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ruler invisibly binds all together, under a common government, in 2 state
inadequately represented and prepared for in the past through the visible
church. — All this is not to be expected from an external revolution, which
produces its effect, very much dependent on fortuitous circumstances, in
turbulence and violence: what is thus for once put in place at the establish-
ment of a new constitution is regrettably retained for centuries to come,
for it is no longer to be altered, not, at least, except through a new
revolution (which is always dangerous). — The basis for the transition 10
the new order of things must lie in the principle of the pure religion of
reason, as a revelation (though not an empirical one} permanently taking
place within all human beings, and this basis, once grasped after
mature reflection, will be carried to effect, inasmuch as it is to be a human
work, through gradual reform; for, as regards revolutions, which can
shorten the advance of the reform, they are left up to Providence and
cannot be introduced according to plan without damage to freedom. —

We have reason to say, however, that “the Kingdom of God is come
into us,”** even if only the principle of the gradual transition from ecclesi-
astical faith to the universal religion of reason, and so to a (divine) ethical
state on earth, has put in roots universally and, somewhere, also in public —
though the actual setting up of this state is stll infinitely removed from us.
For since this principle contains the basis for a continual approximation to
the ultimate perfection, there lies in it (invisibly) — as in a shoot that
develops and will in the future bear seeds in turn — the whole that will one
day enlighten the world and rule over it. But truth and goodness (and in
the natural predisposition of every human being there lies the basis both
for insight into these and for heartfelt sympathy for them) do not fail, once
made public, to propagate everywhere, in virtue of their natural affinity
with the moral predisposition of rational beings. The obstacles due to
political and civil causes, which might interfere with their spread from
time to time, serve rather to make all the more profound the union of
minds with the good (which never leaves the thoughits of human beings
after these have once cast their eyes upon it).*

* Without either refusing the service of ecclesiastical faith or feuding with it, we can retain
its useful influence as a vehicle yet equally deny to it — as the illusion of a duty 1o serve God
ritually — every influence on the concept of true (viz. moral) religion. And so, in spite of the
diversity of statutory forms of faith, we can establish tolerance among their adherents
through the basic principles of the one religion of reason, with reference to which teachers
ought to expound all the dogmas and observances of their various faiths; untl, with time, by
virtue of a true enlightenment (an order of law otiginating in moral freedom) which has
gained the upper hand, the form of a degrading means of compulsion can be exchanged,
with everybody’s consent, for an ecclesiastical form commensurate to the dignity of a moral
religion, viz. a free faith. — To reconcile ecclesiastical unity of faith with freedom in matters
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Such is therefore the work of the good principle — unnoticed to human
eye yet constantly advancing ~ in erecting a power and a kingdom for itself
within the human race, in the form of a community according to the laws
of virtue that proclaims the victory over evil and, under its dominion,
assures the world of an eternal peace.

Division two
Historical representation of the gradual establishment
of the dominion of the good principle on earth

We cannot expect to draw a universal history of the human race from
religion on earth {in the strictest meaning of the word); for, inasmuch as it
is based on pure moral faith, religion is not a public condition; each
human being can become conscious of the advances which he has made in
this faith only for himself. Hence we can expect a universal historical
account only of ecclesiastical faith, by comparing it, in its manifold and
mutable forms, with the one, immutable, and pure religious faith. From
this point onward, where ecclesiastical faith publicly acknowledges its
dependence on the restraining conditions of religious faith, and its neces-
sity to conform to it, the church universal begins to fashion itself into an
ethical state of God and to make progress toward its fulfillment, under an
autonomous principle which is one and the same for all human beings and

of faith is a problem which the idea of the objective unity of the religion of reason constantly
urges us to resolve through the moral interest that we take in it, but which, if we turn for it to
human nature, we have little hope of bringing about in a visible church. The idea is one of
reason which is impossible for us to display in an intuition adequate to it but which, as
practical regulative principle, has nonetheless the objective reality required to work toward
this end of unity of the pure religion of reason. It is the same here as with the political idea of
the right of a state,” insofar as this right ought at the same time to be brought into line with

- an international law* which is universal and endowed with power. Experience refuses to allow

us any hope in this direction. There seems o be a propensity in human nature (perhaps put
there on purpose) that makes each and every state strive, when things go its way, to subjugate
all others to itself and achieve a universal monarchy but, whenever it has reached 2 certain
size, to split up from within into smaller states. So too each and every church entertains the
proud pretension of becoming a universal one; as soen as it has propagated and acquires
ascendancy, however, 2 principle of dissolution and schism into various sects makes its
appearance.

t If we are allowed to assume a design of providence here, the premature and hence
dangerous (since it would come before human beings have become morally better) fusion of
states into one is averted chiefly through mwo mightily effective causes, namely the difference
of languages and the difference of religions.

b Staartsrecht
¢ Voplkerrecht
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for all times. — We can see in advance that this history will be nothing but
the narrative of the enduring conflict between the faith of divine service
and the faith of moral religion, the first of which, as historical faith,
human beings are constantly inclined to place higher, while the second
has, for its part, never relinquished its claim to the preeminence that
pertains to it as the only faith which improves the soul — a claim which, at
the end, it will surely assert.

This history can have unity, however, only if merely restricted to that
portion of the human race in which the predisposition to the unity of the
universal church has already been brought close to its development. For
here the question at least of the distinction between a rational and a
historical faith is already being openly stated, and its resolution made a
matter of the greatest moral concern; whereas the history of the dogmas of
various peoples, whose faiths are in no way connected, is no guarantee of
the unity of the church. Nor can the fact that at some point a certain new
faith arises in one and the same people, substantially different from the
previously dominant one, be counted as [indication] of this unity, even if,
inherent in the previous faith, were the occasional causes of the new pro-
duction. For we must have a principle of unity if we are to count as
modifications of one and the same church the succession of different
forms of faith which replace one another - and it is really with the history
of that church that we are now concerned.

For this purpose, therefore, we can deal only with the history of the
church which from the beginning bore within it the germ and the princi-
ples of the objective unity of the true and universal religious faith to which
it is gradually being brought nearer. — And it is apparent, first of all, that
the Fewish faith stands in absolutely no essential connection, ie. in no
unity of concepts, with the ecclesiastical faith whose history we want to
consider, even though it immediately preceded it and provided the physi-
cal occasion for the founding of this church (the Christian).

The Fewish faith, as originally established, was only a collection of
merely statutory Jaws supporting a political state; for whatever moral addi-
tions were appended to it, whether originally or only later, do not in any way
belong to Judaism as such. Strictly speaking Judaism is not a religion at all
but simply the union of a number of individuals who, since they belonged
to a particular stock, established themselves into a community under
purely political laws, hence not into a church;'» Judaism was rather meant
to be a purely secular state, so that, were it to be dismembered through
adverse accidents, it would still be left with the political faith (which
pertains to it by essence; that this state would be restored to it (with the
advent of the Messiah). The fact that the constirution of this state was
based on a theocracy (visibly, on an aristocracy of priests or leaders who
boasted of instructions directly imparted to them from God), and that
God’s name was therefore honored in it (though only as a secular regent

130

RELIGION WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF MERE REASON

with absolutely no rights over, or claims upon, conscience), did not make
that constitution religious. The proof that it was not to have been a
religious constitution is clear. Firsz, all its commands are of the kind which
even a political state can uphold and lay down as coercive laws, since they
deal only with external actions. And although the Ten Commandments
would have ethical validity for reason even if they had not been publicly
given, yet in that legislation they are given with no claim at all on the moral
disposition in following them (whereas Christianity later placed the chief
work in this) but were rather directed simply and solely to external obser-
vance. And this is also clear from the fact that, second, all the conse-
quences of fulfilling or transgressing these commandments, all rewards or
punishments, are restricted to the kind which can be dispensed to ail
human beings in this world indifferently. And not even this is done in
accordance with ethical concepts, since both rewards and punishments
were to extend to a posterity which did not take any practical part in the
deeds or misdeeds, something which in a political state may indeed be a
clever device for fostering obedience, but would be contrary to all equity
in an ethical one. Moreover, whereas no religion can be conceived without
faith in a future life, Judaism as such, taken in its purity, entails absolutely
no religious faith. This can be further supported by the following remark.
It can hardly be doubted that, just like other peoples, even the mast
savage, the Jews too must have had a faith in a future life, hence had their
heaven and hell, for this faith automatically imposes itself upon everyone
by virtue of the universal moral predisposition in human nature, Hence it
must have come about intentionally that the lawgiver of this people, though
portrayed as God himself, did not wishk to show the least consideration for
the future life — an indication that his intention was to found only a polid-
cal and not an ethical community, for to speak in a political community of
rewards and punishments not visible in this life would be, on this assump-
tion, a totally inconsequential and improper procedure. Now, although it
can also hardly be doubted that the Jews subsequently produced, each for
himself, some sort of religious faith which they added to the articles of
their statutory faith, yet such a faith never was an integral part of the
legislation of Judaism. Third, far from establishing an age suited to the
achievement of the church untversal, let alone establishing it itself in its
time, Judaism rather excluded the whole human race from its commu-
nion, 4 people especially chosen by Jehovah for himself, hostile to all other
peoples and hence treated with hostility by all of them. In this connection
also we should not place too much weight on the fact that this people set
up, as universal ruler of the universe, a one and only God who could not
be represented by any visible image. For we find in most other peoples
that their doctrine of faith equally tended in this direction, and incurred
the suspicion of polytheism only because of the veneration given to certain
mighty undergods subordinated to the one God. For a2 God who wills only
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obedience to commands for which absolutely no improvement of moral
disposition is required cannot truly be that moral being whose concept we
find necessary for a religion. Religion is rather more likely to occur with a
faith in many such mighty invisible beings, if a people were somehow to
think of them as uniting, in spite of their “departmental” differences, in
deeming worthy of their pleasure only those human beings who adhere to
virtue with all their heart, than when faith is dedicated to but one being,
who, however, makes of a mechanical cult the main work.

We cannot, therefore, begin the universal history of the Church {inas-
much as this history is to constitute a system) anywhere but from the
origin of Christianity, which, as a total abandonment of the Judaism in
which it originated, grounded on an entirely new principle, effected a total
revolution in doctrines of faith.>s The care that the teachers of Christian-
ity take, and may even have taken from the very beginning, to link it to
Judaism with a connecting strand, in wishing to have the new faith re-
garded as only a continuation of the old one which contains all its events
in prefiguration, shows all too clearly that their only concern in this matter
is, and was, about the most apt means of infroducing a pure moral religion
in place of an old cult to which the people were much too well habituated,
without, however, directly offending against their prejudices. The subse-
quent discarding of the corporeal sign which served wholly to separate
this people from others is itself warrant for the judgment that the new
faith, not bound to the statutes of the old, nor, indeed, to any statute at ali,
was to contain a religion valid for the world and not for one single people.

Thus from Judaism — but from a Judaism no longer patriarchal and
uncontaminated, no longer standing solely on a political constitution
(which also had already been shattered); from a Judaism already mingled,
rather, with a religious faith because of the moral doctrines which had
gradually gained public acceptance within it; at a juncture when much
foreign (Greek) wisdom had already become available to this otherwise still
ignorant people, and this wisdom presumably had had the further effect of
enlightening it through concepts of virtue and, in spite of the oppressive
burden of its dogmatic faith, of making it ready for revolutions which the
diminution of the priests’ power, due to their subjugation to the rule of a
people indifferent to every foreign popular faith, occasioned - it was froma
Judaism such as this that Christienity suddenly though not unprepared
arose. The teacher of the Gospel announced himself as one sent from
heaven while at the same time declaring, as one worthy of this mission, that
servile faith (in days of divine service, in professions and practices) is
inherently null; that moral faith, which alone makes human beings holy “as
my father in heaven is holy”12+ and proves its genuineness by a good life-
conduct, is on the contrary the only one which sanctifies. And, after he had
given in his very person, through teaching and suffering even to undeserved
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yet meritorious death,* an example conforming to the prototype of a
humanity well-pleasing to God, he was represented as returning to the
heaven from which he came. For, though he left his last will behind him by
word of mouth (as in 2 testament), yet, as regards the power of the memory
of his merit, his teaching and example, he was able 10 say that “he (the ideal
of a humanity well-pleasing to God) would stll be with his disciples, evento
the end of the world.”»»s To this teaching — which would indeed need
confirmation through miracles if it had to do only with Aisterical faith in the
descent and the possibly supramundane rank of his person, but which, as
part of a moral and soul-saving faith, can dispense with ali such proofs of its
truth — to this teaching there are nonetheless added in a holy book miracles
and mysteries, and the propagation of these is itself a miracle requiring a
historical faith which cannot be authenticated or secured in meaning and
import except through scholarship.

Every faith which, as historical, bases itself on books, needs for guaran-
tee a learned public in whom it can be conwrolled, as it were, through
writers who were the contemporaries of the faith’s first propagators vet in

* With which the public record of his life (which can therefore also serve universally as an
example for imitation) ends. The more esoteric stary of his resurrection and ascension (which,
simply as ideas of reason, would sigrify the beginning of another life and the entrance into
the seat of salvatdon, i.e. into the society of all the good), added as sequel and witnessed only
by his intimates, cannot be used in the interest of religion within the boundaries of mere
reason, whatever its historical standing. This is not just because it is a historical narrative (for
s0 also is the story of what went before), but because, taken literally, it implies a concept
which is indeed very well suited to the human sense mode of representation but is very
troublesome to reason’s faith concerning the future, namely the concept of the materiality of
all the beings of this world — a materiaglism with respect to human personality, which would be
possible only on the condition of one and the same body (psychological materialismy), as well
as a materialism with respect to evistence® in general in a world, which, on this principle, could
not be but spatiaf (cosmological materialisim}). By contrast, the hypothesis of the spirituality of
the rational beings of this world, according to which the body can remain dead on earth and
vet the same person still be living, or the hypothesis that the human being can attain to the
seat of the blessed in spirit (in his non-sensuous* quality) without being transposed to some
place in the infinite space surrounding the earth (which we also call heaven) ~ this hypothe-
sis’ is more congenial 1o reason, not merely because it is impossible to conceive a matter
endowed with thought, but, most of all, because of the contingency to which our existence
after death would be exposed if we made it rest merely on the coherence of a certain clump
of matter under a certain form, whereas we can conceive the permanence of a simple
substance as natural to it. — On the latter presupposition {of spirituality) reason can, how-
ever, neither find an interest in dragging along, through eternity, 2 body which, however
purified, must yet consist (if personality rests on its identity} of the same material which
constitutes the body’s organic basis and which, in life, the body itself never quite grew fond
of; nor can it render comprehensible what this calcareous earth, of which the body consists,
should be doing in heaven, Le. in another region of the world where other matters might
presumably constitute the condition of the existence and preservation of living beings.

! Gegenwart

¢ nichi-sinnlich
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no way suspect of special collusion with them, and whose connection with
our present authors has remained unbroken. The pure faith of reason, on
the contrary, does not need any such documentation but is its own proof.
Now at the ime of the revolution in question, there aiready was among
the people who ruled over the Jews and had spread in their very homeland
(among the Romans) a learned public from whom the history of the
political events of the time has been transmitted to us through an unbro-
ken series of writers, and this people, though little concerned with the
religious faiths of their non-Roman subjects, was not at all unreceptive to
public miracles allegedly occurring among them; vet its writers made no
mention, neither of the miracles nor of the equally public revolution
which these caused (with respect to religion) among that people subjected
to them, though they were contemporary witnesses. Only later, after more
than one generation, did they institute research into the nature — but not
into the history of the origin — of this change in faith which had hitherto
remained unrecognized by them (and had occurred not without public
commotion), in an effort to find it in their own annals. Hence, from its
origin untl the time when Christianity developed a learned public of its
own, its history is obscure, and we thus have still no cognition of what
effect its doctrine had upon the morality of its adherents, whether the first
Christians were individuals truly improved morally or just people of ordi-
nary cast. At any rate, from the time that Christianity itself became a
learned public, or became part of the universal one, its history, so far as
the beneficial effect which we rightly expect from a moral religion is
concerned, has nothing in any way to recommend it. — How mystical
enthusiasm in the life of hermits and monks and the exaltation of the
holiness of the celibate state rendered a great number of individuals
useless to the world; how the alleged miracles accompanying all this
weighed down the people with the heavy chains of 2 blind superstition,
how, with the imposition of a hierarchy upon free human beings, the
terrible voice of erthodsxy rose from the mouth of self-appointed canonical
expositors of scripture, and this voice split the Christian world into bitter
parties gver opinions in matters of faith (upon which, without recourse to
pure reason as the expositor, no universal agreement can possibly be
attained); how in the East, where the state itself, in an absurd manner,
attended to the articles of faith of priests and their priestdom, instead of
holding these priests within the narrow confines of a simple teacher’s
station (out of which they are at all times inclined to transgress into that of
ruler) — how at the end, I say, this state inevitably had to become the prey
of external enemies who finally put an end to the dominion of its faith;
how in the West, where faith erected a throne of its own independent of
secular power, the civil order was wrecked and rendered impotent, to-
gether with the sciences (which support it), by a self-proclaimed vicar of
God; how the two parts of the Christian world were overcome by barbari-
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ans, like plants and animals which, on the verge of disintegration through
disease, attract destructive insects to complete the process; how, again in
the West, the spiritual leader just mentioned ruled over kings and chas-
tised them like children by means of the magic wand of his threat of
excommunication, and incited them to foreign wars (the Crusades) which
would depopulate another portion of the world, and to feuds among
themselves, and the subjects to rebellion against those in authority over
them and to bloodthirsty hatred against their otherwise-minded confreres
in one and the same so-called universal Christianity; how the root of this
strife, which even now is kept from violent outbreaks only through politi-
cal interest, lies hidden in the fundamental principle of an ecclesiastical
faith which rules despotically, and still occasions apprehension over the
replaying of similar scenes: This history of Christianity (which, so far as it
was 10 be erected on a historical faith, could not have turned out other-
wise), when beheld in a single glance, like a painting, could indeed justify
the outcry, tantum religio potuit suadere malorum!,” did not the fact still
clearly enough shine forth from its founding that Christianity’s true first
purpose was none other than the introduction of a pure religious faith,
over which there can be no dissension of opinions; whereas all that tur-
moil which has wrecked the human race, and still tears it apart, stems
from this alone: because of a bad propensity in human nature, what
should have served at the beginning to introduce this pure faith — i.e. to
win over to the new faith, through its own prejudices, the nation which
was accustomed to its old historical faith — this was subsequently made
the foundation of a universal world-religion.

Should one now ask, Which period of the entire church history in our
ken up to now is the best? I reply without hesitation, The present. 1 say this
because one need only allow the seed of the true religious faith now being
sown in Christianity — by only a few, to be sure, yet in the open — to grow
unhindered, to expect from it a continzous approximation to that church,
ever uniting all human beings, which constitutes the visible representation
(the schema) of an invisible Kingdom of God on earth. — In matters
which ought to be moral and sou! improving by rlature, reason has wrested
itself free from the burden of a faith constantly exposed to the arbitrari-
ness? of its interpreters, and, in all the lands on our part of the world,
universally among those who truly revere religion {though not everywhere
openly), it has accepted, in the first place, the principle of reasonable
moderation in claims concerning anything that goes by the name of revela-
tion. To wit: Since no one can dispute the possibility that a scripture which,
in its practical content, contains much that is godly may also be re-
garded (with respect to what is historical in it) as divine revelation; more-

/“Such evil deeds could religion prompt!” Lucretius, De rerum natura, 1:101.
£ Willkiir
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over, since the union of human beings into one religion cannot feasibly be
established and given permanence without a holy book and an ecclesiasti-
cal faith based on it; since also, given the present situation of human
insight, some new revelation ushered in through new miracles can hardly
be expected, the most reasonable and the fairest thing to do, once a book
is already in place, is to use it from then on as the basis for ecclesiastical
instruction, and not to weaken its value through useless or malicious
attacks, yet at the same time not to force fzith in it upon any human being,
as requisite for his salvation. A second principle is this: Since the sacred
narrative is only adopted for the sake of ecclesiastical faith, and, by itself
alone, it neither could, nor ought to, have any influence whatever on the
reception of moral maxims but is rather given to this faith only for the
vivid presentation of its true object (virtue striving toward holiness), it
should at all times be taught and expounded in the interest of morality,
and the point should thereby also be stressed, carefully and (since espe-
cially the ordinary human being has in him a constant propensity to slip
into passive* faith) repeatedly, that true religion is not to be placed in the
knowledge or the profession of what God does or has done for our
salvation, but in what we must do to become worthy of it; and this can
never be anything but what possesses an unquestionably wnconditional
value, hence is alone capable of making us well-pleasing to God, and
every human being can at the same time be fully certain of its necessity
without the slightest scriptural learning. ~ Now it is the duty of the rulers
not to hinder the public diffusion of these principles; on the contrary,
much is risked, and at one’s own responsibility, when we intrude upon the
way of divine providence by favoring certain historical ecclesiastical doc-
trines, which at best have in their favor only an appearance of truth to be
established by scholars, and, through the offer or withdrawal of certain
civil advantages otherwise available to evervone, by exposing the subjects’
conscience to temptation —*t alt of which, apart from the harm which

* One cause of this propensity lies in the principle of security, namely that the mistakes of a
religion in which I was born and brought up, in which I was instructed without any choice of
mine, and in which I did not alter anything through ahy ratiocination of mine, are not
charged on my account but on that of my educators or of the teachers publicly appointed to
that task — a reason too why we do not readily approve of somebody’s public change of
religion, to which, to be sure, yet anather {and deeper)} is added, namely, that with the
uncertainty which we all privatively feel regarding which, among the historical faiths, is the
right one, whereas moral faith is everywhere the same, we find it highly unnecessary to cause
a sensation on this score.

t If a government does not wish to be regarded as doing violence to conscience because it onlv

prohibits the public declaration of one’s religious opinions while not hindering anyore from

thinking in secret whatever he sees fit, then we commeonly make fun of this, saving that no

freedom is thereby granted by the government, since thought cannot be prevented anyway.

Bur whart the secufar supreme power cannot do, the spiritual power can. i can prohibit even

thought, and actually hinder it as well; indeed, it can exercise this coercion (namely the pro-

hibition even to think otherwise than it prescribes) upon its mighty authorities themselves. —
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thereby befalls a freedom which is in this case holy, can hardly produce
good citizens for the state. Who, among those who conspire to hinder
such a free development of the divine predispositions to the world’s high-
est good, or even promote its hindrance, would wish, upon reflection in
consultation with conscience, to answer for all the evil which can arise
from such violent interventions and hamper, perhaps for a long time 1o
come, or indeed even set back the advance in goodness envisaged by the
world’s government, even though no human power or institution could
ever abolish it entirely?

As regards its guidance by Providence, the Kingdom of Heaven is
finally represented in this history not only as coming nearer, in an ap-
proach delayed indeed at certain times yet never entirely interrupted, but
as being ushered in as well. Now the Kingdom of Heaven can be inter-
preted as a symbolic representation aimed merely at stimulating greater
hope and courage and effort in achieving it, if to this narrative there is
attached a prophecy (just as in the Sibylline books)*¢ of the consumma-
tion of this great cosmic revolution, in the image of a visible Kingdom of
Ged on earth (under the governance of his representative and vicar, who
has again come down [from heaven]), and of the happiness which is to be
enjoyed here on earth under him after the separation and expulsion of the
rebels who once again make an attempt at resistance; together with the
total extirpation of these rebels, and of their leader (as in the Apoca-
lypse), 7 so that the end of the world constitutes the conclusion of the story.
The teacher of the Gospel manifested the Kingdom of God on earth to
his disciples only from its glorivus, edifying, and moral side, namely in
terms of the merit of being citizens of a divine state; and he instructed
them as to what they had to do, not only that they attain to it themselves,
but that they be united in it with others of like mind, and if possible with

For because of their propensity to a servile faith of divine worship, to which they are spontane-
ously inclined not only to give the greatest importance, above moral faith {(which is the service
of God above all through the observance of their duties), but also the only importance, one that
compensates for any other deficiency, it is always easy for the custodians of orthodoxy, as the
shepherds of souls, to instill into their flock such a pious terror of the slightest deviation from
certain propositions of faith based on history, indeed the terror of any investigation, that they
will not trust themselves to allow 2 doubt to arise gven in thought alone regarding these
propositions imposed on them, since this would amount to lending an ear to the evil spirit.
True, to be free of this coercion one needs only to i/ (and this is not the case with the
coercion to public confessions imposed by a sovereign); but it is precisely this willing on
which a bar is being applied internally. Yet, though this tree coercion of conscience is bad
enough {since it leads to inner hypocrisy), it is not as bad as the restriction of external
freedom of faith, because, through the advancement of moral insight and of our awareness of
freedom, from which alone true respect of duty can arise, internal coercien must gradually
disappear on its own, whereas external coercion hinders all sportanecus advances in the
ethical communion of the believers, which constitutes the essence of the true church, and
totally subjects its form to political ordinances.
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the whole human race. But as regards happiness, which constitutes the
other part of the human being’s unavoidable desire, he told them from the
beginning that they could not count on it during their life on earth. He
prepared them instead to be ready for the greatest tribulations and sacri-
fices; yet (since total renunciation of the physical element of happiness
cannot be expected of 2 human being, so long as he exists) he added:
“Rejoice and be exceeding glad: for great is your reward in Heaven.”t2®
The addition to the histery of the church that deals with its future final
destiny represents it, however, as finally riumphant, i.c. as crowned with
happiness here on earth, afier having overcome all obstacles. — The sepa-
ration of the good from the evil, which would not have been conducive to
the church’s end in the course of its advance to perfection (since the
mingling of the two was necessary precisely for this reason, in part to
sharpen the virtue of the good, and in part to turn the other away from
their evil through the example of the good), is represented as the final
consequence of the establishment of the divine state after its completion.
And here vet a last proof of the stzbility of this state, regarded as power, is
added: its victory over all external foes, who are also considered [as
assembled] in one state (the state of hell), whereby all earthly life then
comes to an end, as “the last enemy (of good human beings), death, is
destroyed,”s and immortality commences on both sides, to the salvation
of the one, and the damnation of the other; the very form of a church is
dissolved; the vicar on earth enters the same class as the human beings
who are now elevated to him as citizens of Heaven, and so God is all in
all.e* -

This representation in a historical narrative of the future world, which
is not itself history, is a beautiful ideal of the moral world-epoch brought
about by the introduction of the true universal religion and foreseen® in
faith in its completion — one which we do not see directly’ in the manner of
an empirical completion but have a glimpse of in the continuous advance
and approximation toward the highest possible good on earth (in this
there is nothing mystical but everything proceeds naturally in a moral

* This expression (if we set aside its element of mystery, which transcends the bounds of
possible experience and only belongs to the sacred kistory of mankind, hence does not
concern us practically) can be so understood: historical faith, which, as ecclesiastical, needs a
holy book to guide human beings but, precisely for this reason, hinders the church’s unity
and universality, will itself cease and pass over into a pure religious faith which illumines the
whole world equally; and we should diligently work for it even now, through the continuous
development of the pure religion of reason out of its present still indispensable shell.

t Not that it “will cease” (for it might always be useful and necessary, perhaps, as vehicle)
but that “it can cease”; whereby is intended only the intrinsic firmness of pure moral faith,
* ausgeschenen '

" abschen
7 hinaussehen
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way), i.c. we can make preparation for it. The appearance of the Anti-
christ, the millennium, the announcement of the proximity of the end of
the world, all take on their proper symbolic meaning before reason. And
the last of them, represented (fike the end of life, whether far or near) as
an event which we cannot see in advance, expresses very well the necessity
for us always to be ready for it, yet (if we ascribe to this symbol its
intellectual meaning} in fact always to consider ourselves as actually the
chosen citizens of a divine (ethical) state. “When, thercfore, cometh the
Kingdom of God?” ~ “The Kingdom of God cometh not in visible form.
Neither shall they say: Lo here; or lo there! For behold, the Kingdom of God
is within you!” (Luke, 17, 2z1—22).%

*+ A kingdom of God is here represented not according to a particular covenant {fit is] not a
messianic kingdom) but according to a moral one (available to cogniton through mere
reason). A messiznic kingdom {regrum divinum pactitium)® would have to draw its proof from
history, and there it is divided into the messianic kingdom of the o/d and of the zew covenant.
Now it is worthy of notice that the worshippers of the former (the Jews) have preserved their
identity though dispersed throughout the world, whereas the adherents of other religions
have normally assimilated their faith with that of the people among whom they scattered.
This phenomenon strikes many as being so remarkable’ thay, in their judgment, it certainly
could not have been possible by nature but only as an extraordinary event designed for a
divine purpose. — But a people in possession of a written religion (sacred books) never
assimilates in faith with a people which (like the Roman Empire, i.e. the whole civilized
world at the time) has nothing of the kind but only has customs; it rather sooner or later
makes proselytes. Hence the Jews too, after the Babylonian captivity (when, as it appears,
their sacred books were read publicly for the first time), were no longer accused of their
propensity to run after false gods, at the very ime when the Alexandrian culture, which must
have had an influence on them too, could have made it easy for them to give these gods a
systematic form. So too the Parsees, followers of the religion of Zoroaster, have until now
retained their faith in spite of their dispersion, because their dustoors™ possessed the
Zendavesta, Those Hindus, on the other hand, who under the name of “Gypsies™ have
scattered far and wide, have not avoided the mixture of foreign faith, since they came from

_the scum of the population (the Pariahs, to whom it is even forbidden 1o read their sacred

books). However, what the Jews would not have achieved on their own, the Christian and
later the Mohammedan religion, but the Christian especially, did for them, since these
religions presuppose the Jewish faith and the sacred books pertaining to it {(although the
Mohammedan religion claims that they have been distorted). For the Jews could always
rediscover their ancient documents among the Christians (who had issued from them) if in
their wanderings, where the skill to read them and hence the desire to possess them may
have repeatedly died out, they just retained memory of having at one time possessed them.
Hence we do not run across Jews outside the lands indicated, if we except the few on the
coast of Malabar and perhaps one community in China {and of these the first were able to be
in continual business relaton with their fellow believers in Arabia), although there is no
doubt that they must have spread in those rich lands as well but, because of the lack of any
affinity between their faith and the local, ended up forgetting theirs completely. At any rate,
it is quite awkward to base edifying considerations upon this preservatdon of the Jewish
people and their religion in circumstances so disadvantageous to them, for both parties
* 2 divine kingdom secured by covenant

! wundersam

™ high priests
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General remark

Investigation into all forms of faith that relate to religion invariab_ly runs
across a mystery behind their inner nature, i.e. something Aoly, wh}ch can
indeed be cognized” by every individual, yet cannot be professed” publicly, i.e.
cannot be communicated universally. — As something kofy it must be a
moral object, hence an object of reason and one capable of being sv.}fﬁ-
ciently recognized” internally for practical use; yet, as something mysterious,
not for theoretical use, for then it would have to be communicable to
everyone and hence also capable of being externally and publicly professed.

Now faith in something which, however, we yet regard as a holy mys-
tery can either be looked upon as divinely dispensed or as a pure ﬁzi::lz of
reason. Unless impelled by the most extreme need to accept the first kind,
we shall make it 2 maxim to abide by the second. — Feelings are not
cognitions; they are not, therefore, the marks of a mystery; and, s.ince
mystery relates to reason yet is not something that can be imparted univer-
sally, each individual will have to look for it (if there is any such thing) in
his own reason.

It is impossible to determine, 4 priori and objectively, whe_ther the}‘e are
such mysteries or not. Hence we shall have to look directly into the inner,
the subjective, part of our moral predisposition in order to see whether
any can be found in us. We shall not, however, be allowed to count among
the hely mysteries the grounds of morality, which are inscrut?ble 1o us, bl.lt
only what is given to us in cognition yet is not susceptible of pub!lc
disclosure; for morality allows of open communication, even though its
cause is not given to us, Thus freedom — a property which is made mani-
fest to the human being through the determination of his power of c_hmce
by the unconditional moral law - is no mystery, since cogmuo.n‘of it can
be communicated to everyone; the ground of this property, which is inscruta-
ble to us, is however a mystery, since it is #oz groen to us in cogn?ﬁon. ‘This
very freedom, however, when applied to the final object of practical reason

believe that they find confirmation in it. One sees in the preservau'o-n of _the people o wh?'ch
it belongs, and of its ancient faith that has remained unaduiterattfd in spite .of tl:xe d:s_persm_n
among so many peoples, the proof of a special beneficent pr_owdence which is saving t.!ns
people for a future kingdom on earth; the other sees in it nothing but the admonishing ruins
of a devastated state which stands in the way of the Kingdom of Heaven to come but which 2
particular providence still sustains, partly to preserve it memory the old pn.:;?hec.:y of a
messiah issuing from this people, and partly to make of it an examP!e of punitive justice,
because, in its stiffneckedness, that people wanted to make 2 political and not 2 moral
concept of this messiah.

" gekannt

¢ bekannt
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{the realization of the final moral end), is alone what inevitably leads us to
holy mysteries. — *

Since by himself the human being cannot realize the idea of the su-
preme good inseparably bound up with the pure moral disposition, either
with respect to the happiness which is part of that good or with respect to
the union of the human beings necessary to the fulfillment of the end, and
yet there is also in him the duty to promote the idea, he finds himself
driven to believe in the cooperation or the management of a moral ruler of
the world, through which alone this end is possible. And here there opens
up before him the abyss of a mystery regarding what God may do, whether
anything at all is to be attributed to him and whar this something might be
in particular, whereas the only thing that a human being learns from a
duty is what he himself must do to become worthy of that fulfillment, of
which he has no cognition or at least no possibility of comprehension.

This idea of a moral ruler of the world is 2 task for our practical reason.
Our concern is not s6 much to know what he is in himself (his nature) but
what he is for us as moral beings; even though for the sake of this relation
we must think the divine nature by assuming it to have the full perfection
required for the execution of his will (e.g. as the will of an immutable,
omniscient, all-powerful, etc. being). And apart from this relation we can
cognize nothing about him.

Now, in accordance with this need of practical reason, the universal
true religious faith is faith in God (1) as the almighty creator of heaven

* The cause of the universal gravity of all matter in the world is equally unknown 10 us, so
much 5o that we can even see that we shall never have cognition of it, since its very concept
presupposes a first motive force unconditionally residing within it. Yer gravity is not a
mystery; it can be made manifest to everyone, since jts Jew is sufficiently cognized, When
Newton represents it as if it were the divine presence in appearance {omnipraesentia
phacnomenan),? this is not an attempt to explain it (for the existence of God in space involves
a contradiction) but 2 sublime analogy in which the mere union of corporeal beings into a
cosmic whole is being visualized, in that an incorporeal cause is put underneath them — and
50 too would fare the attempt to comprehend the self-sufficient principle of the union of
rational beings in the world into an ethical state, and to explain this union from that
principle. We recognize only the duty that draws us to it; the possibility of the intended effect
in obeying this duty lies outside the bounds of all our insight. — There are mysteries that are
hidden things of nature (areana), and there are mysteries of politics (things kept secret,
secreta); yet we can still become acquainted” with either, inasmuch as they rest on empirical
causes. With respect to that which is universal human duty to have cognition: of (namely
anything moral) there can be no mystery; but with respect to that which God alone can do,
for which to do anything ourselves would exceed our capacity and hence also our duty, there
we can have a genuine, i.e. 2 holy, mystery of religion (mysterium). And it might perhaps be
useful only to know and to understand that there is such a mystery rather than 1o have insight
into it.

? phenomenal omnipresence
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and earth, i.e. morally as holy lawgiver; (2) as the preserver of the human
race, as its benevolent ruler and moral guardian; (3) as the administrator of
his own holy laws, i.e. as just judge.

This faith really contains no mystery, since it expresses solely God’s
moral bearing toward the human race. It is also by nature available to all
human reason and is therefore to be met with in the religion of most
civilized peoples.* It is also inherent in the concept of a people regarded
as a community, where such threefold superior power (pouvoir} is always
to be thought, except that the people is here represented as ethical, and
hence the threefold quality of the moral head of the human race, which in
a juridico-civil state must of necessity be distributed among three differ-
ent subjects, * can be thought as united in one and the same being.

But since this faith, which purified the moral relation of human beings
to the highest being from harmful anthropomorphism on behalf of univer-
sal religion and brought it up to measure with the true morality of a people
of God, was first set forth in a certain doctrine of faith (the Christian one)
and made public to the world only in it, its promulgation can well be called

* In the sacred prophetic story of the “last things,” the judge of the world (really he who witl
take as his own under his dominion those who belong to the kingdom of the good principle,
and will separate them out) is represented and spoken of not as Ged but as the Son of
man* This seetms to indicate that kumanity ifself, conscious of its fimitation and fragility,
will pronounce the sentence in this sclection. And this is a generosity which does not,
however, violate justice. — In contrast, when represented in his Divinity (the Holy Spirit), i.e.
as he speaks to our conscience with the voice of the holy law which we ourselves recognize
and in terms of our own reckoning, the judge of human beings can be thought of only as
passing judgment according to the rigor of the law, for we ourselves know absolutely nothing
of how much can be credited in our bekalf 1o the account of our frailty but have only our
trespasses before our eyes, together with the consciousness of our freedom and of the
violation of our duty for which we are wholly to be blamed, and hence have no ground for
assuming generosity in the judgment passed on us.

t It is hard to give 2 reason why so many ancient peoples hit upon this idea, unless it is that
the idea lies in human reason universally whenever we want to think of the governance of a
people and (on the analogy of this) of world governance. The religion of Zoroaster had these
three divine persons, Ormuzd, Mithra, and Ahriman,® the Hindu religion had Brahma,
Vishnu, and Shiva*s - but with only this difference, that the religion of Zoroaster represents
its third person as the creator not just of evil as punishment but also of the moral evil itself for
which humans are being punished, whereas the Hindu refigion represents it only as judging
and punishing. The religion of Egypt had its Ptha, Kneph, and Neith, 3+ of whom, so far as
the obscurity of the reports from those ancient times allow us to surmise, the first was to
represent spirit, distinguished from mater, as @orld-creator; the second, a generosity which
sustains and rules; the third, a wisdom which fimits this generosity, f.e. justice The Goths
revered their Odin {father of all), their Freya (also Freyer, goodness), and Thor, the judging
(punishing) God. Even the Jews scem to have pursued these ideas in the final period of their
hierarchical constitution. For in the charge of the Pharisees that Christ had called himself a
Son of God, they do not seem to put any special weight of blame on the doctrine that God has
a son, but only on Christ’s claim to be the Son of God."ss
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the revelation of something which had hitherto remained a mystery for
human beings through their own fault.

Fhis revelation says, first, that we should represent the supreme law-
giver, neither as mercful and hence forbearing (indulgent) toward human
weakness, nor as despotic and ruling merely according to his unlimited
right; and his laws not as arbitrary, totally unrelated to our concepts of
morality, but as directed at the holiness of the human being. Second, we
must place his goodness, not in an unconditional benevolence toward his
creatures, but in that he first sees to their moral constitution through
which they are well-pleasing to him, and only then makes up for their
incapacity to satisfy this requirement on their own. Third, his justice
cannot be represented as generous and condoning (for this implies a contra-
diction), and even less as dispensed by the lawgiver in his quality of
holiness (for before it no human being is justified), but only as restricting
his generosity to the condition that human beings abide by the holy law, to
the extent that as sens of men?3° they can measure up to it. — In a word, God
wills to be served as morally qualified in three specifically different ways,
for which the designation of different (not physically, but morally) person-
alities of one and the same being is not a bad expression. And this creed of
faith at the same time expresses the whole of pure moral religion which,
without this distinction of personalities, would run the danger of degener-
ating into an anthropomorphic servile faith, because of the human propen-
sity to think of the Divinity as a human authority’ (who does not usually
separate in his rule [the parts of ] this threefold quality but rather ofien
mixes or interchanges them).

But, if this very faith (in a divine Trinity) were to be regarded not just as
the representation of a practical idea, but as a faith that ought to represent
what God is in himself, it would be a mystery surpassing all human
concepts, hence unsuited to a revelation humanly comprehensible, and
could only be declared in this respect as mystery. Faith in it as an exten-
sion of theoretical cognition of the divine nature would only be the profes-
sion of a creed of ecclesiastical faith totally unintelligible to human beings
or, if they think that they understand it, the profession of an anthropomor-
phic creed, and not the least would thereby be accomplished for moral
improvement. — Only what we can indeed thoroughly understand and
penetrate in a practical context, but which surpasses all our concepts for
theoretical purposes {for the determination of the nature of the object in
itself), is mystery {in one context) and can yet (in another} be revealed. Of
this kind is the above mentioned mystery, which can be divided into three
mysteries revealed to us through our own reason:

1. The mystery of the sl (of human beings to be citizens of an ethical

* Oberhaupt
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state). — We can form a concept of the universal and unconditional subjec-
tion of human beings to the divine legislation only insofar as we also
consider ourselves his creatures; just so can God be considered the ult-
mate source of all natural laws only because he is the creator of natural
things. It is, however, totally incomprehensible to our reason how beings
can be-created 1o use their powers freely, for according to the principle of
causality we cannot attribute any other inner ground of action to a being,
which we assurmne to have been produced, except that which the producing
cause has placed in it. And, since through this ground (hence through an
external cause) the being’s every action is determined as well, the being
itself cannot be free. So through our rational insight we cannot reconcile
the divine and hely legislation, which only applies to free beings, with the
concept of the creation of these beings, but must simply presuppose the
latter as already existing free beings who are determnined to citizenship in
the divine state, not in virtue of their creation, but because of a purely
moral necessitation, only possible according to the laws of freedom, i.e.
through 2 call. So the call to this end is morally quite clear; for specula-
tion, however, the possibility of beings who are thus called is an impenetra-
ble mystery.

2. The mystery of satisfaction. The human being, so far as we have
cognition of him, is corrupted and of himself not in the least adequate to
that holy law. However, if the goodness of God has calted him as it were
into being, i.e. has invited him to a particular kind of existence {to be a
member of the Kingdom of Heaven), he must also have a means of
compensating, from the fullness of his own holiness, for the human be-
ing’s inadequacy with respect to it. But this goes against the spontaneity
{presupposed in every moral good or evil which 2 human being might have
within himself), according to which the required goodness must stem
from 2 human being himself, not from someone else, if it is to be imput-
able to him. — Inasmuch as reason can see, therefore, no one can stand in
for another by virtue of the superabundance of his own good conduct and
his merit; and if we must assume any such thing, this can be only for moral
purposes, since for radocination it is an unfathomable mystery.

3. The mystery of election. Even if we admit such a vicarious satisfac-
tion as possible, a morally believing acceptance of it is itself a determina-
tion of the will toward the good that already presupposes in the human
being a disposition well-pleasing to God - one which the human being, in
his natural corruption, cannot however bring about on his own within
himself. But that a heavenly grace should work in him to grant this assis-
tance to one human being, yet denies it to another, not according to the
merit of works but through some unconditional decree, and elects one part
of our race to salvation, the other 1o eternal reprobation: this again does
not yicld the concept of a divine justice but must at best be deferred to a
wisdom whose rule is an absolute mystery to us.
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Now regarding these mysteries, so far as they touch the moral life-
history of every human being — namely how does it happen that there is a
moral good or evil in the world at all, and (if evil is in every human being
and at all times) how is it that good will still originates from it and is
restored in a human being; or why, when 4 happens in some, are others
however excluded from it - regarding this God has revealed nothing to
us, nor can he reveal anything, for we would not understand it.* It would be
as if from the human being, through his freedom, we wanted to explain
and make comprehensible to us what happens; regarding this God has in-
deed revealed his will through the moral law in us but has left the causes
whereby a free action occurs or does not occur on earth in the same
obscurity in which everything must remain for human investigation; all
this ought to be conceived, as history, according to the law of cause and
effect yet also from freedom.t Regarding the objective rule of our conduct,
however, all that we need is sufficiently revealed (through reason and
Scripture), and this revelation is equally understandable to every human
being.

That the human being is called to a good life conduct through the
moral law; that, through an indelible respect for this law which lies in him,
he also finds in himself encouragement to trust in this good Spirit and to
hope that, however it may come about, he will be able to satisfy this spirit;
finally, that, comparing this expectation with the rigorous command of the
law, he must constantly test himself as if summoned to accounts before 3
judge — reason, heart, and conscience all teach this and drive us to it. It is
presumptuous to require that more be made manifest to us, and if this
were to happen, we must not regard it as a universal human need.

But, although that great mystery which encompasses in one single
formula all those we have mentioned can be made comprehensible to

*+ We normally have no misgivings in asking novices in religion to believe in mysteries, since
the fact that we do not comprehiend them, i.e. that we have no insight into the possibility of
their object, could just as litde justify our refusal to accept them as it could the refusal to
accept (say) the capacity of organic marter to procreate - a capacity which likewise no one
comprehends yet, though it is and will remain 2 mystery for us, no one can refuse to accept.
We do, however, anderstand what this expression means, and have an empirical concept of its
object together with the consciousness that it contains no contradiction. — Now we can with
tight require of every mystery proposed for belief that we understand what is meant by it. And
this does not happen just because we understand ene by one the words with which the mystery
is enunciated, i.e. by attaching a4 meaning to each separately, but because, when combined
together in one concept, the words still aflow a meaning and do not, on the contrary, thereby
escape all thought. — It is unthinkable that God could make this cognition come to us
through imspiration, if we for our part do not fail earnestly 1o wish for it, for such €Ognition
could simply not take hold in s, since the nature of our understanding is incapable of it.
"t Hence in a practical context {(whenever duty is at issue), we understand perfectly well what
freedom is; for theoretical purposes, however, as regards the causality of freedom (and
equally its nature) we cannot even formulate without contradiction the wish to understand it.
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every human being through his reason, as an idea necessary in practice,
yet we can say that, to become the moral foundaticn of religion, and
particularly of a public one, it was revealed at the time when it was publicly
taught for the first ime, and was made into the symbol of a totally new
religious epoch. Solemn formulas normally contain a language of their own,
sometimes mystical and not understood by everyone, intended only for
those who belong to a particular society (a brotherhood or community), a
language which propetly (out of respect) ought to be used only for a
ceremonial act (as, for instance, when someone is to be initiated in an
exclusive society as member). The highest goal of the moral perfection of
finite creatures, never completely attainable by hurnan beings, is, however,
the love of the Law.

In conformity with this idea, “God is love™37 would be a principle of
faith in religion: In God we can revere the loving one (whose love is that of
moral apprebation of human beings so far as they conform to his holy
laws), the Father; in God also, so far as he displays himself in his all-
encompassing idea, which is the prototype of the humanity generated and
beloved by him, we can revere his Son; and, finally, so far as he makes his
approbation depend upon the agreement of human beings with the condi-
tion of his Jove of approbation, the Holy Spinit;* but we cannot truly call

* This Spirit, through whom the love of God as author of salvation (really, our correspond-
ing love proportionate to his) is united to the fear of God as lawgiver, i.e. the conditioned
with the condition, and which can therefore be represented “as proceeding from both,”™3#
besides “leading to all truth {observance of duty),” is at the same time the true Judge of
human beings (at the bar of conscience). For “judging” can be taken in a twofold sense: as
concerning either merit and the lack of merit, or guilt and nonguilt. God, considered as Jove
(in his Son), judges hurnan beings insofar as a merit can yet accroe to them over and above
their guilt, and here his verdict is: worthy or unwerthy. He separates out as his own those to
whom such merit can still be imputed. The rest go away emptyhanded. On the other hand,
the sentence of the judge according to justice (of the judge properly so called, under the name
of Holy Spiri¢} upon those to whom no merit can accrue, is: guilty or not guilty, i.e. damnation
or absolution. - In the first instance the judging means the separating out of the meritorious
from the urmeritorious, the two sides both competing for the one prize (salvation). But by
merit we do not understand here 2 moral advantage before the law (for with respect to the
latter no surphus of observance to duty can accrue to us over and above what is due}, but only
in comparison to other human beings, relative to their moral disposition. Porthiness has
moreover always only negative meaning (not-unworthiness), that is, moral receptivity to such
goodness. — Hence he who judges under the first qualification (as brabenta)’ pronounces a
judgment of election between o persons (or parties) competing for the same prize (salva-
tion); while he who judges under the second (the judge in the proper sense) passes sentence
upon gne and the same person before a court (conscience) that decides between prosecution
and defense. — Now if it is assumed that, although all human beings are indeed guilty of sin,
to some there can nonetheless accrue a2 merit, then the pronouncement of the judge pro-
ceeds from love, a lack of which can lead only to & judgment of refection and its inevitable
consequence of a judgment of condemnation (since the human being is now handed over to the
fust judge). — It is thus, in my opinion, that the apparently contradictory propasitions, “The
* an arbiter of games (Greek)
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upon him in this multiform personality (for this would imply a diversity of
beings, whereas God is always only a single object), though we can indeed
in the name of that object which he himself loves and reveres above all
else, and with which it is both a wish and a duty to enter in moral union. «
For the rest, the theoretical profession of faith in the divine nature under
this threefold quality belongs to the mere classical formula of an ecclesias-
tical faith, to distinguish it from other forms derived from historical
sources —a formula to which few human beings are in a position of
attaching a clear and distinct concept (one not exposed to misunderstand-
ing); its examination pertains rather to teachers in their relation to one
another (as philosophical and erudite expositors of a holy book), that they
may agree on its meaning, not 2ll of which is suited to the general capacity
of comprehension or to the needs of the time, while mere literal faith
hurts rather than improves the true religious disposition.

Son will come again to judge the quick and the dead,”+ but also, “God sent not his Son into
the world to condemn the world; bur that the world through him might be saved” (Johr 3:7),
can be reconciled; and they can agree with the other where it is said, “He that believeth not
in him is condemned already”  John 3:18), namely by the Spirit, of whom it is said, “He will
judge the world because of sin and righteousness.” ' — The amxious solicitude over such
distinctions as we are instituting here in the domain of mere reason, strictly for reason’s sake,
might wel be regarded as useless and burdensome subtlety; and so they would be indeed, if
they were directed to an inquiry inte the divine nature. But since in their religious affairs
human beings are constantly inclined to turn to the divine goodness on account of their
faults without, however, being able to circumvent his justice, and yet a generous judge in one
and the same person is a contradiction, it is obvious that their concepts on this subject must
be very wavering and inherently inconsistent even from a practical point of view, hence their
justification and exact determination of great practical importance.
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Notes 1o pages 110—19

Acts 5:29.

Acts 1:24: “Thou, Lord, which knowest the hearts of all men . . 75 Acts
15:8: “And God, which knoweth the hearts . . .”; Luke 16:5: “. . . but God
knoweth your hearts.”

IGPeter 2:10: “Which in time past were not a people, but are now a people of
od.” '
Titus 2:14: “. .. that he {Jesus Christ] might redeem us from all iniquity,

and purify unto himself a peculiar people, zealous of good works.”
Cf. “Idea for a Universal History,” Prap, 6; AK 8:23.
Maithew 6:10: “Thy kingdom come. Thy will be done in earth, as it is in
heaven.” Luke 11:2: “Thy kingdom come. Thy will be done, as in heaven, so
in earth.”
Here Kant gives an interpretation of the traditionat artributes of the Church:
one, holy, catholic, apostolic. Cf. AK 6:504.
Matthew 7:21: “Not every one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter
into the kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the will of my Father which is
in heaven.”
Alphabetum Tibetanum missionum apostolicarum commods editum . . . |, studio et
labore Fr. Augustini Antonii Georgii emeritac Augustinui (Romae, 1762).
Cf. AK 6:504.
According to Wobbermin, this etymological explanation is certainly errone-
ous. Keizer is more likely to derive from Kathari, ie., the “Catharans” or
“pure ones,” the most significant heretical sect in Medieval Europe in the
twelfth and thirteenth century. The presence in the movement of an ancient
manichean element is unmistakable. AK 6:504.
Here Kant is dealing with a problem to which Lessing had given the classical
formulation: *Accidental truths of history can never become 2 proof of neces-
sary truths of reason”; and again, “But to jump over from that historical truth
[of the gospel} into a totally different class of truths; and to demsnd that [
should construct all my metaphysical and moral concepts accordingly. . . .
That, that is the broad and terrible ditch that 1 cannet overcome, however
often and earnestly I have tried to make the jump.” “On The Proof of the Spirit
and the Power” (Uber den Bewets des Geistes und der Kraft, 1777), Gothold
Ephraim Lessing: Sammtliche Werke, ed. K. Lachmann and F. Muncker
(Stutigart/Leipzig/Berlin: Goschen, 1886-1924), Vol. 13, pp. 5, 7.
Cf. verse 13: “Consume them in wrath, consume them, that they may not be:
and let them know that God ruleth in Jacob unto the ends of the earth.”
Cf. Preface to the Second Edition, pp. 64—65 above, and the reference
there.
Matthew 5:21fT., 44ff.
Remans 12:19; cf. Deuteronomy 32:35: “To me belongeth vengeance, and
recompense.”
Adrian Reland (1676-1718), 2 Dutch Orientalist, wrote De religione moham-
medica libri dus, 2nd ed. (Traject ad Rhenum: 1717). C£, I, Paragraph xvii,
AK 6:504.
Hind, or orthodox, sacred scriptural texts. They originated in the north of
India around 1500 B.C.
Kant is very likely relying on Ith, Ubersetzung und Kommentar iiber den Ezour-
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Notes to pages 119—30

Vedam, oder die Geschichte, Religion und Philosophie der Indier (Transiation and
Commentary of the Ezour-Veda, or the History, Religion, and Philosophy of the

Hindus): “Skasta truly means science or cognition, explanation, clarification.

According to this derivation, the Shastri cannot be anything but explana-

tions, clarifications, of the Veda. We believe we can say that the intention of
their authors was to present the Hindu religion from a rational perspective,

to convince that its fables were all philosophical allegories.”; pp. 87 fF. Cited

after Bohatec, p. 431.

James 2:17: “Even so faith, if it hath not works, is dead, being alone”

il Timothy 3:16: “All seripture is given by inspiration of God, and is
profitable for docirine, for reproof, for correction, for instructon in righ-
tepusness.”

John 16:13: “Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide
you into all truth.”

John 5:39: “Search the scriptures; for in them ye think ye have eternal life:
and they are they which testify of me.”

Cf. Die Metaphysik der Sitten (The Metaphysics of Morals), AK. 6:327.

John 7:17: “If any man will de his will, he shall know of the docirine,
whether it be of Ged. . "

[fides mercenaria, servilis, ingenua: apparently these are terms coined by Kant.
Cf. Bohatec, p. 440, note.

Cf. G. Achenwall, Prolegomena furis naturalis, 5th ed. (Gottingen: 1781), §
85. Cited after Bohatec, p. 442, note.

Colossians 3:9-10.

Colossians 3:9-10; Ephesians 4:22,24.

Romans 9:18: “Therefore hath he mercy on whom he will have mercy, and
whom he will he hardeneth.”

Salto mortale, i.e. an upward leap accompanied by a rotation of the body that
brings the head below the feet. Jacobi had recommended such z leap to
Lessing, in order to gain the freedom of fzith and thereby escape the
determinism which — as Jacobi thought — is the inevitable consequence of a
philosophy based on reason alone. In direct opposition to Jacobi, Kant here
claims that faith (not reason) leads to a deterministic view of human destiny.
Cf. E H. Jacobi, Concerning the Doctrine of Spinoza in Letters to Herr Mases
Mendelssohn (Uber die Lehre des Spinoza in Briefen an. Herm Moses Men-
delssokn; Brestau: Lowe, 1785), pp. 32—3.

I Corinthians 15:28: “And when all things shall be subdued unto him, then
shal! the Son also himself be subject unto him that put all things under him,
that God may be all in all.”

Cf. I Corinthians 13:11: “When I was a child, I spake as a child, I under-
stood as a child, I thought as a child: but when I became a man, I put away
childish things.”

I Corinthians 13:11.

Matthew 12:28; “But if I cast out devils by the Spirit of God, then the
kingdom of God is come unto you.”

Cf. Jewish religion is “a public national religion, which was always implicated
with cfvfl society, and always had a political purpose.” J. S. Semler (died 17g1;
the major exponent of Enlightenment theology), Letztes Glaubensbekenntnis
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Notes to pages 132—46

tiber natiirlicher und christlicher Religion, {4 Recent Profession of Faith Regarding
Natural and Christian Religion; Kdnigsberg, 1792), p. 10. Cited after Bohatec,
p- 461.

Cf. Semler, Letztes Glanbensbekenntnis fiber natiirlicke und christliche Religion,
pp. 116, 126, where Semler sharply divides Christianity from Judaism.
(Cited after Bohatec, p. 460.) Semler’s book was a reply to one of Dr.
Bahrdt’s many books (cf. above, Part 11, Kant’s note on p. 96).

Cf. Matthew 5:48: “Be ye therefore perfect, even as your Father which is in
heaven is perfect”; I Peter 1::6: “Because it is written, Be ye holy; for I am
holy.”

Cf. Matthew 28:20: “Teaching them to observe zll things whatsoever I have
commanded you: and, lo, I am with you always, even unto the end of the
world.”

The Sibylline books were a body of prophetic literature accumulated, ac-
cording to tradition, by female seers (the first of whom, Sibyl, gave her
name to her descendants) under the influence of a deity, usually Apollo.
These books in Greek hexameter, which disappeared in A.D. 83, exerted a
strong influence on Roman religion.

Revelation 12:9: “And the great dragon was cast out, that old serpent,
called the Devil, and Satan, which deceiveth the whole world: he was cast
out into the earth, and his angels were cast gut with him.”

Matthew 5:12. Greene and Hudson note that Kant uses vergolten {repaid)
as opposed to the belohnet (rewarded) in Luther’s Bible. Greene/Hudson,
p. 12§, note.

CE 1 Corinthians 15:26: “The last enemy that shall be destroyed is death.”
1 Corinthians 15:28. Cf. above, p. 151, note 118.

Cf. Matthew 26:64: “Jesus saith unto him. . . . Hereafter shall ye see the
Son of man sitting on the right hand of power, and coming in the clouds of
heaven.”

Kant apparently derived his information on Zoroaster from Sonnerat, Reise,
to which he explicitly refers in The End of Al Things, AK 8:328-9, footnote.
Cf. above, Part 1, editorial note ¢, p. 208.

Ith, f}bersezzng und Kommentar, Introduction, pp. 6 f., 58, 88. Bohatec, p.
167, notc 10.

Cf. Matthew 26;61—5.

Mark 3:28: “Verily I say unto you, All sins shall be forgiven unto the sons of
men, and blasphemies wherewith soever they shall blaspheme”; also Ephesi-
ans 3:5.

I John 4:8: “He that loveth not knoweth not God; for God is love™; [ John
4:16: “And we have known and believed the love that God hath to us.
God is love; and he that dwelleth in love dwelleth in God, and God in
him.”

This is the Western {Augustinian) formula of the dogma of the Trinity.
Cf. Wobbermin, AK 6:505. Cf. John 15:26: “But when the Comforter is
come, whom I will send unto you from the Father, even the Spirit of
truth, which proceedeth from the Father, he shall testify of me.”

John 16:13: “Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide
vou into alt truth.”
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Notes to pages 147—58

H Timothy 4:1: “I charge thee therefore before God, and the Lord Jesus
Christ, who shall judge the quick and the dead at his appearing and his

_ kingdom.”

John 16:8: “And when he is come, he will reprove the world of sin, and of
righteousness, and of judgment.”

On Kant’s interpretation of the Trinity, cf. Reflerionen 60g2, 6og3, AK
18:448-g.

“In those days came John the Baptist, preaching in the wilderness of Judza,
And saying, Repent ye: for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.” Matthew
3i-2.

“But I say unto you, That whoever looketh an a wornan to lust after her
hath committed aduttery with her already in his heart.”

“Be ye therefore perfect, even as your Father which is in heaven is perfect.”
“Bat I say unto you, That whoever is angry with his brother without a cause
shall be in danger of the judgement: and whoseever shall say to his brother,
Raca, shall be in danger of the councik: but whoseever shall say, Thou fool,
shall be in danger of hell fire.”

“Leave there thy gift before the altar, and go thy way: first be reconciled to
thy brother, and then come and offer thy gift.”

“But { say unto you, Swear not at all. . . . But let your communication be,
Yea, yea; Nay, nay: for whatsoever is more than these cometh of evil.”
“But I say unto you, That ye resist not evil; but whosoever shall smite thee
on the right cheek, turn to him the other also. And if any man will sue thee
at the law, and take away thy coat, let him have thy cloak also.”

“But I say unto you, Love your enemies, bless them that curse you, do good
to them that hate you, and pray for them that despitefully use you, and
persecute you.”

“Think not that I have come to destroy the law, or the prophets . . .”
“Enter ye in at the strait gate: for wide is the gate, and broad is the way, that
leads to destruction, and many there be that go in thereat.”

Cf.: “Strive to enter in at the narrow gate; for many, I say unto you, will seek
to enter in, and shail not be able.” Luke 13:24.

“Ye shall know them by their fruits. Do men gather grapes of thorns, or figs
of thistles?”

“Not everyone that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom
of heaven; but he that doeth the will of my Father which is in heaven.”
“Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good works, and
glorify your Father which is in heaven.”

“Moreover when ye fast, be not, as the hypacrites, of a sad countenance: for
they disfigure their faces, that they may appear unto men to fast. Verily [ say
unto you. They have their reward.”

“The kingdom of heaven is like a grain of mustard seed, which a man took,
and sowed in his field: Which indeed is the least of all seeds: but when it is
grown, it is the greatest of all herbs, and becometh 3 tree, so that the birds
of the air come and lodge in the branches thereof. . . . The kingdom of
heaven is like unto leaven, which a woman took, and hid in three measures
of meal, tili the whole was leavened.”
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