
-- PREFACE ON NECESSITY AND APRIORITY IN KANT'S MORAL 
PHILOSOPHY 

Kant uses the terms necessary and necessity in quite disparate contexts 
and with different meanings. He nowhere explicitly says what necessity in 
the domain of morality can even mean.

For that reason, before I move onto the analysis of Kant‘s argument, I will 
address more closely the logical structure of ethical principles.

One must first understand the logical form that such a principle exhibits in 
order to be able to work out the basis of Kant’s central argument for a 
pure moral philosophy. It will become evident that Kant‘s argument is 
comprehensible if the decisive concept [of *ONTIC*] necessity is 
understood as a modal operator {ie. #41 x n of the INTELLECTUS AS 
GENITIVE VOLUNTĀTUS} in the sense of modern logic. The modal status 
necessity, allows moral principles to guide our counter factual, practical 
reflections. This aspect of logical form can be clearly distinguished from 
epistemological connotations, on the one hand, and the prescriptive or 
imperative character of [*ONTOLOGICAL*] normative propositions on the 
other. [page 3]

In consideration of Kant’s expression of the terms necessity and 
necessary as conceiving of a working hypothetical premise we apply the 
principle notion of *ONTIC* to the existential as necessity and it’s 
circumscribing to the ontological experience of the necessary reality.

Factual necessity (existential necessity) is by definition a factually 
necessary being which is not causally dependent on any other being, 
while any other being is causally dependent on it.

SEE ALSO WIKIPEDIA: “Metaphysical necessity”

<https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metaphysical_necessity>

Our informal research task into determining the epistemological principles 
and properties of metaphysical necessity has been completed and we 
substantially convey as factual the hypothetical postulate that the 
*ONTIC* premises as meta-descriptor prototypes conveying NATURAL 
LAW of NORMA OBLIGANS by a circumscribing ethical construct of being / 
ousia are carried by the ONTOLOGICAL experience of language as 
HEBREW / GREEK lexicon being CATEGORIES OF UNDERSTANDING 
defined by a trinomial mathematical theoretical noumenon:
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Whilst we publish our findings so that a peer review may be undertaken 
and the core definitions can be utilised for political agreements without 
the need to provide any substantial narrative of concise consensus 
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