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. KANP'S THEOCENTRIC =~ METAPHYSICS
.. STEPHEN PAIMQUIST
* HONG KONG BAPTIST COLLEGE

&

Does Kant destroy the posslbility of theology ? Does he
seek to undermine its legitimaey, or limit it to & merely nega-
tive path, by aboliéhing its metaphysical fohpdation ? Does he
substitute for metaphysics a positivistiec theory of scientific
knowledge which not only denies any hope of atteining knowledge
of the transcendent, but slso denies scientists themselves any
true knowledge of the world ag 1t is ? Does he seek to undermine
organized religion and the religious experience of countless
individuals by reducing these to nothing but ‘morality ? The ang-
wers given to such questiong will depend on what &ne believes
Kant intended to accomplish in oonstructipg his philosophy, Un~
fortunately, they have been answered all too often in weys that
20 direefly againgt Kant's own eéxpressed intentions,

Many theologieans, especially gince Ritschl and the "baclk
to Kant" movement, have tended to give affirmetive answers inter-

| .breting Kant "ag an antimetaphysical moralisgt® (B1:655) ", on the

basis of the "fact-value" distinction which Kent'sg philosophy
eppears to support, such neo-Kantians believed that if theology
(like any other form of specdlation) is to survive, it must eut

all ties with metaphysics and perhaps even, following Barth'sg lead,
with philosophy as & whole. Whatever view on the relation between
theology and philosophy e person holds, enyone who interprets Kant
in this way is sure to agree with Cupitt that "we who live after
Kant must welk the negative way" (C4:57), Collins adopts this po-
gitién in Cl:183 when he portrays Kant as "destroying every philoso-
Phy of. God" and as arguing that "(n)aturel theology'has_no pdsni-
bility of providing us with true knowledge about God and should

be abandoned", ' '




Philogophers too have often agreed in assessing the Criti-
‘que_of. Pure Reason (kt4), at least, as "the most thorough and devase
tating of all anti-metaphysical writings" (W2:38). Shortly after
the publication of the first Critiaqué, Mendelssohn labelled Kant
the "all destroyer"; and since then meny have followed him_ip_
regarding Kent as "the arch-destroyer in the realm of thought",
putting forward" destructive, world-annihilating thoughts® (H3:
109)..Gilson extends this judgment to the whole of Kant's philoso=-
phy, mainteining that "Keni... had no metaphysical interssts of
his own" (G3:31lo). Since "a new philosuphical cycle was to begin"
(220) ‘with Kant's thoroughgoing "rejection of metaphysics" (229).
(ilson regards any of Kant's theories or statements which border.
on the metaphysical as superiluous nonessentials which he merely
vorrowed "from hearsey" . Findlay sums up this tendency rether
concisely: "It is usual nowadays to think of Kant as some gort of
inecipient positiv1at, always verging towards a belif in the total
non-gignificance ‘of idems lacking all empirical illustration”

(F1:3).

Not all philﬁsophers and theologimns, however, interpret
Kant's intentions sc negatively. Findlay himsel{ goes on to gay .
that, even though "Kant'a theory of knowledge...haa agpecta that
‘ean with justicé be called ''positivist', it is not at all positi-
vist in ite account of the necessary underpinnings of such knowle-
dge" (12:5); "Kant's theory of knowledge cemnot, therefore, be cal=
‘led positivist, though it is gquite right to.see gomething like
‘pogitivism in his account of what we can effectively know"(2).
Barth agrees that it ig wpong to view Kant as "a kind of supere
seeptic", or ag the "all-annihilating one"; for his criticiam is
always intended aé “gn affirmation of reason... Kant both has end
demands en almost unconditional faith in resgon®” (Bl:27o-1:
of. W6:16). England adds that it is "only the validity of 6 certain
type of metaphysics" which Kant denies (E1:207), for "what ig rea=
11y implied in the critieal position ise..the gubstitution of an
immahent metaphysics for the older transcendent metaphysics" (1138
4), And Wood goes so far as to suggest that "Kant himgelf was in
MENY WAYSaesan texistentialigt' theologian"(W6:150)!
Numerous of Kant's own comments could be construed as i

defending a'positivism of some sort. For example, he urges us
"t believe that we have approximated to completeness in the em-

F
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5 piridal_qmployment'ot-fa)-principla,only in prOpoEtion ag we are
- in a position to yerify such unity in empirical fashion" (K14:

720, emphasis added), If this is positiviem, however, it is far

from straightforward for he continues with the caveat: "a comple-“

teness which is never, of courge, attainable", Moreover, when Kant
turns away from such empirical considerations, his position beco-
mes explicitly nonpositivistie, For exempln, he argues against
gcepticism in the Zame way one could argue against the use of the
(unverlfiable) principle of verification as the basis of posi-
tivism, To agsert "that there is and can be ne a priori knowledge
at all™, chides Kant, "would be like prQV1ng by reason that there
ig no such thing as reason” (Kt? 12).

A popular myth Loncerning Kent's devélopment, which helps
‘to breed such misconceptions about his true attitude towards meta-
physiecs, is that he started out as a typical Wolffian rationalist,
and only began formulating his "Critical" principles after being
jarred by Hume oqt of his rationalist complacency. Yet a careful
and copen-minded reading of Kant's early (so-called "preQCritical”}
works. yields quite a different impression : "From the beginning
he made no attempt to hide his dislike of the compact mess of
Wolffian doctrine" (V2:3); rather, his lifelong goal was to dis-
cover and follow "the correct philoscphical method and by meane

~of it to construct an eternal metephysics" (2;see also G4:63),
A good exemple comes in Kt2:71(229), where Kant announces (in
- 1763) that he has "sought in vain from others" for an adenupte

philosophical method to replace "the imitation (or rether the
aping) of the mathematician", which "has on the slinppery ground

of metaphysic occasioned a multitude of...false steps". Noreover,

.ag I have argued in PT7, by 1766 (fifteen years before the publi-

cation of Kt4) Kant had alvesdy shown his.awareness (in Kt3) of
the crucisl difference between "sgpeculative" and "Criticzl" mete-~
physicg, and of his desire to concentrate his attention on the
latter, His philosophical "panacea",

then, "was not discovered

. by a sudden stroke of intuitive geniug but (was) allowed slowly
“end painfully to T'eemh ripe el&boration" (V2:3; see also M3 and

Wa).

Kant expregses hié;true.ﬂttitude towards metaﬁhysica

: quite clearly in a ngumber of explicit statements throughout his
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writings., In Kt3:367-8(112-13), for example, he confesses:

Metaphysics, with which it isg my fate to be in love,
although only can I boast of any favours from her, offers

two advantages, The first is that it serves to solve the .
tagks which the questioning mind sets itself when by means
of reagon it inquires into the hidden qualities of things.
But here the result only too often falls below expectation,..

The other advantage ig movre adapted to human reason,
and consists in recognizing whether the task be within the
1limits of our knowledge and in stating its relation to the
conceptions derived from experience, for these must always
be the foundation of all our judgments. In so far metaphy-
.gics is the science of the boundaries of human.reason, And...
this uge of metaphysics...is at the same time the least
known and the most important, and...is obtained only late
and by long experience. ;

In a letter written at about the same time (1766), Kant reveals
a gimilar positién:
I am f&r from regarding metephysics itself, objectively
‘congidered, to be trivial or dispensable; in fact I have
_been convinced for some time now that I understand its
nature and its proper plabe in human knowledge and that
the true and lasting welfare of the human race depends on
ft...(K1:10,67(21:55)).

The gignificance of early stage in Kant's development, and the
nature and extent of the influences of Hume, are thoroughly
discugsed in PT7., For our presgent purposgeg it will gsuffice to
gay that Kant did not see the first Lritigune as & denial of
nis love of -metaphysics, but as its truest and most secure
foundation., For in a lstter written just after its publication
in 1781 he explains that this book "includes the metaphysics
of metaphygica"

Buch claima suggest quite clearly that Kant saw his
contribution to metaphysice in terms of nelther positivistie
empiricism nor "pure rationalism"; dinstead, he sees himgelf

ag offering ~ to borrow cone of his own favourite expressions -

= 58 =

Mg third thlng". The 1abel most oftan usged to denote Kant's

synthesis between empirlclsm end fationalism iz the easily misun-
derstood title,.“transcendental idealigm". But this phrase properly
refers to just one aspect of his philosophy. & more generasl and -
inclusive title would beto call it a "System of FPerspectives",
Interpreting Kant's philoszophy in terms of the "principle of per-
spective" enables us to acecount for the potentially confuaihg'rncurQ

rence of both empiricist end ratlon&llst (as well es other) elementa—'

in hisg phllosophy.'

If ¥ent was neither a atraﬁghfquard pogitivist nor a tradi-
tional rationalist, the question yet remains how he intended hig

" philosophy to relate to theology. Ag far as methodology and termino-

logy are concerned, Barth ig largely correct to egy Kant "wes purely
e philosopher and his philosophy is not in the least dressed in -the
pgarb of theology" (B1:339). Indeed, as Sykes pointe out, Kant wrote
an entive essay (Part I of Kt11)."the whole object of (which) is to
demonstrete the necessity of an institutionaslized rivelry between
theology and philosophy..." (S3:100). But "theology" in these instan~
ces refers for Kant only to whet is more sccurately celled "biblicel
gtudies" or "revealed theology", a discipline which Kant himself,
even in hieg book on religion, never practised (see Ktlo:8-11(7-1o).
Once the meaning of the word is widened to include any serious, scho=-
lariy study of God, religion and related subjects, his philosophy can
be geen in many respects to be "theocentrie" in orientation. By "the-
ocentric" I do not meen thet Kant adopted the view that cur knowledee
of God must serve as the brsis of or centre for all other types of
knowledge., On the contrary, I mean that the problems surrounding our
underatanding of the nature and reelity of God served as the driving
force of his philosophy (see below).

. Prior to Kant imost pﬁilosophers used theology - end in perti-
cular the implications of God's existence (which many believeed they

" had proved) - to bridze gaps they were unable to bridge by philoso-

phicel means alone. Two obvious examples are Dgscartes'assumption
thet CGod's existence guarantees that “"regarding objects which are
clearly end distinotly represented to it by the understanding, I

can never be deceived" (D1:4,119), and Berkeley's theory that objects
which are not being perceived by any subject can be gaid. to persist
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only because they are being perceived by God. Kant, however, .
severly criticizes such an approachs: .

To have recourse to God...in explaing the arrangements of
nature and their changes is...2 complete confession that
one hes come to the end of his philosophy, since he 1s :
compelled to assume something of which in itself he other-
. wise has no concept in order to conceive of the possibility
of something he sees before his very eyes.(Kt7:138).
Thig removal of God from hig traditional place in the "gaps" of philo=
gsophical inquiry is commonly interpreted as an example of Kant's posif
tivistis and antitheological disposition. VWhat is -often ignored by sucl
interpreters is that, as I argue elsewhere (see P1 and P3: 126- 134),

Lhant revlaces this traditional sssumption with that of his famoug, or
infamous, concept of the "thing in itself", He has a mumber of

reagons for doing so, among which are the preservation of the
integrity of philolophy and the protection of theology from its
ﬂcenticai aﬁ& agnostic eritics, For he regards the thing in itself as
theﬁunknowable question mark of philosophical inguiry (gee P2); God
iz freed to play & far more important and determinant role. There 1is
o sense in which God transcends even the thing in itself, ad =o, for
Kant, is radically unknowable. But there is another sense in which
God is immanent:.indeed, this, rich concept of "a living God" (Kt4:
561) forms the very heart of Kant's entire philosophical project.

(In nther words, ags I argues in PS, a real (thongh mysterious) God-
not just =n "idea" of reamson = is the central focus towards which
Funt's entire System points). The interplay between these two aspects
of hig conecept of God congtitutss & valuable contribution to theolo-

gy, for which he has rarely, if ever, been glven full credit.

Although it 1s true thet Kent always spoke primarily as & phi=
losopher, it is also true that "the Critical philogophy left his basig:
heliefs untouched" (W4:143) and thet the three "ideas" which guided
nig entire philosophical endeavour, viz., "God,

14ty (e.g., Etdixzx; Kt7:3-4; Kt8:473), are all primarily theocen=

freedom, and immorta-

tpic 4in their orientation, Thug it should come as no surprige that
thé concept af God "was constantly vecurring throughout the various
intellectusl development" (H4:12), The inordinate

nanelly give to the arguments in the Transg-

A NG LI
gtapes of (Eant's)

attention interpret

cendental Av

ive account of

the Kant
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what he regarda ag the' correct theology for humen beings" (41:310),
Even Heiney who views Kt4 as "the sword that slew deism in Germany"
(H3:107), agrees that Kant's criticism of the traditional proofy for
the existence of God "forms one of the mein points of (Kt4)"(H3: 1115),
and that we ought to "recognise everywhere visible in (Kt4) his, pole-
mic against these proofs" (116). Unfortunately, he believes Kant was
trying to prove that "“this ideal...belng, hitherto called God, is a
mere fiction" (115) « a view which is thoroughly refuted in P1C,

Wood is one of the few interpreters to acknowledge and deveiop
the constructive, theocentric tenor of Kant's philosophy
He says Iin W6: 17:

Eent ig fundementslly unable to conceive of the human situation
except thelsticelly... For Kant's real aim is not to destroy
theolegy  but to replace a dogmatic theology with a Criticel
one: to transform rational theology from a complacent gpeculn-
tive science into & critical examination of the inevitable but
perpetually insoluble problems of human reason, and a vehicle

for the expressicn of our moral aspirations undsr the guidence
of an autonomous reason,

He olemis, quite rightly, that "there ig widespread misunderstanding
of Kant's ideaa" concerning hig criticism of the proofs for God's
existence (10). Moreover, Kant's Lectures on Fhilosophical Theology
(Kt5) show, eccording to Wood, "that (even) the traditionel theology
was to a large extent compatible with Kant's eritical philosbphy“-
(ic:149), Indeed, Keant's concern for and influence on thenlogy extended
to numerons empirical det ils: not only does Barth credit him with he-
ving "understood what the idea of & Church wag" and as having elso
"understood what grace was" (B1:339), but Sykes regards him "as one of
those who preparad the way for the fragile advences of the Second Va-
ticen Joucil"
merit!

3:103) - three theological eccomplishments of no smell

Rant himself leaves no doubt as te the theocentric orientation

in his understending of metephysics. In 1763 he writes thet "the most |
R |
important of &ll our co tiong" ig "THERE IS A GOD", and that it ie

g

efil
=

g0 that it'is in neo danger of besing refuted by metaphysical speculation
(Et2:65(219)). In 1770 he wrote to his friend Lambert, explaining that
the purpose for fixi the principles snd limits of knowledge is "so0 that

ng
these prineciples could

noet be confusedly applied to ohjects of pure rea- i
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dom and immortality is repeatedly stressed by Kant: "Aetaphy31cs has ag.

the proper object of its enguiries three ideas only: God, freedom, and

immortality" (Ktd: 395n); "metaphysics has engaged so many heads up tiﬂ

“now and will continue to enpgage them not in order to extend natural kn
.wledge..., but in ovder to attain to a kncwledge of what lies entirely
beyond all the poundaries of experience, namsly, God, freedom, and nmm
: rtality" (Kt6:477)), And in Kt9:292 he emphasizes the theocentric oriey
tation of all metaphysics even more explicitly: "The supersensible in.
the word 1(the spiritual nature of the soul) and out of the wordl (Godj
hence immortality end theology, are the ultimate ends towards which

metaphysics is directed.” ! . '

Kant also makes it clear in numerous places that hisg own task E
ig ultimately constructive with respect to theology and religion, just
ag it is for metaphjysics in general. His famous claim "to deny knowle=~
_dge, in order to meke room for faith! (XKtd:xxx) certainly implies some
thing of this sort (but see also Pl:442-444), especially when it is
geen in contexi. For a large portion of the second edition Preface to
Kt4 is devoted to clarifying that "all objections to morality and re-
ligion" have been Ueap ever silenced" by thisg critique of reeson's
powers. Elsewhere in Kt4 he explaing that theology, morals and religf
which correspond to these three ideas, respectively, are "the highest
endg of our existence" (395n:-éea also 494, 656). And in the last few:
pegea of-the Critique he concludes that, "although metaphysics cannot |
be the foundation of raligilon ', it must elways continue to be a bulwanf .
of it", and that e Critical metaphysica "prevents the devastations Of,
(speculation)...in the field of morals ag well as in that of r*ﬁl:i.gjorﬂl3
(877). In the Critigue of Practicgl Heason (Kt7) he therefore continuel
his task of preventing "the pogssibility of meking theology merely a i
magic lantern of phantoms" (141), Even at the end of his life, in 'j
Kt12:22,63 Kent reminde us of the theocentric orientation of his phiul
logophy: "The highest level of the trancendental philosophy...lles 1n.
“thig twofold: 1, What is God? 2. Is there a God?" (a3 quotea in 521
117) Moreover, if Kant's own tegtimony is not evidence snough, "his
“th&b "
friends!the philosopher and the men

friend and ‘biographer, Jachmann" informs us, as Greene notes

in private conversation with his

“

gpoke out in undeniable testimony to an inner feeling and genuine |

conviction (of God's ex riatence) ; and that'in the true sense of the Nd

i
he wes & worshipper of God."

Copleston argues .ageinst the common trend in both theology and
philosophy acnoraﬂng to whiech philosophers such as Heidegger end theold

| philosophers es one of the great philosophical thinkers in the history
| of Western philosophy - if not the greatest, Indeed, mwany would egree

| ang and philosophers of religion who acknowledge Kani's aschievement is

| ne even among those who wanted to go forward with him had first to

| philosophical traditon,

| honest way for a modern
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-gians auch af Barth stand willingly back to back, facing opposite
airectlona. He urges "{hat an adeguate understanding of the Christien
faith requires phllosophicql reflection, and that it ig not facilitated
by & wholesala rejection of metaphysics" (C3:53). Taking into account
the theocentric orientation of Kent's philosophy mey help to reverse
this trend, which is traceable in both disciplines to various m151nter—
pretations of Kant. The theologien end the philosopher might then be
more willing to stand face to fade; for Kant destroyed the old parent-
child relationship of theology to philOSOpﬁy not in order to make -them
complete strengers, but rather to eneble them to work side towards a
common goal, "The ultimate aim" of such c60peration, Smith suggests,

g "to overcome the emptiness and formality of philosophy and to frua-
trete the obscurantist and parochial tendencies in theology" (51:8).

Learning to read Kant's philosoﬁhy élwaya in the light of itsg
| theological and religious implications can be particularly helpful in
fulfilling this tagk because he is regpected almost universally by

that "Kent, in modern times, has replaced Aristot ag a kind of intel-
lectusl reference system" (G1:135). Likewise, the number of theologi~

so large as to render it hopeless even to-attehpt to draw up an exlaus-
tive list, Many theologiang would agree with MacKinnon's view thati Lent
is "surely the supreme.Cerman philosopher" (M1:135; see also M2:22-6
and L1:16), Even Gilson, who has fundamental disagreements with Kant,
regards him as the primary philosophical alternative to Thomaa agquinas
for the Christian (G2:114), What Barth aeys of Kant's influence on
nineteenth-century theologians would apply to most (non~-Barthian) theo-
logiang in the twentieth century as well: "He stands by himself...a

gtumbling-block and rock of offence,..,someone determinately pursuing
his own course, more fearad than loved, a prophet whom almost everyo-

re-interpret before they could do anythlng with him" (B1:267).

If indeed Fant ig the primary figure in'the modern Western
the theologian can hardly ignore him. For, as
up squerely to the problems of the tradition,
far the most straightforward énd‘inteliectually
 theQiogian to-discharge his philosephical res-
s interpret Kent in & way that is philosophi-

Wood suggests: "To-face
8y Kent did, remains by

ponsibilities"(W6:151).
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czlly acceptable and yet leaves open & legitimate field in which

the theologian can work (see eeg., Part Four of P11l) would therefore
- affectively establish much=-neaded ‘common ground between philosophy

" and theology. ' = o ‘ : e
But the respect Kant evokes from philosophers and -thedlogiané '
is not the only reason for recommending a theologically-conscious way,:
of reading this over-worked philosoplier. An even more important reason
stems from a problem we acknowledged near the beginning of this artic1§
Kant is far too frequently interpreted in a one-gided fashion, espsciaJ
by those who (conveniently) claim that lerge portions of his work are |
irpelevant to or inconsistent with the "truly Eantion" material. Becawﬁ
ge of the confusion this creates, especially for anycne whoge primary
concern is not philosophieal, many theologians and philogophers of re=
ligion have ignored ov repudiated the importance of Kant., A typical
example 1a Flew's book on the philosophy of religion (F3), which enti-
rely ignores the relevance of Kent's views on the subject: he devotes
only two paragraphs (5.44~5) to a brief descruption and trite criticigpg
Rether than merely listing other works which make such a mistake, let
us examine one cage in nllghtly more detail.

Hartshorne g treatment of ¥ant is even more m*slnading than Fles
_ because he gives the impression of being more knowledgeable, With Ree
he voices the common objection: "Of all criticisms of philosophical thg
ology, probably none has been so influential as those of Kant...(Ho= “
wever,) Kant's criticisms depend, more than is commonly noted, on cer=

toin features of his own system which are now usually rejected" (H2:
142), They then severely miginterpret end trivialize, among other thiqg
Kent's doctrine of sengibility (147). As evidence of their failure to
gragp the essential thrust of Bant's philosophy, they accuse him of
being "imprisoned in the half-truths in which the monopolar prejudice,
the neglect of the principle of polerity, is vound to result“ (146). '
Bach of thege criticlams, however, and egpecially the 1aiter, betrays
en acceptance of an overly simplified or one- gided 1nterp~etat10n of .

Hant - an 1nterpretation of the type which assumesg thet theologians

who sccept Kant must give up most or all of their endeavours., The im=
slications of such a second-hand approech are brought out more clearly
41 Hartohorne's defenge of the ontological argument {Hl), which is. &
itgelf baged on a neglect of Hant's prineiple of perspective. Descri-
bing Kdnt ss a8 "¢ alamltouslv over aqtlmafea Gprman _philosopher!(221),
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Hertshorne -explicitly ééﬁecés Kant's Copérhican revolﬁtioh (232)

and evinees his neglect of Kentian methodology in general ‘when :

he boldly states: "Unbelief {in God) igs confusion or else belief isg
confusion, There is no third poasibility“.(lBB, but ses P1), Such
philosophers of religion end theologians remain uneware of-or at
least, unreceptive towards-the true contribution Kent has made to
their subject. This alone, if nothing else, calls for a fresh veminder
of just what that contribution is, so thet the doors of theological

reflection can remain open even (or QEHEQIQIJI) for the Kentien-
and, indeed, vice varsa. -

Our tentative angewer to the questlon with which we begen,
therefore,:is that Kent destroyed not go much. the possibility of theo-
logy as that of the one-gided rationalist spirit of the Enlightenment
under which he himsgelf had been nurtured. His gehius, however, wasg %o,
have done thisg-without poing to the opposite extreme of positivism.

In the process of working out his new approach, he propoged numerous
theoriesa which are’ hlghly relevant to. the theologian, (I have discuseed
gome of these in P1 and P6 Plo,) But because hisg theological interests
are o deeply imbedded withln hig philosophy, and because the comonly
accepted 1nterpretat10n5 ignore this and other important emphases, such
as the dependence of his arguments on the principle of persnectlve, it
would be necessary to reinterpret his entire Critical System in the
light of such issues (see P1ll) before bringing into full view all.the
details arleing out-of_is thoroughly theocentric orientation,
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" STRUCTORA LOGICA PRIMARA A CRITICIT .
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' Constituirea sau autodeterminarea oricivei filosofii
drept concepfie coerentd asupra existentéi cuprinde cu necegi-
tate un moment negativ: limitarea sau, in ‘anumite cazuri nege-
res valabilititil conceptiilor filosofice anterioare. ?

Demersul teoretic prin'care ge realizeazd acest moment
definitoriu pentru orice constructie conceptueld orientatd spre
universal gi esential il desemndm prin termenul de criticd fi-
logofici. ; CAE S 0y o

Tinind de conditiile intrinsece ale producerii concep-

tiilor filosofice demersul critic are un ca:acteb:imanant in
gensul ci el se regisegte intr-o formd latentd impliciti chiar

.~ gi in acele aisteme gsau viziuni totalizatoere care sint expuse

pur "pozitiv", adicd fird vreo referire critici la alte incer-

ciri de acelagi.gen, ;

Tocmai aceasti dubld necesitate intemmZ (genmeticd gi de
justificare) de a se raporta implicit sau explicit, partiasl sau
integral la un ansamblu divers de viziuni, sisteme gi orientdri
globale relevante, determini statutul epistemologic privilegiat
2l demersului critiec in filosofie.

Legitimitatea cognitivi (si sproppe in egald mAsuri axio=
logicd si praxiologic#) al demersului critic, inteles intr-un
gens cit se poate mai lerg (apropiat de cel,etimologic, greces=-
cul "Krinein" insemnind & cintdrl, a judeca, & examim ), ca "e-
lement de discermamint" (I, Florian),ca "gpirit de .exigentd si
rigoare® (A. Riehl) este cel puyin de la Kant incoace unanim re-
cunoscutd, De altfel, spiritul eritic, identificat de multe ori



