", (r.R. 1% Irac
tical reason has an Ldes of the higheslt pood, and eveny=
time it produces a zexlinm or an intenticn of the will,

.

it partl-lly reelizes this ITdea. It die ip this way

*

that this Ideaz galins objective reallty and it is in this

woy that %his Idea is sgald to be constitutive of experi-
ence, "Thus also, the reality of the practlcal Ildeas
can be accented as positively realizable, becouse they
are ilmmanently experienced snd in this lies the consitle
tutive valldlty of these Tdeas."20

The second kind of Idea in the Critlaoue of Prac-

19 cof. Fr.R. 48, B 385
20 4ilien, Die Ideen in Kauvnb, 48 (wmy translation)
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. A

tical Reagon is the Postulsbte. These gain consbitutive

meaning only because they stend in a necessary relabloi-
siiip to the realization of morality as glven in the
practical Idess. "Heve vhey [;deaé] become lmmanent
and constitubive since they are grounds of the nossie
bility of realizing the nscessory object of pure prac~
tical resson (the highest good)." (Imr.le 140)

The Ideas galned consbtiitubtive new 1&@ in the

practical philosophy, elther because they could

be realized in the praciical use of reagon because

khis 1s what they were supposed to do, thus the

woral practical Tdeas, or because They, like some

transcendental Ideas stood in a uecegsary relation

to that realization of woralibty, as Tostulates of

practical reason. It is in this sense %a* Fant

speaks of o practical reality of Ideas.”

Both =-f these Tdeas are constibubive from withe

in a oractical point of view. Ilowever, thie ls only

one oint of viewl From a theoretlcal point of view

Hoey may etill ba Phisz, in fact wvas raut's

cosition.®” If one considers the practical Ideas from

a sreactical sense, they arve partislly reallzable because

reason creabtes 1ts own objects as I Lave explained above,

sab cndg docsn't enball toecorevical realizebi ity. Kanb
L -

seedfically states that Ghe highest good lsn't realiza~

2 - ‘ X
ble in the euplrical werldg”ﬁ Prom a bLiheorebleal viewpolnb

21 dilisn, Yie Ideen in Xant 56 (wy traaslabion)
22 Tnis is tne tbeqis leian tries to prove
;.:f) A;J-"’a \9 /']U fag ;,) \4‘}‘
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it is an unrvealizable ideal Just as the Idea of systena-
tic unity is an unrealigzsble ideal. The completion of
this ideal is set us as a task, We act with this ideal
in mind, Thus, from a theoretical viewpoint, this prac-
tical Idea, and with it, the necessary conditions ol its
realization, are regulabive.

At times Kant does actually claim that these
practicel concepts and the moral law are regulatlve
principles,

Pure reason, as a practical faculby, l.e. as the
faculty of determining the free use of our causalilty
by Ideas (pure rational concepts), not only comprises
in the moral law a regulative princlple of our ac-
tlons, but supplies us at the same time with a sube
jective constitutive prineciple in the concept of an
obJeet which reason alone can think and which is to
be actuallzed by our actions in the world according
to the law. CCﬁJg 304}

The practical Idea of the highest good is only

subjectively constitubive, not objectively constitutive.

It is constitutive only from a practical polnt of view.
From a theoretical point of wview, it is regulative, as
is the moral law. Kant goes on to say that the moral
law commanding us to realize bthe highest good is "a
regulabive principle" but "at the same btime constitutive,
i.e. practically determinant, Nevertheless, as a prin-
ciple for judglng of the objective possibility of things
it is in no way theoretically deberminant", (C.J. 309)
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The above quote clearly indicates the two points of
vliew from which the moral law must be consldered., Kant
also sayse that because pragtical reason is a causallty,
still partially dependent on sensibllity, the Idea of
a pure causallty in an intelliglible world is for us a
regulative principle which determines an object,24
Thus the Postulates have thils dual nature because
one can look at them from two polints of view., This is
important for my thesis, A superficiasl reading of Kant
brings to the fore a contrast between Ideas which are
regulative and Postulates which are constitutive, Were
this difference real, the proving of their essential
identity would be impossible. I have tried to prove
thle difference asAmerely apparent, Thus the way is

clear to later prove the identity &f these two concepts.

2, As If Use

a) The Idem of God The regulative function of the Idea

of God 1s probably best seen in Kant's "as-1f" jusbi-
fication of this Idea.

We must view everything that can belong to the context
of possible experience as 1f this experience formed -
an absolute but at the same time completely depsen~
dent and sensibly conditioned unity, and yet also

at the same bime s if fthe sum of all appearances

24 C.Jd, 252, cf, Pr.R. 50
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(the sensible world itself) had a single highest
and allugugficignt gr?ugd beyond ;tself, namely, 25
a self-gubsisbtent, original, creative reason. (B 700)
Why should we look on the world in this way?
Looking on the world in this way is Jjustified by the
fact that 1t leads to systematic unlbty and extension
of the empirical employment of reason. Looking on the
world in this way, stimulates sclentific research into
further natural cauvsal explanatlions. The Idea thus
acts as a heuristic aencept;26
By saying that we should look on the world as if
it were created by God, Kant doesn't want to say that
the world actually is created by God. In other words,
Rant isn't offering a pragmatist theory of truth. The
usefulness of the ldea doesn't prove the truth of the
assertion of its reality. In fact, Kant warns us agalnet
the danger of taking a further step of asserting the
aétual reality of the ldea. We cannot know if God creabed
the world, We must merely act as 1if he did. ‘Whether
this 1s a fiction or not, we shall consider later,
However, we must not fall into an opposite error
in intervreting Kent, 7The fact that we must act as if

God created the world doesn't exclude the fact that

God actually did do so. The fact that reason lnvenbs

25 ef., B 699, B 701, B 706, B 714, B 716
26 B 644, B 691, B 799
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this Idea shows the orligin of the Idea, but it says
nothing about the existence or non-existence of God.

The latter problem lies outside the domain of theoretical
philosophy. a7 We cannot know whether God really is the
ground of the unity we find in nature. We must merely
act ag 1if he is.

b) The Postulate of God In view of the two points of

view accoriing to which the Fostulates must be considered,
we can expect the as 1f Justification of the Postulate

of God onl)y where 1t is considered froma theorebical
polnt of view. Because practical reason creates its

own objects, in the sense explained above, we can say
there is a God from a practical point of view. This

ig the constitutive use of God., Here the concept of

God gains objective reality, though only from a presctical

28

point of view, In the Critlique of Practlcal Reason

Kant stresses the Postulate of God, almost enbirvely
from thils point of view.

However, this doesn't rule out the possibility
and the valldity of considering the Postulate from the
second point of wview. To consider only the one, leads

to a misinterpretatlion of Kant. Both Vaihinger and

27 Adickes, Kant und nd die Als Ob 132 £
28 Pr.R. 157 ffwg B 856




Adickes have this error in common. Viahinger conslders
the Frostulates only from a theoretical point of view,
This forces him to see the practical point of view as

29

a conbrsdiction ln Kant.”™” Adickes, restricts himself
mainly to a practical cousideration where the reality
of God ig asserted,

From a theoretilcal viewpolnt the person who wants
to act morally must aect as 1f the highest good is real-
izable which is possible only 1 we asgsume a God who
completes this highest good in the future life. The
Postulate of God is the schema making the Idea of the
highest good an operabtive ideal for ocur everydsy life.

A person who acts uorally acts ag 1f there is a God who
will someday reward his atteupt to be virtuous., Kant
comes very close to saying this et one polnb: "Granted
that the pure woral law inexorably binds every man as

a command (not as a rule of prudence), the righteous

man may says L will that there be a God." (Pr.R. 148 f£.)
RKant often speaks of assuming God's existence for the
sake of moralitygga

Kant becomes aven more explicit in discussing

freedom, DBecouse freedom l1s the basis of the other

29 Vaihinger, The Asg-IL 47, 153 )
30 ProR. 59, 130, A49m, C.J. 322, B xxx

29
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rostulates, and because 1t itself ls a Postulate, we

can say that what holds of it, must hold of the Postulate
of God. "Now I say every being that esnnot act except
under the idea of freedom, is Just for that reason in

a practlcal point of view really free, that 1ls to say,
all laws which are inseparably connected with freedom
have bthe same force JTor him ags if his will had been
shown to be free in itself by a proof theoretically
conclusive,." (M.%., 80) Here 18 a clear statement of

3 Theoretically, the noral

the btwo points of view.
agent must act as 1f he were free., From a practicél
point of view he sees himself as actually frec. Hewre
it is a fact.

Why should the moral agent act as 1f there were
a God? This enabies him to sec the realizatlon of the
hlpghest good which it is his duty to promobte. Thus,
this agssuaptlon helps "to glve effect and confirmation
to the practical laws", (B 617) It does thls because
it proves (from a practical viewpoint) that the moral
law isn't "fentastic, directed to empby imaginaxry ends".
(IFreRe 118)
3. Hypothetical vs. Apodeictic Usge

a) The Idse of God In the hypotheticsl euployment of

5/‘ Cf [ ;,'l‘a }3 ® é‘:“"!“ 1 5 ’ 86 3 IT L) I.? L] 5?
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reason, the particular instances are given, which are
then scrutinized, in view of a problematic universal,
to see if they follow from it. If they do, we argus
to unlversality and from this again to the particular
instances. This is the opposibe procedure of the apo~
deletic use of reason where the universal is certaln and
the particular is deduced from it.52 This corresponds
to the distinction between a reflective and a determinant
3udgemenﬁ.55 |
Tdeap can be umed hypobthetically bubt Kant im-
nediately quelifies this by saying we don't have a usual
hypothesis here, where the universal can be verliled.
The hypvothetical employment of reason is not constitutive.
"The hypothetical employment of wreason is regulabtive only;
its sole aim lg, s0 far as may be possible, to bring
unity into the body of our detalled knowledge, and there=
by to approximate the rule to universality." (B 675)
Reason sets up a kind of hypothesis of syétematie unlty,
and in trylng to verify this "hypothesis", reason unifies
its knowledge, Thls "hypothesis" can never be verified.
"The systematic unity (es a mere Idea) is, however,
only a projected unity, to be regarded not as glven in

iteelf, but as a problem only." (B 675)

32 B 674 I,
33 Cl.d. 15 1,
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It is not a real hypothesis because it isn't
veriflable, Thus Kant repeatedly refuses to apply the
expression "hypothesisg" to Ideas.§4 They do not satisfy
the requirements of an.hypcthesis,BB This refusal to
allow & hypothetic use of ldeas doesn't contradict Kant's
previous assertion because Xant never aduitted that an
ITdea wag a real hypothesis.

The false dialectlc move of reason is to move
from a hypothetical use of reason (o an apodeictilc uaeagé
Here the systematic unlty is asserted as objectively real.
Here it would be considered a real hypothesis which was
verified, This move is invalid, leading to ankinonmiss
and contradictions, which always ocCupr when reascn goes
beyond its limits.

b) The Postulate of God In view of our previous consil-

derations we would expect that from a pracitleal point of
view, the Ilostulate of God would be used apodeictically.
The moral law is an apodelictic 1&w457 The conditions

of the possibility of the highest good are just as neces—
gary as the moral law it$e1£e58 ‘Therefore, the Yostulate

of God is apodeictic as well., "Apodeictic" means uncone-

34 B 698, B 799, B 855
35 B 797 £f,

36 B 678

37 Pr.R, 12n, 148

58 Pr.R. 149n
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39

ditionally necessary., The Postulabe of God is absoluw~

tely nscessary,4g

and therefore it haes apodeichic cep=
tainty, buv only from a practical point of view,

From a theoretical point of view however, this
Fostulate isn't apodeictic, bubt again appears in the
Tform of a hypothesis, the certalnby of the Fostulatbe
of God “is not in the least theorebtical and consequently
also not gpodeicticy il.e. not a necessity known by refer-
enge to aqa obJect; it is a necessary assumpbtion rather,
with reference to the subjest as conforming to the
objective practical laws of resson. Thus 1t is merely
a necessayy hypotvhesls. I could not discover for this
gubjective yet true and absolube rgtional necesaity
o, better term than 'Postulate’ ". (Fr.R, 12n) Here we
have a deidlnition of a Fostulate which combines both
points of view, It i1s necessary from & practical point
of view. However, it is still an "hypothesis', considered
theoretically, though sgain a very different kind of
hypothesis whlch cannot be verified. Thus when Kanb
says;"A need of pure reason in its speculative use leads
only bto hypotheses, that of pure practical reason to

Pogtulates", (Pr.R. 147) we must keep in mind that a

39 B 199, of., A XV
0 B 662, B 846



rFostulate is merely a necessary "hypothesis". This helps

to glve us a clearver picture of the relatlon between

the Ides dnd the Postulate of *{;:»cv:ll."""(l

We see these two polnts of view compared in
anobher passage,

Po assume its |[God's] existence is thus connected
with the consciousness of our duty, though this
asgsunption itself belongs to the realm of theore-
tilcecal reason. Consldered only in reference to

the latter, it is a hypothesis, i.e. a ground of
explanation. Put in reference to the comprehensie-
bility of an cbject (the highest good) placed bhefore
us by the worsl law, and thus as a oractical need,
it can be called faith, (Fr.R. 130)%

Faith believes in God with apodeictie certainty, though

only from a practical point of view,.

4, Transcendent vs, Immanent Use

a) The Idea of God "We shall entitle the principles

whose applicaticn is confined entirely within the limits
of possible experience immenent; and those on the other
hand,'ﬁhich profess to pass beyond these liwits, trans-
cendent.” (B 352)

If we have made the move from logical principles
to a btranscendental principle, then the principle is
transcendent, "i,e., there can never be any adequabe

empirical employment of the principle., It will therefore

41 cf, B 661 f., Pr.R. 148
42 e¢f, also R.142n
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be entirely different from all principles of understan~-
ding, the employment of which is wholly immanent, inag-
much as they heve as their theme only the possibility
of experience". (B 565)45 It is the purvose of the
trangeendental dialeetic to expose the illusion of such
transcendent judgemeﬁtsﬁ44 If the ldea of God is
taken as objectively real, it 1ls transcendent and it
becomes cntilrely useless for us,*?

However, 1f we restrict ourselves to the logleal
maxim and use the ldea of God only regulatively, then
1% c¢on be used lmmanently. "%e ave entitled to suppose
theat transcendent Ideas heave their own good, proper and
therefore lumanent use, although, when thelr meaning is

misunderstood, and they are taken for concepts of real

T

shings, they become transcendent in thelr applicabtion
snd Zor that very reason can be delusive." (B 67?)46
This proper use of the ldes of God refers to its repu-
lative erplrical employment where it does lead to uniby.
BHere, however, the Idea of Cod ls merely an asasumed
problematlic concept. It is not a transcendent concept
because the objectlve reality of the ILdea has not been

agoerbed.

43 cf, B 352 £., B 383, B 593
4L B 354

45 B 827 -

46 cof. Cod. 244, 251, B 847
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b) The Postulate of God In the practical use oi reason,

we agaln wibness a transformation, What tefore was
traungesndent now beconmes imman@nta47 "the use of opure
[practical] reason, if it is shown that there is such a
reason, is alone immanent." (Pr.il. 16)

How can the Postulate of God be immavent? "Here
they [t.e. Ideas] become immanent and constitubive,
since they are the grounds of the posseibility of pealig-
ing the necessary obJect of pure pracileal reason (the

fhlghest good)." (FreR. 140) Fractical reason is immanent

G g0
in its use because it 1s Lthe cause of intentiona. "Its
[i.e. re&ﬁan’s] traascendent use is changed intc an
-immanent use, whereby reason becomes in the field of
experience, an efi{iclznt cause through Ideas.” (FPr.Re 49)
Practical reason is immanent because the pracitical con-
cepts used in determining the will, “themselvév produce
the reality of that to whieh they refer (the intention
of the will'". (Pre.i. 63)

The praclbical use of reason ls immaenent but
t.ois is only one side of the coln, "Is our knowledge
really widened in such a way by pure practical reasoi,

and is vab which was transcendent for speculative rea-

son lwmanent in practical reason? Cerbainly, but only

47 PreR. 49, 109, 138, 140
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from a practical point of view." (Fr.l. 138) From a
theoretical point of view the Fostulabte of God is

trangcendent Just as the Idea of God was.

B, The Nature of the Two Concepits of God

1« Reallty

a) Yhe Ides of God What does Kant mean by objective

reality? "If knowledge 1s to have objective reallty,
that is, to relate to an object, and ls to acquire mea-
ning and significance in respect to it, the object must
be capable of being in some manner given,” (B 194)
"Appearances are the sole obJects which can be given

to us immediately, and that in thom which relates lmme-
diately to the object is ecalled ilnbuition." (4 1W09)
Appearance aloune doesn't have obJective reality. Only
in ite relation to a consclousness does 1t acoulre ob-

48 To be objectively real reguires the

49

Jjective reallty.
connection of the object with some actual percepblon.
Tapirical concepts are objectively rcal because
they are derived from actual experience.
Kaut also escribes objective reallty to apriori
concepts because, although they aren't derived from

experience, yebt they are applicable to experience.

43 A 120
49 B 272
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"fhe possibility of experience is, then what gives ob-
Jective reality te all our apriorl modes of knowledge."
(B 195) Space and time have obJective validity because
of their necessary application to objects of exyeriencaﬁso
In order to demonstrate the abjective reality of cate-~
gories we need intuiﬁionsQSﬂ
Ideas do not have objective reality because they
are neither applicable to nor abstracted from perception.
"But Ideas ére even further removed from objective
reality than arve categories, for no appesarance eanAbe
found in which they can be represented in concreto,"
(B 595) They are nothing because they are empby concepts
without objects, (ens ratienis)g5g
The concept of'God as an Idsal has the least
objective redlity. "Bubt what I entitle the Ideal seems
to be further removed from objectlive realily than the
Tdea." (B 596) The Ideal is determined by the Idea alone,
Avre Ideas objectively real? At times Kant defi-
nitely refuses to ascribe objective reallty to them.
"We cannot concede to these ideals objective reality

(existence)." (B 597) It is only because of an inevi-

table 1llusion thet we ascribe objective reality to

50 B 195
51 B 288, B 291
52 B 348
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them, 22 they have the illusory appearance of posses=
sing objective validiby and thus Kant calls them "con-
cepbus ratiocinantes” (pseudo-rational cencepts)y54
he objective reality of the Idea of God cannol be
nroved or disprcvedg55

At times, however, Kant c¢laims that they do have
some sort of obJective reality. Xant has gradings of

obJective reallty and, although Ideas have very little,
56

they 4o have some. The objective reality of the Idea

of God consists of ite indirect relation o objects of
experlience in bringing about systematic unity;5? The
Idea of (God does have a useful aprlication to objects
of experience and in this way 1t does satisfy the epri-
terdion of objective reallty o some degreed

We have geen that for Kent, the ILdea of God
does not have objective reallity in the sense that tables
and chalrs dos UDoes this mean that the Idea of God is.
a Fietion? o give Yant's answer to this guestion, it

is essential to counsider it from two polnts of view.
£T L
This is where both Adickes and Vaihinger fail.”

53 B 397, ef. B 537, B 672 £,
54 B 363, B 397, C.J. 243

55 B 669, B 698, B 701

56 B 595, c¢f. B 697 £.

57 B 693, B 698

58 Adickes, Als Ob Philosophie

Vaihinger, The As-If hilosophy
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Vaihinger considers only the fictlonal character of
the Ideas. Adickes conslders only the n@n»fictioaal
character of the ldeas. We wish to consider both.

The Idea of God is a fiction in the sense that
it is s creastion of reason, XKant callsvit a "heuristic

fictionﬁ;gg Ideas are theughtﬁentiti@s.ga

However,

they differ from the usual fiction, e.s. 2 golden moun-
tain, in that they aren't self-counbradictory and they
aren't Just fancies. They perform a very useful function.
This is the way we must interpret Kant when he seems

to deny their fictional nature, "They are not fictile
tious and have not arisen fortultously, bubt have sprung
from the very nature of reason," (B 397) Kant here
merely polnts out that they are not like what we com-
monly call fictions., The same applies to the following
quote: "But if they are to have the least objective
validity, no matber how indeterminate thab wvalldity

wey be, snd are not to be mere enpty thought-entitles

« +» » a deduction of them must be posuible." (B 697)6ﬂ
The ewphasis here is on "empty".' They sre still
thought-entities but they aren't useless or arbitratily

)
invented.??

59 B 799, cf. B 573, B 608

60 B 497, B 517, 3 594, B 799

61 ecf. B 597

62 Valhinger, The As If Philosophy 278
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The Idea of God is a necoessary fiction of reaw
son. We don't assume the being of God as existing in
iteelf. We assume the Idea of God as the object of a
nere Idea.65 The Idea of God is like the fictional
vl rronr imag:efﬁ4 The Ideas are like concepbs of pure
earth, pure water, pure air which are fictions created
by reason, needed "to debtermine the share which sech
of these nabtural causes has in producing appearances"

(5 674)

Fron another point of view, however, they aren'h
fichions, Their fictional nature is ealled into quesbion
whenover Xant calls them problematic concepts, the reale
ity of vhich we caunot assert or deny., The Idea of God
aieht just be real, and if it 1s, it is no longer fiction,
Is there a transcendental basls to the unity of nature?
Por iant, there is, the only problem being that we can't
have knowledge of 1t,

epeatedly fant asuerts that the logical maxim,
zpressing reason's drive to the unconditioned, Jdoes
actually presupprosc a btranscendental principleagg Natﬁre
doeg actbually correc:ond to the Idea of systenatic unlty.

, . ‘ : a6 .
“he Ideas do have a transcendental reality. kKant

[

B €98, B 705
: [ 3

64 B 672 F
0Ch b 678 L., 5682, 30684, B GEE
56 B %97, B 593
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does give the design arsument some validity.67 "If, in
connection with a transcendental theology, we ask first,
whether there is anythlng distinet from the world, which
contains the ground of the owvder of the world, and of
1ts connection in accordance with universal lavz, the
answer is that there undoubtedly is." (B 72% £.) This
passage clearly indicates that Xant really belleved in
the reality of God, T agree with idickes that basically
Zanb never doubted the reality of God's sxistence;gs
However, his eplstemology Jidn't allow him to clainm
theoretical knowledge of God and so Kent simply says

we cannot have krnowledge of God's existence.

Because we cannot know of God's existence Kant
ginply forgets about this guestion and talks only of
the usefulness 5f the Idea of God,69 To say that the
Tdea of God is useful as a schenma of bthe reculatlive
principle of unity is nob to say that God doesn't emist.
Both of the statements, "God exists", and,"The Idea of
God is useful', may be true abt the same time. UHowever,
theoretical reason can only kuow about HThe truth of the
latter,

If we restrict cursclves to the point of view

67 B 655
68 Adickes, Als Ob Philosophle 97, c¢f. B8O
69 Adickes, Als Ob thilogophie 116 f,
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in which the Idea of God is used as the scheme of the
regulative principle of unity, then the ldea of God

is merely s heuristic fiction. Asserting the obJective
reality of the Idea involves an illusion which Kant
repeatedly warng us agaiﬁst;70 It is this point of
view whilch repregents the main positive doctrine of the
Polalectle" of the first Critique.

RKant tries to combine these two polnbts of view
in his consideration of the Ldea of God ag a problematic
ﬁéﬁﬁ@?t.7q The concept of houmenon also is problematlc
for Kant, The relation of the Ideas to RKant's noumena
would be an lnteresting and fruitful sbudy bubt one which
we must avold,

Kant gives us a definition of a problematic
concepts "If the obJective rveslity of a concept cannot
be in any way known, while yet the concept conbalns no
contradietion and also at the same time 1s connected
with other modes of hknowledge that involve éiven concepts
which it serves to limlt, I entitle that concept prob-
lematic.” (B 310) The Idea of God isn't self-contra-
dictcryg72 It is thinkable. The concspt of God as an

unconditloned is necessary to prevent the logical maxim

70 B 354, B 397, B 6Y2 £., B 697, A 397, Pr.R. 111
94 B 307, B 445n, 3 909, B 799, C.d. 250
92 Pr.R. 139, B xxix, Cf, Pr.R. 3 ;
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of reagon irom becoming a transcendental principle.
Yhus it limits the objective validiby of the logical
maxin, restricting the Idea of God to its resulative use,
We cannot determine the obJective reality of the Idea of
God because oursg is only a sensible intultion. This
doesn't exclude another kind of intuitilon which could
verify the objective reality of Ged,?§ Thus the Idea
of God gatisilies the criteria of a problematic concepb.
¥e can think the Idea. Ve can use the Idess, But, we
gan never asssure ourselves of ites objectlve realiby.
Because the Ideas are problematic, Kant restricts him-
gell to the positlve use that can be made of them,
The Idea is set as a problem btowards which we strive.
We geek to approximate the lLdea of systemoatic unlby
whose "ground" is assumed to be in the Idea of God.

The problem of epplying predicotes to this
problematic concept of God, bhough important, is one
I shall avold in order to cul down on the length of
the thesis. |

b) The rostulate of God Let us consider the realilbty

of the Postulate of God, first from a practical point
of view, We have already discussed this in part in

¥
the sectlion on repulative principlesﬁ74

7% Cod. 249 ff.
4 p. 52 ff,
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The objective reality of practical reason ls
proved by the fact thalt we are determined by the moral
law which laplies causality through frea&omt75} "Tven
though I have no intuition which would determine lts
objective theoretical reality, it nevertheless hes a
real application exhibited in concreto in intenbtions or
maxims, that is, its practieél reallity can be nointed
oube" (Vrels 58)

The moral law has a formal and naterial element,
Although men is determluned by the formal law, there must
be an object of the moral law., The highest good ds the
entire object of practical reason;?é "Reagson deals with
the grounds determining the will, which is a faculty
elther of bringing forth objects corresponding to con-
cepbion or of determining itself." (Pr,R. 15) Iiwvery
time resson determines itself it also brings forth an
objects Practlcal reason differs from theorctical reason
in thet it creates its own objacts§77 Thus, the lLdea
of the highest good gains objacéive reality because it
~is partially realized when a man acts in accordance
with the formal element of the moral law, the material

object of which is the highest good. "The Idea of

75 PreRe 3, 49 £., 57
76 Pr.R. 113
?7 ~i~jro}j‘3§ 489 (:.}32, 689 B b4
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practical mweason can always be given actuallity in con=
creto, although only in part.” (B 385) "ithe highest
good 1is the necessary hlghest end of a morally debermine
ed will and a true object thercof; for it is practically
possible, and the maxims of this will, which refer to
it by their material, Lave objective reallty." (Ifr.R.119)
The Postulates gain objoctive reality in their
being conditions of the complete fulfillment of the
neceasory object of the will, the highest good. '"Now
through an apodelctic practical law, they, [;Qg.yostalaﬁeé]
a8 necegsary eanditiwns.cf the posslibllity of that which
this law regulres to be made an object, acquire objective
ceality." (Pr.Rs 140) The Postulabte of God, thus gains
objective reality because of 1ts connection with the
object of practlcal reason, the highest good, whose
objective reality is proved by its connectlon with an
impanently experienced moral 1&%;78
‘the Prostulate of God may have objective realiby
in another sense. fhe highest good is not resligzable
here on earth, Kant places its full realizmtion in the
future life. Thus, the highest good remains an Idea.
We strive for perfection and virtue, hoping for reward
in sccordance with virtue., This ideal, and its conditions,

78 Pr,i, 3 ff., 143, C.Jd. 326 f. (see my guotations
£

J
from 7ilian, p.53 £.)
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cerbtalnly have an influence on our actions here and
nows The Idea of a moral world "can have, as it also
ought to have, an influence upon the sensible world,
to bring that world, so far as msy be possible, into
conformity with the Idea". (B 836) The highest gmood isg
sgen as the ultimate end or goal of our acting morally.,
Just as the ideal of systematlc unity helps reason to
find unity in nature, so the ideal of the highest good
helps us to act morally. Thus, the ideal is given a
kind of objective practical ﬁeality in that it indirscbly
relotes to man's lntentions snd actions. o

Let va congider the reality of the Postulate of
God from a theoretical polnt of view. "Three btheoreti-
cal concepts are presuprosed: freedom, immortallty,
and God. ~Since bthey are pure concepbs of reason, however,
no corragponling inbultion can be given and consequently
no objective reallty for them can be found in a theoretl-
cal way." (Pr.R. ﬁ5§)79 Thus , ffom a theoretical point
of wview, the Postulate of God, like the Idea of God has
no objective reallty.

This 1s the polnt Kant 1s trying to make when
he zsserts the realibty of the rostulate of God butb qﬁalim

fies it by saying it 1s real only from a practical point

79 6fe Sr.Re 4 ., 58, 140, C.J, 308, %21 £,
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of view, or for practical use. The two points of

view are well illustrated in the following quote:
No assertorical knowledge is required (even of God's
existence), slnce with our lack of insight into
gupersensible objects, such avowal might well be
diseamblsd; rather 1s it merely a probiemaﬁic
ssumption (hypobheais) regarding the highest cause
af things that is presupposed speculatively, yet
with an eye to the object towards which our morally
legislative reason bids us sbrive - an as%ertorical
faith, practical and therofore free, and glving
promise of the realization of bthis its ultimabe aim,
This falth needs merely the Idea of God » » » it
need not presume bthalt it can certlfy the objective

€eall§g)of thig Idea throuph theoretical aprrehension,
R: 1

Is the Postulate of God a fictioﬁ? Yes, from
a theoretical point of view! Kant stlll speaks of assu-
ming or presupposing the exlstence of Ged.31 "The righ-
teous man may say: I will that theve be a God", bub
this doesn't prove that there really is a God. (Pr.R., 149)
It is only from the practlcal point of vlew that 1t is
seen as an agsertion, bub this has nothlng to do with J

its theerétical fietionel nature, Valhinger correctly

but he forgets entirely the préetical point of view.
Thus we see¢ bthat Kant isn't contradicting his epistem=
ology a8 glven in the first Critique,by giving the
Pogstulate of God practiqal reality. He is not letting

81 B xmxx, Pr.R. 4, 12n, 59, 130, 137, C.d. 322
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God in bhrough & back door ag Helne and Richards believe ?2

By saying that the Postulate is a useful and
- necegsrry fiction, we must always keep in mind bthat this
doean't preclude the possible reality of God., I merely
cannot know his reality., This restricts one to a fice
tional use ol the Postulate of God even bthough he nay
be real. This is the point Adickes rightly emphasizes,
but he fails to acknowledge the fictlonal nature of the
Postulate of God for Kant.

The Idea of God was a problematic concevt, The
Fostulate of God isg ssseritorical from a practical point
oL viawg8§ The Idea of God was problematical beceause
1ts posuibility could not be assured since ours is only
a senslble inbtultlion and therefore God carnnot be given
in sense experlence. Morality supplies the objective
reality of the Idea oif God without any inbtultion in
the gense expleined sbove, Thus, the concept of God
now is from a »nractical point of view, an assertion,

However, from a theoretical onoint of view, the

Postulate of God is still problematical.&4 We abill

85

don't know the nature of CGod. Theoretically, tihe

&2 sgee Introduction

83 DPr,R. 7, 139, 140, . 142n
4 cf., Cod. 304

85 S LN 4 58
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Postulate of God has no objective reality.

From a theoretical point of view, the highest
good is an Tdea never reaslizable on earth bubt an ideal
towards waich we constantly strives The realization
of this highest good remains problemabtlcal in another
sense, in that 1t cannot be completed but it is secn
as our dubty bto promobe it. Here we see that the prace
tical Idea 1s just like the Idea of systemabtic uniby.

Both are problems given to man to pr0m0t8g86

2. Necessity

a) The Ides of God For Kant, necessity refers primarily

to the aprlorl necessibty and strict unlversality of
gynthetic apriorl Pfiﬂ@i@l@s»87 "Any knowledge that
professes to held apriori lays ¢laim to be regarded ae
absolubvely nezassaxﬁ.“ (A xv) "The apriori conditions
of intultion are absolutely necessavry conditions of
any,pessible expefience;“l(B 199)

Kant admites that we have an Tdea of an absolutely
neceasary being. Howeverg ag soon as we consider this
being in itself and regard 1ts exlistence, the Idea of
abasolute necesslity disappears. Reason can annihilate

the Idea without contradiction. "Absolute necessity 1s

86  Zilian, Die Ideen 48 f,
87 B3 f£., B 64, A 106, B 280
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a necesslty which is found in thought alone." (B 6453)
"If btherefore, in the field of theoretical kﬂewledge,
the absolute necessity of a thing were to be known, this
could only be from apriori concepts and never by positing
it a8 a cause relative to an existence glven in experl-
ence." (B 662) The inevitable error comnsists of con~
sldering concepts like space, time, and God as existing
in themselves and having absolute necessity. This is
simply false. "The concept of necessity is only to be
found in our reason, &z a formal condition of thought s
it does not allow of belng hypostatised as a material
condition of existence." (B 648)

Kaent does however, introduce other notions of
necesgslby. Why does reason strive for unity and thus
agsume an Ides of the unconditioned? Xant says reason
met do so by ite very nature.%® They [Ideas]| are not
arbitrarily invented; they are imposed by the very nature
of reason itself.” (B 384) "Ideas ave just as natural
0 it as the cabtegories ave to the understanding.” (B 670)
Thus, Kant claims the Ideas are subjectively necessary.
In a sense, the cabegories too are subjective, proceeding
from understanding but the difference is that caﬁegories

are conditions of experience while Ideas are only

88 A vii, B 380, B 502, B 612, B 614, B 618
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conditions of reflection on experience. Thus the concepb
of cause isn't subjectively ﬁeeessary¢89 An Idea is
subjectively necessary because it arises ohly because
our reason by its very nabure is digcuzsive.ga The
necessiby here is based on a subJeetive need of reason -
0 look for the uneonditicn@d.91 The subjectivity is
also proved by the fact that both sides of the antinomy
find conditions of thelr necesslty in the very nature of
reasaa.92

Kant also spesks of hypothetical necessity.
"Onee an ond 1s acceptved, the conditions of its atbaine
ment are hypothetically necessary." (B 851) . Given the
end, namely systematic unity, one can state the absolu-
tely necessary conditions of the realization of this end.
But, since the end itself is only subjectively necessary,
the conditions likewise are really only subjectively
necessary.

The inevitable move of reason consists of seeling
this subjective necessity as objectively necessary.
“Transcendental illusion" results when we "take the

subjective necessllty of a connsction of our concepts,

89 B 168
90 C.J. 253 ff.

91 Pr.R. 147, cf. B 662
92 B 449
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which is to the advantage of the understanding, for an
objective necesslty in the determination of things in
themselves", (B 555)9§ This is the natural and unavoi-

dable dialectic of pure reason.

b) The Pogtulate of God Since I have already considered

the necessity involved in postulating God from a practical
point of view,* I will deel with this very briefly.
"The assumption [i.e. of the Postulates | is as
necessary as the moral law." (Pr.R. 149n) Thus both
the moral law and the Postulate of God are objectively
neceasary from a practical point of view.gﬁ Kant even
goes so far as Lo abttribute absolute necesslity to both
in so far as the woral law is a practicel synthetilc
apriori condition of moral axperienceagé
From & theoretical point of view however, both
the moral lew with 1te object and the Postulates have
mere subjective nsecessity like the Idea of God. The
following gucte lllustrabes the twoe pointe of view:
"Here we have a ground of assent which, in comparison
to the speculative reason, is only subjJective, but which
is Just as wvalld objectlvely to a practical but egqually

pure reason." (Pr.R. 4) The Postulates have subjective

9% e¢f. B 676

94 see p. 28 £f.

95 .%"]?;Eo '15'1$ Ma B 57, 4{)9 Cedo 251

9% B 662, B 851, B 856, M.B. 40, 101, PryR. 139, 148
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necessity a8 a need of pure re&son.g?

"y counviction
is not loglcal but moral certainty, and since it rests
on subJective grounds (of moral sentiment), I must not
even say, 'It is morally certaln that there is a God
ete.’' but, 'I am morally certain, ete,' " (B 857)

The completion of the highest good cannot occur

in bBhis werld.98

Thus, theoretically it 1ls glven us
as a bask, and the assumptlon of full completion In the
future is merely subjectively necessary, due to reason's

need to see that which is its duty, as complete.

%+« Tpistemologlcal Status

a) Ihe Jdea of God We have already discussed Kant's

refusal to allow knowledge of Ged.99 We cannot know
God., \ie merely assume or presuppose the Idea of God;qc@
It is important to realize what we are agsuming and how
we assume. We are not agsuning a real God butbt merely

a mere Idea. "We misapprehend the meaning

o
F

an obJject
of this Idea if we regard it as the agsertion or even
the asgumptién of a real thing." (B 709) "It is nob
assumed as sometbthing that is real absolubtely and in it

gelf." (B 709) "None the less, though I cannot assume such

()7 :E)I‘QIQQ 4, C}f. I"’roRQ 150’ ,‘4[79 ’354,

98 Ir.R. 129, 150

99 see p. 14 £,

100 B 661 £., B 702, B 704 £., B 707, B 709, Pr.R. 147
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an lnconceilvable being in itself, I may yet assume it

as the object of a meve Idea." (B 705) This object in
the Idea 1s "only a schema for which no object, not even
a hypothetical one, is dlrectly given." (B 698)

‘ How do we assume it? We assume 1t only in a
relative sense,i‘o1 e agsume it for the purpose of
furthering sysﬁematic unity and exbtending our hnowledge
of the world., We aesume‘the Idea of God as a"schema of
the regulative principle of the systematic unity of all
knowledge of nature." (B 702) It is an optional or
contingent presupposition, dependent on our desire to
exbend our knowledge of nature.qﬁg

"Cognizable things are of three kinds: things
of opinlony things of fact; and things of faith." (C.J.
319)q9§ The Idea of God ean be none of these because
it isn't cognizable. However, Kant allows an analogon
of practical belief, namely doctrinal b‘elief.ﬂo4 "In
guch cases the expressicn of belief is, from the objsc~
tive point of view, an expression of modesty, and yet atb
the same time, from the subjective polnt of view, an

expression of the firmness of our confidence," (B 855)

101 B 704
102 B 661 £,
103 cf, B 850
104 B 853 £,
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We have subJjectlve grounds for assuming the Idea of

God, i.,e. 1t8 guldance in empiricsl employment. In

thie way it ecorresponds in some sense to the subjectively
gufficient grounds of holding to a moral belief. This

will become c¢learer when we discuss true believing,

b) The Postulate of God From a theoretical point of
view, the rostulate of God is not knowledge, but merely

105 "7 have

belief, which is in part an assumption.
therefore found it necessary to deny knowledge in order
to meke room for faith." (B xxx) Repeatedly Kant claims

106 Hhhus

the Fostulate of God is assumed or presupposed.
the cogpltion of the latter [i.e. Pbstulates] is nelther
knowledge nor opinion of the being and character of these
conditions, regarded as theoretical, but is a mere
assumption in a reference which is practical and com—
manded for the moral use of our reason." (C.J., 322)

From a practical point of view however, 1t is

1l

s s Ao e e . JUR RO L. S B meae 2 L - ~ 17 LT | [ Ny L o an
more Gthan an assunpblon. Now it is a Postulatey FRax

often contrasts postulating with assuming, "AL some
future time we shall show that the meral laws do notb

merely presuppose the existence of a supreme being, but
also, =8 themselves in a different connsction absolutely

105 B 850 f£. C.J. 319 If, ,
106 Fr.R. 5, 12n, 59, 130, 137, 148, 1491,150, 151,
R. 142n
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necessgary, Justify us in postulating 1t, thougzh, indeed,

only from a practical point of view." (B 662)q07 This

latter clause 1s signiiicant. The only difference bet-
ween a Fostulate and an sssumpbtion is that a Postulabe
can also be secn from a practical polnt of view where

it is more than an assunmptlion. "Ry a Postulate of pure
reason, I understand a theoretical proposition which is
not as such demonstrable", bul, which can also be seen
from another point of view. (Pr.R. #27)108 A Posbulate
is a hybrid between knowledge and mere assumlng only if
considered from two points of view. This is eclearly

illustrated in the following quote: "But 1t is only

from a pragtical point of view that the Lheoretically

insufiicient holding of a thing %o be true can be termed

believing.” (B 851) "If our holding of a Jjudgement be
only subjectively sufficient, [i.e. practically] and

ig abt the same time taken as belng objectively insuffi~
clent, L;;e. theéreﬁically] we have what 1s termed be-
lieving." (B 850) "Waith is the woral attitude of reason
as to belief in that which is unattainable by theore-
tical cognition," (C.J. 324)

From within a strictly practical point of view,

107 of. B 661, Pr.R. 147 f.
108 ¢f, ProR. 137, B 846
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Kant can go even further and call thils knowledge., Kant
asks whether our knowledge is really widened by pure
practical reason. He answers; "Certainly, but only

from a practical point of view". (Pr.R. 158)409 He

devotes two sections to a consideratilon of the problem
of how we can have practlical reason.qﬂo We have already
secn how practical reason creates its own objects. It
is thus that "practical smﬁgepts apriori in relation to
the supreme principle of freedom immediately become
cognitions, not needing to walit for intultions in order
to acquire méaﬂing“. (Pr.T. 68) This is practicel know-
ledge from a practical point of view.

This strict dichotomy which I have stressed is
open to two apparent criticisme which I want to answer
nows. Fireb of all, 1t can be pointed out that Kant
does claim that theoretlical knowledge is extended by
this practical knowledge.

By this, th@n, the theoretical knowledge of puve
reascn does gain an accession bubt iv counsists only
in this « that those concepts which for it ave
otherwlee problematical (merely thinkable) are now
described assertorldcally as actually having objects.
« o« » Theoretical reason is, therefiore, Justified
in assuming theu.’ (Pr.R. 139)

It wag therefore no extension of knowledge of

glven supersensuous objects bubt still an exbtension
of theoretical reason and of 1ts knowledge with

109 c¢f, fr.R. 52, 142, B xxi, B 823
‘1.10 ‘I‘!R‘ 52 fft ’159 ffe
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regpect to the supersensuous in general, lnasmuch

as knowledge is compelled to concede that there

are such objects without more exactly defining them,
and thus without being able to extend this knowledge
of objects given o it only on practical prounds and
only for practical use. (¥r,R. 140) ‘ '

The latter clause gives us the answer. It is only from
within a strietly practical point of view bhat theore=
tical reason is seen as being suppnlied with practical
objects. These objects asven't emplrical objects, so

it sti1l isn't theoretical knowledge. "This boo is notb
yet knowledge [i.e. theoretical | of these objects, for
we can thereby nelther make synbthetic judsements aboub
them nor theorvetically determine thelr application.
Consequently, we can make no theoretical rational use
of them, and it is in this that all speculative know-

)ﬂﬂﬂ T

ledse of reason sctually conegists." (Fr.R. 140
conclude that Kant is not contradicting himself in saye-
ing that theoretical knowledge gains an accesslon, be=
cause 1t does so only from a practical point of view,
Kont clearly denles a theoretic-l extension from a
theoretical point of view.

The second objectlion to the assertion that prage
tical knowledge isn't real knowledge is Hant's doctrine

of the primecy of practical reason. Why did XKant have

to assert such a primacy? The argument runs that he

111 of. PrsRe %, 12n, 50, 139, C.J. 311, 307
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had to do so because the theoretical prohibltion of
knowledge of God was a threat to the practicazl agserition
of God's exlstence. In eéher words, practical knowledge
ig really theoretical because Kant saw the prohibitions
of theoretical knowledge as conbtradicting the assertions
of practical knowledges,

This objectlion does injustice to Fant's theory.
It fails to see that practical knowledge must be seen
from two points of wview. From & practical polnt of view
it is different from theorebtical knowledpe, not contra-
dictory to it. "It is not a gquestion of which must
yield, for one does not necessarvily conflict with the
other." (Fr.k, 125) The assertion of the Postulate of
God by practical reason in no way contradicts theore-
tical reason's refusal to allow knowledge of God, beeause
the assertion isn't a theoretical claim, Kant asserted
the primescy of practlical reason because practical reason
added a practical point of view and because, "every
interest is ultimately ﬁractieal“. (Pr.R. 126) Kanbt is
merely objeeting to a person accepbing the theoretical
criterdia of knowledge and refusing to accept something
different; a different point of view which in no way
conflicts with his Justiflably held theoretical wolnt

of view., This person must act morally, and in so doing
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he must accept the other point of view. "The doctrine
of primacy prevents what is a difference from becouning
an incompatiblliby, by establishing an order of subor~
dination instead of coordination.“qqg
Therefore, I conelude that Kent Justifiably can
agsgert the possibility of practieal knowledge of God,
without contradleting his previous epistemology. Ve
can have faith in God., We can, because this practical
knowledge or falth must be seen from two polnts of view.
It is an assertlion only from a practical point of view,

Theoretically it is s%ill a mere assuupbtion.

112 Beck, A €Gommentary 250




IV PROOR OF THE IDUNTITY OF THE TW0Q CONCEPIS OF GOD

A. An Objection Disproven by the Comparison

In the preceeding two chapbters, we have been
comparing the Idea of God and the lostulate of God in
Kent's first two Criftlques. The results of this compari-
son have given an answer to the most serious objection
to my thesisg,.

The obJjection runs bthus: The Idea of God is
totally different from the Postulabe of God., The Idea is
a product of theoretical reason. The Postulabte asrises from
practical reason, The Idea is merely a schena of a regu- |
latlve principle. We merely assume it in order to further
the systematic unlby, which is 8o essential, if reason's
gmplirical employment 1s to be extended, The TPostulate,
however, 1s used as a constltutive principle, We assert
it as objectively real, &ue to moral considevations, It is
gimply absurd to try to ildentify two concepts which are
entirely different.

The objsetion is invalid, because it misinberprets

Kant's Critique of Practical Reason. We have proven

that the differences are merely apparent, and arise
only if the Postulate of God is consldered from a prac-
tical point of view alone. Beneath these spparent dif-

fevences there are underlying similarities 1f we cousider

92
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both the Idea of God and the Posbtulate of God from the

same theoretical point of view. We have already consie

dered some similarities at the end of the second chapter.

In both
are not
neither

God and

of God,
tion Lo

proving

Both concepts are used as regulative principles,
cases we act as 1f there were a God. Both concepts
objectively real but are merecly assumed, In

cage does Lant adwit a theoretical knowledge of
thus he stays true to his theory of knowledge,

In proving the similaritlies of these two concepts
we have not only overcome the most serious objecw
ny Ghesis, but we have prepared the way for

Ghelr essential identity. We have not as yet

shown that they are in ossence identical. Two concepts

way have many similarities and yebt be differént. However,

now bthelr basic identlby is at least possible. e wish

to prove it to be actual.

B. The Real Purpose of the Critigue of Pure Reason

1. Vhat

is Metaphysics?

The first Critique is o treatise on metarhysies,

metaphysics for Kant includes a conslderation of the

basic Ideas required by moraliby.

Metaphysics has as the proper objects ['Zwecke'
which should be bpranslated ‘'aims'? of its enquiries
three Ideas ounlys God, freedom, and lmmortality.

e o« « ANV other mabtters with which tils sclience may
deal serve merely as a meang oi arriving at these
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Ideas and of establishine their reality. It does

not need the Ideas for the purposes of natural
sclence, but in order to pass beyond nature. Insight
into them would render theology and morals, and
through the union of these btwo, likewlse religion,
and therewith the highest ends of our existence,
entirely and exclusively dependent on the faculty

of speculative reason. (B %95n)

The real purpose of the Critlque ls bthe conslderation of
the Ideas which aren't needed for natural science but
for morslity. It seems to me most commenbabors have
failed to see this as the ultimabe purpose of Kant's
writing., Thig is why the "Dialectic" is the major part
(two thirds) of the book. The "other matters" Kant
refers to ave covered in the "Analytic'. Xanbt goes on
to say that iL this firet Critigue could glve us insight
into these ldeas,; then morality would need only the
conclusions of speculative reason as its support. Kant
has shown that the first Critique can't glve us knowledge
of the Ideas. Therefore their reality must be proven
from other consideratlions. However, the purpose of the

3 atill to tallor these Ideas for the use

oi the second Critigue. How 1t does thies we shall conslder
later,
The same enmphasis is repeated by Kant in other
places,
These unavoldable problems set by pure reason ltself
sre God, freedom, and lmmortality. The sclence which,

with all ite preparatlons, is in its final inbention
directed solely to their solution is metaphysies. (B 7)
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God, freedom, and immorbtality are the problems ab
the solubtion of which all the preparations of meba-
physics aim, as thelr ultimate and unicue purpose.
(Ceds 325)7

For Kant, metaphysics, or philosophy in the true
genge, "is the science of the relation of all knéwledge'tm
the essential ends of human reason.” (B 86?)2 The €8Sehs-
tial ends of reason ave msraleB Kant calls this notion
of philosophy a "concepbus cosmicus", I agree whole
heartedly with H.R. Lindgren when he says, "Accordingly,
we must conclude that the cenbral intention of Kant's
thaughﬁ wag to return philosophy to its primeval bearing,
viz, the relation of all knowledge Lo the essential ends
of humen reason," 4

Kant c¢laime that down through the centuries, the
primary alm of philosaphy was to get knowledge of God,
"Accordingly, theology and morals were the two motives,
or rather the two points of ﬁefereﬁcg, in all those
ebstract enquires of reason to which men came to devote
themselves." (B 851)° This atbempt to get knowledge
wag later callsd metaphyslics. Kant goes even further

and clalms that reason's nabural drive to the uncondi-

c¢f. B xix, B 874

cf. B 877 £,

B 846, B 868 :

Jells Llndgrem, "Conceptus Cosmicus" p. 300
eis B xuxii £. B 502

TGO -
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tioned is mobtivated by the needs of moralltiy.
Is this endeavor [of reason to find a systematic
whole’] the outcome merely of speculative interests
of reason? MNMust we not rather regard it as having
its source execlusively in the practical laterests
of rcason? (B 825)

The ultimate aim o which the speculation of
roason in its transcendental employment is directed
concerns three objJeots: the freedom of the will, the
Imnortality of the soul, and the existence of God.
In respect of all threc the merely cpeculative in-
terest of reason is very snmall. (B 828)

Kanbt goes on to show the real wmoral interests of reason
in these three objects snd concludes by saying: "It is
evident Uthat the ulvimate intentlon of nature in her
wige provision for us has indecd, in the constitubtion

of our peason, been directed to morsl lnterests alone.®
(B 629) 7The Ideas "are so many foundation stones of
woralsg and peligion". (B 499) "If there is no primordial
being distinet Ifrom the world . . , uworal Tdeas and prin-
¢iples lose all validity and share in the fate of the

trangecendental Tdeas which served as thelr theoretlcal

suppowpt.” (B 496)

Thus, I cchclude that we are wrong in sepsrabing
these two Critiques. We are wrong in scparating bthe
Tdeas from the Postulates. Both are united in one master
pvlan of Kant's., Kant himself adnits that reason at first
presents these two celements as "two distinet gystous,

<

but wltimetely in one single vhilosonhicsal systen", (B 868)
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In fact, the Postulates are "the socle means of recon~
ciling the speculative with the practical interest".

(B 770) As man galng inberest in morality, "we shall
find reason very beachable and in itself wore enlightened
as regards the unlting of the speculative with the prac-

tical interest"., (B 858n)

2, Kant's Method

ILet us look a l1little more closely abt Kant's
method to see how these two Oritiques actually do present
a unity. ¥This abttempt bto alber the procedure which
has hitherto preveiled in metaphyslcs . . « forms indeed
the main purpose of this C¥ltigque of pure speculative
resson.” (B xxii) Kanb's new procedure waé fhils thesils
that obJects must conform to our knowledge rather that
vice versa.6 This explains how apriori knowledge i1s

possible,7

"We can know apriorl of things only ~hat

we ourselves pub into them." (B xviii) But, the impor-

tant polnt here ia the restriction of apriori knowledge

to "objects" or "things®, ‘Kant‘s aim includes not only

tne sources and extent of apriori knowledge but also

its 1imits.8 We cannot lhiave apriori knowledge of trans-

cendent objects. "For we are brought to the conclusion

6 B xvi
7 B xix, cf. B 22
8 A xii
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that we can never transcend the limits of possible
experience, though that is precisgely what thils science
is concerned above all else to achieve." (B xix) This
sounds detrimental to the real aim of the Critique,
but it isn'v.

"On a cursory view of the present work it nay
seem thaﬁ its results are merely negative, warning us
that we must never venture with speculative resson beyond
the limits of experience. BSuch in faet is its primary
use." (B xxiv) Ve cannot have knowledge of God. Thus
Rant argues againsﬁ the dogmatiste, the prime exanple of
whom 18 Wﬁlffgg The dogumatlst asserted that it is pog-
sible to prove the exisbence of God. But if this is ée,
then it is also possible to disprove this, a possibility
taken advenbage of by the skeptic and by Kant, Kanbd
destroys all the basic arguments for the existence of
God. But this is debtrimental to morality woleh needs
the Postulate of God. "ihe dogmablsm of metavhysies

e s o 18 the source of all that unbelief, always very
dogmatiec, which wars against worality". (B xxx) Kant,
by showing the limits of apriori knowledge has destroyed
this dogmatic procedure, so harmful to morality.

Thus, Kent's Qritique also acqyulres positvive

9 B xxxvi £f. B 884, of. B 789
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value.qo If we cannot have knowledge of God, we cannob
disprove his existence Just as we cannob prove it. Here
Kant also destroys the elaim of the skepbtie, like I‘Iumaiqq

Whenever I hear thet a wrlter of real ablillity has
demonstrated away the freedom of the human will,

the hope of a fubure life, and the exlstence of God
I am eager to read the book, for I expect him by
his talents to Increase my insight into these matbters,
Already before having opened it, I am perfectly
certaln that he has not justified any one of his
gpeclifie claims; not because I belleve that I am
in possession of conclusive proofs of these lmpor-
tant proposltions, but because the bLranscendental
cilblioue which has disclosed to me 211 the resources
of our pure reason, has completely convinced me
that, as reason is incompetent to arrive at affirma-
tive assertions in this field, it 1s equally unable,
indeed even less able, to emtablish any negatlve
conclusion in regard vo these questions, (B 781)

We can nelther prove nor disprove the existence of &ed.qQ'

Thus, Kant protects morality from the deadly blow of the
skeptic;ﬂi It 48 in this way that Kant's metaphysics

is the "bulwark® of religlon and morality;ﬂ4
, This procedure however, has another positive
result, and this is really the important one for Kant.
By showlng that nelther proofs nor disproofs of the
existence of God aré valid, Kent has made room for a

practical faith ian God.

10 B xxiv f.

11 B 788 £f,, B 834, Cf., Pr.R. 52 ff.
12 B 669, B 701, B 767,f., B 770

1% B xxxi

14 B 877
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I have thersfore found it necessary to deny knowledge,
in order to make room for faith. (B xxx)15

So far, therefore, as our Critique limits spec-
ulative reasocon, it is indeed negabive; bub slnce it
thereby removes an obstacle which stands in the way
of the employment of practical reason, nay threabens
to destroy it, it has in reaslibty m positlve and
very lmportent use. AL least this 1ls so, immediately
we are convinced thabt there is an absolubely necessary
practical employment of pupe reason = the moral - in
which it inevitebly goes beyond the limlts of sensi-
bility. Though [practical] reason in thus proceeding
regquires no a#sistance from speculative reason, 1t
nugt yet be sssured against its opposition, that
%eason>may not be brought into conflict with itself,
B xxv, :

But when all progress in the field o6f the super-
sensible has thus been denled to speculative reasson,
1t is still open to us to enquire whether in Hhe
practical knowledge of reasgon, debta may not be found
sufficlent to determine reagson's transcendent concept
of the unconditioned, end S0 TO enable U, il B0COT-
danée with the wish of mebtaphysice, and by means of
knowledge that is possible spriori, though only from

- a practical point of view, to pass beyond the limlts
of all possible experlence., Speculative resson haes
~thus at least made room for such an exbensiony and
if it must at the same time leave it empty, yet none
the less we are at liberty, indeed we are summoned,
to take occupation of it, if we can, by practical
data of reason. (B zxi £.)

What should be eﬁpeaially noticed in the above quote is
that pﬁacti&al'knawledge atbtaches itmelf to the Idea of
speculabtive raason.qe Here again we seé a clear identifi-
cation of the Posbtulate with the Idea. "Taken positively,
Kant has disengaged the contradietions inevitably in-

curred when considered by speculative reasson and in so

15 ef. B 772f., B 822
16 cf. B 669

McMASTER UNIVERSITY LIBRARY.
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doing has made that object avallable to the considefam
tion of practical reascn.“ﬂ7 Thus, Kant can be sald to
be dressing up the Ideas, so they are flt and ready to
be used by practiecal reason, Thig further step, in the
positive value of the first Critique we shall consider

in the next section,

C. Ideas as the Basis of the Postulabes

1 Freedom as an Example of this Connection

Kant shows how the Ideas provide the hasls upon
whilch the Pogtulates are bullt, using the concept of

8 The "Analytic" of the first

freedom ss an exanple.
Critique has proven that all speculatlve knowledge i=s
limited to mere objects of experience. It also proved
that behind appearance there must be something that
appears, namely a thing in itself. We cannot know this
thing in itself, but we must be able to think 1t, that
is, it must not be logically self«ccnﬁra&icteryoqg The
distinetion between appearance which I can know and the
thing in itself which I can only think also enbtalls a
restriction of the application of the categeories to

appearsnce only, thus sllowing the possibility of freedom

17 ILindgren, "Conceptus Cosmicus" p. 283
18 B xxv £f,
19 B xxvi
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to apply to the thing in itself. Without the distinc-
tion one couldn't say of one and the seme thing, namely
2 human soul, that it is free and not free at the aame
time.,

Thus freedom can be thought. "“But though I
cannot know, I can yet thiunk freedom; that is to say,
the representatimn of 1t 1s at least not self-contradlc—
tory." (B xxviii) The Ffirst Critique provides the basils
for the Postulate of freedom by proving an Idea of free-
dom which is nobt selfwcounbtradictory and which does not
contradict the category of causgality. "iMorallty does
not, indeed, reguire that freedom should be undersiood,
but only that it should not contradict iteelf, and so
should at least allow of belng thought." (B xxix) If
gspeculative reason had not been able to prove the logical
possibility of freedom, then morality could not have

20

produced a Postulate of freedom,“” Whether, in fact,

q

Kant has really satisfactorily provided an Idea of free-
dom which 18 free of self-contradiction is a question
I must disregard.

The first Critique proves the logical posslbil-
ity of freedom. The second Qritigue proves the real

poesibility of freedom. Real possibility equals logical

20 B xwix
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possibility plus a relation to some other fact whose

21 This reallty "need not however,

reallity is glven.
be sought in the theoretical sources of knowledge; it
may lie in those thabt are practical."” (B xxvi n) The
firset Qritique could prove neither the reality nor the

22 opis wes provided only

real possibility of freedoms
after practical consideprations were added, but this
addition could be made only after theoretical reason

prepared the way by providing en Idea of rceson, which

practical reason could use.

Thus Kant has proved that the Postulabe of frec~
dom is based on the Idea of freedom, "It should especl-
ally be noted thet the practicel concept of frecdom is
based on this transcendental Idea." (B 561) "The denial
of transcendental frecdom must, therefore involve the
elimination of all practical freedom." (B 562) Practical
reason merely proves the obJective reality of this
legieally pogsible Idea of fresdom. "With the pure
practical faculty of reason, the reality of transcen=
dental freedom is also confirmed." (Pr.R. 3) Yhus Kant

frequently interchanges the two concepts, because for

21 Beck, A Commentary 27%n, o¢f, B 266 ff., B 302n,
PI'QRQ 0 [ MQEI 1 .fq B 282 ff.
22 B 585 f., Pr.R. 7, 49, 50, 137 £,
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him, they &re basically the same.
2. The Idea of God as the Bagis of the PFostulate of God

We have shown how Kant considers the Idea of
freedom a basis for the Postulate of freedom., Kant con-
giders this an exaaple of what could be done for the
other Ideas. "This discussion as to the positlve advan-
tage of critical principlesbaf pure reason can be simi-
larily developed in regard to the concept of God." (B xxix)

Not only has the first Critigue protected the
concept of God from the skeptic, but it has preparved

24 Theoretical

the way for a practieal knowledge of God.
reagon provides practical reason with an Idesa of God
which is free from conbtradiction. It is an "Ideal with-
out a flaw". (B 669)25 Theorebical reason has also
proven that there is no contradictlion between contingency
of natural things and the assumption of a necessary
intelligible condition of all tnings,gé Whether or not
Kant has in actual fact proved the loglcal vosgibility

of the concept of God ie again a question with which we

will not concern ourselvesg.

23 Pr,R. 28, 100, B 574 £,
24 B xxx

25 Pr.R. 4, 140

26 B 590
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Again 1t is not the purpose of theoretical reason
to prove either the reality or the real possibllity of
the Idea of God., "In these remarks we have no intention
of proving the unconditionally necsessary existence of
guch a being, or even of esteblishing the possibility
of a purely intelligible condltion of the existence of
aprearances in the sensible world! (B 590)2? Theoretical
reason merely proves the legical‘p68$ibility of the
concept of God. Practical reason goes further and gives
o this concept of God not only real possibllity bub
algo "obJective reallity".

These Postulates are nob theoretical dogmas bub
presuppositions of necessarily practical import
thus while they do not extend speculatlive knowledge,
they glve objective reallty ho the Ideas of specu-
lative rcegon in general (Dy means of bheir relation
to the practical sphere), and they Justify it in
holding to concepts even the possibility of which
it could not otherwise venture to affirm.” (Pr.R. 13%37)
Reason is not hereby extended however, in its
theoretical knowledge; the only thing which ls differ-
eut ls that the possibility, which was hevetofore a
problem, now becomes an assertlon, and the practlcal
use of reason is bthus connected with the elements

rd

oi theoretical reasons (Frei, #4)

The wPossibility"” mentioned in both of the above quotes

is "real possibility" whlch couldn't be proven by theore-

tical reasson but which was supplled by practical data.ag

27 cfe ProRs 4 ' :
28 B zxvi ny c¢f. FPr.R. 3, 5, 7
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Before the concept of God was merely thinkebley mow 1t
is described assertorlically as having an ebject;29

On the basis ol the above evidence, I conclude
that the Postulate of God is ths Idea of God with some

practical considerations added to it.

D. Additlonal Considerations

This sectlion may appear o be an sssorbtuent of
odds and ends but 1t seems impossible to avold this
because these odis and ends don't quite f£it into, what
I hope has been a tight argument unbil ﬁﬁw, However,
they do add to my total argument, so I will include
then in this fashion,

Here I wish to call attention, 1f I may, to one
thing, nemely, that every step which one takes with
pure reason, even in the practical field where one
does not bake subtle speculatlon into account, so
neatly and naturally dovetalls with all parts of
the critique of theoretical reason that 1t is as
if each step had been carefully thought out merely
to esbablish this confirmation, This egreement
was by no wmeans sought after. It is rather (as
one can convince himgelf if he only follows moral
considerations back to their principles) a gelf-
evident agreement bebtween the most important
propositions of practical reason with the often
geemingly too subile and unnecessary reumarks of
the critique of speculative reason, (Pr.R. 110)

The nature of this agreement we have slready considered.

This is repeated again in the following quotes:

29 Pr.R. 138, 139
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"Concepts of reason may perhaps make possible a tran-
sitlon from the concepts of nature to the practical
concepts, and in that way may give support to the moral

Ideas themselves, bringing them into connection with

the speculative knowledge of reason," (B 386)

Of the second Criticue, Kant says:

The concepts and principles of the pure speculablve
reason are now and again reexamined in this work,

in spite of the fact that they have already been
scrutinized in the Cpritique of Pure Reason « » .
These concepts of reason are now seen in transition
to an altogether different use from that made of
them in the first Critique. Such & transition makes
necessary a comparison of thelr old and new employ=
ment, in order to distingulsh clearly the new path
from the previous one and at the same time to call 30
attention to the connectlon between them. (Pr.R. 7)

Kant here lis clearly ieferring to the comnection between
the Postulates and the Ideas. Thus we can meke another
conclusion from our detailed comparison in Chapter III.
The comparison really involved one common element, the ]
concept of God, which was used differently and which |

was considered from a different woint of view in each

case. However, in each case, it was still the concept

of God that was belng compared. The concept of God which

in the firsv Critigue was problematic, now is real.”

The same coxncept which before was trancendent and

30 ch 1)3:‘.:&@ 5 fo
51 P.’IZ';R. q’j 79 159
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regulative, now is immanent and constitutivegag What
before was presupposed, now is postulated,§§ Many other
examples could be given which show that Kant was come-
paring one and the same concept by seeing it from two
points of view.

Beneath the differences, there is unity. This
is perhaps easier to see 1if we conslider bhoth concepts
firat from a theoretical point of view alone, I have
done this iIn wy comparison and we saw that ﬁhé na%ure
and use of the Posbtulate was identical with the Idea,
i.6. E%mi, Let us now consider the Postulate alone but
from both points of view. The theoretical roint of view
and the practical polnt of view are merely two sides of
one coln, l.e. P%E%+ Eb, Therefore, E%mP~Ebg Uging
our symbole it is easy to see that 1f PtmI and Pth*Pp§
then 1ﬂ?~$p; The Postulate is merely the Idea in disguilse.

Kent speaks of the physlco~theologlcal proof,
which formed part of the basls of the Idea of God, as
glving additional welght to other proofs, 1f there were

such°54

He is of course alluding to the woral proof
and thus we see here that the two proofs refer to the

. same God., Practical considerations swing "the balance

R. 140, ¢f. Pr.R. 138
2 -
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go delicately preserved by the lndeclsiveness of specu=
lation”, in favor of the Idea of God which speculative
reagon couldn't prove. (B 617) God as the ground of the
highest good is also the cause of nature,BE Kant sees

a baslc unity between moral teleology and physical tele-

ology, both pointing bto the same @od@36 loral theology

leads to a concept of God of which speculative theology
could not yield any ecnxiction.§7 The decision to postulate
a God on the basis of moral considerations agrees with
the theoretlical need of reason in assuming the Idea of
Gs&.§8

Kant often c¢laims that once practical reason
has shown the moral necegslty of postulating the concept
of God, then theoretical reason can add to this same
concept of God, considerations of its own.

In this, [l.e. the wmoral considerationd] speculatilve
reason was only a spectabor, or ab best, it had the
merlt of emwbellishing a concept which did not grow
on its own ground and of promoting it with a series
of confirmations drawn from the observation of nature.
(Pr.R. 146)

For if, in some other relatlion, perhaps on prag-
tical grounds, the presupposition of a supreme and
all sufficient being, a3 highest intelligence, estab-
lished its validity beyond all guestion, it would
be of the greatest importance accurately to determine
this concept on its transcendental side, as the con-
cept of a necessgary and supremely real being, ?ige.

35  Pr,R. 130, ¢f. R. 142n )
36 B 843, C.J. 298, 307, 330, R. 5
27 B 842

38 Pr.R., 157
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as the Idea of God,| (B 668) In considering the history
of human thought, Kent says 1t was only when moral ideas
came to the fore that they could correct the "ecrude and
incoherent concepts of the Delty", provided by consider-
abtions which until then had been primarily theereticalngg

Vie must aleo keep in mind that ultimabtely practi-
cal reason and speculabtive reason are one and the gane
?8&5@3;40 "I'he practlcal employment of reason , . 18
closely bound up with ite epeculative employment." (B 424)
Thus, we can expect that thls one reascn will come up
with only one concept of God which can be used in two
different ways.,. This is slready implied in our previous
zensideraﬁicna, The concept of God "is completely satis-
factory from every human point of view for both the
gpeculative and practical use of our reason". (C.J. 248)

The above sundry conslderations amgain reaffirm
my conclusion that baglcally the Posbulate of God and

the Idea of God refer to one aund the same concent.

E. The Major Objectlon Reconsldered

I wish to reconsider the major objection to my

thesie as formulated by Schwelbtzer, although there are

39 B 845, cf. Pr.R. 145
40 see above p.25 f.
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others who also disagree with my thesis;qq I shall
deal only with Schweltzer because he best summerizes
the objections which are also contained 1ln the other
weitlngss

Sechweltzer admits that in the "Dialectie" of
the first Critique Kant intended to present one philosophy
of religion, with one God. "The Ideas which are realized
in the practical realm ave prepared fLor tiis task by
the insbrumentality of critical idealism."*® "hig is to
take place in this meunner, so that theoretical reason
may gulde the transcendental Idea in question through all
vhases up bto its limits where it 1s ready to btranscend
it (using a passport which documents its origin in the
land of critieal 1ldeslism) and to seiltle down in the

45 Hers

realm of the practical use of pure reason."
Schweltzer sgrees with my thesis.

However, Schweltzer argues that 1ln the develope-
ment of Kant's thought, Kant retracts this previous
claim and separates entively the moral and the metaphy=

gical God. 'This process o0f separation begins already in

41 Schweltzer, The Fgsence of Failth
cf. Webb, Kant's Philosophy of Religion 172 ff,
Beck, Commenbary to Kant 281 T

42 cchweltzer, The hgsence of Taith 18

4% Schweltzer, The hesence o1 Faith 35
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the "Canon" of the firet Criblque, but here, "the two
great trains of thought which appear later in Kant's
philosophy of religion are  found side by side in a
sounewhat confused staﬁe“.Q& This separation is fully

completed in the Gritique of Practical Reason.

This difference in the arrvangement in the sketch
of a philesophy of religilon [the "Canon'] and the
Critigue of Practical Reason lies 1lan the fact that
in the former, the reallzed megnitudes are not yetb
ldeas, and in the latter they are no longer Ideas,
The escalatlon which drives the realized magnitudes
beyond the concept of Ideas in the Cribique of
Yractical Reason took place by a deepening of the
ethical convent. 4D

Let us look very briefly at Schwelbzer's wmaln
arguments. In the "Canon", Kant beglns to bring in
practical considerations and in so doing, we begin to
see the separation of the two realms, especlally with
respect to the concept of freedom. Bchweitzer hases
his argument primarily on two quotes from Xanb:

The guestion of transcendeantal freedom is a matter
for speculative knowledge only, and when we are
dealing with the practical, we can leave 1t aside
ag being an issue with which we have no concern.
(B 831 £.) _

I must flrest remark that for the present I shall
employ the concept of freedom in this practical
sense only, leaving aside that other transcendental
meanling which cannot be emplrically made use of in
explanation of appearances, but is itself a problem
for reason, as has been already shown. (B 829 £.)

44 Gehweitbzer, The Essence of Faith 33
45 Schweitzer, The Hssence of Faith 7% f.
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Schweltzer concludes: "But now we behold the spectacle
that at the point where practical freedom steps on the
gcene it rejects all connection with the transcendental
Idea of freedom because the latber has nothing to do with
anything prastiea13"46 This conclusion applles to the
Idea of God as well,

In the Critique of Fractical Reason, the Postulabtes

are esbtablished without concern for the Ideas of specu-
lative reaacn,47 he YPostulate of the exilstence of God
was arrived at solely by the demands of practical reascon,
a fact which is emphasized by Kant's emphasis on the
primacy of practical reason.

Thus we can note bthe curiocus faet that it is only
on the basis of critical idealism that the Ideas
of God, freedom, and immortality have been estab-
llshed as posslible without science being able to
claim otherwise in the interest of trubth, but that
these Ideas immediately undergo a transformation
as poon a8 this posslibllity haes been raised into a
practically recognized realitg by virtue of the
experience of the morel law.%

Schwelbtzer argues that Lant arbitbtrarily asserts the
connection of the Fostulates with the Tdeas, in order
o confirm the correctness of his proceﬂure.49 Bchweitzer

also argues that the possibility of this transformed

46 Echweltzer, The Essence of Faith 36
47  Sehweitzer, The Fasence of Faith 68, se: Pr.rR. 110
48  3Schweltzer, The Essence ol Faith 71
49 Schwelbzer, The Fesence of Faith 41
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Tdea can no longer be supported with the nmeans ail the
commnand of critlical idesalism.

Are Behweitzer's arguments valid? I agree with
his desecripbion of Kant's thought. I agrec that the
DTostulate of God is developed without consideration of
the Idea of God, I agree that the Ideas undergo a radical
transformatlon when they become Postulates, But T don't
think thils entalls Schweltzer's conclusion: that for Xanb
they are entirely different and that one isn't the basls
of the other., Schweitzer and others who agree with him,
fail to see that the rostulate of God must be seen from
two polnts of wview. From a theoretlcal point of view,
the Postulate is identical with the Idesa. ?rem.a practi=
cal point of view the Postulate is developed indepenw
dently from the Idea, bubt this doesn't preclude there
being evother side to this ¢oin,

The two nassages Schweitzer uses in support of
his thesis (B 8%1 £ B 829 £) don't in fact do sos The
transcendental aspect of freedom can be left aside he- ;
canse in noral considerations we need only the practical
gide of the coin. Thils doesn't exclude the pogsibility
that there 1s a theoretical side of the coin, identical
with the Idea of freedom, which ie the basis of practical

freedom and alone makes it possible.
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Kant develops the practical aspect of the Postulatbe
of God gulte independently of a consideration of its
theoretlical side but this in no way entails that there
is no theoretical aspect to the PPostulate which in fact
makes posaible its practical developement.

Schweltzer ls also wrong in claiming that the
posslbility of the Postulate can no longer be supported
with the weans at the command of critical ldealism, If
ceritical ildealism achbually does support the possibility
of the Idea of God (a problem which I don't consider in
this thesis), then it also can support the possibllity
of the Postulate of God because the Postulabte has a theo-
retical aspect which is identical wlth the Idesa.

Schweltzer fails to de Justice to the many Gimes
Kant does assert the connectlon, as I have shown previously
in this chepter. Therefore, Schweltzer and others agree=-
ing with him, have simply misinterpreted Rant's doctrine
of the Ides and the Postulate of God, They have empha~-
sized only the differences, falling to see the underlying

ginilarities which I have tried to point out in Chapter III,

P, Ccnclusian

On the basis of the above conslderations, I con-
clude therefore, that I have proved my thesis, nanely,

that, for Kant, the Postulate of God and the Idea of God
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are in cssence identical, The Tostulate of God mush

be seen from a practical as well as a theoretical point
of view. It is the lutter which is identlcal wilth the
Jdea of God and provides the basis of the possibility
of developement in its practical aspects,

In wy introduction, I pointed out a2 few side
issues which would be clarified in the developemant of
mny thesis. In proving my thesis, T have, at thé same
time vindicated Kant's genius, proving that he didn't
blatantly contradict himself by allowing a practical
knowledge of Gode Kent did not contradict his empiriclsm.
He did not leb in God "in the back door", He d4id not
really give "0ld Lampe" back his God which formerly he
had tsken from him. Xant rejected all the srguments
for the existence of God and he maintained thieg vosition
to the last., But, he wasn't arn athelst. The same grounds
which make 1t impossible to prove the existence of God
make it equally iwpossible to dlisrrove his exlstence.

In other words, Kent was an agnostic.

Bub, it seems as if Kant couldn't quite rid
himself of Lhe notlon that God really 4did exist, The
tatarry heavens above! and the "noral law within" actually
required a real God. Kant wanted to know God, but his

eriteria for knowledge didn't allow this. 8o, he did
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the next best thing. He proved on purely rational
grounds, a Postulate of God, which was very useful;
which was the ground of the moral law within; which
was the designer of the starry heavens above; which in
fact was very wmuch like the Christian God; but which
was s8till only an Idea.

Is there then 1o way out for Kant? Tloes Kant's
reasonabhle empirical eriterion of knowledge exclude the
nossibility of proving the existence of God? ‘he words
of the Christian message come to my mind: "That which
was from the beglnning, which we have heard, which we
have seen wlth our eyes, which we have looked upon and
touched with our hands « . s« we proclaim also Ho yeug”sg
"and the Word |God] became flesh and dwelt among us,

o1 pue crucial question which

full of grace and truth."
Kant failed to properly answer was the question Jesus

asked of his disciples; "But who do you say that [ am?“52

50 I John 1:1-3
51 John 1:14
52 dark 3:29



BIBLIOGRAFHY

This 18 a selectlive blbliography which includes
only those works whlch the author found particularly
ugeful, as well as those books and arbicles referred to

in tha footnotes.

Adickes, Trich. Kant und die Als-Ob Fhilosophie. Stubtigarty
Fr. Frommans Veriag, (H, KUrtz), 1927

Beck, L.W. A Commentary on Kanbt's "Critlque of Practileal
Reason". Chicago: Universiby of Ohlicago Press, 1960,

Bird, Greham. ZXant's Theory of Knowledge. London:
Routledge and Kegan Pa 96 '

Casslrer, H. W, London: George

Allen and Unwin THds, 198k,

Copleston, Frederick. A Hisbtory of Philosophy. Vol.VI
Part IX. London: Image Books, A Division of Doubleday
and Co. Inc. Garden City, New York, 1964,

Dryer, D. P, Xant's Solublon for Verification in Meba-
physics. Toronmto: Allen end Unwin, 1966,

Eisler, R. Kant - Lexikon. Berlin: Mittler Verlag, 1930

Heine, Heinrich. "Geschichte der Religion und Fhilosophis
in Deutschland" Bdmbliche Werke. Vol, VII, Leipzig:
In Insel«Verlag, 1 .

Kant, I. Critlgue of Jud§emen$. Trans, J.H. Bernard.
New York: Hafner Publishing Co., 1966,

Kent, I. Critigue of Practical Reason. Translation and
Introduction by Lewis White Beck. Library of Liberal
Arts. New York: The Bobbs Merrlill Co. Inc, 1956,

Kanty, 1. QCriticque of Pure Reason, Translated by Norman
Kemp Smith. New York: St. Martin'es Press, 1965,

118



119

Kant, I, Fundamental Principles of the Meb“gmysics @éi
Pthics, Tranelated by Thomas Kingsmill ABLOGG.
Tondons Longmans, 1965,

Kent, I. Gesammelte Bohriften. FPreussische Akademis
der Wiesenschaften, 22 vols. Berlin: Druck und Verlag,
George Reimer, 1902.

Kant, I. Religlon Within the ILimits of Reason Alone.
Tpanslated by T.M, Greene and H.H, Hudson. New torks
Harper and Brafhers, 1960,

Kbrner, 2. Kant. Brisﬁal: Penguin Books, Western Prine
ting Bervices Ltd., 1955,

Lindgren, J. R. "Kant's GConeeptus Cosmicus", Dialogue.
Vol II (1963-64) 250-300,. '

_a&hiad@x zu Kant's "Kritik der reinen Ver-
Berlin: Walber de Gruyber Und GO 196?.

Richards, G,HW‘ "Reantlan Philosophy and Christlan
Theology™, Gonstructlve Quarberly. New York: Vol.IV
(1916) 343-E2,

Schrader, G. "Kant's Presumed Repudiation of the Moral
Argument in 'Opus Postumum'", Fhilosophy. dJuly 26,
1951. vp 228-41,

Schweitzer, A, The FEssence of Faith. Translated and
edited by Kurt F. Leldecker. New York: Philosophical
Library, 1966.

Vaihinger, Hans. The PhllQSQth of Ag - If. Translated
by C.K. Ogden, London: Kegen, raul, Trench, Trubner
and Co. Ltde, 1925,

Webb, Clement C.J. Xant's Philosophy of Religion.
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 19264

Zilian, Trichs "Die Ideen in Kant's theoretischer und
praktischer Philosophlie". Dissertatlon: Albertus
Universitdt, Konigsberg: Buchdruckerei Richard Lankeit,
1927,



