Dear Friends,

I had said today that I wanted to talk about the way in which Kant’s critique of metaphysics is articulated into three “special metaphysical” disciplines – doctrine of soul, or world-whole, and of God, but that I wanted also to talk about “general metaphysics.” The latter, for Kant, can be defined as the use of formal principles in abstraction form the sensible conditions under which objects can be given, such that their claims to knowledge will be invalid precisely because they do not adhere to the limits of our faculty of cognition. These three disciplines, however, are only effects of a general metaphysical propensity or Tendenz that is grounded in the “very nature of human reason” itself, as such. Reason Kant defines as a syllogistic activity, as that activity of subsuming propositions under more and more general principles in order to systematize and “bring to completion” particular claims to knowledge. Reason, then, is, as such, the search for condition that underlie the conditioned; it cannot but be interested in the conditions for these conditions, and, ultimately, the ‘unconditioned.’ Thus, for Kant reason’s “maxim” is; “to find for conditioned knowledge given through the understanding the unconditioned whereby its unity is brought to completion” (A 308, B 364). This demand for the unconditioned is not something that we can dismiss; it is intrinsic to reason’s natural desire to comprehend the conditions of every condition. Reason however in this way falls prey to “transcendental illusion [transzendentale Illusion],” which consists of our mistaking “a subjective necessity of a connection of our concepts…for an objective necessity in the determination of things in themselves” (A 297, B 354). We must generate the self-understanding that allows us to see reason’s natural course as misleading, in order to become immune to its illusions. To reason it appears that “if the condition is given then the absolutely unconditioned is given also” (A 308, B 366), but this second givenness is an illusion, of “hypostatization” (Kant) or “reification” (Nietzsche). This “illusion” “unceasingly mocks us and torments us” (A 339, B 397). From it we must liberate ourselves. 

We talked today about the first of these illusory appearances, that of the soul as a synthetic object rather than as an analytic principle or formal object. But…

Kant prosecuted his critical argumentation throughout the Transcendental Dialectic, from the critique of “transcendental psychology” as reviewed today to a critique of “transcendental theology (Gotteserkenntnis).” Kant conceives of these disciplines not as distinct but as interdetermining and interdependent. In fact, "among the transcendental ideas [of the soul and God] there can be seen a certain coherence and unity," and in fact a "system" or systematic character. Kant will write of an ascending series or "progressus" from the first transcendental idea of the "unity of the thinking subject," and its theoretical expression in a "doctrine of the soul," to the latter transcendental idea [of God] (A 336-37, B 394).[footnoteRef:1] Kant worries over the apparently natural and unproblematic character of this scala Iacob, which "proceeds from the cognition of oneself (the soul)…to [the cognition of] the original being."[footnoteRef:2] Its trajectory proposes "so natural an advance that it seems similar to reason’s logical progression from premises to conclusion" (A 337, B 395). This "Platonic soaring," and its itinerary from physics to philosophy to theology, would instantiate or enshrine theology at the level of "our speculative power of reason" (B 395 note). Against this theoretical possibility, Kant asserts that inner sense must not allow for any "objective use" whatever (A 327, B 384). For this reason, Seelenlehre, as well as Gotteserkenntnis, is said to "surpass the boundary of all experience." Both must necessarily remain "problematic" and unprovable (A 339, B 397).  [1:  The standard approach to Kant’s philosophy of religion focuses on his epochal critique of Aristotelian proofs for the existence of God as first cause, as prime or unmoved mover, employed variously by Avicenna, Maimonides, and Aquinas. This critique of the proofs of natural theology (“Gotteslehre,” or doctrine of God) appears in sections of the Critique of Pure Reason entitled the Antinomies of Pure Reason and the Ideal of Pure Reason. For such an approach, see Allen W. Wood’s excellent Kant’s Rational Theology (Ithaca, Cornell University Press, 1978). I leave Kant’s critique of these unquestioned; in fact, as we will see, Michel Henry’s ‘turn to theology’ explicitly rejects such a (neo-Aristotelian) theological style. But Kant attacked theology in not one, but two, contexts in the Critique of Pure Reason. Kant’s second argument against rational theology, which began already in the Paralogisms, is advanced against a second type of theology, founded upon doctrine of the soul (Seelenlehre in Kant’s term). In the latter context, I suggest, there may be a more intricate relation – an antinomy - within Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, between his own self-critique of reason and his critique of religion, or rational theology, as “doctrine of the soul.” I suggest this approach in order to establish the conceptual horizon for Henry’s critique of Kant and to thus justify his turn to (a specific type of) theology. But we will see that next time we meet!]  [2:  The three, and “only possible” doctrines or “systems” of the soul in relation to the body are named at A 390 as (1) Descartes’ “physical influence” or interactionism, (2) Leibniz’s “predetermined [or pre-established] harmony,” and (3) Malebranche’s “supranatural assistance” or occasionalism. These “psychological” theses are evidently already “theological” theses not only for the latter’s identity for Kant as the “Cartesian Augustinian,” but because Leibniz’s harmony is pre-established by God, and because Malebranche’s “system” is established in God. Each positions its Seelenlehre in and through a Gotteserkenntnis.] 


Kant later (A 631, B 659) distinguishes theologia rationalis from theologia revelata, a theology of reason from a theology of revelation. The first "thinks its object (as ens originarium, ens realissimum, ens entium) merely through pure reason," and by means of the traditional predicates of natural theology. This is and can become, according to Kant, both "deistic" and "onto-theological," as it focuses on the divine being as an object and as "cause of the world." The second, however, "thinks its object – as a supreme intelligence, through a concept which it borrows from…the nature of our soul." The latter proposes a (neo-Platonic rather than neo-Aristotelian) ascent from the nature and dynamics of human intelligence to the nature and dynamics of God as a "summa intelligentia," and as a model for a full self-understanding of the structure of our intellectual activity. But in spite of this recognition of the very different histories, methods, and trajectories of these two basic ‘theological styles,’ in von Balthasar’s sense, Kant’s critique here will be less refined; "I maintain that all attempts to make a speculative use of reason in regard to theology are entirely fruitless and are, by their intrinsic character, null and void, and that the principles of reason’s natural use lead to no theology whatever" (A 636, B 664).[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Kant’s (1) critique of Gotteslehre involves the “remarkable fact that we require intuition” in order to establish the necessary conditions for synthetic cognition, or knowledge (B 289). On the basis of the general doctrine of intuition, Kant grounded the "remarkable fact" that "from mere categories no synthetic propositions can be formed" (ibid). Kant utilized this principle to argue against the (neo-Aristotelian) theological claim that “existence is a predicate,” such that (God’s) existence could be contained analytically within the mere concept thereof (A 602, B 630). This “transcendental illusion,” of course, consists in conflating the purely logical possibility of a concept with the transcendental (real) possibility of an object, and is the best-known element within Kant’s critique of theology. Kant’s (2) critique of Seelenlehre, instead, involves, in the terms of B 291, the "even more remarkable" fact that "we need not merely intuitions, but indeed always outer intuition" in order to form synthetic propositions. For "in order to give as [an object] something permanent," Kant there argued, we require the stability and positionality of a manifold of intuition that inner intuition as such cannot provide (B 291). However, the conditions required for asserting, against Seelenlehre, the inapplicability of the categories to inner sense, requires that inner sense not contain within itself, according to its most basic capacity or character, a totum of representations – inclusive of the material, spatial, and substantial determinations of outer intuition. In other words, as Henry asserted above, it seems that Kant cannot have both his positive account of the nature of synthetic cognition and his negative account of the limits of synthetic cognition, against the Seelenlehrer, to argue against the (neo-Platonic) theological claim that one may ascend ab exterioribus ad interioribus and ab inferioribus ad superioribus, from outer sense and its Koerperlehren to inner sense and its Seelenlehre to a Gotteserkenntnis.] 


In the first Critique, Kant merely intimates this distinction between two principal forms of theology. The Lectures on the Philosophical Doctrine of Religion, however, depict this second form of theology more thoroughly. There, too, he opposes a “deistic” to  “a theistic” concept of God. In the latter, again, we “cognize God as supreme intelligence.” God, here, is not advanced as a first cause, but rather an “author of all things, through understanding and freedom” (ibid). Whereas a “deist” possesses a concept of God as “a blindly working eternal nature as the root of things,” and an “original being or highest cause of the world,” the theist advances a “concept of a living God,” and the “theistic concept of God as a summa intelligentia” (28: 1047). This cognitio Dei begins, as above, from our “knowledge of our self” (ibid), when “we find in our soul the faculty of cognition” (28: 1048). It develops or “proceeds” on the basis of “psychological predicates, borrowed from the nature of our own soul” and our Selbsterkenntnis thereof. In this self-cognition, we take “the way of analogy,” but in the form of an analogia mentis rather than an analogia entis. A similitudo is to be established between the formal structure and dynamics of mental activity, and the formal structure and dynamics of God’s relation to the world as such. 

Just as God, qua author, obtains as a “single enduring force,” an “effective power” which “poured [himself] out, as it were, in this world-whole” (28: 1096), so too does the mind generate the concepts of its effective and manifest life only to withdraw or recede from view. Just as God, then, obtains as invisible origin and principium of the world, taken as the principiatum thereof, so, too, does our mind obtain as the invisible origin and principium of the ideas, concepts, and judgments that it produces. In both cases, it seems, a “visible image” is made manifest from, or poured out of, an “invisible ground” that cannot itself be brought to visibility. In this way, we would establish our Selbsterkenntnis with reference to a (specifically Christian, and neo-Platonic) Gotteserkenntnis (and vice versa).[footnoteRef:4] We “derive [our faculty of cognition]” as an imago Dei from the supreme intelligence of the highest original being,” and derive our understanding of the latter by means of the dynamic movements of the life of conscious activity (28: 1050-51). Kant distinguishes these two theological styles, then, according to the history (notes 7, 9), the method (note 8), and the concept of God, of each. [4:  For Kant, the “Platonic idea” that underlies such an analogia mentis “properly signifies [a] simulacrum,” in which the life of the divine mind would be the ideal or archetype of human cognition (28: 1058). According to this conception, “particular human beings” and their faculty of cognition “would be formed in accord with this idea” and according to its pattern or process of emanation (28: 1059). Kant supposes that this general conception of the relation between the human (mind) and the divine (mind) “finally emerged” as a doctrine “in the second century.” The neo-Platonic School following Plotinus “dreamed of the possibility of participating in the divine ideas” (ibid). For Kant, “the whole school of mystic theosophy based itself on this,” a “corrupt Platonic philosophy” (28: 1059). Thus Kant warns of “the delusion of the Neo-Platonic philosophers,” and their progressus, “the progression…made through common reason from the visible world to its invisible author” (ibid). ] 


Of course, for Kant, the concept of a “ground of all things,” not unlike that of the ‘cause of all things,’ is found to be “a true abyss [Abgrund] for human reason.” Here, for Kant, “everything falls away beneath us” (28: 1033). But if the dis-orientation effected by this Abgrund is for Kant (subjectively) intolerable, it is not, for that, (objectively) invalid. While Kant’s critique of Gotteslehre may be thought to be unproblematic, his critique of Seelenlehre is and remains antinomial. It relies upon a negative construal of the character and capacities of inner sense, even though Kant had himself relied upon an opposite, and positive construal of inner sense as an Inbegriff in his depiction of the ordo cognoscendi in the Analytic. The recognition of this aporia or antinomy is productive, then, to our understanding of both  (1) Kant’s theory of knowledge, and (2) Kant’s critique of theology (as theologia revelata). But I will suggest the next time we meet that it also allows us to situate (3) the phenomenological character of, and the philosophical justification for, the ‘theological turn’ of Michel Henry. 


bk iy b et o e o i Kt f
Lty i et e
L S i Dt SR e
ol e P T
T o e s e ) B
e o e S T
TR e et S I R
i o ol e v i, ¢
S, D R e e B i)
i e s Sl g e R
s © el e 0

i
L
e A s P

e ey e o B g,

T R R
e e e o s e 13
bt e, i) S o e

i e i

e T ¥ B e e
SRR RS MR
ek e
T o ot S ol
A, T T, LT A B PR
e R e




