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FAITH AS KANT'S KEY
TO THE JUSTIFICATION OF
TRANSCENDENTAL REFLECTION

STEFHEN PALMOULTET
S Patery Oologe, Oxford

i

Kane is gomedimes criticiyed Tor not having devoled niore effort o the question
of how Critival phitosophy & possible.! To compensare For this neglect,
interpreters have tended 10 Focus on ane ar more of theee methody of justify-
ing Kant's transcendental peespective (and particutarly s assumption of the
thing in Btset). Interpreters have stressed the role i plays: (1) in the overall
systern to whicl i ghees clse, 23 in Kand's speciad theory of transcendentat
ideatisnt, and (3) in relation to Kant's tramscendontal avguments. Since Lhave
provided my own version of (1) In severst other papers, 21 shall here concen-
teake mare on {21 and (3). However, shall do so only ia order to demonsteate
their secondary importanee to a fourth method, which § will argoe is Kand's
ultimate gnd indispensable key to the justification of (ranseendental rellge.
tian, and which therefiore sccounts far bis peplect of clearly fustifying his task
Boothey way,

En his Profegossens Kot sugeests it bz somctlmes secessacy For the
phitosopher to adopt ‘s rational failh which alone may be possible for us,
sufficient to our wants, and perhaps even more salutary than knowledge
fiself* .Y Althotgh this would appear at lirst sight 1o be predarious ground on
which Lo build an epistemolopicat fovedation o 2 phitosophical system, i
seems to me that Kanl teeats i not only, as sufficient, but as (he accessary
support For both his transcendental and his practical perspoctives. The purpose
of this paper therelore, whl Be, firgt, o demonsteaie that he doos i fact wie
Faith as the jusiilying key 10 By franscendentat perspective, and gecond, 1o
defend its Fogithmacy bt this role.

boE.g WOHL Waksly, Kanes Orlvlelnm of Metsphpsics (T0iabeept, 13753, po 24235,

T fe pastieondar, “Keovwiedee und Experignoe. An Sxominndion of (ke Four Kefloopve
“Peapective™ fn Rant's Critical Philozophy', K8Y, fortheoming, snd "Six Perspectives on
tha Object in Kand's Theory of Knowbedye®, Dvaf, foolhocoming.

¥ Profegimend fooamy Futaes Melaphpiicd, W, LW, Beek (Mew York, 10503, pl2d
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Delore disanssing the merits of this enther engethodos clain, we mest under-
taied what Kaot means by the word faith" (Glade). George Scheader Friay
be chabid ke snying i For Kant “he term Doith i sot wsed in Doy ConVER-
tomut sense’; S bun this dots not justify his charge diat it theveFare serves to
confuse the tunction of te ceitical matliod s applied 1o aweal exprianoe’
G E83). For if we make the effort te understand his ov specitt tse of the
word and to apply i consistently, then | beliove it can scrve insesd 1o clarify
" the natitrd of Kant's Oeitieal method,

Ewing aptly observes thit Faith does not rectn Sor Bt bebiel on anthori ¥
or beliel withont ground, bt believhig what we have sdeguate grounds for
helinving but cannal absolitely prove'.? Kant deseribes Faith os ‘the morat
attitude of reason i HY ssswrange of what ks beyond the reach of theoretiond
knewkedye” % Such ‘assurance’ can result from either ordiniry ‘cominge
bellel or speetat ‘necessary E}_u!icP.’ The batier, striclly Critical King of belief,
is based on the assumption hat *| know (Oweissy with ceriinty thast no one
vikn have knowledge (hennend of dny other comditions which fead (o the
proposed end’ (B8520.5 This asstanption does aol entitle o Lo ‘speculative
knowledpe' or ‘thearaticad copndiion' {* Wissen') voagerning the condition in
guestiont” instend it means that the costditbon is regardad us sufficient "anly
subijectively’ (B830Y Accordinghy,'te expression of bebiel is, from the
objective point of view, an exprossion of madesty® — Le. of an swareness
of our gnaranee — even thongh it i, ‘4t the same time, from the subisctive -
point af vicw, an expressian of the Nemness ol our conlidence'.

Most commentators it the apphication of these and other comments on
Faith o Kant's moral phitosophy, lgnoting or denying thisir apphieation 1o
s episrempdogp. For eample, s chiin w0 "deny fnowledee Wissen), in ardor
v make roomt Lo Sl (Bxnx) s often taken out of s wider context'! and

+ “Fhe Vivdng bn dsel iy Hontiee Mhilosopby', Kens, cd, BP. WobF Chgndon, FRad)y,
pokRY, .

b AL Bwing, 4 Short Commmentary on Kanr's Critigue of Pure feoson thondon, Fri,
[

b Kend's Critigue of Judpumens, Past 1, 1. 14, bleeadith Oakord, 1933, p.ids,

T el Koot Critiques of Fure Reaion, 1, Remp Sreill (ondon, 1929, i i1852,
iesepfier, oif references o Mi's fiss) Critfquee will be fentpotated b the fexi i the
wonveptlonad mennen page nundiess will eefer 4o the seeond Germar editton PB', cxcept
whiert Ehe ssAeeind i e to the fies edition (A, a8 specilied in Rang Smit's ansdalion.

§ Kant's recheiesd term for obfective “kuowbrdae’ it Brbenaini He defines PMssen as
o et pubjeeiive de i B8 efees o Gated it which “tee holdisg of o thing 1o be truy ix sefiicieny
{lor the subject] bk aubjoctively sk obfectivaly’ (HRSD. Kant's vse of (he veebat Coring
of bosh wotdd i the srers sépbente st (B3 point i thicelord o pateniist sowice of coplitdon.

9 Eant, Profepomyng e abovel, p. 120,

1o BB dee abio BAYE-S amd Profigontme (0,3 sbove), p.25,
br Kewre Senith's transtntion tends io enootrgge this et rped by by Myscting Kingts
ong Jong pursaeaph o Ahis poise (Rxsieaakil into g B0 Fit s,
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regardud saloly as an abieston to the wiy the deninks of tiwe Bialeotie make
room for the fanh of proactical ceasos. B is undouabledhy true that Eaints
inrntediate pabn i sakiog this ssseriion i Lo stross the need Tor Faith in ane's
sl oyiment oF practical eoucepts sich as *God, Nresdam, and imniariality’;
bt it 2 ravely soknowlhedped th his general argument depends on the premise
that the same “attitude of resson’ must alse hold true o the Frst Critigue
For the thing in Haell 2 Just as he regards the Taith of praciical reason us the
begitimate response to o back of knowledge concerning God, lreedom, and
immortatity, 5o alse he regarees the faih of theoretient reason oy the legltimate
response 1o our lack of kagwledpe concorning the ching i tsabf, The twa eages
are tivectly paraifch; indeed, s the main parpose of Kant's paragesph {Buxie
wxni} to demonstrate thebr shmitarity, and o so doiog (o establish the logieal
prige iy of fabh in the thing i Bself Tor bath epistemological and morad rellee
sian, The thing in itsetf, therefore, shoukt not be regardod 53 2 ‘wild cand’,
siyly inctuded in Kant™s epistematogy soledy "for the purpase of his cthles': ™
ange it 15 accepted ax & rationat presapposition of faith, i forms the very
grovpd in which the Critical philosophby i planted.

Eer the rernsincder of this paper bowill attempd to defend this mierpretation
of the rode of Fuith i Kanes phifosonhy by refating i Lo three speeilic issees,
Bieat, | owill elaborate o whit B omesns to say the thing o itsolf must be
aecepted gn faith, §will then cantrast this approach with thun which regards
transeendental arpuments as the only valid key lo the Justification of
transeendental reflection, And Nnally, assuming my Inlerpretation i3 corpeet,
Ewilt consider the redatioaship bevween epistenalogica faith fn the thing in
esebl sk pvaral faith it the ibeas of practival veasow. T am soccessiud, §
will ave demonsteated not that Kom bolteved he hisd got established bis system
a8 eendlonffedly "teuet, but rather that Be heli frmscondontal philosophy to
be ‘true’ only for those who Follew his inbiil feap of laith,

2
b discussing the concept of ‘nountenon’ w3 term refated to, Dul ndt o
bt sepented with, fthing in Dsell — Kand says b B344;
“The reltbaen of scnsibility v an obfect Fhe, o the Wdag in lsell§ and what the
trapseendentnt ground of this wnity say be, weg matters undoahicdby so deoply
conceated that we . | . Gan never be fustificd in treating seasibility as being a

12 5.F, Barker adimils ‘i b imgtaustble po supnase 1hay TR wat} higelf sepaseded it mocal
phitogopty o providing the main bashs For spymng there a2 ddngsfndhemsclves FAppeat-
ing aat Appegeances iy Kawt®, Kewe Snadies Todpy, ed. LW, Beck fLa Sake, Hinois, 19691,
p2BS). Bt dndteadt of offering an alicenative justification, b argues that tie 1hing ket iself
i o groundtess aszieapdion, resuliing fram Kant's doceplande of two contradictary theories
of peeception (283, 289 | have steempied, Biwever, b dertodsieite (heir cocmpatabilly
i 'Sk Peespectived o2 abave).

i3 Wolsh bl sbovel pp b3l F68,
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suitisile ipstraroent of investipation Nor discovering anythig save abwoys stilk
obEbes edeit O e GEECE iS WE el dre Bo explose their potscnsihbo cansa.
Lo eancluches an this basis that the onby Teghimale Tuneikon of this ‘empy’

Sefteti 1 negative: Lo mark the Hioits of our sengible kaowledge and (o lepve
oftet 4 spies which we ¢an B neither through possible experienss nor through
e winbersimnding ' (8345
Wit Kasth dans not exphitin o this point is whether tand if 36, how) thiy
Yspade cen b rogarded by usas Med in any way. e intends it o represent
the same reakity as the ‘non-sensible eanse’ of appearances (B334) - and it
seery obvions 1o me (hat he toes — then he must regard this space as being
‘Felbed” in st zemse by the thing i itsel, Since for b the thing i feself is
unknawable by definition, ' it would not il the space beyond our seasibility
with Krowledye of "the relation of sensibility to an objeet’ (3334} it would
mergly provide us with o tabet For the befief that there is & sopsersensible
erawh’ of the world oz we Know it The onfy problem this raies is, of eourse,
how to Justily such an asemption,
FEeney Adlison trgucs apamst this nterpretation when he says!
Propeety vorstr o, 1bis probleny is not, asis generalty belfoved, tha of somehaw
pastilying the asseapdion of the exisbenes OF ankiowabbe enflites, Rathar, I is
1 shar the possibitity and e sigpificance of | , . covgidering Heingy fi . cnpiricat
ohiedts) ae Moy are i emyefvgs, witich geans ou ey dre apdr feom i
conditions opder wiich we chn Eirow dpyibing ahayt pheegi. b
Laaw, o ety Rargely in apeetment with Athsan’s interprefaton; Tor Kant s
Hiheed primarily concerned with vestipating the variows ‘perspeetives’ From
which ‘dihigs’ can be considered, M Conscaquently, 2 good deat of witat he Likys
shout the thing i Bsell can be Intarpreted as refercing to how the concepy
ol fihings apart feom our knowledge of than' can be gnabysed. Bud this, suzchy,
is not wihat Kant hus in ming when he (alks about the thing fn fsell as the
‘eackse’ of appearance fos in B334), On the contrary, he i reparding the thing
it iksetl a8 than which fiffs the transcendent spuce which is for us wiiknowabbe,
T pegarch §t o ks wiy 35 L0 hypostitide it canteepr, $0 that He existence Gn
some transeendent, but anaktogousty ca:cgdriai sense of the word} must be
presupposed fof, BESSY Aad any talk which ever alades o sueh hypostati-
tion of uaknowable concepls fodr reguire soma justiltcation.
Kamd spys that “the modest fungeaege of o raconat beliel {vermiindrigen
Glapbensyt onables us (0 “dssume . | Ui existence of something possibie and

B4 E Pec drpued Wais oinb 3 detall i sn vopublished pagnr entitted "Awst the Thing
iy eself Mo Koowsbie "la Prisgipte?”

B3 YThings b Tlesackved, Mowmens, amd e Tronseendeniat Qbject', Siaf 33 (8508,
.,

e Fhis interpectabon, inclndbng o explocndion of (B¢ sxtent of my dgresment {and
disxgreennent) with Athisan, i Goveloped irmare Gelai i the bwo papers mentioned in ooty
2 wlove, -
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gven ibisprensible for the guidunee of the understanding and of the wilf in
il The assumptions which guide “the will', or ‘praciicad resson’, are those
witich concern the axistence of whit for theorctical reason are mercly ‘ileay!
(.. God, freedom and immortality). Likewise, the assumptions which puide
‘the understanding’, or (reoretical reason, are those which concern the
entytence of what wourld otherwise be & rere concept {viz. the Livivrg i Hsedl)
Askde from the fact that the Form Kant gives to practiost reason i depandent
it the forny he Flest gives (o theorctical reason, his justiflcation for both is
the same: even iF the sensibifity cannot Intull 53 an appearanee something wiich
tha uinberslanding can think us o concept, its employiment i & philosophleat
system s not forbidden as long as the reason fthearctival or praciical} can
present sell with sulficient evidence o assumte its existence on aith, Withow
sueh evidence, Kant's faith woold not be ‘rafionad bellel”.

To pit Caith b the thing in itsell Is not 5o much to accept it a8 & separate
ety 45 1o aceopt that the objects whish Tl the world of our cxperience have
soe nature " themselvos's i s 1o balleve that they are not slere appearances,
for there is semething about them which, tn principle, trandscends our
knowledgs, Findlay s leegely corvect, therelove, to say Kant

plzindy does not regard Wi assumpabond ag involving any difieul, problematie
shep: it ks sather . . o primosdisd cortaimty which stands fu pg need of justilica-
tion, even if ity lack of copirical costem means that i con nover be ranked ag
kagwicdge . . . FThast we cnnot but conceive of, sad believe fo, toch pon.

::tamrcniicéhjccls or aspects af objects, even thowgh we san ave no knowkedge
of thet, .

But he eres i saying the thing i sall ‘stands in no reed of justification”
far Kand does not regard il mercly 25 an unsupporied “axtra’ witeh can be
accepled or rejectsdd, and witich is pevipheral to the maln purposes of the
Criticnt philosophy. On the contrary, his entire system js an aitermpd to provide
good reayons for assumdesy that the objects of aur CXPOFICHUE dre
appearances which are prownded in the unknowable thimg in bsell He adds
fiith 1o thate reasons as the withrate jusGfcation of his presupnasilion beesuge
he thinks H is Tnipossible cver (o prove thay it i ‘objectivaly valid®. In §3 ¢
witl consider i more detail why he thinks this it so. Dut before turning to .
this guestion T wHE touch upon one of the njost important 'reasons’ Kamt has
for putting fzith i the thing i itsetf,

H the philosopher adopts faith in the thing s flsell at the outsel of his
franscendental inguirics, then hie will find it is not aecessiry 1o appeat (o faith
te justify his empirical ingeiries, Kand states this rather obscurely in a long
Aote in the second cditien Preface to the first Oritigue (lxxxinn.):

it SIE reqmaing o seandal to philososhy snd to human reason Dy ponerad that
tir: exigtonce of things owtside us (Frowy which we devive (he whobs marterial af

F Profegomens (. nbovel, 023, cmphasis added.
LN, Findhay, Keaf and the Treascenduntel Ojeet (Gaford, R p2.
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OF knowkede, oven of our nper senie) tudt be poceptad ey oo fuith, dnd

it i anyooe ks gosd 10 doub thelr existenee, wi drg wnable to counber

hi doubie by any sitbs(actary peoal.
This prassage suight a fest sight appeae to comradict ay chidm tha fajth i
Kuant's key to bedoseomdental justification. it would do so i 'things ouiside
us" refeered to rhe thing i itsel a8 regarded from e transcendentad
perspectve. ¥ But this could not be Kant's inteniion, since be gous on 10 give
a briel sdesmary of the proaf e has supphied in bs Refaation of ldeolism
(Banaisn-xhnd The cmpirieal idealist against whom e is argaing doubts the
eaistente of empirical objects — f.e. obleely of expecignce, or, a5 Kant calls
them, phenotnens. S¢ the hings owside us® in this comtext masn be
phenomeie, Moreover, Kant would never claim Lo bave provided a progf Yor
the exigtence ol the thing in itself, since he consistently regipds M oas
utiknowable.

Far from conteadicting my Interpretacion, Kant's statoment confiens i by
inplying thar the philosopher ean avaid tho 'seandal of having $o ke refips
i Fadehs 10 justily bibs seceprance of phenomons G.e, things outside us' Mrom
the entpivieat paespective} only when e puis Gauds in the thing o bsel (Lo,
ik the reality of "things outside us' feom the transcendental perspective). e
ather wards, the philosopher wib be anablie to prove the ‘obisctive reality’
of empivical objects undess e presupposes thin these objects are phenomena
which, when regarded transoondontably, are appesrances of the unkonowabie
tiekneg b skl 11 B docs musier up enough Faith (0 make such o preshpposi-
tod, the way 5 apen (or 2 complotely sdeguate solation to this fong standbng
philosophical prabiem. The sofution, guite simply, is that fram the empivicat
perspestive tnner experience Heell Ol resk existencee of which the empirtcal
idealist doos not doubd)d depends upon something permanent which 1t not in
g, and consegatly can be only someihing ouiside me” (Bxhr-sBnt - mamay,
phenamen, Mot oily con phenoment be proved 1o exist, they can also be
regardetd as (in principle} completely knowalble by the sefeatist, But iF the
philesoplier st bring hintsell 1o dake this initial step, then he with fnevitably
confuse the transeendentad and epepirical perspectives, e, taking the abjeens
of aupecienee b be things it thensebees, Fnd asedC unabbe o prove his beadpef
in thekr cxistence,

Kang would surely be disappoinied to find that his sohutton to this "seandal
brits nat prevented it from continuing to spread — indeed, 1o Hhrive - i some
phitasophical circles to this day. A good example s W, V. Quing's declaration
that ‘e pohrt of cpisteriological Yooting the physical objects snd the gods
differ otly i degeee and not in kingd', ™ Me bases this on the rather more

19 Davey Stenud iakies tis passope By wity i “Trandcendental Arzguments', f8% 58
CRFBRY, p HEE ’
I "Even Bhrgas of Gampiicien', PAfler 60 (103H), padi.
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Haksible supposition tat “The towabity of owr so-called knowledge and belels
« o« B A sgemade Cabrie which impinges on expecience only along the adges’
(39, But the ‘mak-made® nalure of alt knowledge docs sol preclade the
phitdosapher from discerning different binds of knowledpe ar belief; # does
nob redguire him to reduce all knowledie to mere ‘culiural posits’, as Quine
seemms to think (po ) Cdne §s ynable Lo make sy steiet distinelion between
knowiedge of ‘physheat objecis’ and bebief in "pods® for the same reason
Berkeley was vnable o do sor both phitosophers confise the rangeendentat
whih the empirical and conseguently il wo distinpuish between faich in the
thing in Hsclf and Faith in madcrs of emprvical interest.

The reasong why phitosophers such as Horkeley and Quine rofuse o take
advantape of Kani's transeoncentat faith ave fairly obvigus, Dot tie reason
why some phidosophers, on the other hand, shus the need for Faith as the
key to transcendental jusification even though they do diginguish along
Kantinn Hoes between the transcencdental and the cmpirical perspectives are
Aol gutte so evidet. 1) i35 to the alternatives offered by such phitosophers,
therefare, that we mus now Laen our atlention.

3

Few conumentators {0 any) would geestion Scheader™ observation that ‘the
doutring of the thing i itsedl presents the gngle preatest stumbiing-blaek in
the Kantian phitosophy". 3! Understanding what Kant meant by the doctrine
~ {.g. the robd B pays both in bis overadb system amd in his eanseendentasl
idealizm —— can help prevent # from being regarded tas a perversity’ (pd9),
Brasmuch as it can be interproled i such a wiy that it makes quile good
sense. Bl even the most coherent interpretation could nol prevent tho
phifosopher who demands krowledge from "stumblng’ over it for the thing
i itsedf i by definition unknowable, “Fhere s, Bowever, ona nfternative 1o
faith as the ulttmate justification for He crplormant whiclt would satisPy all
but the most poesistent sceptiv: the thing in isell could be justiicd by
canstuching # transeendental arguntent for te nesessity of s axistence, Since
any appeal Lo faith would thereby be rendered superfluous, we nesk chirg.
fuHy cxamine the possibilty of realizing this goal.

Kant himself newer wses dranseendeniy] srguments on behail of Hie thing
in itsetl instead, he limiis thete use Lo determining what must be prasupposed
to be true abaul (e phenomenal worid i order (or our expericnee of it to
be possible {o.g. BI8, A402) HLE Paton thas has pood reasons for sugoesting
that the validity of presupposing the thing in ftsel " not considersd by Kant

21 "The Phitosopby of Exlitence, The Phitetophy of Kent and anr Modern World, ed.
CW. Homdel {Mew York, 1980, pds,
# T have ptteinpted fo do so be 'S Peespectives’ (.2 s,



BAUTH AS KANT'S KEY 445

1o bein need of proal, and that sich o proof worgdd have seamed Tudicrous’
“to Wi Dot this s not entirely Tadr, since Kant docs otcasionally supply
rathicr briet argementy for hig presipposition, soach as that i experichee has
bounds, Hm "that wideh binds it most ke guite without it 2 Soueh comments
do provide a possible basks For altemmnding on Kantian growmds 1o constivet
o hnseendental argimant Tor (e nectssary existonee of the thing i isell

Chipiman constructs such an arpument by Keeping a5 close as possible to
Kant's owa statemenis. He gathers togethor a pumber of fragmented bty of
rersoning and Forms them into a shgle, surprishigly complete, iranscondentat
argarucHt

{a) ‘The ohjects of experionee exist oply as spatioteniparal appraranoes,

(&) Ensolar a5 we juedps el theee aoe pppeirances, wa st e prepared ta judge

that thero are things apgearnts,

{¢} Fo speak of o thing dppearing s, by ipphicadion, o make we of the coneep

of a thing-otherHmn as-iLappears, Grao,

{ely Obfeetiva experionce requives us to postubabe tiaptotbertbannsdhopapsee,

or iings in themscives.?
Afthough Chipman thinks Kant's tieary of the thing in isetl i ‘consisent’,
e adindls that even this reconsienciod Regomaent rémaing Sincanclusive (pA89%
HKant Bas not succecded i establishing that we must poseafate things in
themselves 23 & necessary candition Tor the possibility of objective experienee,
Baut ... thelr possibilily must nevertheloss be copntenanced {pa498).

Wialker attompds (o compiasate For the inconciwiive oataore of such
reconstructed farms of Kant's positian by steaving rather furthar from Bang's
own methads, fle mafnining that, once we recogiize that "Kant was sittply
sriskaken’ Lo think die thimg in itsefl mast e completely unknowible, the way
will be open bo conslrust {ransceadental argrments wikich e cstablhish some
highly significant conclusions abant s natuea. 2 IC s unnecessary 1o discuss
the datails of Walker's position at this polit, however, becnuse | ave g gued
chiewiere (see b4 abovel that his positian &5 rakicnlly incoherent both in
Heekl and 25 a0 mterpretation of Kant I bis vanseendental arguients prove
anvthing, they yield conchisions onby abowl the phenonenal world —
comciusions which Kane himsell bas abready suppled,

Phitasophers who atieimpl W coustrudl 8 (eanseondemtal argument for the
validhity of prosupposing the thing i isedf apparently Fail to see the rogson
why "the foravl eharacter of tanscondenial arghmants dass not inleres
tani ;2 as a result, ke ‘the eritic who dissects o transcendental argument,

21 Kant's Moraphyale of Expecicner | {London, P98 b ML

H Profopomene (e, above), B

25 “Flings iy Trepseives', PR 3 00973, pagl.

W Nawr oo Pave Reezon Cbord, 1985, pi.

& pdneche Kolln, “What Makes e Arpument Tronscendeatob? A Stucdy i Hant's Loghe',
Proceedings of the Oty we Congress on K, geh P Laberge, g of, (Qhawa, #9183, pd2l,

[
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{i.c. one whith ¥ant does.gived with merely forinal mstruments’, thay "may
miss the heaet of the matter' {p.423). 1t is indeed unfortunate that Kant himset!
does ot present b sepement 28 clearly os Chipmon had shown to be possible,
B it i mof surprising that cven in s cloarest form iU s not podeniably
conchusive. For Kant never intends his conuhants 16 nrovide arything but good
reaseas lor adopting s transeendental perspective.

Whan Kant says, Tor.instance, it the presupposition ol the thing in hsotl
is ‘not only admissable, but unavoidable',® he i3 implyieg sot that a
transcendental argament coult ever prove it ta be necessary, but that it i
pnaveidable for anyvone who wanis 1o ask franscendental questions (e,
guestions abot the subiest and/or object of expericnee from the ranseen-
dentat perspectivel. To ask such guestions without prosuppasing the hing i
fisedt fas i some versions of phenamenaisiad v fto be fanded i e absard
conchusion that thers can be appeorance without anything thal appears’ (Bt
<xvil For, as Boll Crorge righthy says, *i0 Kant's theary of obiecibvity i3
cotrect, it is nol For ugmen to 3oy thal there see objects of representation
bt ne things in themseives” * It may be (hat representations are somehow
peacrated ot of nothing: but iF we wish Lo constract & coberent theory of
the phendirenal world, we mbst presippose thad thig is not the case. Therefore,
the ‘heart of the maer, which is Hhely (o be missed by thase who wish o
prove the validity of Kent's presapposition, 15 thal dould in its validiy can
i 1he cnd by countered onfy by faith, ' )

“hiis interpretation of Kant™s intchtions reveals # fundamental pofat af which
ke agrees with the seeptic: both Kantand MHune would matntain that objects
are necessarily yoknowable, so {hag even the phitosopher cannot claim to have
obieetively valid knowledze of them. Kam would add that thiy is true only
3¢ Jong as an object iy regarded as o thing in fsedf) bat this shoold not be
tzken &3 a0 abtempt at enticely pefuting the sceptic. For his response ta being
‘awakensd by Bume was not, &3 i too often assumed, 10 conjure up
argunents enabling him to {alt comlortably back asleep agnin, Ruther, baving
realbecd that the sceptic's dobbis as such can never be satisfled mecely By means
of logicat proaland disproal, he formubated the doctrine of the thing in isell
as his concession to the seeplic.

Transcencental srgumenis, then, sre desipned 10 convinee the seeptic thu
knowledze is possible only if the obiest i regarded g an appearance, and
that this entalls our presupposing that it conforms to certain synthatle & prion
forms of knowledsa, supplicd by the subject (hamelys space, time and the
tateporics), Wien (e robo of these aiguments is laken Inte consideration, i

r

33 Profepadinena B abovel, fA2,
27 “Fragscendendet Objeot wnd Thipg b Beelf - ‘Fhe Distinclion aod 1 Abtoendents’,
AR -g*e.i &, heragtianglet Kaargonpreess B, cd. G Fuitke (Berkin, 190, po b4,
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becones evident thet Kant's pasition is not, a5 Bva Schaper sugaests, that
wa st viow the workd ‘as 1 these Forms of kuowledga apply 1o objocts,
evan though we kaow Uit in readity they do nol, of obiects of experiense
‘can ba teken “as realP’ For all empirical purposes's™ an the contrary, it is
that these forms mrust reafly apply Lo empirical objects and that such objesty
utist Be empivically real i onder for experience ftself to be possitle. H the
srpuments are successful, the sceptic must ssreee that represeaintiongt
knowledge f2 possible the, that knowiedge does not have to Do g direct
apprehension of the thing s itself), B he is yor lorced 1o ademit that the
repraseutations of experience are grounded in the thing in itself, Kant does
wot canstruct a transeendental arguement on the iatker podn Gecause he knows
the sceptic’s acceptznce of it depends in the end on his willingness o adopt
sowmig amount of Faith

This conclusion enables us 1o aeept Klaus Hartmann®s segpestion that ol
systemy of ranseendetal philosophy ‘ean bo explained oatly Trass within, not
frons withowt™ without jeopardizing the suceess of Kant's sttack on Fheme's
seepticism. Kant is bere atlempting not so ntwch 1o foree the seeplic for any
other ‘outsider'} 1o relinguwish bis position, as to Hilegrate the vakid insight
acknowledged by the sgeptic (that reality In ftself is aot knowabds) with the
valich insight acknowledged by the rationatist frhvat reality as we know it is
necessarily characterized by cortain unchanging forms}, and in so doing to
provide the kupartial observer with a caherent alternative 10 both exlromey.

Kant's success, though by no neans complete, can be measured by the figt
that phidotophers who reluse to adopt faith tese days are generally nod 5o
seeptical {or pecips, not so forthright) as to admit 1o drowning their despaiy
in Yoo, backeamaion and mervimant, as Hume did:d? instead they adopt one
of several agnostic posithons, which gnable them cither to ask frangeandental
qurestions withowt comnmilting temselves to beliel in ke thing i dtsell {as
i phenamengBam), o to ignore transeendental questions altogatler (23 in

3 Ik Konttan Thing-in-frself 52 a Phtosophical Ficon', P 16 (1966, p.21),

B Actramsendemal argumint foz she xistence of tho thing b dself would be gl pots
btk e beTapnte] atginent For the existomee of God fell BT23-63, Kant ralocts boul or toieh
the st Feason (viz. % ., to make oot for fuith () This gmifarkty reveats the
nadeguacy of EOW. Cameron's attesid (o "Giod, Kanl and the Fravseendanial Objoet’,
e, G Fuphe @029 ghove}, fpn dATE5 o force Kant i & Citormees oo this sabjecn, whereby
it would be necessay For Rim cither 1 apeepe dhe vadidity of the outilagient prawnient of
e rejest the vabidity of his theory of the trameendontaf olijoet fwhich, for Citmedon, by
Ipparenily (he same a2 the Wing in itsebl). Cmaran's error i to uzsume with Eitle of no
evittency {vis. & misreleronced quote on the ampirical certalinty of one's gwe eaigtoned, sapd
1 Be freny D335} that Kant b committed to the view o the traescendenial ohioer mest
‘gt whes i fror be eegards it ax dor us} visthing but a comeepr (ATOR). The paeatictiam
bevween this and it practjcat concents shoubd becoine more olete in b4,

A2 0w Faking e Transcondombab Purn, Radar 20 (19663, p.249,

33 A Treativg of Hhonan Mot (0139, Doak b Post IV, Sectian VEE
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extreme forms of pragmatism). Kant woukd have nothing o sy 1o the batrer
group, except porbaps that (hek prageatismeitselF only makes sende within
the broader cantext of Critieat phitosophy. Bat 10 the former group he would
question the authenticity of thet supposedly ‘rranscendenial’ queskions by
pointing out the invelierence of adopting a *phenomenal’ viow of the workd
without assuming something transcendent which neecssarily Bmils owr
knowbedge. Unfortunately, it is unlihely thay sither group woulbd be anxious
b liskets, '

4

Now thut we have clarified the robe of faith as Kant's key to justifying the
transtendentat starting point of bis Critical philosophy, we myst ioush upon
its role a3 the practical poal of his system. R iy imporiant for w bo consisder
the latter not becsuse practical faith i esseatial to the justification of his
transcendamal turn (el 112 abovel, bul beciise it is often regarded as the
anby eontext i owhich he refers to faith, We singt theralore conclude our
discussion by examining how practicat Faith in the ideas of retson diffess fron
thearetical faith in the presupposition of the tideg iy iyell

A iden of reasan is 4 concept which serves 1o unily ouwr inderprotation of
cxpurfence by providing a rational explanation of what the uncondiionod
soured of some Kind of cxperlence might be (B383.8), Specuintive meta-
gliysiclans rmako the mistake of beleving they cin rcxsan their way Lo
knowledge of such unconditioned oljects. Lut Kant denles this possibility,
inskiting that, because do idea is mercly a consept, with no coeresponding
intuition, it can aover contstitnte knowledge of the unconditioned. Insiead,
it can hg_emptw&d cffectivety oaly by thase who are willing and able lo put
Fuith in the practical value of k3 use (B495-300),

Kant says praction) faith ‘refers only to the puidatse which an idea gives
me, snd to is shbicetive nfluence in (he larthering of the schvities of my
redson which confirn me i (e ddes, and which yet doos so without my traitre
i 4 position to pive a specutative sceount of it* (BE35), Another, Bretter Kinowe
Jdescription of what i nvolved jo adopting such Brith B that it involves Yimy
tny cortain objests of experience ‘ar {f they Baed their grouwmd” i the object
represented by an ided (BT}, aven though the reabity ol thig obleet i5 ot
abjectively knowable. b suggesting this nterpretation, Kant i intimating that
i shotld regard the ides not as a ‘phifosophical fiction’, ¥ but 23 our best

S OF Seliper {008 nboved, 2330 Schopects comparison of (e Sdces with the
hberaticat Uie ol i uhvweleraated, Tor the mablupealictn krows e ks working with
u ficlitiots hypotlients, to tho extent thar Be Fabels W o ‘feeginiary mraber®, Fhe Critical
pliffosophe, au the other hond, does wef Krew the exlbent to whiah the fdens e congploys
deskeately reproieat the winsonditicned; ot e ks aogd theeefoee Iefieved they do, other-
wige e woubd mos cogaed th oa vabih nssnmpiisas, Koot s i B39 had, even by teds
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approsimgiion of what the snconditioned object really would be, H we wire
2bte 10 pain knowlodpgo of H. Because i speculitve emploviment ean never
he hepitimate, Caith in the iden i required I order 0 Justily Hs prastical
grployment. :

Frow, thon, are the ideas of reasan and twe Faith on which they depend
refabed 1o the thing in isell and the Faith o wlieh 8 depends? Mony of the
elabmg Koot meakoy in diseussing the idess can cortannly be apprhed diroctly
to the thing i sel as wolb, Mo savs, For example, e theough the ideas
‘w renbly know ondy thal Geoncerning the fokd o whichh they apply} we know
nothing” (HA9EY poed the snme opn be satd of (he thing in itsell (of. B4S),
oreaver, Kanrs relorenses Lo the thing in tself in his disenssion of tee ideas
ofen connote that the fwo notions are nextricably redatedt® Bu the closeness
of their relationship should not Tead vs o agree with those nlerpreters who
propose that the thing e itsefl showld sctually bo included a8 an idea of
rezsoit.”® To do o would be 1o ignore the difference between Kant's
tragtseendentat and prociieal peespectives, For whan e thing i Heell iy
mentioned i the conlext of a practiesd perspeciive such as Kant adopls
whonever be disensses the ideash, H abways refers to what the thlng b igell
wouthd Be BF 3 ware an pneonditioned object of browledpe; and this i precisely
whitt he metns by e (echaically more accusate} term, ‘positive
nostnerion'. 2 The ileas are concepts ol what migit be true about the thing
i isell g5 positive pawenenon, based on o what we agtuglly encountsr in
expericnce; they are regilatbve, ratlier thas constitutive, of experience, By
gantrast, the thing i self g5 sich is o transcendental presupposition relere
g to Ut wisch i wftfetaredy constitutive of {at teast) the matier of experlence,
bt whieh i ot consitbered in experignse 1o be either regubative o tonstilitive,
Witen this distinction i laken indo conskderatbosn, iU boeeomes abvious that
Kant's use of e fatler from the transcendental pergpective is quite distinet
From his conneciion of the farmer with the ideas from the pragtical perspeglive,

‘mecwdderatianal® fhe, ppocekitived wie, the fbeng taee ol Fedithaws, and Bive not Aiten
forteitouily, but Bave spreng From 1 very wimee of censoa’, Only when the olyjedt
copreatited by oo bbon iy Dyposintized as & ceab abject oF smpiriens] keowledge docs Kant
poparek B oas % mere Fetion! (G8H),

15 Soe e BISAA amb Profepormenn 3 abovel, o002,

1 Eop, Sehiper 630 alovel, 0.238, Scliaper sipaps even fusther from Kt by combbning
this wprrreach wikly e interpretatbon of ideas ag el fekions’ £, 34 abovel Lhud rebising
ke plilsopiece Lo Lo the tilag B ool doos mof oxish, wof 1o ke uss of B papwiy,
Thie stands in shatp contrast b Kont's moee modes approach of puiting rtigsal B s
Hie vakifity of presuprosing s reabhy (rom the fransecrdenind perspegebee, Sehapors Yeliel
Flit dlibnps ie placanaobves iave b redvice Eictfoms” le arder to ‘mmbe senag® B, 2305 ceniebis
from her tondeocy to regand the thing bo itseif o an ompritica), vatbiee Tiam o transcendental,
PRESILREROAEE ErbE, )

311 B stitempted to catabnlish thiy distinetion bobveos Kamt's vie oF (e tors "thing
i EpistEt and "postiive noumeon' i S Peospnoctives’ {12 heneel,
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The fact that Kent posithans the thing it el and the posithve noamendn
at opposite ends of the spectrnm of kaowledee indicates that the sore of faith
witleh iz employed Inoeneh case s 2t least i some respeens cifTerent, I ity
tratiscendentit vie i iy directed towards a single, noeessary, theoretical presnp-
poshtion: the whobe reabm of transeendsntal reflection iz closed to the
phiosopitr whe is unwitling to adop faith ot this polnt, Ln it praciiesl use,
on tie other hand, it i dizected towirds o variety of practichl prestppdsitions,
the deniat of which may of gy not affect the eolerence of the overal sysiem,
Bal apart From the difference in the abioct to witich # 15 directed and in its
refation to that bject (as determined by s position in the unfolding of the
systemy, the faith required st these two points 15 really the same. It is the
reasoned docision Lo treat 45 true # presupposition which cannat be defended
objectively, but wiich it suggested by the objsctively known facts (o be the
best (or perhaps, the only) chiciee avaitable whick wilt enhance the unity of

 the systenm to which it belotigs. When Kant adopts rational fehith dn the thing
in itself, bt gendrates & systematic movement af thought through the whole
specteem of human knowledge, which comes full elrcle to rest where it began,
with Faitit in the unknown, considored aow as the 1oof of practical reason.

Mumaroos implications follow from this undecstanding of the role of falth,
particularty i the areas of maral phitosophy and phitosophical thyology. Tiwe
most obvions example soncerns the typical philosopher's view that s wltimate
goat i3t resch o certainly which iz i o0 sense dependent wpot fanh
Phitosophers of alf sorts can readily bo found who tend towards this attitude:
Heidvgper can serve a5 4 Ly pical instance, He desoribes philosaphy asa scienee
of thinking® which cxchedes all Fajth, refeparing (e tatler 19 theolopy. ® ut
i | am covreet inmy interpretation of Kant's justification for the type of vefloc
thoa i which Heidegper himssfl b Interested, and if Kant s corret in putting
i Forward, then phitosophers wha push aside faith i this way aee In danger
of either leting thelr overcanbidencs n the powers of unakded hanian reason
lead themn {o make wnvarepnted speeoiations (o.g. about "Being™, or fetting
thele lack of confidence prevent them (Fom making any sigificant alfirmations
at 2l For there woekd than ba fn important sense in wiidch faith i not onky
pelevant, but vital 1o the task of the philosopher,

Al example of how {his perspectival vigw ¢f the role of Faith i apphoable
to thestopien) issues is the potentlal R has for reseiving the sge-old theological
eontrovarsy over the quesiion of the relatonship between faith and reason.
With ait s “Enlighlencd” emphasis on the suporianity of réagon, Kant suw
that transcendenial ceflection must be preceded by faith 13 is'to be consistently
and soherently employed. Yot st e sante thme, Do sy that reason precedes

¥ Befng and Fiowe, i 1 htueqoirebe ind B, Robinsen (Oxford, 19523, pp. 30, 27, 20546
Criarendiars refee to the sovoinly Cieomeg edliiogn.
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faith when it |s wlewed dn a practical cottext, The thegltoglan, | suggest, could
apply this wolpld understanding of falth to s own situation by arguing that
veligious faith likewise precedes reason trangsendentally fe.z. when congider-
ing the necessary conditions for salvation}, tven though reason precedes faith
in practical matters fe.p. when considering the meaning of & particelar
doctrined, OF course, such an stlempt 1o ntegrate the twe alternntives indo
¢ singhe consistent sahution woold have lo be discussed in great detai! belore
any firm conclusiony could be ¢stablished,

Other examngles could be provided, bul are peripherat to the purposs of
thls pager, which hag been ta darify the vnlortunately obscure emphasis Kan
it on falth. Transcendentat reflection can, a3 we Wave sean, be partially
justified in other ways a3 well, But our conclusion has been that, by regarding
farth g5 Kant’s key to the Justification of transcendental reffection, we can
say, with "D, Weldon, that Kaot is ‘entitfed 1o his visw that the nature
{imdeed, the very “existence") of things in themselves inevitably remains for
us o ot of belief, not of scientific metaphysical knowledge”.?® Only when
we follow Kant in replacing our natural lendency towards dogmatism or
sceptichim with a rational faith in the kegitimaey of the transcendental presup-
position will we be it 4 position to judge the validity of eritical philorophy.
Just as practical faith in the eas can ‘bring unity into the body of our detatled
Hae. empirlest] knowlodge® {B673), so also we may find that such theoretical
Faith can bring unity into our understading of (he nature of human keowledpe
i generst. -

3 Iatvoduction to Reaf's Crittgae of Pure Reason (Oxlord, 1945, pit.



