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“Kant’s Hidden Antinomy of Practical Reason”

As is well known, Kant claims in the Critique of Pure Reason to establish the truth of transcendental idealism, i.e., the doctrine that human beings cannot attain knowledge of things in themselves, cannot know anything beyond the sensible world of appearances.  Though Kant marshals many arguments for this contention, one of the most famous proposes that the attempt to know things by pure reason, independently of sensibility, inevitably produces antinomies.  When reason attempts to answer certain questions it is driven to ask – concerning whether or not there is a first cause, for example – it generates two valid arguments for two opposed answers (that there is and that there is not, a first cause) or, in Kant’s terms, for a “thesis” and for its “antithesis.”  Through becoming enmeshed in such contradictions, Kant suggests, reason can not only become aware of its error, but also diagnose and resolve it:  here reason attempts (per impossibile) to attain knowledge of things in themselves, not of things merely as they appear to us; the contradictions into which it falls may, correspondingly, be avoided by recognizing the difference between appearances and things in themselves, and restricting cognitive claims to appearances.  The antinomies are, then, an “indirect proof” of transcendental idealism.  Kant argues, moreover, that on the transcendental idealist view, the rational ideas that purport to be about things beyond sensible experience – ideas of a necessary being or the immortal soul – and are involved in the antinomies
 may, nonetheless, retain a positive cognitive role, even though they cannot serve as objects of knowledge.  They may, that is, serve as regulative ideas, as (unreachable but directive) ideals, setting goals for empirical scientific investigation. 
As is also well known, in his subsequent Critique of Practical Reason, Kant presents a further antinomy of reason, here not of speculative reason – which attempts to know ultimate metaphysical reality – but of practical reason, reason as it legislates the moral law, or sets ends for action.  The result of this antinomy is, however, quite different.  Rather than establishing that we cannot legitimately make claims concerning supersensible objects, Kant claims here to show that on rational grounds we ought to believe in the immortality of the soul and the existence of God.  These beliefs, Kant hastens to argue, do not constitute genuine knowledge – he does not mean to overturn the claims of the first Critique concerning our ignorance of things beyond sensible experience – but are rather “subjectively necessary” beliefs, items of faith necessary for action (or, in Kant’s terms, they are “postulates”).  Nonetheless, practical reason does furnish a rational ground for holding these beliefs, and thus shows itself to be the true “home” for these ideas: they are important to us not because of any purported explanatory role they might play in cognition of things, but because of their connection to morality.

In this paper I shall suggest that on a Kantian conception practical reason may have a more similar status to theoretical reason than Kant himself claims: like theoretical reason, practical reason may not unambiguously support beliefs in the immortality of the soul or God’s existence.  Or, in the more technical terms of my title, I shall suggest that in Kant’s thought there is a “hidden” antinomy of practical reason, beyond the “official” antinomy of practical reason of the second Critique.
  As I shall argue, the Antinomy of Practical Reason of the second Critique presents one line of argument -- as it were for the “thesis” of the “hidden” antinomy -- in support of belief in the existence of God and the immortality of the soul.  Drawing on two later essays of Kant’s, “The End of All Things” (1794) and “On the Miscarriage of all Philosophical Trials in Theodicy” (1791), I shall suggest, however, that there are also Kantian arguments against these beliefs, on grounds, again, of practical reason.  Thus Kantian practical reason might both require, and prohibit, belief in the immortality of the soul and the existence of God.

I shall first briefly present Kant’s argument in the (official) “Antinomy of Practical Reason” and then turn to the two later essays in order to reconstruct the “hidden” Kantian antitheses.  I shall conclude with a (tentative) suggestion concerning a possible Kantian resolution to this “hidden” antinomy.

I. The Official Antinomy

The Antinomy of Practical Reason in the Critique of Practical Reason begins with the idea of the “highest good.”  Like the ideas of theoretical reason discussed in the first Critique, the highest good is an idea of the “unconditioned condition,” which reason is driven to formulate in its search for ultimate grounds.
  Like some (but not all) of the ideas of theoretical reason – particularly the idea of the world – moreover, this unconditioned condition of practical reason is the idea of a totality, that which is unconditioned by anything else because it includes everything.  This totality is not (as it is for theoretical reason) a fundamental explanatory principle of the nature of things, however, but rather the ultimate end of all action:  the complete end, which combines – subsumes and thus conditions -- all of our ends.  Therefore, Kant argues, it must be the combination of virtue and happiness.  For human action aims in general at these two ends:  all moral actions aim to follow the moral law or at virtue, while happiness is the sum of the satisfaction of all (other) ends, those of sensible, natural desire.  Since we are finite rational beings, we necessarily aim at both kinds of end – we have aims of sensibility as well as of practical reason -- and thus our complete end must include both.  More specifically, Kant contends that the highest good comprises happiness as conditioned by virtue:  the highest good is a world in which all are happy in proportion to their virtue.
  

The antinomy of practical reason concerns the possibility of realizing this end.  On the one hand, Kant argues, not only must we form this idea of the complete human end, but we are also morally obliged to aim to realize it.  Thus, Kant argues, it must be possible to bring it about:  ‘ought,’ famously, ‘implies can’; if we are duty-bound to will the highest good as our end, we must be able to realize it. 

On the other hand, the highest good appears not to be possible.  For it is a synthetic whole, combining two, heterogeneous elements (virtue and happiness).
  If they are to be truly combined (not just pursued alongside one another), they must be understood to be in a causal relation, specifically one in which the cause is intentional action, for we are here talking about a practical end, a state of affairs to be brought about through action.  Thus one must hold either that aiming at happiness will bring about virtue, or that aiming at virtue will bring about happiness. Yet neither of these seems to be possible.  Virtue can never be the result of aiming at happiness, on Kant’s view:  agents are virtuous only if they aim to follow the moral law for its own sake, not (therefore) as a result of aiming at something else (happiness). But it also appears that aiming at virtue cannot bring about happiness.  For, Kant argues, in moral action we think only of the lawfulness (i.e., morality) of our actions.  In order to become happy, to satisfy our desires, by contrast, we must have, and act according to, knowledge of natural laws and must have the physical ability to bring about the desired ends.
  Thus it does not appear that acting morally as such could itself bring about happiness.  In sum: the antithetical claim is that the highest good is impossible and, therefore, is no rational end for action; one cannot rationally aim at that which one cannot bring about.
 

This claim has, however, weighty consequences:  if (as on thesis argument) the moral law requires that we aim to realize the highest good, and yet the highest good is not possible (as the anthesis contends), Kant writes, it would seem that the moral law directs us to “imaginary ends” and thus is “itself false.”
  Kant’s solution to the antinomy, accordingly, is to argue that there is in fact a way to understand the highest good as possible – thus to affirm the thesis.  Here Kant argues, as noted above, that the immortality of the soul and the existence of God can explain how the highest good is in fact realizable; therefore, we are required to “postulate” them, in order to engage, consistently, committedly, rationally, in moral action.  

The postulate of the immortality of the soul responds to a problem concerning the realizability of the highest good that is in fact not raised in Kant’s statement of the antinomy.  Namely: the moral law requires that we attain perfect virtue.  This appears, however, not to be possible given human finitude:  however strenuously we aim at virtue, the possibility of subordinating the claims of the moral law to our self-love always remains a possibility; thus we are never perfectly virtuous.  But, Kant claims, if our souls are immortal, we may understand ourselves to be engaged in endless progress toward virtue, in life and beyond, and this endless progress, over an infinite span of time, approximates to perfect virtue (in the eyes of God, who sees the infinitely approximating as equivalent to achievement, as infinite approximation to the numerical value of 1 can count as 1).
  The postulate of immortality therefore allows us to hold that we may in fact (pretty much) satisfy the requirements of the moral law.  

The postulate of God’s existence, on the other hand, is meant to address the worry in fact raised in the antithesis argument.  Though aiming at virtue does not itself bring about happiness, it might do so “mediately (by means of an intelligible author of nature).”
  As the moral, omnipotent “author” of nature, God can not only recognize virtue (as residing in human intention), but also arrange natural laws such that virtue (residing in such intentions) might bring about happiness, i.e., make it the case that the highest good is realizable. Thus, Kant concludes, the moral agent ought to believe in the immortality of the soul and in the existence of God in order consistently to commit to realizing the highest good. 

A brief note concerning these resolutions is in order:  as noted above, Kant claims that these arguments do not amount to objective proofs.  Rather, they are practical arguments, and establish the “subjective” necessity of faith.  They are meant, that is, to establish not that the soul is immortal or that God exists, but rather that the moral agent ought to believe in the immortality of the soul and the existence of God in order to sustain her commitment to pursuit of the highest good.  These arguments are practical, then, in the sense that they identify presuppositions for action, for pursuing certain ends.
 Their conclusions are, correspondingly, “subjective” both in that they concern the state of mind, the attitude, of the subject – she ought to have such beliefs -- and in that they comprise a possible way to think about the world (or agency), not a definitive claim concerning its character. “Subjective” does not, however, mean arbitrary or ungrounded:  these beliefs are necessary for any human, finite moral agent, Kant contends.
  We are all subject to the requirements of the moral law, we all ought to seek the realization of the highest good, and thus we all ought to endorse the postulates of practical reason. 
II. The “Hidden” Antinomy

Scholars have raised many objections to this Kantian argument, including (often) that it is not clear that the moral law does require agents to take the highest good as their end.
  I shall pursue a different line of thought here, however: granting that moral agents are required to pursue the highest good, there is an antinomy concerning the postulates as practically necessary for commitment to this end.  The “thesis” argument of this further, hidden antinomy is the (entire) argument presented in the official antinomy, to the effect that the postulates are subjectively necessary (as just discussed).  The “antithesis” arguments are, I shall argue, suggested in Kant’s two later essays, “The End of All Things” and “On the Miscarriage of all Philosophical Trials in Theodicy.”  

The “End of All Things” treats the Christian conception of the last judgment; naturally, in this context, Kant discusses the immortality of the soul.  Here Kant argues against a conception of immortality conceived as endless progress as follows:

Even assuming a person’s moral-physical state here in life at its best – namely a constant progression and approach to the highest good (marked out for him as his goal) – he still (even with a consciousness of the unalterability of his disposition) cannot combine it with the prospect of satisfaction [Zufriedenheit] in an eternally enduring alteration of his state (the moral as well as the physical).  For the state in which he now is will always remain an ill compared with a better one he always stands ready to enter; and the representation of an infinite progression toward the final end is nevertheless at the same time a prospect on an infinite series of ills which, even though they may be outweighed by a greater good, do not allow for the possibility of contentment [Zufriedenheit]; for he can think that only by supposing that the final end will at some time be attained. (“End of All Things,” VIII:335)
Kant suggests, that is, that immortality conceived as endless progress could be regarded not as an encouraging guarantee that one may (more or less) attain virtue, but as eternal unsuccessful striving:  at every moment, one’s state must be recognized as “ill,” as requiring further improvement.  Actual achievement of the “final end” is, likewise, always postponed.  Thus immortality does not offer the possibility of Zufriedenheit – satisfaction at having achieved virtue – but rather eternal dissatisfaction at one’s failure. 
   Contra the argument in the official Antinomy, then, the postulate of immortality would not sustain the moral agent’s commitment to moral action, by providing confidence that she may satisfy the requirements of the moral law.  Rather (as Kant continues in the “End of All Things”), the thought of such eternal, unsuccessful striving may induce despair and thus moral apathy or (as Kant oddly terms it) “mysticism.” Why engage, that is, in the always-doomed enterprise of seeking virtue? why not rather disavow this (unachievable) requirement, and conceive of the highest good otherwise, perhaps as an (achievable) appreciation of the order of the world as it already stands, a “mystical” acceptance of how things are? Thus Kant suggests that the postulate of the immortality of the soul is not only not “subjectively necessary” for the subject’s commitment to moral action, but in fact detrimental to it.

The postulate of God’s existence is addressed in the other essay, “Miscarriage of all Trials in Theodicy.”  In this essay, Kant claims that there are three (kinds of) objections to be addressed by theodicy:  how it can be that a moral, omnipotent God created a world in which there are a) evil persons; b) suffering; and c) little natural justice, i.e., little reward for virtue or punishment for vice.
  As suggested in his title, Kant argues that theodical responses to all three objections are unsuccessful.  All three discussions are relevant to Kant’s discussion of the highest good and the postulates in the Critique of Practical Reason for they concern, respectively, the absence from the world of the two components of the highest good (virtue and happiness) and of their right relationship (proportionality).  But Kant’s treatment of the third objection most directly addresses – and counters – the reasoning proposed in the official Antinomy.  For this objection holds not only that we do not in fact find natural justice in the world (i.e., the highest good is not realized, as far as we can tell), but also that we do not see how it could be realized in the world.  For 

there is absolutely no comprehensible relation between the inner grounds of determination of the will (namely of the moral way of thinking) according to the laws of freedom, and the (for the most part external) causes of our welfare independent of our will according to the laws of nature.
  

Here, that is, Kant repeats the reasoning of the antithesis in the “official” antinomy of the CPrR. The theodical position nonetheless conceives of God as the creator of the world, whose “artistic wisdom” in arranging the laws of nature would be guided by his “moral wisdom,” i.e., as he who would arrange the world so that virtue might bring happiness in its wake.
  As on the official antinomy argument, then, God is meant to guarantee that, even if we do not find the highest good instantiated in the sensible world, it might be realizable (in future, specifically, here, in the afterlife
).  Against his argument in the official antinomy, however, Kant suggests in this later essay that this conception of God cannot help us to conceive the highest good as realizable.  For
of the unity in the agreement in a sensible world between…artistic and moral wisdom we have no concept; nor can we ever hope to attain one.  For to be a creature and, as a natural being, merely the result of the will of the creator; yet to be capable of responsibility as a freely acting being…but again to consider one’s own deed…also as the effect of a higher being – this is a combination of concepts which we must…think together in the idea of a world and of a highest good, but which can be intuited only by one who penetrates to the cognition of the supersensible…world and sees the manner in which this grounds the sensible world….and that is an insight to which no mortal can attain.

I would suggest that Kant here in effect rejects the two ways in which the belief in God’s existence was supposed to be “subjectively necessary” according to the argument in the second Critique.  First, the presupposition of God’s existence was supposed to give the moral agent a way to conceive the world such that it was at least comprehensible how the highest good could be realized.  Kant here suggests, however, that this presupposition does not help us in this way:  just as we cannot understand how morality might bring about happiness, so too we cannot understand how God’s artistic and moral wisdom are combined.  Nor, more significantly, can we understood how our own activity could be both free and enmeshed in the creation, i.e., how it could be part of God’s arrangement of moral causes and natural, happiness-causing effects.  

Kant also suggests, thereby, that the belief in God is a threat to moral agency, and thus (in the other sense of “subjective”) might be not subjectively necessary for, but rather deleterious to, the agent’s commitment to moral action.  For if moral action is taken itself, as such, to be part of an “artistically” arranged, and thus causally determined, world order, it is difficult to understand as freely chosen.  Yet of course on Kant’s view the agent must conceive of himself as free in order to take responsibility for his actions, and to commit to morality.  As in the case of the postulate of immortality, then, the postulate of God’s existence might occasion a morally problematic passivity, an abnegation of freedom, occasioned here not by despair at one’s inadequacy to moral demands, but by the temptation to give oneself over to a world order already determined by another agent. 

In his discussion of Job later in the same essay
, Kant further articulates the perversion of moral judgment and action potentially brought about by this postulate.  Kant contrasts Job’s response to the mass of ills heaped upon him with that of his interlocutors. Though God appears to be punishing him, Job persists in believing that he acted morally, and simply recognizes his own incapacity to explain why he suffers nonetheless, or to understand God’s intentions.  Job’s interlocutors, by contrast, attempt explicitly to justify the world as it stands, arguing that Job must have done something to warrant God’s punishment.
  These justifiers therefore conform their moral judgments to the “judgments” that seem to be “made” by the natural world (as created by, and thus manifesting the judgments of, God):  those that in fact prosper must be morally right, while those that suffer must have been in the moral wrong. Kant criticizes this approach by suggesting that it derives from base motives:  the interlocutors are attempting to curry favor with God, by praising all that is – as created by God – as opposed to following, and judging according to, the moral law. But their approach need not, I think, be read as adopted in bad faith.  For the justifiers ground their reasoning – not unwarrantedly – on the presumption that God as wise, omnipotent creator has already and completely determined the world in accord with the standard articulated in the highest good. If this is so, then indeed the world must already manifest the highest good – and one ought to conform one’s judgment to its already existing order. In so doing, however, such justifiers render themselves passive and heteronomous:  they no longer refer to the moral law articulated by their own reason, but attempt to “read off” morality from the world.  Given that the actual world does not seem to be ordered according to the highest good in accord with the moral law, moreover, this attempt to read morality off of the world will inevitably undermine commitment to the moral law, in favor of some alternative (thus faulty) view of morality -- as whatever is actually rewarded in the sensible world.  It will lead, too, to a lack of commitment to correcting the given order in the world, i.e., to trying in fact to bring about the highest good, as the end of action – e.g., to addressing others’ suffering – as this too must be part of God’s plan.
  From a Kantian point of view, such an abnegation of moral judgment, and of moral responsibility – as well as the willingness to impute to God some sort of alternative morality, distinct from that articulated by the moral law – is, however, (as Kant writes concerning another, related theodical argument) a “vindication” that is “worse than the complaint.”
  
In sum:  in these two essays, Kant articulates antithetical arguments to his justification of the postulates in the second Critique.  Belief in the postulates conduces not to steadfast commitment to pursuing the highest good, leads not to encouragement that we can achieve this end, but rather to a despairing or an overconfident passivity, to the abdication of moral striving.  Thus Kant’s “hidden” antinomy:  in order to pursue the highest good rationally, one ought to believe in immortality and the existence of God – according to the thesis, the “official” antinomy in the second Critique – and one ought not so to believe (according to the antithetical arguments in the later antinomy).
  This antinomy is, as I have suggested, an antinomy of practical reason.  It is not a conflict of duties – which is perhaps what one would expect from an antinomy of practical reason – but rather a conflict of claims or beliefs.  But this “hidden” antinomy does retain the practical and subjective orientation of the “official” antinomy of practical reason:  the conflicting claims here concern not, directly, the actual immortality of the soul or existence of God – or cognitive claims concerning them – but rather the practical meaning or consequences of belief in such claims for the subject.  The thesis asserts the necessity of having such beliefs for practical commitment to moral striving, the antithesis the ways in which such beliefs are not necessary for moral striving, but in fact undermines it.

III. Resolution of the “Hidden” Antinomy?

If there is such an antinomy in Kant’s thought, what then? Is Kantian practical reason enmeshed in inevitable self-contradiction?  Or might there be a Kantian resolution to it?  There are many possible responses to these questions.  As noted above, one might deny that the highest good is a morally obligatory end and thus preclude the formulation of the antinomy altogether. One might, as many current commentators do, deny that the highest good (on the correct understanding of it) requires any commitment to immortality or God’s existence, and thus, again, deny that there is an antinomy, at least concerning beliefs about supersensible entities.
  More generally, as with any Kantian antinomy, one could endorse one or the other “side” to the hidden antinomy, to the exclusion of the other, again arguing that there is no antinomy.  

Canvasing these lines of interpretation, or arguing against them, would take me beyond the confines of this essay.  I note, however, that, in eliminating the Kantian conclusions that concern the supersensible, most of these approaches tend to deny to Kant his aspiration both to explain the tight connection that has tended to hold between morality and religious belief, and to criticize – to examine, moderate by rendering rational and suitably limited – that connection, that is, to establish the (proper, rightful) moral status and import of such belief.  Taking the antinomy seriously as an antinomy could allow us, correspondingly, to see Kant as attempting to characterize the double-edged moral import of religion – as a natural, even inevitable support to a “healthy” morality, but also as the source of immoral stances of fanaticism and superstition.
  It also might allow us, as suggested above, to see greater parallels than Kant himself acknowledges between theoretical and practical reason on a Kantian view, to see Kant as proposing a rather radical, revolutionary transformation of moral-religious belief, as he had done for human cognitive claims concerning the supersensible.
In what follows, then, I shall explore how the “hidden” antinomy might be resolved – which is, as I shall suggest first, in surveying two possible responses, not immediately obvious. I shall, albeit rather tentatively, suggest, however, that these approaches might nonetheless be combined to form a resolution akin to Kant’s suggestion in the Critique of Pure Reason that the ideas of reason might function properly only as regulative ideals.

A. A Resolution Parallel to those in the First Critique?

  More than the “official” antinomy of the Critique of Practical Reason, the “hidden” antinomy seems similar to the antinomies in the Critique of Pure Reason (mutatis mutandis, allowing for differences between theoretical and practical reason), and thus one might think that it could be resolved somewhat on parallel to the resolutions of the antinomies in the first Critique.  For, as noted above, here too an idea of reason is constructed – the highest good -- that is a totality, completion, of a series of objects, here ends of action.  In attempting to reason about or aim at this idea, reason is then led to make conflicting claims about the supersensible (or, here, about belief in the supersensible).  The thesis and antithesis arguments here might even be restated as negative or reductio arguments, again like the arguments in the antinomies of the first Critique: the thesis (the “official” antinomy) argument claiming that if one does not believe in God or the immortality of the soul, then the moral law is rendered “imaginary” and moral striving undermined, the antithetical position arguing that if one does believe in God and the immortality of the soul, moral striving in accord with the moral law is undermined.  The thesis and the antithesis here, again similarly to those in the first Critique, may also be taken to represent rationalist and empiricist positions respectively.  As in the antithesis, it is characteristic of the empiricists to abjure explicit commitments to the existence of God and to the immortality of the soul – and to refuse to engage in theodicy -- in their moral philosophies, while emphasizing action and judgment in the empirical world.  As in the thesis, on the other hand, the rationalists (particularly Leibniz, of course) devote extensive effort both to theodicy and to establishing the immortality of the soul.  Correspondingly, the thesis and antithesis positions here take as their points of departure the intelligible and the empirical natures of the soul and world.  The thesis position insists on identifying moral agents and ends, and the order thereof, with an intelligible world order, governed by the a priori principle of the good and consisting in beings beyond the sensible world (immoral souls under God’s legislation or the “realm of grace”).  The antithesis position, by contrast, takes action in the empirical world – the temporally extended striving of the moral agent, the distribution of rewards and punishments in the actual world – as its lens through which to interpret, and reject, the postulates.
  

As mentioned above, in the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant invokes transcendental idealism to resolve the antinomies:  the contradictions arise because reason (wrongly) attempts to gain knowledge of things in themselves, while in fact we can know only appearances.  More specifically, Kant provides two different sorts of resolutions for the antinomies, both invoking this distinction, if in different ways.  First, with respect to the third and fourth antinomies, Kant argues that both thesis and antithesis can be true:  the thesis might be true of things in themselves (though we do not know that it is), while the antithesis is true of spatio-temporal appearances (but is restricted to them, at least to our knowledge).  Thus, appearances are all contingent and causally determined, but it may be that things in themselves (or these same objects as things in themselves) are or contain free – uncaused – causal powers and necessary being(s).  With respect to the first and second antinomies, by contrast, Kant argues that neither thesis nor antithesis is correct:  one may not assert a priori either a beginning of the world in space and time, nor a smallest ultimate part of substance, nor can one assert a priori that the world is infinite in spatial and temporal ascent, or infinitely divisible.  For all of these claims assume that appearances – spatio-temporal objects – are things in themselves, about which such questions must be answerable (or for which the principle of excluded middle must hold).  When we recognize that such objects are, however, merely appearances, that space and time are merely forms of (our) sensible intuition, true only of appearances, we should also recognize that there is, in principle, no definitive answer to such questions.  The extent of the world and of its ultimate constituents is neither finite nor infinite, but indefinite: we may always find a further item – a farther item in space or in the recesses of time, a smaller part of space – in our “regress” in empirical conditions; there is no ultimate answer, no fact of the matter beyond what we have found in such a regress, and its potential for continuing indefinitely.  (Kant’s resolution to these antinomies amounts, then, to the claim that any answer we will have to the question of the temporal and spatial boundaries of the world will be empirical, and as such always provisional, subject to disconfirmation by further empirical inquiry, further discoveries of an entity beyond those limits.)  Finally, as noted above, Kant proposes to reconceive the a priori rational ideas of purported supersensible objects (soul, world, and God) involved in these antinomies – and the corresponding aspiration to having a definitive, and known-to-be-definitive answer to these questions, a necessary and self-determining first principle on which all events or states of affairs might be based – as regulative ideas, ideals for inquiry that drive us always to engage in further investigation, never to rest content with the empirical boundaries, causes or principles that we have found.  

Because the thesis and the antithesis of the hidden antinomy conceive (respectively) of the world primarily as intelligible (comprising immortal souls and God) or as sensible (the world as we encounter it in experience), as suggested above, it could appear that it might be resolved on parallel with these resolutions -- by (that is) making the distinction between appearances and things in themselves.  In particular, a solution like that of the third and fourth antinomies seems to offer itself most obviously, and to accord with some of Kant’s statements concerning the highest good
:  the antithesis is right concerning the sensible world, that the highest good is not attained or even attainable there, but it may be attainable in the afterlife, in the intelligible world, a “realm of grace” comprising immortal souls, where their degrees of virtue are seen and appropriately rewarded by God.
  

As many commentators have objected, however, such a conception of the highest good and its relation to the sensible world is not only in danger of instituting heteronomy of motivation – agents who hold this view may end up striving to appear moral in order to reap their rewards in heaven, thus not acting morally in the proper sense – but also fails to explain how the highest good might be attainable by us, as an end of our action (as Kant explicitly takes it to be).  For it simply allocates all agency (apart from our striving to be virtuous ourselves, as the moral law by itself demands) in achieving the highest good to God.
  Likewise, though Kant does seem, as noted above, occasionally to describe the highest good in this way (as achieved in the “beyond”), he largely describes the highest good as an end to be instituted in the sensible world by us, through our agency.
  Thus a strict separation between the sensible and intelligible worlds (as on the solution-type of the Third and Fourth Antinomies) would not seem appropriate, or perhaps even possible, if we are concerned with the highest good or the realization of moral ends more broadly.
  Nor does a solution similar to that for the First and Second Antinomies seem possible or desirable:  there seems to be no sense in saying that the sensible world is neither governed nor not-governed by God’s natural justice (the highest good neither realizable nor not-realizable), or that human beings are neither immortal nor not-immortal souls – or, more properly, that human beings neither ought so to believe, nor not.  

Because this antinomy concerns practice, the moral agent’s stance towards her own agency, in sum, it seems that it must invoke not a strict separation of intelligible from sensible, as on the antinomial resolutions of the first Critique, but rather a combination of the two.  For moral agents are required to act, in the sensible world in light of, to make the sensible world conform to, an intelligible (purely rational) principle or, in brief, to realize moral ends.
 Moreover, precisely because this antinomy concerns practice, it seems that Kant’s final move in his resolutions of the first Critique, namely his suggestion that the ideas of reason may be treated as regulative ideas, is likewise not available, for this suggestion could be understood as “translating” the ideas from subject matters of theoretical assertion to guides or presuppositions for practice (though in the CPR, we are concerned with cognitive practice, i.e., inquiry).  For, in the hidden antinomy, as an antinomy of practical reason, the ideas are already taken not to be subject matters of assertion, but rather to be presuppositions for practice.  Kant, however, himself suggests that a move of this sort might help to resolve the hidden antinomy or, more properly, to defuse the antitheses thereof, and it is to this suggestion I shall now turn.
B. Kant’s Proposal:  Practical versus Theoretical Use of the Ideas


In the “End of All Things” and “Miscarriage” essays, Kant himself a different solution, precisely emphasizing the practical status of the beliefs under discussion. Kant argues that the understandings of immortality and of God’s existence articulated in what I am calling the “antithesis” argument of the hidden antinomy are (wrong-headedly) speculative:  the justifiers of the actual world, and the “mystic” who quails at the prospect of endless striving both attempt (wrongly, necessarily unsuccessfully) to cognize the nature of the immortal soul or the world as created by God.
 In particular, the “mystic” attempts to understand the immortality of the soul in temporal terms, as continuous with the temporally extended moral striving in “this life,”
 thus (wrongly) using time, the form of sensible experience, to characterize a thing (the immortal soul) beyond sensible experience
  The justifiers, similarly, attempt to work out how God’s creation – the combination of artistic and moral wisdom -- functions, a conception that is (Kant claims) inaccessible for human powers.
 By contrast, what I am calling the thesis – i.e., the postulates, the conclusions of the official antinomy -- may be endorsed, Kant suggests, because they are not speculative, but rather purely practical, proposals.  As Kant emphasizes about Job, the thesis position admits the cognitive inaccessibility of God or the immortal soul, and insists only on the practical significance of belief concerning them.


So articulated, this proposal too seems unsuccessful, however.  For, as I have argued, the antithesis argument, just like the thesis argument, concerns the way in which having the beliefs in question may influence one’s practical stance (i.e., lead to morally culpable inactivity), not their cognitive coherence or justification.  Likewise: for the thesis, as for the antithesis, the subject must conceive of himself as having an immortal soul or take it that God did create the world – and thus must take it that he and the world are so or are ‘as if’ so, a cognitive stance – in order to reap the practical consequences of having such a belief.  Thus a cognitive attitude – belief – is necessary for one, as for the other, to ground a consistent (for the thesis) or undermine (for the antithesis) commitment to realizing the highest good. This is, indeed, what Kant himself states that he means in terming these claims “postulates”:  they are relevant to action or held on practical grounds – and so not like a more straightforward belief, held because one takes its proposition to be true – but also are not claims concerning what one ought to do, not directly practical claims, but rather claims about how the world is, even if they do not amount to cognition proper.

More specifically, with respect to the immortality of the soul, the thesis seems too to conceive of immortality in temporal terms:  it too postulates an endless progress, which seems impossible to conceive without taking it to consist in change over time. 
 Similarly, the thesis position concerning God’s existence, just like the antithesis, suggests that the moral subject take God to be explanatory: we cannot see how the highest good might be realized, and the idea of God, as rational, creative agent, is supposed to give us a sense of how this might in fact be.  In emphasizing the faulty theoretical orientation of the “antithesis” positions, in other words, Kant is undermining his arguments for the “thesis” positions:  we must believe in immortality and God’s existence in order to explain the possibility of realizing the highest good; it is not, then, truly open to Kant to argue that only the antithesis positions here are wrong to try to make sense of such claims, because they are in fact beyond our cognition.  It is true, as I have suggested, that the “mystic” and the “justifier” both come to take up something like a “speculative” (non-active) attitude:  the mystic gives up on practical activity, in order to sink herself in the contemplation of what is, while the justifier attempts to read morality “off of” the world, rather than determining himself autonomously.  But such speculative attitudes ought, as I have suggested, to be understood not as the ground of their respective positions, but rather as the result of taking the postulates as guiding principles of or presuppositions for action.  When the “mystic” despairs over the prospect of endless (unsuccessful) progress, that is, she is not responding as a knowing subject, but as an agent, whose aims seem doomed to be frustrated; when the “justifier” takes the world to manifest the highest good, he is conceiving of the world in light of the good and of ends, in light of questions concerning what one ought to do.  Thus, Kant’s own suggestion too seems unsuccessful as a resolution to the hidden antinomy.

C. A Tentative Proposal

Something like this latter proposal might, I shall suggest however, serve as a resolution, one that resembles, moreover, the resolutions of the First and Second Antinomies, and the proposal that rational ideas may serve as regulative ideas.  In brief, I shall propose that the hidden antinomy might be resolved by taking the immortality of the soul and the existence of God as objects not of the cognitive stance of hope, but of an irreducibly practical orientation of hope.  

This suggestion is, of course, prompted by Kant’s articulation of the third major question of philosophy, “What may I hope?”, a question which does indeed seem to be answered by the postulates. To spell it out, however, I start by noting a difference between the thesis and antithesis positions.  The thesis position is, I suggest, oriented towards the future:  it understands immortality as offering endless progress of the soul toward virtue, God’s existence promising that the highest good might realizable sometime (in future), i.e., considers God not as having accomplished the highest good in the world, but as opening the possibility for such accomplishment (later).   By contrast, the “mystic” and “justifier” of the antithesis both insist on identifying some actual state (of the soul or of the world) in which an end, whether virtue or the highest good overall, has been realized.  They conceive of the objects of these ideas as present – of themselves as now immortal souls, at a particular (unsuccessful) stage of the endless attempt to attain virtue, of the attainment of virtue itself as a state that could be (though in fact it is not) present, and of God’s agency as having settled the world order, its results present in the (sensible) world already.  

As on Kant’s proposal, then, the antithetical positions could be understood as cognitive (ish), for they insist on identifying a state that could be known, as the actual, present state of some object.  This is, I suggest, to conceive of such states of affairs not practically, as ends or connected to ends, but theoretically.  The thesis position, by contrast, in thinking of these states as set in the future, takes up a practical stance:  for the practical attitude, the object is that-which-is-to-be-done, is that which is not present now, but will be, ought to be, in future.
  

Yet the thesis position, as an argument for “postulates” or beliefs, is liable to the antithetical interpretation.  For since the subject, in accord with the thesis view, holds a belief – that the soul is immortal, that God did create the world – she cannot “block” the antithetical demand the world now be good (it is made by God), that she consider herself as now engaged in endless striving, and thus also the antithetical (negative) practical attitude.  Given that God is timeless and omnipotent (and thus must be thought of as having accomplished everything “already” as it were), in particular, it is hard, indeed, to maintain the practical differentiation between past and future, or the practical orientation towards the future as such, with respect to the claim of God’s existence (and relation to the highest good), once one has outright asserted it, in belief. 

 By contrast to belief, however, the subjective attitude of hope concerning immortality and God’s existence might retain the openness to the future, to realizability without realization of the thesis, i.e., might avoid being liable to the antithetical interpretation.  For hope does not commit to actuality in the way that belief does. It is an attitude explicitly about the future, and explicitly tentative concerning whether the hoped-for event or object will come to pass, while retaining a positive attitude concerning its possibility.  In hope, then, the subject may anticipate that the highest good may one day be realizable (or realized), that she may one day perfect her moral character, that she may, indefinitely, continue her moral striving – but makes no commitment that it is in fact so (and thus must, now, be so as well, as the antitheses emphasize).
  

 This hopeful anticipation is, I suggest moreover, the appropriate attitude for the fully, committedly practical subject.  For such a subject, the object, the state of affairs aimed at – the highest good -- is never completed, never fully realized, never to be identified with a present state of affairs, but always, indefinitely, deferred to the future.  The subject is always oriented toward what is to be – progress, future realization of the highest good – not toward what is.  The moral agent must never consider that action or responsibility might end, that the need for action might stop, that there might simply “be” a good state of things.
    

In other words, the hidden antinomy might be resolved, I am suggesting, in a way akin to the resolution of the First and Second Antinomies:  the subject must neither believe nor not-believe in the immortality of the soul and in God’s existence; rather, she must hope.  Unlike the resolutions to first two antinomies of the CPR, however, this “neither/nor” resolution is not (exactly) based upon recognizing that we are concerned here merely with appearances, as distinct from things in themselves.  As noted above, moral agency is action within the sensible world, in light of intelligible norms, aiming to realize the “intelligible world,” the realm of grace, here on earth.  But, I would suggest, it is precisely because moral agency “happens” in this intersection between sensible and intelligible that the attitude of hope belongs to it.  The practical stance, as I have been emphasizing, is directed not to what is, but to what ought to be; it engages with the sensible world as it were towards the intelligible world.   For the practical point of view, there is, then, no fixed, settled state of affairs, no fixed being – sensible or intelligible, either of one’s moral character or of the moral order in the world --  that is relevant, in which one could believe; rather, the world and the soul are to-be-worked-upon, to be worked towards.


For the practical point of view, then, the postulates of the immortality of the soul and of God’s creation are objects of hope, not belief concerning actual, existing entities – and thus function somewhat like regulative ideas. 
  They may be seen, that is, as aspirational focal points, as images of aims toward which we ought to strive, yet which lie always beyond our actual powers – the endless striving for virtue, complete control of nature such that happiness might be apportioned to virtue – in accord with which we may evaluate and direct our activity, in accord with which we remain dissatisfied with what is. 
  In sum: for practical reason, as for theoretical reason, the ideas of God and of the immortal soul may be purely regulative, never asserted (even in belief) as claims concerning actual entities – and this (here) not because of the human incapacity for knowledge of the supersensible, but precisely because practical reason is and must remain practical. 

� The idea of the soul is involved (though not by name) in the Second Antinomy concerning the smallest (unit of) substance (the Leibnizean monad or soul being such a unit, according to the thesis of that antinomy), while the idea of God is involved in the Third and Fourth Antinomies, as the purported first/free cause, and as a necessary being (again according to the theses, and again not by name).  Kant of course also devotes the Paralogisms and Ideal chapters of the Dialectic to these ideas more directly (respectively), arguing that cognitive claims concerning them are fallacious, for reasons other than antinomial contradiction.  In my sketch here in the text, therefore, I simplify Kant’s account of rational, dialectical error concerning these ideas of reason. 





� I use the phrase, “in Kant’s thought,” to indicate that I will be employing Kantian concepts, premises, and texts, though I do not mean thereby to claim that this is Kant’s “real view.”  In Kant: A Biography (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), Manfred Kuehn has suggested that Kant might have been an atheist in fact; if this is the case, then the arguments I sketch below as the “antithesis” arguments might in fact represent his view.  But I remain neutral on the question of Kant’s actual religious beliefs here.





� See Critique of Pure Reason (CPR), A308/B364-5, A322/B379; Critique of Practical Reason (CPrR), V:110.  All citations to Kant’s works are to volume and page number of the Prussian Academy edition (Kant, Gesammelte Schriften [Berlin: Königlich Preuβische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1902-]), with the exception of the Critique of Pure Reason, which is cited by first and second edition page numbers.   Kant does not explicitly claim in the CPrR that the highest good is an idea of reason formed in reason’s search for the unconditioned (the condition for all conditioned items), but does refer to it as the “whole and complete good” (ibid.), which seems to qualify it as an idea of the unconditioned, in the form of a conception of a totality, as I suggest in the text. 





� CPrR, V:111. There has been a great deal of scholarly discussion concerning the character of the highest good and, in particular, concerning whether, on the best interpretation of Kant’s view, happiness is to be seen as a separate, non-moral, heterogeneous end, set by our sensible (as opposed to rational/moral) character, as I suggest here, or whether it is in fact to be understood as itself a moral(ized) end.  See, for example, Andrews Reath, “Two Conceptions of the Highest Good in Kant,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 26:4 1988, 593-619, and Stephen Engstrom, “The Concept of the Highest Good in Kant’s Moral Theory,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 52:4, December 1992, 747-780.  I cannot enter into this discussion here, however; though it is of course important for understanding Kant’s position, this question does not directly bear (I think) upon the point I wish to make here, and thus I simply follow Kant’s presentation of the antinomy in the CPrR.





�� CPrR, V:111-2.





� CPrR, V:113.  These two, equally available “points of departure” explain why an antinomy does, or even must, arise with respect to this question:  there are then two answers available, which may well be opposed, given the distinction between appearances and things in themselves.





� My gloss on the antinomy is close to the reconstruction of the antinomy proposed by Lewis White Beck, A Commentary on Kant’s Critique of Practical Reason (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960), 248f.





� CPrR V:114.





� CPrR, V:122-3.





� CPrR, V:115.





� Allen Wood, Kant’s Moral Religion (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1970) chapter one, remains the best treatment of the “moral” and “subjective” character of this line of argument, to my knowledge.


 


� CPrR V:145-6.





� See, for example, Thomas Auxter, “The Unimportance of Kant’s Highest Good,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 17:2 April 1979, 121-134; Jeffrie Murphy, “The Highest Good as Content for Kant’s Ethical Formalism: Beck versus Silber,” Kant-Studien 56:1 1965, 102-110, and, for a classic source, Lewis White Beck’s treatment of the antinomy of practical reason in op. cit., especially 244-5.





� One might think that Kant is here describing a fear of unhappiness on the part of the subject:  the eternal striving promises not just “ill” in the present state (because it is worse than the succeeding one) but also an infinite succession of such ills.  Thus one might argue that the immortal moral agent would not be happy, indeed, but she would nonetheless succeed at attaining virtue – and that the opposition I wish to draw in the text between this argument and the argument of the CPrR Antinomy is mistaken.  (I owe this suggestion to Thomas Khurana.)  Though the passage is, perhaps, a bit cryptic – and Kant’s reference to the “physical” might support such a reading – several considerations weigh in favor of the reading I suggest in the text in my view.  First, the “ill” we find in our present state appears to be an ill judged, specifically, according to moral standards, not a pain at a lack of success in satisfying inclinations, but at failing to realize the highest good, including the improvement of one’s moral character (and indeed happiness, but as an aim subsumed to the moral aim, within the highest good).  Relatedly, Kant here uses the term, Zufriedenheit, that he tends to reserve for satisfaction or contentment (as it is often translated) in one’s moral achievements (as opposed to the various terms – Lust, Vergnügen, etc. – used to refer to sensible pleasures or satisfactions) (see, e.g., CPrR, V:117).  Finally, Kant’s concluding statement in the quoted passage suggests indeed a dissatisfaction with eternal striving in particular – not with a succession of ills, but with the failure to attain one’s aims.  





� “Miscarriage,” VIII:256-7.





� “Miscarriage,” VIII: 262.





� Kant introduces the terms, “artistic wisdom” and “moral wisdom,” at “Miscarriage,” VIII:256n, and tends to use it in the essay when speaking in his own voice, not in that of a practitioner of theodicy.  Nonetheless, the latter does propose a view of this kind (though again placing natural justice in heaven) at “Miscarriage,” VIII: 262.





� “Miscarriage,” VIII:262.





� “Miscarriage,” VIII: 264.  In this passage, Kant intends to provide a critical response to theodicy:  one ought not to try to comprehend God’s creation because this is to try to know about that which is beyond sensible experience (and thus a kind of knowledge impossible for us).  I will return to this Kantian suggestion below.





� “Miscarriage,” VIII:265-7.





� Kant claims that Job’s attitude is an example of “authentic” theodicy, by contrast to the “doctrinal” theodicy of the interlocutors (“Miscarriage,” VIII:264-5).





� See Jacqueline Mariña, “Making Sense of Kant’s Highest Good,” Kant-Studien 91 2000, 329-55, which also emphasizes this point.





� “Miscarriage,” VIII:258.





� Or, in order to render the thesis and antithesis contradictories (as opposed to contraries): it is required to believe in God’s existence and the immortality of the soul, and it is not required so to believe (which weaker claim is supported by the antithetical arguments that it is in fact deleterious to believe).





� This is perhaps the most common position among current commentators, as exemplified in the above-cited essays by Reath and Engstrom, as well as John Silber, “Kant’s Conception of the Highest Good as Immanent and Transcendent,” Philosophical Review 68:4 1959, 469-92.





� The current paper is, indeed, a companion piece to my “Kant on Practical Fanaticism” in Benjamin Lipscomb and James Krueger, eds., Kant’s Moral Metaphysics (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2010), 291-318.





� Kant himself suggests, in the section leading up to the “official” Antinomy in the CPrR (at V:112), that here too, as in the metaphysical debates he discusses in the first Critique Antinomies chapter, a debate in the history of philosophy has anticipated his antinomy:  the Epicureans and Stoics both aimed to explain how human beings could attain the highest good – respectively, by aiming at happiness or by aiming at virtue, each of which would bring the other [virtue or happiness, respectively] in its wake – but both sides erred in thinking that virtue and happiness were “analytically” related, that by pursuing one, one would simply ipso facto attain the other, for properly understood, in their ground, they are identical; Kant, by contrast, insists that the relationship between the two ends must be causal.  Like Beck (op. cit., 247), however, I take it that this debate does not in fact anticipate an antinomial conflict, since one side (the Epicurean) is simply false on the Kantian view, while the “hidden” antinomy, by contrast, reflects at least potential truths about the world on a Kantian view – that we must conceive of the world as (metaphysically) “friendly” to moral action, and yet as needing correction by moral action.





� Especially in the Canon chapter of the Critique of Pure Reason; see, e.g., A811/B839.





� Lewis White Beck discusses such an interpretive suggestion (op. cit., 248).  Beck is not treating the “hidden” antinomy as I have outlined it, however, but rather a reconstruction of the “official” antinomy in the Critique of Practical Reason.





� This objection is emphasized in Reath (op. cit.), p. 609.  Beck thinks that this allocation of agency in bringing about the highest good is actually appropriate:  we can do nothing to allocate happiness, this is properly understood as God’s work (op. cit., 244-5).





� Thus Kant writes, for example, that the highest good is to be “achieved in the world through freedom” (CPJ, V:469); in that paragraph (91) and elsewhere in the Critique of Judgment, Kant likewise suggests repeatedly that in order to believe the highest good to be realizable, we need to conceive of nature (i.e., the objects of the sensible world and their relations to one another) to be amenable to moral purposes – as Kant does in his original statement of the antinomy, e.g., at CPrR V:113; likewise, in the course of presenting his resolution of the antinomy, Kant suggests that our moral disposition could be the cause of “happiness as effect in the sensible world” (V:115).





� Alternatively, as Beck also points out (op. cit., 271), we cannot conceive very clearly of what it would mean for the highest good to be realized in an intelligible world, particularly because it is unclear what happiness – the satisfaction of sensible desires – would be, in a purely intelligible world.  Mariña, op. cit., provides the best response to this question to my knowledge: intelligible “satisfaction”  is to be understood as “blessedness” or the absence of need and (sensible) desire.   Kant himself suggests in his resolution to the Antinomy (CPrR V:115) that the antinomy arises because the “relation between appearances was held to be a relation of things in themselves to those appearances,” suggesting that he envisions a resolution of the Third Antinomy form (more or less), in separating the sensible world from the intelligible world more firmly (he also discusses, at V:114, the third antinomy resolution).  This, however, does not seem to be possible for the hidden antinomy (and to be a misrepresentation even of the official antinomy argument).





� See CPrR V:119:  “the practical results of this idea [of the highest good] – namely actions that aim at realizing the highest good – belong to the sensible world.”





� See “End of All Things” VIII:330 and 332 for general statements of this attempted solution. 





� “End of All Things,” VIII:335, as quoted above.





� “End of All Things,” VIII:334-5. The essay in fact begins with an explicit, strong statement concerning the timelessness of the “eternal” self, the subject that is not an “object of possible experience” (VIII:327), and throughout emphasizes the timelessness – and so, for us, incomprehensibility – of the immortality of the soul.





�“Miscarriage,” VIII: 264, as quoted above. The justifiers appear, Kant writes, to have a “greater speculative reason” than Job (“Miscarriage,” VIII:266).  It is, more generally, the overarching thesis of the essay (announced at its opening, VIII:255) that the human recognition of the incapacity of our reason – our cognitive impotence – concerning questions of theodicy is the appropriate response to such questions, while those who engage in (traditional) theodicy are instances of “our presumptuous reason failing to recognize its limitations” (VIII:255).





� “Miscarriage,” VIII: 266-7.





� CPrR, V:120: the postulates are described as “certain theoretical positions” that are “inseparably connected” to “original a priori principles” of practical reason.





� CPrR, V:123.  In the “End of All Things” VIII:334, Kant suggests that the proper practical understanding of the immortal soul is as timeless, as displaying eternally its fundamental moral character.  This position would indeed seem consistent with Kant’s views concerning time as a form of appearances only, of course, but the functioning of this idea (practically) must be entirely different than guaranteeing endless progress.  Kant himself appears (if I am understanding him properly) (somehow) to believe, however, that the conception of continuous change is nonetheless still appropriate (ibid.). Again, Mariña, op. cit., makes a good attempt to address this problem.





� This is of course true of human agents, but not of God as agent (as God is timeless).





� Though he does not explicitly claim that the subject must have an attitude of hope, in order to render the immortality of the soul, or the realizability of the highest good, futural, Kant’s language in the following passage suggests the desirability of such an attitude, on his view:  “For however incredulous one may be, one must – where it is absolutely impossible to foresee with certainty the success of certain means taken according to all human wisdom (which…must proceed solely toward morality) – believe in a practical way in a concurrence of divine wisdom with the course of nature, unless one would rather just give up one’s final end.  – Of course it will be objected:  It has often been said that the present plan in the best, one must stay with it from now on, that is the state of things for eternity…..[J]ust as if eternity, and with it the end of all things, might now have already made its entrance.” (“End of All Things,” VIII:337, emphasis mine).  For here Kant seems – in a way illegitimate if we are concerned with belief, as I have been arguing – to hold that we must take eternity and God’s concurrence with our aims not to exist “already” but only to be coming in future.





� This proposal could be seen as an expansion on Kant’s argument at CPrR V:146-7 that it is best that we do not succeed in knowing that God exists and that the soul is immortal, because such knowledge would undermine moral motivation, lead agents to act in fear or hope of God, rather than out of duty.  Here I am suggesting that belief in God’s existence and the immortality of the soul also undermine the subject’s moral motivation, although in a different way, namely removing the subject’s orientation towards the future, her reliance on her own action in attempting to realize the highest good.





� I am, then, taking Hegel to be correct in his criticism of Kantian ethics in the “Morality” chapter of the Phenomenology of Spirit, namely that Kantian morality is committed to the un-realizability, the never-finished character of the moral project – though I am suggesting that this criticism is not necessarily a criticism, but rather simply a characterization of the irreducibly practical character of Kant’s vision of morality.   My suggestion concerning Kant’s view here also brings him close to an endorsement of Sartre’s distinction between freedom and being:  on the Kantian view I am suggesting, precisely as practical, as “between” the sensible and intelligible worlds, the agent does not have any fixed “being” of either of the two “kinds” of being Kant identifies (sensible, intelligible).  And so Kant’s view might also be seen as a – relatively radical – reinterpretation of a traditional argument in theodicy as well:  that God’s arrangement of the world is such precisely so as to promote human freedom.





� It is not clear, then, that Kant’s assertion of the primacy of practical reason can be retained, at least if this primacy is understood (as Kant often suggests that it is) on the superior ability of practical reason to “prove” the “reality” of the ideas of God and the immortal soul. I believe a case could still be made that practical reason gives more content to such ideas than theoretical reason can provide – ascribing intellect and will to God, for example, or taking the immortal soul to be primarily characterized by its moral character (as Kant also claims), but I am suggesting that practical reason does not succeed any more than theoretical reason at establishing (the rationality of belief in) the existence of objects corresponding to such ideas, and indeed ought to be understood as treating these ideas as regulative, just as theoretical reason does.





� My suggestion here is akin to John Silber’s view that the idea of the highest good operates as a regulative principle, and does and must do so in order to provide us with normative guidance, in order to prevent us from claiming that the (sensible) world as it is is good.  (See Silber, “Kant’s Conception of the Highest Good as Immanent and Transcendent.”)  I do indeed have considerable sympathy with Silber’s interpretation.  My suggestion differs from his view, however, in (at least) two respects.  First, Silber often suggests that the idea of the highest good “guides” moral conduct (is regulative) in the sense of telling us what we should do, giving “content” to the moral law.  Like many of Silber’s critics, I take it that the moral law itself is supposed to give such guidance, not the idea of the highest good (Silber’s view also, I think, thereby mistakes the role of regulative ideas in general on Kant’s view; all of these ideas are quite indeterminate and set goals or ends, but do not give concrete answers about what to judge in any particular instance).  Second, Silber eliminates any role for God or the idea of the immortal soul from his account:  it is the highest good, not the idea of God or of the immortal soul that functions as a regulative idea on his view.  As noted above, this secularizing impulse (which Silber shares with many of his critics, as well as Reath and Engstrom, among many others) cannot, however, do justice to Kant’s attempt both to explain and criticize (not simply eliminate) the role of religious belief, or the “supersensible” in general, in moral life; in my suggestion here, therefore, I attempt to reserve a role for such ideas.  








