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Introduction

Several papers in this conferehcare devoted to investigating the ways in which the
pragmatist classics are studied and are philosalpielevantoday. Mine might seem to be
more historical, as | will focus on the relationsteeen pragmatism and Immanuel Kant.
However, | believe it is precisely the “Kantian"tnee of pragmatism, as well as the ability of
pragmatism to critically reinterpret and transfolfantian ideas, that makes pragmatism a
highly valuable philosophical approach today —igcdssions of realism and idealism, ethics
and values, religion, and many other topics.

William James famously wanted to see philosophpecagress as going “round” Kant instead
of going “through” him?* However, pragmatism — even James’s own pragmatishares
several crucial assumptions with Kant’'s criticalilpdophy, to the extent that Murray
Murphey was justified in calling the classical Caitge pragmatists “Kant’s childrer”
have previously examined the Kantian backgroundragmatism and the affinities between
pragmatism (both classical and more recent) ams¢endental philosophical methodology
on a number of occasiofidn this presentation, | can hardly do justicete tichness of the
guestion concerning the pragmatists’ relation tatkaeither historically or systematically. |

1| want to thank Emil Visnovsky for his kind invitan to present this paper in the CEPF 10th Anrsiaey
conference, at Comenius University, BratislavaJone 7, 2010. For valuable comments and suggestians
grateful to Vincent Colapietro, Don Morse, and J&yuer, in particular. | am also drawing on somearial |
presented at a plenary panel on American philosdging non-American perspectives at the SAAP meeiting
Charlotte, NC, on March 13, 2010; comments by DasigAnderson were particularly helpful on that omras
Finally, some parts of the paper were also predeintéhe ¥ Nordic Pragmatism Conference at the University
of Uppsala, Sweden, on June 1, 2010, and agaih (hé title, “Pragmatism and Metaphysics”) in thersh-
Russian Philosophy Symposium at the University efshhki, on June 14, 2010.

2 william James, “The Pragmatic Method” (1898), Essays in Philosophyeds. Frederick H. Burkhardt,
Fredson Bowers, and Ignas K. Skrupskelis (Cambyititfe and London: Harvard University Press, 1978), p
138-139.

% Murray Murphey, “Kant’s Children: The CambridgeaBmatists”, Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce
Society4 (1966).

* See, e.g., the following relatively recent worksmine: Sami PihlstromNaturalizing the Transcendental: A
Pragmatic View (Amherst, NY: Prometheus/Humanity Books, 200Fragmatic Moral Realism: A
Transcendental Defens@Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2005); “Synthesizing TradisorRewriting the History of
Pragmatism and Transcendental Philosophyistory of Philosophy Quarterly23 (2006), 375-390; and
Pragmatist Metaphysics: An Essay on the Ethicalu@ds of OntologylL.ondon: Continuum, 2009).



do try to shed light on this topic, however, by leximg this relation through the threefold
structure of Kant’s critical philosophy.

Kant summarized his thre@ritiques in terms of three central questions: (1) What tan
know? (2) What ought | to do? (3) What may | hofié®se questions can be regarded as
opening up Kant’s critical philosophy with respéxt(1) epistemology and metaphysit®.,

the core areas of “theoretical philosophy”), &hics(i.e., “practical philosophy”), and (3)
philosophy of religion respectively. Both classical pragmatists — especially Charles S.
Peirce, William James, and John Dewey — and lagntieth century neopragmatists — such
as Hilary Putnam and Richard Rorty — have sigmifiljacontributed to all these fields of
philosophy. If I had time to comment even on thiege thinkers in any detail here, we might
think of this paper as an attempt to fill in a 3x&trix: three “critical” Kantian questions and
five major pragmatist philosophers responding, toleast reacting, to them, sometimes in
more and sometimes in less Kantian ways. This coudmore comprehensive study easily
be expanded into a 3xn matrix, adding other pragtsaviews.

As is well known, Kant sought compromises to vasighilosophical controversies of his
times, critically synthesizing, e.g., rationalisrmda empiricism, realism and idealism,
determinism and freedom, as well as nature and litygraamong other problematic
dichotomies. Similarly, pragmatism has often beahfprward as a critical middle ground
between implausibly one-sided extremes. For ingtaftr James, pragmatism is a mediator
between various extreme positions that may corgame truth but are as such too narrow, in
particular between the conflicting temperamentstha “tough-minded” and the “tender-
minded”. It is in this reconciliatory spirit thateashould also undertake the task of finding
some common ground between Kant and the pragmatists

1. What can | know?

In epistemology and metaphysics, virtually all thessical pragmatists attempted to walk the
middle path between strongealism and idealism (or what would today be called
constructivisih The objects of experience and inquiry are netatly-made” but are in an
important sense constructed, or at least shapedisby the course of our inquiries. The
neopragmatists have shared this attempt by attgakietaphysical realism and aiming at
something like “pragmatic realism” instead. Howevardeep tension between realism and
idealism (constructivism) seems to characterizepitagmatist tradition. One key problem
here is that the pragmatist view according to whedlity is our pragmatic construction faces
a dilemma: it seems to kather exciting but obviously false (if causally, empaily, or
factually interpreted)or true but trivial and unexciting (if it just amouwrib the thesis that we

® | must ignore aesthetics here, though it is araebncern in th&hird Critique Moreover, Kant's and the
pragmatists’ (especially Dewey’s) approaches arbgps more divergent in aesthetics than in anyrdtbkels
of philosophical inquiry. By no means do | wishdiaim that the pragmatists would have followed Kianall
areas of philosophy — that would be stupid and gstrous.



construct the concepts we use for categorizingityp&l What | am suggesting isot that
pragmatist attempts to deal with this problem stigukt be reduced to Kant’'s, nor that
pragmatists should start using the Kantian “trandeatal” vocabulary, but that this problem
will receive a considerably enriched and nuancediéscription” (in a quasi-Rortyan sense)
when it is rearticulated in a Kantian way, distirgiung between th&anscendentalnd the
empirical levels — even thouglthis distinction itself must eventually be softened
(“naturalized”, hence also redescribed) accordmthé truly pragmatist Kantian thinker.

We may start this task of redescription by notih@ttseveral philosophers — not only
pragmatists — have argued that the existence amdiatity of things (entities, facts, or
whatever there is taken to be in the world) is imagy or another relative to, or dependent on,
the human mind, linguistic frameworks, conceptuethesnes, practices, language-games,
forms of life, paradigms, points of view, or someth similar. Among the historically
influential advocates of key variations of this p@edence thesis” — starting already from the
pre-history of pragmatism, including figures onhaminally involved in pragmatism, and
ending up with neopragmatism — are, in additiorkKémt himself (for whom the empirical
world is constituted by the transcendental facslig the mind, i.e., the pure forms of
intuition and the pure concepts or categories ef @imderstanding), thinkers like James
(whatever we may call a “thing” depends on our psgs and selective interests), F.C.S.
Schiller (we “humanistically” construct the worlddhall truths about it within our purposive
practices), Dewey (the objects of inquiry are carged in and through inquiry, instead of
existing as “ready-made” prior to inquiry), RuddIfarnap (ontological questions about
whether there are certain kinds of entities cary &l settled within linguistic frameworks,
“internally”, whereas “external” questions concéne pragmatic criteria for choosing one or
another linguistic framework), W.V. Quine (ontologynot absolute but relative to a theory,
language, or translation scheme), Ludwig Wittgansighe “essence” of things lies in
“grammar”, thus in the language-games we engag@stead of transcending our language-
use and “form of life”), Putnam (there is no “readyde world” but only scheme-internal
objects), Nelson Goodman (we “make worlds”, or “ldoversions”, by employing our
various symbol systems), Thomas S. Kuhn (diffeserentific paradigms constitute different
“worlds”), Rorty (our “vocabularies” constitute theays the world is for us, and we must
“ethnocentrically” start from within the vocabulesi we contingently possess), possibly even
Wilfrid Sellars (the best-explaining scientific trees are the “measure” of what there is and
what there is not), and others — not to forget, énmv, Donald Davidson’s famous critique of
such forms of relativism and the implicated didtime between a conceptual scheme and its
allegedly scheme-neutral content, or other notdwortriticisms of conceptual and
ontological relativism.

® See Susan Haaclanifesto of a Passionate Modera(€hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998),
especially ch. 9.

" See, e.g., Immanuel Kariritik der reinen Vernunf(1781/1787), ed. Raymund Schmidt (Hamburg: Felix
Meiner, 1990); William JamesPragmatism: A New Name for Some Old Ways of Thinki®07), eds.
Frederick H. Burkhardt, Fredson Bowers, and IgnasSKrupskelis (Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard
University Press, 1975); F.C.S. Schill®ragmatism and Humanism: Selected Writings 18919,18ds. John
R. Shook and H.P. MacDonald (Amherst, NY: Promesfidumanity Books, 2008); John Dewé@ye Quest for
Certainty: A Study on the Relation between Knowdedgd Action(1929) (New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons,



In their distinctive ways, these and many othetgsioiphers have suggested that there is no
absolute worldan sichthat we could meaningfully conceptualize or cognikéhere even is
such a world, as Kant held, it is a mere limit af éhought and experience, a problematic
Grenzbegriff What there isfor us (fur ung is a world we have constructed, and are
continuously constructing, relative to our schemiesategorization and inquiry. Pragmatists,
however, generally follow — or at leashouldfollow — Kant in embracing something like
empirical realism(and naturalism) within a broader pragmatist pasitcomparable to
Kantian transcendental idealismrhe pragmatist should not simply opt for antiisaal or
radical constructivism and relativism in ontologuytbrather, seek a moderate pragmatic
realism compatible with naturalism. The problem n@wv face is how to combine the
(transcendental) scheme- or practilmmendenceof entitied with their pragmatically
postulated schemiedependencéat the empirical level) in pragmatist metaphysitsis is,
essentially, the pragmatist version of the Kanfmablem of maintaining both empirical
realism and transcendental idealism — both the rapindependence of things and their
transcendental dependence on the ways we consherct through our practice-embedded
schemes, which for pragmatists am unique and universal (as in Kant) but more varied a
reinterpretable. For Kant, spatio-temporal objecstthe empirical world are really “outside
us” (ausser uns and in this sense exist empirically speaking mirahd scheme-
independently. Nevertheless, they are transcendiedgpendent on us, because the spatio-
temporal and categorial framework making them fibssias objects of experience
(appearances) arises from our cognitive faculties €ensibility and understanding). Replace
the latter with human cognitive and conceptualizimgctices and you have the pragmatist
issue of ontological (in)dependence.

Yes, theras such a thing as “pragmatist metaphysics”; it wasamoaccident that | just used
that phrase. Acknowledging this is an importantredat of acknowledging the pragmatists’

1960); Rudolf Carnap, “Empiricism, Semantics, Oo¢pf’ (1950), anthologized in (e.g.) Jaegwon Kim and
Ernest Sosa (edsMetaphysics: An Anthologivalden, MA and Oxford: Blackwell, 1998); W.V. Qug, “On
What There Is” (1948), in ibid.; Quiné)ntological Relativity and Other Essayblew York: Columbia
University Press, 1969); Ludwig WittgenstefPhilosophical Investigation§1953), trans. G.E.M. Anscombe
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1958); Hilary PutnanReason, Truth and HistorgCambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1981); PutnarRealism with a Human Faced. James Conant (Cambridge, MA and London: Hdrva
University Press, 1990); Nelson Goodmatays of Worldmakingindianapolis: Hackett, 1978); Thomas S.
Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutior®” ed. (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,0187 ed.
1962]); Richard RortyPhilosophy and the Mirror of Natur@rinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1979);
Rorty, Objectivity, Relativism, and TrutfCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991); WdilfSellars,
Science, Perception and Realftyondon: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1963). For @son’s seminal critique of
the scheme—content distinction and the resultimgeptual relativism, see Donald Davidson, “On tleeydea
of a Conceptual Scheme” (1974), in Davidstmquiries into Interpretation and TrutliOxford: Clarendon
Press, 1984); cf. also, e.g., llkka Niiniluoto’gerous attack on cognitive relativism in l@sitical Scientific
Realism(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999).

8 | am assuming aontological sense of both dependence and independence hemghlgoan entitya is
ontologically dependent on another entityiff a cannot exist unleds exists, that isp’s existence is required
for a's existence. This must be distinguished frorausal (in)dependence (and of courdegical
(in)dependence). A table is causally dependentt®miker’s activities, but when made, it is ontatatly
independent of them (at least according to realstaphysicians), because it could remain existirendf its
maker disappeared from the world. For more detalisdussions of ontological dependence and indegrers]
see E.J. LoweThe Possibility of Metaphysics: Substance, Idemtitg Time(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998);
and Lowe,The Four-Category Ontology: A Metaphysical Foundatfor Natural Scienc€Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 2006).



Kantianism. Instead of understanding metaphysicanasquiry into Beingjua Being, the
pragmatist may understand it as an inquiry intofthlamental — yet historically changing
and reinterpretable — features of the human watd,t emerges in and through human
practices (including the practices of inquiry ifsePragmatists such as Putnam join, at least
implicitly, Kantians like Henry Allison in insisto (with Kant) that we cannot know, or
perhaps even form a coherent conception of, thédvas it is in itself, independently of the
conditionsof human cognition and representatiokletaphysics in the form practiced by
metaphysical realism, assuming what Putnam call&@l’'s-Eye View” on the absolute
structure of the world, is therefore impossiblecading to these pragmatists and Kantians.
Contrary to what is often assumed, however, thig@rh does not renounce the possibility
of an ontological inquiry into the structure of tfleiman) world, while it does require us to
fundamentally reinterpret that inquiry. There ismofor acritical conception of metaphysics
within a more inclusive understanding of its stadnd tasks — of metaphysics reconceived as
an examination of the basic features of a humaalggorized reality, of the practice-
embedded conditions necessary for us to be al@rperience an objective, structured world.
It is (only) this human world, which for us is tbaly world there is, that we may hope to be
able to metaphysically investigate.

It can be argued that pragmatism, when developednasquiry into the structure of the
“human world”, ought to be seen as a naturalized #ereby reconceptualised form of
Kantian transcendental philosophy (several pragtsatown reservations notwithstanding),
and that both transcendental philosophy and prdagmat(and their combination,
“transcendental pragmatism”, as one might calf éye metaphysically relevant, that is, not
simply critical of metaphysics (though they aretth@o). Pragmatism, thus modified,
provides us with @erspectivalapproach to ontology, highly critical of metaplogdirealism
(and antirealism), yet affirming the seriousnessrablogical inquiry into the ways the world
must be taken by us to be, from within our prastic8uch an ontologically serious
pragmatism should not be reduced to a merely methbgital perspective or constraint on
inquiry; it is a method of inquiring into the way(the world (for us)is. The pragmatic
method, developed by Peirce and James in theirwbatalifferent ways, seeks to determine
the true core of metaphysical disputes and thednyesxamining their conceivable practical
results. According to pragmatist metaphysics, dbjee and ontological categories or
structures generally — emerge from human categgyipractices, just as they may in more
traditional forms of transcendental philosophy Hainced to emerge from, or to be
constitutively based upon, the conditions of pdssdxperience (Kant), the transcendental
structures of consciousness (phenomenology), gukge-games embedded in forms of life
(Wittgenstein).

° See Henry E. Allisorkant's Transcendental Idealism: An InterpretatiomdaDefenseRevised and Enlarged
Edition (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 200%ed. 1983).

1% Note, however, that my “transcendental pragmatissnhot directly connected with the transcendental
pragmatics of language and communication familiamf Karl-Otto Apel's and Jurgen Habermas'’s writings
which, of course, have done a very important jofréconnecting pragmatism and transcendental gbyloy in
the European context. See, e.g., Apedm a Transcendental-Semiotic Point of Vigkanchester: Manchester
University Press, 1998).



The classical pragmatists’ relations to these netmgously transcendental ways of thinking
would of course require much more detailed scrutign is possible in this article. In any
event, | hope it has become clear that it is prilpar the context of theealism debate- the
on-going dispute concerning objectivity, truth, aedlity — that pragmatism and the Kantian
transcendental approach are natural companiortgady integrating a moderate form of
realism with a full acknowledgment of the human staictive contribution in shaping the
world into what it is for us.

2. What ought I to do?

Now, if we cannot expect metaphysics to be abléelover a view of the world in itself, as
assumed by metaphysical realists, we must careftdlysider how exactly we humans
contribute to “constituting” the world, to “structng” it into what it is for us. If we take
seriously the Kantian claim that our very notionredlity is, ineliminably, a function of our
ways of constituting reality, extending this viesvdover historically transformable categories
instead of fixed a priori structures of cognitiam particular our human practices and habits
of action — as pragmatists since James and Deway swgygested — then the crucial question
to be asked is to what extent these world-constdgupractices involve not only semantic,
conceptual, and epistemic but aisoral elements.

With James, in particular, we are led to the redyi radical claim that metaphysics might
not be possible at all without a connection togmtanglement with, ethics. This is to say that
we cannot arrive at any understanding of realitywasare able to experience it without
paying due attention to the ways in which moraluaéibns and ethical commitments are
constituents of that reality, insofar as it is huhgaexperienceable. Now, as the (Jamesian)
pragmatist maintains that, when dealing with theldvon any manner whatsoever (however
theoretical), we are always, at least implicitlyaking ethical choices, engaging in moral
valuations, formulating our categorizations of tgeffom perspectives or standpoints always
already laden with ethical ideals and assumptisti® should also maintain that realgyfor

us, inevitably value-laden. A general question eonitng the relations between metaphysics
and ethics arises here, and the distinctness sktfields of inquiry cannot be taken for
granted by the pragmatist metaphysician. The igpoes much deeper than the rather
uncontroversial idea that different metaphysicalsipons may have different ethical
implications. Our question is whether metaphysics,the critical sense inherited in
pragmatism, might bgroundedin ethical considerations, or based on ethicainises, rather
than vice versa.

In contemporary pragmatism, this topic is approdche terms of thefact-value
entanglementThere are, according to Putnam, no value-indeg@néacts (nor, for that
matter, fact-independent values), but facts andeshre, for us, deeply entangtéad being

' See Hilary PutnamThe Collapse of the Fact/Value Dichotomy and Otlesays(Cambridge, MA and
London: Harvard University Press, 2002); cf. Pitdist, Pragmatic Moral Realisimas well as Sami Pihlstrom,
“Putnam’s Conception of OntologyGontemporary Pragmatisi®:2 (2006), 1-13 (with a response by Putnam
in the same issue).



with no values would have no facts either, as Rutpats it. On the other hand, Putnam
arguably goes too far in the antimetaphysical dime¢ possibly as a result of his original
logical empiricist inheritance (as a pupil of Cgrend Reichenbach), when he suggests that
pragmatists should develop “ethics without ontololfy The upshot of the pragmatist
tradition in metaphysics, ranging from Peirce, Janigewey, and others to the Putnamian
critigue of the metaphysical realism inherent inntemporary scientific realism and
naturalism, is that we need not abandon metaphpsiceust reinterpret in a pragmatic and,
hence, inescapably value-laden manner. The vatlemteess of facts is, moreover, not just a
contingent feature of the empirical world but a HKam-like quasi-transcendentally necessary
precondition for us to be able bavea world at all.

The pragmatist hoping to retain metaphysics invéseel and reinterpreted form may easily
join Putnam in his defense of the fact-value entngnt, while rejecting his
antimetaphysics. Metaphysics itself is a deeplya@bnal activity. Like the empirical world
in general, our metaphysical problems and conaaptee to us “screaming with values”. It is
not just a value-neutral matter whether there sag, human minds or cultural entities like
institutions (or values, for that matter) in therldo Such metaphysical issues are valuational
and call for an active interplay of theoretical ampdactical philosophy. Indeed, a
reinterpretation of the traditional Kantian distioo between theoretical philosophy,
including logic, metaphysics, epistemology, philplsp of science, etc., and practical
philosophy, including ethics as well as social aotitical philosophy, ought to be seen as a
key pragmatist contribution to twentieth (and twefitst) century metaphilosophy.

The fact-value entanglement does not exhaust thgnmatist contribution to a (naturalized)
Kantian understanding of the nature of morality &allies. Pragmatism is, among many other
things, an attempt to understand both scientifid aan-scientific rationality as parts of our
human, inevitably ethically problematic existentteadopts an agent’s perspective on our
experience, thinking, and reason-use, remindinghasit is only through our practice-laden
being-in-the-world that we may fully appreciate oagnitive and rational capacities. Thought —
or language, or the mind — is not a “mirror of matuas Rorty put it? but arises out of our
worldly engagements with our natural surroundirigsng constantly in the service of human
interests and needs.

This irreducibly practical starting point not onlpakes pragmatism a most significant
framework for contemporary discussions of ratidgaknowledge, morality, and value, but also
again reconnects it with Kant’s critical projectusfderstanding humanity’s relation to the world
through the distinction (albeitot a pernicious dualism or dichotomy) between theppeatives

of natural science and moral reasoning. Thus, thblgm of how our scientific and ethical
perspectives on the world ought to be reconcilednisan important way, both a Kantian
problem and a pragmatist one. Kant maintainedwgamust limit the scope of knowledge in
order to make room for faith. In a manner strikingimilar to the later pragmatists, he wished to
make sense of both scientific experience, whicthés basis of reliable, empirically testable

2 Hilary PutnamEthics without OntologyCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2004).
13 Richard RortyPhilosophy and the Mirror of Natur@rinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1979).



theories of nature, and moral experience, whictidea ethically motivated action (or at least
ought to do so). Kant showed us how to make senser@mpirical cognitions of an objective
world without giving up the objectivity (or at lgastionally binding intersubjectivity) of ethical
value judgments; the pragmatists have continuesl phoject. Very much like Kant, most
pragmatists insist — or should insist — on viewmgnan beings in a “double lighttoth
(empirically) as naturally emerging elements ofrhé&ural worldand (transcendentally) as free,
autonomous agents, whose agency, however, ar@®stifrat same nature while continuously
(re)shaping it.

In sum, while it is probably correct to say thatemhit comes to moral philosophy most
pragmatists have been consequentialists of somd, kisually quite far from Kant's
deontological ethics, there are deeply Kantian etsp&o be found in pragmatist ethical
reflections, including James’s continuous conceith the meaning and value of human life
and even Dewey’s project of overcoming the natuse culture dualism. For James, in
particular, ethics was the driving force of philphacal inquiry. Everything, including
metaphysics, had to be examined from an ethicaltpdiview. In more recent pragmatism,
especially Putnam, this ethical grounding of meyapms is examined by means of a
devastating critique of the fact-value dichotong/weae briefly saw. Accordingly, we may say
that no pragmatist has been a proper Kantian irahghilosophy, but many of them have
attempted to acknowledge theriousnessf our moral perspectives on the world in a manner
not very dissimilar from Kant’s, while also endaxgiand further developing the Kantian
double vision of human beings as both natural, (pa&rts of the causal structure of the natural
world) and free or autonomous (i.e., morally respolle denizens in the “kingdom of ends”).

3. What may | hope?

In the philosophy of religion, we may also speakubthe Kantian aspects of pragmatic
approaches to the problems of theism vs. atheisth emidentialism vs. fideisri. For
virtually no pragmatist can religious faith be swde a strictly evidential issue on a par with
scientific hypotheses. Evidence can play only agmnat role in religion. Rather, religion has
to do with the way in which one understands andtesl to one’s life as a whole. Both
James’s and Dewey’s criticisms of the dogmaticgrelis (and anti-religious) outlooks of
their times and Putnam’s Wittgensteinian defenssoafie insights in Jewish philosophy are
examples of this, even though the explicit conmaxstiwith Kant are scarce here. In Kant as
well as pragmatism, religion must be intimately mected with morality. We can have a
moral theology, no theological ethics.

The proposal | want to explore and go some way tdwkefending in this section is a
reconceptualization of the theism vs. atheism avideatialism vs. fideism issues in an
explicitly ethical manner — though obviously onlgnse selected perspectives on such an
enormous task can be taken up here. Indeed, badkreialism and fideism, arguably, turn

14 See Sami Pihlstrdm, “Kantian Aspects of Pragmatieism”, The Pluralist5 (2010), 110-139.; see also
Pihlstrém,Pragmatist Metaphysi¢cghapter 7.



out to be insufficiently ethical responses to thabpem of theism vs. atheism. The traditional
alternatives themselves — that is, theism and sthewhen characterized as opposed
metaphysical standpoints regarding the questioBaif’'s existence — suffer from the same
insufficiency. Philosophical debates over thesetensithave unfortunately often ignored the
ethical, hence pragmatic, aspects of the problenGad’'s existence; or, more precisely,
philosophers of religion have traditionally beenenested only in the ethical implications
theism (or atheism) might have, instead of congsidewhether theism (or atheism) might
itself be grounded in ethical premises, or whethath metaphysical issues might in the end
be inevitably entangled with ethical ones. It ishHese ethical issues at the heart of the theism
debate that | suggest we should turn our attenfibrs suggestion, as we will see, amounts to
a Kantian — and pragmatist — rearticulation of wthatquestion is ultimately about.

| believe we can employ both Kantian and pragmaitisights in order to argue that the
theism issue is not exhausted by the narrowly lettelal (evidentialist) considerations one
might advance in favor of either theism or atheigkacordingly, theism should not be
reduced to the mere metaphysical theory that GastsexThis is because we need the
resources of what Kant called practical reasore-kthd of ethically driven use of reason that
James, Dewey, and the other classical pragmastsas (in a certain sense) pervading
human reason-use more generally — in order toeaatvany humanly acceptable solution to
this problem. It is, in short, not only philosopdliy narrow-sighted but downrighinethical

to leave the ethical aspect out of such a majoapigfsical problem as the one of (a)theism.
Theismmight | will be suggesting, be rationally acceptabldamms of practical reason, or
more generally from the standpoint of the vital lmmnmeeds and interests embedded in our
practices of life, and thiss a kind of rational justification for it; neverttess, it is very
different from the kind of justification standardgimed at in evidentialist philosophy of
religion. Moreover, justification in terms of prawl reason — fully taking into account the
pragmatic aspects of the theism issue — might berly rational justification available for
the religious believer. From a Kantian and pragstaioint of view, the religious believer’'s
faith in God need not be made scientifically acabla, or warranted in terms of religiously
neutral criteria of reason (that is, either emgpitic verifiable or epistemically justified in a
broader sense), because it is ultimately not aematt science or reason (at least not
primarily); the important thing is to make dthically acceptabldan the face of evil and
suffering that we, believers and unbelievers aldgerience in the world we live in.

We are not here interested in the details of Kamwa religious and/or theological views, nor
in his Christian (specifically Protestant) backgrdubut in higpostulates of practical reason
(namely, the freedom of will, the existence of Gadd the immortality of the soul). It is, in
particular, from the perspective of my proposalres)entangle ethics and metaphysics in the
philosophy of religion (and elsewhere) that thisiKan topic deserves scrutiny. We may ask,
for instance, whether the postulates are defenglddabnt (in the secon@ritique) by means

of a transcendental argumenand if so, how that argument differs from the uangnts
defending the categories and other “epistemic dimmdi™™> of objective cognition (as

15 Although | am employing Allison’s notion of epistéc conditions here (see AllisoKant's Transcendental
Idealism especially ch. 1), | am not implying that | wow@dree with him that the transcendental conditfons
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presented in the firgritique). Even more importantly, we should ask whetherdéiense of
the postulates in the Dialectics of the sec@rtique leads to a metaphysical position
according to which God exists. | want to approdauk guestion by suggesting that Kant's
postulates are, agaimoth metaphysicaland ethical — indeed, in a way in which their
metaphysical and ethical aspects are inextricattgrtiwined.

Even a paradigmatic case of a metaphysics bui#ithics can be found in Kant’'s doctrine of
the postulates of practical reason. Although thieat Kant’'s own way of putting the matter,
we might say that this doctrine presupposes trausogal idealism: the world is not
absolutely independent of us but is responsiveutoethical (or more generally valuational)
needs and interests, or “in the making” throughhsueds and interests — to put the matter in
Jamesian ternt$.We structure reality in terms of what the moral lawuis requires; there is
no pre-structured, “ready-made” world that we comdaningfully engage with. Notably,
what | am here labeling transcendental idealisi lsoader doctrine than the one defended
in the “Transcendental Aesthetic” of tixitique of Pure Reasgrbecause | am not merely
following Kant in regarding space and time as prbpe of appearances (rather than as
properties of things as they are in themselvesyire widely suggesting that the reality we
find ourselves living in is structured by us — n@rely by our “cognitive faculty” but also by
our various practical interests and purpoSeBut is this structuring really metaphysical, or
should we simply confine ourselves to an ethicalerely pragmatic”, account of the Kantian
postulates? Is there “really” a God, or are we @mitled to act “as if” there were one?

| cannot examine in any close detail the way inolwhKant constructs his famous moral
argument for the existence of God and the immaytalf the soul in the “Canon of Pure
Reason*® and in the Dialectics of the secofuitique.’® Rather, | will directly take up the

guestion concerning the metaphysical status of 'Kamistulates. It is clear that, as mere
ideas of pure reason (“transcendental ideas”), dbecepts of God and the soul lack

the possibility of experience, cognition, or repmation that Kant is examining aneerely epistemidn the
sense of beingon-metaphysicalRather, | would once more urge that the critalosophy, even in its core
areas such as transcendental idealism, is (partiy@taphysical project, though of course not “meyajzal” in
the sense in which traditional pre-critical metagiby was firmly rejected by Kant. Allison and sowother
interpreters — including, e.g., David Cafhe Paradox of Subjectivity: The Self in the Transiental Tradition
(Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1999n my view tend to read Kant too anti-metapbg8y,
construing transcendental idealism and transceatliphtlosophy more generally as merely methodokigic
epistemological views.

1 peter Byrne, in highe Moral Interpretation of ReligioEdinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1998),
explicitly compares Kant's moral argument for Goeigstence with James’s “will to believe” argumésge ch.
7). My approach is quite different, though, becausi® not focus on “The Will to Believe” (but, rah on
Pragmatism and because | view James’s own ideas “transceaitién Furthermore, a critic might point out
that Hegel (as well as, possibly, the oppositiotwken Hegel and Kierkegaard) would have to be taken
account when moving from Kant's philosophy of raig to James’s. Again, | must simply note that not
everything can be done in a single paper; the plalged by Hegel at the background of pragmatisiopbphy

of religion deserves a separate study.

" Or, to put the point in a more properly Jamesiaanmer, these needs, interests, and purposes aagsalw
already at work within our cognitive faculty itselfnere is no pure cognition independently of pcatt
orientation in the world. This is pretty much whatagmatism is all about: all experience, cognition,
representation is inseparably embedded in humartipea, or habits of action.

'8 See KantKritik der reinen VernunftA795/B823ff.

19 See Immanuel Kankritik der praktischen Vernunftl788), in KantWerke in Zehn Banderd. Wilhelm
Weischedel (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgeswdift, 1983)A223ff.
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“objective reality”. At best, these ideas can bepkyedregulatively notconstitutively This,
however, is only the point of view that theoretjcgppeculative reason offers to the matter.
From the perspective of practical reason — whidmdusly, is ultimately “prior to”
theoretical reason in Kant's syst&m- there is indeed some kind of “reality” corresgiowg

to these concepts (or ideas). The epistemic stHttisese concepts, when transformed into
postulates of practical reason, is, to be sureteqdifferent from the status of the actual
constitutive, transcendental conditions of any hnimngossible experience, such as the
categories of understanding and the forms of puigtion (space and time), explored in the
“Transcendental Analytic” and the “Transcendentakthetic”. The latter kind of conditions
necessarily structure, according to Kant, the (oy) human, experienceable, cognizable
world, that is, any objects or events we may coraddy encounter in this world. There
would be no world of objects at all, at least norldiove would be able to cognitively
represent, in the absence of such structuring iptes and categories. However, the
postulates of practical reason also structure ani@nalogical though definitely not identical
manner — the human world as a world of ethical eamcdeliberation, and action. The key
idea here is that this “structuring” is not “mereihical” but also metaphysical. Another key
idea is that this structuring is, because of itgjuely ethical and metaphysical status, also
transcendental.

The metaphilosophical status of the issue of thetamst, hence, be thoroughly rethought in
terms of this metaphysics—ethics entanglement. draghrase Kant, a theistic (or, indeed,
atheistic) metaphysics without ethics would be dlinwhereas a merely ethical
reconceptualization of the issue — in which the aplkysical element is totally lacking —
would be empty. From a pragmatist point of viewjrasch as from the Kantian one, ethics
and metaphysics are profoundly entangled here.giRali or theism, is pragmatically
legitimated as a postulate needed for morality, dor ethical life and practices. Yet, no
theological ethics in the style of, say, divine ecoamd theory can be rationally accepted by a
critical moral philosopher. It would amount to pogt the cart before the horse to hold that
ethics could be grounded in or based upon theofogyeligious revelation). What we need,
according to both Kant and Jamespigral theology- a theology based on ethics, rather than
vice versa. Any attempt to base ethics on theologyegligion, would (in Kantian terms) be
an example of heteronomy instead of autonomy, batanly critical and rational way to
provide a basis for theology is the ethical way.

There is a problem here, though. Is theism heretipedly (pragmatically) legitimated a
priori, by reason’s capacities only (as it defilyites in Kant), or does it receive its
legitimation empirically or psychologically, as attitude de facto “energizing” moral life,
because we are the kind of beings we are (as thiemseems to be in James and perhaps
other pragmatists)? My suggestion here is that @sstKantian transcendental (critical)
philosophy more generally synthesizes the preealli opposed epistemological doctrines of
empiricism and rationalism, and just as pragmat&smwe have seen, attempts to bridge the

20 Cf. ibid., A215ff. Here, the word “ultimately” — ynword in this context rather than Kant's — is dalic
because we can observe the priority of practicadaa only after having done some work of theorkteason,
that is, after having become convinced of the ifytibf the speculative theistic proofs and havihgs seen the
need for a different, pragmatic, approach. | wileBy revisit this “priority thesis” toward the drof this paper.
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gap between facts and values, we should try ton@leo Kantian (transcendental) and
Jamesian (pragmatist, empirical, psychological) smafyjustifying theism ethically. | am not
saying that such arguments will inevitably or imnagely succeed; that would be a much
more ambitious claim. What | am suggesting is thatKantian perspective on theism needs
pragmatic rearticulation, and that the thus realdied pragmatic aspects of theism must not
be thoroughly disconnected from the Kantian trandeatal work of practical reason. Both
the Kantian and the pragmatist view theism as, guilyn a problem of human life. For both,
the ultimate question is the moral basis of metapsy For neither can the theism issue, or
other issues in the philosophy of religion, be hesth in total absence of ethical
considerations.

Any “Kantian” or “pragmatist” philosophy of religio worth the name must, then, be an
inseparable mixture of metaphysical and ethical mdments — or, better, it must be an
ineliminably metaphysical position defended (andha end only defensible) by means of
ethical considerations starting from our moral pcas and from the requirements morality
sets us (that is, the moral law and the highestilgooKant, and the need for a strenuous
moral mood, in James — though none of this requise® commit ourselves to the particular
moral philosophies defended by these philosopliérk).is from the perspective of the
synthesis of ethics and metaphysics that | hopemight be able to view theism as a
rationally justifiable option for a genuinely ralgsly inclined person in her/his individual
life circumstances. This “aspectual” justificatianbeliever might arrive at is very different
from the kind of justification the evidentialist s to be able to provide. Theism can never
be justified or rationally defended in terms of teme religiously neutral, fully objective
general criteria of rationality that are used, &xample, to ground our scientific theories
about the empirical world. Theism can only, if bt lae “justified” from within the moral life.

This insight does not lead us to any unproblentaigpy end in our reflections, of course. If
it is only from within a life already experiences morally demanding or challenging that we
can so much as hope to reasonably defend theisan{ymserious view in the philosophy of
religion), then one might argue that only someoheady committed to something like
theism (in a Kantian or possibly Jamesian sengepeasufficiently open to the arguments |
have sketched. If morality is possible for beinge lus only within a framework colored by
the theistic assumption, then it might seem thgbaa who really takes morality seriously
will already have to be a theist, in which casedlgumentation referring to the moral status
of the theistic world-view would be futile. If, dhe other hand, the argument is to be relevant
from the perspective of a non-believer, then wetratiseast agree that the non-believer can
take life morally seriously — even struggle to aeki the morally strenuous mood in her/his
own secular way — in which case it is simply naetthat theism is required for serious moral
life, after all. This problem is closely connectedath the problem ofrelativism in the
philosophy of religion — a vast issue not to béffer discussed here.

L Because | want to maintain the metaphysical elémetheism, though only through ethics, my remaake
implicitly oriented against the currently populasspmodern and “post-onto-theological” attempts éfedd a
form of religion completely independent of metapbys See, e.g., the essays in Mark A. Wrathall)(ed.
Religion after Metaphysics@Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003)tuféieg work by leading anti-
metaphysical thinkers such as Rorty, as well as@igattimo.
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Our picture of Kantian pragmatism in the philosopbfy religion would have to be
supplemented in many ways, by taking into accosag, Dewey’s naturalized philosophy of
religion, the concept of hope as elaborated (soraewlifferently) by James, Dewey, and
Rorty, or the Wittgenstein-inspired reflections d&udaism that Putnam offers in his recent
work.?? Here, however, | have mainly focused on James; aslan illustrative case of the
interpenetration of pragmatist and Kantian aspeftshe issues of theism. No detailed
readings of any pragmatist thinkers have been givéims sketchy presentation.

Conclusion

Had | been able to discuss the five most influéngragmatist figures at more length, we
might summarize what has been said (but has nayellabeen left unsaid) by drawing, for
example, the following table:

Questio| What can | know? What ought | to do?  What may ldtp
Philosopher
Charles Peirce realism & idealisisentiment, God’s reality:
the truth is the “final conservatism; ethics“neglected
opinion” of thejas a normative argument”, natura|
scientific belief-| science inclination;
fixation by the idea evolutionary love (a$
community of a piece of scientific
inquirers; reality ig metaphysics)
the object of that
opinion
William James pragmatic consequentialism, | God’'s reality as
constructivism: yet a Kantian aspect;ethically
reality is shaped bythe worry about the “energizing”; the
our practical interestsreality of the ethical “moral salvation” of

154

and purposes; objects- overcoming ethical the world, through &

exist in relation tqg nihilism — as an joint effort of human
our purposeful overarching issueand superhumah
practices (connected with thepowers

need to acknowledg
other individuals’

otherness); even
metaphysics  based
on ethics

22 See Hilary Putnamlewish Philosophy as a Guide to L{floomington: Indiana University Press, 2008). Cf.
also Sami Pihlstrém, “Dewey and Pragmatic ReligiNasuralism”, in Molly M. Cochran (ed.J,he Cambridge
Companion to DewefCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010)-241.



14

John Dewey naturalism &naturalized, naturalized religious
(limited) experimental ethics | experience; criticism
constructivism: of institutional
science studies religions
natural phenomena, (dogmatism,
yet scientific objects supernaturalism)
are constructed
through inquiry

instead of existing a
“ready-made” prior

[%2)

to inquiry
Hilary Putnam pragmatic realism govercoming the factt religion is not an
critique of | value dualism: moral evidential issue, naqt
metaphysical values at work in a;ﬂ to be confused with
realism: no “ready: encounters with scientific ones
made world”, but na reality religion is a way of
radical relativism ot life (cf. Judaism,
constructivism either Wittgenstein)
Richard Rorty rejecting the “worldno ethical theories Deweyan naturalism;
well lost” of realists;| (very far from Kant!)| private vs. publig
hence  antirealism,but imaginative religion; “romantic
with language literature & creative hope”
shaping reality — oy reconstruction o]
perhaps, rather,“vocabularies”

physicalism, with
language itself as @
physical

phenomenon?

In this table, some boxes are quite strongly “Kamiti others are not. For example, Peirce’s
views on realism and idealism, James’s views ortgtnd God, and Dewey'’s ideas on hope
might together yield a considerably “Kantian” foroh pragmatism, while obviously non-
Kantian combinations of views drawn from the pragstaare also possible.

Most of what | have said is extremely simplifyinde must keep in mind that in many cases
the pragmatists haveot followed Kant's ideas. This is most obvious in ttese of Rortyan
neopragmatism, but also Dewey’s version of clasgicmgmatism and pragmatic naturalism
is in many ways very far from Kant. Yet, | hopeavie been able to show, through exemplary
case studies, that the pragmatists have sharedt iKant’s views or doctrines, at least his
central problems. In particular, the realism vsaitbm tension we find at the core of
pragmatist metaphysics, with important implicatiagasethics and philosophy of religion, is
undeniably profoundly Kantian, and so is the doyidespective needed to understand our
fully natural lives as genuinely ethically committand responsible creatures.

Finally, two metaphilosophical issues need to beflygrclarified. First, the intimate relation
between metaphysics and ethics, taken up aboveldksbe seen as one unifying feature of
pragmatism. In various ways, both classical andenmrecent pragmatists have argued that
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metaphysical (and epistemological, as well as imlg) pursuits must be guided by ethical
values: we cannot just settle the metaphysicakessust and then see how the ethical ones
fall into their place; on the contrary, our ethiparspectives are always already at play when
we engage in metaphysical (or any) reflection onpdace in the world. This corresponds to
Kant’s insistence on the primacy of practical reago relation to theoretical reason. The
ultimate task of human reason is practical, andhewben reflecting on and ultimately
deciding whether a given issue belongs to the redltheoretical reason-use or to the realm
of practical reason-use, we are operating at thel lef practical reason. This “primacy of
practice” — with practice understood in a deeplpicati sense — is a key combining
characteristic of pragmatism and Kantian critidailgsophy?*

Secondly, and finally, Kant believed that his thmpeestions — the questions that have
structured this paper — can be summarized as ocestign: “What is man?” In the end, then,
there is a sense in which Kant’s entire philosopimpunts to philosophical anthropology, to
an attempt to understand human existence in it®uardimensions (theoretical, practical,
religious, aesthetic, and others). In a strikingjlyilar way, all pragmatists are “philosophical
anthropologists”, investigating human life in a plgehuman world, from an agent’s
perspectivé? While the pragmatists have always wanted to stesr of anything like the
Kantian notion of @ranscendental subjeet a topic | have also avoided in this paperthe
reflexivity crucially characterizing that Kantian subject, ifested in human reason’s self-
critical turn toward its own activities, possibiis, and limits (ultimately guided by a
practical interest), is something that pragmatigimirmshares with Kant. Or perhaps it is safe
to say that a recognizable dimension of the pragi@adition, if not all pragmatists, does
so. This reflexivity is itself an ethical processmething that real living human beings
engage in. This, roughly, is what | mean by saytimat both Kant's and the pragmatists’
projects ultimately come down to philosophical aogology.

% The primacy of practice in this sense is, of ceummmpletely different from the naive and crudetiitarian

or instrumentalist interpretations of pragmatismaasere ideology of “cash value”. This need nofpbated
out to pragmatism scholars, but it is something thaght have to be pointed out to some more ortkodo
Kantians.

2 See Sami PihlstronmPragmatism and Philosophical Anthropology: Understing Our Human Life in a
Human World(New York: Peter Lang, 1998).

% See, however, Sami Pihlstrdm, “Pragmatism and fdfired Transcendental SubjectivityGontemporary
Pragmatisn6:1 (2009), 1-13.



