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Abstract: Kant’s philosophy of religion is fundamentally distinguished by the central role it assigns to morality
and human conduct, interpreting religion primarily as a framework that supports moral life. For Kant, religion
represents a genuinely meaningful dimension of human existence, emerging from faith in a just and
transcendent God and from the conviction that the moral ideal—that which ought to exist—can ultimately be
realized. The fulfillment of moral duties presupposes the possibility of a just moral order. Moreover, the
recognition of moral obligation, together with the demands of justice, responsibility, and truth, necessarily
requires the assumption of human freedom. From a Kantian perspective, religion may therefore be understood
as moral practice grounded in belief in an ultimate order of justice. Moral character constitutes the fundamental
purpose of human life because the ultimate significance of life is realized through the development of character.
Religion, in this sense, rests upon a principle that transcends the natural world, while God is conceived as a
cause independent of nature. Kant’s understanding of religion is consequently ethical in its essential
orientation, expressing the principles of duty, justice, and righteousness. Religious faith involves confidence
that the moral order is not merely an ideal but possesses genuine significance and is capable of realization. God
represents the existential expression of this universal moral necessity, whereas freedom and immortality
similarly emerge as necessary expressions of humanity’s demand for moral value. Kant also offers a critical
examination of the traditional arguments for the existence of God, including the ontological, cosmological, and
physico-theological proofs. He is particularly critical of the ontological argument, rejecting the claim that
God’s existence can be established solely through an analysis of the concept of God. Kant does not regard
human beings as inherently or unchangeably good or evil; rather, human nature requires cultivation through
education. Accordingly, the purpose of religious education should not be the transmission of dogmatic
doctrines but the development of moral consciousness. Religion should reinforce morality rather than
encourage unquestioning obedience to external authorities or rules. Instead, individuals should be guided
toward living in accordance with the moral law as recognized through their own rational capacities. Religious
education should therefore move beyond rote learning and seek to cultivate moral reflection, personal
responsibility, and autonomous judgment. Rather than focusing primarily on rewards and punishments, such
as heaven and hell, faith education should encourage individuals to confront the fundamental moral question:
“Why should I act rightly?”
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Oz: Kant’n din felsefesinin en belirgin 6zelligi, ahlak ve davranisa 6nem vermesi, dini ahlaka hizmet eden bir
unsur olarak gérmesidir. Kant i¢in din son derece gercek bir olgudur. Ona gore din, adil ve agkin bir Tanr1’ya
inang, olmasi gerekenin (ahlaki idealin) gerceklesecegine dair inangtan dogan ilhamdir. Ahlaki ideal, insanin
gorevlerini yerine getirebilmesi i¢in adil bir imkanin varligin1 gerektirir. Olmasi gerekenin bilinci ve bunun
adalet, sorumluluk ve dogruluk talepleri; bu da 6zgiirliigiin kabuliinii zorunlu kilar. Kant’a gére din, adaletin
nihai bir diizenine olan inangla temellenen ahlaki davranistir. Karakter ya da ahlak, yagamin amacidir; ¢linkii
yasamin nihai dayanagi karakterdir. Din, dogay1 asan bir ilkeye dayanir. Tanri, “dogadan ayr1 bir neden” olarak
varsayilir. Kant i¢in din 6ziinde etik bir seydir: gérev, adalet ve dogruluk ruhunun ifadesidir. Kant dini olmasi
gerekenin (ahlaki diizenin) ger¢ekten var oldugu ve gerceklesecegi yoniindeki giiglii bir inang olarak telakki
eder. Tanri, bu evrensel ahlaki zorunlulugun varolugsal ifadesidir. Ayni sekilde 6liimsiizliik ve 6zgiirliikk de bu
evrensel deger talebinin zorunlu ifadeleridir. Kant, Tanri’nin varligimin delilleri olan ontolojik delil,
kozmolojik delil ve fiziko-evren delilini elestirir ve 6zellikle ontolojik delili (Tanri’’nin varligini yalnizca
kavramindan ¢ikarsayan yaklasimi) gegersiz sayar. Kant, insan dogasini ne iyi ne de kotii olarak goriir. Insan
dogasi egitime ihtiya¢ duyar. Din egitimi verilirken dogma dgretimi degil, ahlak temelli bir biling gelistirme
olmalidir. Din, ahlaki gii¢clendirmedir. Din, digsal kurallar ya da otoriteye korii koriine baglilik degildir. Din,
insanin kendi akliyla kavradig1 ahlak yasasina uygun yasamasidir. inang ezberletmekten ¢ok ahlaki diisiinme
ve sorumluluk bilinci kazandirmay: hedeflemelidir. Din egitimi, 6diil-ceza (cennet-cehennem) merkezli
olmamali, bireye “neden dogru davranmaliyim?” sorusunu diistindiirmelidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tanri, Din Felsefesi, Din Egitimi, Kant, Ahlak Yasasi,

Turkish Studies — Comparative Religious Studies, 21(01)



The Relationship Between the Philosophy of Religion and Religious Education in Kant 1563

Structured Abstract:

Purpose: This study aims to examine the relationship between Immanuel Kant’s philosophy of religion
and his understanding of religious education. Rather than treating Kant’s conception of religion merely as a
metaphysical or theological theory, the study interprets it as a moral-centered system of thought and
investigates its implications for religious education. It analyzes how Kant grounds religion as a rational sphere
of belief that makes the realization of the moral law possible, how he conceives God, freedom, and immortality
as postulates of practical reason, how his critiques of the classical proofs for the existence of God shape his
philosophy of religion, and what educational implications arise from these views. In this way, the educational
dimension of Kant’s philosophy of religion is examined within a systematic framework.

Method: This study employs a qualitative research design based on a comprehensive literature review.
Kant’s major works—including Critique of Pure Reason, Critique of Practical Reason, Religion within the
Bounds of Bare Reason, Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, and On Education—were examined in
both their Turkish and English translations. In addition, relevant national and international books, journal
articles, and encyclopedic sources on Kant were reviewed. The research process consisted of identifying the
research problem, selecting the relevant literature, conducting an analytical examination of the texts, and
comparing and interpreting the findings. The results were evaluated systematically to explain the theoretical
relationship between Kant’s philosophy of religion and his conception of religious education.

Findings: The study demonstrates that the moral law occupies the central position in Kant’s
philosophy of religion. According to Kant, religion is not an alternative to morality but its necessary
complement. Human beings first become conscious of the moral law, while religion gives universal
significance and ultimate meaning to this moral order. Consequently, morality precedes religion, and religion
acquires legitimacy only insofar as it is consistent with the moral law. Religion is understood as living in
accordance with the moral law recognized through reason and as the rational hope for the realization of the
highest good. Kant argues that God cannot be known through theoretical reason but must be assumed as a
necessary postulate of practical reason. God, freedom, and immortality are not objects of theoretical knowledge
but indispensable presuppositions of moral life. Human beings must regard themselves as free in order to act
in accordance with the moral law, and the realization of the highest good requires the postulation of both God
and immortality. The study further shows that Kant subjects the ontological, cosmological, and teleological
arguments for the existence of God to systematic criticism. In particular, he rejects the ontological argument
by denying that existence is a real predicate and argues that God's existence cannot be established through
conceptual analysis alone. He also maintains that the cosmological argument ultimately depends upon the
ontological argument and is therefore equally unsuccessful. Although Kant acknowledges the teleological
argument as valuable in explaining the order and purposiveness of nature, he contends that it cannot
demonstrate the existence of an infinite and necessary Creator. Accordingly, religion is grounded not in
speculative proofs but in the moral demands of practical reason. Regarding human nature, Kant neither
considers human beings inherently good nor inherently evil. Human beings possess dispositions toward both
the moral law and self-love. Moral goodness arises when the moral law is given priority over self-love, whereas
moral evil emerges when self-love is placed above the moral law. Therefore, moral education should cultivate
individuals' freedom by enabling them to adopt the moral law consciously through autonomous rational
judgment. The most significant educational implication identified in this study is that Kant understands
religious education not as the transmission of dogmatic doctrines but as the cultivation of moral character. The
purpose of religious education is not to instill fixed beliefs through memorization but to develop a sense of
duty, responsibility, freedom, justice, and universal moral consciousness. Accordingly, religious education
should move beyond reward-and-punishment-centered approaches and encourage individuals to reflect
rationally on the question, "Why should I act morally?" Rather than making individuals dependent upon
external authority, religion should function as an educational process through which they freely appropriate
the moral law by means of their own reason.

Conclusion: The findings indicate that Kant establishes a necessary and systematic relationship
between philosophy of religion and religious education. From Kant’s perspective, religion is not an
independent authority that replaces morality; rather, it is a rational framework that enables the moral law to
attain meaning through the ideas of God and the highest good. Human beings recognize the moral law through
reason, while religion reinforces and sustains this moral orientation within historical and social life. In this
respect, religion functions not as the opposite of reason but as a support for the moral demands of practical
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reason. Likewise, religious education should aim to foster individuals’ moral autonomy. Kant’s approach offers
significant contributions to contemporary theories of religious education by emphasizing critical thinking,
moral reasoning, responsibility, and freedom instead of dogmatic instruction. The study concludes that Kant’s
philosophy of religion provides not only a substantial contribution to the field of philosophy of religion but
also an important theoretical foundation for modern religious education. By interpreting religion on the basis
of reason and morality, Kant’s approach contributes to a more universal, critical, and human-centered
understanding of religious education.

Keywords: Kant, Philosophy of Religion, Religious Education, Moral Law, Practical Reason,
Freedom.
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Résumé Structuré:

Objectif : Cette étude vise a examiner la relation entre la philosophie de la religion d’Emmanuel Kant
et sa conception de 1’éducation religieuse. Plutét que de considérer la conception kantienne de la religion
comme une simple théorie métaphysique ou théologique, cette étude 1’interpréte comme un systéme de pensée
centré sur la morale et en explore les implications pour 1’éducation religieuse. Elle analyse comment Kant
fonde la religion en tant que sphére rationnelle de croyance rendant possible la réalisation de la loi morale,
comment il congoit Dieu, la liberté et I’'immortalité comme des postulats de la raison pratique, comment ses
critiques des preuves classiques de 1’existence de Dieu fagonnent sa philosophie de la religion, et quelles
implications pédagogiques découlent de ces points de vue. Ainsi, la dimension pédagogique de la philosophie
de la religion de Kant est examinée dans un cadre systématique.

Méthode : Cette étude repose sur une approche de recherche qualitative fondée sur une revue
exhaustive de la littérature. Les principaux ouvrages de Kant — notamment la Critique de la raison pure, la
Critique de la raison pratique, La religion dans les limites de la raison nue, les Fondements de la métaphysique
des meeurs et De [’éducation — ont été examinés dans leurs traductions turques et anglaises. En outre, des
ouvrages, articles de revues et sources encyclopédiques nationaux et internationaux pertinents consacrés a Kant
ont été¢ passés en revue. Le processus de recherche a consisté a identifier le probléme de recherche, a
sélectionner la littérature pertinente, 8 mener un examen analytique des textes, puis a comparer et a interpréter
les résultats. Les résultats ont été évalués de maniére systématique afin d’expliquer la relation théorique entre
la philosophie de la religion de Kant et sa conception de 1’éducation religieuse.

Résultats : L’étude démontre que la loi morale occupe une place centrale dans la philosophie de la
religion de Kant. Selon Kant, la religion n’est pas une alternative a la morale, mais son complément nécessaire.
Les étres humains prennent d’abord conscience de la loi morale, tandis que la religion confére une signification
universelle et un sens ultime a cet ordre moral. Par conséquent, la morale précéde la religion, et celle-ci
n’acquiert de 1égitimité que dans la mesure ou elle est conforme a la loi morale. La religion s’entend comme
le fait de vivre en accord avec la loi morale reconnue par la raison et comme 1’espoir rationnel de la réalisation
du bien supréme. Kant soutient que Dieu ne peut étre connu par la raison théorique, mais doit étre supposé
comme un postulat nécessaire de la raison pratique. Dieu, la liberté et I’immortalité ne sont pas des objets de
connaissance théorique, mais des présupposés indispensables a la vie morale. Les étres humains doivent se
considérer comme libres afin d’agir conformément a la loi morale, et la réalisation du bien supréme exige la
postulation a la fois de Dieu et de I’immortalité. L’étude montre en outre que Kant soumet a une critique
systématique les arguments ontologiques, cosmologiques et téléologiques en faveur de I’existence de Dieu. En
particulier, il rejette I’argument ontologique en niant que I’existence soit un prédicat réel et soutient que
I’existence de Dieu ne peut étre établie par la seule analyse conceptuelle. Il affirme également que 1’argument
cosmologique dépend en fin de compte de I’argument ontologique et qu’il est donc tout aussi infructueux. Bien
que Kant reconnaisse la valeur de I’argument téléologique pour expliquer 1’ordre et le caractére final de la
nature, il soutient qu’il ne peut démontrer 1’existence d’un Créateur infini et nécessaire. En conséquence, la
religion ne repose pas sur des preuves spéculatives, mais sur les exigences morales de la raison pratique. En ce
qui concerne la nature humaine, Kant ne considére pas les étres humains comme intrinséquement bons ni
comme intrinséquement mauvais. Les étres humains possédent des dispositions tant envers la loi morale
qu’envers I’amour-propre. La bonté morale apparait lorsque la loi morale prime sur I’amour-propre, tandis que
le mal moral émerge lorsque 1’amour-propre est placé au-dessus de la loi morale. Par conséquent, I’éducation
morale devrait cultiver la liberté des individus en leur permettant d’adopter consciemment la loi morale par un
jugement rationnel autonome. La principale implication pédagogique mise en évidence dans cette étude est que
Kant congoit I’éducation religieuse non pas comme la transmission de doctrines dogmatiques, mais comme la
formation du caractére moral. Le but de I’éducation religieuse n’est pas d’inculquer des croyances figées par
la mémorisation, mais de développer le sens du devoir, de la responsabilité, de la liberté, de la justice et d’une
conscience morale universelle. En conséquence, 1’éducation religicuse devrait dépasser les approches centrées
sur la récompense et la punition et encourager les individus a réfléchir rationnellement a la question : «
Pourquoi devrais-je agir moralement ? » Plutét que de rendre les individus dépendants d’une autorité
extérieure, la religion devrait fonctionner comme un processus éducatif a travers lequel ils s’approprient
librement la loi morale au moyen de leur propre raison.

Conclusion : Les résultats indiquent que Kant établit une relation nécessaire et systématique entre la
philosophie de la religion et 1’éducation religieuse. Du point de vue de Kant, la religion n’est pas une autorité

www.turkishstudies.net/religion



1566 Hasan Hiiseyin Kargin

indépendante qui se substitue a la morale ; il s’agit plutét d’un cadre rationnel qui permet a la loi morale
d’acquérir un sens a travers les idées de Dieu et du bien supréme. Les étres humains reconnaissent la loi morale
par la raison, tandis que la religion renforce et soutient cette orientation morale au sein de la vie historique et
sociale. A cet égard, la religion ne fonctionne pas comme ’opposé de la raison, mais comme un soutien aux
exigences morales de la raison pratique. De méme, 1’éducation religieuse devrait viser a favoriser I’autonomie
morale des individus. L approche de Kant apporte des contributions significatives aux théories contemporaines
de I’éducation religieuse en mettant I’accent sur la pensée critique, le raisonnement moral, la responsabilité et
la liberté plut6t que sur un enseignement dogmatique. L’étude conclut que la philosophie de la religion de Kant
apporte non seulement une contribution substantielle au domaine de la philosophie de la religion, mais
constitue également un fondement théorique important pour 1I’éducation religieuse moderne. En interprétant la
religion sur la base de la raison et de la morale, I’approche de Kant contribue a une compréhension plus
universelle, critique et centrée sur I’humain de 1’éducation religieuse.

Mots-clés: Kant, philosophie de la religion, éducation religieuse, loi morale, raison pratique, liberté.

Resumen Estructurado:

Objetivo: El presente estudio tiene como objetivo examinar la relacion entre la filosofia de la religion
de Immanuel Kant y su concepcion de la educacion religiosa. En lugar de abordar la concepcion de la religion
de Kant como una mera teoria metafisica o teoldgica, el estudio la interpreta como un sistema de pensamiento
centrado en la moral e investiga sus implicaciones para la educacion religiosa. Analiza como Kant fundamenta
la religion como una esfera racional de creencias que hace posible la realizacion de la ley moral; como concibe
a Dios, la libertad y la inmortalidad como postulados de la razon practica; como sus criticas a las pruebas
clasicas de la existencia de Dios dan forma a su filosofia de la religion; y qué implicaciones educativas se
derivan de estas opiniones. De este modo, se examina la dimension educativa de la filosofia de la religion de
Kant dentro de un marco sistematico.

Método: Este estudio emplea un disefio de investigacion cualitativo basado en una revision exhaustiva
de la bibliografia. Se examinaron las principales obras de Kant —entre ellas Critica de la razon pura, Critica
de la razon prdactica, La religion dentro de los limites de la mera razon, Fundamentos de la metafisica de las
costumbres 'y Sobre la educacion— tanto en sus traducciones al turco como al inglés. Ademas, se revisaron
libros, articulos de revistas y fuentes enciclopédicas nacionales e internacionales relevantes sobre Kant. El
proceso de investigacion consistié en identificar el problema de investigacion, seleccionar la bibliografia
pertinente, llevar a cabo un examen analitico de los textos y comparar e interpretar los resultados. Los
resultados se evaluaron de forma sistematica para explicar la relacion tedrica entre la filosofia de la religion de
Kant y su concepcion de la educacion religiosa.

Resultados: El estudio demuestra que la ley moral ocupa un lugar central en la filosofia de la religion
de Kant. Segiin Kant, la religion no es una alternativa a la moral, sino su complemento necesario. Los seres
humanos primero toman conciencia de la ley moral, mientras que la religiéon confiere un significado universal
y un sentido ultimo a este orden moral. En consecuencia, la moralidad precede a la religion, y esta tltima solo
adquiere legitimidad en la medida en que sea coherente con la ley moral. La religion se entiende como vivir de
acuerdo con la ley moral reconocida a través de la razon y como la esperanza racional en la realizacion del bien
supremo. Kant sostiene que Dios no puede conocerse a través de la razon tedrica, sino que debe asumirse como
un postulado necesario de la razon practica. Dios, la libertad y la inmortalidad no son objetos del conocimiento
teorico, sino presuposiciones indispensables de la vida moral. Los seres humanos deben considerarse libres
para actuar de acuerdo con la ley moral, y la realizacién del bien supremo requiere la postulacion tanto de Dios
como de la inmortalidad. El estudio muestra ademas que Kant somete a una critica sistematica los argumentos
ontologicos, cosmoldgicos y teleologicos a favor de la existencia de Dios. En particular, rechaza el argumento
ontologico al negar que la existencia sea un predicado real y sostiene que la existencia de Dios no puede
establecerse tnicamente mediante el analisis conceptual. También sostiene que el argumento cosmologico
depende, en ultima instancia, del argumento ontoldgico y, por lo tanto, es igualmente infructuoso. Aunque
Kant reconoce que el argumento teleoldgico es valioso para explicar el orden y la finalidad de la naturaleza,
sostiene que no puede demostrar la existencia de un Creador infinito y necesario. En consecuencia, la religion
no se fundamenta en pruebas especulativas, sino en las exigencias morales de la razon practica. En cuanto a la
naturaleza humana, Kant no considera que los seres humanos sean ni inherentemente buenos ni inherentemente
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malos. Los seres humanos poseen disposiciones tanto hacia la ley moral como hacia el amor propio. La bondad
moral surge cuando se da prioridad a la ley moral sobre el amor propio, mientras que el mal moral surge cuando
se antepone el amor propio a la ley moral. Por lo tanto, la educacion moral debe cultivar la libertad de los
individuos permitiéndoles adoptar la ley moral de forma consciente mediante un juicio racional auténomo. La
implicacion educativa mas significativa identificada en este estudio es que Kant entiende la educacion religiosa
no como la transmision de doctrinas dogmaticas, sino como el cultivo del caracter moral. El propésito de la
educacion religiosa no es inculcar creencias fijas mediante la memorizacion, sino desarrollar un sentido del
deber, la responsabilidad, la libertad, la justicia y la conciencia moral universal. En consecuencia, la educacion
religiosa deberia ir mas alla de los enfoques centrados en la recompensa y el castigo y animar a las personas a
reflexionar racionalmente sobre la pregunta: «;Por qué debo actuar moralmente?». En lugar de hacer que las
personas dependan de una autoridad externa, la religion deberia funcionar como un proceso educativo a través
del cual se apropien libremente de la ley moral por medio de su propia razon.

Conclusion: Los resultados indican que Kant establece una relacion necesaria y sistematica entre la
filosofia de la religion y la educacion religiosa. Desde la perspectiva de Kant, la religion no es una autoridad
independiente que sustituya a la moralidad; mas bien, es un marco racional que permite que la ley moral
adquiera sentido a través de las ideas de Dios y del bien supremo. Los seres humanos reconocen la ley moral
a través de la razon, mientras que la religion refuerza y sostiene esta orientacion moral en el seno de la vida
historica y social. En este sentido, la religiéon no funciona como lo opuesto a la razon, sino como un apoyo a
las exigencias morales de la razdn practica. Del mismo modo, la educacion religiosa deberia tener como
objetivo fomentar la autonomia moral de los individuos. El enfoque de Kant ofrece importantes aportaciones
a las teorias contemporaneas de la educacion religiosa al hacer hincapi¢ en el pensamiento critico, el
razonamiento moral, la responsabilidad y la libertad, en lugar de la instruccion dogmatica. El estudio concluye
que la filosofia de la religion de Kant no solo aporta una contribucion sustancial al campo de la filosofia de la
religion, sino también un importante fundamento tedrico para la educacion religiosa moderna. Al interpretar la
religion sobre la base de la razén y la moralidad, el enfoque de Kant contribuye a una comprension mas
universal, critica y centrada en el ser humano de la educacién religiosa.

Palabras clave: Kant, filosofia de la religion, educacion religiosa, ley moral, razon practica, libertad.
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CrpykrypupoBanHoe Pe3iome:

Heanb: [lanHOE HCCIeI0OBaHNE HAPABICHO HAa N3yUCHUE B3aUMOCBSI3H MEeX 1y dunocoduei penurun
Nmmanymnna KanTa u ero mOHMMaHHEM PEMTHO3HOTO 0Opa3oBaHus. BMecTo Toro 4rodObl paccMaTpHBaTh
KOHIIEMINIO penurud KaHTa HCKIIOYNTEThHO KaK MeTaU3NMIECKyIO HIIH TEOJIOTHYECKYI0 TeOpHio, B paboTte
OHa MHTEPIIPETUPYETCS KaK CUCTEMa MBIIUICHHUS, B IIEHTPe KOTOPOH HAXOIUTCS MOpaib, U UCCIEAYIOTCS €€
MOCJIEACTBHS ISl PEIUTHO3HOTO 00pa3oBaHus. B HEM aHanmm3upyercs, kak KaHT 000CHOBBIBAET PEIUIHIO KaK
PaIMOHANIBHYIO Chepy BEpOBaHUH, JENAIONIYI0 BO3ZMOXKHBIM OCO3HAHNE MOPAJILHOTO 3aKOHA; KaK OH IOHUMAeT
bora, cBoboxy u OeccMepTHe Kak IOCTYJIAThl MPAKTUUECKOTO pa3yMa; KaK €ro KpUTHKAa KJIaCCHYECKUX
JIOKa3aTeNbCTB CyliecTBoBaHUs bora ¢dopmupyer ero ¢miocoduio penuruu; W Kakue IMOCIEIACTBUS IS
00pa3oBaHMs BBITEKAIOT U3 3THX B3MIAA0B. Takum 06pa3oM, 00pa3oBaTeNbHbIN aclieKT (GHI0CO(UH PETUTHH
KanTa nccenyercst B paMKax CHCTEMaTHYECKOTO MOIX0/1a.

Metoa: B pmaHHOM HcClieIOBaHMHM MCHOJB30BaH KAadeCTBEHHBIN HMCCIIEAOBATENLCKUH IOXO],
OCHOBAHHBIH Ha BCECTOPOHHEM 0030pe yurepaTypbl. OcHOBHBIE TpyAbl KaHTa — B TOM umcine «Kpumuka
yucmozo pazymar, «Kpumuxa npaxmuyeckoco pasymay, «Penucus 6 npedenax uYucmoz20 pasymay,
«Ocnosanus memaghusuxu upascmeennocmuy u « O eocnumanuuy — ObUIA U3yUYEHBI KaK B TYPELIKUX, TAK U B
aHIJIMHCKKUX mepeBogax. Kpome Toro, ObUTHM NpoaHATW3WPOBAHBI COOTBETCTBYIOIIHME HAIlMOHAJIBHBIE H
MEXIyHapOJHbIe KHHUIH, XYPHAJIbHBIE CTaThU M SHIMKIONEINYECKHE MCTOYHHMKH, MOCBsIeHHble KaHTy.
[Ipouecc uccnenoBaHus BKIIOYA ONPEAEICHHE HCCIENI0BATENBCKON MPoOIeMbl, 0OTOOp COOTBETCTBYIOIIEH
JUTEpaTypbl, MPOBEICHHE AHATUTUYECKOrO H3Y4YCHHUs] TEKCTOB, a TAaK)KE CpPaBHEHHE W HHTEPHPETAIHIO
MOJIyYEHHBIX PE3yJIbTaTOB. Pe3ynbTaThl ObUIM CHCTEMATHYECKH MPOAHATU3UPOBAHBI C LENbI0 OOBSICHEHHS
TEOPETHYECKOH CBsI3M Mexay (ritocodueit penurun KanTta n ero KoHuenuei peaurno3Horo oopa3oBaHust.

PesyabTaTsl: VccrnenoBanue Nokas3bBaeT, YUTO MOPAIbHBIN 3aKOH 3aHMMAET LIEHTPAIbHOE MECTO B
¢unocopun penurun Kanrta. [lo muenmto Kanra, penuruss He SBIseTCS AIbTEPHATHBON MOpaiH, a
npescTaBisieT coboii eé HeoOXxoauMoe moroiHeHne. YenoBek cHadaja OCO3HAeT MOPAIbHBIH 33aKOH, B TO
BpeMsl KaK peJIUTUS TPHJAeT 3TOMY MOPAIBHOMY NOpSIKY BceoOllee 3HaYeHHWE M BBICHIMH CMBICIL
CrnenoBaTebHO, MOpPANb MPEIIIECTBYET PETUTHH, a PEIUTUs 00peTaeT JIErHTUMHOCT JIMIIL B TOH Mepe, B
KaKoil OHa cOriacyercss ¢ MOPAIbHBIM 3aKOHOM. PenxWrust moHMMaeTcsi KakK JKU3Hb B COOTBETCTBHH C
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MOPAJBbHBIM 3aKOHOM, IPU3HAHHBIM ITOCPEACTBOM pa3yMa, U KaK palioHaIbHAs HAAEXK/a Ha OCYILECTBICHHE
BeIcIIero Oara. KanT yTBepxaaeT, uto bora HEeBO3MOXKHO MTO3HATH MOCPEACTBOM TEOPETHIECKOTO pa3yMa, HO
€ro HEOOXOJMMO NPHHUMATh Kak HEOOXOIMMBIM IOCTYJNaT MpakTHdeckoro pasyma. bor, cBoboma u
OGeccMmepTie HE SBIAIOTCS OOBEKTaMH TEOPETHUYECKOTO IMO3HAHUS, a IPEICTABIAIOT CO00i He3aMEHUMBbIC
MPEANIOCHIIKE HPAaBCTBEHHOW JKM3HH. UENOBEK MOIDKEH CUMTATh ceOs CBOOOIHBIM, YTOOBI AEHCTBOBATH B
COOTBETCTBHHM C HPAaBCTBEHHBIM 3aKOHOM, & IOCTHXKECHHUE BBICIIETO Oyara TpeOyeT mocTyaupoBaHus Kak bora,
Tak u Oeccmeprusi. [lanee B pabore mnokazaHo, 4yro KaHT mnoaBepraer CHCTEMaTHYECKOW KPHTHKE
OHTOJIOTHUYECKUIl, KOCMOJIOTHUECKUI M TeIeoJOrHYecKUil apryMeHThl B MOJb3y cyliecTBoBaHus bora. B
9aCTHOCTH, OH OTBEpPraeT OHTOJIOTUYECKUI apryMeHT, OTPULAsi, YTO «CYIIECTBOBAHUE» SBISCTCA PEalbHBIM
IpeauKaToM, U YTBEpXKIAeT, YTO CyIIeCTBOBaHHE bora HEBO3MOXHO J0Ka3aTh C MOMOUIbIO OJHOTO JIUIIb
KOHIIENITyalnbHOro aHanu3a. OH TakkKe CYUTACT, YTO KOCMOJIOTHUECKUH apryMeHT B KOHEYHOM CUETE 3aBUCHUT
OT OHTOJIOTMYECKOTO apryMeHTa U MO3TOMY CTOJIb K€ HecocTosdTeneH. XoTd KaHT npusHaér neHHocTh
TENICOIOTHYECKOTO apryMEHTa sl OOBSACHEHUS MOPSIKa U IEJIeCO00pa3HOCTH IPUPOBL, OH YTBEPKAACT, UTO
OH HE MOJKET JI0Ka3aTh CYIIECTBOBaHNE OECKOHEYHOTrO U HeoOxoxumoro TBopma. COOTBETCTBEHHO, PENHUTHSA
OCHOBAaHa HE Ha CHEKYJIATHBHBIX JJOKA3aTEIbCTBAX, @ HA HDABCTBEHHBIX TPEOOBAHMUAX PAKTHIECKOTO pa3yMa.
Yro kacaeTcst 4eoBeUecKoi Mpupoasl, To KaHT He cunTaet mroeil Hu H3HaYaIbHO JOOPBIMHU, HU H3HAYAIHHO
3nbIMH. JIfom 0011210 T CKIIOHHOCTSIMU KaK K HDaBCTBEHHOMY 3aKOHY, Tak 1 K 100BH K cebe. HpaBcTBeHHOE
I00pO BO3HMKAET, KOTJa HPAaBCTBEHHOMY 3aKOHY OTAACTCs NMPHOPUTET HAJ JIOOOBBIO K cede, Toraa Kak
HpPABCTBEHHOE 3JI0 BO3HHKAET, KOrja JII00OBb K ceOe CTaBUTCS BBINIE HPABCTBEHHOrO 3akoHa. [loaTomy
HpPaBCTBEHHOE BOCIIMTAaHHUE JIOJDKHO Pa3BHBATh CBOOOMY JIMUHOCTH, MO3BOJISIS € CO3HATENIFHO MPUHUMATh
HPABCTBEHHBIN 3aKOH IIOCPEJICTBOM aBTOHOMHOT'O PallHOHAIBHOIO CyxeHus. Hanboiee 3Ha4MMbIM BBIBOZIOM
B o0yactd 00pa3oBaHUs, BBISBICHHBIM B JAHHOM HCCJIEIOBaHMM, SIBISETCS TO, 4ro KaHT moHMMaer
penuruo3Hoe o0pa3zoBaHKUE He Kak Iepeiady JOrMaTHUeCKUX YUYCHHH, a Kak popMUpOBaHHE HPaBCTBEHHOTO
xapakrepa. Llenp penurnozHoro oOpa3oBaHMS 3aKIIOYAECTCS HE B NPUBUTHH (UKCHPOBAHHBIX YOEKICHMI
IyTEM 3ay4MBaHMs, & B PA3BUTHH YyBCTBA J0JITa, OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, CBOOO/IBI, CIIPABEIITMBOCTH 1 BCEOOIIETO
HPaBCTBEHHOTO co3HaHMA. COOTBETCTBEHHO, PEITUTHO3HOE 00pa30BaHNE JOJDKHO BBIMTH 3a PAMKH ITOIXO/IOB,
OPHEHTHPOBAHHBIX HAa BO3HArpaXJICHHWE W HAKa3aHWE, U MOOYXKIaTh JIIOAEH PallMOHATIBHO PA3MBIIUIATE HaL
BorpocoM: «Ilouemy 51 JOJDKEH MOCTynaTh HPaBCTBEHHO?» BMmecTo Toro 4to0s! AenaTh JIFoAeH 3aBUCHMBIMH
OT BHEUIHEH BIIACTH, PEIMIHs JNODKHA (YHKIIMOHHPOBATH KaK OOpa30BaTEIbHBIN IPOIECC, ITOCPEICTBOM
KOTOpPOT'O OHHM CBOOOJIHO YCBaMBAaIOT HPABCTBEHHBIH 3aKOH C TOMOUIBIO COOCTBEHHOT'O pa3yma.

BuiBoa: IlomydeHHBIE pe3yibTaThl YKa3bIBalOT Ha TO, yTo KaHT ycTaHaBiIMBaeT HEOOXOAMMYIO U
CHCTEMaTHYECKYI0 CBSI3b MEXIy (Quiocopuell pequruu U peaurio3HbiM oOpa3zoBaHueM. C TOYKM 3peHHs
KanTa, penurns — 3TO He HE3aBUCHMBIA aBTOPUTET, 3aMEHSIONMI MOpajb, CKOpee, 3TO palHOHaJIbHAs
OCHOBa, IO3BOJIAIONIAS MOPAJIBHOMY 3aKOHY oOpecTH cMbIch uepe3 uien bora u Bwicmiero 6Omara. Jlroam
MO3HAIOT HPABCTBEHHBIN 3aKOH IOCPEACTBOM pa3yMa, B TO BpPeMs KaK PENUTus YKPEIIsieT U HOAIePKHUBaeT
9Ty HPABCTBEHHYIO OPUEHTALMI0 B HUCTOPHYECKONM M COLUAIBHON JKU3HU. B 3TOM OTHOWIEHWH penurus
BBICTYIAET HE KaK ITPOTHUBOIIOJIOKHOCTh Pa3yMa, a Kak OMopa Julsl HpaBCTBEHHBIX TpeOOBaHMI NPaKTHIECKOTO
pasyma. AHaJOTMYHBIM 00pa3oM, pPEIMTHO3HOE 00pa3oBaHME [OJIDKHO OBITH HAmpaBlIeHO HAa pa3BUTHE
HpPaBCTBEHHOH aBTOHOMHUU THYHOCTH. [Togxon KaHTa BHOCHUT 3HaUMTENbHBIA BKIaJ B COBPEMEHHBIE TEOPHHU
PENMIHO3HOTO 00pa3oBaHuWs, ynessisi 0co0oe BHUMAaHHE KPUTHYECKOMY MBIIUICHHIO, HPABCTBEHHOMY
paccy’XJIeHHI0, OTBETCTBEHHOCTH U CBOOO/Ie BMECTO JIOrMaTH4YECKoro o0y4yeHus. B uccnenoBanuu nemaercs
BBIBOJ] O TOM, YTO (hrsocous penurun Kanta BHOCUT He TOJIBKO CYIIECTBEHHBIN BKJIAA B 001aCTh GHIIOCODHH
PENUTHHN, HO U CIYXXHUT Ba)XKHOW TEOPETHYECKONH OCHOBOM JUISI COBPEMEHHOI'O PEIMTMO3HOI0 0Opa3oBaHUS.
WHTepnpeTupys penuruio Ha OCHOBE pazyMa 1 MopaiH, noaxoxa Kanra cnoco6¢cTByeT Oosiee yHUBEpCaIbHOMY,
KPUTUYIECKOMY U aHTPOMOIEHTPUYECKOMY TOHUMAHHIO PETUTHO3HOTO 00pa30BaHusl.

KiroueBble ciaoBa: Kant, ¢punocodus peruruu, peaurno3Hoe oOpa3oBaHWE, MOPAIbHBIN 3aKOH,
MpaKTHYECKUi pa3yM, cBoOoOa.
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Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Amag: Bu ¢alismanin amaci, Immanuel Kant’in din felsefesi ile din egitimi anlayis arasindaki iliskiyi
ortaya koymaktir. Arastirma, Kant’in din anlayisini yalnizca metafizik veya teolojik bir teori olarak degil, ahlak
merkezli bir diigiince sistemi olarak degerlendirmekte ve bu yaklasimin din egitimine yansimalarin
incelemektedir. Calismada Kant’in dini, ahlak yasasinin gergeklesmesini miimkiin kilan rasyonel bir inang
alan1 olarak nasil temellendirdigi, Tanri, 6zgiirliik ve 6liimsiizlik kavramlarini hangi anlamda pratik aklin
postulatlar1 olarak ele aldigi, Tanri’nin varligina iliskin klasik delillere yonelttigi elestirilerin din anlayigim
nasil sekillendirdigi ve biitiin bunlarin din egitimi agisindan hangi sonuglar1 dogurdugu analiz edilmektedir.
Boylece Kant’in din felsefesinin egitimsel boyutu sistematik bir biitiinliik i¢inde degerlendirilmektedir.

Yontem: Arastirma, nitel aragtirma yontemine dayali olup literatiir taramasi yontemiyle yiiriitilmiistiir.
Kant’mn temel eserleri basta olmak iizere Ari Usun Elestirisi, Pratik Aklin Elestirisi, Saf Aklin Swrlari
Ddbhilinde Din, Ahlak Metafiziginin Temellendirilmesi ve Egitim Uzerine adli eserleri Tiirkce ve Ingilizce
cevirileriyle birlikte incelenmistir. Ayrica Kant {izerine yazilmis yerli ve yabanci literatiir, kitaplar, makaleler
ve ansiklopedik kaynaklar degerlendirilmistir. Arastirma siireci problemin belirlenmesi, ilgili kaynaklarin
tespiti, metinlerin analitik bi¢imde incelenmesi, elde edilen verilerin karsilastirilmasi ve yorumlanmasi
asamalarindan olugmustur. Bulgular, Kant’mn din felsefesi ile din egitimi arasinda kurdugu teorik iliskinin
sistematik bigimde agiklanmasina yonelik olarak degerlendirilmistir.

Bulgular: Arasgtirma sonucunda Kant’in din anlayisinin merkezinde ahlak yasasinin bulundugu
goriilmiistiir. Kant’a gore din, ahlakin alternatifi degil, onun tamamlayicisidir. insan 6ncelikle ahlak yasasinmn
bilincine sahip olur; din ise bu ahlak yasasiin evrensel anlamini ve nihai amacini goriiniir kilar. Bu nedenle
ahlak dinden once gelir ve din ancak ahlak yasasina uygun oldugu 6l¢iide anlam kazanir. Din, insanin kendi
akliyla kavradigi ahlak yasasina uygun yagamasi ve en yiiksek iyinin gerceklesecegine yonelik rasyonel
umududur. Kant, Tanri’nin teorik akil yoluyla bilinemeyecegini, ancak pratik akil bakimmdan zorunlu bir
postulat oldugunu savunmaktadir. Tanr1, dzgiirlik ve 6liimsiizliik, teorik bilginin konusu olmaktan ziyade
ahlaki yasamin zorunlu varsayimlaridir. insan, ahlak yasasina uygun davranabilmek igin 6zgiir oldugunu kabul
etmek zorundadir; ayni gekilde en yiiksek iyinin ger¢eklesebilmesi i¢in Tanr1 ve 6liimsiizliik diisiincesi pratik
aklin zorunlu talepleri haline gelir. Arastirma ayrica Kant’in Tanri’nin varligina iligkin ontolojik, kozmolojik
ve teleolojik delillere yonelttigi elestirileri ayrintili bigimde ortaya koymaktadir. Kant 6zellikle ontolojik delilin
temel varsayimi olan "varligin bir yiiklem oldugu" diislincesini reddetmekte ve Tanri’nin varliginin yalnizca
kavramsal ¢dziimlemeyle kanitlanamayacagini ileri siirmektedir. Kozmolojik delilin de nihayetinde ontolojik
delile dayandigini savunarak onu gegersiz saymaktadir. Teleolojik delilin dogadaki diizeni agiklamada dnemli
bir isleve sahip oldugunu kabul etmekle birlikte, bunun sonsuz ve zorunlu bir Tanr1’nin varligini kanitlamaya
yeterli olmadigini belirtmektedir. Boylece Kant, dini teorik kanitlar iizerine degil, pratik aklin ahlaki
zorunluluklar iizerine temellendirmektedir. insan dogasina iliskin degerlendirmelerinde Kant, insan1 ne dogast
geregi tamamen iyi ne de tamamen kotii kabul etmektedir. Insan hem ahlak yasasina hem de 6z-sevgiye
yonelme egilimine sahiptir. Ahlaki iyilik, ahlak yasasinin 6z-sevgiye iistiin tutulmasiyla; kotiilik ise 6z-
sevginin ahlak yasasinin dniine gegirilmesiyle ortaya ¢ikar. Bu nedenle ahlak egitimi, bireyin 6zgiir iradesini
gelistirerek ahlak yasasini bilingli bicimde benimsemesini saglamalidir. Din egitimi bakimindan elde edilen en
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onemli bulgu, Kant’in din egitimini dogmatik bilgi aktarimi olarak degil, ahlaki karakter egitimi olarak
gormesidir. Din egitiminin amact bireye hazir inang kaliplar1 ezberletmek degil; gorev, sorumluluk, 6zgiirliik,
adalet ve evrensel ahlak bilincini gelistirmektir. Bu nedenle din egitimi 6diil-ceza merkezli bir anlayistan
uzaklasmali, bireyin "neden dogru davranmaliyim?" sorusunu akliyla cevaplayabilecek ahlaki olgunluga
ulagsmasini hedeflemelidir. Din, bireyi digsal otoriteye bagimli hale getirmek yerine, onun kendi akliyla ahlak
yasasini benimsemesini saglayan egitsel bir siire¢ olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

Sonug: Arastirma, Kant’in din felsefesi ile din egitimi arasinda gii¢lii ve zorunlu bir iliski kurdugunu
gostermektedir. Kant agisindan din, ahlakin yerine gecen bagimsiz bir otorite degil; ahlak yasasinin Tanr1 ve
en yiiksek iyi fikri dogrultusunda anlam kazanmasini saglayan rasyonel bir yorum bigimidir. insan, ahlak
yasasini akli sayesinde kavrar; din ise bu ahlaki yonelimi tarihsel ve toplumsal yasam igerisinde goriiniir hale
getirir. Boylece din, aklin karsiti degil, pratik aklin ahlaki taleplerini destekleyen ve gii¢lendiren bir islev
iistlenmektedir. Din egitimi de ayn1 dogrultuda bireyin ahlaki 6zerkligini gelistirmeyi amaglamalidir. Kant’in
yaklagimi, ¢agdas din egitimi anlayisina dnemli katkilar sunmaktadir. Bu anlayigta egitimin temel hedefi,
dogmatik 6gretim yerine elestirel diisiinme becerisi, ahlaki muhakeme, sorumluluk bilinci ve dzgiir irade
gelistirmektir. Sonug olarak ¢alisma, Kant’in din anlayiginin yalnizca din felsefesi agisindan degil, modern din
egitiminin kuramsal temelleri bakimindan da onemli bir referans olusturdugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bu
yaklagim, dinin akil ve ahlak temelinde yeniden yorumlanmasini saglayarak din egitiminin daha evrensel,
elestirel ve insan merkezli bir nitelige kavusmasina katki sunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kant, Din Felsefesi, Din Egitimi, Ahlak Yasas1, Ozgiirliik, Pratik Akil
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Introduction

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) occupies a central position among the major thinkers of the
Enlightenment, particularly within the intellectual tradition of the German Enlightenment. Emerging
in Europe during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the Enlightenment constituted a broad
intellectual and cultural movement that brought together new perspectives on God, reason, nature,
and humanity. These ideas contributed to the development of a worldview that became increasingly
influential throughout the Western world and generated significant transformations in philosophy,
politics, science, and the arts. Central to Enlightenment thought was the elevation of reason as a
fundamental human capacity through which individuals could comprehend the world and improve
the conditions of human existence. Within this framework, knowledge, freedom, and happiness came
to be regarded as essential objectives of rational human life (Encyclopaedia Britannica,
“Enlightenment”; Encyclopaedia Britannica, “Immanuel Kant”).

The Enlightenment may be understood as a cultural and intellectual period characterized by
scientific advancement, philosophical critique, and social transformation. Extending broadly from
the latter half of the seventeenth century to the early nineteenth century, it was distinguished by
attempts to establish reason as a primary guiding principle of human life and to promote the
development of individual consciousness through knowledge and critical reflection (Cevizci, 2017,
p- 201).

Several fundamental characteristics define the Enlightenment:

a) Rationalism and the Public Use of Reason
b) Scientism

¢) Progressivism

d) Liberalism

From a philosophical standpoint, Enlightenment thought produced substantial changes in
several major fields. Its influence was particularly evident in:

1. Epistemology
2. Metaphysics
3. Politics and Political Philosophy

These transformations significantly reshaped the intellectual foundations of modern thought
and provided an important philosophical context for understanding Kant’s contributions to
epistemology, morality, religion, and education (Cevizci, 2014, pp. 27-46).
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According to Kant, Enlightenment signifies the process through which human beings free
themselves from a condition of self-imposed immaturity. He defines immaturity as the inability to
employ one’s own understanding independently, without relying on the guidance or direction of
others. This condition does not result from a deficiency in intellectual capacity but rather from a lack
of determination and courage to think autonomously. For Kant, the fundamental challenge of
Enlightenment is therefore the willingness of individuals to exercise their own rational capacities and
assume responsibility for their judgments. This idea is expressed in the Enlightenment motto Sapere
aude—Have the courage to use your own understanding”—which encapsulates the demand for
intellectual independence and autonomous reasoning (Kant, 1784, p. 1).

In developing his critical philosophy, Kant aimed to provide a comprehensive account of
human knowledge by grounding philosophy primarily in epistemology rather than metaphysics. His
project involved reassessing the dominant direction of modern philosophy through a critical
investigation of the conditions, validity, scope, and limits of human cognition. Rather than
concentrating exclusively on the objects of the external world, as much of pre-Kantian philosophy
had done, Kant redirected philosophical inquiry toward the cognitive subject and the processes
through which objects become intelligible to the human mind. He maintained that an adequate
understanding of reality requires an examination of the structures and capacities of human cognition
itself. Nevertheless, because human reason is inherently limited, it cannot provide unrestricted or
absolute access to reality as it is in itself. While the mind does not generate the empirical content of
experience, it contributes the a priori forms and structures through which experience is organized
and apprehended (Heimsoeth, 2012, pp. 91-115).

Kant characterizes his philosophical approach as transcendental because it investigates the
conditions that make human experience and knowledge possible. From this perspective, empirical
knowledge depends on the interaction between sensory experience, which supplies the material of
cognition, and the mind’s a priori structures, which organize that material. Neither element can
independently produce knowledge. As Kant famously observes, “Thoughts without content are
empty; intuitions without concepts are blind” (Critique of Pure Reason, A51/B75). Thus, while
sensible experience provides the content necessary for cognition, the a priori structures of the
understanding make it possible for this content to be ordered and interpreted as intelligible
knowledge (Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, “Immanuel Kant”).

The transcendental method consequently seeks to identify the a priori conditions underlying
experience, knowledge, and the possibility of metaphysical inquiry. Kant identifies space and time
as the two fundamental a priori forms of sensibility. Objects given through outer sense must be
represented spatially, while both inner and outer experience necessarily occur within the framework
of time. Space and time, however, are not themselves empirical objects; rather, they constitute the
formal conditions through which objects can be experienced and represented. Accordingly, their
significance arises only in relation to objects of sensible intuition (Internet Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, “Immanuel Kant”). Sensible representations alone, however, are insufficient for
objective cognition. Once sensory material has been ordered within space and time, it must be
brought under the concepts of the understanding. Kant identifies twelve fundamental a priori
concepts, or categories, through which the mind organizes representations and thereby makes
cognition of possible objects possible. The categories are not themselves objects of experience;
instead, they constitute inherent structures of cognition that become meaningful when applied to
objects given in sensible intuition (Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, “Immanuel Kant”). This
framework also establishes the limits of metaphysical knowledge. Metaphysics, including theology,
seeks to investigate ultimate reality beyond what can be directly presented through sensible
experience. Kant nevertheless recognizes metaphysical speculation as an unavoidable tendency of
human reason. In its attempt to move beyond the boundaries of possible experience, reason generates
three fundamental ideas: the Soul, the World or Universe, and God. Since no corresponding objects
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can be given through sensible intuition, and since the categories of understanding can legitimately
be applied only within the domain of possible experience, these ideas cannot become objects of
theoretical knowledge. Consequently, neither the Soul, the World, nor God can be known through
theoretical reason in the same manner as empirical objects (Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy,
“Immanuel Kant”). Kant therefore maintains that God cannot constitute an object of theoretical
cognition, although the idea of God can acquire a regulative significance within the moral sphere
(Kant, 1993, A180/B222). In practical philosophy, God, freedom, and immortality function as
postulates of practical reason, providing necessary grounds for the rational articulation of the moral
life (Kant, 1993, A3/B7). Although metaphysical ideas cannot provide constitutive knowledge of
objects beyond experience, they nevertheless possess an important regulative function. They orient
human thought and practical action and are closely connected with fundamental value commitments,
including religious faith. Thus, even though these ideas cannot be established through empirical
cognition, Kant considers it rational to affirm them within the framework of rational faith (Kant,
1993, A822/B850). These epistemological and moral considerations provide an important foundation
for understanding Kant’s philosophy of religion and its implications for religious education. Since
religion cannot properly be grounded in theoretical knowledge of metaphysical objects, its
significance must instead be understood in relation to practical reason, morality, and the rational
commitments of human beings. Religious education, accordingly, should be approached not merely
as the transmission of theological propositions but as a process through which individuals develop
moral awareness, rational judgment, and responsibility. On this basis, there is a significant conceptual
relationship between Kant’s philosophy of religion and his understanding of religious education. The
present study therefore examines this relationship within Kant’s broader philosophical system, with
particular attention to his understanding of reason, morality, religion, and education (Internet
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, “Immanuel Kant”).

Method

This study employs a qualitative research design based on a comprehensive review and
critical analysis of the relevant literature. The primary sources consist of Kant’s works in both their
English and Turkish translations, enabling a comparative examination of key concepts and arguments
across different editions. One of the principal texts consulted is Religion within the Limits of Reason
Alone, translated into English by Theodore M. Greene and Hoyt H. Hudson, together with its Turkish
translation, Saf Aklin Sinirlar: Dahilinde Din, translated by Suat Bagar Caglan. These texts constitute
the central sources for examining Kant’s understanding of religion and its relationship to morality
and education. In addition to Kant’s primary works, the study draws on a broad range of secondary
literature, including peer-reviewed journal articles, scholarly books, conference proceedings, and
other academic publications in Turkish and foreign languages. The research process was organized
into four successive stages. First, the central research problem and the scope of the investigation were
identified. Second, relevant primary and secondary sources were located, evaluated, and selected
according to their relevance to the research questions. Third, the selected literature was subjected to
close and critical reading, with particular attention given to Kant’s arguments concerning religion,
morality, reason, and education. Finally, the information and interpretations obtained from the
literature were synthesized in order to establish the conceptual relationship between Kant’s
philosophy of religion and religious education. The principal findings emerging from this analysis
are subsequently presented and evaluated in the conclusion.

The Relationship Between Religion and Morality

Kant understands religion not as the source or foundation of morality, but as a domain that
reinforces and sustains moral life. For him, moral principles are what shape human character and
give fundamental direction to human existence. Morality cannot be derived from religious belief or
subjective feeling; rather, its universal validity depends on its grounding in reason, a faculty shared
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by all rational beings. For the same reason, Kant rejects the reduction of religion to emotion. If
religion were understood merely as a feeling of awe, admiration, or reverence, it would lack the
rational and universal character necessary to provide a valid basis for human conduct. Kant therefore
conceives religion primarily as a rational form of faith that remains within the limits of reason. An
action has genuine moral worth only when it is determined by respect for the moral law rather than
by emotion, inclination, or personal desire. Similarly, religion cannot be adequately explained as a
natural tendency arising from the empirical order of nature. Since nature, as the domain of
phenomenal causality, cannot by itself provide the ultimate foundation for morality or religion,
religion must refer to a principle that transcends the natural order. In this context, God is postulated
as a cause that is distinct from nature. The essentially ethical character of religion is consequently
evident in its connection with duty, justice, and righteousness. Nevertheless, Kant does not reduce
religion to a collection of doctrines, ceremonies, or ritual practices. Nor does he define it simply as
a religious experience, since such a conception may imply an excessively empirical understanding
of the phenomenon. Religion is instead understood as a form of rational faith grounded in the
conviction that the moral order—the domain of what ought to be—is not merely an abstract ideal but
possesses genuine reality and can ultimately be realized. Within this framework, God expresses the
existential ground of the universal moral order, while freedom and immortality function as necessary
postulates associated with humanity’s universal moral vocation (Kant, 2012, pp. 188-200).

For Kant, the idea of feeling at home in the universe should not be understood as the
intellectual apprehension of the Absolute or as the adoption of a particular mode of life aimed at
attaining such knowledge. Instead, it denotes a sense of trust and inner security grounded in the
conviction that God exists and, as a morally just being, ultimately guarantees the triumph of
righteousness and justice. In this respect, Kant’s conception differs from an understanding of
religious belonging based on speculative knowledge of an all-encompassing metaphysical reality.
The religious sense of security derives rather from confidence in the eventual realization of the moral
order. The foundation of religion, therefore, lies in the universally binding character of the moral
ought. Religion rests upon the rational conviction that justice and righteousness constitute an
objective moral order, even though the empirical world may appear to be characterized by
uncertainty, contingency, and injustice. Accordingly, the feeling of being at home in the universe
cannot be attributed to an ontological comprehension of ultimate reality. It emerges instead from a
form of rational faith that provides a moral justification for hope in the realization of the good. Such
faith, however, should not be confused with subjective desire, personal preference, or an arbitrary
expectation about the future. It expresses a fundamental moral conviction concerning the universality
and necessity of the moral law. At its core is the belief that righteousness is not merely a contingent
or culturally relative ideal but a universally valid principle that imposes an unconditional obligation
upon all rational beings. Thus, religious faith, in Kant’s framework, acquires its significance through
its intimate connection with the universal demands of morality and the rational expectation that the
moral order is ultimately meaningful and realizable (Kant, 2012, pp. 188-200).

For Kant, the moral law constitutes the first and most immediate object of human practical
consciousness. Human beings do not initially encounter reality through theoretical cognition alone;
rather, they are confronted fundamentally with the practical question of how they ought to act. The
moral law is expressed through the form of the maxims that guide the will and is articulated by reason
in the categorical imperative: “Act only according to that maxim whereby you can at the same time
will that it should become a universal law” (Kant, 2013, p. 17). This formulation reveals the universal
and unconditional character of moral obligation. Three essential features distinguish Kant’s
conception of the moral law. First, it is independent of all sensible and empirical determinants,
including pleasure, personal interest, desire, and inclination. Second, its authority cannot be derived
from experience, since its validity is grounded in reason rather than empirical observation. Third, it
possesses a necessary and binding character, imposing itself upon the rational will independently of
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contingent circumstances. Thus, moral obligation is not something that individuals construct through
experience but a requirement that reason recognizes as universally valid. Within this framework,
Kant establishes a close connection between the moral law and religion. The moral law is the
universal principle immediately disclosed by practical reason and constitutes the fundamental basis
upon which religion is understood. Religion may consequently be interpreted as rational faith in, and
hope for, the ultimate realization of the moral order expressed through this law. In this sense, morality
has logical and philosophical priority over religion, while religion extends the significance of
morality by providing a rational framework within which the realization of the moral good can be
affirmed. Kant’s emphasis on the immediacy of moral consciousness therefore highlights the
foundational status of the moral law: prior to theoretical speculation or religious doctrine, human
beings become directly aware of the obligation expressed by the moral law (Kant, 2013, p. 17).

For Kant, the moral law is apprehended by attending to the form of the maxim that
determines the will. Its fundamental requirement is that a person should act only on maxims that can
consistently be willed as universal laws. Because its validity is grounded in reason rather than in
empirical circumstances, the moral law remains independent of all sensible conditions and cannot be
determined by individual interests, desires, or inclinations. It applies universally to every rational
being and cannot be established through empirical experience. Instead, its validity is recognized
immediately through practical reason as a fact of reason. The universal character of the moral law
follows from its applicability to all rational beings, while its necessity derives from the fact that it
permits no exceptions based on contingent circumstances. Another defining feature is its formal
character. Kant specifies the form that a morally valid maxim must possess without prescribing a
substantive set of particular ends or actions. This formal structure enables the moral law to maintain
its universality, since assigning it a determinate empirical content could make it dependent upon
particular religious, cultural, historical, or geographical conditions. Moral validity must therefore
arise from the rational form of the maxim rather than from circumstances external to reason. Given
the fundamental, autonomous, and universal status of the moral law, Kant maintains that religion
must remain consistent with its requirements. Religious revelation can possess normative validity
only insofar as it is compatible with the principles of morality. The moral law is consequently not
merely a human convention or a law applicable to a particular communitys; it is a law of reason and,
as such, binds all rational beings. Kant emphasizes this point in the Critique of Practical Reason by
stating that human beings possess “a primary and immediate consciousness of the moral law” (Kant,
2009, p. 31). He further explains that the law is recognized through reflection on the form of the
maxim of the will and that reason presents it as a principle of action that is entirely independent of
sensible conditions (Kant, 2009, p. 31).

Kant characterizes the moral principle as a universal law that remains independent of
subjective differences and functions as the highest formal basis for determining the will. Its
normative authority therefore extends beyond the particular conditions of human existence and
applies to every rational being capable of exercising a will. The moral law is consequently not
exclusively a law for human beings; rather, its universal validity encompasses all finite rational
beings possessing reason and will, while its ultimate scope also points toward the supreme rational
intelligence (Kant, 2009, p. 34). The moral law also provides the basis for Kant’s account of the
postulates of practical reason. Because morality requires the possibility of the highest good, practical
reason leads to the affirmation of assumptions that cannot be established through theoretical
knowledge but are necessary within the moral standpoint. Among these are the immortality of the
soul and the existence of God. Kant therefore argues that the moral law directs practical reason
toward the postulation of both immortality and God (Kant, 2009, p. 130). In particular, the realization
of the highest good requires the assumption of a supreme cause of nature whose causal activity is
consistent with the moral purposes and character of rational agents. God is thus postulated as the
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ultimate ground that makes the correspondence between the moral order and the conditions of nature
conceivable (Kant, 2009, p. 132).

For Kant, perfection is an essential requirement of the moral ideal, although its objective
reality cannot be established through speculative argument or theoretical reason grounded in
experience. Nevertheless, the moral ideal presents itself as a universal principle applicable to every
finite rational being endowed with a will and, in its ultimate scope, even to an infinite rational being
(Kant, 2009, p. 34). Human beings are therefore morally required to make the highest good,
understood as the realization of perfection, the ultimate end of their willing and to pursue it through
the full exercise of their practical capacities. The possibility of attaining this highest good
consequently requires the assumption of certain conditions, expressed by Kant through the postulates
of God, freedom, and immortality. Within this framework, perfection should not be understood
merely as a subjective regulative concept, an unattainable abstract ideal, or the highest form
represented by a particular historical or social arrangement. Rather, it occupies a fundamental
position within the religious and moral outlook. For Kant, perfection does not primarily consist in an
intellectual comprehension of an objectively complete structure; instead, it is experienced as an
unconditional moral demand that directs human beings toward what ought to be. The moral ideal
presupposes that the good, justice, and righteousness are not merely subjective aspirations but
possess a universal validity that makes their eventual realization conceivable. Perfection thus
acquires a significance that is both ethical and ontological within Kant’s philosophy of religion. The
conviction that the moral order is absolute constitutes a fundamental basis of religious faith. Once
the reality and unconditional authority of the moral order are affirmed, practical reason is led to
consider the conditions under which this order can be fully realized. In this sense, Kant’s conception
of the moral “ought” points beyond the immediate sphere of human action toward the necessary
conditions of its fulfillment. God, immortality, and freedom consequently emerge as indispensable
postulates associated with the realization of the highest good. They do not constitute objects of
theoretical knowledge but express the rational commitments required by practical reason in its pursuit
of moral perfection (Kant, 2009, p. 34).

Critique of the Proofs for the Existence of God
a) Critique of the Ontological Argument

The ontological argument, originally formulated by Anselm and subsequently developed in
a more systematic form by Descartes approximately six centuries later, attempts to establish the
existence of God through an analysis of the concept of God itself. According to this approach, the
concept of God as the most perfect or greatest conceivable being is thought to entail divine existence
as one of its necessary attributes (Kili¢ et al., 2024, p. 123). Kant subjected this argument to sustained
criticism in his early work 4 New Elucidation of the First Principles of Metaphysical Cognition
(1755) and later in The Only Possible Basis for a Demonstration of the Existence of God (1763). His
central objection concerns the logical status of existence. Kant argues that even if existence could
somehow be shown to be necessarily associated with the concept of God, such a connection would
establish only a relation between concepts and would not demonstrate that anything corresponding
to the concept actually exists. A legitimate proof of God’s existence would therefore have to establish
the reality of the object represented by the concept rather than merely identify existence with one of
its conceptual attributes. Kant’s criticism is grounded primarily in his claim that existence is not a
real predicate that adds a determining property to the concept of a thing. The ontological argument,
however, treats existence as though it were a perfection that can be included among the defining
predicates of the most perfect being. On this basis, it reasons that a being possessing every
conceivable perfection must also possess existence, since a being that exists would be more perfect
than one that does not. Thus, the concept of a supremely perfect or supremely real being is taken to
entail its actual existence. Kant rejects this inference because adding existence to a concept does not
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increase or modify the conceptual content of the object. The distinction between a merely conceived
object and an actually existing one cannot be resolved simply by adding “existence” to the list of
predicates belonging to the concept. Consequently, the fact that existence is represented within a
concept cannot establish that an object corresponding to that concept exists in reality. From Kant’s
perspective, the ontological argument therefore moves illegitimately from a conceptual claim to an
existential conclusion. The underlying assumption of the argument can also be traced to a broader
theological tradition in which God is regarded as the ultimate ground of the reality of concepts
themselves, including the concept of God. Kant considers it problematic, therefore, to attempt to
establish God’s existence through concepts whose validity is already assumed to depend upon God’s
existence. Such reasoning risks becoming circular. The ontological argument ultimately fails because
it attempts to derive actual existence from the mere analysis of a concept. For Kant, no matter how
complete or perfect the concept of a being may be, conceptual perfection alone cannot establish the
being’s existence (Kili¢ et al., 2024, p. 123).

In the section of the Critique of Pure Reason titled “The Impossibility of an Ontological
Proof of the Existence of God,” beginning at A592/B620 and extending through A602/B630, Kant
develops two principal objections to the ontological argument. His first objection targets the
assumption that the proposition “God exists” can be treated as an analytic judgment (Kant, 1993,
A594/B622). Kant challenges the claim that divine existence can be established merely by analyzing
the concept of God. His second objection emerges from his rejection of this analytic interpretation
and concerns the proposition “God exists” when it is understood as a synthetic judgment (Kant, 1993,
A597/B625). Kant’s most influential criticism is encapsulated in the thesis that existence is not a
predicate in the ordinary sense. To clarify this claim, he distinguishes between logical and real
predicates. A logical predicate can be understood primarily in syntactic terms: it occupies the
predicate position in a grammatically complete proposition and stands in a logical relation to the
subject term. A real predicate, by contrast, has a semantic function insofar as it contributes a
determination or characteristic to the concept of the subject. Kant describes such a predicate as
something that “extends the concept of the subject and adds something to it” (Kant, 1993,
AS598/B626). This distinction reveals two different ways in which predicates can function within
propositions. Logical predication concerns the formal or syntactic structure of a judgment, whereas
real predication concerns the conceptual content attributed to its subject. These categories should not
be regarded as mutually exclusive or as constituting a complete classification of every possible
predicate. Rather, they identify distinct logical and semantic roles that an expression may perform
within a judgment (Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, “Immanuel Kant”).

To establish that existence is not a real predicate—that is, a predicate capable of adding to
or expanding the concept of its subject—Kant employs the example of one hundred dollars. He
distinguishes between one hundred dollars that actually exists and one hundred dollars that is merely
possible, arguing that there is no difference in their conceptual content. The concept of one hundred
dollars remains identical in both cases; the addition of existence does not introduce any further
determination into the concept. Thus, the statement “One hundred dollars exists” does not attribute
an additional property to the concept of one hundred dollars but merely posits that the object
represented by the concept is actual (Kant, 1993, A598/B626). The same reasoning applies to the
proposition “God exists.” According to Kant, this statement does not add “existence” as a further
property to the concept of God. Rather, it asserts or posits that the object corresponding to the concept
of God is actual. The underlying point is that existence does not enlarge the conceptual content of a
subject. If existence did add a genuine determination to a concept, then there would have to be a
conceptual difference between one hundred actual dollars and one hundred merely possible dollars.
Yet the concept of the amount and its constituent properties remains the same in both cases. As Kant
observes, if existence constituted an additional determination, “my concept would not express the
whole object, and therefore would not be an adequate concept of it” (Kant, 1993, A599/B627).
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Accordingly, the distinction between possibility and actuality does not involve a modification of the
concept itself but concerns whether an object corresponding to that concept is given as existing.
Kant’s analysis therefore undermines the ontological argument’s attempt to derive existence from
the conceptual content of a supremely perfect being. The claim that existence does not “extend” or
enrich the concept of the subject has, however, generated diverse interpretations in the subsequent
philosophical literature. Among these, three principal interpretations are particularly relevant to
understanding Kant’s argument (Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, “Immanuel Kant”).

b) Cosmological Argument

The cosmological argument has a long history in philosophical theology, with important
formulations appearing in the works of Plato and Aristotle and later among Islamic philosophers such
as al-Farabi, Avicenna (Ibn Sind), and al-Ghazali. In its general form, the argument begins with the
existence of contingent entities or facts within the universe and seeks to explain them by appealing
to a necessary being whose existence does not depend upon any further cause or explanation. Since
contingent beings require an explanation for their existence, the argument concludes that the
existence of the cosmos ultimately presupposes a necessary being, identified with God (Cevizci,
2017, p. 1164). Kant examines this argument in the Critiqgue of Pure Reason, particularly from
A603/B631 to A620/B647. His central criticism is that the cosmological argument contains a series
of hidden dialectical assumptions and ultimately depends upon the ontological argument (Kant, 1993,
A609/B637). To illustrate this dependence, Kant examines Leibniz’s version of the argument, which
begins with the contingency of the world. The basic reasoning is that if something exists, there must
be an absolutely necessary being; since at least I myself exist, it follows that an absolutely necessary
being must exist (Kant, 1993, A604/B633). Kant challenges this inference on several grounds. First,
he argues that the cosmological argument illegitimately extends the concept of causality beyond the
boundaries of possible experience. Causality is a category that has legitimate application only to
objects that can be given within experience; it cannot be employed to establish a cause beyond the
entire domain of experience. The cosmological argument nevertheless attempts to use causal
reasoning to move from the contingent world to a transcendent and unconditioned cause. In doing
s0, it assumes that the entire series of conditions can be completed by reference to something outside
the empirical order. Kant also questions the transition from conditioned necessity to an absolutely
unconditioned being. The concept of necessity, he argues, is meaningful only within a relation to a
condition, whereas the cosmological argument attempts to derive from this concept the existence of
something that is completely unconditioned. Even if this difficulty were overlooked, another problem
would remain: the notion of an absolutely necessary being does not by itself establish that such a
being possesses the characteristics traditionally attributed to God. In particular, there is no sufficient
basis for identifying the absolutely necessary being with the most perfect being merely from the
concept of necessity itself (Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, “Immanuel Kant”). Consequently,
the cosmological argument must implicitly make a further move. It needs to establish that the
absolutely necessary being is identical with the most perfect being and therefore with God. Yet this
identification cannot be achieved simply through the concept of absolute necessity. It requires
demonstrating that the existence of the necessary being follows from its own essence or concept. At
this point, however, the argument returns to the very reasoning employed by the ontological
argument. The claim that a being exists necessarily because existence belongs to its essence
effectively reintroduces the assumption that existence can be derived from a concept. For Kant,
therefore, the cosmological argument cannot establish the existence of God independently of the
ontological argument. Once it attempts to identify the necessary being with the most perfect being,
it becomes dependent upon the ontological proof and inherits its fundamental difficulty. The
cosmological argument consequently fails to provide an autonomous demonstration of God’s
existence and ultimately collapses into the same conceptual problem that undermines the ontological
argument (Kant, 1993, A609/B637).
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¢) Teleological (Physico-Theological) Argument

Kant examines the teleological, or physico-theological, argument in the Critique of Pure
Reason, beginning at A621/B649. Within the traditions of Islamic philosophy and kaldm, this line of
reasoning is commonly associated with arguments from design, order, and purposiveness (ghayah—
nizam). Its starting point is the apparent order, harmony, and purposive organization observable
throughout the natural world. The argument maintains that such systematic order and apparent
orientation toward ends cannot be adequately explained by nature alone and therefore points toward
an intelligent divine creator. In this sense, the teleological argument claims that the observable
purposiveness of the world is best explained through the creative activity of God (Regber, 2014, p.
135). Kant treats this argument more favorably than the ontological and cosmological proofs. He
acknowledges its intuitive force and its close connection with ordinary human reasoning, describing
it as an argument that deserves particular respect because of its clarity, antiquity, and conformity
with common rational reflection (Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, “Immanuel Kant”). For Kant,
the significance of the teleological argument lies especially in the way it directs attention to the
systematic organization of nature. Through the observation of natural phenomena, human reason
encounters forms of order and purposiveness that appear to suggest a unity extending beyond what
individual empirical observations can establish. Kant further emphasizes that the argument
contributes to the study of nature by providing a guiding principle through which relations of order
and purposiveness can be investigated. The recognition of such purposes encourages reason to search
for a unifying principle that cannot itself be identified simply with any particular natural
phenomenon. In this respect, the teleological argument moves from the empirical examination of
nature toward the idea of a principle that transcends nature. Kant notes that this mode of reasoning
can disclose forms of purposiveness that would not otherwise become evident and can consequently
expand our understanding of nature by directing inquiry toward a principle of unity lying beyond it
(Kant, 1993, A623/B651). The teleological argument therefore occupies a distinctive position in
Kant’s discussion of the traditional proofs of God’s existence. While he recognizes its explanatory
and heuristic value, its ultimate philosophical significance lies in its capacity to lead the human mind
from the observable order of nature toward the idea of a supreme creator. The knowledge generated
through the investigation of nature thus reinforces the very idea that initially guided the inquiry,
creating a reciprocal relationship between the study of natural order and belief in a supreme
intelligent cause (Kant, 1993, A623/B651).

Kant acknowledges the rational plausibility and methodological usefulness of the
teleological argument, arguing that there is no reason to reject the legitimacy of reasoning from the
observable order of nature. On the contrary, he regards this approach as deserving considerable
appreciation because it draws upon increasingly rich empirical evidence and directs reason toward
the recognition of unity and purposiveness in the natural world (Kant, 1993, A624/B652). In his
view, reflection upon the complexity, order, and grandeur of nature can exert a powerful influence
on human reason, enabling it to move progressively from particular and conditioned phenomena
toward increasingly comprehensive principles and ultimately toward the idea of a supreme cause.
Nevertheless, Kant identifies a decisive limitation in the argument. He rejects the inference that
proceeds from the idea of a “Wise Author of Nature” to the existence of an infinite and absolutely
supreme Creator. The observation of order and purposiveness in nature may provide grounds for
postulating an intelligent designer or author, but it does not by itself establish the existence of an
infinite creator whose being is independent of every condition. The transition from an intelligent
architect of nature to an absolutely necessary first cause therefore exceeds what the empirical
evidence can legitimately establish. Once the argument introduces the notion of a first and supreme
cause, it must account for a being whose existence is grounded solely in itself. At this point, the
teleological argument effectively converges with the cosmological argument, since it requires the
concept of an absolutely necessary being to complete its inference. The cosmological argument,
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however, ultimately depends upon the ontological argument when it attempts to identify this
necessary being with the most perfect being. Consequently, the teleological proof cannot
independently establish the existence of an infinite Creator and ultimately encounters the same
difficulties that affect the other traditional proofs of God’s existence (Internet Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, “Immanuel Kant”). Kant nevertheless does not dismiss the concept of a “Wise Author
of Nature” as philosophically or scientifically useless. On the contrary, he recognizes that this idea
can perform an important regulative function, particularly within the natural sciences. It can guide
inquiry toward the systematic investigation of order, unity, and purposiveness in nature without being
treated as constitutive knowledge of a transcendent divine being. Kant develops this point further in
both the Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic and the Canon of Pure Reason, where the idea of
an intelligent author is understood primarily as a methodological principle that encourages the
systematic organization and expansion of empirical knowledge rather than as a direct theological
proof of God’s existence (Kant, 1993, A624/B652).

Freedom

For Kant, morality and religion constitute indispensable dimensions of human existence.
Human life cannot be adequately understood solely through reason and scientific knowledge while
excluding moral and religious concerns. Rather than abandoning these dimensions, Kant seeks to
reconstruct their foundations and demonstrate their compatibility with the demands of rational
thought. In Religion within the Bounds of Bare Reason, his project therefore involves not only
providing a rational justification for moral and religious commitments but also determining the
proper boundaries within which religion can be understood through reason. A proper interpretation
of Kant’s philosophy of religion consequently requires an examination of his conceptions of reason,
morality, and the moral law. Freedom occupies a fundamental position within this framework. Kant
understands freedom as a property of the will through which it is capable of determining itself
independently of external causes. The will, in this sense, possesses a distinctive form of causality: it
has the capacity to initiate actions and bring about effects through its own determining activity.
Because a free will is not causally determined by forces external to itself, it can be regarded as the
source of its own actions. Freedom therefore does not simply mean the absence of external constraint;
it refers more fundamentally to the autonomy of the will and its capacity for self-determination.
Accordingly, a free will is one whose actions are determined by principles originating within the will
itself rather than by external influences, inclinations, or causes. This conception of freedom is
essential to Kant’s moral philosophy because moral responsibility presupposes that rational agents
are capable of determining their actions autonomously. Freedom thus provides a necessary
foundation for morality and, consequently, plays a crucial role in Kant’s understanding of religion,
where moral autonomy and obedience to the rationally recognized moral law are closely
interconnected (Wood, 2024, pp. 239-250; Rochard, 1998, pp. 22-34).

Kant initially approaches the concept of freedom in a negative sense by defining it in contrast
to natural necessity. From this perspective, freedom consists in the independence of the will from
determination by external or natural causes, including desires, inclinations, and other empirical
influences. The will is free insofar as it is not determined by anything outside itself. Considered in
isolation, however, this negative conception provides only a formal and theoretical account of
freedom. It specifies what the will is free from but does not yet explain what the will is free to do.
Consequently, freedom in this purely negative sense lacks determinate moral content and remains
insufficient as an account of practical freedom. Kant therefore supplements negative freedom with a
positive conception grounded in autonomy. Positive freedom refers to the capacity of the will to
determine itself according to a law that it recognizes as binding. Such a law is not externally imposed
upon the individual; rather, it originates in the rational will itself. The free will is consequently not
merely independent of external determination but also capable of giving itself the moral law.
Freedom and self-legislation are therefore inseparable in Kant’s moral philosophy. From this
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perspective, an autonomous will acts according to maxims that it can rationally will as universal
laws. Freedom thus acquires a distinctly moral meaning: to be free is to act according to principles
that reason can recognize as universally valid rather than being governed by contingent desires or
external influences. Kant consequently identifies freedom with autonomy, since the genuinely free
will is simultaneously the will that determines itself through the moral law. Autonomy is therefore
not an additional feature of freedom but the positive realization of freedom itself (Wood, 2024, pp.
239-250; Rochard, 1998, pp. 22-34).

At this point in Kant’s moral philosophy, the foundations of the Categorical Imperative
become increasingly apparent, particularly through the close relationship he establishes among
freedom, autonomy, and reason. The ability to adopt maxims that can be consistently universalized
is simultaneously an expression of human freedom and an indication of the autonomy of the will.
Such a capacity cannot be grounded in external influences or contingent circumstances; rather, it
depends fundamentally upon the exercise of rational judgment. For Kant, autonomous action requires
that the determining ground of the will arise from reason itself rather than from anything external or
foreign to the rational agent. An individual acts autonomously when the maxim underlying an action
can be conceived and willed as a universal law applicable to all rational beings. Consequently,
autonomous action is inseparable from the principle of universalizability: a maxim can serve as the
basis of autonomous action only if it can be consistently adopted as a principle for every rational
agent. The normative authority of such maxims therefore does not derive from particular human
desires, social conventions, historical circumstances, or other contingent features of human existence.
Its authority rests exclusively upon the demands of reason. Since reason is shared by all rational
beings, principles grounded in its requirements possess universal normative force. Thus, the
connection between freedom and autonomy ultimately leads to the Categorical Imperative: a
genuinely free and autonomous will is one that determines itself according to rational principles that
can claim validity for every rational being (Wood, 2024, pp. 239-250; Rochard, 1998, pp. 22-34).

For Kant, rationality must be understood in a particular practical sense: reason must be
capable of autonomous self-determination and must operate according to principles that it recognizes
as binding. From this perspective, freedom and rationality are fundamentally interconnected. If
rationality were understood merely as the capacity for theoretical cognition or instrumental
calculation, this connection would be lost, and Kant’s moral theory would lack its essential
foundation. Without conceiving reason as the capacity for autonomous action, the will could neither
be regarded as genuinely free nor understood as capable of subjecting itself to a law of its own
making. Consequently, the relationship among reason, freedom, autonomy, and the moral law would
become impossible to establish. For this reason, Kant’s account requires freedom to be attributed
universally to rational beings possessing a will. Every rational agent must be understood as capable
of acting freely because rational agency itself presupposes the capacity for self-determination. As
Kant maintains, every rational being endowed with a will must possess the idea of freedom as the
condition under which it can act. Reason, moreover, must regard itself as the source of the principles
that determine its activity rather than as something governed by external or alien influences. In its
practical employment, therefore, reason must understand itself as autonomous and, consequently, as
free (Wood, 2024, pp. 239-250; Rochard, 1998, pp. 22-34).

Will

For Kant, freedom is a fundamental property of the will insofar as it enables the will to
determine its actions independently of external or alien causes. The will can therefore be understood
as a distinctive form of causality capable of initiating effects through its own activity. To the extent
that it is free from external determination, the will functions as the source of its own actions: it
determines itself to act rather than being merely determined by forces outside itself. Freedom thus
characterizes the particular kind of causality exercised by the will. A free will is consequently one
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whose actions are not determined by external influences or causes foreign to its own rational activity
(Wood, 2024, pp. 87-92). Kant initially defines freedom in a negative sense by contrasting it with
natural necessity. Within the framework of natural causality, human behavior can be determined by
empirical factors such as desires, inclinations, impulses, and external circumstances. Freedom, by
contrast, refers to the capacity of the will to initiate action without being determined by such external
or empirical causes. Considered solely in this negative sense, however, freedom remains a formal
and abstract concept. It tells us what the will is independent from but does not yet explain what
principle should determine its action. For this reason, negative freedom alone lacks substantive moral
content and remains insufficient for explaining how freedom belongs to rational agents in practice.
Kant therefore introduces a positive conception of freedom through the concept of autonomy.
Positive freedom consists in the capacity of the will to determine itself according to a law that it
recognizes as universally binding. This law does not originate from an external authority or empirical
source; rather, it is legislated by the rational will itself. The will is consequently autonomous
precisely because it is capable of giving itself the principle according to which it acts. From this
perspective, freedom and autonomy are inseparable. A will can be genuinely free only if it is capable
of determining its actions through principles that it can rationally recognize as universal laws. The
autonomous will therefore acts according to universalizable maxims and is not governed merely by
contingent desires, inclinations, or external pressures. In this sense, the will is both the subject of the
moral law and its legislating source. Kant consequently identifies freedom of the will with autonomy:
to be free is to possess the capacity to give the law to oneself and to act in accordance with principles
that reason can recognize as universally valid (Wood, 2024, pp. 87-92).

Kant develops the Categorical Imperative through the interconnected concepts of freedom,
autonomy, and rationality. The ability to act according to maxims that can be consistently
universalized constitutes both an expression of freedom and a manifestation of the autonomy of the
will. Because autonomous action cannot be determined by external or alien influences, its
determining ground must be reason itself. In Kant’s conception of autonomy, a rational agent acts
autonomously when, in willing an action, it simultaneously regards the maxim underlying that action
as capable of serving as a universal law. Accordingly, the principles governing autonomous action
must possess validity for every rational agent and must therefore satisfy the requirement of
universalizability (Wood, 2024, pp. 87-92). The normative authority of such principles cannot be
derived from contingent features of human existence, such as individual desires, social conventions,
or particular historical circumstances. Their authority arises exclusively from the demands of reason.
If reason is genuinely normative, the principles grounded in it must possess universal validity and
apply to all rational beings. This establishes the essential connection among rationality, freedom, and
autonomy: rational agency must involve the capacity for self-determination according to principles
recognized as binding by reason itself. This connection is indispensable to Kant’s moral philosophy.
If rationality were understood in a way that excluded the capacity for autonomous self-determination,
the relationship between reason and freedom would be severed. In that case, the will could neither
be considered genuinely free nor understood as subject to a law that it gives to itself. Consequently,
the concepts of reason, autonomy, freedom, and moral obligation would no longer form a coherent
philosophical unity, and the moral law would lose its normative force for rational agents. Kant’s
account therefore requires freedom to be regarded as a necessary property of every rational being
possessing a will. Rational agency entails the capacity to determine oneself through principles that
reason can recognize as universally valid. Freedom is thus not an optional feature added to rational
agency but a condition of autonomous willing itself. The universality of freedom provides the
foundation upon which Kant can establish the connection between rationality and the Categorical
Imperative: every rational being, insofar as it possesses a will, must be understood as capable of
autonomous action and consequently as subject to the universal demands of practical reason (Wood,
2024, pp. 87-92).
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Kant’s moral philosophy rests upon a fundamental relationship among freedom, autonomy,
and morality. On the one hand, moral action presupposes that individuals are free to determine their
conduct according to the moral law; on the other hand, awareness of freedom emerges through
consciousness of the moral law itself. This apparent circularity cannot be resolved by simply treating
freedom and morality as independently established metaphysical concepts. Kant instead seeks a
critical account that explains how both are possible within the structure and activity of human reason.
For this purpose, the critique of practical reason becomes essential. Rather than merely asserting that
human beings are free and morally obligated, Kant asks what conditions make freedom and moral
agency possible and from what standpoint these concepts can legitimately be understood. Reason
must exercise discipline over human desires, inclinations, and other forms of activity, but it must
also subject its own operations to critical examination. If reason were governed by an authority
external to itself, it would cease to be genuinely autonomous and would undermine the very basis of
its own normative authority. This perspective allows Kant to reconsider the relationship between
reason, freedom, and autonomy. Instead of deriving autonomy from an independently established
conception of reason, Kant reverses the direction of the argument by emphasizing autonomy as the
condition under which reason can exercise genuine authority. Human beings are capable of acting
according to rational principles precisely because they possess the capacity for autonomous self-
determination. Reason is therefore not subject to an external source of authority; it is, in a
fundamental sense, self-legislating. The authority of reason can consequently be justified only
through critical reflection that reveals autonomy as a constitutive feature of rational thought and
practical action. Autonomy is not something that presupposes an already established set of rational
principles or an independently grounded authority of reason. Rather, the capacity for autonomous
self-determination provides the basis upon which principles can acquire rational and moral authority.
In this sense, Kant’s critical philosophy presents autonomy as a fundamental condition of both
rational agency and moral responsibility (Wood, 2024, pp. 87-92).

Kant argues that the normative authority of reason is grounded fundamentally in its capacity
for disciplined self-determination. Freedom in thinking, in this context, means that the individual is
not subject to laws imposed by external authorities but only to principles that reason itself recognizes
and establishes. This conception of rational autonomy leads directly to Kant’s formulation of the
Categorical Imperative. The maxims that guide action are subject to a law that the will gives itself,
and this self-legislated law must be capable of universal application to all rational beings. The
Categorical Imperative therefore expresses the unconditional principle underlying rational
autonomy. Its foundation lies in the freedom of the will and its capacity for self-legislation. It can be
regarded as the supreme principle of practical reason because it provides the criterion through which
actions and their underlying maxims can be assessed as genuinely rational and autonomous. An
action is rational in the relevant moral sense when the principle determining it can be adopted without
contradiction as a principle for all rational agents. Accordingly, the Categorical Imperative directs
both thought and action toward universally valid principles. Rational self-discipline requires
individuals to examine the maxims underlying their judgments and conduct and to ask whether those
maxims could consistently function as universal principles. This procedure applies not only to
explicitly moral decisions but also to the broader exercise of rational agency, insofar as reason must
determine its own activity according to principles that it can universally endorse. The Categorical
Imperative thus represents the point at which freedom, autonomy, and rationality converge. The
authority of reason does not originate from an external source but from the autonomous capacity of
rational agents to legislate and follow principles that possess universal validity. Consequently, there
is no fundamental opposition between reason and autonomy: the authority of reason is itself grounded
in the autonomy through which rational beings discipline their thought, action, and communication
according to universally valid principles (Wood, 2024, pp. 8§7-92).
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Kant maintains that the moral law does not prescribe a particular set of substantive actions;
rather, it requires that we act only on maxims that could be rationally endorsed by all rational beings,
understood collectively as members of the “Kingdom of Ends.” In this respect, the Categorical
Imperative and the principle governing the Kingdom of Ends express the same fundamental moral
requirement: the maxim determining an action must be capable of universal validity. The moral law
therefore derives its authority from the autonomy of rational agents rather than from an external
source. Human beings qualify as rational agents, in Kant’s sense, because they possess the capacity
for autonomous and self-disciplined action. Reason acquires normative authority through its
grounding in freedom and autonomy. These capacities enable rational beings to determine their
conduct according to principles that they recognize as self-legislated and that can consequently be
universalized for all rational agents. The Categorical Imperative thus functions as the unconditional
and supreme principle of practical reason because it subjects every maxim to the requirement that it
be compatible with autonomous and universal legislation (Wood, 2024, pp. 87-92). The same
relationship becomes evident in Kant’s conception of the pure will, understood as a will governed
by the moral law. Freedom is an essential property of the will insofar as the will can determine itself
rather than being governed by external causes. At the same time, the will is autonomous because it
possesses the capacity to legislate principles for itself. A will that is genuinely autonomous is
therefore rational precisely because it determines itself through principles grounded in freedom and
capable of universal application. The moral law binds the will because the will recognizes it as a
principle that can be universally valid for all rational beings. Moral obligation is consequently not
imposed upon the will from an external authority; rather, the will subjects itself to a law that it
rationally recognizes and legislates for itself. In this sense, there is no fundamental separation
between reason and autonomy. As long as rational beings act freely and autonomously, they
determine their conduct according to maxims that can simultaneously be willed as universal laws.
The law through which the autonomous will determines itself is therefore the moral law, expressed
in the form of the Categorical Imperative. Since the will constitutes a distinctive form of causality
capable of initiating action through its own rational determination, freedom belongs essentially to it.
Its autonomy consists in its capacity for self-legislation, while its rationality is expressed through the
maxims by which it governs its actions. A genuinely free and autonomous will is consequently one
that recognizes itself as bound by the Categorical Imperative and acts according to the moral law that
it gives to itself as a rational legislator (Wood, 2024, pp. 87-92).

Human Nature

Kant does not characterize human nature as intrinsically good or evil. Instead, the moral
quality of an individual depends upon the principle according to which the person determines his or
her actions. A person is morally good when the will is oriented toward the moral law and morally
evil when the will adopts maxims that depart from its requirements. Human beings possess both an
animal dimension, associated with natural inclinations, and a rational dimension through which they
are capable of moral deliberation and responsibility. They are therefore simultaneously living,
rational, and morally accountable beings. Kant identifies certain original predispositions within
human nature that are not, in themselves, contrary to morality. These predispositions express
fundamental capacities inherent in human beings and remain good insofar as they are compatible
with the moral law (Kant, 2012, pp. 26-30). Because they belong to human nature from the outset,
they provide the basic conditions through which individuals can orient themselves toward moral
conduct. In this sense, they constitute what may be described as the predisposition toward moral
personality. This moral predisposition is closely connected with the obligation to act according to
the moral law. It can therefore be understood as the subjective ground upon which individuals freely
determine the maxims of their wills. The moral predisposition is maintained insofar as a person freely
chooses to subordinate personal inclinations and interests to the requirements of moral duty. From
this perspective, the moral disposition and the obligation to the moral law are intimately connected:
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to possess a moral disposition is to recognize and freely affirm the authority of the moral law. Kant’s
account nevertheless becomes more complex when the actual moral condition of human beings is
considered rather than merely their capacity for moral action. Although human beings possess the
rational capacity to recognize the moral law, they may nevertheless choose maxims that subordinate
moral duty to self-interest or inclination. Kant therefore identifies a fundamental tendency toward
what he calls “radical evil” in human nature. This does not mean that human beings are inherently
evil in an absolute sense; rather, it refers to the possibility that individuals may freely adopt a
fundamental maxim that places self-love above the moral law. Thus, even at the beginning of moral
agency, a person may recognize the authority of the moral law while simultaneously incorporating a
deviation from it into the principle governing his or her conduct (Kant, 2012, pp. 26-30).

Kant holds that reason, and consequently the will, possesses the autonomy required to act
according to maxims that can be universally valid. This capacity for self-determination places the
will under the authority of the moral law, which functions as a determining incentive for moral action.
At the same time, freedom requires that the various maxims adopted by the will be grounded in a
fundamental subjective principle that determines their overall orientation. Kant identifies this highest
maxim with the moral law itself, which is rooted in the moral predisposition inherent in human
beings. Thus, the moral predisposition represents the fundamental capacity through which
individuals freely orient their wills toward the demands of morality. Evil, however, does not result
from an explicit rejection or denial of the moral law. Since human beings are free, they necessarily
recognize themselves as subject to the Categorical Imperative and are capable of making the moral
law the determining ground of their actions. In a moral decision, therefore, the individual ought to
incorporate the moral law into the highest maxim of the will and allow it to determine action. When
this occurs, the will is oriented toward moral goodness and acts in accordance with its rational and
autonomous nature (Kant, 2012, pp. 26-30). Nevertheless, human beings frequently act contrary to
the moral law. Kant explains this possibility by referring to another fundamental incentive, which he
associates with the “law of self-love.” Human beings possess not only a predisposition to determine
their wills through the moral law but also natural inclinations and desires that can become principles
for action insofar as they are organized according to self-interest and self-preservation.
Consequently, the individual faces a fundamental choice concerning which incentive will occupy the
highest position within the ordering of the maxims of the will. Because human beings are free, they
can make either the moral law or the law of self-love the ultimate subjective ground of their maxims.
The decisive moral distinction therefore does not lie simply in possessing desires or inclinations, but
in the principle that the will adopts as its highest determining ground. When the moral law alone is
treated as the supreme incentive, the resulting disposition is morally good. By contrast, when sensible
inclinations governed by self-love are placed above the moral law, the resulting disposition is morally
corrupt. Evil thus arises not from the absence of awareness of the moral law but from the free
adoption of a fundamental maxim that subordinates moral obligation to self-love. For Kant, a morally
good action is one in which the moral law alone serves as the ultimate determining incentive of the
will, whereas evil emerges when another principle is elevated above it (Kant, 2012, pp. 26-30).

Kant argues that the fundamental difficulty arises from the fact that human beings are
predisposed to incorporate both the moral law and the principle of self-love as incentives in
determining the will. Since either incentive is capable of influencing the will independently, the
distinction between morally good and morally evil action cannot be explained by the intrinsic
character of the incentives themselves. Thus, moral value does not depend on which incentives are
present within a maxim, but rather on the hierarchical relationship established between them. The
decisive issue is therefore which incentive the individual places in the position of ultimate
determining ground: moral goodness results when the moral law is given priority, whereas moral evil
emerges when the demands of self-love are placed above the moral law (Kant, 2012, p. 31).
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Radical Evil and the Moral Ground of Religion

For Kant, the distinction between morally good and morally evil action is ultimately
determined by the ordering of the incentives that govern the will. A morally good action occurs when
the incentive of self-love is subordinated to the moral law, allowing the latter to function as the sole
supreme principle governing the universal maxim of the will. In such cases, the moral law occupies
the highest position in the hierarchy of practical reasons and determines the agent’s conduct. By
contrast, moral evil arises when the moral law is subordinated to self-love and sensible inclinations
are elevated to the determining ground of the will. In this situation, the individual makes self-love
the supreme principle governing action. Kant describes this condition as “radical” evil because the
corruption occurs at the level of the fundamental maxim from which all subsequent maxims derive.
Thus, the claim that human beings possess a natural propensity to evil does not mean that they are
inevitably or inherently evil; rather, it means that human beings have a tendency to invert the proper
order between the moral law and the incentives of self-love (Kant, 2012, pp. 31-32). Kant’s doctrine
of radical evil is particularly significant for his philosophy of religion because it provides the basis
for his account of the human condition. Human nature contains both an original predisposition toward
the good and a persistent propensity toward evil. The coexistence of these two tendencies creates a
fundamental moral tension within the human subject. Religion becomes meaningful within precisely
this context, since the human being must continually struggle to subordinate self-love and sensible
inclinations to the authority of the moral law. If human beings were naturally and effortlessly inclined
to moral goodness, there would be little need for religion as a response to the moral condition of
humanity. The possibility of moral goodness therefore depends upon the possibility of choosing
otherwise. If human beings were determined exclusively by a single moral incentive and were
incapable of acting contrary to it, their conduct would resemble necessary behavior rather than
genuinely moral action. In such a condition, concepts such as duty, obligation, and moral
responsibility would lose their significance. Duty presupposes the possibility of disobedience: an
individual can meaningfully be said to have a duty only when it is possible to fail to fulfill it.
Accordingly, the existence of an opposing incentive, namely the propensity toward self-love and
evil, creates the conditions under which obedience to the moral law becomes a genuine moral
achievement. From this perspective, moral goodness is not simply a matter of possessing a favorable
disposition; it consists in freely determining the will according to the moral law despite the competing
influence of self-love. Human beings become morally worthy precisely through the exercise of their
freedom in confronting and overcoming the propensity toward evil. Their moral development
therefore involves a continuous effort to restore the proper priority of the moral law within the
hierarchy of incentives governing the will (Kant, 2012, pp. 40—43). Nevertheless, Kant argues that
human beings cannot attain complete moral perfection through their own moral efforts alone. Since
radical evil constitutes a persistent feature of the human condition, the achievement of the moral state
required for becoming pleasing to God cannot be secured through morality in isolation. The question
therefore arises as to what, beyond moral effort itself, is necessary to enable human beings to
overcome their propensity toward evil and progress toward the moral condition demanded by the
religious ideal. This question provides an essential transition from Kant’s moral philosophy to his
philosophy of religion, particularly his account of the relationship between moral striving, radical
evil, and the possibility of moral restoration (Kant, 2012, pp. 40-43).

Good and Evil

Kant’s argument can be understood as follows: although human beings possess an inner
awareness of moral obligation and are capable of recognizing what they ought to do, their own efforts
are insufficient to achieve complete moral perfection. Regardless of how sincerely an individual
attempts to follow the moral law, human beings cannot, through their own capacities alone, ensure
perfect conformity to that law in every action or attain a condition that makes them fully pleasing to
God. In this sense, human moral effort, while indispensable, remains insufficient in itself. This
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limitation does not lead Kant to regard morality as meaningless or ineffective. On the contrary, moral
action remains essential because obedience to the moral law prepares the individual to become
receptive to what Kant describes as a “higher assistance.” Such assistance, however, lies beyond the
limits of human comprehension. Human reason cannot explain precisely how it operates, nor can it
be transformed into a principle that can be incorporated into our maxims for either theoretical
understanding or practical application (Kant, 2012, p. 49). Nevertheless, Kant maintains that this
transcendent assistance must be acknowledged as a necessary condition for the complete
transformation of the morally corrupted human heart into a good one that is pleasing to God. Human
beings are therefore required to undertake the moral transformation themselves, even though they
cannot regard their own efforts as sufficient for its complete realization. The essential point is that
moral striving must be accompanied by the rational hope that the goal toward which duty directs us
is ultimately attainable. Because the human being ought to become morally good, he or she must
freely strive toward this end and trust that the necessary conditions for its realization are possible,
even when those conditions exceed the limits of human understanding (Kant, 2012, pp. 46, 49).

Kant argues that human beings must remain committed to the moral demand expressed
through the inner sense of “ought” while maintaining the hope that their moral efforts may eventually
place them in a condition receptive to higher assistance, which can be understood more explicitly as
divine grace. Overcoming the propensity toward evil therefore requires a sustained moral disposition
directed toward moral action and a continuous effort to conform one’s conduct to the requirements
of ethical duty. Within this framework, grace and hope emerge as two central concepts in Kant’s
philosophy of religion. Kant presents grace as something that supplements human moral effort rather
than replacing it. The individual must first strive toward moral improvement through good actions,
yet complete moral transformation cannot be achieved through human merit alone. Grace represents
the additional condition through which a moral status that has only begun to develop may, from the
perspective of divine judgment, be regarded as fulfilled (Kant, 2012, p. 70). The transformation from
an evil disposition to a good one therefore involves a particular relationship between human effort
and divine assistance. Accordingly, an individual should regard himself or herself as capable of
becoming morally good in the sight of God while recognizing that complete moral goodness has not
yet been attained through personal effort alone. Good actions should therefore be undertaken with
the hope that they will contribute to a genuine transformation of the moral disposition and that divine
grace may complete what human beings are unable to accomplish entirely by themselves. Hope thus
acquires a specifically religious significance, since it expresses confidence that the moral end toward
which human beings are obligated to strive is ultimately attainable. Kant consequently establishes a
close relationship among morality, faith, grace, and salvation. From the standpoint of practical
reason, moral action and obedience to the moral law are indispensable requirements. From the
standpoint of theoretical reason, however, the completion of moral transformation cannot be
established through theoretical knowledge or demonstrated by speculative reasoning; it therefore
requires the postulation of grace. Salvation, accordingly, depends upon the conjunction of these two
dimensions: the individual must actively fulfill the demands of morality while maintaining rational
hope in a form of divine assistance that transcends the capacities of human moral agency (Kant,
2012, p. 70).

At this point, Kant’s conception of practical faith becomes evident. Since divine grace
ultimately exceeds the limits of human understanding, we cannot know with certainty when it is
granted or whether we have genuinely received it. What remains directly accessible to us is our moral
obligation and our capacity to act in accordance with the moral law. Consequently, from a practical
standpoint, we are required to do everything within our power to live morally while maintaining
confidence that God will provide the grace necessary for our moral transformation. This confidence
constitutes an act of practical faith rather than theoretical knowledge. Kant therefore warns against
assuming that moral conduct and obedience to the moral law, by themselves, are sufficient to secure
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salvation. Human beings cannot, solely through their own efforts, establish a claim to divine
acceptance or make themselves fully worthy of being received by God (Kant, 2012, p. 32).
Nevertheless, this limitation does not diminish the importance of moral action. On the contrary,
individuals must continually strive to live according to the moral law while placing their hope in
divine grace. Through such practical faith, a person may reasonably regard his or her moral efforts
as oriented toward becoming acceptable to God, even though the precise manner and moment in
which grace is bestowed remain beyond human knowledge. Practical faith therefore expresses a
rational hope in divine grace and provides the religious dimension of the individual's ongoing moral
striving (Kant, 2012, p. 32).

Hope as the Motivating Force of Moral Action

Kant also addresses the fundamental problem of moral motivation by asking how morality
becomes effective within human beings and what leads individuals to act morally. He raises questions
such as why a person should follow the moral law when no external reward is guaranteed and how
moral intentions and actions are sustained in practice. In addressing these questions, Kant gives
particular importance to the concept of hope, which helps explain how moral purposes are formed
and how individuals remain committed to moral action. For Kant, hope connects the moral agent to
the continued pursuit of ethical conduct. However, this does not mean that individuals should simply
expect divine grace independently of their own efforts. Rather, Kant maintains that individuals
should hope to become worthy of receiving such grace through their own persistent moral striving.
The essential task is therefore to transform one’s fundamental moral disposition and to reshape the
basis of one’s character so that it increasingly conforms to the requirements of the moral law (Kant,
2012, p. 47). Because Kant grounds morality fundamentally in reason and autonomy, he does not
allow the expectation of divine grace to replace moral responsibility. Human beings must actively
work toward moral improvement by regulating their conduct according to the moral law. Mere
confidence that God will ultimately grant happiness, without a corresponding effort to transform
one’s moral character, would constitute self-deception. Genuine hope, therefore, is inseparable from
moral effort: the individual may hope for divine grace, but this hope must be accompanied by a
sincere and continuous commitment to becoming morally better (Kant, 2012, p. 47).

Kant maintains that human beings may reasonably hope both for their own moral
improvement and for divine grace. Hope for grace, however, does not permit the individual to
abandon the ideal of moral perfection. On the contrary, it keeps this ideal constantly before the moral
agent and thereby preserves the limits established by reason. Similarly, the hope for personal moral
transformation must remain oriented toward the same ideal without exceeding the boundaries of
rational moral thought. In both cases, the individual is required to maintain a clear awareness of the
moral end toward which human action ought to be directed. For Kant, rational action and moral
action are fundamentally interconnected. To act rationally in the practical sphere is to act morally,
and to act morally means to follow the moral law solely from a sense of duty. The moral law must
therefore function as the determining incentive of the will rather than being subordinated to personal
interests, desires, or expectations of reward. Moral conduct acquires its genuine value precisely when
the individual acts from respect for duty and recognizes the moral law as the supreme principle
governing action. From this perspective, religious practices acquire their proper significance only
when they are subordinated to the requirements of the moral law. Religious observances should not
be performed merely for their external or ritual value; rather, their legitimacy depends upon their
connection with moral duty. When religious practice is understood in this way, historical or
ecclesiastical religion can be interpreted within the boundaries of reason. At the same time, such a
rationally grounded orientation toward religious practice provides an important condition for the
development of what Kant understands as a religion of pure reason (Kant, 2012, p. 47).

Turkish Studies — Comparative Religious Studies, 21(01)



The Relationship Between the Philosophy of Religion and Religious Education in Kant 1591

Kant may deliberately leave the question of hope open because he does not intend to rule out
practical religion as a legitimate dimension of the pursuit of moral perfection. If hope were directed
exclusively toward divine grace, the possibility that religious practices could contribute to moral
development would be unnecessarily restricted. On the other hand, if hope were confined entirely to
the possibility of moral transformation through human effort within this world, the concept of grace
would lose its significance, thereby undermining a central element of Kant’s philosophy of religion.
Kant’s broader aim is to bring religion within the boundaries of reason without reducing it to either
purely human moral effort or external religious belief. This requires him to maintain that all religious
beliefs, practices, and forms of conduct derive their ultimate legitimacy from their relationship to
moral duty. Religion becomes rationally meaningful only insofar as it supports the moral law and
encourages human beings to orient their actions toward the requirements of duty. In this way, Kant
does not simply oppose practical or empirical religion to the religion of pure reason. Rather, he
incorporates the former into the latter by interpreting religious practices according to their moral
significance. Practical religion can therefore function as a concrete expression of rational religion,
provided that its beliefs and practices remain subordinate to the universal demands of the moral law
(Kant, 2012, p. 47).

Religious Education

Kant is cautious about whether religious ideas should be introduced to children at an early
age. As he writes: “When the religious education of children is considered, the first question that
arises is whether religious ideas can be imparted to children at an early age. Much has been written
on this subject in works on education. Religious ideas always involve a theology. But how can
theology be taught to young people who do not yet know themselves and know the world even less?
Can a young person who knows nothing of duty yet be capable of understanding a direct duty to
God?” (Kant, 2011, p. 51).

Kant argues that before children learn the name of God, they should first be taught moral
ends and the aims of human life. They should be instructed in matters concerning human beings,
their moral judgments should be cultivated and strengthened, and they should develop an
appreciation for the order, beauty, and wonder of nature. As children gradually discover their
surroundings and the world in which they live, they should also be introduced, step by step, to
knowledge of the universe, establishing a conceptual progression from the particular to the whole.
Only after these stages have been completed should the idea of God be explained to them (Kant,
2011, p. 51).

“Only after this could the idea of a Supreme Being, a Lawgiver, be explained to them for the
first time. Under present social conditions, however, such a method is not possible, since it is
impossible to prevent children from hearing the name of God and from witnessing expressions of
people's devotion to Him” (Kant, 2011, p. 51).

However, this stage should not be postponed for too long. If we wait until children are older
before teaching them about God, they may either become indifferent toward the idea of God or
develop mistaken conceptions of Him. They may come to regard God either as an insignificant
concept or as a terrifying being.

“Oyleyse bu tiir fikirlerin cocugun hayal diinyasinda yer edinmesinden korkuluyorsa, bunu
onlemek icin ¢ocuga dini fikirleri erken yagsta vermeye ¢alismaliyiz” (Kant, 2011, s.51).

Kant insists that religious education should not consist merely of memorization and
imitation. Rather, it should be consistent with the child's nature and development. Children should
not be burdened with unnecessary instruction; their developmental stage must be taken into account,
and religious education should not be reduced to rote learning or mechanical imitation. Instead, it
should have a concrete counterpart in life and experience—that is, in the child's own lived experience.
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According to Kant, children are capable of grasping the practical meaning and content of concepts
such as duty, obligation, and good and evil behavior even before they are able to understand these
concepts in the abstract. In his moral philosophy, Kant does not ground morality in pleasure, comfort,
or utility. Rather, he argues that children can readily understand the existence of a law of duty that
does not depend on individual preference but possesses universal validity. At the same time, the
teacher who seeks to communicate this law of duty must first have embodied it in his or her own life.
The teacher must recognize the responsibility of duty and shape his or her own way of life in
accordance with it before attempting to educate others (Kant, 2011, p. 51).

Kant assigns special importance to nature in religious education. According to the
philosopher, the first stage of religious education should be nature. Children should be introduced to
nature in such a way that they come to understand, through lived experience, that both we and all
other beings are parts of nature. After the child has experienced nature, a connection should gradually
be established between nature and God, so that nature is understood in relation to God. According to
Kant, instruction should begin by showing how everything in nature is ordered for the preservation
of species and the maintenance of their balance, while at the same time explaining that this order is
ultimately designed to enable human beings to attain happiness. Kant also proposes that an analogy
be drawn between the concept of God and that of a father. This idea is, in fact, inspired by the
Christian conception of God as Father (Kant, 2011, p. 51).

“The idea of God may initially be taught by analogy with the idea of a father under whose
care we live; in this way, we can also help the child to understand, in a beneficial manner, the unity
of humanity as a single family” (Kant, 2011, p. 51).

Kant seeks to redefine religion beyond its traditional understanding, in accordance with his
own philosophical framework. This redefinition is, of course, one that is compatible with a morality
grounded in reason. He understands religion as morality applied to the knowledge of God.
Accordingly, when providing religious education to children, instruction should begin with the moral
law within us. In other words, morality must come first, while theology should be introduced only
after moral education has been established (Kant, 2011, p. 51).

“What, then, is religion? Religion is the recognition of the law within us as deriving its
authority from a Lawgiver and Judge above us. Religion is morality applied to the knowledge of
God. If religion is not united with morality, it becomes nothing more than an attempt to gain divine
Sfavor. Singing hymns, praying, and attending places of worship should serve only to give a person
renewed strength and courage, to support one's moral progress, or to express a heart inspired by the
idea of duty. These are merely preparations for good works, they are not good works themselves.
The only way to be truly pleasing to God is to become better human beings” (Kant, 2011, p. 52).

According to Kant, morality is the foundation—even the essence—of religion. Religion
derives its true meaning only through morality. The good person whom God wills is the morally
upright person. Merely possessing theological knowledge does not make someone a moral or
virtuous individual. When educating a child, Kant argues that the first task is to awaken the moral
law already present within the child. Once the child discovers this inner moral law, the foundation
of the entire educational structure has been laid. If this foundation is built upon morality—the very
quality that makes a human being truly human—the child will, in time, become capable of acquiring
all other forms of knowledge and skills. As a consequence of Kant’s close identification of religion
with morality, human beings are born with neither a good nor an evil nature. Rather, they possess a
disposition toward both. What ultimately makes a person human, and distinguishes humanity from
animals, is education, cultivation, and morality. A person of bad character is morally degraded and
deserving of reproach rather than admiration (Kant, 2011, p. 52). Such condemnation is justified
because what is morally evil deserves criticism rather than praise. Since God is perfectly just and
never wrongs anyone, He does not create some people good and others evil. Human beings are
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created in their original moral condition, but they themselves choose either goodness or evil.
Therefore, when a person chooses evil, this is not because God created that person evil, but because
the individual freely and deliberately chooses wrongdoing. The command not to commit evil is a
fundamental moral imperative and one of the basic principles of human morality. Kant illustrates this
point with the example of a king who proclaims that theft is forbidden. Such a king may not be the
first person to prohibit theft; rather, he merely reaffirms a moral law that has existed since the
beginning of humanity. Theft has always been morally wrong, but the king restates this pre-existing
prohibition in the form of a legal command. In other words, he reminds people of a moral prohibition
that already exists (Kant, 2011, p. 52).

From this, human beings learn that the only thing that makes them worthy of happiness is a
good life. The divine law must also be recognized as a law of nature because it is not arbitrary.
Therefore, religion falls within the scope of the entirety of morality (Kant, 2011, p. 52).

Kant believes that before a child discovers the moral law, which we mentioned above as the
foundation of being human, and becomes conscious of acting according to that law, theological
memorization, religious information, or certain forms of religious imitation taught in order to make
the child familiar with religion will not be beneficial. For this reason, he strongly opposes beginning
religious education with theology (Kant, 2011, p. 52). According to the thinker, a purely theology-
based understanding of religion contributes nothing to the child. It produces knowledgeable but
morally deficient individuals who engage in verbosity, intellectual pretension, and the use of the
religious knowledge they have acquired in order to obtain status, position, fame, and various personal
desires. Such a type of person acts either out of fear of being punished for wrongdoing or out of the
expectation of receiving short-term rewards for good actions. As a result of a religious education
based on theology rather than morality, the desire to influence society and become an attractive figure
in the eyes of others leads to the expression of superstitions, the increase of false forms of worship,
and the spread of miracles and exaggerations (Kant, 2011, p. 52).

Therefore, morality must come first, and theology should follow afterward; this is what
religion is (Kant, 2011, p. 52).

Kant defines the moral law within human beings as conscience. According to the thinker,
even if a person were unaware of all written or formally established moral rules on earth, the only
guide that would show them the right path and keep them constantly oriented toward righteousness
would be conscience.

We call the law that exists within us conscience. Conscience, in its full sense, means applying
our actions to this law (Kant, 2011, p. 52).

According to Kant, if we did not regard the reproaches of conscience as the voice of God’s
representative, these reproaches would have no effect on us. For, just as God has established a
tribunal over us, He has also established a seat of judgment within us. Just as God establishes a court
over human beings and evaluates good and evil, conscience is likewise a court established within the
human being. Although everything else may be mistaken for various reasons, the conscience within
a person will never be mistaken; it will always remind the individual of the law, that is, of what is
right and good. Therefore, religion must be accompanied by moral conscience (Kant, 2011, p. 52).
If it is not accompanied by moral conscience, religion will have no influence on human beings.
Without moral conscience, religion would become nothing more than a superstition based on false
beliefs. People would comfort themselves through simple imitation without paying attention to the
wisdom of religion—that is, the divine command—the importance of these commands, and their
place in human life; they would transform religion into a means to be used for their own interests.
Therefore, religious education must be based on morality, and it should not be forgotten that
conscience is the representative of God (Kant, 2011, p. 52).
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“People believe that they serve God merely by praising Him and showing respect for His
power and wisdom, without considering how they should fulfill God’s command; indeed, without
truly knowing or investigating His power, wisdom, and similar attributes. Such hymns and praises
are like an opium for the conscience of such people, a pillow upon which it can comfortably sleep
(Kant, 2011, p. 53).

According to Kant, children cannot comprehend the entirety of religious thought because
religion is founded upon abstract concepts (Kant, 2011, p. 53). As mentioned above, for example,
human understanding does not allow us to experience the concept of God; that is, human beings can
never grasp abstract concepts such as angels, the afterlife, or revelation through their existing senses
and intellect. In this respect, human beings cannot make God an object of knowledge. However, a
meaningful world cannot be established without learning these concepts. If human beings are to give
meaning to the world in which they live and to the life they possess, this can only be possible through
the acceptance of the existence of God. In other words, after accepting the existence of God, a sense
of hope and relief emerges within human beings. For this reason, young children should not be taught
long and difficult prayers, and one should avoid overwhelming them with abstract concepts beyond
their capacity of understanding. If we insist on teaching children prayers and hymns before they are
ready, this will lead to the development of an incorrect and artificial understanding of religiosity.
According to Kant, truly glorifying God does not consist in performing numerous rituals, singing
hymns, or praying constantly at inappropriate times; rather, it is achieved by acting according to His
commands, living in accordance with His will, and, in short, being truthful and acting rightly. The
most important religious knowledge that should be given to children is the truth commanded by God:
truthfulness, right action, right thinking, and proper conduct. According to Kant, human beings
should not invoke the name of God in order to overcome the problems and difficulties they encounter
in their daily lives (Kant, 2011, p. 53). In other words, Kant does not approve of the behavior of
people who frequently swear unnecessarily and call upon God as a witness for every event in daily
life, a type of person commonly encountered in many cultures. For him, this is a form of dishonesty.
A person should fulfill their duties completely, be content with what is rightfully theirs, and rely on
their own effort and labor. Since the name of God is extremely sacred, valuable, and significant,
mentioning it should produce a sense of awe, reverence, and inner impact. Otherwise, repeatedly
using God’s name carelessly and falsely reduces it to the level of an ordinary word that has no effect
on the human heart. Therefore, children should be taught the significance and greatness of the name
of God correctly, and they should be educated in respect for and obedience to the divine will (Kant,
2011, p. 53).

The way to truly honor God is to act in accordance with His will, and this is what we should
teach children. We must be careful not to use the name of God unnecessarily and frequently, both in
our own lives and in the education of children (Kant, 2011, p. 53).

Kant states that when children see others praying, they should be given an idea of the
Supreme Being so that they can understand to whom and why people pray. However, these ideas
should be few in number and, as mentioned earlier, should only be of a negative nature. They should
begin to be taught from an early age; at the same time, care should be taken to ensure that children
do not judge people according to their religious practices. Because, despite the diversity of religions,
religion is essentially the same everywhere. Kant wants religious ideas to be taught to children
gradually from an early age. He argues that these religious ideas should be few, simple, and, as far
as possible, of a negative theological nature, that is, based on a theology of transcendence and the
denial of attributing human-like qualities to God (Kant, 2011, p. 53).

Conclusion

In this study, Kant’s philosophy of religion and his understanding of religious education were
examined, and several conclusions were reached. Kant conceives God and the “highest good” as
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rational postulates toward which rational beings are necessarily oriented. Although reason and the
moral law constitute the foundation of morality, morality by itself does not fully account for the
realization of the highest good. The moral law is directed toward an ultimate end, which Kant
identifies with the highest good and, ultimately, with the idea of God as the moral lawgiver. In this
sense, God and the highest good can be understood as rationally grounded ends toward which moral
reason is oriented. A central problem in Kant’s philosophy of religion concerns the transition from
the moral law to God and the highest good. The moral law is immediately grounded in practical
reason, whereas God and the highest good cannot be established through theoretical reason or
empirical knowledge. Kant therefore does not regard the relation between morality and God as a
deduction from theoretical principles. Instead, this relation becomes meaningful through the practical
and historical realization of the moral content of reason. Empirical or historical religion plays an
important role in this process because it gives concrete and socially recognizable expression to the
moral principles of reason. From this perspective, religion introduces a teleological dimension into
morality. The moral law does not merely determine how human beings ought to act; it also directs
them toward an ultimate moral end. The highest good represents this end as the unity of moral
perfection and the conditions necessary for its realization. Within this teleological framework, the
idea of God emerges as the concept of a moral lawgiver who provides the rational ground for the
possibility of the highest good. God is therefore not introduced into morality as an external authority
but emerges within the practical orientation of reason itself. The relationship between morality and
religion can consequently be formulated in terms of a foundational structure: the moral law
constitutes the rational foundation, while God and the highest good represent the ultimate end toward
which moral reason is directed. Empirical religion functions as an intermediary between these two
dimensions by giving historical and practical expression to the moral content of reason. It transforms
abstract moral principles into forms of religious belief and practice through which the moral ideal
can become meaningful within human life. Accordingly, faith should not be regarded merely as an
external addition to reason. Rather, it provides a means through which the moral implications of
rationality become visible and intelligible within a religious framework. Religion does not replace
morality or provide an alternative foundation for it. On the contrary, its legitimacy depends upon its
conformity to the moral law. Religious beliefs and practices acquire their proper significance only
insofar as they contribute to the realization and interpretation of the moral demands already
established by reason. This approach also explains why Kant does not conceive God simply as an
external authority who distributes rewards and punishments. The idea of God arises from the internal
rational demands of morality and is connected to the possibility of the highest good. Thus, the
relationship among the moral law, God, and the highest good forms a teleological unity grounded in
practical reason. God represents the idea of a supreme moral lawgiver, while the highest good
expresses the ultimate end toward which moral action is directed. Empirical religion therefore
performs a mediating function between rational morality and the historical tradition of religious
revelation. It connects the universal principles of reason with concrete religious forms and provides
morality with a teleological horizon through which it can be related to the idea of God. In this respect,
empirical religion should not be understood as an authority that governs morality from outside;
rather, it serves as a historical and practical vehicle through which the rational content of morality
can be expressed and interpreted. The findings of the study further indicate that Kant’s understanding
of religion does not seek to eliminate religious experience by reducing it to morality. Instead, he
reinterprets religious experience through the framework of practical reason. Moral experience
remains fundamental, while the idea of God provides a religious interpretation of the ultimate
meaning and goal of that experience. Consequently, reason legitimizes religion by establishing the
conditions under which religious belief can possess rational significance without becoming a
substitute for moral autonomy. In conclusion, Kant’s philosophy of religion can be understood as an
attempt to establish a systematic relationship between the moral law, freedom, the highest good, and
the idea of God. The moral law constitutes the primary rational foundation; the highest good
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represents the ultimate moral end; and God functions as the rational postulate associated with the
possibility of that end. Empirical religion occupies the mediating position between these elements by
expressing the moral structure of reason in historical and practical forms. Religion, therefore, does
not transcend or replace morality. Rather, it interprets the meaning and ultimate orientation of
morality through the idea of God, allowing the moral content of reason to acquire a concrete religious

expression.
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ve insanlik hakkindaki fikirlerin bir araya getirilerek Bat1 diinyasinda genis kabul goéren bir diinya
gorlisii olusturan ve sanat, felsefe ile siyasette devrimci gelismelere yol acan bir entelektiiel
harekettir. Aydinlanma diisiincesinin merkezinde aklin kullanimi ve yiiceltilmesi yer alir; akil,
insanlarin evreni anlamalarint ve kendi durumlarini iyilestirmelerini saglayan giictiir. Rasyonel
insanligin hedefleri ise bilgi, 6zgiirliik ve mutluluk olarak kabul edilmistir (Britanica, Enlihtenment)
(Britanica, Kant Maddesi) Aydinlanma, “Avrupa’da 17. Yiizyiln ikinci yarisiyla, 19. Yiizyilin ilk
ceyregini kapsayan ve 6nde gelen birtakim filozoflarin akli insan yasamindaki mutlak ydnetici ve
yol gosterici yapma ve insan zihniyle bireyin bilincini, bilginin 1s181yla aydinlatma yoniindeki
cabalariyla segkinlesen kiiltiirel donem, bilimsel kesif ve felsefi elestiri ¢agi, felsefi ve toplumsal
hareket” (Cevizci, 2017, s. 201) olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Bu hareketin karakteristik birtakim
ozellikleri vardir. Bunlar: a) Akilcilik ve Aklin Kamusal Kullanimi, b) Bilimcilik, c) ilerlemecilik,
d) Liberalizm. Aydinlanma felsefi olarak:

1) Epistemoloji

2) Metafizik

3) Siyaset ve Siyaset Felsefesi Alanlarinda biiyiik degisimleri meydana getirmistir (Cevizci,
2014, 5.27-46).

Kant’a gore: Aydinlanma, insanin kendi sucu ile diismiis oldugu ergin olmayrs durumundan
kurtulmasidir.  Ergin olmayis, insamin kendi aklmi bir baskasimin  kilavuzlugu olmaksizin
kullanamamasi durumudur. Bu ergin olmayisin nedeni, aklin yetersizligi degil, kiginin baska birinin
rehberligi olmadan kendi aklini kullanma kararliligi ve cesaretinden yoksun olmasidir. Sapere Aude!
“Kendi aklini kullanma cesaretini géster!” Iste Aydinlanmanin parolasi budur.” (Kant, 1784, s.1)
olarak tarif eder.

Kant, elestirel felsefesinde bilginin bir sentezini bulmak ister. Kant’in felsefesini insa
edecegi temel metafizik bir temel degil, epistemolojik bir temeldir. Kant’in amaci, modern felsefenin
egilimini ve yontemini tersine ¢evirir bicimde, bilginin gecerliligini elestirmek, isleyisini incelemek
ve siirlarini belirlemektir. Kant’tan dnceki felsefe, dis diinyanin nesneleri hakkinda bilgiye vurgu
yaparken, Kant bilig siirecine ve nesnelerin bizim anlama yetimiz tarafindan nasil belirlendigine
agirlik verir. Disiiniir, evrenin dogasini anlamak istiyorsak insan zihnine bakmamiz gerektigini
sdyler. Ancak insan zihni sinirlamalara tabi oldugu icin, gergekligin mutlak anahtari olamaz. Insan
zihni deneyimin igerigini saglayamaz; fakat onu algiladigimiz bicimleri bize sunabilir (Heimsoet,
2012, s.91-115). Kant, felsefesini transendental olarak adlandirir. Buna gore, evrensel ve zorunlu
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olgusal bilgi hem icerigini saglayan duyulur deneyimi hem de bicimini saglayan zihnin a priori
yapilarim gerektirir. Biri olmadan digeri yetersizdir. Kant, “Igeriksiz diisiinceler bos, kavramsiz
sezgiler kordiir” (Kant, Art Usun Elestirisi, (A51, B75)) der. Ampirik, duyulur igerik olmadan
bilebilecegimiz hicbir sey yoktur; ancak bu a priori yapilar olmadan, sahip olabilecegimiz her tiirlii
icerige anlagilabilir bir bi¢im vermenin hicbir yolu yoktur (Internet Encyclopedia Kant).
Transandantal yontem deneyimin, bilginin ve metafizik spekiilasyonun gerekli a priori kosullarin
arar. Duyarliligin iki a priori bigimi zaman ve uzamdir: yani, bunlar1 anlamlandirabilmemiz icin ister
dissal ister igsel olsun, tiim duyum nesnelerinin zamansal olarak diizenlenebilir olmasi ve tiim digsal
duyum nesnelerinin de uzamsal olarak diizenlenebilir olmasi gerekir. Ancak zaman ve mekan
yalnizca deneyim bigimleridir, deneyim nesneleri degildir ve yalnizca duyulur sezgi nesnelerine
uygulandiklar1 bilinebilir (Internet Encyclopedia Kant). Duyusal girdiler tarafimizdan alindiginda
ve uzamsal-zamansal olarak diizenlendiginde, nesnel bilgiye sahip olmamizin a priori zorunlu
kosulu, kategoriler olarak da adlandirilan on iki anlayis kavramindan birinin veya daha fazlasinin
uzamsal-zamansal temsillerimize uygulanmasi gerektigidir. Kategoriler bir deneyim nesnesi
degildir; daha ziyade, bunlarin hepsi insan zihninin yapisinda mevcuttur ve herhangi bir deneyim
nesnesini bilmemiz icin gereklidir (Internet Encyclopedia Kant). Yine, yalnizca duyulur sezgi
nesnelerine uygulandiklari bilinebilir. Simdi, dogas1 geregi, metafizik (teoloji dahil) zorunlu olarak
duyulur sezgiye verilmeyen ve dolayistyla her tiirlii insan algisal deneyimini asan nihai gerceklik
hakkinda spekiilasyon yapar. Metafizik spekiilasyonlarla mesgul oldugumuz insan deneyiminin bir
gercegidir. Peki bunu yapabilme kapasitemizin askin kosullar1 nelerdir? Kant'in cevabi, bunlarin saf
aklin ii¢ a priori fikri oldugudur: Ruh, Evren ve Tanri’dir. Ancak, bu tiir agkin fikirlere karsilik gelen
nesnelerin duyulur deneyimine asla sahip olamayacagimizdan ve onsuz insan bilgisinin imkansiz
oldugu anlayis kavramlarinin yalnizca olast deneyim nesnelerine uygulandigi bilinebileceginden,
Ruhun, Evrenin ve Tanri'nin bilgisi ilke olarak imkansizdir (Internet Encyclopedia Kant Maddesi).
Kant, Tanr1’nin bilme konusu olmayacagini ancak ahlak konusunda diizenleyici bir ilke olabilecegini
soyler (Kant, 1993, A180, B222). Pratik Usun postulatlar1 Tanri, Ozgiirliik ve Oliimsiizliiktiir (Kant,
1993, A3, B7). Metafizik fikirler bilinemez olduklar i¢in herhangi bir “kurucu” islev géremezler.
Yine de hem diisiincelerimiz hem de iradi se¢imlerimiz i¢in biiyiikk bir “diizenleyici” degere
sahiptirler. Dini olanlar da dahil olmak iizere deger taahhiitlerimizle ilgilidirler. Bunlarin higbiri
ampirik bilgi nesnesine atifta bulunmasa da Kant bunlar1 rasyonel inan¢ meseleleri olarak
varsaymamizin makul oldugunu savunur (Kant, 1993, A822, B850). Bu bilgiler 1s181nda din felsefesi
ile din egitimi arasinda zorunlu bir iliski sz konusudur. Bu makalenin yazilis amaci bir Aydinlanma
diisiintirii olan Kant’in din felsefesi ile din egitimi arasindaki iliskiyi ele almaktir (Internet
Encyclopedia Kant).

Yontem

Arastirmamiz literatlir taramasina dayali olarak yiiriitiilen nitel bir ¢alismadir. Kant’in
eserlerinin Ingilizce’ye ve Tiirkce’ye ¢evrilmis metinleri dikkate almarak inceleme yapilmistir.
Aragtirmanin temel metinlerinden biri olan Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone (Translated
by Theodore M. Greene & Hoyt H. Hudson) ve Tiirk¢eye Immanuel Kant, Saf Aklin Simirlart
Dahilinde Din adiyla gevrilen ve gevrisini Suat Basar Caglan’in yaptigi ¢cevri eserden karsilagtirmali
olarak istifade edilmistir. Arastirma siireci makale, dergi, kitap, sempozyum sunumlari, yabanci
dildeki kaynaklar tizerinden yiiriitiilmiistiir. Aragtirmamiz, problemi tanimlama siireci, kaynaklarin
tespiti, okuma siireci ve elde edilen verilen birlestirilmesi siirecinden olugsmaktadir. Siire¢ sonunda
elde edilen bulgular sonug kisminda belirtilmistir.

Din ile Ahlak liskisi

Kant, dini ahlaka yardime1 bir unsur olarak telakki eder. Ahlak, insanin karakterini olusturur
ve insan i¢in yasamin nihai dayanagidir. Diisiiniir dini veya duyguyu ahlakin temeline koymaz. Eger
ahlak evrensel olacaksa herkeste ortak olan akil temeli iizerine insa edilmelidir. Ayni sekilde din de
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duyguyla 6zdes olamaz. Din, bir hayranlik ya da husu duygusu olarak goriiliirse evrensel ve akli
temelinden uzaklagir. Ciinkii Kant’in anladigi din rasyonel dindir ve bu din akil dairesi icine
konumlanmistir. Kant’a gore bir eylemin belirleyici ilkesi ahlak yasasi degil de duygu ise o eylem
ahlaki degildir. Kant ayrica dini, doganin i¢inde isleyen bir egilim olarak da gérmez; ¢iinkii ona gore
doga fazla mekanik, kisisel olmayan ve fenomenaldir. Bu yilizden din, dogay1 asan bir ilkeye dayanr.
Tanr1, dogadan ayn bir neden olarak varsayilir. Kant i¢in din 6ziinde etik bir seydir: gorev, adalet
ve dogruluk ruhunun ifadesidir. Ayni sekilde din yalnizca bir doktrinler biitiinii ya da ritiieller sistemi
degildir. Kant, dini deneyim olarak adlandirmakta da tereddiit eder ¢iinkii deneyim kavrami ona gore
fazla ampirik bir ¢agrisim yapmaktadir. Onun din anlayisi bir bilgi tiiriinden ¢ok, olmasi gerekenin
yani ahlaki diizenin gercekten var oldugu ve gerceklesecegi yoniindeki giiclii bir inangtir. Bu
cercevede Tanri, bu evrensel ahlaki zorunlulugun varolussal ifadesidir. Ayni sekilde 6liimsiizliik ve
ozgirliik de bu evrensel deger talebinin zorunlu ifadeleri olarak goriiliir (Kant, 2012, s.188-200).

Kant’a gore evrende kendini evinde hissetmek, mutlak olanin kusursuzlugunu kavramaktan
ya da insan1 bu kavrayisa gotiiren bir yasam tarzindan ziyade baska bir anlama gelir. Kant i¢in bu
ifade, “Tann goktedir” ve ahlaki bir varlik olarak bireysel dogrulugu ve adaleti destekleyecektir
seklindeki inangtan dogan bir giiven ve i¢sel huzur duygusunu ifade eder. Yani Kant’ta bu kavram,
mutlak biitiinlin entelektiiel olarak kavranmasindan ¢ok, ahlaki diizenin sonunda gerceklesecegine
duyulan inangtan kaynaklanan bir gliven anlamima gelir. Kant’a gore dinin temeli, evrensel ve
zorlayict bir olmas1 gerekenin giiclidiir. Yani goriiniiste rastlantisal bir diinyada bile var olduguna
inanilan bir adalet ve dogruluk diizenidir. Ona gore insanin evrende kendini dini anlamda evinde
hissetmesi, boyle bir ontolojik kavrayistan degil, imanla temellendirilen bir haklilastirmadan
kaynaklanir. Ancak bu inang, bireysel bir arzu ya da keyfi bir beklenti degildir. Aksine, olmasi
gerekenin evrenselligine dair giliglii bir ahlaki zorunluluk ve kanaat niteligi tagir. Yani dogruluk
ilkesinin herkes i¢in gecerli olduguna dair derin bir inangtir (Kant, 2012, s.188-200).

Kant’a gore bizim ilk ve dogrudan farkina vardigimiz sey ahlak yasasidir. Yani insan kendini
once teorik bilgiyle degil, nasil eylemeliyim? sorusuyla karsi karsiya bulur. Bu yasa, iradenin
maksimlerinin bigimine bakilarak kavranir. Baska bir deyisle akil bize su ilkeyi verir: “Oyle eyle ki,
eylem ilken evrensel bir yasa olabilsin (Kant, 2013, s.17).” Kant’in ahlak yasasina kisaca goz
attigimizda goziimiize lig ilke carpar. Birincisi, duyusal kosullardan tamamen bagimsizdir (haz, ¢ikar,
egilim vs. belirleyici degildir). Ikincisi, deneyimden tiiretilemez. Ugiinciisii, kendini zorunlu olarak
dayatir. Kant’a gore Tanri, ahlak yasasiyla 6zdestir.  Ahlak yasasti, aklin dogrudan verdigi evrensel
yasadir. Aynmi zamanda bu yasa dinin temeli, yani kendisidir. Din, bu ahlaki diizenin
gergeklesecegine dair rasyonel inang ve umuttur. Bu yiizden Kant’ta ahlak, dinden 6nce gelir. Din
ise ahlakin anlamini tamamlayan bir ¢erceve sunar. Kant’in burada yaptig1 vurgu, ahlak yasasinin
statiistinli en giiclii bigimde ortaya koyar. Kant’a gore biz, her seyden once ve dogrudan dogruya
ahlak yasasinin bilincine sahibizdir (Kant, 2013, s.17).

Ahlak yasasi, iradenin maksiminin bi¢imi iizerine diisiiniilerek kavranir. Bu nedenle Kant’in
temel ilkesi sudur: iradenin maksimi, evrensel bir yasa olabilecek sekilde belirlenmelidir. Bu yasa
duyusal kosullardan tamamen bagimsizdir. Higbir ¢ikar ya da egilim tarafindan istismar edilemez.
Ahlak yasasi tiim rasyonel varliklar i¢in gecerlidir. Ahlak yasasi, deneyimle kanitlanamaz. Onun
dogrulugu, ancak saf aklin tek olgusu olarak kabul edilir. Yani biz bu yasay1 deneyimleyerek degil,
dogrudan akil yoluyla biliriz. Buradan hareketle ahlak yasasi evrenseldir denebilir ¢linkii kapsam
alan1 tiim akil sahibi varliklardir. Benzer sekilde ahlak yasasi zorunludur denebilir ¢iinkii istisnasi
yoktur. Bir diger 6zelligi ise bicimsel olusudur. Kant, ahlak yasasinin bigimselligini verir ama
icerigini sOylemez. Bu sayede ahlak yasasi evrensel olabilecektir ¢linkii igerik isin i¢ine girdiginde
dinsel, kiltiirel, tarihsel ve cografi farkliliklar da karisacaktir. Kant’in ahlak anlayisina gore, ahlak
yasasl, temel, bagimsiz ve evrensel oldugundan din ahlak yasasina uymak zorundadir. Vahiy, ancak
bu yasaya uygun oldugu dl¢iide gecerlidir. Ahlak yasasi, insanin degil, aklin yasasidir ve bu yiizden
tiim rasyonel varliklar i¢in baglayicidir. Kant, Pratik Usun Elestirisi *nde soyle der: “Ahlak yasasi
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hakkinda birincil ve dogrudan bilince sahibiz (Kant, 2009, s.31.)”. “Bu yasay1, iradenin maksiminin
bicimi {izerine diisiinerek kavrariz. Boylece akil, ahlak yasasini, hicbir duyusal kosulun agir
basamayacag1 bir eylem ilkesi olarak, hatta tiim duyusal kosullardan tamamen bagimsiz bir ilke
olarak sunar” (Kant, 2009, s.31).

Kant, ahlak ilkesine “tiim 6znel farkliliklardan bagimsiz olan ve iradenin belirlenmesinin en
yiiksek bicimsel temeli olarak hizmet eden evrensel bir yasa koyan” bir ilke olarak atifta bulunur.
Tam da bu nedenle bu ilke, iradeye sahip tiim akil sahibi varliklar i¢in bir yasadir. Dolayistyla
yalnizca insana 6zgii degildir; akil ve iradeye sahip tiim sonlu varliklar i¢in gecgerlidir ve hatta en
yiiksek zeka olarak sonsuz varligi da kapsar (Kant, 2009, s.34). Kant sdyle devam eder:“Ahlak yasasi
bizi yalnizca ruhun 6liimsiizliiglinii degil, Tanri’nin varliini da varsaymaya gotiiriir (Kant, 2009,
s.130)” “En yiiksek iyi, diinyada ancak, doganin en yiice bir nedeni var oldugu ve bu nedenin
nedenselligi ahlaki 6znenin karakteriyle uyum iginde oldugu takdirde gerceklestirilebilir (Kant,
2009, 5.132)”.

Kant, mitkemmel olan, ahlaki idealin bir talebidir ve bu idealin nesnel gergekligi “ne
spekiilasyon yoluyla ne de deneyim yoluyla teorik akla bagvurarak kanitlanabilir.” Ahlaki ideal,
“iradeye sahip tiim sonlu varliklar i¢in gegerli olan ve hatta sonsuz varligi da kapsayan evrensel bir
yasa koyar (Kant, 2009, s.34)” demektedir. Kant, bizim, en yiiksek iyiyi—yani miikemmeli—
irademizin amaci haline getirmemiz ve onu tiim giiclimiizle gerceklestirmeye ¢aligmamiz gerektigini
belirtir. Dolayistyla bu en yiiksek iyinin miimkiin oldugu varsayilir; ayn1 sekilde onu miimkiin kilan
kosullar da varsayilir. Bunlar: Tanri, 6zgiirlitk ve 6liimsiizliik ’tiir. Diisiliniir, miikemmel olanin, tam
ve rasyonel biitiiniin dogasinda zaten icerilmis oldugunu savunur. Kant, i¢in ger¢ek mitkemmellik,
dinsel ideal i¢in zorunludur ve bu miikemmellik ne 6znel, diizenleyici bir fikir ne soyut bir sinir ne
de gecici bir toplumsal idealdeki “en iyi” olandir. Miikemmellik biiyiik dinsel motivasyondur.
Kant’a gore miikemmellik, yapiya dair rasyonel bir kavrayistan ziyade, miikemmelligin ahlaki
yasamin bir talebi oldugu yoniindeki zorlayici bir bilingtir. Mitkemmel olan—olmas1 gereken—var
olmalidir; bu, evrensellik diizenidir ve ahlaki idealin gerceklestirilmesini miimkiin kilar. Kant i¢in
mitkemmellik, etik-ontolojik bir gerceklik karakteri kazanir. Ahlaki diizenin mutlak olduguna dair
bu giiclii inang¢, Kant’in din diislincesinin temelini olusturur. Ahlaki diizen ger¢ek olduguna gore,
diinya diizeninin niteligine iliskin sonuglar da buradan ¢ikar. Kant’in “olmasi gereken”i, aslinda
ontolojik bir ahlaki mitkemmelliktir; bu da, var oldugu 6l¢iide, gerceklesmesinin kosullarini—yani
Tanrr’y1, 6liimsiizligi ve 6zgiirligii, zorunlu olarak ima eder (Kant, 2009, s.34).

Tanri Delillerine Yoneltilen Elestiriler
a) Ontolojik Delil Elestirisi

Felsefe tarihinde ilk 6rnegini Anselmus’da gordiiglimiiz ontolojik delilin alt1 asir sonra daha
gelismis 6rnegini Descartes’de goriiriiz. Ontolojik delil, Tanri’nin varliginin Tanr1 kavraminin dogru
¢Oziimlenmesiyle ispatlanabilecegini One siiren bir delildir (Kili¢ vd, 2024, s. 123). Kant, ontolojik
delili hem Metafizik Bilginin Ilk Ilkelerinin Yeni Bir Ac¢tklamasi (1755) hem de sekiz y1l sonra kaleme
aldig1 Tanri’'mn Varliginin Kamitlanmast I¢in Tek Olanakli Temel (1763) adl1 makalelerinde elestirir.
Kant, bu elestirisinde, varlik kavramimin Tanr1 kavrami i¢inde zorunlu olarak igerildigi gosterilse
bile, bu yalnizca kavramlar arasindaki ideal bir iligskidir. Bu argiimanin gegerli olabilmesi igin,
oncelikle Tanr1 kavrammin gercekten var olan bir seye karsilik geldiginin gosterilmesi gerekir
demektedir. Kant, varlik kavramina iliskin ¢6ziimlemesine dayanarak Ontolojik Delil’i reddeder; bu
¢Oziimlemeye gore varlik, gergek bir yliklem degildir. Bu iddianin arkasindaki olumlu teolojik
diistince, Onceki Hristiyan teolojisinde de yaygm olan bir goriistir: Tanri’nin varhigi, tim
kavramlarimizin Tanr1 kavrami da dahil ger¢ekliginin 6nsel temelidir; dolayistyla Tanri’nin varligim
bu kavramlardan hareketle kanitlamaya ¢aligmak dongiisel (kisir dongii) olur. Ontolojik Delil’e gore,
en yetkin (en gercek) varlik kavrami, varlik yiliklemini igerir. Bu en yetkin varlik her ne ise, onun
biiyiikliigiine ya da gercekligine katkida bulunan tiim yiiklemleri icermesi gerekir ve fiili varolusun
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da (iddia edildigi tizere) bu tiir bir yiiklem oldugu kabul edildiginden, en yetkin varlik tanim geregi
var olmak zorundadir. Dolayisiyla, her bakimdan esit derecede yetkin olan iki varlik
karsilastirildiginda—bunlardan biri var olup digeri var degilse—var olmayan, varlik ylikleminden
yoksun oldugu i¢in digerine gore daha az yetkin olacaktir. Bu nedenle, kendisinden daha biiyiigii
diisiiniilemeyen varlik kavrami, zorunlu olarak varligi da igermek zorundadir (Kilig vd, 2024, s. 123).

Kant, Ari Usun Elestirisi’'nin Tanri’’nin Varolusunun Varlikbilimsel Bir Tanitinin
Olanaksizlig1 (A592, B620) kismindan baslayarak (A602, B630) numarali pasaja kadar Ontolojik
Delil’e yonelik 6ziinde iki ayr1 itirazda bulunur. Kant’in ilk itirazinda  yonelttigi elestiri bu delilin
savunucularinin yaygin varsayimini—yani “Tanr1 vardir” onermesinin analitik bir yargi olarak ele
almmasi gerektigi diisiincesini—temel alir (Kant, 1993, A594, B622). Ikinci elestiri ise analitik
yorumun ¢iiriitiilmesinin ardindan ortaya ¢ikar ve “Tanr1 vardir” dnermesini sentetik bir yargi olarak
ele alir (Kant, 1993, A597, B625). Bu itirazlar arasinda en {inliisii, varligin bir yiiklem olmadig
iddiasidir. Burada kilit 6neme sahip olan, Kant’in “mantiksal” (logical) ve “gercek” (real) yiiklemler
arasindaki ayrinudir. I1ki, en iyi sekilde sézdizimsel (sentaktik) bir kavram olarak anlasilir; yani 6zne
terimiyle birlikte, tam ve diizgiin kurulmus bir énermenin ikinci terimidir. Buna karsilik gergek
yiiklem, anlamsal (semantik) isleviyle ayirt edilir. Kant’in ifade ettigi gibi, gercek bir yiiklem
“O0znenin kavraminin Gtesine gecer ve onu genisletir (Kant, 1993, A598, B626)” Dolayisiyla
mantiksal ve gergek yiiklemler iki farkli analiz diizeyine karsilik gelir: biri sézdizimsel, digeri
anlamsal. Bunlar ne birbirini diglayan kategorilerdir ne de tiim olasiliklan tiiketir. Aksine, aym
terimin listlenebilecegi iki farkl rolii ayirt ederler (Internet Encyclopedia Kant).

Kant, varligin gergek bir yiiklem olmadigini—yani 6zne kavramini “genisleten” bir yiiklem
olmadigini—gostermek i¢in, drnegin yiiz dolarlik bir para biriminin fiili (gercek) ve fiill olmayan
durumu arasindaki ayrima bagvurur. Bu iki durum arasinda kavram bakimindan higbir fark yoktur:
varlik, yiiz dolar kavramina higbir sey eklemez. Dolayisiyla “yiiz dolar vardir” denildiginde, onun
bir yliklemi ya da dogasinin bir pargasi belirtilmis olmaz; yalnizca onun varlig “ileri stiriilmiis (Kant,
1992, A598, B626)” olur. Ayni sekilde “Tanr1 vardir” demek de yalnizca Tanri’nin varligin ileri
stirmektir. Bu, “varlik” 6zelliginin “Tanr1” teriminin 6znesine yiiklenmesi anlamina gelmez. Kant’in
bu ¢oziimlemesinin temelinde, varligin 6zne kavramina higbir sey eklemedigi iddias1 yatar. Ciinkii
eger ekleseydi, gerceklesmis (fiili) yiiz dolar ile yalnizca miimkiin olan yiiz dolar arasinda bir fark
olurdu. Bu durumda Kant’a gore “kavramim nesnenin tamamin ifade etmez ve dolayisiyla ona
uygun bir kavram olmazdi (Kant, 1993, A599, B627).” Yani, miimkiin olarak diisiiniilen yiiz dolar
ile gergekte var olan yiiz dolar ayni sey olmazdi. Kant’in, varligin 6zne kavramini “genisletmedigi”
ya da ona bir sey eklemedigi yoniindeki iddiasinin ne anlama geldigine dair, sasirtict olmayacak
sekilde birgok farkli yorum bulunmaktadir. Burada bunlardan {iciinii ele alalim (Internet
Encyclopedia Kant).

b) Kozmolojik Delil

Kozmolojik delil, Platon, Aristoteles gibi kurucu filozoflardan Farabi, Ibn Sina, Gazali gibi
Islam filozoflarina kadar pek ¢ok diisiiniiriin savundugu bir delildir. “Genel olarak, kozmosla ilgili
olumsal olgulardan yola ¢ikan, kendilerine neden olmus seylerin varolusunun ancak varolusu
acgiklanmaya muhtag¢ olmayan bir zorunlu varligin varolusuyla agiklanabilecegi nihai bir agiklama
kaynag1 olmayip, aciklamaya muhta¢ bir olgu oldugunu ve yalmzca Tanri’’min varolusuyla
aciklanabilecegini One siirerek, evrenin var oldugu olgusundan Tanri’nin var oldugu sonucunu
¢ikarsayan kanit (Cevizci, 2017, s. 1164)” olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Kant, Ar1 Usun Elestirisi nin
(A603, B631) numarali pasajindan baglayarak, (A620, B647) numarali pasaja kadar kozmolojik delili
tahlil eder. Kant’a gore kozmolojik delil bir diyalektik varsayimlar yuvasmi gizlemekte ve
nihayetinde ontolojik delile bagimliligin1 siirdiirmektedir (Kant, 1993, A609, B637). Bunu
gostermek i¢in, Leibniz’in diinyanin olumsalligindan hareket eden Modal Argiimani’ni, diger tim
kozmolojik delillerin temsilcisi olarak ele alir. Bu argiiman sunu savunur: Eger bir sey varsa, mutlak
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zorunlu bir varlik da olmak zorundadir. En azindan ben varim; dyleyse mutlak zorunlu bir varlik
vardir (Kant, 1993, A604, B633). Ancak Kant’a gore boyle bir ¢ikarim, nedensellik kavramini
deneyimin sinirlarinin 6tesinde kullanmaya ydnelik gayrimesru bir girisimdir; deneyimden baglayip
yine onun i¢inde kalmas1 gereken bir kosullar dizisinin tamamlandigin1 haksiz yere varsayar; ayrica
zorunluluk kavramini yalnizca bir kosula bagli olarak anlayabildigimiz halde, buradan kosulsuz bir
varlik kavramina ulasildigini iddia eder. Bununla birlikte, bu hatalar géz ardi edilse bile, mutlak
zorunlu varlik kavrami, onun en yetkin varlik kavramiyla 6zdes oldugu gosterilmedik¢e bos kalir.
Kant’a gore bu 6zdeslik, yalnizca mutlak zorunluluk kavramindan hareketle gosterilemez (Internet
Encyclopedia Kant). Bu nedenle argiiman ters yonden ilerlemek zorundadir: yalnizca en yetkin
varlik kavraminin mutlak zorunlu varlik olmaya uygun oldugu gosterilmelidir. Bu ise ancak bdyle
bir varligin varolusunun yalnizca kendi kavramina ya da 6ziine bagli olmasi durumunda miimkiin
olur. Bu da bizi yeniden Ontolojik Delil’e—ya da en azindan onun temelindeki sorunlu fikre—geri
gotiiriir. Clinkii Kozmolojik Delil’in 6ne siirdiigii zorunlu varlik, ancak 6zii varolusu igeren bir varlik
olarak gosterildigi takdirde en yetkin varlik, yani Tanr1 olarak kanitlanabilir. Dolayisiyla Kozmolojik
Delil de Ontolojik Delil ile birlikte gegersiz hale gelir (Kant, 1993, A609, B637).

) Teleolojik (Fiziksel- Tanribilimsel) Delil

Kant, Teleolojik Delil’i Ar: Usun Elestirisi nin (A621, B649) numarali pasajlardan
baslayarak tahlil eder. Bu delil Islam Felsefesi ve Kelam geleneginde daha ¢ok gaye-nizam delili
olarak adlandirilir. Alemin diizenli olusu, her seyin bir amaca matuf olusu bu delilin hareket
noktasidir.  Teleolojik Delil: “Diinyada gozle goriilebilir bir diizenliligin ve amagsalligin
bulundugunu, bunun da ancak Tanri’nin yaratmasiyla gerceklesmis olabilecegini 6ngoriir (Regber,
2014, s. 135).” Kant, Teleolojik Delil’den &vgiiyle bahseder: “Bu kanit her zaman saygiyla anilmay1
hak eder. En eski, en a¢ik ve insanin ortak aklina en uygun olanidir. Doga incelemesine canlilik
kazandirir; tipki varligini bu incelemeden almasi ve onun aracilifiyla siirekli olarak yeniden giic
kazanmasi gibi (Internet Encyclopedia Kant). Gozlemimizin kendi basina kesfedemeyecegi amag
ve gayeleri ortaya koyar ve doga hakkindaki bilgimizi, ilkesi doganin disinda bulunan belirli bir
birligin kilavuz ipi araciligiyla genisletir. Ancak bu bilgi ayn1 zamanda kendi nedenine, yani onu
doguran fikre geri etki eder ve en yiice bir yaraticiya olan inanci, kars1 konulamaz bir kanaat haline
gelinceye kadar giiglendirir (Kant, 1993, A623, B651).”

Kant, “bu yontemin akla uygunluguna ve yararliligina karsi soyleyecek hicbir seyimiz
yoktur; aksine onu daha da 6vmeliyiz” der (A624/B652): “Bu nedenle, bu kanitin degerinden bir sey
eksiltmeye calismak yalnizca rahatsiz edici degil, ayn1 zamanda biitiiniiyle anlamsiz olurdu. Elinde
stirekli ¢ogalan glicli—her ne kadar yalnizca deneysel—kanitlarla durmaksizin yiikselen akil, ince
ve soyut spekiilasyonlardan cikarilan herhangi bir kuskuyla dylesine bastirilamaz ki, doganin
harikalarina ve diinyanin mimarisinin goérkemine bir bakis atar atmaz, sanki bir riiyadan uyanir gibi,
biitiin kararsizlik ve tereddiitlerinden kurtulmasin. Ciinkii akil, bu yolla kendisini biiyiikliikten
biiyiikliige yiikselterek en yiiksege ulasir; kosullu olandan kosula, oradan da en yiice ve kosulsuz
yaratictya ylikselir” (Kant, 1993, A624, B652). Ancak Kant’in kabul edemedigi sey, bu delilin
“Doganin Bilge Yazari”ndan sonsuz bir yaraticiya gecis yapmasidir. Delil, mimardan yaraticiya
gectiginde, “ilk” ve “en ylice” bir nedeni 6ne siirer ve boylece varligi yalnizca kendisine bagli olan
bir varlik fikrini gerektirir. Bu ise bizi yeniden Kozmolojik/Modal Argliman’a ve dolayistyla onun
Ontolojik Delil’e bagimliligina geri gotiiriir. Her ne kadar bu delil sonsuz bir yaraticiy1 kanitlamada
basarisiz olsa da Kant, 6zellikle doga bilimleri agisindan “Doganin Bilge Yazar1” fikrinin nemini—
ozellikle diizenleyici (regiilatif) 6Gnemini—reddetmez (Internet Encyclopedia Kant). Bu noktayi hem
Transendental Diyalektik’in Ek’inde hem de Saf Aklin Kanonu’nda tekrarlar. Ancak bu baglamda
s6z konusu fikir, dogrudan teolojik bir anlam tagimaktan ziyade, ampirik bilginin sistematik gelisimi
icin yol gosterici bir ilke olarak kalir (Kant, 1993, A624, B652).
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Ozgiirliik

Kant’a gore ahlak ve din insan yasami acisindan hem gerekli hem de zorunlu olan
unsurlardir. Bunlar1 disarda birakarak sadece akil ve bilim ile hayat kurulamaz. Onemli olan bunlari
yeniden temellendirerek akilla uyumlu hale getirmektir. Kant, Saf Aklin Sinirlari Dahilinde Din’de
yalmzca ahlaki ve dini inanglar1 temellendirmeye degil, ayn1 zamanda dini aklin sinirlart igine
yerlestirmeye caligir. Kant’in din sistemini anlamaya baslamak igin, onun akil ve ahlak yasasiyla
neyi kastettigini agik bicimde kavramak gerekir. Kant, baska bir deyisle 6zgiirliik, iradenin sahip
oldugu ve onun yabanci nedenlerden bagimsiz olarak eylemde bulunma giiciinii veren 6zelliktir. Bu
anlamda irade, sonuglar dogurma giiciine sahip bir nedensellik tiiriidiir. Ayrica irade, dig nedenlerden
bagimsiz oldugu 6lclide kendi kendisinin etkin nedenidir. Yani irade, kendisini nedensel eyleme
belirler, kendisi nedensel olarak eylemeye neden olan bir yapidir. Ozgiirliik, iradenin bu &zel
nedensellik tiirline ait bir 6zellik ya da niteliktir. Dolayisiyla 6zgiir irade, digsal ya da yabanci higbir
sey tarafindan belirlenmeyen bir sekilde eylemde bulunur (Wood, 2024, 5.239-250).

Kant, 6zgiirliigi 6nce olumsuz bir anlamda tanimlar: 6zgiirliik, doga zorunluluguna karsit
olarak anlagilir. Bu anlamda o0zgiirlilk, arzular gibi digsal ya da dogal nedenler tarafindan
belirlenmemek demektir. Iradenin 6zgiirliigii, yalnizca kendisinden baska hicbir sey tarafindan
belirlenmediginde ortaya ¢ikan bir giigtiir. Bu bakimdan 6zgiirliik salt teorik bir kavramdir. Herhangi
bir ahlaki icerige dayanmaz ve kendi basina bos bir kavramdir. Ancak bu 6zgiirliik kavramini gergek
deneyimimizle iliskilendirebilmek igin, onu olumlu bir 6zgiirlik anlayigiyla tamamlamak gerekir.
Bu olumlu anlamda 6zgiirliik, 6zerklik ile 6zdeslesir. Olumlu 6zgiirliik, iradenin dissal nedenlerden
bagimsiz olmasina ragmen, kendi icinde baglayici bir yasa fikrine sahip olmasi demektir. Bu yasallik
disaridan dayatilmaz; irade tarafindan kendine verilir. Boylece irade, yalnizca 6zgiir olmakla kalmaz,
ayni zamanda kendi kendine yasa koyar. Bu nedenle 6zgiir irade, yalnizca evrensellestirilebilir
maksimlere gore hareket edebilme kapasitesidir. Kant, 6zgiirliigiin iradenin kendi kendine yasa
koyma yetisi oldugunu ve bu nedenle 6zgiirligiin 6zerklikle ayn1 sey oldugunu ileri siirer (Wood,
2024, 5.239-250).

Kant’in Kategorik Buyruk formiilasyonunun sekillenmeye basladigini burada goriiriiz. Ayni
zamanda Ozglirliik, 6zerklik ve akil arasindaki bag da belirginlesir. Evrensellestirilebilir maksimleri
secebilme yetisi hem 6zgiirliigiimiiziin bir ifadesi hem de 6zerkligimizin dogrulanmasidir. Bu yeti
zorunlu olarak akla dayanir ve onun tarafindan belirlenir. Daha agik bigimde sdylemek gerekirse,
Kant’a gore eger 6zerk eylem yabanci higbir seye bagli olmayacaksa, onun akil tarafindan belirlenen
bir eylem olmasi gerekir. Cilinkii 6zerk eylem, rasyonel bir varligin eylem maksimlerini ayn1 zamanda
evrensel yasa olarak da tasarlayarak gergeklestirdigi eylemdir. Bu anlamda maksimler ve 6zerk
eylemler, tiim rasyonel faillere esit sekilde gecerli olmalidir; yani evrensellestirilebilir olmalidir. Bu
eylemlerin otoritesi, insan yasamindaki herhangi bir olumsalliktan degil, yalnizca aklin
gerekliliklerinden kaynaklanir. Dolayisiyla aklin bir otoritesi varsa, bu tiim rasyonel varliklar i¢in
gecerli olacaktir (Wood, 2024, 5.239-250).

Kant, belirli bir anlamda rasyonel olmamiz gerektigini goriiriiz; yani aklimiz 6zgiirliik
kapasitesine, 6zerklige dayanmali ve bir yasa tarafindan belirlenmelidir. Bu anlamda 6zgiirliik ile
rasyonalite birbirine baglidir. Ancak eger rasyonaliteyi bu 6zel anlamda degil de baska bir anlamda
ele alirsak, ozgiirliik ile akil arasinda bir kopukluk ortaya ¢ikar ve Kant’in ahlak teorisi bizim i¢in
anlamim yitirir. Ciinkii eger aklimiz 6zerk eylem kapasitesi anlaminda degilse, irademiz ne 6zgiir
olur ne de herhangi bir yasaya bagli olur. Bu durumda akil ile 6zgiirliik ya da 6zerklik arasinda higbir
bag kalmaz; dolayisiyla ahlaki ya da baska hicbir yasa ile baglanti da kurulamaz. Bu nedenle
Ozgiirliik ile rasyonalitenin gercekten bagli oldugunu gosterebilmek i¢in, 6zgiirliigiin tiim rasyonel
varliklarin iradesine ait bir dzellik oldugunu kanitlamak gerekir. Kant sdyle der: “Irade sahibi her
rasyonel varliga, onun altinda eyleyebilecegi tek imkan olarak Ozgiirlik fikrini de atfetmek
zorundayiz.” Kant devaminda sunu soyler: “Akil, kendi ilkelerinin yabanci etkilerden bagimsiz
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olarak kendi yazari olarak kendisine bakmalidir. Bu nedenle pratik akil ya da rasyonel bir varligin
iradesi olarak, kendi basina 6zgiir kabul edilmelidir (Wood, 2024, 5.239-250).”

irade

Ozgiirliik, iradenin sahip oldugu ve onun yabanci nedenlerden bagimsiz olarak eylemde
bulunma giiciinii saglayan 6zelliktir. Bu anlamda irade, sonug¢lar meydana getirme kudretine sahip
bir nedensellik tiiriidiir. Ayrica irade, digsal nedenlerden bagimsiz oldugu Ol¢iide kendi etkin
nedenidir; yani irade, kendisini nedensel eyleme sevk eder ve eylemin kaynagini kendi i¢inde tasir.
Ozgiirliik, irade denilen bu 6zel nedensellik tiiriine ait niteliktir. Dolayistyla dzgiir irade, kendisi
disindaki herhangi bir digsal ya da yabanci unsur tarafindan belirlenmeden eyleyen iradedir (Wood,
2024, 5.87-92). Kant’mn bu ozgiirlikk tanimi, doga zorunluluguna karsit bir 6zgiirliigii tasvir ettigi
Olciide olumsuz (negatif) bir tanimdir. Dogal zorunluluk altinda 6zgiirliikk, arzular gibi digsal
nedenlerin etkisi altindadir; oysa iradeye ait 6zgiirliik biitiiniiyle farklidir: ancak irade, kendisinden
baska hicbir sey tarafindan belirlenmeden sonuglar meydana getirme giicline sahip oldugunda var
olabilir. Bu anlamda 6zgiirliilk kavrami, salt teorik, ahlaki icerikten yoksun ve kendi basina bos bir
kavramdir. Ne var ki 6zgiirliikk ve irade kavramlarini ger¢ek deneyimimizle iliskilendirebilmek ve
bunlarin bize nasil ait oldugunu anlayabilmek i¢in, bu olumsuz 6zgiirlitk anlayisini olumlu (pozitif)
bir 6zgiirlik anlayisiyla birlestirmemiz gerekir. Bu da ozgiirliiglin 6zerklik ile 6zdes oldugunu
gostermeyi gerektirir. Olumlu anlamda 6zgiirliik, iradenin yabanci nedenlerden bagimsiz olmakla
birlikte, kendi nedenselligi i¢inde baglayici bir yasa kavramina sahip olmasi demektir. Bu yasallik
disaridan dayatilmis degildir; irade tarafindan kendisine verilir. Boylece ozgiirliiglimiizde ve
irademizde Ozerk oluruz. Baska bir deyisle, irade 6zgiir oldugu siirece kendi eylemlerine yasallik
kazandirabilmeli, yani evrensellestirilebilir maksimlere gore hareket edebilmelidir. Irade kendi
kendisine yasa koyar ve bu bakimdan kendi kendisini belirleyen, yani 6zerk bir yapiya sahiptir. Kant,
irade 6zgiirliiglinlin tam da 6zerklik oldugunu; yani iradenin kendisine kendi yasasini verme 6zelligi
oldugunu savunur (Wood, 2024, 5.87-92).

Kant, Kesin Buyruk (kategorik imperatif)’u 6zgiirlik, 6zerklik ve rasyonellik kavramlari
iizerine insa eder. Evrensellestirilebilir maksimleri segebilme yetisi, 6zglirliiglimiiziin bir ifadesi ve
ozerkligimizin bir dogrulanmasidir. Bu yeti zorunlu olarak akla dayanir ve onun yonetimine tabidir.
Daha agik sOylemek gerekirse, eger 6zerk eylem yabanci olan her seyden bagimsiz olacaksa, bu
eylemin akil tarafindan belirlenmis olmasi gerektigi anlasilir. Ciinkii Kant’in 6zerklik formiiliine
gore, O0zerk eylem, rasyonel bir varligin, eyleminin maksimlerini ayn1 isteme i¢inde ayni zamanda
evrensel yasa olarak da sectigi eylemdir. Bu anlamda maksimler ya da 6zerk eylemler, biitiin rasyonel
failer i¢in esit sekilde gegerli olmalidir; yani evrensellestirilebilir olmalidir (Wood, 2024, s.87-92).
Bu tiir eylemlerin otoritesi, eger gercekten bir otoriteleri varsa, insan yasaminin rastlantisal
kosullarindan degil, yalnizca aklin gereklerinden kaynaklanabilir. Dolayisiyla aklin bir otoritesi
varsa, bu otorite biitlin rasyonel varliklar i¢in gegerli olacaktir. Aklimiz, 6zgiirlik ve 6zerklik
kapasitesine dayanmali; dolayisiyla da bir yasaya bagli olmalidir. Bu anlamda o6zgiirliik ile
rasyonellik birbirine baghdir. Ancak eger rasyonelligimiz bu 6zel anlamda degil de baska bir
anlamda anlasilirsa, rasyonellik ile 6zgiirliik arasinda bir bosluk ortaya g¢ikar. Boyle bir durumda
Kant’1n ahlakla ilgili teorisi bizim i¢in herhangi bir anlam ya da gegerlilik tasimaz. Baska bir deyisle,
eger akla, 6zerk eylemde bulunma kapasitesi anlaminda sahip degilsek, irademiz ne 6zgiir olur ne de
herhangi bir yasaya bagli bulunur. Bu durumda akil ile 6zgiirliik ya da 6zerklik arasinda hicbir bag
kalmaz; bunun sonucu olarak da ister ahlaki ister baska tiirden olsun, herhangi bir yasanin bizim i¢in
anlam1 ya da baglayiciligi olmaz. Bu nedenle 6zgiirliik ile rasyonelligin gercekten baglantili
oldugunu ileri siirebilmek ig¢in, 6zgiirliigiin biitlin rasyonel varliklarin iradesine ait bir 6zellik
oldugunun ayrica gosterilmesi gerekir (Wood, 2024, s.87-92).

Kant, zgiirliik, dzerklik ve ahlaki birbirine baglar. Insan bir yandan kendisini &zgiir
varsayarak ahlak yasasina uygun davranabilir; 6te yandan ahlak yasasindan hareketle 6zgiir
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oldugunun farkina varabilir. Bu dongliden kurtulabilmek icin Kant’a gore yalnizca bir ahlak
metafizigi ile yetinmemek, onu asarak daha elestirel bir temele gegmek gerekir. Baska bir deyisle,
ozgirliik ve ahlakin yalnizca soyut metafizik kavramlar olarak ileri siiriilmesi yeterli degildir;
bunlarin insan aklinin yapist i¢inde nasil miimkiin oldugunu gostermek gerekir. Baska bir deyisle,
pratik aklin elestirisine girigserek 6zgiirliigii hangi bakis agisindan kavradigimizi (ya da kavramamiz
gerektigini) agikliga kavusturmamiz gerekir. Akil, diger tiim ugraslan disipline ederken, aym
zamanda kendisini de disipline etmelidir; aksi takdirde aklin bir otoritesinden s6z edilemez. Dahasi,
akil kendi disiplini olarak 6zerk olmak zorundadir; ¢iinkii akla yabanci herhangi bir otorite tesir
ederse, bu aklin devre dig1 birakilmasi, ortadan kaldirilmasidir. Bu baglamda, akil ile 6zgiirliik ve
ozerklik arasindaki iliskiye dair kaygilar yeni bir sekilde ele alinabilir. Kant, akildan 6zerklige dogru
argiiman kurmak yerine, 6zerklikten akla dogru argiiman kurar. Baska bir deyisle, ancak 6zerk, kendi
kendini disipline eden varliklar oldugumuz i¢in, hakl olarak aklin ilkeleri diyebilecegimiz ilkelere
gore eylemde bulunma kapasitesine sahibiz. Akil, kendi otoritesidir ve ancak elestiri yoluyla
ozerkligin diislince ve eylemlerimizi karakterize eden sey oldugunu gostererek temellendirilebilir
0zerklik, aklin ilkelerini ve onlarin otoritesini varsaymaz; tersine onlar1 kurar (Wood, 2024, s.87-92).

Kant, aklin otoritesinin, diisiincede disipline edilmis Ozerklikten baska hicbir seye
dayanmayacagini belirtir. Bu noktada, diistinmede 6zgiirliiglin aklin kendisine verdigi yasalardan
baska hicbir yasaya tabi olmamasi anlamina geldigini gordiigiimiiz 6l¢lide, kesin buyruk geri
doniisiinii hissetmeye baslariz. Yani, kisinin maksimsleri (eylem ilkeleri), iradenin kendisine
koydugu bir yasaya tabidir ve bu yasa, bu bakimdan, diger tiim rasyonel varliklar ic¢in
evrensellestirilebilir olmalidir: iste bu, kategorik buyruktur. Dolayisiyla kesin buyruk temelini
ozgirliik ve ozerklikte bulan, aklin bu kosulsuz ilkesini agiga ¢ikarir. Kesin buyruk, tim aklin en
yiice ilkesidir; ¢linkii herhangi bir etkinligi, ahlaki olsun ya da olmasin, akla dayali kilan stratejidir;
zira her eylemi ya da maksimi 6zerk olacak sekilde disipline eder. Kesin buyruk, diisiince ve
eylemlerimizde bizi herkese uygulanabilir ilkelere yonlendirir; yani evrensellestirilebilir olan ilke ya
da maksimsleri gosterir. Hem diisiinmede hem de eylemde, aklin 6z-disiplini, bir varsayimin
temelinin evrensel bir ilke olup olamayacagini sorma meselesidir. Aklin en yiice ilkesi, hem insan
diisiincesinden, eyleminden ve iletisiminden dogar hem de bunlar disipline eder. Akil ile 6zerklik
arasinda bir bosluk yoktur; ¢iinkii aklin otoritesi, 6zerklige dayanir (Wood, 2024, s.87-92).

Kant, ahlak yasasi bize yalnizca tiim rasyonel varliklarin yani “Amagclar Kralligi”nin tiim
iiyelerinin, iizerinde uzlasabilecegi maksime gore eyleyebilecegimizi sOyler. Baska bir deyisle, kesin
buyruk ile ahlak yasasi olan Amaglar Kralligi yasasi, ayn1 formiile sahip olduklar1 dlglide ayn1 sey
gibi goriiniir. Ozerk ve kendi kendini disipline eden varliklar oldugumuz igin rasyonel varliklar
oldugumuzu gorditk. Akil, 6zgiirlik ve 6zerkligimize dayandigi Slgiide kendi otoritesini saglar.
Ozgiirliik ve dzerklik, aklin kendi kendisine koydugu ve bu nedenle tiim rasyonel varliklar igin
evrensellestirilebilir olan yasalara uymasini saglar. Bu nedenle, aklin kosulsuz ve en yiice ilkesi
olarak is goren sey, herhangi bir eylemi ya da maksimi 6zerk kilacak sekilde disipline eden kategorik
buyruktur (Wood, 2024, s.87-92). Saf irade ya da ahlaki yasaya sahip bir irade acisindan, dzgiirliigiin
iradeye ait bir dzellik oldugunu gordiik. Ayn1 sekilde, irade kendi kendisine yasa koyma 6zelligine
sahip oldugu olgiide dzerktir. Irade 6zerk oldugu siirece rasyoneldir ve dolayisiyla dzgiirlik ve
ozerklige dayamir. Ozgiirliik ve 6zerklik, iradenin kendi kendisine koydugu ve bu nedenle saf iradeye
sahip tiim rasyonel varliklar i¢in evrensellestirilebilir olan ahlaki yasalara uymasini saglar. Bagka bir
deyisle, bir irade kendisini ahlaki bir yasaya baglar; ¢iinkii bu yasa tiim rasyonel varliklar igin
evrensel hale getirilebilir. Irade, aklimizin 6zgiirliik ve 6zerklik kapasitesine dayanmasi dlciisiinde
ahlak yasasma baglidir. Akil ile 6zerklik arasinda bir bosluk yoktur. Ozgiir ve 6zerk oldugumuz
siirece, eylemlerimizi, dayandigimiz maksimin ayni zamanda evrensel bir yasa haline
getirilebilecegini saglayacak sekilde gergeklestiririz. Iradenin 6zerk olmak i¢in kendi kendisine
koydugu yasa ahlak yasasidir ve bu yasa kategorik buyruktur. irade, kendi etkin nedeni olarak,
ozgiirliik dzelligine sahiptir. Irade, kendisine ahlaki bir yasa koydugu 6lciide 6zerktir. Bu nedenle
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irade rasyoneldir ve bu rasyonelligini, o6zgiirliik ve 6zerkligimizin ifadeleri olan maksimsleri
araciligiyla ortaya koyar. Ozgiir ve dzerk bir irade, kategorik buyruga ve iradenin kendi kendisine
koydugu ahlak yasasina bagli olmak anlamina gelir (Wood, 2024, s.87-92).

Insanin Dogasi

Kant, insanin dogasini ne iyi goriir ne de kotii goriir. Insan, ahlak yasasina gore
davrandiginda iyi, ahlak yasasina aykir1 davrandiginda kotii olacaktir. Her insanin i¢inde hayvani ve
insani yon vardir. insan, her iki yone de yatkindir. Baska bir ifadeyle, her insan yasayan, rasyonel
ve sorumlu bir varliktir. Bu 6zgiin yatkinliklar, igimizdeki ahlak yasasiyla celismedikleri olciide
iyidirler. Ayrica bu yatkinliklar, her insanin potansiyelini ya da imkanini ifade eder (Kant, 2012,
$.26-30). Ciinkii 6zgiin olmalar1 nedeniyle ahlak yasasina uyulmasini emrederler ve bu yoniiyle iyiye
dogru yonelmislerdir. Bu bakimdan, bu 6zgiin yatkinliklar, Kant’in ahlaki 6znenin yatkinlig1 olarak
adlandirdigr seyi olusturur. Ayrica, bu yatkinlik ahlak yasasina olan 6devimizle baglantili oldugu
icin, bu ahlaki yatkinlik, 6zgiirce sectigimiz ve irademizin maksimslerini 6zgiirce benimsedigimiz
nihai 6znel temel olarak goriilebilir. Bu anlamda, ahlaki bir yatkinlik, ahlak yasasina uymay1 6zgiirce
sectigimiz siirece korunur. Basgka bir deyisle, ahlak yasasina yonelik 6dev ile ahlaki yatkinlik aym
anlama gelir. Ancak, insanin ahlak yasasina uyma potansiyelini bir kenara birakip bunun yerine
insanlarin ahlaki karar alma stireclerindeki ve sonraki eylemlerindeki fiili durumuna bakarsak, insan
dogasinin koklii (radikal) bir kotiiliik igerdigi sonucuna varmak zorunda kaliriz. Ciinkii kisi, daha ilk
ahlaki eyleminde bile, ahlak yasasinin bilincinde olmasina ragmen, maksiminin i¢ine bu yasadan bir
sapmay1 dahil edebilir (Kant, 2012, 5.26-30).

Kant, aklimizin ve buna bagli olarak irademizin evrensellestirilebilir maksimsler
dogrultusunda eyleme yonelme 6zerkligine sahip oldugunu soyler. Bu 6zgiirliik bizi ahlak yasasina
baglar ve ahlak yasasi irademizin giidiisii olur. Ayrica Ozgiirliigiimiiz, maksimslerimizin, tim
maksimsler i¢in evrensel olan nihai bir 6znel temele ya da en yiiksek maksime bagli olmasinm
gerektirir; bu da adeta insanligin kendisine kok salmis bir ilkedir. Bu en yiiksek maksime, ahlak
yasasinin kendisidir ya da baska bir deyisle, ahlaki yatkinligimiza karsilik gelir. Kétiiliik, ahlak
yasasini reddeden ya da inkar eden bir maksimi se¢gmemizle ortaya ¢ikmaz. Kant’a gore, ozgiir
oldugumuz siirece kesin buyruk’a, yani ahlak yasasina uygun davranmakla yiikiimliiyliz. Ahlak
yasasi irademizin giidiisii oldugu i¢in, ahlaki bir karar durumuyla karsilastigimizda her zaman ahlak
yasasini en yiiksek maksime dahil edip onu irademizin belirleyici temeli haline getirmemiz ve
dolayisiyla her zaman ahlaki olarak dogru olan1 yapmamiz gerekir (Kant, 2012, s.26-30). Ama insan
¢ogu zaman ahlak yasasina aykiri davranir. Kant’a gore, devrede olan diger gidil “0z-sevgi
yasasidir”. Irademizi belirlerken ahlak yasasmin giidiisiine dayanma y&niinde bir yatkinliga sahip
oldugumuz gibi, duyusal dogamizin giidiilerine—oz-sevgi yasasina uygun olduklar1 6l¢iide—
dayanma yoniinde de bir yatkinliga sahibiz. Yani, nasil ki ahlak yasasmna dayanan bir ahlaki
yatkinligi, irademizin maksimslerini benimsememizi saglayan nihai 6znel temel olarak ozgiirce
secebiliyorsak, ayni sekilde 6z-sevgi yasasini da bu tiir bir nihai temel olarak 6zgiirce segebiliriz.
Ancak ahlak yasasindan farkli olarak, eger duyusal dogamizin giidiilerini irademizin belirleyici
temeli olarak maksime dahil edersek, sonug ahlaki agidan kétii bir eylem ya da yozlagmis bir ahlaki
yatkinlik olur. Ciinkii Kant’in gdsterdigi gibi, ahlaki olarak iyi bir eylem, yalnizca ahlak yasasini
(bagka hi¢bir yasay1 degil) giidii olarak alan eylemdir. Bu anlamda kotiiliik, ahlak yasas1 yerine 6z-
sevgi yasasina uyan maksimsler {ireten nihai belirleyici temeli segmemizle ortaya ¢ikar (Kant, 2012,
5.26-30).

Kant, insanin dogas1 geregi hem ahlak yasasinit hem de 6z-sevgi yasasini iradesinin giidiileri
olarak maksime dahil etmeye yatkin oldugu i¢in zaman zaman sorunlar ortaya ¢iktigini belirtir. Her
iki giidi de tek basina iradeyi belirlemek icin yeterli oldugundan, ahlaki olarak iyi ya da kot bir
eylemin ortaya ¢ikmasi bu giidiilerin farkli olmasindan kaynaklanmaz. Yani iyi ile kotii arasindaki
ayrim, maksime dahil edilen giidiilerin igeriginde yatmaz. Buna gore, ahlaki olarak iyi bir eylem ile
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ahlaki olarak kotii bir eylem arasindaki fark, bu iki giidiiyii maksime dahil ederken onlara nasil bir
oncelik ve diizen verdigimizde ortaya cikar (Kant, 2012, s.31).

Ahlaki olarak iyi bir eylem, 6z-sevgi glidiisiinii ahlak yasasina tabi kildigimiz ve ahlak
yasasini irademizin evrensel maksiminin tek giidiisii olarak benimsedigimiz eylemdir; bu durumda
ahlak yasasi itaatin en yiiksek kosulu olarak kabul edilir. Ahlaki olarak kotii bir eylem ise, ahlak
yasasinin giidiisiinii 6z-sevgi yasasina tabi kildigimiz ve duyusal giidiileri irademizin evrensel
maksiminin belirleyici temeli haline getirdigimiz eylemdir; bu durumda 6z-sevgi yasasi itaatin en
yiiksek kosulu olarak kabul edilir. Bu durumda ahlaki olarak kotii eylem, tiim maksimslerimizin
temelinin yozlasmis olmasi anlaminda “radikal” bir kotiiliigli aciga c¢ikarir. Dolayisiyla, insanin
dogasi geregi ahlaki olarak kotii oldugunu ya da koétiiliige dogal bir egilimi bulundugunu sdylemek,
insan dogasinda giidiilerin diizenini tersine ¢evirme yoniinde bir egilim bulundugunu sdylemek
anlamina gelir (Kant, 2012, s.31-32). Kant’in radikal kétiiliikk 6gretisini nasil gelistirdigini anlamak
onemlidir; ¢linkii insan dogasinin baglangigta iyi mi yoksa kotii mii oldugu sorusuna verdigi yanit,
onun tiim din teorisinin temelini olusturur. Kant’a gore din, ancak insan dogasinin hem iyiye yonelik
bir yatkinlik hem de siirekli miicadele edilmesi gereken karsi konulamaz bir kotiilik egilimi icerdigi
durumda miimkiindiir. Insan dogasindaki bu iyi ile kotii arasindaki gerilim, dini miimkiin kilan
seydir. Bu gerilim olmadan din gerekli olmazdi; hatta boyle bir gerilim olmasayd: din diye bir sey
de var olmazdi. Kétiilitk olmasaydi, irademizi belirlerken her zaman ahlaki giidilye dayanarak ahlak
yasasini kolayca yerine getirebilir ve bdylece Tanri’nin hosnutlugunu kazanabilirdik. Baska bir
deyisle, kotiiliik olmasaydi, her zaman ahlaki olarak dogru olanit yapmakta hi¢bir zorluk yagamazdik.
Bu tiir “kolay” bir ahlak, bizi Tanri’ya hos kilmak icin yeterli degildir. Yani, iyilik yapma
kapasitemiz hi¢bir zaman sinanmiyorsa, ahlaki olarak iyi sayilmayiz. Ahlaki iyilik, ancak kendi
yatkinligimiz ve o6zgirliigiimiiz araciligiyla kendimize koydugumuz ahlak yasasina kars1 6devimize
itaat etmemiz sonucunda ortaya ¢ikar. Herhangi bir yasaya itaat ve 6dev, ancak o yasanin taleplerine
aykir1 davranma imkani varsa anlamlidir. Bu anlamda, ahlak yasasina karsi 6dev, tam da ona karsi
cikan ve onu zorlayan bir kot giidiiniin varligi nedeniyle miimkiindiir. Bu kétiiliikk bizim igin
gereklidir. Eger irademiz yalnizca tek bir (iyi) giidii tarafindan ve tek bir sekilde belirlenebiliyor
olsaydi, zaten bagka tiirlii davranamazdik. Bu durumda 6devden ya da yasaya uymak icin “dyle
davranmamiz gerektiginden” s6z edilemezdi. Tanri’ya hos olmak, ahlak yasasina itaat etme
yoniindeki her ¢abamizda, olmasi gerektigi gibi davranmamizi gerektirir (Kant, 2012, s.40-43).
Ahlaki miikemmellik, ancak Tanr1’ya hos oldugumuzda gergeklesir. Ancak hepimiz radikal kotiiliik
tarafindan zorunlu olarak yozlasmis oldugumuz i¢in (yani 6dev sahibi olabilmemiz i¢in), yalnizca
ahlak yoluyla Tanr1’y1 hosnut etme amacini gergeklestiremeyiz. Bu amaca ulasabilmek igin, ahlaka
ek olarak neyin gerekli oldugunu belirlememiz gerekir; boylece kotiiliige olan egilimimizle miicadele
edebilir ve Tanr1’y1 hosnut edecek Slgiide ahlaki olarak iyi hale gelebiliriz (Kant, 2012, s.40-43).

Tyilik ve Kaétiiliik

Kant’in burada sdylemek istedigi sudur: I¢imizdeki “yapmaliy1iz” buyrugunun giiciine
ragmen ve ne yaparsak yapalim—ne kadar iyi davranirsak davranalim ya da ahlak yasasina ne kadar
sik1 uyarsak uyalim—yalnizca kendi bagimiza, her eylemimizde Tanr1’y1 hosnut edecek kadar ahlak
yasasini tam anlamiyla yerine getiremeyiz. Bagka bir deyisle, “yapabildigimiz sey kendi basma
yetersizdir.” Ancak Kant burada ahlakin bosuna oldugunu séylemez. Tam tersine, kendi bagimiza
tam bir ahlaki doniisiimii gerceklestiremesek bile, ahlaki davranarak ve ahlak yasasina uyarak
kendimizi “daha yiiksek bir yardimin” etkisine agik hale getirdigimizi ifade eder. Bu tiir bir yardimin
aklimiz ic¢in “kavranamaz” oldugu kabul edilmelidir; yani bu yardimm bize nasil geldigini
tasarlayamayiz ve onu ne teorik ne de pratik kullanim i¢in maksimslerimize dahil edebiliriz (Kant,
2012, s.49). Bununla birlikte, bu yardimin, kotii bir kalbin iyi ve Tanr1’ya hos bir kalbe dontismesi
icin gerekli bir kosul oldugunu anlamamiz gerekir. Dolayisiyla ahlaki iyilige ulasmada belirleyici
olan sey, kisinin “iyi bir insan olmasi gerektigi icin, kendi cabalariyla oraya gotiiren yola
ulasabilecegini umut edebilmesidir (Kant, 2012, s.46).”
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Kant, Icimizdeki “yapmaliyiz” buyruguna sadik kalmali ve “bu ¢abalar araciligiyla,
kendimizi daha yiiksek bir yardimin etkisine agik hale getirecegimiz noktaya ulasmayi—ya da daha
acik bir ifadeyle Tanri’min ‘litfuna’ layik hale gelmeyi—umut etmeliyiz.” Kot egilimleri
uzaklastirmak icin, siirekli bir ¢caba i¢inde ahlaki eyleme yonelmis bir yatkinlig1 daima siirdiirmemiz
gerekir. Burada Immanuel Kant’in din sisteminde iki 6nemli kavramla karsilagiriz: liituf ve umut.
Kant, “liituf” kavramini, iyi eylemlerimize gerekli bir ek olarak agik¢a dne siirer: “Iste burada, iyi
eylemlerden elde edilen kazancin 6tesinde bir fazlalik s6z konusudur; bu da bize lituf yoluyla sayilan
bir kazanctir. Diinyevi yasamimizda yalnizca bir baglangi¢ olan seyin (yani Tanr1’ya hos bir insan
haline gelmenin), sanki ona tamamen sahipmisiz gibi bize atfedilmesi—buna dair hi¢bir hukuki
hakkimiz yoktur... bu, yalnizca liituf sayesindedir (Kant, 2012, s.70).” Dolayistyla, kisinin kalbinde
kotiiliikten iyilige dogru bir doniisiim yasayabilmesi i¢in, kendisini Tanri’nin gdziinde iyi olarak
gormesi, fakat kendi goéziinde heniiz tam anlamiyla iyi saymamasi gerekir. Yani kisi, liitfu
deneyimleyecegi ve bdylece doniisiim yasayacagi inanciyla iyi eylemlerde bulunmalidir. Iste bu
inang, dinsel inang ve dinsel kurtulus ile esdeger hale gelir: “Pratik akil agisindan bakildiginda ahlaki
eylem gereklidir; teorik aklin ahlaki olmayan perspektifinden ise liituf gereklidir. Immanuel Kant’a
gore, kurtulusun gerceklesebilmesi i¢in bu iki kosulun da birlikte yerine getirilmesi gerekir.” Kant,
2012, 5.70).

Kant’1n “pratik inan¢” anlayisina ulasiriz. Tanr1’nin liitfu bizim i¢in kavranamaz oldugu icin,
bu liitfun ne zaman gerceklestigini ya da onu alip kabul edip etmedigimizi bilemeyiz. Erisebildigimiz
tek sey, kendi ahlaki 6devimiz ve iyi eylemlerimizdir. Bu nedenle, pratik acidan elimizden gelenin
en iyisini yapmali ve Tanri’nin lLitfunu bahsedecegine giivenmeli, yani buna inanmalryiz. Ahlaki
O0devimizi yerine getirmenin ve ahlak yasasina uymanin tek basina kurtulusu saglayacagi yanilgisina
diismemeliyiz; ¢linkil kendi bagimiza Tanr1 tarafindan kabul edilmeye layik hale gelemeyiz (Kant,
2012, s.32). Bunun yerine, pratik bir inan¢ benimsemeli ve iyi bir yasam silirmeye c¢alismaliyiz;
boylece Tanr tarafindan kabul edilebilir kilinmaya layik hale gelebiliriz. Iyi eylemlerde bulunarak,
Tanri’nin litfunu almis oldugumuzu rasyonel olarak diisiinebiliriz—her ne kadar bu liitfun ger¢ekten
ne zaman ve nasil verildigini asla kesin olarak bilemesek de. Pratik inan¢ araciligiyla, Tanri’nin
liitfuna yonelik bir umut sergilemis oluruz (Kant, 2012, s.32).

Ahlaki Davramsin Itici Giicii Olarak Umut

Kant, insanin i¢inde ahlak nasil kok salar? Ahlaki bir davranisi motive eden unsurlar
nelerdir? Bir insan hicbir karsiligin1 gérmeyecekse neden ahlaki davransin? Gibi ahlaki davranisa
neden olan agmazlara da ¢dziim bulmak ister. Diigiiniir, ahlakin igimizde nasil isledigini, yani ahlaki
amaglarimizi, niyetlerimizi ve eylemlerimizi kavrayabilmek i¢in, umut kavramina yonelmemiz
gerektigini one siirer. Bizi ahlaki eyleme baglayan sey umuttur. Insan, Tanr’min litfunu
umabildiginde ahlaki davranmaya yonelir. Kant hi¢bir zaman agik¢a Tanri’nin litfunu ummamiz
gerektigini sdylemez. O, yalnizca kendi ¢abalarimiz araciligiyla kendimizi bu liitfu almaya layik hale
getirebilecegimizi ummamiz gerektigini ifade eder. Kant, miimkiin oldugunca iyi hale gelebilmek
icin kendi zihniyetimizi ve karakterimizin temelini doniistiirmemiz gerektigi konusunda israr eder
(Kant, 2012, s.47). Kant, ahlak anlayisini akil temeli {izerine insa ettiginden Tanrisal bir liituf fikrine
pek sicak bakmaz. Insan, ya daha iyi bir insan olmak icin calismali, davramslarini ahlak yasasina
uygun hale getirmelidir. Kendini degistirmeyen bir insan, Tanri’nin onu sonsuza dek mutlu
kilabilecegine inanmasi, sadece kendini kandirmasidir (Kant, 2012, s.47).

Kant hem kendi doniisiimiimiizi hem de Tanri’nin liitfunu umut edebilecegimizi ileri
stirmektedir. Ancak liitfu umut ettigimiz stirece, ahlaki miikemmellik hedefimizi agik¢a goz onilinde
tutar ve boylece aklin sinirlar1 iginde kaliriz. Kendi doniigiimiimiizii umut ederken ise bu sinirlarin
disina ¢ikmamaya dikkat etmeli ve ahlaki amacimizi stirekli hatirlamaliyiz. Kant’a gore rasyonel
davranmak, ahlaki davranmakla aynidir. Ahlaki davranmak ise, icimizdeki ahlak yasasina yalnizca
O0dev ugruna uymak demektir; yani irademizi belirlerken tek giidii olarak ahlak yasasini
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benimsemektir. Dinsel pratikleri, bu pratiklerin kendisine degil, ahlak yasasina kars1 6devimiz geregi
yerine getirmek, hem tarihsel/pratik dini aklin sinirlar i¢ine getirir hem de saf akil dinine ulagmak
icin gerekli bir kosul olusturur (Kant, 2012, s.47).

Kant’1n umut sorusunun cevabini agik birakmasinin nedeni, pratik dini ahlaki miikemmellige
ulagmanin mesru bir yolu olarak diglamak istememesi olabilir. Eger umudu yalnizca Tanri’nin
litfuyla sinirlandirmis olsaydi, dinsel pratiklerin bizi ahlaki olarak yonlendirmeye yardimci
olabilecegi ihtimalini ortadan kaldirmis olurdu. Buna karsilik, umudu yalnizca diinyevi doniisiimle
sinirlasaydi, bu kez lituf kavrami1 ve dolayisiyla tiim din sistemi ¢okerdi. Kant’in temel gorevi, dini
aklin sinirlart i¢ine yerlestirmektir. Bunu ise ancak her tiirlii ahlaki veya dinsel eylem ya da pratigin
temelinde ahlak yasasina kars1 6devin bulunmasi sartiyla basarabilir. Tam da bu noktada, Kant’in
pratik, ampirik dini ahlakin ve saf akil dininin bir parcasi haline nasil getirdigini gérmeye
baslayabiliriz (Kant, 2012, 5.47).

Din Egitimi

Kant, ¢ocuklara dini fikirlerin erken yasta verilip verilmemesi konusunda tereddiitliidiir.
“Cocuklarin din bakimindan egitimi ele alindiginda ortaya ¢ikan ilk soru, dini fikirlerin ¢ocuklara
erken yasta verilip verilemeyecegidir. Bu konuda egitim eserlerinde ¢ok sey yazilmistir. Dini fikirler
her zaman bir teolojiyi icerir, o hdlde heniiz kendisini tamimayan, diinyay ise daha da az taniyan

genglere teoloji nasil ogretilebilir? Gorev hakkinda heniiz hichir sey bilmeyen bir geng, Tanrt’ya
karst dogrudan bir gorevi kavrayabilecek durumda midir? (Kant, 2011, s.51).

Kant, cocuklarin Tanr1 adin1 6grenmezden 6nce ahlaki amaclarin 6gretilmesini, yasama dair
hedeflerin konulmasini ister. Cocuklara insani ilgilendiren meseleler dgretilmeli, ahlaki yargilari
kesinlestirilmeli, doganin diizeni ve giizelligi ve biiyiileyiciligi benimsetilmelidir. Etrafini, i¢inde
yasadig1 ¢evreyi kesfeden ¢ocuga yavas yavas evren hakkinda bilgi verilmeli pargadan biitiine bir
kavramsal iliski kurulmalidir. Bu agsamalardan sonra Tanr fikri ¢ocuga agiklanmalidir (Kant, 2011,
s.51).

“Ancak bundan sonra onlara ilk kez Yiice Bir Varlik, bir Yasa Koyucu, fikri aciklanabilirdi.
Fakat toplumun bugiinkii durumunda bu yontem miimkiin degildir;, cocuklarin Tanri adim
duymalarini ve insanlarin O 'na baghhik isaretlerini gérmelerini engelleyemeyiz (Kant, 2011, s.51).

Ancak bu donem c¢ok da ge¢ olmamalidir. Biz ¢ocuklara erken yaslarda degil de
biiyilidiiklerinde Tanr1 hakkinda bir seyler 6gretirsek ya Tanr1’ya karsi ilgisizlik meydana gelir ya da
Tanr1 hakkinda yanlis fikirler gelisir. Kisi ya Tanr1’y1 6nemsiz bir kavram olarak goriir ya da korkung
bir varlik olarak telakki eder.

“Oyleyse bu tiir fikirlerin cocugun hayal diinyasinda yer edinmesinden korkuluyorsa, bunu
onlemek icin ¢ocuga dini fikirleri erken yasta vermeye ¢alismaliyiz (Kant, 2011, s.51).”

Kant, din egitiminin sadece ezber ve taklit olmamasimi ister. Din egitimi dogaya uygun
olmalidir. Cocuklara gereksiz yiiklemelerden kaginmali, gelisimsel donemi dikkate alinmali,
yalnizca ezber ve taklit isi olmamalidir. Din egitiminin hayatin i¢inde ve tecriibe sahasinda yani
cocugun yasantisinda karsiligi olmalidir. Cocuklar, gorev, yiikiimliiliik, iyi ve kotii davranis gibi
soyut kavramlara sahip olmaksizin da bu kavramlarin yasamdaki karsiligimi ya da igerigini
kavrayabilirler. Kant, ahlak felsefesinde haz, rahatlik, fayda gibi kavramlara yer vermez. Disiiniire
gore ¢ocuklar insan keyfine bagli bulunmayan ama evrensel bir mahiyet arz eden gorev yasasinin
varligin1 ¢ok kolayca anlayabilirler. Ancak bu yasayi anlatacak dgretmenin kendisi 6nce gorev
yasasini bir yagam bi¢imine doniistiirmiis olmalidir. Yani 6gretmen gérev mesuliyetini idrak etmeli,
hayatin1 gérev mesuliyeti ile bi¢cimlendirmelidir (Kant, 2011, s.51).

Kant, din egitiminde dogaya 6zel bir onem verir. Filozofa gore ilk basamak doga olmalidir.
Cocuga doga iyi tanitilmali, hepimizin ve her seyin doganin bir pargasi oldugu yasanti yoluyla
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benimsetilmelidir. Cocuk dogay1 deneyimledikten sonra doga ile Tanr1 arasinda baglant1 kurulmali,
doga Tanr1’ya baglanmalidir. Diisiiniire gore baglangigta, her seyin tiirlerin korunmasi ve aralarindaki
dengenin siirdiiriilmesi i¢in nasil diizenlenmis oldugunu gostermeli; fakat ayn1 zamanda uzun vadede
insanin mutluluga ulasabilmesi i¢in de buna gore tasarlandigint anlatilmalidir. Kant, Tanr1 kavrami
ile baba kavrami arasinda benzerlik kurulmasim ister. Aslinda bu fikir Hristiyanlik’in Tanri’y1
babaya benzetmesinden ilhamla olusmus bir fikirdir (Kant, 2011, s.51).

Tanr fikri, ilkin gozetimi altinda bulundugumuz bir baba fikrine benzetilerek ogretilebilir,
bu yolla da insanligin tek bir aile olarak birligini cocuga yararl bi¢imde gosterebiliriz (Kant, 2011,
s.51).

Kant, dini geleneksel taniminin disinda, kendi anlayisina gore yeniden tanimlamak ister.
Elbette bu tanim akil merkezli bir ahlak ile uyumlu olan bir din tanimidir. Kant, dini, ahlakin Tanr1
bilgisine uygulanmis hali olarak goriir. Cocuklara din egitimi verilirken 6nce i¢cimizdeki ahlak yasasi
ile baglanmalidir. Bagka bir deyisle 6nce ahlak gelmeli, teoloji ahlaktan sonra verilmelidir (Kant,
2011, s.51).

Oyleyse din nedir? Din, icimizde bulunan yasanin, iizerimizde bulunan bir Yasa Koyucu ve
Yargigtan giic almasi bakimindan kavranmis halidiv. Din, ahlakin Tanri bilgisine uygulanmig
seklidir. Eger din ahlakla birlesmezse, yalnizca lituf kazanma ¢abasina doniisiir. Ilahi séylemek, dua
etmek ve ibadethaneye gitmek ancak insana yeni giic, yeni cesaret vermeli; ilerlemek icin onu
desteklemeli ya da ddev fikriyle esinlenmis bir kalbin ifadesi olmalidir. Bunlar ancak iyi isler igin
hazwrliktir, iyi islerin kendisi degildir. Tanri’yr gercekten hosnut etmenin tek yolu ise daha iyi
insanlar haline gelmemizdir (Kant, 2011, s.52).

Kant’a gore ahlak dinin esasidir hatta 6ziidiir. Din anlamini ancak ahlakta bulur. Tanr1’nin
istedigi iyi insan ahlak sahibi insandir. Yoksa bir takim teolojik bilgilere sahip olmak bizi ahlaklh
insan yani iyi insan yapmaz. Kant bir ¢ocugu egitim hayatina aldigimizda 6nce onun i¢inde var olan
ahlak yasasini ortaya ¢ikarmamizi ister. Cocuk kendi igindeki bu yasayi kesfettigi zaman binanin
temelini kesfetmis sayilir. Temel eger insan1 insan yapan ahlak {izerine kurulursa o ¢ocuk zamanla
ona verilecek tiim bilgi ve becerileri alabilir hale gelmis demektir. Kant’in din ile ahlaki esitlemesinin
bir sonucu olarak insan ne iyi ne de kotii bir yaratilisa sahiptir. insan her iki yone meyilli bir varliktir.
Insan1 insan yapacak olan hatta insam hayvandan ayiracak olan onun egitimi, yani terbiyesi ve
ahlakidir. Kotii huylu bir insan, asagilik ve zelil bir kimsedir ve kiiclimsenmeye, hor goriilmeye
layiktir (Kant, 2011, s.52). Bu kiigiimseme dogrudur, haklidir, ¢ilinkii kotii olan bir seyin akibeti 6vgii
degil yergi olmalidir. Tann hi¢ kimseye zulmetmeyecegi, hi¢ kimseye haksizlikta bulunmayacagi
i¢in, baz1 insanlar1 iyi baz1 insanlar1 da kétii yaratmaz. Insanlar1 kendi saf dogalar {izerine yaratir.
Fakat insan iyiligi veya kotiiliigli secer. Burada insanin kotiiliigli segmesi tanrinin onu kotii
yaratmasindan dolay1 degil, o sahsin kendi bile isteye kotiiyli tercih ediginin sonucudur. Yoksa
kotiiliik yapmayin buyrugu asli bir buyruktur ve insan i¢in temel bir ahlaki ol¢iittiir. Kant’a gore bir
kral hirsizlik yasaktir diye bir emir yayinlasa bu kral hirsizlig1 yasaklayan ilk kisi olmayabilir ama
insanin varolusundan beri yiiriirliikte olan bir ahlak yasasini tekrar buyruk haline getirmis olur. Yani
hirsizlik evvelden beri kotiidiir ama kral bu kotii davranigi bir kez daha yasaklamis olur. Yani var
olan bir yasagi insanlara yeniden hatirlatmis olur (Kant, 2011, s.52).

Buradan insan, kendisini mutluluga layik kilan seyin yalmzca iyi bir yasam oldugunu
ogrenir. llahi yasa aymi zamanda doga yasasi olarak da tamnmmalidir, ¢iinkii keyfi degildir. Bu
nedenle din, biitiin ahlakin kapsamina girer (Kant, 2011, s.52).

Kant ¢ocugun yukarida zikrettigimiz insan olmanin temeli olan ahlak yasasini bulmadan ve
0 yasaya gore eylemenin bilincine varmadan teolojik birtakim ezberlerin, bilgilerin ya da ¢ocugu
1sindirmak adina 6gretilen bir takim dini taklitlerin faydali olmayacagi kanaatindedir. Bu yiizden ki
din egitimine ilahiyat ile baglanmasina siddetle kars1 ¢ikar (Kant, 2011, s.52). Ciinkii diislinlire gore
sadece ilahiyat temelli din anlayis1 cocuga higbir sey kazandirmaz. Lafazanlik, bilgi¢lik ve 6grendigi
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dini bilgileri mevki, makam, sohret ve birtakim sehvetlerini elde etmeye ¢aligan bilgili ama erdemsiz
insanlar meydana getirir. Boyle bir insan tipi yaptig1 ya yanligtan dolay1 cezalandirilma korkusu ile
ya da yaptig1 dogrulardan dolay: kisa vadede ddiillendirme beklentisi ile davranista bulunur. Ahlak
temeli yerine ilahiyat temelli yapilan bir din egitiminin sonucu olarak toplumu etkileyebilmek
insanlarin gdziinde cazip bir kimse haline gelebilmek icin hurafelerin dillendirilmesi, sahte bir takim
tapinma ritiiellerinin artmasi, keramet ve abartilarin yayginlasmasina neden olur (Kant, 2011, s.52).

Bu nedenle once ahlak gelmeli, ardindan teoloji gelmelidir, iste din budur (Kant, 2011, 5.52).

Kant, insanin ic¢indeki ahlak yasasini vicdan olarak tanimlar. Diislinlire gore bir insan
yeryiiziindeki yazilmis ya da buyruk haline getirilmis tiim ahlak kurallarindan habersiz olsa bile ona
dogruyu gosterecek ve daima istikamet tizere tutacak yegane kilavuz vicdandir.

I¢imizde bulunan yasaya vicdan deriz. Vicdan, tam anlamiyla, eylemlerimizi bu yasaya
uygulamaktir (Kant, 2011, s.52).

Kant’a gdre vicdanin kinamalarini, Tanri’nin temsilcisi olarak gérmeseydik, bu kinamalarin
iizerimizde herhangi bir etkisi olmazdi. Ciinkii Tanri, {izerimizde bir mahkeme kurdugu gibi,
icimizde de bir yargi kiirsiisii kurmustur. Tanrinin insanlarin iizerinde bir mahkeme kurup iyi ile
kotiiyii degerlendirdigi gibi vicdanda insanin igine kurulmus bir mahkemedir. Her sey birtakim
nedenlerden dolayi1 yanilsa da insanin igindeki vicdan asla yanilmayacak, daima insana yasay1 yani
dogruyu, iyiyi hatirlatacaktir. Bu nedenle dine ahlaki vicdan eslik etmelidir (Kant, 2011, s.52). Eger
eslik etmezse, dinin insanlar iizerinde herhangi bir etkisi olmayacaktir. Ahlaki vicdan olmaksizin
din, batil inanca dayali bir hurafeden ibaret olacaktir. insanlar dinin yani Tanri buyrugunun
hikmetine, bu buyruklarin 6nemine ve insan hayatindaki yerine dikkat etmeksizin basit bir taklit ile
kendilerini avutacaklar, dini kendi ¢ikarlar1 i¢in kullanacaklari bir mecraya doniistiireceklerdir. Bu
nedenle ahlaka dayali din egitim yapilmali ve unutulmamalidir ki vicdan, Tanri’nin temsilcisidir
(Kant, 2011, s.52).

“Insanlar, Tanri’min buyrugunu nasil yerine getireceklerini diisimmeden; hatta O’nun
kudretini, bilgeligini ve benzeri niteliklerini ger¢ekten bilmeden ve aragtirmadan, yalnizca O nu
oviip giictine ve hikmetine saygi gostererek Tanri’ya hizmet ettiklerini samirlar. Bu tiir ilahiler ve
ovgiiler, boyle kimselerin vicdani igin bir afyon, onun rahat¢a uyuyabilecegi bir yastik gibidir (Kant,
2011, 5.53).

Kant’a gore cocuklar dini diisiincenin biitiiniinii kavrayamazlar ¢iinkii din soyut yani
miicerret kavramlar {izerine kuruludur (Kant, 2011, s.53). Mesela yukarida da zikretti§imiz gibi
insanin anlagr Tanr1 kavramini deneyimlemeye imkén vermez, yani insan hi¢bir zaman mevcut
duyular1 ve anlagi ile melek gibi, ahiret gibi, vahiy gibi miicerret kavramlari idrak edemez. Bu yonii
ile insan Tanriy1 bir bilme nesnesi haline getiremez. Ama bu bilgileri 6grenmeden de bir diinya
kurumaz. Ciinkii icinde yasadigi diinyaya, sahip oldugu hayata bir anlam verecekse bu ancak bir
Tanrinin var oldugu kabulil ile miimkiin olacaktir. Yani Tanrimin varligini kabul ettikten sonra
insanin i¢inde bir umut, bir ferahlama duruma zuhur edecektir. Bu nedenle ¢ok kiiciik yastaki
cocuklara agir ve uzun dualar 6gretilmemeli, ¢ocuklarin idrak edemeyecegi miicerret kavramlari
boca etmekten uzak durmalidir. Eger ¢ocuklara dua ve ilahileri 6gretmeye 1srar edersek bu onlarda
yanlig ve sahte bir dindarlik anlayisinin gelismesine neden olacaktir. Kant’a gore tanriy1r dogru bir
sekilde ululamak c¢ok fazla ritlieller yapmak, ilahiler sdylemek ya da olur olmaz yerde dualar etmek
degil, O’nun buyurdugu gibi davranmak, O’nun buyruguna uygun yasamak, kisacasi dogru sozlii ve
dogru davranis sahibi olmakla miimkiindiir. Cocuklara verecegimiz en énemli dini bilgi Tanri’nin
buyrugu olan dogruluktur, dogru eylemdir, dogru diisiincedir, dogru davranistir. Kant’a goére insan
giinlik yasamindaki problemleri karsilastigi birtakim sikintilari agmak i¢in Tanri’’nin adim
kullanmamalidir (Kant, 2011, s.53). Yani bizim kiiltiirimiizde sik karsilasacagimiz insan tipi olan
olur olmaz yere yemin eden ve giinlilk hayattaki her olay icin Tanri’y1 kendine sahit gdsteren
insanlarin davraniglarim Kant dogru bulmaz. Ciinkii bu bir ¢esit sahtekarliktir. Insan iistiine diisen
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gorevi eksiksiz bir sekilde yerine getirmelidir. Hakkina razi olmalidir. Kendi emegine ve alin terine
giivenmelidir. Tanri’nin ismi ¢ok yiice, ¢ok degerli ve ¢ok dnemli oldugundan agzimiza aldigimizda
icimizde bir titreme, bir husu, bir etki birakmalidir. Yoksa yalan yere olur olmaz her defasindan
Tanr1’nin ismini agza almak, insanin kalbinde hicbir etki yapmayan herhangi bir sdzciik mertebesine
indirir. Bu nedenle ¢ocuklara Tanr1 isminin énemi ve biliylikliigii dogru bir sekilde kavratilmali ve
ilahi iradeye kars1 saygi ve itaat 6gretilmelidir (Kant, 2011, s.53).

Tanri’y1 gercekten onurlandirmanin yolu, O ’nun iradesine uygun davranmaktir ve cocuklara
ogretmemiz gereken de budur. Tanrt adinin bos yere sik¢a kullanilmamasina dikkat etmeliyiz hem
kendimiz hem de ¢ocuklar bakimindan (Kant, 2011, 5.53).

Kant, ¢ocuklara bagkalarmin dua ettigini gordiiklerinde kime ve neden dua ettiklerini
anlayabilmeleri i¢in Yiice Varlik hakkinda bir fikir vermemiz gerektigini belirtir. Ancak bu fikirler
az sayida olmali ve daha dnce sdylendigi gibi yalnizca olumsuz (negatif) nitelikte olmalidir. Bunlar
erken yaslardan itibaren verilmeye basglanmali; ayni zamanda c¢ocuklarin insanlar1 dini
uygulamalarina gore degerlendirmemelerine dikkat edilmelidir. Ciinkii dinlerin ¢esitliligine ragmen
din her yerde 6z bakimindan aynidir. Kant ¢ocuklara dini fikirlerin erken yaslardan itibaren kademeli
bir sekilde 6gretilmesini ister. Bu dini fikirlerin az sayida olmasini, yalin olmasimi ve miimkiin
mertebe negatif teoloji yani tenzih edici nitelikte olmasini ister (Kant, 2011, s.53).

Sonuc¢

Kant’in din felsefesini ve din egitimini ele aldigimiz arastirmada asagidaki bulgulara
rastlanmigtir. Kant, Tanr1’y1 ve “en yiiksek iyi”yi biitiin rasyonel varliklarin yoneldigi akli ilkeler
olarak temellendirmistir. Ahlakin temeli akildir; fakat ahlak tek basina en yiiksek iyiyi
gergeklestirmek i¢in yeterli degildir. Ahlaki yasa, mutlaka bir amaca yonelmelidir ve bu amag Tanr1
ve en yliksek iyi, yani ahlaki miikemmelliktir. Akil ve ahlak Tanri’y1 ve en yiiksek iyiyi kendi
rasyonel hedefi olarak icerir. Kant, zorunluluktan 6zgiirliige sanat araciligi ile gec¢is yapmisti.
Buradaki agmaz ise temel olan ahlak yasasi ile sonug olan Tanri ile en yiiksek iyi arasindaki gecisi
saglamaktir. Kant, bu geg¢isi saf bigimde bir akil dini ile degil de aklin ahlaki yasasini tarihsel ve
toplumsal bicimde ifade eden gergek din ya da (empirik yani yagamda bizzat tatbik edilen gegisi saf.
Bu din anlayisi, ahlaki temeli bir teleolojik yonelim igine yerlestirir; yani insani bir amag fikrine
(Tanr ve en yiiksek iyi) dogru yonlendirir. Bu ¢ercevede, ahlakin temeli akil ve ahlak yasasidir.
Ahlakin yoneldigi son, Tanr1 ve en yiiksek iyi (ahlaki yasa koyucu fikri)’dir. Koprii, aklin ahlaki
yasasini tagiyan ve onu tarihsel-dini bigimde ifade eden empirik dindir. Bu nedenle Kant’a gore iman
akli tamamlayan bir “ek” degil, aklin ahlaki igerigini goriiniir kilan bir aractir. Bdylece din, ahlakin
yerine ge¢mez, tersine ahlakin kendisini Tanr fikrine dogru genisletmesini saglar. Bu da Kant’in
temel iddiasini ortaya g¢ikarir. Din, aklin diginda degil, aklin ahlaki zorunlulugunun i¢inde anlam
kazanir. Diigiiniir ahlak temellendirmesini bir adim ileri tagiyarak, ahlak yasasi ile Tanr1 ve en yliksek
iyi arasindaki iligkiyi yeniden diisiiniir. Bu problem su sekilde formiile edilir: Temel: aklin verdigi
ahlak yasasi, Sonug: Tanr ve en yiiksek iyi (ahlaki miikkemmellik). Kant, bu iki farkli ontolojik
gerceklik arasindaki baglantinin saf teorik akildan degil, aklin ahlaki iceriginin tarihsel ve pratik bir
bigimde yasanmasindan gegtigi kanaatindedir. Bu ge¢isin anahtar1 empirik dindir. Bu din anlayisi:
Ahlak yasasini bir amag ufkuna (teleolojiye) agar. Bu amag ufku Tanr fikrini zorunlu bir “ahlaki
yasa koyucu” olarak icerir. Bdylece ahlak, kendisini Tann fikrine dogru genisletir. Dolayisiyla
empirik iman, ahlakin yerine gegen bir otorite degildir, o, ahlakin rasyonel igerigini “diinyada
gOriinlir” kilan bir tasiyicidir. Kant, ahlaki Tanr1’ya digsal bir otorite olarak baglantilandirmaz. Yani
elinde ziyade, ahlakin kalem siirekli olarak 6diiller ve cezalar kesen otoriteden ziyade, ahlakin kendi
i¢sel rasyonel yoneliminin bir sonucudur. Boylece ahlak yasasi ile Tanr1 ve en yiiksek iyi arasindaki
iligki, aklin kendisi tarafindan kurulan bir teleolojik biitiinliik i¢inde anlasilir. Baska bir ifadeyle,
Kant, pratik ahlaki temellerimiz ile “insanlifin disinda giiclii bir ahlaki yasa koyucu” olarak
diistiniilen teorik son (Tanr1 fikri) arasindaki boslugun gercek ampirik din tarafindan dolduruldugunu
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savunur. Bu din bi¢imi: akli ve ahlak yasasini, vahiy gelenegiyle birlestirir. Boylece ahlak, kendisini
dogal olarak Tanri fikrine dogru genisleten teleolojik bir anlam kazanir. Bu ¢ergevede, ampirik din,
akil-din iligkisini destekleyen tarihsel bir ifade big¢imidir, ahlak ise bu tarihsel bi¢imin temelini
olusturan rasyonel ilkedir. Din, ahlaki asan bir sey degil, onun anlamini Tanr fikri i¢inde
yorumlayan bir aragtir. Kant’a gore akil dini mesrulastirir, onu ortadan kaldirmaz, ahlaki deneyim,
Tann tarafindan yonlendiriliyormus gibi kaldirmaz, ahlaki bu yorumun temeli her zaman ahlak
yasasinin kendisidir. Din, ahlakin yerini alan degil, ahlakin rasyonel yapisini Tanr1 fikri i¢inde ifade
eden bir yorum bi¢imidir.

www.turkishstudies.net/religion



1614 Hasan Hiiseyin Kargin

References

Britanica, Enlihtenment, Erigim Tarihi: 26.04.2026,
https://www.britannica.com/event/Enlightenment-European-history.

Cevizci, A. (2014). Ahlak felsefesi. Say Yayinlari.

Cevizci, A. (2014). Egitim felsefesi. Say Yayinlari.

Cevizci, A. (2017). Biiyiik felsefe sozliigii. Say Yayinlari.

Citil, A. A. (2021). Kant okumalari, birinci kritik. Dergah Yaynlari.
Citil, A. A. (2022). Kant okumalari, ikinci kritik. Dergah Yayinlari.
Demir, Aysel. (2020) Kant, siyaset, ahlak. Siyasal Kitabevi Yaynlari.
Guyer, Paul, (2022) Kant, (D. Soysal, ¢cev.). Say Yaynlari.

Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Kant’s Philosophy of Religion, Erisim Tarihi: 12.04. 2026,
https://iep.utm.edu/kant-rel/.

Kant, L. (1992). An answer to the question: What is enlightenment? Translated by Ted Humphrey
Hackett Publishing, 1992. Erisim tarihi: 24/04/2026
https://www.nypl.org/sites/default/files/kant whatisenlightenment.pdf.

Kant, I. (1993). Art usun elestirisi. (A. Yardiml, ¢ev.). Idea Yaynlari.

Kant, I. (2000). Prolegomena, (1. Kuguradi & Y. Ornek, cev). Tiirkiye Felsefe Kurumu Yayinlari.
Kant, 1. (2006). Yarg: yetisinin elestirisi (A. Yardiml, ¢ev.). idea Yayinlar1.

Kant, I. (2009). Pratik aklin elestirisi (I. Kuguradi, ¢ev.). Tiirkiye Felsefe Kurumu Yayinlari.

Kant, L. (2013). Ahlak metafiziginin temellendirilmesi, (1. Kuguradi, ¢ev.). Tiirkiye Felsefe Kurumu
Yayinlari.

Kant, I. (2012). Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone (Translated by Theodore M. Greene &
Hoyt H. Hudson). Ik baskis1 1930, Chicago / New York, Harper & Row (Sonraki basimlar:
Open Court Publishing / Harper Torchbooks.

Kant, I. (2016). Egitim iizerine, (A. Aydogan, cev.). Say Yayinlari.

Kant, I. (2022). Saf aklin elestirisi, (N. Pektas,¢cev.). Gece Kitapligi.

Kant, 1. (2023). Muhakeme kabiliyetinin elestirisi (N. Pektas, cev.). Gece Kitapligi.
Kilig, R., & Regber, S. (2014). Din felsefesi. Grafiker Yayinlari.

Ozlem, D. (2010). Etik ahlak felsefesi. Say Yaynlari.

Regber, M. S. (2014). Din felsefesi. Grafiker Yayincilik.

Translated by Ted Humphrey Hackett Publishing, 1992. Erisim Tarihi: 24.04. 2026.
Ulken, H. Z., (2013). Egitim felsefesi. Dogubat1 Yaymnlari.

Wood, A. W. (2020). Kant, (A. Kovanlikaya, ¢ev.). Alfa Yayinlari.

Turkish Studies — Comparative Religious Studies, 21(01)


https://www.britannica.com/event/Enlightenment-European-history
https://iep.utm.edu/kant-rel/

The Relationship Between the Philosophy of Religion and Religious Education in Kant 1615

ETHICAL DECLARATIONS

Research and Publication Ethics

I declare that this article is an original work and was prepared in accordance with the
principles of scientific research and publication ethics. The article has not been published elsewhere
and is not currently under review by another journal.

All sources used in the study have been cited in accordance with academic standards. I
declare that the study does not contain plagiarism, fabrication, falsification, or manipulation of data,
and that the research findings have been presented in accordance with the principles of scientific
integrity.

Author Contributions

The author single-handedly designed, conducted, and analyzed the study and prepared the
report for this article. I have reviewed and approved the final version of the article and agreed to its
publication.

Conflict of Interest

I declare that there is no conflict of interest regarding the publication of this manuscript.

Funding

This research did not receive any specific grant, financial support, or funding from any
public, commercial, or non-profit funding agencies.

Artificial Intelligence (AI) Usage Disclosure

During the preparation of this manuscript, artificial intelligence tools may have been used
solely for limited purposes such as language editing, translation assistance, and stylistic
improvement. Any Al-assisted translations or language corrections were carefully reviewed and
verified by the author. Artificial intelligence tools were not used to generate the core scientific
content, research design, analysis, or scholarly conclusions. All academic responsibility for the
content of the manuscript rests entirely with the author.

Copyright and Permissions

I confirm that all necessary permissions for copyrighted materials have been obtained where
required and that the manuscript does not violate any intellectual property rights.

Author Approval

I confirm that they have read and approved the final version of the manuscript and consent
to its submission and publication.

ETIK BEYANLAR

Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi

Bu makalenin 6zgiin bir ¢alisma oldugunu ve bilimsel arastirma ve yayin etigi ilkelerine
uygun olarak hazirlandigin1 beyan ederim. Makale daha 6nce herhangi bir yerde yayimlanmamis
olup baska bir dergide degerlendirme siirecinde degildir.

Calismada kullanilan tiim kaynaklar akademik kurallara uygun bicimde atiflanmistir.
Caligmanin intihal, veri uydurma, veri tahrifi veya manipiilasyon i¢ermedigini; arastirma
bulgularimin bilimsel diiriistliik ilkelerine uygun sekilde sunuldugunu beyan ederim.

Yazar Katkisi

Caligmanin tasarlanmasi, yiiriitiilmesi, analizi ve makalenin raporlama agamasini tek basina
yiirlitmiistiir. Makalenin son hélini okuyup onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettim.

Cikar Catismasi

Bu makalenin yayimlanmasina iligkin herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atismas1 bulunmadigini beyan
ederim.

Finansal Destek

Bu aragtirma herhangi bir kamu kurumu, ticari kurulus veya kar amaci giitmeyen kurulus
tarafindan finansal olarak desteklenmemistir.
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Yapay Zeka Kullamim Beyani

Makalenin hazirlanmasi siirecinde yapay zeka araglarindan yalnizca dil diizenleme, geviri
destegi ve anlatim iyilestirmesi amaciyla sinirli Olclide yararlanilmistir. Yapay zekd araclart
tarafindan yapilan geviri ve dil diizenlemeleri tarafimdan dikkatle kontrol edilmistir. Yapay zeka
araclart ¢aligmanin bilimsel igeriginin, arastirma tasariminin, analizlerinin veya akademik
sonuclarinin olusturulmasinda kullanilmamistir. Makalenin igerigine iligkin tiim akademik
sorumluluk bana aittir.

Telif Haklar1 ve izinler

Telif hakki gerektiren materyaller kullanilmigsa gerekli izinlerin alindigimi ve galigmanin
herhangi bir fikr miilkiyet hakkini ihlal etmedigini beyan ederim.

Yazar Onay1

Makalenin son hélini okudum, onayladim ve yayimlanmasin kabul ettigimi beyan ederim.
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