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MORALITY AND RELIGION
IN IMMANUIL KANT’S CRITICAL PHILOSOPHY

Morality and religion have always influenced the formation of the value-semantic relationship of
man towards the world. All philosophers from antiquity to the present, one way or another, in their
treatises tried to adequately understand the essence of that relationship in question. On the one hand,
the person’s value attitude to the world is connected, anyhow, with the world of obligation, and on the
other hand - the value interpretation of the world is always connected with the world of being, that is,
the essential understanding of the world of obligation and its role in the system of cognitive and practical
human activity. Discarding all conventions, we can say that Kant was the philosopher who most acutely
posed this problem in his works. If we go over Kant“s critical philosophy, we will see that Kant has
greatly expanded and deepened the boundaries of the philosophical analysis of religious issues, paying
special attention to the study of sociological and philosophical roots of religion. In the present article, |
am highlighting that the Kantian philosophy of religion has rather made a large path in its development
and therefore we could try to reveal the patterns and principles of this path. The main questions that | am
mainly dealing with in this article are related with a) complex outlook between morality, religion and rea-
son, b) I will also be throwing light on the questions that bring together Kant*s perception of the notion of
theoretical and practical reason, his transcendental idealism and | will try to respond to the questions that
are being raised in the relation between morality and religion. Specifically, | am trying to raise concerns
over questions such as how does Kant reconcile our freedom with that of religious dogmas and canons?
The main conclusion of the research would be the statement that morality inevitably leads toreligion.

Key words: morality, religion, reason, freedom, free will, theoretical and practical reason, obligation,
God, «Critique of Practical Reason», «Critique of Pure Reason», «Religion within the boundaries of bare
Reason».
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MmmaHynAa KaHTTbIH, CbiHM (hMAOCOUACbIHAAFBI MOPAAb MEH AiH

AiH MeH MopaAb aAaMHbIH AyHMere AereH CEMaHTUKAABIK-KYHABIAbIKTBIK, KO3KapachblH KAAbIMTaCTbIPaAbI.
ExxeAri AHTMKa MeH 3amMaHayu hraocodTap ©3A€epiHiH TpakTaTTapbliHAQ TUICTI AEHrerAe AiH MeH MOpaAb
apacblHAAFbl ©3apa KaTblHACTbl TYCiHyre TbIpbICTbl. bBipiHWIAGH, aAaMHbIH KOpLUaFaH opTara AereH
KYHABIAbIKTbIK, KATbIHAChl OEATiAl MaFblHaAQ MIHAETTEeH; eKiHWIAeH, KOopLuaFraH OpTaHbl KYHAbIAbIKTAp
TaparibliHaH TYCiHy G0AMbIC 9AeMiMeH GaiiAaHbICTbI. backallia aiTKaHAQ, aAaM iC OPEKETIHIH TEXKIPMOEAIK >koHe
KOTHUTMBTI XKYMECIHAETT MIHAET YFbIMbIHBIH MOHI MEH OHbIH, OPHbI ©3eKTi (PMAOCOIUSIABIK, CypaKTapAbIH 6ipi
6oAbIn caHaraabl. Ocbl opanaa, KaHTTbIH (OMAOCOUSIAbIK, MypacbiHAQ aTaAFaH CypaKTap ©3iHiH, KepiHiCiH
KeHiHeH TanTbl. KaHTTbIH (DMAOCOUSIABIK, XKYMbICTapblHa TEpeHiHeH YHIAETIH GoAcak, oHAa 6i3 KaHTTbiH
AIHU CypaKTapAblH, (DMAOCOUSIAbIK, TaAAQY LLIEKApPaAapPbIH KEHENTIMN, OAAPAbIH TEPEH, aHaAM3 >KacaraHbIH
aHrFapambi3. byA Makanaaa a) Mopaab, AiH keHe ceben apacbiHAAFbl ©3apa KYPAEAi KatbiHac; 6) KaHTTbiH
ToXIPNOEAIK >KoHE TEOPETUKAABIK, 3€PAE YFbIMAAPbI; B) KaHTTbIH epKiHAIK YFbIMbIH AiHM K&3KapacTapMeH
KeAiCTipy Taxipubeci cbiHAbl Macererep OasiHaaraabl. CoHAat-aK, OyA MaKaAaHbIH, HETi3ri KOPbITbIHABICHI
— KaHTTbIH MOpaAb MIHCI3 AiHIe XXeTeAl AereH Te3UCIHIH ADAEAAEHYI.

Ty¥iin ce3aep: MopaAb, AiH, ceber, epkiHAIK, epik, TEOPUSIABIK, >kaHe TaXKIPUOEAIK 3epAe, MIHAET,
Kyaan, «Tasa 3epaeaeri CbiH», «ToxxipnbeAik 3epAeAeri CbiH», «3epAe asiCbIHAAFbI AiH».
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Mopanab 1 peamrusi B Kputnueckoi cpurocopun Mmmanymnaa Kanra

Mopaab 1 peanrus Bceraa BAMSAM Ha (DOPMUMPOBAHUE LEEHHOCTHO-CEMAHTUUYECKMX OTHOLLEHWI
yeAoBeka Mo OTHoweHuio K Mupy. Praocodbl OT APEBHOCTM AO HACTOSLLErO BPeMeHM, TakK MAMU
MHaye, B CBOMX TpaKTaTax MblITaAMCb aAEKBATHO MOHSITb CYTb 3TUX OTHOLWEHWA. C OAHOWM CTOPOH®I,
LIEHHOCTHOE OTHOLLEHME YEAOBEKA K MUPY CBSI3aHO C MMPOM 00S13aTEALCTB, @ C APYrOi — LIEHHOCTHAS
MHTeprpeTaLms M1pa Bceraa 6blAa CBsi3aHa C MMPOM BbITUS, TO €CTb C CYLLLEECTBEHHbIM MOHMMAHMEM MMPA
00513aTeAbCTBa 1 ero POAW B CUCTEME MO3HABATEAbHON M NMPaKTUUYECKON YEAOBEYECKOM AESTEAbHOCTU.
OT6pOCHB BCE YCAOBHOCTM, Mbl MOXKEM CKasaTb, UYTO KaHT ObiA (PMAOCO(OM, KOTOPbIN HaMboAee 0CTPO
NMoCTaBUA 3Ty NpobAemMy B CBOMX paboTax. ECAM Mbl nepenaem K Kputnyeckon puaocodmm KaHta, Mbl
YBUAMM, YTO OH 3HAUUTEAbHO PaCLUMPMA U YIAYOMA rpaHuLibl (PUAOCO(CKOro aHaAM3a PEeAUTMO3HbIX
BOMPOCOB, 06PaTMB 0CO60E BHUMAHME U3YUYEHMIO COLMOAOTMYECKMX U (PUAOCOCKMX KOPHEN PEAMTUN.
B HacToden ctaTbe paccmaTprBaeTcs KaHTOBCKast (PUAOCOUS PEAUTUM, KOTOPasi CA€AAAQ OFPOMHBIN
MyTb B CBOEM PA3BUTHM, U MOITOMY Mbl MOTAM Bbl MOMbITATHCS BbISIBUTD 3aKOHOMEPHOCTM M MPUHLMIbI
a1oro nytu. OCHOBHbIE BOMPOCHI, KOTOPble B OCHOBHOM PacCMaTpMBAlOTCS B 3TOWM CTaTbe, CBSI3aHbl
CO CAOXXHBIM MMPOBO33PEHNEM MEXKAY MOPAAbIO, PEAMTUEN M pa3yMOM. Tak>ke OCBeLLaloTCs BOMPOChI
BoCcrnpusaTna KaHTOM MOHETUI TEOPEeTUYECKOro M MpaKkTUYecKoro pasyma, ero TpaHCLEeHAEHTaAbHbIN
MAEAAU3M, M AEAAIOTCS MOMbITKM OTBETUTb HA BOMPOCHI, BO3HUKAIOLLME B OTHOLLEHMSIX MEXKAY MOPAABIO
M PEAUTMEN, U B YaCTHOCTH, Kak KaHT npummpsieT yeAroBedeckyto CBO60AY C PEAUTMO3HbBIMIU AOTMaMK 1
KaHoHamu? OCHOBHbIM 3aKAIOUEHMEM AQHHOM CTaTbu OYAET MomMbiTka 060CHOBaHKS OCHOBHOMO Te3uca

KaHTa, 4TO MOpaAb Hen36eXXHO BEAET K PEAUTUN.

KAloueBble cAOBa: MOpaAb, peamrusi, pasym, cBo6oAa, CBOGOAHAsi BOAS, TEOPETUUECKUIA U
npakTMyeckmnii pasy™m, obsisateabctBa, bor, «Kputuka npakrtmyeckoro pasymar», «Kputmka umcrtoro

pasyma», «PeAanruns B npeaesax pasyma.

Introduction

Many philosophers have compared Immanuel
Kant™“s ideas with that of the discoveries of
Copernicus, which challenged the prevailing
dominant worldview about our universe, since his
crucial ideas on reason, morality and religion were
going to become causes for revolution in philosophy
itself. Namely, if we refer to John R. Silber, he
indicates that «the Copernican Revolution in the
Critique of Pure Reason consists in the recognition
of the knower™s contribution to the knowledge of
objects (Silber, 1959: 182). While, in the Critique
of Practical Reason the Copernican Revolution
consists in the discovery that the object of moral
volition — the good — is determined by the will of the
moral agent and that the good does not determine the
will of the moral agent.» If it was after Copernicus
that we began to think of earth as rotating around
the sun, then Kant who was stimulated by such
a notion began to wonder as to around which
doctrines and concepts, a philosophical knowledge
could be arranged. Kant asserts that the whole world
of phenomena depends on human reason, which
is understood in one of Kant™s main philosophical
works — the Critique of Pure Reason [First Critique
hereafter] as pure reason that is free from the impact
of external prejudices. The reason itself has to be
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understood as the source of self-knowledge, since,
Kant believed that philosophy is obliged to answer
at least, four questions such as — What can I know?
What ought I to do? What may I hope? (Kant,
2007: 635) and What is man? (Kant, 2007: 635) In
fact, it enables one to investigate pretensions and
boundaries of the reason itself through our better
assessment of faculties. The first three questions
are formulated in the First Critique and the fourth
question has been developed in his lectures on logic.
Kant has eventually given answers to these questions
in several of his philosophical works throughout his
life. The first question he related it to metaphysics,
the second to morality, third to religion and fourth
to anthropology. So, if we give these questions an
analytical and philosophical direction, it turns out
that Kant tried to define: 1) what are the sources of
human knowledge; 2) scopes of the possible and
useful application of any knowledge and finally;
3) the boundaries of the reasonitself.

In fact, there are many broad concepts in
Kant“s entire moral philosophy that needs to be
examined; therefore we will take a brief look at
his key ethical categories in order to understand
our intentions behind examining his philosophical
insights concerning religion itself and particularly
the relation between morality and religion. Mostly,
here, we would be focusing on Kant“smainideaso
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fgoodwill,categoricalimperative,Kant“sconceptio
nofthehighestgoodand after that we would like to
consider Kant™s views on freedom, good and evil
principles and the notion of radicalevil.

So, the initial notion of Kant’s ethics is an
autonomous goodwill, which he also calls as an
unconditional good. Goodwill is a prerequisite,
the motive of a theoretical and practical choice
of a person in the sphere of morality. It is the free
choice of man, the source of human dignity, which
separates him as a person from other beings of an
intelligible world. (Kant, 2002: 9-21) However,
in my view, such freedom also carries danger:
since the will of man can be subordinated not
only to reason, but also to feelings, therefore there
cannot be a complete guarantee of moral actions.
Moral development is necessary in the process of
upbringing and self-education of a person, but,
since it is impossible to envisage everything in
life, according to Kant, people can be subjected to
inclinations and aspirations for doing good and evil
deeds. In order to explain the autonomy of goodwill
Kant appeals to the concept of freedom. The concept
of freedom in Kant is directly related to the notion of
duty. Only duty gives the act a moral character, duty
is the only moral motive. Kant in detail examines
the notion of duty and considers the various types of
human duty: duty to himself and duties of respect to
others. (Kant, 2002: 9- 11). There are many desires
in a person and Kant asks questions whether their
execution would leadtohappiness?Anothercomple
xproblemisthehappinessofanother,becausenooneca
nforce him to be happy and imagine what another
person understands by this. Despite the complexity
and sensitivity of the approach to happiness as the
most important ethical category, Kant nevertheless
examines it in detail and, ultimately, connects
happiness with the humans virtues. (Silber, 1959:
190).

On the basis of a critical analysis of human®s
cognition and behavior, Kant tries to find a law
of morality, which is subordinate to reason. He
believes that if the reason and feelings are in
harmony, then there is no conflict between them,
otherwise the person should give preference to the
reason. According to Kant, to act morally is to act
reasonably, even if sometimes by coercion of will.
Therefore, the principles of human behavior are
never determined empirically, but always rely on
the activity of reason and exist a priori and do not
depend on experimental data.

Now, we must highlight some of Kant™s
achievements in moral philosophy as follows: 1)
He created a deep, interesting ethical theory on the

basis of scientific generalization and respect for
moral consciousness; 2) substantiated the thesis
on autonomy of morality, which is valuable in
itself and happens to be law, and not derived from
external principles; 3) proposed a theoretical basis
for the organization of a reasonable life of man,
having formulated a moral law, which is obligatory
for execution by every intelligent being; 4) justified
in a new way the principle of the self-worth of
each individual, which under no circumstances
can be a means to achieve any goals whatsoever;
5) emphasized the importance of the interrelation
between morality and scientific knowledge on the
basis of unity of practical and theoretical reason
(Wood and Guyer, 2005: 405- 478).

Kant proposed the concept of autonomous
ethics, according to which the moral principles of a
human being exist independently of the surrounding
environment and must be inextricably linked with
each other. He considered a human being as the
highest worth in an intelligible world. Each person
has a sense of dignity, which he carefully protects.
But, another person also has his sense of dignity.
Accordingly, a person has the freedom to choose
actions in the context of understanding the feelings
of another person. The thing is that Kant in Religion
has developed the idea of ethical community where
people are under the common laws of virtue and
morality and Kant™s proposed ,moral religion*
would live and coexist altogether and would have
done good deeds according to the sense of duty to
himself and duties of respect to others (Kant, 2009:
109). However, in my view, this Kant™s conception
of an ethical community at first sight appears as
utopia. To say that all human actions are evaluated
based on the concepts of good and evil according
to Kant is plausible. Therefore Kant, in order to
understand human beings™ behavior by means of
the relation to another, had developed his concept of
categorical imperative. The categorical imperative
is a strict necessity for applying the basic principles
that determine a human behavior. It commands us
to act morally, no matter how these actions affect
our personal well-being. Kant believes that we
must be moral for the sake of morality and virtuous
for the sake of virtue; the fulfillment of a debt is
in itself the goal of a good behavior. Moreover,
only such a person who does good not because of
happy inclinations in his nature, but exclusively for
reasons of duty, can be called completely moral;
morality rather defeats such inclinations rather than
going along with them, and among the incentives of
virtuous action there should be no natural inclination
to such deeds. The categorical imperative, which is
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not prepossessed neither by the will of God or by
the pursuit of happiness, but extracted by practical
reason from its own depths, is possible only under
the assumption of freedom and autonomy of our
good will, and the irrefutable fact of its existence
gives one the right to look at himself as a free and an
independent doer.

In fact, Kant“s moral philosophy is aimed at
achieving happiness and the highest good. In this
sense, Lance Simmons in his article entitled «Kant*s
Highest Good: Albatross, Keystone, Achilles Heel»
asserts that:

The highest good lays at or near the surface
of many his ethical discussions. Concern for the
highest good runs through all Three Critiques, and
the highest good is the sustained focus of attention
throughout the dialectic of pure practical reason in
the Critique of Practical Reason. There is thus good
reason to suppose that the highest good is at the
heart of Kantian ethics. (Kant, 2009: 355).

The methods of the study

The study is based on both descriptive and
theoretical analysis. Primary as well as secondary
sources will be consulted, which include Kant*s main
works and the other books related to his philosophy
of religion and moral philosophy, articles and the
other published materials. The study will depend on
the critical analysis of available sources.

Discussion and outcomes

I would like to highlight certain outcomes
while exploring the relationship between morality
and religion in Kant“s critical philosophy. One of
the points being, while discussing the questions on
religion in many of Kant*s work however invariable
priority was given to morality where he also tried to
prove the moral necessity of God"s existence.

The first argument which I want to emphasize
upon here is that in Religion, on the one hand,
Kant proves the independence of moral dogmas
from religion, on the other, affirms the obligation
of recognizing the existence of God from the point
of view of practical reason (Kant, 2009: 57). God
was required not to dominate upon nature, but to
serve as a kind of guarantee of moral demands in
human®s behavior such as a complete change of
heart. (Kant, 2009: 57). Kant acquires that the
content of religious consciousness is a concept of
God as moral legislator and religion consists in
the recognition by man of all his moral obligations
as God“s divine commandments. This opinion
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is justified by Kant considering that, if a person
comes to believe in the idea of God only through
the concept of the highest good, and this concept is
created by man only according to the requirements
of a moral feeling. Practically, a man desires that
virtuous life should be rewarded, and vice punished.
But since, such desires of man are not actually
realized, he also composes himself the idea of such
a being that would fulfill his desire and, at least in
the future, provide him with the necessary harmony
between the moral ideal and reality. In fact, we can
assume that the egoistic need is so strong in us that
recognizing God*s being for the satisfaction of this
need is a moral necessity for one. But since, the
mere acknowledgment of God"s existence by man,
in fact, provides only one simple opportunity like
getting a reward for virtue, and then of course a man
would not have such grounds of reward if he did not
think to some extent that God was obligated to fulfill
a mercenary desire of the humans* heart. Therefore,
we dare to say that a person is so blind in his absurd
desire for happiness that if he really places this duty
on God, representing the fulfillment of his moral
obligations, as if he fulfills God’s commandments
in them. Such was Kant“s reflections, at first sight
it could be considered for the decisive denial of
allreligion.

Kant regards comprehension of man“s moral
duties as God’s divine commandments, as normal
and necessary product of pure practical reason,
therefore, the existence of religion under such a
form and the content of such idea is regarded as
necessary expression of human life as the life of
free and intelligent personality. A man at the same
time must also visualize his moral obligations
as God’s divine commandments, and keep in
his mind such an idea that God, perhaps, still
does not exist, so that as a matter of fact, mans
religious consciousness should be kept strictly
towards not to recognizing his moral obligations
for the real God’s commandments,namely only
to the representation of them as if they were valid
God’s commandments. (Bruxvoort Lipscomb and
Krueger, 2010: 253-290)

The next point is not less significant as the
intercourse of morality and religion becomes a
fact, such that the notion of faith in Kant’s critical
philosophy for the first time receives the status of
moral and authentic knowledge (Clewis, 2015:
365). Kant’s intention was to find the conditions for
universality and necessity in the sphere of experience
and metaphysics as well. In the theoretical aspect,
this is only a belief, and from the objective point of
view insufficient knowledge. In order to clarify not
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the accidental, but especially necessary character
of moral faith, Kant has compared it with other
kinds of faith. We shall give a brief definition here
what moral faith is so that we would not be getting
confused while discussing Kant“s conceptions
of faith. So, moral faith: it is not knowledge like
experience and is not a speculation, that is, it does
not try to justify ontologically anything, nor does it
synthesize the object of experience. Behind it there
are no subjective factors, but only a pure moral
consciousness, proceeding from considerations of
freedom and duty. Therefore, we can comprehend
moral faith as free. It appeals to man, as to a free
being capable of using his freedom in his interests
as a free being. In the aspect of moral faith, a person
falls out of the natural space and is transferred
to the sphere of obligation that is freedom. The
moral maxim demands from him the restriction of
freedom in order to again and again assert itself
as a free intelligent being; it does not require
external compulsion, but self-coercion. Moral faith
unconditionally assumes those absolute things that
must exist, since there is a moral consciousness such
as freedom, soul and God as an absolutely good
holy being, as an unattainable limit of man’s moral
searches. Clewis has, meanwhile, as Kant indicated
and justified in favor of the moralreligion:

Kant assures his readers that the «yoke» of
universal, moral religion is far lighter than that of
«statutory law» imposed by the clergy in a typical
church: whereas the former firees people to obey the
moral law, the effect of the latter is «that conscience
is burdened. (Clewis, 2015: 377).

In general, as we have already said, religion
for Kant has no significance outside the moral field
of life and human activity. All that which a person
thinks of executing more to be pleasing to God
except of good behavior in life, since it is mere
simple religious deception and distorted service to
God. True morality, according to Kant’s theory,
is an autonomous, independent and unconditional
morality by claiming that morality in its content does
not need another ground since it is self-sufficient.
However, if this is so, then it is asked: how does Kant
find a point of support that would allow coexistence
of religion and morality simultaneously? How does
Kant define religion as the recognition of all our
duties? Does Kant contradict himself in this case,
while supplying morality in dependence on religion,
then declaring its independent and not needing any
religion? To answer this question, one should not
forget that Kant does not speak about what was and
what is the moral among people at the present time,
but about what kind of morality should be among

people. Kant does not at all reject that morality, as far
as the human species knows his history, has always
been dependent on religion; in contrary, he asserts
only that such morals conditioned by religion, as it
were, truemorality.

So, with a view to look into the matter of Kant*s
doctrine of autonomous morality we need to once
again have a look at it. Kant argued that the moral
actions should not be estimated from the perspective
of a single person“s mind; it has to be done with
the help of universal one. (Silber, 2012: 64).
What is this common for all minds? It means that
Kant’s thoughts on universal wisdom are nothing
more than an abstract concept, conceivable only
for the philosophical discourse. Nevertheless, we
presume that Kant was talking about the universal
law which is presented in Groundwork, namely the
very formula of the categorical imperative which is
common for all mankind (Kant, 2002:37).

When Kant points to the universal mind as the
judge of the moral actions of each person, itmeanst
hatwemustconsideronlythoseactionsthatarerecogniz
edbyallhumanity.Butwecannot know the judgments
of the whole of mankind. If we even admitted that
anyone has learned about judgments made by all
people that have lived up to now and are living
now, it is certainly impossible to admit that he
could know how people of future generations that
are yet to come will judge the same actions. And if
this autonomous reason is neither the mind of the
person, nor the mind of the all, then what is it? This
question could lead to the outcome that the human®s
reason would have been withdrawn from the higher
principle, from the divine initial cause, and thus the
autonomy of a man would have been united with
that of theory of theonomy. That is, the principle of
autonomy implies that a person acts independently,
without any external influence whereas the principle
of heteronomy means that a person acts according
to external forces and influence. In religion, under
such external influence, God is often understood.
However, God is not an external force or an external
factor, so the most adequate will be the principle of
theonomy that declares that God’s influence on us
and our freedom are not opposite. In other words,
they are occurring in differentdimensions.

However, the judgment of most people is not yet
an unmistakable, correct and obligatory judgment;
they can also be selfish and immoral and can also
easily err and mistake, like any single person.
If, according to Kant, every individual can be so
suppressed by sensuality that he becomes deaf to
the requirements of the moral law, then how most
of such people should be free from this oppression
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of sensuality and how it will become responsive to
the voice of conscience and moral requirements?
Here again, we have to defend humans for the
simple reason that we belong to the two worlds
(world of appearances and things-in-themselves)
simultaneously and this advantage allows us to act
in accordance with both the morality and intuition.
If radical evil, as Kant insists, is inherent in human‘‘s
nature, without exception, how does all humanity or
just a simple majority of people become free from its
disastrous influence on the purity of moral behavior
and on judgments about moral actions? In this matter,
history repeatedly shows us how often humanity has
been mistaken and how it has sometimes been unfair
for plenty of people to treat individuals. Especially
it should be said about phenomena in the moralfield.

Since Kant denied the necessity of religious
justification of morality, his ethics turned out to
be one of the stages in the development of free
thinking of the eighteenth century. The principle of
Kant’s autonomy of ethics is a continuation of the
enlightenment criticism of religion initiated by Hume
who came forward with the assertion that ethics do
not need religious sanction. (Winegar, 2015: 888).
However, proclaiming morality as autonomous in
relation to religion, Kant could not hold this view
consistently. In his views, on the relation between
morality and religion, two tendencies are revealed:
firstly, he emphasizes the complete autonomy of
morality, the independence of its justification from
faith and creeds; secondly, on the contrary, he
promotes the need for faith in God — however, not
solely to justify morality itself, its laws and decrees,
only to establish and justify a belief in the existence
of a moral order in theworld.

So, Kant had not fulfilled his plan of the theory
of autonomous ethics to the end. He only limited the
authority of religion, but did not at all renounce the
religious faith. Kant’s God is no longer the legislator
of morality, not the source of the moral law and it
does not proclaim this law directly. (Bruxvoort
Lipscomb and Krueger, 2010: 23-47). Only he
considers the cause of the moral order in the world.
Without this order, the moral pattern of action
and bliss would remain uncoordinated. Even the
postulate of immortality, taken for granted, does not
fully guarantee, according to Kant, the reality of the
moral order of the world. Immortality opens only
the possibility of harmony between moral dignity
and the corresponding good, but not the necessity
of thisharmony.

It is theoretically possible to imagine a world
in which the souls of people are immortal, but
nevertheless, even in the afterlife there is no
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correspondence between the inclination and the
moral law and between the highly ethical mode of
action and bliss. The real complete guarantee of
the reality of the moral orderin the world can be,
according to Kant, only a God who arrangedthe
world in such a way that in the long run its act will
be in harmony with the moral law and it will be
necessary to receive retribution in the afterlife. At
any rate, the existence of God which is not proved
by any arguments of theoretical reason however is a
necessary postulate of practical reason.

By presenting proofs which are in favor of the
autonomy of morality, reinterpreting philosophical
terms and concepts used by Kant can be confusing
since he highlights that the notion of autonomy is
spontaneity itself. (Silber, 2012: 75).

So here we have tried to reconsider the grounds
submitted by Kant, yet logically and sequentially we
try to reveal them, then, it turns out that they are
more in favor of theonomy than human®s autonomy
since the requirements of the moral law, must be
executed for the sake of and out of respect for the
law itself, which is conceivable only if this law is
not alien to the will. Thus, Kant rejects the doctrine
of the dependence of morality on religion on the
grounds that a moral law must not be alien to the
human will. In order to keep apart God*s existence
as the legislatorof moral laws, Kant has recognized
the general legislative will as being identical with
practical reason. Only an intelligent being has the
ability to act in accordance with the concept of the
law, that is, according to principles or will and if
fulfilling actions by laws requires reason, then this
will is nothing more than practical reason. Kant
has indicated, an apparent self-contradiction in the
relationship between religion and morality since the
connection between them must be recognized only
at the beginning of the moral development of human
consciousness, and that is why the religion itself is
defined only as the recognition of all our duties as
the divine commandments. This self-contradiction
has appeared in the fact that Kant negatively treated
morality, derived from religion that is theological
morality. The moral law is laid in reason of a man,
and it is he who testifies the being of God. Morality
consists in following a duty and suppressing in itself
the inclinations contradicting this duty. If I act in
accordance with the moral law, but do not overcome
myself at the same time, i.e. if I act according to
my inclination and inner impulse, my actions are
only legal, but do not have moral dignity. With
such a statement of the question, for instance, the
canon «love your neighbor as yourself» ceases to
be the driving force of morality. Meanwhile, in the
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gospels the commandment of «love your neighbor
as yourself» is one of the most important thesis.
Duty and love do not reconcile with each other: we
cannot love for debt. However, this contradiction
cannot be considered as solely due to the religious
form of morality. This contradiction is caused by
life itself; religion gave only its interpretation of
the historically arisen discrepancy between duty,
inclination for virtue and happiness, immutability
of morality of demands, personal interest and free
choice ofsolutions.

Only with the further development of the moral
self-consciousness of man, religion must lose its
significance; a person must be morally good in
respect to the moral law, therefore, should become
autonomous and independent of religion or any
other motives than the requirements of the moral
law inherent in the very spiritual human®s nature.

So, from all that has been said above, we dare
to say that it is clear that autonomous morality is
impossible and that in reality morality is always
in close internal connection with religion, so that
on the one hand true religiosity must necessarily
be moral, that is, it must be accompanied by the
fulfillment of all the requirements of the moral
law, on the other hand, the true, not egoistic,
morality must necessarily be religious, that is, it
must be based on the principles of religion, subject
to the highest religious authority as the cause of
the existence and the moral law in the spiritual
man‘‘s nature. And this close inner connection, in
which there is a relationship between religion and
morality, does not give us any right to segregate
these two different areas in the spiritual life of
human species, and I think that Kant was a bit
wrong, defining religion only as the recognition of
our moral obligations.

Religion and morality are, in fact, so different
among themselves that it is unjustifiable to confuse or
determine them for one who has not been blinded by
any preconceived and one-sidedfalse philosophical
worldview. They are different between themselves
1) in their objects, 2) in the spiritual abilities of
humans®, which are especially manifested in them,
and 3) in their general nature. (Adler, 1902: 162-
195). The main object of our all moral aspirations of
man is to recognize the good, the fulfillment of which
corresponds to the basic requirements of our moral
law; in the field of moral activity, the will of one is
manifested primarily as an ability that encourages
us to choose between good and evil principles and
to actually execute one or another of our intentions,
as an ability to initiate in our activities. Religion is
not limited to one*s will, but it embraces everything

like our spiritual strengths and abilities as reason,
good will and heart. Finally, religious feelings
have the same special and independent character as
all our other feelings such as aesthetic, moral and
intellectual.

But if the connection between religion and
morality is so clear to everyone that there is no
serious reason for specifying them, whence, it is
asked, could have arisen the very thought ascribing
morality an autonomous meaning? The only true
answer to this question, I claim can be the lasting
philosophical continuity that the thinkers who have
assimilated to themselves such false and tendentious
philosophical deliberations that the faith in the
existence of a personal God or, at least, in the divine
understanding about the world and human species
are still there.

In reality, the Kantian revolution in the
understanding of religion begins in his First
Critique, namely, in the Dialectic of Pure Reason,
where he at first sight does not recognize God, the
immortality of the soul and free will as objects
of theoretical knowledge or objects of possible
experience, but views them as ideas of the reason
itself, i.e. as concepts that are problematic for
speculative reason (Kant, 2007: 378). Their
problematic nature is due to the lack of appropriate
sensory contemplations, without which it is not
possible to theoretically verify the reality of objects.
Since, these ideas are excluded from the sphere of
theoretical knowledge, they can be consistently
thought of as objects of practical application of
reason. The ideas of reason acquire practical reality
through humans® freedom and lead us into the
realm of intelligible being. In the Second Critique,
these ideas are given the status of postulates of pure
practical reason leading to a moral interpretation of
religion. So, what is the revolutionary change in
the understanding of religion? (Kant, 2002: 163).
It can be expressed in the form of the following
questions. Does morality need religion? What is
the purpose of religion itself? Kant has answered
that in his treatise Religion where every question
on all previous European moral philosophy have
been turned around, while trying to seek a basis for
morality in religion. Here, we shall reiterate Kant™s
statement:

Hence on its own behalf morality in no way
needs religion (whether objectively, as regard
willing, or subjectively, as regards capability) but
is rather self-sufficient by virtue of practical reason.
(Kant, 2009: 33).

From the point of view of pure practical reason,
laws oblige our will through only one form of
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universal legitimacy of maxims, and therefore it
does not need absolutely no material for determining
grounds. The moral law, open in the humans®
reason, serves as a reliable basis for choosing
the maxims of behavior. However, herewith the
question arises: is a person able to independently
follow these chosen maxims; is he strong enough to
be a moral being? Ultimately, can a person be free
without God’s help? We have to draw attention to
the fact that the reason requires us to be free and
moral beings; wherein these requirements have the
form of imperatives such as you ought to. Are these
requirements of the reason groundless? Recognizing
their groundlessness, it means doubting on man’s
very ability to be a reasonable creature as well.
Consequently, these requirements can either be
softened referring to the weakness of the human heart
and the fragility of humans’ nature according to the
principle you ought to do only what you can do or
hope for divine assistance that will make up for the
lack of will power available to man. Moreover, all
nature as a material unity is in continuous formation
and constant creation, and hereupon, the nature of
man is also created by the efforts of man himself,
his reason andwill.

Now we can see why Kant insisted on the
autonomy of the will which means a person’s ability
to spontaneously design his nature according to
the laws of freedom in order to improve it. What
principle should a free will obey: its own moral
law or divine will? For that matter, we shall say
that in relation to religion, Kant applies a general
practical requirement: it should not deceive us, that
is, its statements must not contradict our reason. It
is in religion, which is related to the supersensible
being of man, that there are most temptations and
risky attempts to give out the probable for the real,
impossible for the possible, unknowable for the
secret knowledge, since for a long time the religious
faith has tried to oppose reason and even tried to
raise above it. If we want to recognize religion as
necessary for the ultimate, mortal rational being, we
must exclude from it any deception and delusion
that our reason cannot agree with.

Conclusion

So after discussing the relation between morality
and religion, a number of focal questions has been
raised such as where do we know what the will of
God is? Does our action correspond to its higher will
or not? For what purpose does man fulfill the divine
command? It should be noted that a number of these
questions lead us to the Kantian line of thought,
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which is aimed at finding the source of all human
obligations, and thereby, of freedom. Primitively
speaking, if God"s law is only an objective principle
of the application of freedom, that God wants it,
and if a person should obey God only because God
wants this obedience, then such obedience should be
deprived of any possible moral and legal basis; then,
the basis of this freedom would be God*s irresistible
will. Who wants to obey the God*'s will only because
of its omnipotence, one can do good not because
God wants good, it means, not disinterestedly, but
with a view to either hope of personal bliss given
from above, or fear of possible punishment, i.e. a
certain corollary of consequence. In this case we are
dealing with the conditional imperative of human
behavior, which has its object of hope for bliss or
fear of punishment. Such an imperative will always
depend on the external condition, namely, on the
omnipotence and omniscience of God, without
which one will not be sure of his own strength and
his ownrightness.

Is God’s omnipotence and omniscience a
credible position for our reason? In a material
world, all phenomena are subject to the laws of
nature, and in an intelligible world we know only
the moral law. Therefore, we are not only unable
to experience the omnipotence and omniscience of
God, but we must also abandon it in the intelligible
sphere, since this concept contradicts human
freedom, and therefore moral law. Therefore,
we are of the opinion that Kant, being a man
of his time, could not openly acknowledge the
contradictoriness of divine omnipotence, but his
limitation of God“s will by means of a moral law
directly points to this. From this it follows that
morality as an action that desires good for the
sake of good is completely independent of the
possible existence and possible will of God, and
also of all religion. Such a conclusion does not
mean that religion is not needed at all. With this,
we felt that Kant would have never agreed. But the
necessity and usefulness of religion arises from the
very morality; from that ultimate goal that pure
practical reason has. The function of religion in
Kant’s moral philosophy depends on the function
that the highest good has (Collins, 1977: 157-180).
If the highest good has the necessary function for
motivating towards moral actions, then religion is
central to morality. The highest good is an element
that establishes the relationship between morality
and religion. Indeed, the theory of the highest good,
which is considered by Kant in the Groundwork and
in the Second Critique, leads us to the recognition
of the existence of God or religion itself.
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Kant gives a moral proof of the existence of
God, which in our view, is not a demonstration of
the existence of God, but only a demonstration of
the need to accept this being. This proof is nothing
more than a confirmation of the foundation of faith,
and therefore has only moral certainty. It all adds up
to that faith in God does not contain the assertion
of its existence,and can regard its being only as a
postulate of pure practical reason. The postulate of
the existence of God as the moral creator of the world
allows us to reconcile the kingdom of nature with
the kingdom of freedom in order to think about the
possibility of the common good. We can think of the
idea of God and the idea of a highest good beyond
the limits of a possible experience, notwithstanding
that they do not have theoreticalcertainty.

There is another sort of a moral revolution in
religion which Kant outlined in his Religion. He
expresses a profound idea on the possibility of a
radical transformation or change in the way people
think, who decided to become morally good. Such a
person, according to Kant, no longer needs any other
motives than the idea of duty, and this decision:

That so long as the foundation of the maxims of
the human being remains impure, cannot be affected
through gradual reform but must rather be effected
through a revolution in the disposition of the human
being (a transition to the maxim of holiness of
disposition). And so «a new man» can come about
only through a kind of rebirth, as it were a new
creation (John, 3:5, compare with Genesis 1:2) and
a change of a heart. (Kant, 2009: 168)

So, from this passage a question arises as to
how should a person act if he wants to be part of
morality? The answer is clear that one acts morally

when a person elevates his law of deeds before duty
to man and mankind. Morality must be universal
and universally valid that is, it has to have the form
of a law. I must always act only in such a way that
my desire for transforming my personal principle
(my maxim) convert into a universal law. We can
therefore understand Kant™s justification of the
concept of good will (it is autonomous, does not
depend on either faith in God or fear of punishment)
as a postulate of practicalreason.

However, the ultimate goal of practical reason
is not the preservation and development of the
conflict between theoretical and practical objects,
but bringing its sides into harmony in no way
without compromises of freedom, which is possible,
if only we are admitting the highest good that
removes all the contradictions of earthly reality.
In turn, the fulfillment of duty necessarily requires
acknowledgment of the existence of the cause of the
highest good. So we come to a rational concept of the
existence of God. That God exists for our reasoning
with moral necessities, although theoretically
speaking it is a hypothesis or an arbitrary assumption
of his existence. The notion of the supreme good
and God as the source of the highest good refers
to the field of hope as a necessary moral concept
of pure reason as well. Practically, hope here is not
an accidental psychological state and not a timid
assumption, but a specific concept, the reality of
reason, determined by our moral duty. In any case,
the highest good is attainable only in an intelligible
world with the assumption of the immortality of
the soul and God“s being; therefore, the moral law
through the concept of the highest good inevitably
leads to religion.
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