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All translations of Kant’s works are from the Cambridge Edition of the Works of Immanuel 

Kant, edited by Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

With the exception of the references to the Critique of Pure Reason, all references are to the 

volumes and pages of the standard edition of Kant’s works by the Royal German Academy of 

the Sciences. The references to the Critique of Pure Reason are to the page numbers of the A 

and B pagination of the first and second edition. I will use the following abbreviations: 

 

A/B  Critique of Pure Reason, Kant (1998). 

Anth  Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View, in Kant (2007). 

Br  Correspondence, Kant (1999). 

DMC  On the Philosopher’s Medicine of the Body, in Kant (2007). 

GMS  Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, in Kant (1996a). 

KpV  Critique of Practical Reason, in Kant (1996a). 

KU  Critique of the Power of Judgment, Kant (2000). 

MS  The Metaphysics of Morals, in Kant (1996a). 
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Prol  Prolegomena to any Future Metaphysics, in Kant (2002). 

Refl  Reflexionen, in Kant (2005). 

RGV  Religion Within the Boundaries of Mere Reason, in Kant (1996b). 

SF  The Conflict of the Faculties, in Kant (1996b). 

VE  Lectures on Ethics, Kant (1997a). 

VKK  Essay on the Maladies of the Head, in Kant (2007). 

VM  Lectures on Metaphysics, Kant (1997b). 

WA  An Answer to the Question: What is Enlightenment?, in Kant (1996a). 

ZeF  Toward Perpetual Peace, in Kant (1996a). 


